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‘ in th is the51s, I attempt to characterize a broadly
1nfluential ontological /’ epistemologlcal v1ew called .ff

o"' ’ - . .

hisﬁor1c1sm. This contemporary current of philosphic )

'thought having 1ts origins in: the thought of Hégel Marx, {”
? A ‘y ot v " .
»’fNié!&sche, Hei gger, and others of lesser 1nfluence, has : !

.fas.Lts central tenet the assertlon that all being isfr
‘ <
~essentially in fluxvand that all human behaviour and

thought is historically d termined, or relative to tlme e

-1
.gand place. As such then,
i

challange to the Western t~:d1tion of political thought asz\

historicism poses a. most radical

- &

“L'it was given shape at 1ts beginning by Socrates, Plato, “euiJ

]

’dhd Aristotle.~ Historicism asserts that all thoughtqas .
' mere 1deology, and that the thougﬁt of each of the great f»"'
?‘political philosophers is at best relevant only to the

*fparticular historical epoch in. whlch it was propounded

:fThlS assertion challenges polltical phllosophy at dts°‘

core, for that traditlon ptoceeds from the assumption that

it is p0551b1e for msn’to know truths mhich are relevant

in the fullest sense for all times and places. ; o ;,
| By way of gharacterizing the challenge that historic1sm,

poses for political phrlosophy, I examine the work of two

L

fairly }ecent thinkers, Leo Strauss and R. G. Colllngwood L
¥

'Since I belleve that the'r;;;tical\consequences of accepting

the historic1St view of reality are grave indeed I try to
answer 1ts challenge to political phllosophy via argument T
at the epistemological level - | ) f“’\j

-
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. PREFACE . T SRR oy

Professor George Grant has wrttten an essay entltled Tlme

T as Hlstory, in whlch ‘he examines - the problem .hlstoricism

as it has. been revealed for us in the thought of Frledrlch

e

s Neltzsch$ In that. ‘essay, It is Grant s obseryatlon ' a‘n ea'sily

defensible one, l thmk that "Er’:glrsh has become the predommant‘
Ianguage through Wthh the culture of the Western world expresses
ltself throughout the globe" ’ He spends the flrst chapter of

sthat essay in makmg the ca,se that the word“ "hlsto.ry" has come -

E . .
‘to have a very |mportant pl&lce in that almost world language

\

"'History' is one of the key words in whuch the English speakmg

R

people Y express what they thmk they are and what- they

think the world to be "o He guves the reader a couple of examples

N

. of what he means: . ' - ‘ : ’ ' .
‘And in that language the word 'history!'
‘comes from llps and pens near the centre
of what is most often said. 'History will
judge my Vietnam ‘policies' says. a Pre5|dent.
'This is a history- -making flight' says an
astronaut. 'History!' demands, commalnds
requires, obliges, teaches, etc,, etc

Recently,»' i watched on television a fllmcllp of the Presndent

-«

of the United States at last welcoming the leader of the Communist

‘Chinese nation to his country. The President!s speech emphasized,
e .

at more than one point, that he regarded that moment as an

"historic" one, and no-one could doubt that, by his use of that
s , .
term, he was intending to convey to his audience the great

« -
importance of that event. For English speakers, "an historic

I

event" is an event which is of paramount importance. -

vii



e

‘ Fo_r' 'ProfesSor Grant, there. are other words - "fr*ee’dom"‘-'_; T

f"\ »
of the way W‘e Engllsh speakers speak thlnk and act

3

and . value" "'scienc'e" 'and natur‘e'v' - whlch are also at the cor*e

b'ut; v

e .'htstor‘y has partlcular' sugnlflcance )

" because'it is, one of those ‘words whrich' - is
. .’pr'esent for us and was not ‘present in
\ any . Stmllar sense in: the Ianguages of .
other c‘lwllzatlons - lncludlng those from
.whlch ours: sprang.. Therefore it we o
,desnr‘e to under-stand oufr ‘own understand-
ing. of ourselvbs,. it is well "to think about
-’fhls word which has come’ to have such a
umqu;e connotatlon amongst us.2

e )

“

history had come - to ch

life, at that time spe

Almost exactly a century earller Ni~etzsche hi'mself wrote
,an e'ssay in whlch he pomted to the extent to Whl.Ch esteem of
_:'r‘lze \/ester'n 'i-ntellectual and polltlcal
ded more by German than Engllsh

.speakens"‘ 3 For’ Nletzsche, the role of "hlstor‘y" in the wor'ld had

v

only been dlscovered in the 19th century, and prevuous generatlons

~° .

of men had falled to r‘ecognlze and acknowledge the central

importance of "hlstory"*\ their’ Ilves. This.was a belief_which

had been held by A few thlnker's pr-evuous ~to Nietzsche, ' and

which,: would be -echoed by more than a few ‘after hnm. "’;l follow-—»\' '
ing Grant and others of Itke mlnd am per-suaded that this bellef

is one whnch is changing, in the most r-adlcal manne'r‘, ‘the way.

R}

in which, Western men, a'nd_ therefone, probably,_ all_men, view k

the world and their place'in it. On this assumption, -

it ‘behooves

us to attempt to better under'stand the role that "histor‘y"g'.has

?

come to- play in our thlnklng.-

task.

|

intend ' the. following essay to be a beglnmng |n that

The essay_is also mtended to be a study |n pdlltlcal

vidi
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phllOSOphy, although the reader may notlce that it contains

-llttle e;(plicn phllosophizmg about pOlltlQ§. Rather., I shall
' 4
concern\myself w1th examlnlng the very possibility of phllOSOphlZ— .
ing about politlcs in any meanmgful way, for | thlhk that ‘we
- ) Y (S PEPE

lnve in-a time in WhiCh one must do. the former before one can

do the?-latter. Before one can lnvestlgate polltics, one must
N :
» engage in metaphysncal debate concermng whether or not one

can hope to have knowledge ,about poli'tics at all; that is, if

-"knowledge" means an understanding of things which is permanently
- ] ,
true and ratlonally grounded This then will be an essay

concerned Wlth the challenge that one. metaphySIcal posrtion,
‘one mode of thlnking .about the’ world - .historicism - poses to

,the 'very possibility of ratlonal speculatlon about politucal matters,

<

or to traditional polltrcal philosophy. ’ That is, | shall speak
‘broadly, an-d_for the moét‘ part at" ine epistemologicalf level,
about the Emb‘ie‘m of having l{no'wledge about politics, this being
a matter whlch is lo‘:_:;lcally prlor t‘o anything more specuflc that
we. mlght say about politlcal llfe. . |

.By way of conf*rontin'g the iSsue of his’t‘orl',cismrvs. political
philosooHy as traditionally. .u»ndersto‘o'd, | shall examine the
opp.osing thoughtS'of‘two.re'c,ent ,writer.s: the'one, Leo Strauss,
_be'inv’g an interpret°er('of"the Vlestern tradition of political phil-
osophy amn# perhaps deserying to be ~thoug.ht of as+a political
philosopher in his own right; and‘the other R.G. Colllngwood

<

belng an English teacher of historicist philosophy.. _As‘ide from

the fact- that most of Strauss's work can be read as having been

ix
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'

] un'dertal;en in reply to positivlsm and historicism, | have chosen,‘ .
/ ~ to consider h’is‘thought ine this essay because I have found it to

be., persuasi've, .‘both in reference to_ lnterpretlng the hlstory of

‘pol_i.'tsic'al .'thoug'ht' and m connectlon wnth phnlosophuznng about

jpol_itics. | shall *say more about why 1l have chosen Colllngwood

as representatlve ‘of the hlStOf‘lClSt persuasno% ln' my"expliciit
7'j consnderatlon of hns thought in Part 111 of thlS essay

To have dealt conclusnvely ‘with the. problém of hxstortcnsm s

challenge to politicat phllosophy, one would have had to have i
. . -y

"done a much n‘lore extenswe examlnatwn of both hlstor|C|st wrltlng

‘.and of the history of polltncal thought than I have attempted -‘here._

‘One wouli have had to write indepth characterlzations of the
-

thoughts of many more thlnkers, from both sudes of the debate,

.

. than | have attempted in this study | have characterlzed
\pwi-i

‘hlStOl"lClsm S challenge to pOllthal phllosophy only at ‘a very ‘

general level, w:th special emphasts on epistemological issues as
they can be seef to relate to polatlcs. Consequently, the reader'

cannot help but be aware of more than one sngmflcant lacuna in

N

what follows. Thls belng sald however and beli_‘evlng”as I do

‘that the problems which- occupled polutlcal ph‘i.l’osophers thro‘LJQl‘:‘out‘

most of our tradition are inescapable in tha,tt the _practice -of our
. daily living requires answers. to them, ,.I"thinl< vthat an attempt,

.even in a relatlvely short essay such as thls, to deal in _generalt

terms . with the challenge of historlmsm is useful despite ity

-

being ‘inconclusive.

e e s
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claims of Collmgwood and of hIStOPIC‘ISm i'nvrgenei"al.-. T

T ’

: o -~ ) . . o ‘v.
The study is broken into" three parts. In Par't I y-.1 shall
. ¢
dxscuss the vamous conn’otatlons of the word’ "hlstorICIsm" "and. -’

. PEANER
.

~ show. h‘ow its meamng has changed since it flr'st entered academlc

. )

'dlscourse, as weII as gomg some way towards char‘actemzmg
-hnstomcvsm s, challenge to tr'adltlonal ways of thmking about

Vpo‘lltlcs. ln Part 11, 1| shall do two thmgs. | shall atte'mpt'

fto char‘acter‘lze in general terms the Western tradltnon of, polltlcal )

thought, and wnJl subsequently move to an exegxsls of Strauss s .

exphcnt defence of the possrblluty of polltlcal phllosophy |n the

face of hlstor|c15m 5 challenge to it. h:\ Part I'II', shall

examine R. G Collmgwood's pecullarly pr'ogress:vust hlstorlcn‘sm ﬂ

“in some detail and hope to show Hhow we may doubt both the

.

3

<
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PART |: THE. MEANING OF "HISTORIC ISM".

RS

The world of external objects and of psychlc

experience .appears to be in a continuous

flux. Verbs are more. adequate symbols for
%

this sntua'(:on than nouns. PO

" . B ' : ‘Karl Mannheim1
Desplte the modern tendency towards compar‘tmentallzatlon

of academlc endeavour- in general- and despite “the tendency‘
) towar'ds compar‘tmentallzatlon‘ of eplstnmologlcal |nquary in.. par.*—v
tlcular what develops in One "field" of mqumy most often redounds
upon other flelds. | Eugene Mll_ler‘ has. »a‘r"g‘ued; in an especially '
pertinent (vand, I think, t,ns_igh_tful) article entitled "Positi\;ism,
Histohicism,,‘ and Politipal Inqu‘ir'y":,.zlthat j}n the Iast‘twen‘t'y-five
to thirty years, polltlcal lanI(l”y, and We'stern intellvectual life
in genera_l has come to be char‘acterlzed by an ascendent theory
. of knowledge that Miller calls "htstomcnsm" | It is Mtller‘ s‘
"pr*oJect in that ahtlcle tobmake a' case for the ubvquntousness as.
weII as for the embracnve consequences, of that theory of know—
ledge. He beglns his paper with a_'“,Quota-t'_ion from Karli
:AM“annheirrt's\ essay, '"Historicism": |
; Historicism has developed into an intellectual

force .of: extraor‘dmar‘y sngmflcance, it epnt-—

.. omizes our Weltanschauung (woérld. . view). :
' The historicist principle not only" or‘gamzes - "

" like an invisible hand the work of the /
cultural sciences (Gelstesw15$en—schaften) P
but also permeates everyday thinking. 3 ',,{‘/ -

Mannhelm himself an historicist accor'dmg to Mlller s

-
v

understandlng of" that term, has captur-ed x-n_ those two shbr‘t‘

.

sentences, much. of the s-ignificance that. Miller- Wants.tp ascribe

‘to»histhicism.' Others’ have.’aj.so indicated a belief in that

i o




- L :. \',_., . N /4 .
significance. Hans Meyerhoff, in a useful introduction to an ' .

anthology of writings on the philosophy of history, says the - : y

following: '\\ o " R /\; R
. _ L
Hi,stor‘icism &aens a new chapter in the study ‘ - _—
‘of "history. .Friedrich Meinecke, who wrote '
" the classic work on its origins, described
r historicism as '"the greatest "spiritual .
revolution of the Western world". He compared
it to the Reformation; Lord:-Acton, to the
Copernican r‘evolutlon., These Judgements
are hyperbolscal “but - there is no doubt
that the contemporary- sntuatlon in the theory
of history, and: ‘culture in general, is . )
unmtelllglble withbut an appreciation of the
,',meanlng and consequences of historicism.
: "Today none of 'us, no matter where our
.particular interests may lie, can escape its
all-pervasive influence.'"4

Both Meinecke's and Acton's ‘judgementsv ’o_;nl-.,_the significance

of historicism may be thoughi of as being "hyper‘bdlical"‘:':i-f- or_\'e.,’ -

reads them as if they were intended to be a judgement upon

tne in‘te!l‘ectual achievement th‘a't that theory of knowledge
..r'ebr‘esents. If, h_ow'eveh they are also read as' judgements upon
the actual, historical i\nflu‘e.nce of historicism, then. they may

not be at all "hyper‘bolncal For what in many instances began
as a theory of knowledge whlch was meapt to apply pr'lmar'tly to_"

Y

the .specific practlce of hlstortography - the academic,disci.pline

P 4

d_evoted to the telling of the story of man's past - came to be

thought of by many as an all-encompassingsphilosophy, containing N
at its core a theory of knowledge which totally revised man's ) “
thinking about his own behaviour, and the univer$e he inhdbits.

ln Whaffo”oWs, we shall note that the term "histor‘lclsm"

has encompassed varlous shades’ of meanlng,, espec1a|ly with

o

reference to the epis‘t_emol__ogical consequences that*have been




A\

seen to accrue from holding such a belief about the nqtur‘e of

NN
v wat

thlngs. leferent writers have chosen to emphasize certain aspects

of’ hlstorlcnst phllosophy whlle lgnoring others, and this has .

-7

had the consequence of changmg the meamng of "hi»stor-icism"
sngmflcantly from ttme to: tnme.' in dlscussmg these various.

meanings by way of showmg that the “word hlstommsm has come
L \ "
to have a falr‘ly precise and wndely accepted meamng in contem—,

9

porary academic dascc_)_yr,se, I rely to a considenabl'e extent on
two seminal articles on the meaning of. the term: one by Maurice

Mandelbaum, entitled simply, '"His_tor‘i'cism", ‘and the other by

N

Dwnght E. Lee .and- Robert N. Beck, entitled, "The Meaning of
‘.‘HIStOI"ICIsm "3 In” my synthetic’ exposnt‘on of th.ese, two articles,

I have expanded their discussions of certain authors. whose think-

-

l
f
!
Bl

ing is especially important as background for this;thesis.



.a) Carl. Mengeh

Mandelba‘um places the entry of "historicism" into the arena

of schola'r*ly'consider‘étion_prfevious to W.W.Il. The word is an
4 ° . ) , o =

English translation of the German wdr'd Histonismus, and it

earliest usage seems to have occurred mocer‘tam methodologlcal

debates among. German- speaklng polltlcal economlsts.f Hlstorlsmus
was a term used by Carl Menger to descmbe and cr:tlcyze .the = B

theorles of a schoolof his contemporames who, he thought tended

to. make economic theory unduly dependent upon economic history.
Thus, Menger used the word in a depreciatory sense, and
Historismus r;:‘ame to suggest a certain ‘;"inépprophiate use of

historical. knowledge and a confusion’ regarding ‘the ,sorts of
questions which could bg'vanswered by »'meahs of such knowledge."6

~

b) 'Ernst bTr""o‘.:eltsch ' ‘ | : ‘ . 4' <
vl-‘lowever."; 's.’ays Mahdelbauh, it was not until the period

immediately fdl‘lhw{ng W.W.Il that the tehm came to be used Qidely.

Ernst ;Tréeltsch (1865-1923), a Christian philosopher and sociologist

(and, incidentally, a close fiend of Max Weper) made an attempt

to clarify the meaning of the term "historicism!" by way of exam- )

0
A
.

ining its ogigins and by. a_ttemp_ting to relieve it of its polemical
overtones. \As-Malmdel.baum puts it, "Troeltsch used 'hvistor'icism'
to mean .a tendency to view all knoWledge and all forms of
experi’ehce in a context of historical change."'7 Troeltsch was
fhe first to make explicit reference to what« was to become a
common feature of' historicist thought: he recognizé;:i that there

was an obvious tension between "historical'* th‘inking_ and

O O
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"slt‘:ientvific" thinking. He regé'bded the ten‘de’né& towéf‘d historical
thinking as one of th€ two great discoveries of moder‘&'\i’ thought,

) . ‘ o : P
the"other‘,_ of course, being the generaliz‘ing,' émantifyiné,

\ N— i

"scientific". approach which he termed Naturalismus.v#For Troeltsch,

v °

His]’orismus and Naturalismus were two entirely different

. (RS
L‘ e
T

Weltanschauungen. While himself believing that all kh‘bwléﬁﬁe

and all forms of human experience are caught up. in a pr‘o‘cés‘fs:;

I
4

- JRf char&ge; Troeltsch nevertheless sought to ovey&ome the sort

.

of moral and intellectual relativism/skepticis that such a be\lvTv'e{lf\_v
. ) ' . \¥ . "\.\‘1' o
leads to. Much of his work apparently rep_résents an attempt
. .
0 . .. . 0\
to wrestle with, this inevitable "crisis of historicism," or with = “20»

3,

LML

the dilemma that historical relativity poses for Christian universal-‘x#’"l",‘

A

et‘r'rics.8

Paren hetica;l'ly,ﬂ. it is perhaps unfdgftunate that Troeltsch's
w_or‘k has be‘ n Ieft r;elatively obscure by the bfact that it is
“as yet. una;);ailable in' ‘English translation. However, as | .hépe"
to show presently, th'e problerﬁ that histor*i‘cism ‘poses for political
philosophy.9 can be effe'ctiv‘ely -examined by concenir‘ating' on' the
thought .of R.AG.- Collingwood, Himfself an important contributor

! |

°

to that still-evolving genre of t ought.

I3
’

s
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c) Kar! Mannheim

Mannheim was a German sociologist and one-time student

10

of Max Weber who was also deeply influenced by Karl Marx.

"His work has been influential/in developing the ''sociology of

knowledge'" approach to understanding human thinking. Immediately

after the appearance of Tro ItscH's_ work, in 1924, Mannheim




]

By
S d

the popuiar-.dissemination of "books about the evolution of

published a Iength‘(y essay, enti_tl.e'd "Hi_stor‘icis,m",' from which
I have already ‘quoted “i'n reference to Miller's aforementioned

article, and in which, asz\t)hat quotation shows, he characterized
5 . . : )

~historicism as a basic Weltanschaunng. Mannheim subscribed

P

to a radically temporalistic view of the world: he felt that.‘
all socio-cultural reality was domlnated by change. According
to Maqnhetm, modern men or at least modern European men,

Y

are characterized mogt lmportantly by their manlfestlng an hlstor—

icist Weltanschauung they "experience every segment of the )
- . A , . IR B

spumtu\al—mtellectual world as in a state of flux and growth."

We ‘moderns have come to hold- Ehis world view as a result of

. e s e S 12
Institutions, customs, rellg:ons psychic contents, etc." .

sUnlike Tnoeltsch Mannhelm was not dlsturbed by the
r‘elatnvuzatlon of morality, et‘hlcs gr' "values" that an hnstomcnst
philosophy would seem to entail. Rather, he was concerned

to affirm that realization, However, he.did not think that the
. . ’ ' » . '

his;orical relativity of ethics necessarily resul ted in skepticism

regarding them, for, as Mandelbaum puts it, he '"believed that

all values are rooted in the conditions of social existence and
th_eir discovery is not dependent upon possession of some

1 . o
unchanglng capacity for moral msnght.’.' 3 Thus, it seems likely

that Mannheim’ subscrlbed to what | would like to call the "Spirit

of the Age' theory of morality: mor‘alities'chang'e from age

to-,VEQe,“but orie may identify the system of ethics that is approp-
3. 5 . '

riate Pq&?bne s own time and place. (havmg arisen more-or-less
\4;,
automaf?tally and m ‘harmony wuth it) and l|ve by it. Sociology
v

e
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S

"is the scien’ce wher‘eby\t't'/\e "Spivrit" of each"’age 'may- be identirfied.

Nor did Mannheim think -that historicism entailed a necessary
"intellectual skepticism." As Mandelbaum puts it, Mannheim

believed that "lntgllectual skeptlcnsm could be avoided through-

1

a recognltlon of the perspectival character of knowledge, and
by means of the cah\acny of a socnology of knowledge to uncover.
the nqtune of divyge\nt perspectives and reconcile them with

one another." 14 Mannheim felt that historicist theory could

-~

manage to "der'lve an orderlng pmnc1p|e" from the "seemlng

anarchy of change " -that |t couid manage . to - "penetrate the

mner‘most structure of this al.l—pervading char\<_:;e."1,5 The followmg

abstractlons from Mannheim's "Hlstommsm" essay capture some-
. )
thing of th(e flavour of Mannheim S answer to the rntellectuaHy

relativistic tendenc\/ of hlstommsm

in every‘event' ‘then, ther'e ls something
other than the event 'itself The event is
moulded by a totality,. elth% in the sense’
of a law »3‘ patterning or i the sense of

a principle \of systematlzatlon

Thus with th\e systematlzatlon of historicism

‘itself, a destiny is fulfilled which historicism
... had to discover for all the past forms of the
= . world Process: that life has.the constant
: tendency to ossify itself into a system.

'

<

To extract out of the many—snded r‘eallty its
slowly changlng pattern and the structure

" .of its inner- balance, is the aim and at the
same time .the antnc:pated f:{teal vnslon of a
fully developed hlstommsm

At the end of Mannheim's essay, one is left wondering

what the "final vision'-of a full,y:aE/eloped hist'or'icism" looks

¢

like: one wonders what Mannheim thought would be the "|aw

of pattermng" or "principle of systematrzatton" that wou|d make

e B Y sz n < oo o
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histor‘y intelligible. ' I-te.does’ not subsc.riﬁe' t;a‘ either the mater—
ialism.of Marx or'v the i'.dbaliérﬁ of Hegel, at least nOt.ex;:r‘essly.'
The question .that ‘cv)ne wants' td“ raise here, the .questli'on of ijc;;w

" to know the truth about history (pr indeed, th;a, truth about
<anytbing) once one._lhas. posited it‘he hvistor‘ieit-y of all things,

is oﬁe that r"naturalkly,aris'es agairt and agr:tin in trying rto compre-
hi—;-ﬁd historicism. ‘Mannheim's ‘'work is importgit m that he

exphcutly attempts tc‘defend hlstorlcnsm against the charge that

at“-.-lls inhérently relativistic and paradoxical. Alt-hough I shall
n‘ot' examine Mannheim's. work in any greater detail, | shall

E

examme the problem of the par‘adoxncahty of hlstor‘lc:sm in general
7
and m partlcular' with refef'ence to Colllngwood's thought.

« N . o . +

" d)  Friedrich. Meinecke /.

-~ 1

According to Mandelbaum, Friedrich Melnecke (I862—I954) '

contributed a significant addltlo Q the meamng of "hlstomcnsm."
Meinecke was a distinguished historian who also evinced a keen
interest in. moral or ethical problems, and hence, in political

'philosophy.‘19 He was in agreente‘ht with both Troeltsch and
/ &

Mannhelm /that hlstor-lcnsm constituted an opposition to a 'static"

view of the v&‘orld and'-that it was therefor‘e,a radically different ’

way of thinking than that:' which cha‘racte’rizedlboth’_the n,atu_"b‘él
sciences and tl'tose political philosophies which had relied upon _
-a conception of universal and unchaf\ging ‘natttr*al law. Howev‘er,
wher‘eas both Troeltsch's and Mannhe|m 's char‘acterizatlons of -

hlstomusm had emphasized the concepts of change and development

Meinecke's ‘use .of the t,er'r_n,, says Mandelbaum, emphasnzed a

e



- . /
"view of the world in terms of an interest in that. which is . -

X concr*ete,' unique, end individual-‘."zo It is perhaps not surpmsnng

that Melnecke would use "hlsforlc15m" in COnJUnCtIOF\ wuth such
. b)) .
an emphasis, in view of the fact that he was an historian, and |

made it his principal business to ferret out the facts with respect

S~

to the '"concrete", tHe "unique",' and the "mdwndual Slnce
he agreed with Troeltsch and Mannhelm that. the fundamental :

significance of historicism 'lies in avbelief in the radical tempor-
~ality of all things, his subtle shift of emphasns with respect
to the meaning of "hlstomcnsm" mlght "be regarded as a mtnor '

)

academlc point. However nt is also worthwhile to note that

Mgmecke s emphasis on mdcwduallty in hlstor‘y rather than

its process(es) of change and development did not Iead him to a

confrontation with value r‘el’ativism, as did historicism for Troeltsch.

s

e) Benedetto Croce . : e

According to Mandelbaum, MeineCRe's'characterization of

'hlstorlc:Smm can perhaps best be compat*ed tokthat of Benedetto o
Croces Croce (I866 1952) the "b¥:st—known ltalian phi'l»osopher‘- of ' ’
. this century,"z' is important to our purposes here both beceuse

in his writings one finds some of the most succinct and explicit

expressions of the tenets and copsequences of ‘historicism, and

22

Pl

because he was obviously much admired by R.G. 'Cvol‘lingwood.

Croce called his "philosophy of the spirit" absolut_e histori-

. 3 . . '
<,:‘lsm.2 He believed that all reality is r-adlcally historical: he
Tor

beglns an essay entitled "Hlstomcxsm and its, History" with the

followung statement: ‘ ~ ' T : .




"

"H:stomcusm” (the ‘science of hlstory)
scientifically speakmg, is the affirmation

that life and Ezallty are History an_d _
history_ alone.: 4

[

He follows with a denunciation of the sort of "transcendent-

" alism" that has been most ‘often associated W:i;{b Hegel™

- N 3
The necessary corollary to this affirmation
is the negation of the theory which hons
that reality can be divided into super- -
history and history, inta a worid of ideas
and values and a lower world which reflects
them, or has reflected them until now - in a
fleetmg and imperféct way, and upon which '
they must ‘'once and for ‘all be ‘imposed, so .
that an imperfect history, or mere hlstor'y,
may glve way to a rational and perfect

o reality: Since this second conceptlon lS

.-known as "abstract rationalism" or -
"illuminism"; the science of: hlstory opposes

and argues with "lllumlmsm" and rises
above it.

- -

Thus, Croce's philosophy has been .called both "humanist'™ -

and/or "idealist"... He reacted against both. positivism and material-

ism. He: regarded history as‘. the self-development of the human
spir‘if. He opposed hlmsel‘f to the sort of hIStO;‘lCISm exemplified
by Marx, whlch "attempts to interpret hlstory 'naturallstlcally,
that is, in ways snmllar‘ to those used by the sciences in dealmg

with the non-human wor-l.d._"26 C.roce used the term "historicism"

_in reference to his own brand of "radical metaphysical idealism."

As Pr‘ofeésor‘ Mandelbaum'puts it:

. since Croce, as an ldeallst wished' to
deny that ther'e was any realm: of existence
external to the human spirit, he interpreted
the whole: of reality as being encompassed

within history: life and reality were nothing
~ but the ever-changing manifestations of the
spirit.

For Choce, genuinex k'nowledge., as opposed to merely practical .

, t .
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1

or psuedo-knowledge, came only from an- understanding of history.

¢

Thus, his view of what h’listor‘_icism is comes’lclo'se to thf’:\';'_;of
Meinecke; both thought that attem;;ts to grasp t-h‘_e ;/vorl"'d-'in
.gener'alivzving, naturalistic terms werevt-otally inadgquate (égain
quoting Professor Mandelbauml "becagse of the l.;ni'queness and

\

individuality of what is historital.‘"ze It was this desire to cut

the cord binding history to science, the cord of "naturalism",

that also endearéd'CrOce to Collingwood. As Collingwood §ays

~

in The ldea 6f:H-istory:

It .was the clean cut which he :[Croce] made
in 1893 between the idea .of history and the
idea of science that enabled him to develop
the conception of history so much further.

. than any philosopher of his generation.29

In summation then, Croce was a "humanist" ‘histor‘icist in

 this sense: . he championed Vico as the true father of historicism,

~

because Vico argued that I:uistor‘y was the process of the develop
ment of human liberty, w.h'e_r'g‘as ‘Hégel had posite"d"that there was
some. "épir‘it" above and outside of human wiiling .which an!mat‘e'd
and directed human, history. He was alsobopposed to those‘_
conceptions of historicism which would explain 'P;uma'h'beha\/’iour

as being '"naturalistically" detérmined: -
We must not', however, forget that there was.
a German in the other camp belonging to the -
left wing of the German Hegelian school, -
Marx, -who in ‘that .quality and in that school
where interest had been transferred from _
political to economic contrasts, produced a
telepjogical materialistic, historicalism without

a breath of humanity or liberty: Marx was
. nearer than one imagines to Pr‘gssianism

and to its cult of brutal force.

oo e oo s s
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Croce's I.ﬁistor‘i-.cist ontology/ep,istimology is consciously
meant to se.rve as a rational supE)ort for the idea 'of'human
liberty. In this central thrust of his thought,_Croce oroves
himself to be a most "modern" thmker (in opposatlon to older,
"classical" modes of theught) and plac:ed’hi-msel_fvéquarely in
the'carnp of the sort of "radical" historicism Qith which this

essay is ‘most |mportantly concerned I shall also want to say

1
.

somethmg about another bellef of Croce's, so characteristic

of several variations of radical historicist thought, that historicism's

rel_ativi'z'at:ion of morals, ethics, or "values" does not destroy
the'ir",validity, but on the contrary, revifalizes them, giving
them an "'inexhaustible vitality" by i"planting them integrally

in the reality of history'."31

Before going on to formulate a general deflmtlon of histor-

icism, and to showung to what sorts of thmklng it may be said

«

to apply,‘as welI as showing how such thought may be said.

to represent a fundamental challenge to the possibiljty of political ~ .~

P! ) :
philosophy, it is necessary to say something about .at least

~ two more extant"-usages of "historicism", and SO, to avoid the

'sort of confusnon that such usages may give rige to. These

usages’ of the word have entered contemporary philosophic litera- -

ture due to the lnfluence on the one.'h_and, of Kart Popper

and Friedr'ich A.. Hayek, and on the other hand, via the current’

debate among  Marxist academics'“ov'er the work of Louis Althusser

v

and his former student, Nicos PoulantZzas.




13

f)  Karf Popper
Popper views ”the term "historicism" as being a word that

one u_ses,-to describe what has eisevwhere been called "metahistory" * ° -

n

or speculatlve phnlosophy of hlstory." Thus, for Popper one

. is an hrstorncust |f one believes that one has a theory of htstory

whlch explalns why events occur-in the manner -and order that

-

they do and that future events can be predlcted on the basis

of one! s theory. - Bt .
What | mean by "historicism" will be T
. explained at length in this study.- It will

be enough if. 't say here that | mean by

'hlstorlmsm an approach to the social

sciences .which assumes that historical C
predlctlon is their principle ‘aim, and which . '

_assumes that this aim is attainable by . N ‘ : l
o discovering the 'rHythms' or the 'patterns’”, . ‘ '
'J the 'laws' or the 'trends’ that underlie the ,

evolution of history .32
Popper feels that he can demonstrate the poverty of the
speculatnve philosophy of history approach by showing that

«

(1) the course of human history is strongly influenced by the

growth of human knowledge; (2) w;e canmot‘.predict,; by rational

or scientifi-c» rnethods, the future growth ot‘ our scientific. Rnowledge,
and; (.3.) we cannot, therefore, pre¥ict the. future course of human
history-.:*l3 \ ~_ - R |

| shall not examine Professor Popper's attempt to refute = 5 >

the very possnblllty of metahtstorical 'speculation'in this essay,
'feellng as-l_ do '~that it IS a: matter which is peripheral to my
primary purpose. Nor shall _ enter or even attempt to characterlze,

.

the debate, so much an’ lntegral part of both Hayek's and Poppef‘ s

obuectnons to what they call "historicism", as to whether one &

- o & .. R
, \
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can speak of social '_'wholes"-or?“v"not._ By these omissions how'—

- : : j

_.,,ever‘ . do not mean’ to lmply that Popper s central question, -

"'the pr‘oblem of whether or not “one - ‘can glve a theor'etlcal (that ; ' L
|s to say, "scnentlflc,") account of the historical "process" is a
question which is unlmportant or lrrelevant to our purpose of
|nvest|gat|ng the general problem: of hlstomcrsm at the eplstemo—‘
"logical ‘level. One 'sees;* | th-mk_, that if there were some set

of r*igidly'.det‘er'ministic iaws of history, if history had a ratidnale

and/oi" a directipn,- human b"ehaviour-- . and hence, thought (smce

thought is pr‘lor‘ to behav:our) would be to some apprecnable : :E
extent determsned by history. This is, -of course, something
sumclar‘ to sthe assertion character'lstlc of what | shall.call "theor-

etlcal" historicism, as ex_emplnfled by Heg’el, ‘Marx, and seemingly,
- Mannh,e'i-m"’.‘- That‘ is, Atheo,{r‘et'ical hist_oric'i'sm asser'ts. that ’thought
in ever'y epoch is decisively shaped by for‘ces which are inde- -

pendent of the vndnvudual It is the dnstlngulshlng tenet of
‘htstorlcnst thought that the \‘ndlwdual is constramed by the

i

carcumstances of hns Ilfe to thlnk the way he does, and theoretlcal

hlStOf‘lClStS belleve that hlstory S constr‘axnts on our. thlnklng ' | %
are identlflable and r-atlonally analysable not to say, dir‘ection_.al, ' . fg
Ieadung us to some "end of Ristory.".- Theoretlcal hi»storicism

- ' <

A,asser'ts that Htstory has a. plan, for man, be Hlstory "delf;ed"
as per the Hegehan conceptlon, Aor‘ thought of as being pur‘ely

matemallstrc" -as per “scnentuf&c" Marxism. However', thls _

havung been said about the connectvon between Popper s usage

© of "historicism" and the one - employ in thls essay, l_»'wougld

Iike' to..point out_th_at t,h,er'e .ts a ‘s‘i.gnif_ica-nt‘_ d'egr‘ee of .incongruénce a

f
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'between 'Popper"s employment of. the ter'rn and. the mea'r'rin'gfthat‘

is. more generally ascrlbed to the word in the maJor‘ltyl of literature.
on the subject, As l, hope to show below Popper‘s emphasis

upon the putatlve pr‘ednctnve capacztues of some historicist theories
;s misplaced, since it draws attentlon away from the r'elativism
that is_»(‘inherj_ent in’.’-'t‘he concept. of:histonic,iJsm.ﬂ Indeed, P_oppen's
'usage of the ‘term "historieism"’ to refer exclusively to theor'etical
histor‘icism does not Iea‘d hitn to confront' what | _shall .r*efeh

to as "r‘ad.ical" historicism “this beung a variation of historicism

“Ar

[ Lt
. which, | hope to show ’be|ow poses amore fundamer’rtal challenge

-

to the possnblhty of per‘manently grounded theoretical knowledge
than does its theor‘etncal counter‘par‘t.' In obscur'lng the relativ-
istic tendencies of historicist thought, Popper's employment- of

"historicism" in effect muddies the water with respects to academic
debate on. the subject.

g. Louis Alth‘usser/Nicos Poulantzasl i ~

h

The Althusser'uan/Poulantzaslan usage of the term "hlstorlasm"

> L

‘'seems, at least on the face of it to be an attempt to give the :

term a“ meamng WhICh is quite - dlfferent from any of the meamngs

that we have considered so far,,ﬁ or that we will use subsequently.

This par*t*ucular* usage ar‘lses prlmaruly out of an attempt to

clamfy the problem of how to read the classtc texts of Marxism,

and espec:ally, out of the problem of how to treat Marx S so-

_caHed "Early Wr'ltlngs."' Thus, 'the Althus’ser.ia?t‘ us”afge:"o“f"“ e T e L e

"'hlstorlcnsm" arises -from a new. attempt to deflne Ma,rxnst science. .. . - - o

"',""» R A R -.4» b-‘. ap-,w - e o_..p..o- P S . - . W EUNRT S

Tn 't he case of Poulantzas thf‘s’ neo-Marxnst" concept of hlstomcasm

. - . . o
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Ideology, -written for the purposes of self-clarification in 1845- “

epistemology that he had held toin hi.s';ear-ly writings, and- '

16
,. ) B . ) PN \.J o
also figures in an attempt to write the definitive Marxist account ‘ v
of politics that Marx himself was unable to finish. In sum, “ ' i
Althusser and Poulantzas have promulgated what seems to be

a new meaning of "historicism" in the process’ of attempting.

SN

“16” properly. define Marx's conception of ‘society and carry it

to a more thbroughl'y‘ explicated stage of development. The \

A}musserian position on what the correct form of Marxist science

is is ’ver‘y complex, and I shall attempt Mo more than a brief

and very general exposition of it for purposes of this thesis. ~
Althusserian marxists, if | may use that term for a moment,

are concerned. to repudiate Marx's so-called "Early Manuscripts",

or the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 844, Therein, ]

say ’Alfhusser‘ and his followers, Marx.is an "historicist": his

work shows a definite break, an '"epistemoliogical rupture", a .
g ’

change of "problematic", or, in short, a radical alteration of

phifosophical orientation .after 1844. ‘Beginning with The German

D e e

46, Marx, according to the Althusser‘ians,"g.a've"u;;thé "hist.or;‘ic;.isti"

ot elmibicions

began to develop the mature ‘conceptipn that is revealed most

fully in Capital.
How, , then, .are Marx's ~pr‘e-|845 ‘writings "historicist""
B T T RN

For A'Ithusser*"s Marxists, in those wrltlngg,, ‘,Mar*x- is under-- the

speH of a certain sort of Hegellan conceptlon of - man s place , T

. e @ E . o™
o . - 4

in the scheme of thmgs and of "how his hcstor‘y unfolds. In.

. the Ear}y Wmtmgs Marx can be seen to speak of a (mythncal)

------ .- fe e - -

.;e“ssence'". of man.. .That is, he seems to speak of an eternal, = ‘.
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, man,}_sﬁ socialku'ni've&se-r - 'T‘hé'“ih-dj Jduallst problematlc" that -

s e e

'hls allenated essence m socnallst post r'evolutlonar-y socnety

17

i

ahistorical nature of man, ‘which, he tellslus. in those ';-:ssay‘s,
man has ména‘ged .to "alien‘ate" himself from by the way in whiéh
he has organized himself socially. This apparently led Marx

to bosit ‘a revolutionﬁar‘y t‘l;weory in which man. would finally achieve
a life Which was true to his r-eall "essence" thereby overcoming
the "alienation" of- that essence that his social life had always
exhibited previously.

For Althusserians, to read this early position as being

. . 1
Marx's true and final position is to refuse to recognize an irrecon-

-

cilable gap in Mar_x's writihgs. In ,'hi-s,pre-l845 works, Marx

emphasized the essence of things, of "individual categories', :
o : ;

and was thus "situated .in an. individualist problematic", or -
seemed to subscribe to an epistemological position somewhat

representative of the Humean empiricism of his day. That position

‘ _ : {
on how to gain kndwledge about the worid suggests that one

concentrate upon(j,ndivi_duél entit.ies, and seek' Ito uncover their
uniqﬁé essence, thus défining them. Mature Marxism, say .tr.me
Althusserians, eschews consideration of the essences of individual
en;iti'es 4an'd_ r}é’a»tkﬁer' cpn_ce_ntr*étes. :U;‘:Jon the r‘élatipné, or the dial-

‘ectical interplay, .that accrues betWeen ob'ser‘va-blie entities in .
. . .o !

lnfects Marx s Early Works pos:ts fhe notlon that man wnll regam

ro

T

) ¢

it
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is to pos,m that man gua man,, 6r: "'man"“,as an i‘ndlvidual essence ‘ L

. 0w
[ »
~ »

among a unnvense of sdch esSentlally defmed thmgs can finally

>
R

-come - to reallze hls eternal essence_,., For Alt-_husser"ian Marxists,

such ar.j_ epistemoIOQical position is "historicist'": it is to posit



" that. ther.e’iJs:a- non-material essence to at least.one thing in
" the universe, ie. man, and tvhet: ."Hist(;ry.", as some sort of non-
ma'te-r'ial,'.or‘ perhaps better, extra-material force, allows ’man
'to.reeapture .}';is ideal essence. For Althusser and Poulantzas,
'Meex' was an -"histor‘icist." (& la Hegel) »i.n his early writings’
because he 'deified" History. He conceived of History as deserving
to be written with a capital "H" so to speak: he. thought of
History as an omnipotent, extra-material presence, and this
conception of Histor‘y' entirely disappears in his later, mature
dialectical materialism. For the Aylthusser‘ians, only in’ 1845
did Marx finally free himself of the spell of Hegeliah idealism,
and begin to éxplicate his unique phiIOSOphical materialism,
Parenthetlcally, we are perhaps now in a posntlon to see
how the Althusseman Marxists employ the term "histo‘r‘iciem"
in a mannert AWhICh. is, .m a sense,, almost entirely opposite
to the way in which it is normally used, and to the employment
that ‘I make of it"‘in this essay. ! would venture to say that
Marx s- Early ertlngs are the one place where Marx’'s work
‘deviates Ieast radically from trad:tlonal thirjkir{g about‘ man
andk‘ his life, for there, especially in_the essay '"Estranged Labor",
- he seems to render an’account of the eternal essence of man,
- or ef the netur'e of man. Sp’ef:ificaliy, Marx seems there to
argue that man is a being who realizes his nature in work.
Whatever the truth is about .what Marx was up to in'his Early
'Wr-ntl‘ngs? it ismeS_ thaf the Althusserians ;:all "historicism",
being coﬁcerned to differeqtiate Marxism from Hegelianism, while

! woul_d call Marx's later works histor‘icist? for there he admits

o
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to no eternal, a]‘istorical nature for man, and rather asserts

that man changes fundamentally from epoch to epoch.‘ According

to the normally accepted usage of the _term_"histoﬁicism", Marx's

N

early works, of all his writings, are the least obviously histori-

cist in character. L

Déspite the existence of the saveral usages of the term

"historicism", with their varying meanings and/or emphasis of
different gspects of such a view of the world, there 'is, or at Y
least, there is evolving, an academic agreement over the use

of the term. This agreement accrues from recognition that the

) N
~ .
4

crux of the problem regarding historicist thought is its tendehcy

towards epistemological and/or ethical relativism.

h) . The l_ee/Beck Definition

ertlng in the 1953-54 edition of the Amemcan Htstomcal

Review, leght E. Lee and Robert N. Beck offer a dlscussmn

attempting to detail the evolutlon of the meaning of "historicism."

As does Mandelbaum, Lee and.‘Beck shc)\;v that "his‘toﬁciém" origin-

ally denoted a fairl'y innocuous belief, held primarily by histério;
graphers of one sort or another, that any explanatlon of anythlng
whatsoe\)er, and especially, an explanatlon of human affairs, =~ . f
ought to take Proper account of hlstory. - This almost immediately,‘

Jor perhaps 4sin'iultaneousl‘y, -became, in 'qt'he ‘w.ovr‘.ds of Morris R.

Cohen, "a belief that history is the main road to wisdom in

human affai'r‘s."36 Lee and Béck give two ‘. th(-_;; relatively early

definitions of historicism which both convey the idea that "histor-

icism has to do with explanation or evaiuation by means of history
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and with the bellef that hlstomcal knowledge is in Some’ sense -

dlstlnctlvely lmpor-'tant Ln h.uman affalrs "37

Wl s e . e

[H|stor|c15m IS] the viéw . that the hvstory
of anything is a sufficient explanation of «
it, that the values of anything can be

aCCounted for through the discovery of i-ts';
origins, that the nature of anythlng is®
) entlr‘ely comprehended in its devetopment.-

ess The doctrme which discounts the 38.
fallacnousness of the hnstomcal fallacy .

. That attitude. thCh .was centered around
© history, which saw most ‘of - the- spheres of _
inteltectual  life as- permeated by hlstor‘y,_-‘v_-’—w'-

- .-whlch made hustor'y the ma,nstr if not of ‘
active tife, at least, to.a. great extent, of - - .
theoretical Ilfe, wnll be - ldentlfled her‘e‘ ;

‘under‘ the term. "histomusm "39

- It is an mterestmg questlon b‘oth in 'the'philosophic and

in the socnolog|cal" sense, as’ to whether or not the conceptlon

.h.-v——w e e, as
. - .,..,.. k4 ." .

. of hustomcnsm wthh emphastzes the xmportance of a concern

for hlstory necessar‘uly Ieads to . a conceptnon of the hsstomcuty ,
of things, whlch in turn’ necessamly entails a relatthatlon

) —~

. of knowledge and/or ethics. Whag is important for our purposes
‘her‘e,: hikoever', is to r‘ealize. that the téerm "hlstommsm" did

in fact come to refer pr‘efsely to just that sort of . relatlvnsm
Lee and Beck- glve one def:mtlon whlch has been offered by
Louis Gottschalk,‘ and which cleahly captures the relativistic

tendencies of historicism:

That belief, which would deny the valldlty
- -of absolute principles in history, is some-

times called historical relationism or r
! historicism. It insists upon- the relation
— = sm

of ideas to historical circumstances
(including other . ideas); it maintains that
ideas are only "reflex functions of the
sociological condltlons under whlch they
arose. '

- T
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In Gottschalk's definition, we can begin to see clearly

the consequences that hlStOf"lClsm has for alt flelds of human o

thought, rather than its being an important q'uestion~ only for

. ' ‘ . ' o . _
histariographers. In particular, we can begin to infer the

consequences for philosophic  thought that fall ou_t of Historicist

epistemology.

At the conclusnon of t'helr. articie on ‘the meamng of hlstorl—

:-cism, Lee" and Beck attem/t»‘to formulate two definitions which -

"

could be said .to encomﬁass att extant usages “of the term.

(These deflmttons exclude, of ‘course, the: Popper/Hayek usage,

“which Lee and Beck ju%ge to . be an unfortunate aberratlon ande

- the Althusserian Marxists' ‘usage of ”historici-sm" also ?n‘ .

' Tabefration,) ‘a g o whuch Lee and Beck could not have been
"aWar.e ~of"-"-'-> Wri'ti‘ng' 1953 ) : The flrst deflmtton is na vev/y broad

N

generai one, whrch 'encompasses early uses of the term 'ne.,

'those that “did not emphasuZe hlstorlcal relatnvnsm'

v &

(a)
value of anythmg, ie., the basis of any
» evaluation, is to be found in its history.

the beltef that the truth meaning, and

. The second definition is more specific, and is much closer to

the way in whnch we shatl be Usnng "hlstOr‘IClsm" throughout {he

balance of thlS essay.: Co - ]

(b) the antipositivistic and antinaturalistic
view that/ historlical’ knowledge is a basic, or
the only, requnrement for understanding

and evaluating \man's present political,
social, and intelNectual position or,problems.

L,
Ipthis

last definition of\ Lee and Beck'

41

v

s, as in the earlier

' -

Gottschalk definition, we can begin to infer the character of the

fundamental challenge that histor‘icism<pr‘esents to positivistic

B S

Ve

<«
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natural and social science, and to traditional political philosophy.
It is primarily historicism's challenge to the great tradition

of written political phllosophy that gives rise .to the last defini-

~
-

tion of the term that we shall consider here, that belng the

“definition which .is central to the consnderation of the problem-

\

of histericism ” that has been under'taken- by Leo Str'auss,l and
car\r‘ie.d on by those who share his philosophic apy'ai'r'o'ach..

1)"  Leo Strauss -

.:Whil_el do not clalm to have mastered the c:)mplete r'angeb
'.Aof Str'auss s thought | feel ] can confidently .assert ‘that .the
pr‘ohlem of histortcism ‘was for Str'auss a ver‘y Iar'ge one lndeed

and that much of his wor~k can be read as’ representlng a sometlmes

explucut but .more often lmpI|c1t reply to hlstomcnsm s challenge

' vto the¥extant tradltlon af pohtlcal phllOSOphy, of whrch Professor

Strauss was a most serious student It is clear that Strauss

- e e e

- :shar’ed the tr‘adltlenai vnew-.that phllosophy was of more than °
theorétical vmterest, that it typi;ally had phofednd pi'*a'cf:tical‘
consequences; L.and he went so far. as tp state that historicism
was one of the root causes of what Spengler called“\"thevdecl'ine

of the West." e . - ‘
Oswald Spengler (1880—1936 )~,~;» a- German ».'h'.i'ste?"rogr‘a'ph‘e’r_" o

and philosopher of h'istory, is probably ’be-stwkn-bwn' fo'h.'h'is cdn's"'r'd;;v .

able work, The Decline of the West. For Spengler, a student

of Nietzsche's philosophy, history had no "center or ultimate

point of reference", no direction of development, either progressive

P4

or regressive, and hence, nq ultimate mea-ning.l‘:Z The only

T -
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meaning one finds in hlstory is that whach can be ascr‘lbed -

«

to individual cultures and; there are an tndeflmte number‘ o‘f

'these entities, which- gr*ow}wnh the - same superb almlessness

of the flowers of the fleld " Cultures wax and wane~ they

are bor-n, graw to brllllance, and fade: away,' to -be supp‘Ianted ..

‘b'y yet more cultures. Accordlng to Spengler, the c‘uLtur'e of, . )

the West had alr'eady passed nts flowerlng, and could be seen

3 -
.

. to’ be on the decline. ' e e e

Wlthout subscmblng elther to Spengler' s.-"or'gamc" c{\at'act—
erizations of cultur-es or to the hrstomc1st metaphysuc that is
the phllo,sophnc basis for Spengler' s thought, Strauss’ agreed
.I that the West seems to be in. declme."‘,And'oi'nale‘e;cf;" for "Strauss C

it is the ver'y hlstor'rmsm that IS‘ 'r'epr‘eseh't'éd by Spengler (and’

. the many. other thmkers such as those already menttoned herem)
‘ - o MR N

y . : an

‘that s to a rot thngflcant extent responsible for the West S

. - ~a
decline, or of the "crisis of moder'nity" as Str'auss .Sometimes

char'acter'vzed it. At the begmmng of an essay entitied "The

Three Waves of Modermty " Strauss had this to say:

. The crisis of mddernity reveals itself in the
fact, or consists™n the fact, that modern
western man no longer knows what he

wants - that he no longer ‘believes that he

o can know what is good and bad, what .is . . .
R S0 right~ and wrong. Until. a -few - generatrpns [
e e ST 7T ago, it was. generally . taken for "granted

CaeT e e “that ‘men.can know what is right _and wrong, o
what is’ the just orthe good or_the best " - ‘

" order. of society - in a word that pohtlcai
philosophy is possible and’ necessary. - In.

our time-~this faith has lost its power. .
“According to the dominant view, political
philosophy is impossible: it was a dream,
perhaps .a noble dream, but at any rate, a
dream.

e e s e e
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there are two root causes for the

)

~opJn|on that polltical phﬂosophy ‘was based on a fundamental

error. One is the metaphysical assertion’ that there ‘is & funda-

mental distinction betweén "Tacts” nd "values"_.énd that there

- .

can_ be no meamngful knowledge off- the answers . to questlons

PN Yo

o‘? Value. .

discoUr'se,

P Koe — K

~

Thus, on this view, there cah bé no wholly ratlonal

no wholly rational - theery, about man s ultlmate purpose

. ‘-.,l.

-

. _,The~second source for' the modern conv:ct:on that thetre can ‘be

“no obJectlve polutlcal phllosophy |s the notlon that alt of r*eallty

is historical:

For S_trauss,
the crisis.of- modern pol:tlcal phllosophy
not for the fnr'st’ time in

" “chal lenge t®

Accondlng to- a. Iess WLdespr'ead but more

ation of facts from values is not tenable:

the categories of theoretical- understanding

imply, somehow, principles of evaluation;
but these pmncnples of evaluation together
with the categori®s of Understanding are
historically variable; they change from
epoch to epoch; hence it is impossible to
answer the question of right. and wrong- or
of the best social order in a universally
valld manner, in a manner valid for all
hlstomcalazpochs,_ as. political .philosophy
requires. S ) )

4T

was pr'obably losung the battle.

‘e

I earlier referred to Euvg_ene Miller's 1972 article,

-sophcstlcated \/lew, the predominant separ-.. -

ltS very exlstence a@s a pursuit of thlnkmg men, and

then, the crusns of modernlty wads primarily

Polltlcal phllosophy,

T

fea b ST AL S PN

R T

S,

o

its- Iong hlstory, was’ facing & fundamental

“"Positivism,_.

Historicism and Political Inquiry." Professor Miller is .apparently

a cIQse student of Strauss's thought,

nition of hlstor‘lcusm as being an |mportant ~indeed, fundamental

and shar'es Strauss s recog-
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challenge.to the possibility of political philosophy. Strauss,
. Milier, and others of like mind have a broad definition ‘of
historicism which emphasizes what for them is its essence: its

. L0 o : -
epistemological relativism. Nearﬂthe beginning of his article,

s - o . N .

= " 7 Professofr Miller claims the following:
R I "By 1950, ‘positivism ‘was virtually dead as
: o a. philosophical movement. Jt had come .
oty e T Under strong attack even ‘in the philosophy
of science. The teading theory of .knowledge
by this time was one whose foundations lie
in the work of Kant and Hegel, or more
precisely, in the radicalization of the'
Hege_li_an tradition ‘which occurred in, the .
o o1 latfer hatlf -bf the niretéenth . ceptury, - The. '~ .7 = "
T transformation of Hegelianism led to a

distinctive conception both of the world and

of human knowledge. The world, or- nature,

came to be understood in .terms of. flux,

change, or becoming rather than fixity, .

Permanence, or being. Knowledge was now.'

conceived in terms of creation rather than

discovery. )

. For Miller, tke most important figure in this radicalization
.of Hegel's historicism was the great German thinker, Friedrich

Nietzsche.. However, Mjller. a) so poimts-out that a.rtmber ¢f | =
.}:~’-,,‘,~‘;'_" EE .—,. o .

~ other thinkers, some contem.p'or?ry with Nietzsche and some wr“i't‘ir'\'gv
in the decades following his death in 1900,. some influenced by
_him and-others hot, ~came' to ‘many. of the same philbsop-hié‘ con- i

- - -

clusions as- did Nietzsche. “He’ gives two’ b_rofni'nent thinkers

of the American pragmatist movement, John Dewey -and »Geor_gé., NS

Herbert Mééd: as examples. In England, sa.yfs Miller, the poéition

“was developed by F.C.S. Schiller, R.G. Collingwood, and, in his

v

later years, Ludwig-Wittgenstein. Some prominent .French .thinke_r's,

¥

for example, Henri Befgson, Jean-Paul Sartre, and Maurice

'Ma!"|eau—P0nty, also moved in thic Airartine D... s

A, R
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.Germany that hustomcnsm enJoyed |ts .w1dest ph|losoph|cal.|nfluence.
In addition to Nietzsche, Wllhelm Dllthey, Martin Heidegger,
Oswald Spengier,.and Karli Ma'nnheim were influential in spreading
the ;historic'ist influence. That fnode of thinking also pro'f.ouhdly '
'influenced many lesser-known historiographers and social scientists.

Mill'e_r‘ notes, _thaf- there is.a difficulty in deciding upon

a .name for the relativistic theory of knowledge that stands

in oppositiont to positivism. For in'sta'nce, one might apply the -

terms "perspectivisim" "subjectivism", . relatlv»sm” or "instrument-
pe ’ »
alism'". However, Miller opts for .the term "historicism'", because

he feels that is has come to be the most widely.—u'sed appeliation

for that ascendant theory of knowledge. Miller also refers to

the problem of .precisely defining "historicism". For instahk‘:e,,
i

he notes both the Meineeke and_ Popper/Hayek concept-ions that

we ha\/e already discussed. However, he judges that the term

PR R

has come to have a "pmrJCIDaL meaning® " im” c‘b‘h'féinpoﬁ'ary‘ acaderhie
discour‘se, at least since’ the ""great debate about historicism

in Germany in the early decades of .the. twentieth ‘century'':
shall be usmg the term in an epistemo-—
s loglcal sense€ ..to. denote ‘the View that all
w -t hiUman knowledge is essentlally relatlve to
time and place. : .

A As he analyzes . the«lssues, Professor Mlller sees certam

) loglcal consequences of holdmg such a view of the character

Y

_of human knowing: ' - \}
By msnstlng on the htstomcnty of the human
mind, historicism calls into qQuestion the very .
posswblllty of knowledge that is true or
"objective" in the sense of graspihg nature
as it really is. Whatever "truth" might :
mean for hlStOf‘IClSm it cannot mean the
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congruence in some sense of thoughts and
thlngs. 1 the experience by which we
‘interpret the world and ourselves enters
-consciousness only after its transformation
by presuppositions or categories of thought
which are themselves essentially variable
and arbitrary, then all claims to absolute
" knowledge must be regarded as baseless in
‘principle.47

- The historicist theory of kn'o,WIedge, then, redounds upon
any explanation of human behaviour which purports to have
- discovered universally valid and applicable laws, principles,

or 'tendencies'" in that behaviour. However, it should .also

be recog‘nized, and often is not, that such an episte'mological'-

position relativizes human knowledge of the non-human, "natural*

A8 . o " -
‘world as well. As Miiler notes, Thomas Kuhn's, re-interpretation
of the history of nmatural science is historicist:

Kuhn, by contrast, describes the evolution of ¥
science in much the same way that the
historicist describes the historical ‘process,
namely, as a mere sequencée of epochs,
+ each with its disttnctive - worldvnew, no one
of which can claim to represent a closer
approx1mat|on to the truth .about the whole
tharn any other.49

By"interpreting the "progress" of science as a process .-
whereby succeeding "paradigms" continually supplant one another,
Kuhr has attempted to overturn the traditional view. that natural

. . .50 ’
sciente progresses cumulatively.

Before concluding with the survey of the varlous definitions
-of the concept of hnstomc:sm, I” shall offer one flnal character-
ization of that _philqsophié position which is distinguished by

its simplicity and clérity. George Grant ‘paraphrases the

historicist position as follows:

>



EE - »Rrevious - phllosophers have taken thelrt .
'contemporarues as if they: tver‘e man aswhe

' _alwa,ys is, and, proceeded from. ‘their * ..

being to make generalizations about the
meaning of human Ilfe, and even. about the.
whole of which man.is a part. But it has
- become evident that a?ll species, ‘human as
much as non-human, can only be understood
as continually changlng, that is, as having
o histories. Darwin made this patently clear
s # about the other animals. .There are not
o types of animals that are ‘always on earth;
specnes come to . be, are. in continual change
and pass . away.: The, same is so about
ourselves., What is fundamental about all
human behaviour (mcludlng our under-
‘standing of llt - itself a behav»o_ur) is its
AhlSIOt‘lCIty.s Coan :

. p - . -
We have, then, htstor'n::lsm a view of the whole which
asserts that realtty is essentlally characterlzed by flux change,

transrtlon, or becoriing, and that human knowung of that reallty

is also radlcally temporal Hlstorlusm asserts that there are 4

no universal, ‘objecft’lve, non-—transutory, permanent categorles

LS

either of b.ei'ng or of knowin'g‘. All human knowledge is perspect-

ival, hi-storica-lul‘relative. Thought about thought or eplstemology,

consrsts solely of recognlzlng the hlStOI"IClty ‘of aIl thought.

l'..

Shortly after thlS theory of knowledge came to promlnence in

I9th century Europe, hnstorIClsm broke lnto two mam streams.

'On the one. hand Hegel and Marx sought to avold the relatnvnstlc

consequences of thetr hlstorrmst ontologles by posutlng the notlon

that- epustemologtcal hlstorlcal relatuvtty had an endponnt or

‘Ilmlt at WhICh one - mlght stand and possess the ablllty to  see the

trt.Lth about becomlng ‘Thls vtew, dependlng upon. whlch of the

" two. thinkers is belng referred to, has been variously called

"transcendental" l‘,lllumlmst",' "theoretical”, "scientific",

defmntlon of ‘that supposedly unchanging “ . e e T
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-"rétion‘al", or; ,"I"nmi‘t'-' "h,i;s‘t.dr‘»i?:i.sm-.,s_z A(N zsche, on the other’ hand

eems to have pos«ted a "r'adlcal" hlstorICIsm an hlstorlc:sm
§ )

oo T e an T S 5 b s .a.,.,. LSRN, e sl e

- wh1ch“'asser'ts that ~ther‘e is "no meamng to ‘the 'hlstomcél procesé
» ~

- and no‘”‘end t76 Qecommg.ﬁ N'o orxe has shown the consequences of

‘such a vfew mor'e cleariy than Nuetzsche There might- also be

AR e W
; e e A - ke - —a W e - - o~ - -

a _third sort of histericism' a "progr‘essivust" or "cumulative"

type, whlch vac:llates between the "Ilmnt' hlStOI"ICISm of Hegel

and Marx .on - the one hand an.d ‘the "absoluté" hi’storiciénﬁ df

' Nletzsche 6n the ot\her.' We shall consnder this speculatlon in
“@. iy - 14} 4 aar )
greater' deball h' a later chapter‘ 'w'ith"'r‘espect ‘to "tvhe'{'hou_gh't
df Co'lllngw_ood. i

PR
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Meaning of Historicism",
Vol.59., p.572. '

®Mandelbaum, "Hist

American Histarical Review, 1953-54,

oricism", p.22. Menger's first published

use of Historismus probably occurred in 1883, in a pamphlet

‘entitled Errors of Histori

cism. He and Gustav Schmoller, a fellow’

German political economist, apparently carried on a short but
acrimonious academic exchange over the .appropriatness of deductive
vs. inductive methodology in economic theory, into which, maturally

- énough, the question .of
itself.7 Sde*“Jacob Oser,

the proper use of historicai data ingerted
The Evolution of Economic Thought, 2nd

ed. (New York: Harcourt, Brace 8‘Wor‘|d¢ Inc., 1970}, pp.19i-2:

"Mandellbaum, "Historicism", p.22.

‘ 8See Eva Sg:hoper‘_,
ophy, 1972, Vol.8, p.i62.

"Troeltsch, Ernst",‘Encyclopedia of Philos-

Political philosophy attempts to find a basis for ethics
in what can be seen to be true abeout. the universe via the exercize

of unaided human reason

- Christianity purports to find this e

bc-_lsis in divine revelation.. Since we shall not be concerned with
theology in this essay, our problem will be importantly different

than Troeltsch's. Howev
and Christian theology a
universal set of ethical

er, the fact that both political philosophy
rgue for an absolute, non-transitory,
pPrecepts constitutes an overwhelmingly

important similarity between the two, when set against hjistoricist

relativity, -

. 30
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"',105éehWéEr{ér S‘t'ar‘k, "Mann.heim,,/ Karl'", Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, 1972, Vol.5, p.!5l, ;

! 7 .

. /
11Manr\heim, "Historicism", p.‘QG.V

12

“bid. . Lo

1 Mandelbaum, "Historicism",' p.23.
: /

"15id. /

—— sy

o / - . -
5Mannheim, "Histor'i'cism",/p‘.86..

/

e 1{13&&», .p~89., -emphasis jédded;."f « . LoD T
ibig. | B
. IBM’ p.87. S :
| 1_9‘See, Sidney B. Fay, ','Meinecke, Friedrich'", Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, 1972, Vol.5, ‘jp.259. ' R f

20Mandelb‘aun’i, "Histof-icism", p.23. -

{
[

21.See H.S. Hérris, ZCroce,i Benedetto", Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, 1972, Vol.2, p.263. , '

/
/

zlwinfer"’ this on ,fhe basis of three observations: 1) In
Collingwood's progreSsi/(/ist.history of historiography, The ldea
of History (London: Oxford Ugiversity Press, 1956), Croce gets
a more extended treatmrent than any other thinker; 2) For Colling-
wood, the development of scientific history culminates with Croce;
."3) Collingwood's views on history,; science, philosophy, and

the meaning of his;Zrical science seem to bear more than passing

resemblance to those of Croce.
- /' - ,
. "23Sée'L'ee ahd Beck, ''The Meaning of Historicism', p.572.

2“B‘enede/t/to Croce, History as the Story of Liberty (London:
George Allen//and Unwin Ltd., 1941}, p.65. '

h
2 1bid.

/

!

Mandelbaum, "Histbricism"', p.23.

a
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27 big.
281hid.
. Pcollingwood, The Idea of History, p,193. . Lee and Beck .
- ‘also ‘express” the' Judgement that Croce, Meinecke, and Collingwood .. . . ... .

. . share. a <ertain -"humanistic' cohteption of historicism. See.

"The Meaning of Histori¢cism", p.575.

3OCr‘o‘ce, History a;s the Story of Liberty, p.83.

N s

.

S,
Nipid., p.sa. o |
32l_<<_';1r*.| .Popper, .The .Poventy. of Histericism n(ltojgrjdp_n b Rg%t'lgggg.f‘ _" R

e - «and Kegan Pauly, 1957)0. pr3. vy =T

Ibid.
:,MOther"s have .expressed the judgement. that Repper's employ~. ". "
“ment of "historfcism" with an emphasis on historical prediction

is inconsistent with accepted usage of the term.’ See, for instance,
Lee and Beck, p.577, and Hans Meyerhoff, The Philosophy of
History in OQur Time (New York, 1959)," p.299. ‘Georg G. lIggers
also emphasizes that Popper's usage of "historicism" is in "distinct
contrast" to accepted usages. See "The Dissolution of German -
Historicism", in Richard Herr and Harold T. Parker, eds., ldeas

In History (Durham, N,C.: Duke Univ. Press, 1965), p.290. "

35Se.e'aLouis, Althusser and Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital
(London: N.L.B,, 1977), esp. ch. 5. See also Nicos Poulantzas,
Political Power and Social Classes (London: N.L.B.,” 1973), esp.

pp. 195-225. Some of the work of Ralph Miliband is also relevant,
and the literature of the so-called "Poulantzas -, Miliband Debate"
is helpful. See, for instanceg, New Left Review, No's. 58 - and '
59, and Ernesto Laclau, "The Specificity of the Political: The
Poulantzas - Miliband Debate," Economy and Society, Vol. 4
1975.

b

36Mor‘ris L. .Cohen, The Meaning of Human History, (La
Salle, Ill., 1947), p.16. Quoted in Lee and Beck, '"The Meaning
of Historicism", p.569, ! .

¥ ee and Beck, ibid.

E¥S

38Dagober‘t D. Runes, Dict'ionar-y of Philosophy (New York,
1942). Quoted in Lee and Beck, p.568. -
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, 39Fr'ledr'lch Engel—.lanosv The Growth of German Hnstomcism,
The John Hopkins Univ. Studles in History and -Political" Science, .
Series 62, No. 2 (I944) p.13. Quoted in.Lee and- Beck ;5 569

OLOUIS Gottschalk, "The Hsstoman and the Hlstomcal Document "" o

K Soc:al Science Research Bulletln ‘No. 53 (1945), p.25. * Quéted = -
* in Lee and: Beck p 5?3 Gottsdhalk is apparentjy citing Kari .

Mannherm. :
fLee and Beck p.577.

2See W.H. Dray, "Spengler, Oswald",  Encyclopedia of
Phllosophy, 1972, Vol.7, p.527. : -

@ v -

e “EEQ Strauss,. "The,fhr‘ee Wawves. of Moaermty" lr;clu'c’ied “' e
in Hnlall Gilden, ed., Political Phllosophy Six Essays by Leo
Strauss (New York Bobbs-Merrill Co. Ltd., 1975), p.8I.

B Ibid., p.82.
‘Miller, "Positivism, Historicism, and Political Inquiry", .
p.796. e ‘
“®\vid., p.797 N T
“Ibid., p.800 M W
48! have enclosed the word "natural'. in dquotation marks
.for a definite reason. I shall not speak of man as if he were

.. something Youtside of". ‘the “ré&alm of natﬁr'e " To do so would.. g
be to endorse a conception o6f man and the universe he mhablts )
which | find myself unable to subscrlbe to

) 9M|Iler ngs:tuvusm, Hlstor'|C|sm and Political Inquiry",

0 \ i PR co
5 Kuhn's views are contalned most importantly, in his

monograph entitled, The Structure- of Scientif ic- Revolutlons 2nd

ed. (Chicago: .The Umversaty of Chlcago Press, 19707 ’ .
Geor'ge Grant Time as History (C.B.C. Massey Lectures,

1969), p.26. ' '
th should be noted that Marxists would not, | think, .accept

either the "trancendental'" or "IHUmInISt" ‘labels for their phllosophy
I intend those labels to refer pr‘lmarlly to Hegellan hlstommsm.



PR3 - TR T AT RIS ST TRV S0 L s

- . ] HISTORICISM As A CH/;L,LENGé 'ro EOE;T[CAL THOUGHT'?"-""*:"”' T
- {-;ln. F!ART ‘I ofy thns‘ essay,’ my: objeotnves- v;/ere”fa;rly Jmodest. “ _."_., )
"""" o1 hoped thereln to‘convmc'ngly' characterlze ‘the term’ "hlstorlmsm" Tt
T .._‘as. belng ‘ohe “which contemporary sc’:holars.use to nide\n‘t'l-"fy a R
certain, spec1f|c eplstemologlcal posutlon.‘_ I '_po_inted to the fact
Athat there has been and Stl” is. some dvsagreement over the
p-recnse usage of the term,. -but.. went on to observe that one can
-also- ldentlfy a more—or—less ‘agreed - upon curpent usage. of . -
> :ve'!hlst,orl-cusm”.‘ i at Ieast |mpl|ed that the partlcular meanl.ng o o
| that Leo Strauss and>h‘1; s'tmudents and- folLowerS give to’ th",.,",,, LA
term is congruent with. this agreed upon usage,1 and that it
",was_”this conception of"'his‘torieisr'n" that | .would be utilizing
in: thembalance of thls essay _.4* Lo TR
.... The reader, havmg foHowed .the essay thus far -may‘ be

: thi'nkmg that_. | have suggested more than | have, actually asserted,
and"this' is correct: I' have implied ..rnore -tha'n' I have a.ctually
‘argued 'tor to this point. 'I have - ‘hoped to plant the ~suspicion

'in;_ ,t_hye reader's mind that "hIStOF‘ICISm” is a name for an importa‘nt

‘and 'powerfdl g’énéé of th‘ou.ght.‘ | be1|eve ‘that hlstorlmsm IS "

|mportant and powerful both by vtrtue of its effect on the thlnklng

uof those who practlce' what are called the social sciences, and,
perhaps relatedly, by wrtue of lts effect on the, way that all

>of us, in the West -at least, have come to view the world an'd

our place in it.  These are Iarge claims indeed, necessarlly

speculatlve, and correspondmgly daffucult to prove. For the

34
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-rpurposes’ -of ;th»iisfth“esl#s',‘~ L shall hmalge (a1} attempt elther to do

r'r’au'ch.frhbtier:-'}‘h‘ar;‘ I have already 'bry wey of “showmg that hlstor|c15m~ s

‘-has consrderable influence -on %?ntempor'ar‘y academlc discourse,

or to show how—the/efqlstemologlca1/ontolog‘1cal posntlon that - R
.OUr: concern here affects our polltlcs ar‘\d- th,er‘eby, the whole of

ouF‘ llfe. Nor shall I accept the challenge ‘at least- not - dlr'ectly, S
sl

of proving that philosophy shapes polltlcs. And l ‘shall not‘
canvass elther corltempor‘ar’y academic or extr-a-—acadermc dlscour‘se
to show how attltudes which der'lve from hlStOl"lClSt phllosophy

have actually lnfl.uerhced our thinking and ‘our’ b'ehav?o'ur*. " That R

< this could be. plausibly éhoWh_“l have little doubt, and there

is certainly an important place for :thls'-k'ind of- work in ‘the
study of_‘pol‘i‘tic-s', butf it is net my concern -here. | ahall confine
myself to the‘t'he‘br_'et”fca'l ‘@Spects of historicism, and set aside
the sociological question Ao-t‘ its‘actual mfluence ln our llves.‘“
Let me also make exp||c1t -at the outset another ‘arguable judgement
of mine - and | shall s,ay‘_mor‘e about . this presently - | do
4not th‘ir.\k “that metaphy‘sic_s i’s!'dl_vor'c'ed l‘r‘om'politics; rather,
l am convinced that 'quite..the :opposite is the case. WHhile fore—
vgomg any- detailed attempt to support that conviction via obser-
vation of actual political life, as it is now or as it has beeh,
] shall try to do what may be done by way’ of supporting it
..w1th argumenxt at the theoretlcal level.

,I_h_e major irrlplication of PART I, and lt is the one that

I wish to expand upon and -attempt to defend. in /this essay,

is the implication, made explicit in the quotation from Strauss's
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"The Three Waves of Modernity" that hlstorlmsm fDndamentaHy

‘f"""—;
.»» .....

’—chalfenges the pOSSlblllty pf polltlcal bhilosophy, and that _it'__

. 4-«:-«"“-""""‘ B ...‘._o
P . e e .

would seem ther‘efor'e, that ‘we' have reason to suspect that hls’tor-' I T

b e - @
"” o .o ©

. P & o oA a -8 e [ et s e e
-

.'|c15m has contrlbuted in_.na._small way to ‘modern man's observable .

B A

doubt. that he can know good from bad or r*i\ght from wr“c‘m‘g’“ ~

in a -'word, that he can know how to live well, Strauss tells us
that this lack of faith in the bossibility of achieving a reasoned
account of the purpose of human life, or the moral ambivalence

‘.

of our titne, is "the cr‘isi‘s 'of[' modernity."2 Wlthout meamng to

imply that | have an equal title to this Judgement I would

admit | too have mc“r'easmgly come to suspect that helativism

|n i_ts"tna'ny guises, has had a grlevnous affect on our thlnklng '..W.'._‘.,;,
and on our ‘Iif_e. And, following Str‘auss.t.l ha;/e come to eguate

historicism with gthical relativism, and will -try to showhbw

~ :
bl v

this is so in what follows. . . . -
For those ot us who' have been educ‘ated in what the wes:ter'n

intellectual tradition has -cdme to .in recent t'imes, it ‘is’ not at ‘a'u'

difficult to accept an h-istor‘icist view of reality, and df our;-"

place .in that ‘heality. “A ,gr'eat’many lof.us find the thought of,

say, .Mar'x, or Nietzsche, to be very per‘suasive.' ‘Indeed,’ what*_i__s

difficult for us is to consider that there could be any other

i‘/iew of reality, once one has seen histor'icis-t‘philosophy fully R .

developed in the works of those best able to pr'esent lt to us.

One of the primary purposes of this part of the thesis will be to

- *

go some way towards- understanding why historicism is so persua-

sive to us. Here, and in PART II| as well, we shall want to
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-“ask' what lt is about that phnlosophic position that would persuade v

a

a reflecttve man thatnjt is the true account of the. whole of thmgs

- - L A e

« ’ Y

ofF .the true flr‘st phllosophy

That havihg" been saidb'however'*, 1 shall- not make it my

- l

business in thls thesis to defend hlstomclsm to any ér‘eat extent
being as | am rather mor*e‘-i_nlt_e‘rested -in~spe‘cula’ting"o:n whether

or not one may finc;lr*easc.)ns for doubti‘hg_ this modern current:
of philosophy. Perh’a;ﬁs it ivs‘mar‘ely a lack of philosophic cour;
‘age that causes one to recoil from N'ie't-zschc_:'s terrible assertion

that the universa, and man's exisvt‘ance in it, has absol”utely‘

no meaning. And perhaps Max Weber, following Nietzsche, was

right to assert ‘that we must so .regard the uhive"'rs'e, and harden

our spirit to the' task of facing up’ manfully to the fact that

reason caqnot answer ‘the "ohly question important to us: 'What

" shall “we do and how shaill we 'Iive?'3"' ‘But thls has been the

central question\ of political philosophy for well over two thousand
years: If it cannhot be answered, then poli"tic__'al. philosophy as .
“traditionally ‘~unde‘r~stoo.d, is a fruitless enterprise. Crocy“s-peaking
of .all philos'ophic‘__thought in general, but clearly meaning as

well to indict political phllésophy in par‘tlcular‘, set out clearly

the consequences for phllosophlc thought that lnhere in the hlstom—_

v

:CIst metaphysm ' .K.“

But hlstomcal thought has played ‘a nasty
trick’ on . this respectable transcendental
philosophy, as upon its twin, transcen-
dental religion, of which the former' is
the reasoned or theojogical form; the
trick of turning it into hlstor'y, by

. interpreting all nts concepts, “doctrines,

. ¢ -



disputes, and even its .disconsolate skep~" " *.
tical renunciations, as historical facts
and affirmations, which ‘arose out of
.cetain requirements,  that were thus partly
-satisfied and partly "unsatisfied. - Fn. this
way historical thought did due justice
to the age-~long dominance of transcendental )
Philosophy (a dominatjon which was also a

; service to human ‘society) and marked its
end with a decent obituary.

As tiwe reader may. r}e,{:all. from my previous discussion, Croce
‘did not think t‘hat‘ the collapse of philosophy into history necess-—
ar;ily‘ made all hL;lmah‘ experience meaningless, for he thought
thét history itself could bg made té.provide guidance for man's
thinking and doing. However, | shall examine this notion in.
.what fgllgws, . andvhope to show that histor‘icisﬁ must aIanys
be relativistic, and that no trtuth .ca;n be had from history, once
one has posited the radical te'mp‘orality of all things, incI‘LJAing,
especially, "all for‘mé of h'~uman<knc'>wing.“ lf, atl things truly
are tr:ansitor‘y, and there is no realm of eternal being -accessible’
“for contémplétion by men, then we must follow what seems to’
be Nietzsche's advice and ‘fac'e up to that fact in as virile a
manner as our spirits 'allow. But before summoning the -courage
“to confront such an. abyss, perhaps we might question the onto-
logical and epis‘te\mological premises of radical historicism, to
see. whether or not one may do‘ubt its being the t~r‘t.;e ‘metaﬁnhysical
accaunt of‘ thi‘ngs. In so doing, we may be moved to consider‘.

seriously, without prejudice, - the older philosophic alternatives

that historicism would seem to have discredited.

P

&
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In_this part. of the thesis, then, | shall try to do three

things. =~ | shall begin by attempting to characterize the enterprise
of ppl.itical. p‘hilds}ophy} Having thus prep‘ar‘ed 'tﬁew 'wé.n'y‘,. i sH“a'l/I,A
in the'latter half of PART I'l, render an exegisis of Leo Strauss's

account of the p'hilosophic bases for the historicist conviction,
) T 9

and of his attempt to show how historicism's challenge to the

N - .

possibility of traditional political philosophy is unsuccessfuly

I shall do all' of this by way of preparing for PART 111, in

v
which | shall examine a particular sort of historicism, the pro-

gressivist philosophy of R.G. ,Co'llingwood, again with an eye
to examining the validity 6f histor"icisr?r's implicvit'angl explicit

attempt'to discredit the philosophic alternatives that preceeded it.

t

“On the Enterprise :of Political Phil.:osophy,, - o .

It is only when the Here .and Now ceases
to be the center of reference that a phil-
osophic. or scientific approach to politics
can emerge.

Leo Strauss 5
ln order to understhnd fhe éhalieng_e that historicism poses
for political philosophy, W st take up what is for contemporary
scholars a profound problem - & licatin'g what political philosophy
' . 6
properly is.
Strauss begins his major lecture/essay on that definitional
—Problem with the following remarks:
It is a great honor, and at the same time
a challenge to accept a task of particular
difficulty, to be asked to speak about

political philosophy in Jerusalem.

Professor Stauss presumably means here that the\ task of
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speakmg about polltlcal phllosophy is partlcularly challenglng

8 17

Jn Jerusalem, for he recogmzes the confllct between political

philosophy, whlch relies upon the exercize of unaided human
reason at all points, and religion, which presumes lsome ,fai.th
in divine r*evelation.‘ .As a close student of our philosophic tra-
di'tion,. Strauss could hardly be .unawar‘e of the ramifications,
botl;\ bhilosophic and political, of the confronpation between phil-

-

esophy and religion, or of the confrontation between Athens and

Jerusalem, as Strauss elsewhere characterizes it. But in alluding

to the '"particular difficult’y" of speaking about potlitical philos-
ophy, Strauss may have something more in mind as well.
in using the term "political philosophy" as 'a desighation

.

for a partlcular branch of inquiry, we, refer to two thmgs.

The word polltlcal" ”r'efers to the subject of that domaln of dis-
course, and the word phnlosophy" refers to the manner of treat-
ment of that ‘subject matter. .

The word philosophy;’ w-hatever else it means, refers to-
rational inquiry, a certain’ _w‘éy' of sea‘r'cf-wing for kr;nowledige of
reality. 8 Moreover; philosophy has tradi{tionally_‘ involved specu-
lation; it fs "theoretical'". The word "theory! 4is' scarcely easier
to understand than is "philosophy", but both refer to the a'tt.embt ™
to achieve some sort of overall understanding, Some explanation
of things. Thus, "philosophizing" (or "theorizing') refers to
the attempt to give a gevneral, often necessarily 'a somewhat spec-

ulative, but nonetheless reasoned account of things. Philoso_\ph"y
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searches for a synoptic vision of the whole of reality, an under-

o

standing of things which is more than the sum of its parts, in
that it includes (at least) insight into the-‘ ordering principles.

Thus, philosophy is hoth pradical and comprehensive. It is r‘advi—.
< cal in the original <ense of the term, that is, that it attempts
to' go to the roof of things, and it is comprehensive in its inten-

tion to understand all things. Men neceésarily have beliefs about .
L]
the whole of things, and philosophy has for its purpose the clar-

~ification and rectification of those views. Professor Strauss,
spenlcing to the problem of defining philosophy, says:

Philosophy, as quest for wisdom, is quest
for universal knowledge, for knowlédge of
the whole. The quest would not be
necessary if such knowledge were immed- o
iately available. The absenceof,knowledge
of the whole does not mean, however, that
men do not have thoughts about the whole:
Philosophy is nrecessarily preceeded by
opinions about the whole. It is, therefore,
the attempt to replace opinions .agout the
whole bv knowledae of the whole.

t shall return to the therme of philosophy's attempt to com- '
prehend the whole in a mo‘ment, but first, we may say somethiné
more about the si‘gnificance and meaning of the term "political"

for political philosophy. Strauss is again worth q'uoting at some

length: . L

\ All political action. aims at “gitR&r
. : preservation’ or’ c¢hange,
, ) . to preserve, we "Wi:sh‘:._gJ_
to the worse; when- dedhry - .
wish to bring about sometkd “petter. All' '
political action is then §u, < %, by some ' '
thought of better and worse. -~But thought
of better .or worse implies thought of the
good. The awareness of the good which

& ~

t a change
change, we
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o If Strauss_'s observation ,tha‘t" a}"'l politica'rl sagtion a'ims'at : .
preservatlon or change seems exhaustlve and mcontrovertlble,,_- .

r
-

then h|s assertion that a political scue\e or phllOSOphy worthy
5

of the name must concern itself wath the ends of polltucal -action,

or the good for man, seems undemable. '-lnvoklng the authority

-
of Arlstotle agan'{ one may assert ‘that the fact that ArlstoHe o

" - B .
chooses to begln his major treatice on ethlcs wnth a dlscussmn - “ - -

o - -
- of what the role of a SCIence of polltlcs‘ must be in men's lives'

- speaks for the .idea that ethlcs and rSolltlcs are lnextrlcably ' T

connected. If we are. not |mpressed by the. maJesty of Aristotle _

A AR €

-regardlng this matter we should be conyinced by h_is_ argument.
He begms. _ N T, ok

~

> ' Every art and every. mqunry, ‘and snmllarly
every action and purUSIt is thought to aim
at.-.some good; and for this reason the good-
'has rlghtly been declared to be that. -at which
all thmgs alm : R
He goes on to empha51ze the fact that- there are. many actions,
0., . N N

arts, and sciences, and that ‘their ends are" also many; for ' -5
instance, "the end of the medical art is health that of Shlp—

J,building a vessel that of strategy vtctory, that of economics

wealth.," 13 Where such ‘arts fall under, ~or are,subordinate to,

-

a higher'for more comprehensive_art says Arlstotle'
P L

.

«..aS brldl‘p~mak|ng and the other arts
-concerned with the equlpment of. horses fall
under the art of. riding, and this-and. every
mnlltary action under. strategy, in theé same
way other arts fall under yet others - in. all -
of these the ends of the master .arts are to

. be preferred to all the subordinate ends; for °

. it -is for the sake’ of the former that the ' '

“(Iatter are: pursued

) S Ny

-
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1 Thus, if there is some end of;vthings that mé&n do, -and. if
it is desired for its own sake (all other, lesse/ vnds be‘_ivn'g
" desired for the sake of that final end) and if Y¢ do not choose

,everything for ‘the sak-é‘_ of- something elé_e, in which Yeven,t""‘our

“

choosing .wpﬁld Be an "émpty and vain:m", infiniyd Arocess, "'c'lear'ly
this m-ust be the good 'al"'ld fhé chief good." ‘ JA& dr‘istétlé 'goes

on to ;‘boint oLnt, sur“ell‘y we_lWouldv vh‘ave toconsuf&r knowledge' '

of this chief. or final goodb to F;De c;?L great signi/i\;ance' for our.:'.
Iives;; and ‘the science or éapa.citx which has it y2 its object

‘vto‘ be the most '_aL‘Jth'oivi‘t’ative science or art of a'l

And politics ‘@ppears to be of -this nAtUre;
for it is this that ordains which of e
sciences should be studied in a statf, and
which each class of.citizens should fearn
and up to what point they should. le Avn
them; and we see even the most thMly.
esteemed of capacities to fall urider tyis,
.€g. strategy, economics, rhetoric; "‘V\V'; .
~since politics uses. the rest of the vlerces,.
and.since, again, it legislates as ty what
we are to do and what we are tq ahpain
from, the end & this Science must by the -
good for man. L : o

‘Thusi,'. for Aristo‘t,ie, and for us, the politiyal art ‘must be "
'.c‘onsifﬁergd to be truly -t.he_‘vrria’ster* art, for it is_the ért; 'whié;h |
>h.'.:-las §s. its. purpose the atf-ainment of tihé Ultimatf ennd of hUman.
action, the end to.whiéh‘al-l other ends are éubyf‘ﬂinate, v‘__ah'd'
thai vend‘-is the good___*for‘ man, Réfléc_fion Jon '_t'hi/ﬁx aét', i‘ef., political.
science vo’r.pol_%itical’ phi.losoph&, r'n't..xst thenbe ¢6Q§id§r_éd to be
" the L'ma‘s‘tve‘ri art, tf;e highest ;o-f the ,praé.ticl:él‘ ar‘it_g- |

If we must‘z:bncede‘Strau;é_-_.'s assertion thay all political
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actlon alms at either preservatlon or change, 'and that ‘thns |mp||es
thought of better and worse, or thought of thj; good then we °

‘ must also |nsnst that lreflectlon upon political action is a "prac-
"'t:cal"_ c'oncern, |n that it: has practlcat consequences. (Theor-'
ettcal. II'IQUII’"y\.IntO the subJect of polntlcs, whenever it is done

in public, ‘is necessarily. prescriptlve, whether durectly or
mdlrectly.) PO|ltICS reve?s itself in the ruler/rul‘ed distinction
that ‘is vfound always and every.w'here in human _-societies, ‘hu-t:'
politic.al »s&ence .cann_ot be presume‘d‘ to concern‘ itsetf exclueively
with questions of meane bof ru'le,’ or with power, or t«)ith realpolitik,

to use a modern term. Polltlcal science must also address the’

'problem of just exerC|ze of power, or good rulmg Political

scnence, or polltlcal phllosophy, is mlsunderstood when it is thought
of- as betng a purely "theoretncal" pursuvt ‘a body of speculation
which has no bear;ng on the way that men really do Ilve. Simi-
larly, polltlcal .science would be truncated’ were it .to conflne itself
to mere descrlptlon of poht:cal affalrs, past or present. Political
phllosophy beglns ‘with observatlon of men as they actually do

llve, but it seeks to ascend to knowledge of how men ought to
~live. 1t seeks to achieve a standerd or st'a-ndards by which to.
judge ac¢tual pol'_itics; it implicitltl seeks that in Iight of .which

" -we may justlvy prefse a‘ndx blame. At the centre of ite \b/‘isbion;
then, polltlcal phtlosophy has a concern wllth rulmg and

~be|ng ruled, and wuth the means by Wthh the good rule is to

. be lmplemented Polltlcal phllosoph s oncerned wnth power.



’

'But it also cnncerns itself with the end of ruling"', or with?bjustic'e.
It s S|gn|f|cant |ndeed that the flrst great wrltten work of poll—
tlcal phllosophy, Plato s Republsc, has as its umfylng concern ’
the problem of how to conjoin wusdom and power symbollzed in
that seemingly paradoxical figure of the philo'sdphe-r'-kiné. |

Thus, political philosophy ascends unto the highest realms
of theory, and returns to the reaim of.' everyd~ay, pr'acticall Iife;
to the things that are familiar tp all men. {\George; Grant s‘un:\s
‘up the conyneétio_n_between theofy and préctice as fpllows:

| Theory always seems so unSpecnflc to

9 those who do -not réalize its constitutive
power. But to be a phtlosopher is to

‘know its Power. Only those will be
interested in philosophy who realize that
as we sow in theory so will we reap in E

action.
And again:
Political 'philosob-’hy is not some pleasant
cultural game reserved for those too )
impotent: for practice. It is .concerned : ¢
with judgements about goodness. As these
judgements are apprehended and acted
upon by ‘practical men, they become the
unfolding of fate. ‘

Having _»amplified the meaning:‘of the term "political" vis-.
a-vis polutncal phllosophy, and havnng noted the natural tie
.between polrltlcal thoery’ and.po__lltlcal pra;tice, we nt-:‘ed to Jreturn
again to consideration of th‘evmeaning of "philosophy'". Recall "
Pr‘ofessor‘ Str‘auss s assertion that "phllosophy, as quest for"wisdom,

is quest for‘ ‘universal knowledge for knowledge of the whole."

and that this quest for knowledge of the whole begins. with

&
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awareness of men's opinions about the whole. Professor Strauss

clarifies what he means by "'the whole'" as follow5'

Quest for knowledge of "all things" means
quest for knowledge of God, the world, and
man - or rather quest for knowledge of
. the natures of ali things: the n?éures
o in their totality are '"the whole".: :

. He goes on to speak of the connection between philosophy proper
and,specif'i_cally polit‘ical bhilosophy:
Of philosophy thus understood, political C
phllosoophy is a branch. ' Polltlcal phil-"
, osophy W|ll~then be the attempt to replace
' oplmon about the nature of political
‘things by knowledge of the nature of
polltlcal thlngs.lg

We should see, then,'that if philosophy proper is the quest
for knowledge of the natures of the entirety of things, political

philosop‘hy'is the quest for knowledge of the nat_ure of political

‘things. And further, since man is that creature among the univ-

ersa‘l constellation o_f' things (or at least,. those that we are: farn'—%,
iliar'. with) for whom politics, in the fullest sense of the term, |

is a relevant concern, political philosophy is centrally concerned
wlth what ‘may be known about the nature of man. The“ "political"
thl.n-gs are the human things; therefore, one has to know something
‘about the essence of "humanness" - of humamty —',in order. to
understand politics. It is mot an exaggeration to say that the

- ) ..

very core of the._-e_nterplrise of political phllosophy is the quest
vf'ovr'kno-w'l'edge‘ of the nature of man, and one can see, ] thlnk
that the great thinkers of our’ tradltlon of. political thought agree

on. this central imperative. | shall say- more about the

T
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cen‘trallity of the quéstion of man's nature below, but first |

. ) . . Al
must say something more about the theoretical -connection between

-

philosophy proper and political philosophy-. »

Foll_éWing upon the words of Grant quoted pr‘eyiodSly, we

should see that, properly understood, the study of political _th.i_n'gs R

y

has no.real boundary, no.Iimivt to the thi:ngs that it must Se?kv \\“—."'_/ ’
to encompass. Joseph Crobsey":lm‘;:ls spoken of this r:eal‘iza{i‘on l\ /
. \ . a
as follows: , _ : B o \\__ -
r'

Political philosophy is very comprehensive,
for it-has in its purview all the human
things and all the things that touch humanity.
It evidéntly cannot have all things at-:the
center of its field of vision, but it could
not claim to stand for man's knowledge of
. .J‘@i'mself as a social being if, to the end,
It averted its view from what, as human,
- . we do and suffer. The truth of all things,
~ is one by the measure that shows all’
things to be, not one, but linked or artic-
ulated as a who‘le.zg'

Henry M. Magid puts the relationship between ph'i'losophy and
political philosophy in similar terms:

Traditionally, philgsephical studies have’
~been distinguished. from other studies,
among other ways, by their search for
comprehensiveness. The philosopher
- cannot say that this question or. that
Question is outdide his field and belongs
"in someone else's field. Philosophy seeks '
for compr'eh:ensi‘ve knowledge of ‘the whole.
Political philosophy, therefore, seeks for
comprehensive knowledge of political
matters, 2! - : '

Just as early philosophers conceived of
philosophy as ‘the search for the truth _
about the whole,. so early political phil-

- - osophers ‘understood political philosophy
as the search for the truth about
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political. thin_gs vlr'ith. the assumption that 't‘he

truth about political things had to be under-

stood as in some sense a part of the truth

about the whole. ‘
'.Both.Cropsey and Magid clear.ly imply .that political phil—
‘osophy is a part of phllosophy proper, a;ld thereby subordlnate
to it. - Thus, although polltlcal -philosophy has at.the center of
its vision .the ‘I.'\u;man"things, .it ultimately leads . to more funda- .
mental, all—enc':omoassing matters, for to have knowledge re'garding
the human things requn‘es knowledge of all the thrngs that touch
or affect humanlty. Polltlcal phllosophy must involve speculation
upon what has recently been called ontologlcal matters il must
search for knowledge of what It.lS to ’be in the universe of thing,sv
in general, so that one may know what it is to be human in
par;icular. Political philosophy must have an. understanding of
Nature in general in order to understand human nature. [t must
also seek to know what it IS ;6 know, (as opposed to mer"ely"*':’.
opine) and how one is' to knol«/, to .attempt to have knowledlg.ev
about knowl'edge., or in other words, 'to give some account of wlhat
modern teachers of philosophy call "epistemology". Political phil-
osophy, as | have already argued, consists of the attempt to act
rlghtly, or, what is the same thlng, tobre able .to Justlfy one's
actions. Alexandre Kojeve. .a. dnstmgutshed student and mter—
"preter of l-legel ‘and .l‘\'da"rx put the comprehensnve nature of phll— -
. osophy and the connection oetween polltvcal phllosophy and phil- -

osophy‘.proper as follows:

° /
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All philosophers are’ ' in égr‘éement about

the definition of the Wise Man. Moreover, .
it is very simple and can be stated in a
single sentence: hat man is Wise who. '

' is capable of answering in a comprehensible
or satisfactory manner aII questiegns, that
can be. asked him concernmg his acts, and
capable of answering in such fashion that
the entirety of his answers forms a

.coherent discourse. Or else, what amounts
to the samé thing: that man is Wise who ° ’ g

is fully and perfectly self-conscious.

Kojéve goes on to amplify this general pRonouncement on
the nature of the philosophic enterprise in more concrete detail:

It is the case that one can ask any ‘
question at all about any of our acts -
that of washing, for example, or of paying
taxes - with the result that, after several
answerrs that call forth each time a new
"why'", one comes to the problems of the
relationship between the soul and the body,
between the individual and the State; -to
questions. relating to the finite and the
infinite, o‘-de,ath and immortality, to God
and the World; and finally to the problem
of knowledge ttself of this coherent and
meaningful language that permits us to ask
" questions and .to answer them. In short, by
proceeding, so to speak, in the vertical
plane, one will quickly come face to face - . . .
with the entire body of the so-calied 8h“_ - %
osophical or ""metaphysical’ questions.

Déépiie, hO\;vever', the necessary conné‘ction between political
philosbphy and philosophy v;ﬁropen, or’ betweén the heaveniy ,thipg's
'and ,vthe huma"n things, political"philosobhy does not Iosg itself
in‘c‘:d'ri“t‘emplation‘ of. thAe problems of metaph?fsics. Stfaus.s, speaking
about Ehg pHiIosO‘phy ‘of Sécratés, 'art‘ic_ula‘tf‘esh this essential quali=

fication thusly: K B ‘
\ ' '

&
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Socrates, then, viewed man in the light
of the mysterlous character of the whole. '
\_Jv:? He held therefore that we are more familiar
) with the situation of manm as man than .
with the ultimate causes of that: situation. 2> _

There is "at least one aspect of the situation of man that
all competent adults are familiar \mth -and ‘that is the fact that

thege are and aIvGﬁys have b& \so far as we know, many dlfferent

k)

‘regimes, or dlffer‘ent systems of social organlzatlon and that

men dlsagree over ‘the questron of wh.tch re‘gtme is best. Political
t. .

philosophy begins. from this eleme'?w:fg_.;

; R AS R — - ‘ L
P 2 T RS
e

def’ermg opinions as ,to what the best r*eglm;:,,\lsi and proceeds. . "’,_}
< P ‘-, 'n,. -
by attempting to know what the best regime is Sfmply & Political e

phllosophy i's most readlly r'ecogmzable as the pursuit of knowledge

regarding the best reglme.
Observation shows us .that virtually all human societies
have laws. These laws may be more or less well-articulated

and enforced, and they may be articulated and enforced in ,w3del'y
1 N . f .
differing 'ways, but few observers of human sdcieties would be. 4

prepared to deny that law is a characteristic 'of human soc;ety
By |dent|fy|ng and descr'lbmg the laws éxtant in any socnety,v

we identify \that society's character, and we can r‘eadllly descrlpe
what i.t is that dlfferentnates one society from another. But we
must, it. s;ems, also account for what it is about a glven societal
type that gives its Iaws their partlcular character .4 and this,

it turns out, is that society's regime: the regime is more funda-

mental than the laws. . Strauss makes this point in "What Is

P
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. Potitical Philosophy",

Laws:

o

{4

' T'h’us',

_the Clty and, Man." 28

osophy as being- the City and Man,
¢ . .

ane

If the originator of the Cretan Laws, or
any other laws, is not a god, the cause of
the laws must be human beings, the human
legislator. There is a variety of types
of human legislators: " the legislator has
a different character in a democracy, in

an olvgarchy, in a monarchy. The legisiator

is the goverhing ‘body, and the-character
of the gover‘mng body depends on the
whole socgal and political order, the
politeia, the regime. The cause of the
laws is the regime. Therefore the guiding
theme of political philosophy is the regime
rather than the laws. Regime becomes the’
guiding theme of political thought when
the derivative or questionable character

of laws has been realized.26

Regime is the order, the form, which. gives
society its character. Regime is therefore
a specific manner of life. Regime is the

form ‘of life as llvmg together, the manner
of living of society and in socnety, since -

.this manner depends decisively on the

predominance of human beings of a certain
type, on the manifest domination of society

by human beings of a certain type. Regime

means that whole, which we today are in
the habit of viewing pr‘lmamly in a frag—

‘mentized form: regime means simultaneous|

the form of life of a society, its. style of
life, its moral taste, form of society, form

of state form of government spirit of laws.

Lo 2 ) . e g 5

for Str'auss, "the theme of political philosbpt:wy

-

.

~

B U T RN

is

Strauss refers to'the fact

after, political phiiosoph'y considered the city-state- to be the

»

natural political unit for man. Whether or not this is true

52

Iwrj speaking of the theme of polifical. phil~

TP e e

speaking with particular réference to Plato's

"tbha't, at its ‘origins in ancient Greece, and for a long ‘time thé‘re—
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remains an'operi Question, but, the fact that we now live in mass

g

societies, and our unit of political organization is the nation-

state (so that our political philosophy must speak with an aware-
ness of that fact) does not change the fundamental truth that

the regime under which we Ilve touches every aspect -of our life.

-

1}

JThe Permanent Questmns of Pdlltlcal Phllosophy

“

Having: thus far pursued a course of ‘attempting to charac-

terize ‘polltncal philosophy more or less formally - having attempted .

%p give a rational account of the direction that any philosophic

£ <

study of politics should take - to the point at which | have,

I»hepe, shown the im.por'tance to that enfer*pr‘ise of the interconnected
questions of the essenti‘al nature - of man. and of the best political
;’egime for man to live under, | cc;uld perhaps. be expected to
meve‘ﬂto an histor*ivcal/liter‘ar‘y consideration of our written tradi-
tion of political thought. . That is, | could seek'agreemeht with

the. for'egoing characterization of political philosophy in the writings
of thé recognized masters of that genre of thought. I could attempt
to show, for instance, the 'sense in which think® s as v'seemingly

diverse as Machiavelli, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau and J.S. Mill,

as well as others, can all be said to fit into the class, '"political

philosopher”, tpat | have been seeking to define. I shall not
"adopt this strategy for two reasons. Firstiy: In order to present
such an btistorica] survey of th'e'tr‘adi_tion, one would have to

come o grips with a nurrber of rather large problems of inter-

pretation connected with the written works of that tradition, and

1
' .

T alatts o ) ;-7-?":‘-‘f'~'t-‘-x~v'~v}~._-:-e -

T
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could show that there are a number of permanently relevant

Y
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that whole task would be a much more involved a‘hd lengthy .one
= , - o .

than what one could plausibly be prepared to undertake in a short _
T

: Lo T

work. Indeed, it will be obvious to any student. of our tradition

o
of political thought that such a task woul'di‘necessitate an entire,

lengthy study in and of itself. .Secondly, and perhaps more directly
to the point, even supposing one could hope to dq some sort of
justice to the'trédition in a‘ brief exposition, the adoption of such
a task would, | feel,.‘ unnécessarily di_ver‘tv‘-_é"tt'ej’ntion‘_v from the Aques'—
tion of historicism's. challenge to p'_oyli_'tical'- philosophy, the central
problem that l‘;wéﬁt to maintain és my focus in this essay. I

If one unocertook such a survey, one would have to recog-
nize that certain deep cleavag_es exist between political philosc‘;phers
iﬁdividually,' and‘especialiy between .the ancients and the moderns,
regarding the nature c;f their er.wt'er*pr‘ise. However, it- could also
be shown that the great po;itical philosophers are in fundamental
agr‘eement’about‘th“e direction: that a philoéoph‘ic study of politics
must take. (l.am pefsuaded that the body of Leo Str—éQSS's' life-
time of written w&rk s;hows satisfactorily that this- agreement between

political 'philosophers exists, 'so that we can with justification

speak of a tradition of political philosoph'y.'.) Specificall_y', one
+

4

questions which tl'{e masters of the tradition have all felt it was
necessary to address in order to give a reasoned account of man's

political life, or man's life simplil, or '"'the human condition"; as

R A SN Y1 YTV S 0 M Ty



it is sometimes referred to. | emphasize the matter of the permanent
) questions of political philosophy "here because | mean to focus.-on it

in. the consideration of R.G. Col!lingwood's historicism that | under-

take in Part il| of this essay. At any rate, the following ten-

;

questions seem to’”ﬁrf”to be characteristic of the tradition of political -

philosophy (and a céS‘e can be made for other;. perhaps derivative .
questions as well); What is the best regime, simply? What is

the best practical regime under any given circumstance? What
is the nature of justice? What is the proper role of private pro-

perty? What is the nature -and extent of political obligation?

? . .
What is the correct r'elationshfp between politics '‘and religion?

What is the correct relationshib betweeﬁ,politics and science? What

)

is the correct relationship between politics and art? When is

recourse to war appropriate? What character of military organiza-

tion is best? . . e

v

Having rendered the fér‘egoing list off‘;i"olitical questions, X

| shall break off rﬁy' consideration of the nature of political phil«

osophy, and return to express consideration of the problem of his-
toricism. . R\ . : A
e

1

Leo Strauss on the Problem of Historicism. .

Strap§s begins Chapter | of Natural Rigﬁt and History with

.
Ve

the following assertion: Lo s ”
The attack on natural’ right in the name

of history takes, in¥shost cases, the. following
form: natural r‘ight,‘clajf'fms to be a right.
that is discernable. by Ruman reason and

is universally acknowlgdged; but history
(including anthropoidgy) teaches us that

)
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no such rfght exists; instead of the

supposed uniformity, we find an lndeflnite
variety' of notions of right or _|ust|ce. :

Or, .in. othe words; ‘there cannot: be natural
rlght if there are no immutable principles

of justice, but history shows us that .all
principles of justice are’ mutable.29 .

Thus, according to historicists, man's experience of his own

history ought to show him that there are no principles of right,
- a

or answers to the question '"how should we rlive?", that have not
hbeen denied by sor%e or many at some point in the past. Strauss
argues that "one cannot undersand the. meaning of the attack on

natural right in the name of history before one has realized the -

A A
: . . W30 . ’
utter irrelevance of this argument. It is irrelevant to assert

that some men~have at one .time or.another denied every principle
of right, or good, or justice, 'because "coné:ent of aIIV 'mankin<:{"
is in no way r‘equir'ed by a principle of right. It has always
:
- been assumed by the great teachers of natural rlght that "precisély
if natural right is.rational", that is, if it is char_*acter*istic of
an ordehed cosmos of which man ~i’s a part, then "ijts dlscover'y
pr‘e_Subposes the cultivati‘k‘nn_,‘ qf.r'eason, and therefolf‘e natural P‘lght

. S 3 -
will not be known universally." Not all men cultlvate reason

in a-ny active manner;' not does it seerﬁ that all men are by. naturé‘
capable of the sort of reasoning tha'tl is required for political
philosophy. At any rate, by 'Way .ofk'exvpar;dir{\:g .u.pqn Strauss's
point sor_ry;__ewhat, I would assert that commém ;—sense and everyday '

experience should show us that it is indeed a difficult task to

reason about how best one should live one's life, and thdt the
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”questlon IS made all the ‘more complex by the mescapable fact that

. one must llve m a communlty wrth otl'\er men, each wnth hcs own -,
\‘

aspiratnons and ndeas of how human Infe ought to be Inved. Thus,

one need not be sur‘pmsed that eva"y pr'oposed pr‘mcmle of mght

or of Justlce has been demed by many tnen both |n wond and deed

' and one need not presume that denial/of a prmclple proves that

ue > A

C it is wrong.’ Whether or not denial of a pmncaple is Justlfied or

peasonable may only be decnded by reason' the questlon of mght
‘tand wrong is not to be settled by any mene canvass of oplnion,
'.no matter how thorough and/or expansive, and regar'dless .of what—
‘ever standpolnt of hlstory that canvass is under‘taken from._ Strauss
. repeatedly makes the: ponnt in hlS wmtings that reflectlve men have
‘always known that "dtffer-ent notlons of Justlce obtam at dlfferent
times and in different natlons." and that\ "it is absur'd to clalm
'fthat the dlscover'y of a stlH gr‘eater’ number' of such notlons by
mbdern students has -in any way affected the fundamental lssue."32
| lndeed says Strauss, aquamtance wH:h the sort of dlsagr‘ee—b,.f_x'b-f‘"”
‘ment over pmncuples of Justlce that prevalls among men is the very
pr'econdition"for' the emer'gente of pohtlcal phnlosophy, or- of the
' ‘attempt to adJudicate among oplnions. = "Reallzatlon ‘of the vamety‘ ‘
-,fof notlons of rlght is the mcentive for the quest for natur-al mght "33
But, say's Str-auss, lt would seem that °the .case for hnstomcnsm.

. -

_._:""fcannot be sald to -rest exclusively on the- observatlon that men dts-~.

e e o

Y

agr‘ee about Justlce. Rather- more lmpor-tantly, hlstoriclsm must

have its roots _i‘n. a philosophnc crlthue of the possnbcllty, or” the

P
i
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knowablllty, of natural rlght - a. crithue somehow connected wnth

©

"hlstory ".34. Thus, Strauss seems to-“tell us that hIStOI"ICISm
-fmds |ts ph;losoph:c support ‘as much in a fundamental epnstemolog—
lcal crlthue of polrtlcal philosophy as it does m observatmn of
' .the manifold varlety of’ hlstory. y

B fore gomg on to outlme the form‘that that crltnque of pol—‘_l‘
|t|cal phnlosophy takes‘ Strauss feels that he ‘must d!StlthlSh a ‘ E
; very old phlIOSOphIC view of natural rught that he calls "c:on\/entlon-

alism" from the, hlstorlcal sense" or "the hnstorlcal conscnousness"

a .,

that would .seem to be characternstuc of much mneteenth and
twentoeth—century thought -Conventlon.al'i.sm differs from historicism
on at Ieast one key assumption: .conVentlonallsm accepts the phll—
osophlc dls'tmctlon between . nature and conventlon while historicism -

does not. .“
Conventionalism' presupposed that' the'
,‘-dustmctlon between nature. and convention
is the most fundamental of all distinctions.
It implied that nature is of mcomparably ‘
higher dlgmty than convention or: the fiat - - s
of society, or ‘that nature is the rorm.  The '
thesis that right. and. justice are. conventional
meant that right and justice have no' basis
in nature, that they are ultimately against
nature, and that they have. their: ground in
~arbitrary - decus:ons, expllc:lt or implicit,
of communities:’ they have no basns but
some kind of agreement and agreement may
produce Ppeace but it cannot produce truth

Conventlonallsm is represented in Plato 's dtalogues. Perhaps the
most well-known example |s the dlscussmn that takes place between

Socrates and Thrasymachus 1n Plato s Repubhc. 'Th,rasymachusj




exbresses’ a conventionalist account of justice' justice is simply <
whatever the ruling element of the polltlcal commumty says it is,

and thls element wnll always glve an account of the prlnCIpIes

of JUSN\(‘:e that is advantageous to it. But Th_rasymachus, convention-
allst though he is,'ls not an’ h.istoricist;‘ He couldn t be, for Plato
s wrltmg long before the dlscovery of $c1ent|f|c hlstory, and

therefore accordlng to htstorlcnsm s own account of mtellectual
"hlstory, Plato could not have possessed the msnght that all thought

is hlstorlcally determlned (One may’ also, of course, thmk of
.'Thomas Hobbes -as’a more modern example of the conventionalist

persuasnon",vis—-a-—v’isjus-tice, and similarly point out that. Hobbes
. T
is no ,historlciSt acceptlng as he does the dlstmctlon ‘between ~nature
- . . ‘.
and c0nvent|on )

Historicists, ori"" the other hand, says Strauss, take one of
two posntlons. p ln.the f.irst case, 'they" concelve of man and his

works, hlS varylng notlons of Justlce |ncluded Ias»-'e,qually naturalf‘
e ,
‘s all other real things." Strauss is not as expLucat as he mlght

v

have been about what he means by thls statement. . l thmk ‘he’

is referrlng to the :sort of theoretlcal hlstorlelsm rebr.esented say,'
by Marx where man's thoughts about Justice, among other thlngs

are ultlmately to be undertood "naturallstlcally" i.e., as evolvmg
:,'-accordlng to cer"ta n laws of development these Iaws bemg determlned .

for man by vurtue_'of his "'materlal" and therefore, "natural" ‘ e'>‘<is_t-

 ence. ln the second case, hlstorICIsts "asser‘t a basnc duallsm *
. q. ;
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betWeen the realm of‘ nature and the realm of .freédom. or hiSt—orjy."36
This vass'um‘pt'ion carries lwith it the implication th'at m'ajn:.'ﬁ‘wb'nks,
or the realm of human cr'e.at'ivity, is exalted far above the realm
of nature. “Nature is‘ law-governed; humanity is r'adically fr‘ee,‘
undet»err\mined. ) Such hlstOI"IClsm does not see men 's notions of Jusitlce
as being "'ar'bltr'.ar-y", rather, notions of justice posse§s a certain
,d.ignity. They aré acts of freé'choice', o% chéativity Justlce is
" not merely to be suffered for the sake of "polltlcal expedlency"
as on the conventlonahst vrew, but: is, rather a work of art.
Justice is to be defined by-those be;{ able to define it crea‘tlvely,
and then to be Joyfully embraced by atl. Hlstoric:lsts who accept
this view of Justlce, in contradlstmctlon to conventxonallsts, "'msust
on the fundamental dlffer‘ence between freedom and arbltramness "
We see how there would seem to be no dignity in "arpltrarlness"
“in mere quixotic behavnor. "Free choice", however, or free creativ- . .'
ity, ‘may be thought by some to preserve human dlgmty m the f‘ace
.Of the abyss. Th_usr,_ perhaps historicists are interested in tracing
nc’stions_o,f right -and 'wr'*on'g to free choice, and:iin .acéording 'snch
':‘acts of-créativity fhe praise th_at they might ﬁe seen to deserve.'

Al though S‘tr'auss dnes not, at this point choose to ask the
‘QUestlon that follows from hIS exposnlon of hlstor‘nc:sm s apparent
wish to distinguish "freédom"”from M"arbitrariness", one - might well
ask hO\:AvI‘ "freedom" is to be/sti’ngt_;i'she:d from "arbitrariness" on

. ! : ' 9.

the h.ivstoriézist.accounﬁ_t of :thin.gs.‘ What makes one man's a-ét ’.'.'fr‘e'e"'

and the other man's arbitrary"? And’furthenmor‘e, what meanings

7

o

—-—
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woula “t"he'WIOr'd_\'-'c?igni;ty“ have, on the basis of the historicist meta-..
physic‘? ” | |

| .f_What, then, is the sign;i,fi_t\:ance; of this difference betueen con-
'veniiona’lism,f as defined in ancient t‘Hought,, an‘d histori’cisrr‘:, as:'
defuned in the thought of the nineteenth and twentiéth centuries?
Conventlonal,:sm, as represented in, ancient ph|losophy, even though
‘quite different- from the position taken by, say, Plato, agrees with
its classical opponents on at: Ieas__t one central .point; it admits
that the di=sti_nc§i‘oh., bet'vyee_n nature Aanc!_conventi,'gi is fuhdamental.
. For Strauss, as for the,c.la;ssical philosophers, this distinction is.
implied in the very idea o,f'/ﬁwinl'osophy. Phllosophy consnsts of ~
the attempt to rise from bellef in- publlc dogma, or ponventlonal

. ! : :
;oplmon or the Cave, or Weltanschauung, to possession- of the truth.

~

.

'_'Publlc dogma'vs a necessary component of human Ilfe, for it provides
men with a comﬁon view of the whole,‘ or of the eternal order of |
’thmgs, and with principles of lavmg based thereon. - But truly

reflective men are apt to find publtc‘ly dissemi'nafbd -dogma an inade-

- . . — =
“y 7 . vt
. =

quate account of the whgle; dogma can be seen to exhibit certain *
-‘lacunae, certain logical iryton';isten'cie's',__ and to Iéck any convinc-
ing account of its own val»idity.' Thus, é:é'cpr:ding” to S’trau'.ss, Many
inadequate view pf_thé eternal order is, from thevpomt of view

of the eternal’ order, accndéntal or arb.ltrary, ‘lt-i ow‘ep‘lts

valldlty not to its mtrmsuc truth but to sa)cnamL flat or. conven~ .

tion." Conventionalism, then, rests upon the fundamental premise

of philosophy = that popular opmlon must be presumed to be an

»
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inadequate account of the whole, and that p'r'ofoun‘d thought is

defined by an attempt to grasp the eternal truthby: thCh opinion
may be Judged Historicism.denies that there is any realm of

€
eternal .truth Iying behind, or rather, above, conventional,

s

' fsocxally determlned thought Making use of Plato's cave
’ metaphor Strauss summarl,zes as follows:

According -to [hlStor|C|sts], all human thought
"is historical and hence unable ever to grasp
‘anythmg eternal Whereas, according to the
ancients; philosophizing. means toleave the
cave, . according to our contemporaries .all ‘
phllosophlzmg essentially belongs ‘to a "hlstor— “
ical world", "culture", "civilization", - '
- "Weltanschuung" that is, to what Plato had
called the cave. v

]

It is obwously |mpI|cut in what has been sald so far that

Strauss thmks that without possibility of appeal to an eternal,

natural order of thmgs there can be no objective truth, He is

sure tha't historicism ﬁ”s’relaﬁ"vistic in that it conflnes all human

e
'thought to the variable realm of mere opinion. One shou-ld also

reiterate at thls\polnt that most hlstorICIsts do not belleve that

'thelr ontologlcaI/epsstemolog|cal posutlondnecessarlly and completely

-

Irelatlwzes all ‘human thought.- . Ra.ther, hlstOf‘ICIstS belleve that

a proper understanding of vthe historical character of thmgs reveals

truth about the universe, and about man's place in-it. | believe

|t can be shown, vhowever that Strauss is correct in hl.s Judgement
* ' .

that hlstorlmsm is necessarlly relatwlsnc.

- Having e>:<plain'ed the difference betweeh conventionalism and‘

his_tor‘i'c_ism, Strauss provudes some plausnble speculation on the actual

historical process whereby the htstomcnst crlthue of the possvblllty
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. of natural 'night» (or of political philosophy per _s_e) became an over-

<

alt critique of human thought as such. Strauss jll_ldges that histor-

)

icism first appeared in political ‘philosophy, as a reaction to the
French Revolution. The founders of the historical “school, says

Strauss:

-..seemed to have realized somehow that the
acceptance of any universal or abstract
prihcipl'es.has necessarily a revolutionary,
disturbing, unsettling effect- as far as -
thought is concerned and that this effect is
wholly \ind‘ependent» of whether the principles -
in questin sanction, generally speaking, a
conservative or a revolutionary course of action.
For the recognition of universal principles.
forces men to judge the established order, or
what is actual here -and now, in the light of
the natural or rational order; and what is
actual here and now is more likely than not

to fall short of the uhiversal and unchangeabie
norm. The recognition of universal principies
thus-tends to prevent men from wholeheartedly
identifying themselves with, or accepting, the

social order that fate .has allotted to them, .

It tends to alienate them from their place on
the earth. It tends to make them strangers,
-and even strangers on the earth.39

Thus, the ™eminent cdhser'vati\ées who founded the historical

: . £

school" began by denying transcendehtal natural rights. By so

,doing, historicism manifested itself as a form of radical, "this-world-

liness"; it sought to accustom men to their here and now historical

‘circumstances, and. to ‘diffuse men's urges to judge and chan"é‘é'

those circumstances. Historicism, according to Strauss, entailed

a

a belief "that, by understanding their past, their heritage, their

historical situation, ‘men could arrive at principles thét would be

as ,,object'i\ie as those of the older, prehistoricist political philosophy
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"had claimed to ?be"ao, an'd.vth'at furthermore, these historical prin-
ciples would possess the virtue of bemg "concrete" of being fitted
_to each particular age or nation, and of bemg relevant in the
fuI’le'st sense. o ’ ] ' -

Strauss continues his exposition of the history of historicism
by pointing out that the’ at"te;rdo;t to find concrete, particular ethical
prinoiples Ieo' historicists to assign a much. greater importanoe' to
historical studies than they had vprevious_ly er\joyed. In tH'is ."ihil"ar)vt"
stage of h‘,istoricism,' as Strauss calls it, "the historicist school
assumed that nations or ethnic- groups are natural units, or ‘it
assumed the existence of. general I.a.w's of historical e\)olu;tion, or 3
it combined both assumptio.ns."_‘aI Tlous by virtue of the search
for folk mmds, or’. the "Splrlt" of each Age, and/or the search for
supposed laws of hlstory, "hlstorlmsm now appegred as a partlcular
form of positivism". It agreed that theology and metaphysics had
beeo superceeded by positive science, or the search for the truth
abooi reality_ via the methodology o_f;‘-' the empirical \sciences, but

, .

hi»storiciSﬁs also realized that the history of man could not- be studied
v‘i‘a strict ,ac}éwerence to"the,procedures of the natq:al sciences.

By now, the.problems of stodying man accoroing_,td the canons of
positivism are familiar. For. in.stance‘ (and as yy'e:v:shal'll. see in
considerin'g R.G. Co!iingwood's. hietoricisrﬁ)," it _‘"i"‘s,, ob_Viou»s th‘at one
cannot stuoy‘ h}W{‘/ without a'dmitting' ,,teleol‘ogical causa-
/.ti_ “into one's tHeorizing, in as nrri‘uch as maﬁ beha\’/es purpgsefully. |

" Moreover, one may not perform many kinds of controlled experiments
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on human beings, whether alone or in groups, especially such as
9
would bear on the largest questions. The subject(s) is/are usually

‘resistant to this sort of thing, and in any ca‘se', there are commonly

recognized ethical constraints upon such forms of study. And if
one does férmulate a theary of human behaviour, a#d that t'heory

becomes known to the subjects whose behavior it pdr:ports to

explain, it-may well beco\me itself a cause of such behavior (thus,

self- fulfullmg) or of some dnfferent behawour (thus, self- denymg)

For these reasons, as well as ot}'\er's, it is. W|dely (though hardly
umver'sally) thought necessar'y /to depart sngmflcantly from the
methods and procedures of ‘th natural sciences in attempting to

understand man's behavior, br his history.

Thus, historicists realized that, precisely in the interests

of having accurate empiﬁiéal knowledge about man, the methods

. S
of the natural sciences could not be consnderec&author‘gtatlve fcr

historical -studies. Furthermore, ."what 'scientific!' psthology and

sociology had to say about man proved.to be trivial and poor if

~

compared with Qhat could be learned from the great histor'ians."'a2
- \‘. (. . . 4
Strauss summarizes:

Thus hlStO%“ was thought to supply the only -
empirical, .and hance the only solid, knowledge .
of what is truly human, of man,as man of

his greatness and misery. Since all human

pursuits start from and return to man, the

empirical study of humanity could seem- to be. _
justified in clalmmg a higher digmty than .

all other studies of reality.  History - history )
divorced from all dubioys or metaphysical 430"
assumptions - became the highest authomty. o

Having concluded his introductory, somewhat abS-tract, general

St A S . el . RN ] LI AR vy
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history of 'hilstor'icisrﬁ,"M Strauss proceeds to argue agdinst his—

toricism as a philosophic position based upon "the experience of Y

history." He begins by réasserting the point that we ‘musg, concede
to historicism: that Q‘uﬁ“éxber‘.ience of actual history shows us

that there is not, and never has been, a universally acknowledged

4

1 Y

set of norms. Illistorjicism began with the’ hope that thor‘oug_h, écien-—
v'tific historical -s‘t'udie‘s would provide —man with 'paﬁticula{f or con-
crete standards, standards that would be_b' more trustworti.'\y, more,
applicable than aBsiract, universal standards. Yet, 's:ays Strat;ss‘,'

"the unbiased historian had to confess his inability‘ to derive any
' A

norms from history\: no objective norms remained." The key point

follows: . T o,
. The historical sghool had obscured .the fact
that particular or historical standards cap
. become authoritative only on the basis of a
universal principle which imposes an obligation
on the individual to accept, or to bow to, the
standards suggested by the tradition or the
situation which has molded him.

The rea! problem lies in the fact thaf:

_+..N0 universal principle or standard will
ever sanction thes acceptance of every histor-

K ical standard or of every victorious cause: to

N conform with tradition or to jump on "the wave
of the future" is not obviously better, and it
is certainly not always better than to burn
what one has worshgpped or to resist the’
"trend of histor‘y;"l" ' : BN

Thus, says Strauss, history,‘__p'roves”to be a manifestly unsat=

isfactory guide for human conduct; for all standards suggested .

by mere study of history prove to be'fundamentally ambiguous‘,
\ : o o

un‘réli-able, not compelling. To the unbiased historian, the historical



N

';)r‘ocess must appear as .a "meanj?fgiess \INeb", a realm 6f be_ing'v
"."ln which men are free to act cap:nélously. The only standards
that rerqain are subjective . "§tandar'ds that have no ot.her- support
than the fr’ee‘\c‘hoiée of the individual." Histor‘icis»rﬁ .cql‘minavtes
with‘Nietzsche, and so ap;;ar'ently in niﬁilism. The pr"é‘ctical ctaim
of historicism, to provide man with a.mor‘e solia guida'nce for life
.vt\r'\var{\._,t\he. older, pre.historicis“t\ philosophy was able to dd,. 4seems

to be a manifest failure.

His.tor'icism}s se.érh’inngI»y p'ew in‘s:ight that"‘«"the "hiétor‘iéal process"

is a meaninglesslwe'b, 'of tha; history s,ho'ulgj not gvén be spoken
sof as a "process", is not a nov"elwv;'ev'v; says"Stréus_s._' Indeed,

Lot Was fundamentally the classical view, Hxstomcnsm s r’e—emphasns

-
1

c;f this msught might have suggested a r‘etur:n to pre-historicist
p.é_l,ltlcai philosophy. However, no such, retlrn was undertaken.
R;'iher this 'new' insight was interpreted as the dlscovery of the
essential F}-uth about man's existence a balnful truth,. but truth
nonethgless. Finally, said the nineteenth and twentieth century
historicists, man!s-'rose—coloured glasses had been taken from him.
Huma_n life had been 'SHown to be what it ‘truly was, fundaméntally
;neaningless: h;nceforth men could stride forthrm full possessuon
of thé tlruth, and face up nobly to the pain of becoming. Man's
thoughts and experiences, and therefore, his berﬂiiqur, had been
show‘n to be fundamentall;} unpre'dictab!e, cap:ricious, radically I-

v

freé.
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Yet, in ‘I)f#ead Strauss correctl'y, he does not think that we
are dhiv;en_iby our experience of history tg agcept the "existential"
view of things that radical histortcism has promulgated for us,
and here, we are very close to the centre of Strauss's exposition.
and attempted refutation of the historicist poSition: Says Str‘aus;:

The historicist contention presents |tse|f today

L. as amply supported by historical evidence, or
even as expr'essmg .an obvious fact. But if
‘the fact is so obvious, it is hard to see how ,
it could Have escaped the notice of the most
thoughtful men of the past. As regards the
historical evidence, it is clearly insufficient
to support the'-:histor-icis,t contention.,

ar

This short paragraph reveals two of the main p!anks of
Strauss s argument’ against historicism as that argument is revealed

in Natural Right and History, ‘and certain ;other* comp‘lementary writ-

ings. On the one hand, Strauss attempts to show that the histori-
cist assertion that the ms:ght that hlstory shows that all standards
of conduct ?ve been at one time or another denied by some or
mahy is not new one, nor is it one that had to'wait for the
deveiopmer;t of "scientific hist.o‘r;y",, and that the ciassical political
philosophers were cér‘ta'LnIy adequately aware of the vahiety of notions
of right that always exist in human his.tor*y.' ““‘Secondty, Strauss
attemp'ts to show that h_istorical evidence is not »anladefquate‘
support for the hist\oricist c'ontention, that_ indaed, if ‘anything,
this evidence seems to show "that all human thought and.certainly

all phnlosophlc thought it concerned with the same fundamental

problems, and therefore that there exists an unchanging -‘framework
. L \

.

" which persists in all changes of human knowledge of both.‘f'acts

v

— .

Ee
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" and pr*inciples."l‘7 'He beings by expanding upon this latter plank

" of the argument:

History teaches us that a given view has’ heen
abandagned in fa’vor.‘ of .another view by a"l]' men,
or by all competent men, or perhaps only by
the most vocal ‘men; it does not teach us whether
the change was sound or whether the rejected
view deserved to be rejected. Only an impar-
tial analysis of the view in question - am
analysis that is not dazzled by the victory or
stunned by the defeat of the adherents of the
view concerned - could teach us anything
regarding ‘the worth of a view and hence .- 48
regarding the meaning of the historical change.

.

AI'Iu'historica_l developmenté'must be judg_ed p.hilosophi'cally

as to their worth, or as to/—t’l:teir‘ praise‘wor"thir_'\:es‘sv or blameworthiness:
phiiosoph')_i does not consist of ‘identifyi"ng_bl‘xvir‘jhers and I'os.ers,‘ibut‘ ‘
of knowiﬁg the truth of things. -Hist{or."ic':ist's" some>t"i‘r‘pes assert that
Hist'or*i‘cal de’vélopments must be judéed a('zg;pi-id.i.ng to t.hellistandérds

of gooc‘lness’ {or of "value")'. that “p.r'*eva_'i] .‘conte‘mpdrlar'.illy ‘Wit‘h' those
developments. It is claimed that each ‘epoch 'QiYeS rise tc}J standards
whi'ch 'a're partlicularl"l'y' appnoprié;é for if,‘ But‘fhis claim is itself
mere .dogma, or it pr‘gsumes\ that it can be verified % transhistor-

ical standards. In order to know- that each his‘tor"ical epoch gives

+ ) .
rise to its own peculiarly appropriate standard of goodness, ohe

. . . - « .
would have to have a transhistoricat standard by which to .judge
© standards.

In any case, and as- we saw previousliy, for‘_."Strauss the. his-

- toricist contention, if it is.to have any validi't'ly,'-;','mu~st be based

" not on history but on philosophy: on a p‘hi'l-osophic analysis proving

'

that ajJl human thought depends ultimately on’;ickke"a'h’d dark fate .

"
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v

. . . ; . . 49 '
*and not on evident principles accessible to man as man." The

basic tenet of that phil-osophic analysis is a "critique of reasor",

R °

an attempt to prove that ‘theoretical metaphysics and philosophic

ethics or natuf'al' r‘ight 'ar-e";.impossible; If all metaphysical and

s

‘ethlcal views can be shown to be untenable, then their hlstomcal
fate is deserved: ~each is due to be superceded, sooner or -later.
Thus, historicism undertakes a cr‘i'ti'que':t"of' human thought, ‘or of

all notions regar‘dmg the ' knowability of permanent tnuth about

things, which mcludes even the positive scnences wnthln lts compass.

.
s

i | previously noted that Stauss prefaces his exposutlon~,a’r’|‘d
att‘empted refutation of the historicist epistemological position 'wvi\t'h

C 2
Ca dlscussmn of the dlfference between hlstomcnsm and conventlonal—;

ism. "Skepticism" also superficually resembles hlstorlasm, and

" Strauss also. takes time to shew how skepticism i-s diStinguished from
historicism. He’ s'a‘ys that, taken by itself, the histor|c1$t s "phil-

osophic critique of ph:losophlc and SClentlfIC thought - a continua-

N

- tion of the. effor'ts of Hume an'd Kant - would lead to skepticism. n30

<

But hlstor'lcxsm does not embrace epnstemologlcal relatnvnsm as posit-
|vely as: does skept|c15m.~ Rather, most e'xponents of historicism are

sure that their position is very far from'being relativistic. Further-

.

more, historicism regards its essential insights as having sprung

‘from a specific historical situation, while skeptici's'fn "regards itself

as, in principle, coeval with human thoughi_." ‘Strauss summarizes:

. For the skeptic "all assertions are uncerta:n and
therefore ’ -essentially arbitrary; for the historicist,
the assertions that prevail at different :times and
in different civilizations are very far from being



Lo arbitrary. - HIStOl"ICIsm stems from a nonskeptlcal
" tradition, - from - that modern tradltlon which = v

tried. to define the limits 'of human knowledge. and %
whtch therefore admltted that ~within- certam
’ Iumnts, genuine knowledge is. possnble. . B

o contraahstmctlon to all. skeptlc”ism, htstornc:sm p

e - rests at least. partly on..such a critique’ of
human thought as ' claims to- artlculfte what
- called "the experzence of history "

-

.What exactl%js thls "experlence of hlstory," regarded by “

.

) 'Strauss as the very core of. the hIStOPICISt metaphysnc’ ‘Hlstorlmsts,

gt
A |

~'says Strauss, are sure thatL"no competent man ‘or our age would

1

] "'regard as’ snmply true the c mplete teachmgs of any thlnker of Coe

'-‘the past.',', In eVery case, 1t seems, mlstakes ‘were made. Thmgs
.were taken for granted that sHbuld not have been, or‘ facts and

- pOSSIbIlltleS could not have been knoWn untll thelr dlscovery in a

\

'.,Iater age "Up to now, aH thought has proved to be in need of
' ‘radtcal revnsions or fo beuncomplete or Iimited in decnslve res—
O\ . P

,bects.," Furthermore, by studﬂmg past thought ple seem to See L

'that every progress of thought \m one**d rectlon entalled a retro—

gressnon |n another dlrectlon, so that when new |mportant msaghts

-

,were dnscovered oIder ones - were\\obscured or forgotten. Taken ST

-'as a’ whole, then, ‘the . hlstory of human thought seems to exhlblt no ‘"

'_--progress,- and appears as nothing{ n\t\ore than a process of exchang—

A,.,"
N -

",\lng one type of llmttatlon for another.,.,. Flnally, observatlon of

s &

:-;'I':past thought seems to show us that the most lmportant Ilmltatlons

e -on that thought were' of such a: nature that they could not’ poss;bly

e Y

""':g‘-v.;,,have been overcome by earller thmkers. : Now, : It is reasonable o

. 7‘
. to’ assume that what has been charac_

trc of all past thought :

L4



" is’ likely ‘to be c'ha‘r'a'_c,ter_istic of '.t":uture thought.. Thus, ‘accor,‘.dinhg'

to’ hi'st,o,r‘icismf:i e ST . B 5
‘ Human thought is- essentially Ilmlted in such a-
«© way that its llm»tations dlffer from historical
situation to hlstorlcal‘snuatlon and that: the.
limitation characteristic of ‘the thought of a. .
given epoch cannot be - overcome by any human -
. effort. There have always been and there
" always. will, be surprising, wholly unexpected
changes of outlook which’ radically modify the ' .
meaning of all prevnously acqunred knowledge. o
-No ‘view of the whole of human Ilfe can: clalm
to be final or umyersally valid. “Every’ ‘doctrine,’
'however ‘seemingly final, will be superseded
! ; sooner or Iater by*another doctmne. )

[N

v Hi'stor-lcrsts will also -go SO far as to admlt that earller thinkers

may haVe had insights whtch -are wholly |nacce551ble to us and

- whlch will always be maccessuble to us, ‘because our own pecul.tar
hmitatlons wlll prevent us from even SUSpectlng that such lns»ghts )
are possuble. For the most radlcal hISfOr‘ICIStS, "the Ilmntations

of human thought are essentlally unknowable" | and "t makes no -

- sense. to concelve of them |n terms of soc.aal ‘ economnc, and other
».: e e N ‘ .
condltlons, _ t,,h,at 'IS,_ in terms of knowable or analyzable phenomena.

_ »the llmltatlons of " human thought are set by fate.f.'v_s,3

When one thmks seriously about hlstor'asm s "experlence Do
. . ST '
"of hlstory" argument, one can see that it has a certam plausnbcllty._

E "_-.’>|

‘ ThlS, says Strauss, can be easily accounted for by the preponderance ,

v

of doggatlsm |n the thought of the past.-». lndeed Strauss goes] _

l —

so” far as. to suggest that/dogmatrsm gs natural to man, and that
.”'_we need not _be": Surprlsed to flnd that most men fal1 prey to '*“lt.

’_We need not even be surprlsed that "thlnkers of the".fi'rst rank

.g"'have propounded all-—comprehemive doctrmes whlch they regarded

DN
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as fin»a.l "in al.l'».important respects - doctri'nes wh"'ich»“_invariab‘ly
whave proved to be in need of . radnCaI revnsnon."slf .'Yet, says Strauss,
we must also suspect that dogmatlsm is not solely a: preserve of

.the past. lndeed "we are forced to suspect that hlstorICIsm is

the gunse |n whlch dog\matism likes: to appear |n ‘our age." Histor-'

’ |C|sm asserts the dogmatlsmh that our "experience of hlstory" proves v
' that "the acquus:tlon of new lmportant mslghts necessarlly leads

to the forgettmg of earller nmportant |nS|ghts and that the earlter '
thmkers could :not possnbly have thought of fundamental possnbllmes-'
?whlch come to the center of t'attentlo.n m later ages."55 ;
Strauss does not thlnk that hustory shows us that we must

'unewtably forget |mportant mslghts of the past. \Nor does he thmk _
‘It has been shown that the hlstory of man unfolds ln/such a way. ’
that a thmker of the flrst rank calnnot lmaglne the fundamental
possvbllst:es of man S hfe. Thls convuctlon of Strauss s, that truly

vgreat thlnkers are able to concelve of and pass: Judgement on the "

'fundamental alternatlves open to man as man is nothmg Iess than ,;'._ c

]

the core of; Strauss s conceptlon - whlch is the tradltlonat conceptlon_:',

- of what ph:losophy |tself i's'. Here in Natural nght and Hlstory, o

:' T.Strauss chooses to defend that ant|-hvstor|cist conceptson by makmg
';,'two observattons about one such earlner thmker generally conceeded
.to be of the fnrst rank —-Arlstotle. ‘ Tf one reads Arlstotle havmg .'

jbantecedently accepted the hlstorlcu,st premlse - and one mlght accept.

‘ that premlse elther conscnously or othermse - one mlght conclude -

' that Arlstot}e, slnce 'vhe was nurtured as a Greek gentleman n-a.
'Csoctety |n whlch slave—ownmg was an accepted practlce, could not




natural and conventlonal slavery, a?‘t’ g Arl;totle was cer_

'.‘tamly prepared to consnder that som_

‘-to wrlte abo't the DOSSIbIllty -of . the amalgamatlon of

T

«

“have concelved of the anustlce of slavery. : Strauss claims that

o Arvstotle certalnly dld conceive of the mjustlce of slavery, and

he can easnly be shown to be rlght. Careful readlng.of Arnstotle's
Polmcs, for. mstance, will show that Arlstotle makes careful dnstnnc-—

tion between \"natural" and "conventlonal" slavery. Conventnonal

’ slaves are those who fall under the domunatton of othérs through

the fortunes .of war, or are hunted and captured by other men,

an'd_'-_,l..so'on. Such slavery is not argued by Amstotle to be in any

way just _o'n the face of it_, and he suggests that conventlonal slavery

is .very often urlju’st.’ Natural slaves, on the other hand are “for

Aristotle tl"(ose who are not competent to’ rule themselves, and whose

good |s served by belng ruled by others who are competent for ‘

\,

' such rullng. Arlstotle regards those who are hopelessly »mentally o
'retar'ded .fOr mstance, -as natural slaves. Whether today s readers

_<of Arlstotle are prepared to follow hls dtscussnon of slaver;y or

[ . lr.

“not, we should pay careful attentlon to h1s dlstlnctlon between A

LN

forms of slavery may be unjust.‘

Thls asnde, Straussj is- ready to concede, howeVer, that Arls—'

é#

' totle could not have concetved .of the comlng mto belng of a w°rld

state. But why not" One cannot say wuth any sort of authorlty

whatsoever that Arlstotle could not have at Ieast lmagmed such

_a thlgg. However,_Strauss argues, one can infer from Arlstotle s/ o

‘wrltten polltlcal phllosophy the reaSon for hls never havmg chosen
. :

"_u the stateé
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]

’

of the. wdrld lnto one super-—state. ' S{rauss grants that such a 'world
_jstate presupposes such a development of technology as Arlstotle
could never have dreamed of, “It-is Stauss s" Jud”ment ‘that that.
_‘.‘deve_lopment 'of te:chnology re'.qulr.ed in its turn, that scnence be
regarded .as essentlally in the service of the "conquest of nature"

'and that technology'be emancnpated from any moral and polltlcal

EY

upervnston. Both the modern phllosophlc Judgement upon the rel,a-

tlonshlp between sc»ence and its obJect nature, -and the polltlcal

. Tea

Judgement that sc:ence ’rs somehow an abolltlcal actlwty are utterly
e

forelgn to Arlstotellan phllosophy. Thus, StrausssummarlzeS'
'—/

Aristotle did not conceive of a world state because
he was absolutely ‘certain that scienCe is essen-
tially  theoretical’ and that the llberatlon of tech-
-nology from moral ‘and political control would lead :
to dlsastrous consequences: the fusion .of science
.and the qrts together with the undimited or N
uncontrolled progress . of .technology has :‘made

unl\/ersal and perpetual tyranny a serious B .
»possnblllty. 56 : :

Only a rash man, says Strauss, “would say that’ Aristotlex's o

view that’science is eé-sentia"lly 'theoretical - and ‘his Judgement that

Y
technologlcal development must be subjected to moral and- polltlcal

control h_as been ref-uted.' Who would ‘be prepared to deny that

’ these -are fundamental problems today, as they were in Arlstotle s-‘

. > B .
_ tlme | -

'lhe Fundamen»tal Problems"

At thls pomt some attempt to sumn1ar|ze Strauss s charact----
' ,ver'lzatlon of the phllosophlc case for hlstor|C|sm rr’\ay prove helpful

-We have seen that for Strauss, hlstorlcism rests on a phllosophlc



7o
crit_ique of the possibility or the knowability of ‘n‘atural ‘right, and,

more compreh.ens‘ivel'y’, upon . a crlthue of aII human thought in

‘general somehow connected’ wnth expervence or knowledge of hlstory.

1

We have also seeh that for Strauss, ,the connectl‘on between the

” s

| hlstor|C|st crlthue of the sort of human thought that attempts to N

- on- human thought is sald to . .rest upon, le.,‘ the observataon that all L

grasp the eternal or the transhlstorlcal and our emplrlcal experlence

‘of hlstory .should not be assumed to be a sumple or a vulgar one

~

in all cases: |ltt|e reflectlon is needed before one. reaanes that

-

\

the mere fact that all prmclples pf rlght or justlce or anythlng else‘

have at some time been demed does not, by |tself nece55|tate . .

'our concludmg that these prmcnples have been proven wrong. T‘he

hlStOr‘ICISt view of: reallty cannot -lt seems,. be presumed to rest .

¥ 1_{ :

solely on so easnly refuted 9g"connectlon between experlence and
thought as that. Ratherp says Strau.ss' )

When speaklng of the "experlenCe" of history, -

. people imply that this . "experlence" is:-a compre-
‘hens:ve insight which arises out of historical _
knowledge but which. cannot be. reduced to histor- L
ical knowledge. = For historical knowledge "is ¢ »
"always ‘extremely Tragmentary and frequently very’ L
uncertam whereas: the' alleged experience. is .
supp sedly global and certain. Yet it can hardly

. oubted that -the’ alleged experience ultimately
'Qe\sts on a number of hlstorlcal observatlons.57 ;

We have already seen what Strauss Judges are theSe obser'-

vatlons Wthh hnstorncusm s ultrl‘mately trans-historncal Judgemenut

'

‘past thought seems to have been 5hackled by one limltatlon or other,

~

and that all future thought can be expected to be iubject to a

R

-

»
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Al .
process of exchanglng one . Ilmltat|on for another. If thns hlstorl—_

csst mference about human thought were true, elther in its" Judge-

. N ¢

Z
ment about past thought and/or m |ts prediction for future thought

Y -

then all phllosophy (andrall scnence) truly would be conSIgned

’ to- Plato's "ca\;_e" Eunable to free ltself of delusuon, and unable '
to graép any eternal truth about thlngs, even supposmg such

truths excst - |

| lv. noted eariier that Professor Strauss lnterprets the' ewdence -

~of the hlsto’ry of human thought as demonstratmg, in exact oppo's—

“ition to hcstocnslsm 'S mterpretatnon of that evudence, ’."that all

. .
: &nan thought and certamly a1l phllosophlc thought,' |s concerned
wntthhe same fundamen(al themes or the same problems,"' whlch is

b .
|to séy, the same qubstnons. He goes on to observe that:

1 A .
T Th|s lnference is obvuously compatlble wuth the
fact that clarity -about these: problems, the ]
appreach. to them, and the 'suggested solutlons
to them differ from thinker to ; ,
. K. « thinker or from age to age. = . ol
~ " { - . -
{ N The point of thlS lnfere&ce is fo'r Strauss f as follows
. * If the fundamental problems persnst in atl
“ historical change, human'- thought- is’ capable ‘of \
‘ - transcending its historical limitation or of : C
N ,‘_ . .grasping somethmg trans-hlstorlcal . This would
Ly 7 be the case even if it were true that all attempts
D ... wF T to solve these problems are doomed to fail and
Q T e that they are. doomed to fail on acconggt of the
R N "hlstorlcny" of "all" human thought .

And thss may be enough for phllosophy, enough to JUStlfy

the~ phllosophlc Ilfe} ' that there are permanent questt‘s, clarlty

about whlch ls essentlal lf one IS to be other than a bemghted
Py

d.ogmatlst.» | think that for Strauss, tradltlonal phl]os&)phy

. A . D v -~
. [ ot



‘portentlous a ‘conSequence than that men- would be.

"-reasoned 'gdld_ance for their actions.‘ There ‘coul

K

successfully defended by showmg that there are permanent questions. :

And parenthetlcally, one- has shown that there is at least one

~permanent answer, lf one can affirm that there are lndeed permanent

v

uestlons .
q ~

ThlS havnng been sald however, one also needs to say, as

does Strauss in Natural R_ght and Htstory, that to leave the case

at this point would be manlfestly unsatlsfactory, for it would Ieave

'at Ieast polltlcal. phllosophy wuth pers:stent problems for whlch

it could flnd no solutlon. ThlS, for Strauss, would have no Iess

AN

gno natural’

,plght If .all that men could Be aware of was the problem of .. rlght.

There could not be reasoned pruncnpled human Ilfe if polltlcal

'

"thought were not "capable of solvmg the problem of. the prmc:pl:s .

"t‘

®
of Justlce in a genume and hence umversally valid manner."

Those who have studied polltlcs to any extent and especially,
those who have reflected on the essentlal questlor\ of purpose in
. {

polmcs,,or on the questlon of what Just polltlcal actlon is, .cannot

' help but be aware of the large problem that polltlcal thought poses

’

ffor atself when it t)riles to answer "m a genulne ‘and hence unlversally

L4

.val id manner" the question "what is juStice"". Certalnly StraUSS

IR

_cannot be Justly accused of underestlmatmg the magmtude of that .

B -~

,:Droblem._ However, and herf: we \come to the nucleus of hls attempted

.. refutatlon of htstorncnsm, Stra—uss is- convmced that htstortcusm can- .

not deny at. least the pOssiblllty of that solutlon for___he, feels. that‘



its own cont,én'tion’ implies the admisls’ion of this poss-ibility. Strauss
points tb_' what | shall call the essential p'ara,doi of historicism
(or, more .generally, the paradox of relativism):

By a.ssertmg that all human thought, or at
i ¢ least all relevant human thought, is historical,
" Thistoricism admits that. human thought "is capable'
‘of acquiring -a most important msught that is.
universally valid and that will in no way .be
affected by any future surprises. The historicist
thesis is not an isolated assertion: it is insepar-" |
able from a view of the essential structure of - o ‘
human life. This view has the same trans- ’
historical character or pretension as any natural °
r'lght doctr'ine. 59 -

¢

Thus, hlStOPIClsm is mherently paradoxncal At asserts_that

”y

! -
all human thought is transitory, due to perlsh ‘Yet, we are entitled

\?to ask about the truth statks of that assertion itself. Is that
- sy, _ . R . ‘ '
very assertion, that all human 'thought is transitopy, itself due

to be“superseded tomorrow byh some new: "t'r'uvth"?v Histomjc'i_sm;itself
is a human thought, ‘sa.ys St'rau5?;: ‘"hence_histor'_i»cvism can Ibe’of'
only temporary validity, or it cannot be si’mply‘ true. To as'se'rt
7 .

the hi'stor‘ici,st thesis means to doubt it aﬁd-thus to transcend'vi,t."'
,And— wé may .r'ead‘ another lmpllcatlon-mto this argument of

© .
vStrauss's:' to assert the hlstommst thesis as a unlver‘sal and
‘eter'nal truth lmmedlately leaves open the poss’ib’ili.ty th'at there .
may be a host of other universal tru'ths, for to assert one unlversal
truth is to admlt the posstbihty of unlversal truth«_p_'e:_ se. Further-
',mo::e it .would be dlfflcult md:ed it wou}_d seem, to mainfain thve.

ar'gumev thapthe hlstoriCtst thesus is somehow unlque as regards

Sits universal tr‘uthf_ulness". as it wer-e, for this assertion would

toe



' . ' - ’
require that one have some . criterion of discrimination whéreby one

determined what sort of things could be known to Be universally

’ ' .
true, and th-ié criterion would itself be trans—hlstomcal thus, in

attemptlng to assert the .uniqueness of the hlstoriClst ,thesis, orfe
would end up by paradox;cally multipiying "umver‘sal truths "
" - - - * - !
Strauss concludes his -demonstration of the essentlally paradox-

“ical hature of the historicist thesis'as follows:

The historicist is not Impressed by the prospect
that historicism may be supersedéd in due time
by the denial of historicism. He is certain that
such a change would amount to a relapse of
human thought :into. its most powerful delusion.
Historicism thrives on the fact that it inconsist-
ently exempts’ |tself from its own. verdlct about,
all human thought. The historicist thesis is °
self-—contradlctory or absurd. We cannot see-
the historical character of_"all" thought '~ that

*is, of all thought with the exception of. the ,

~ . historicist insight and its implications - without
- transcending history, without grasping something

;. ~trans-historical.60 ' L .

Prior to concluding my consi\deration of Strauss's explicit

of , : ,
treatment of historicism in Natur Right and Hist’orty, I would ask

thé “reader' to .recall the di‘sti‘hcti-on' madejl in Pat't'l of thls theS|s,
'b"etween "theor'etlcal" and "radical® ‘historic'tsm. ‘It ‘was Strauss ]
'bellef that both in “the hlstorical and in the phnlosophlc sense,
theor‘etlcal hlstorncnsm culmmates m,/or* becomes, radical hlstor‘vlcism
' Thus, thedbu]k of hls attempted'refutatlon of the hnstomi:lst vuew«I

. . ¥ '
in. Natural Rnght and’ Hlstory is meant to count pmmamly agamst

. f
radical hlstor'tmsm. The questlon I would now like to address

.

-

is whether or not theoretlcal htstor’ci,sm |s parodoxncally relatlvnst'c

in the same way as. is radncal hnstomcnsm. S belle}se_the answer
v l :' . :

O R

v“ . ) . : *

. N



: remove j_tbe paradoxtcallty of the posltlon’ 'One is hard—pres’sed

L4
81

is yes, and that theoretlcal hlstorlclsm can.no more deny the poss_l-

et
3

blllty of pol‘ltlcal phllosophy than can rts radltal. counterpart. _
,(.- °
Theoretlcal hlsto.rlcnsm,‘ a la Hegel (and Marx) def-ines ltsel‘f

by the attempt to show _how the. hlstorlms,t thesns can be ‘true and

L
-

obJectlve for .all time wnt'hdut itself clalmmg to transcend history.
')
In other words, theoretlcal hlstorICIsts assert that properly under— ‘

3

‘stood hlstory ltself is so ordegred that it reveals the fundamentally '

historical ‘or. relatlve character of all human thought and that

this insight is a rellable, or a true ope," not due to be superseded

&t some future tfme. Fate has S0 ordered man’ 's hlstory that the ,
Q

essentlal truth of his exustence that he lg a fundamentally historical

bemg, ‘will be revealed to hlm ~at ‘some "prrvnleged moment'" in the s

hlstorucal process. |f the truth is_.not at an'y and alt times immed-

iately- available to 'ma-n a‘s man via the unaided exercise of his .

reason, it is at least gi\}en to him by "unfathomable fate". It

is givené\man, by a caprtcnous coimos, at a ce7/aln time in his.
hlstory, "to reallze the radical dependence of thought on fate n 81
Thds, sald Heges (and Marx) h|$tor3§ ts so ordered that the histors

ncaty of human }thought has an upper llmlt and there is an absolute

-

or prlvuleged moment at whlch the "essentlal character of all thought

becomes transparent " is assuna‘ptlon of an absolute moment Is, e

LN

it- seems to me, abpolutely essentnal to&’hnstorucnsm, lest that phllos—
; L .

&hy "lﬁt open to the demonstratlon of paradoxlcallty that Strauss

. F ,.
h&s un taken.( . But does the assumptlon of lan absolute moment

-

\?



v

Paradoxical as IS the more radlcal variety of that view. The probl,em.

“icism- is as thor‘ougﬁly paradoxncal as lts r‘adacal counter'part.

e e e A e e e : L At

to understand how theoretical historicism is not as thoroughly

is the one of . valldatlng a theory of hlstory, whatever shape

-

mlght take, which purports to show that one stands at the absolute

-~

moment in hlstor'y. As Str‘auss pusPit, "one .must - show, som_ehgw,

?

how the absolute moment can be r'ecognlzed as such n62 Ampt
to do thus, it seems, merely puts the paradox of relativism back
one step.( To - recogmze the absolute moment at Wth\h one can recog-
nize the eternal truth that all prevnous thought is. relatlve to time

3

and place and due to be superseded one must have some theory

- '

. of lstory whlch shows one that one stands ag the absolute moment.

.
’

That theory IS Ioglcally pmor to the recognition of the absolute

~

'moment: ther_efor-e, we must, it seems to me, always be beset by

‘ the thought that’ our theory of hlstory is hlstor‘lcally relatlve, ‘and

due to be contradlcted somewhere along the Ime. How can we
PR . . " B
possnbly r‘ecogmze tHe absolute moment as such" Theoretical hlstor—'

<

"%,
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in the book by thg same name, p.l6,

NOTES TO PART |1

1Indeed, one suspects that the work on the problem of
historicism that has been done by :Strauss and those of similar
philosophic persuasion has ‘played and/or is playing a not
totally insignificant part in the establishment of the currently
accepted'meaning of the term 'historicism': :

2A]though Professor Strauss's interpretation of the history V

of political philosophy is too involved to go into in any great
detail, we may say something in brief .about his use of the
term "madem'. Professor St8uss divides.politica_l thought
into two main epochs; the "ancient" period. and the "modern"
period. '"Modernity" effectively begins with the thought of
Machiavellj, who first made respectable the notion. that political

‘thought, and therefore, actual political practice, ought not

to be concerned with the perfecting of the character of meh.w
through the perfection of their regimes, this being the conceri
that had occupied earlier political thinkers. Rather, said
Machiavelli, political thought ought to accept man- as he is,
as he appears always ‘and everywhere in the great majority

of cases, and thereby, to be concerned with the elucidation

"and application of techniques whereby man's supposedly base

nature mfght be ‘controlled for the purpose of guaranteeing
peaceful political communities. For Str'éuss, Machiavelli rad-
ically lowered the goal of pqlitics_; from perfection of character
ta ‘mere survival, and he thinks that Hobbes and his. successors
followed Machiavelli in this regard. Strauss's writihgs on

the topic of "ancient" vs. "modern" political philosophy are
too numerous 'to mention here.' The reader is invited to consult
the bibliography appended to this .essay for some examples.

_‘Regar'ding the notion of "technique_" as it bears on modernity,
the writings of George Grant are useful. See, for instance,

Technology and Empire.

3Ma‘x Weber, '"Science as a Vocation",” in H.H. Gerth

and C. Wgight Mills, eds., From Max Weber: Essays in S’ociol_a‘gi
"(New . York: Oxford University Press, 1946), p.143. Weber is

quoting Tolstoi.  , . .

4Cr’ece, Histor:y as the.'Stor‘y of Liberty, p.34.

BN

5l_eo Strauss, "What s Political Philosophy?", included

v
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. 6In both parts of PART 11, that is, ip both my attempts
td characterize political phjlosophy, and thereby to show: how
"historicism represents a fundamental challenge to that enter-
prise, and in my attempt to show how this challenge is not
succegsful, | shall rely to a considerable extent on the thought- - .
of Professor Strauss. Let me hasten to ‘add that | -think that
there is-a fundamentally important sense in which there are’ >
no "authorities" in philosophy. That is, | believe that if
one were to accept - the utterances of any philosopher as dogma
or as doctrine, one would have at that point ceased to think
philosophically. Still, | also accept Professor Alan Bloom's
judgement that a serious man knows .that one comes to knbwledge
via the guidance of those who are wisér than oneself, by
carefully listening to the thoughts of those whom one cah
‘see are worth: listening to, and by attempting to think through
what one has heard. 1 have found, and continue te find, '
Professor Strauss's thought to be a most worthwhile. guide
to philosophizing, to whatever extent | have béen able to
understand that thought. = (Professor Bloom's judgement on
the utility of accepting guidance for one's thinking is expressed
in his introduction to Alexandre Kojéve's Introduction to the
Reading of Hegel! (New York: Ba¥ic Books, Inc., 1969), p.viti.)

"

Leo Strauss, "Wha't ls Political 'Philosopﬁy?", __p..94.'

8"Philoscphy" can, of course, be used: to mean many
other things. It can refer to a body of recgived doctrine,’
to a set of the most general beliefs, toncepts and attitudes
of .an individual or group; to the love of wisdom; to a way .

of life; to.a university course of study’ and so_on,. . Some.
of these meanings of ‘th& term ‘are .of ¢msidg#ab‘f& erest,
especially as they might be seen to Pe'%%'\“ 2t eaning of

e MaWeVer, “we shall

"philosophy" as we- are using: - W ' _
3 fher .meanings in this

not. be concerned directly swi
essay. S

-

o

s

4 LU .

zal Philosephy?, p.lIl. Prior

XS philosophy, ~Strauss stresses

f ; : garly implying that the problem
of, deftepam’pf ' A "arti_culanly 'dif{i,cu-lt’_ one. : We '« .

" speis trayss has in.mind several reasons for -

o F‘&* indtance, “there is a sense in which’ it~
%fying to base a definition of philosophy ‘on .

the. rotion. of there being a 'whole' of thing® to be ‘comprehended,

~when_ it is' doubtful whether anyone could sy with confidénce

that ‘he truly knew that whole. of things,  and ‘thereby, that
he knew what-it was to know it."- And furthermore, it ‘is: a

. fact_that there are always those who are prepared ‘te question

- . e

.. - ‘ |
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" and Stewart Ltd., 1965), p.9%.

‘o
P

/ “1bid., 1094 aze-ps. , )

1(~iGeo‘r'ge P.'-'Gr'ant Ph:losophy in the Mass Age (Copp

. Clark PUbl_ishing, 1966) p.103.

WGeorge ‘P. Grant, Lament For a.Nation (Toronto McCIelland.

8Str‘auss, "What |s Polltlcal Phllosophy"'," P. II° emph\5|s
‘added , .
Yipid.
RPN o ‘ R
1 Joseph Cropsey, editor's. |ntroduct|on Ancients and
Moder-ns Essays on the Tradition of Polltlcal Philosophy: in

Y

V'Honour of Leo Strauss (New York: :Basic Books, [964), p. ix. 0

‘foF‘\ Tr‘uth"' in Cr'opsey, ed. Ancxeﬂts and Moderns, p.304.

)

21Henr*y M Magid, "An Approach to the Nature of Political
Phnlosophy Journat of Phllosophy, Vol. LI, _No. 2 1955, =X 29 .

! ' [
22Henr'y M Magld "Pohtlcal Philsoophy - as the Searth

23Kojeve, Introductcon to the Readlﬁg,of Hegel, p-.75,
emphasns the author' S. s D ' S

24ypid:, p.76.
—— L

. - e - PR
T N~ :
SR e e § ‘ '\I\\‘,_ ' ‘ ‘
e
S \the very possnbtluty ‘of such knowmg of the whole of thlngs, .
~and indeed, we. are concerned with: one sort of demal of this -
»mpssmllrty in this ‘essay. _
10 IO
lbud y P IO emphasis added. o
Vibid., \_//
_——‘ B T P
2Rlchar'd McKeon, The Basnc Works of Amstotle (New York -
London House, I9M) Ehtica Nlcomachea, IOSaaI 5, =
o Bibiay, ’ o
o . e
Yibid.,
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2strauss; "W\wat‘. is Political ‘Philosophy", p.39.

§ 265trag.ss, "What Is Political Philosophy?", p.33. In ° -
this particular’ passage, Strauss is again alluding to the-
fundamental difference between- political philosophy and any
theological account . of the basis of law: the Bible gives no -
account. of the importance of "regime" because its authors
believed that“human laws are ultimately grounded in God's.

- laws, in revelation of ingcrutable, divine design. Eisewhere, -

Strauss speaks of another sometimes accepted grounding for

law, ancestral piety, and observes that political philosophy,
in reSorti.ng to a seasoned account of the basis for law, also
challenges tradition. . L : ’ -

~

ibid., p.34.

-

-

' ZBLeQ Strauss, The City and Mam: (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1964), p.1. - S

-

)
*

2

9Leo ‘.St’r;a'us's, Natural Right and History (Chicagox- The .

o UniVel-rsjty of Chicago Press, 1953}, p:9.

30,54, : : o j -

Ibid.’ - A ’ 4
- *Zibid., p.10. No-one could possibly. read Aristotle's
Politics, for" instance, and argue that Aristotle was not suffic-
iently aquainted with "history" to know that ‘men disagree
about principtes of justice, or social _organization. The first
words of that’ book. are the phrase "observation shows us",

and Aristotle shows ‘that he has observed many actual examples

“of different notions of justice ‘as they had bgen put into prac-

tice by the constitutidns. of many of the city-states of his day.

Bipia. Strauss also makes this point of the'beginnin.g
of "Political Philosophy and History", included in ‘What is
Political. Philosophy? (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1959), p.56.

ipig, £ o
Bipid., p.nid
361pid:
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Pibid., p. 13. . L, \‘, )
 %Obig., b. 16, o CoL e
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. 42lbid., P. 17. ‘Those of us -who have read ‘a little contem-
. porary political science are also aware of the points that have
been made in this regard in opposttion to behaviouralism by -
those.'s,tu'dpnt's of politics who  rely’ upon a more "traditional"
way of studying man's behaviour, ‘an. approach: whi,_ch"_r‘el,ie;’-‘._
‘- upon_the exercize of "wisdom'" and’ "judgement", and which con-
sciously -borrows indights from philosophy, ‘history, and law.
See for example Hedley Bull,  "lnternational Theory: The Case
for a Ciassical Approach", .World Politics, ,Vol. 18, Apr.. 1966, .
pp. 361-377. : : ST - '

-y

Ibid.

4.“S’tér-al.‘.lss' does a great deal more in Natural .nght and

. History by way of showing Pow historicism developed. Tndeed,
the ‘whole book takes this for its theme, as Strauss examines
the history of philosophic thought from Hobbes to Burke, showing
how successive ‘developments in modern liberal thought became
increasingly, if only implicitly, relativistic and so ‘paved the ]
way for the radical epistemological/ethical relativism of historicism.

v 48

lbid., p. 17.

“Ibid., p. 19..

———

“Uibid., p. 23.

“®ibid., p. 19.
Ilbid., p. 20.

Ibid., p. 21.

. . K4
‘& o 5l‘lbid‘., P. 22. Although Strauss does not choose to make R
the ‘observation at this point in Natural Right and History, one
may tnfer from other of his writings that he does not think
it all past philosophers propounded dogmatic doctrine. In

K
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. particulary {Strauss' does not thmk that Plato whom I.suspect A
"'_~Str~auss regards as: posslbly the greatest thmker who ever lived; "’
.was in ‘any way" dogmatlc. By V|rtue of the dironic, dml!gue

. style of writing: “that he chose to employ« Plato consc:ously a- .
voided atl: possu{ nf’y of- dogmatlc assertlon. There |s no clearly
'tdenttinable “doctri fé" in Plato. There is certainly a Platonic
teachmg, according‘ to Strauss, but .it is a teaching about how

to phllosophlze for oneself ' The Platonic dlalogues do" not con="
‘stitute an: ‘attempt to" formulate a comprehensnve set” of dogmatac,
phllosophuc doctrmes. .See,. in particular, "On Plato’ s .Republic',
in The- Clty and Man’ (Chtcago' Unlver5|ty of. Chncago Press,
1964]; P so—tsf» ‘@} o, . o

t lbld It needs o be pomted out here that Strauss 1s
\speaklng of. radlcal' hlstorucism at this point,, and nat neces-.

sarily of what I shall subsequently refer to as 'progressive'

" histori¢ism. For mstaﬁce, 1 do not think that R.G. Collingwood

‘believes/ that .we must, of necessnty, forget earlier umportant
msnghtsf and Strauss ls certalniy aware of this. _. )
,:-/ -~ . _". . =

N

s_sstrau_ss, Na’tu-i&alf Righ.t and Hist'o‘r‘y, p. 23.
57|bld., R. 22. o _ L ; i
lbld., P. 24.. . :

¢ “s-glb'id.-,‘ emphasis added. - .
Ibid., p. 25. |
Ibid., p. 28. . ... ‘ -

ibid., p. 29.°
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R. G: Collmgwood

...mmd has no. flxedﬁlven natur*e.t'. "o

AR

R.G. Collungwood was a. man who .was ‘much concerned wnth :

moral \r ethlcal pr'lnc1ples. Thus,

‘although vhve. did ‘not. call

hls work '"political philosophy", he .was mdygj't,o think ‘about

the broad problems of politi¢s.

4

Ih Speculu‘mVMentis', an early 4~

attempt at phll\OS\BhIC syntheSls Colllngwood stated a pmncnple'

whlch was to . lmbue all of his subsequent thlnklng

e

All thought exists for the sake of action.
- ‘We try to understand ourselves and our -

N

Western civilization, had reached a cmsus point.

world enly in. order t‘hat we may learn how

to livel § e Lo
'Co]lingw@hat the modern world or. more specuflcally,_

There wer‘e,

for COIli‘n"gwoo'd, two obvious symptoms of the malaise that had

\cr'eated this crisis.. On the one hand he thought that the publlc

|n Wester'n democracnes was ighoring the ‘realms of ar'tustlc, r‘elug-

”

lous and phllosophlc "expemence" (Colllngw{)od’s term) in thelr

' ||fe to .a degree v»r-tually unprecedented in the h|story of the

West. On the other hand

the First World War, a co'nfl'i,c

"one coul

3

unp receden‘ted’ in

ponnt to the.

mstance of

its magnltude

\

and destructlveness, ‘as a symptom of the decay of modern ||fe.‘

He felt that he knew the cause of the dlsease that he saw infectlng

moder'n Wcstern civil |zat|on

because he did not k’ﬁow what to do, how to Iive.2

Modern man had become unhappy

Thcs confusnon

was in contradlstlnctlon to the self—assurance of medleval man who

lived in a society dominated by the corporatist politics of the

89
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‘o

‘g_u'i.ld system, -and who ‘believ-ed thereby, that there was a unlty

(\‘ fJ .
>

of the forms of human experlence of the——world Medleval ‘man' 'S
‘ llfe, in its artnsntc, rellglous and phllosophlc aspects, was
v'glven meamng by the leayershlp of the great guulds, and there .

. was no perceived conflict in the accounts of the world and of "3_ '

¥

human life as glven by art rellglon and phllosophy.: 'The,

\Renalssance brought toy promlnence a. form of human expertencung
- ,/ .

“of the world that had exlsted in |ts essence,‘ smce thef t-l'me'

of ancuent Greece = SClentlflC thlnki'ng - and accordlng ‘to Colllng—

e - -

wood -artlflmally sundered the artlstlc, rehg:ous,/scnenttflc \’
and phllosophlc forms of experlence of hmgs.v Seventeenth century

,scuence succee.ded ln the art|f|c1al separatlon of mea?\s from

1]

endsy wnIl from lntellect actlon from thought busmess man from ,

Y

. scnentlst and. so on, leavmg post Renalssance ‘man unable to

know how to Ilve. Thus, for Colllngw\dd it was of the utmost

J

_ tmportance, in a polltlcal sense, that the five forms of the human

’

mlnd's experience of, the world - art*_ rellglon s’cience _history,

.(" .
5
>
el
#
Ly ,
A
g

and phllosophy - be brought back together agam into their

‘natural unlty, this belng the task of phllosophy Speculum Mentls,

or "The Map of Knowledge" as h@“alternatlvely called it, _was
Collingwood's early attempt, followmg Hegel ‘to a large extent,

" to set man's house, the house of ‘mind, back ln lts 'rivghtful'order‘

i

I -have observed that Collmgwood's thmkmg was lmportantly

affqcted by the experlence of WWl the war that men of his

.
4

generatno’n had come to call "The Great War", or "The War to

Bnd All Wars." He felt that man's_technological knowledge had

far out-stripped his wisdom or"'judgemen't‘, ‘his ability to control' his



use’ of technology, hls ablluty to use. h|s recently won mastery

\over‘ nature W|sely, to goovd end In u\n Autobcography, wmttem

4‘

m 1938 Colllngwood r‘e—emphtssnzed the pol»trcal dlrectno;/ ‘~;
‘ whsch hlS thought ‘was meant to pomt this time having been ;
'e-msplred along these imes by hls observatnon of the r~|se of

L Naznsm m Et'ﬁ"ope.._ We r'ead tbﬂe following wor‘ds in t'he culmin-Q

atmg paragraph of that book

Izknow that Fascism means the end of :
“‘.,.clear* thmkmg and the » tmumph of irrational- -
~odsml T Know that™all my’ life l.have been .
- e engaged unawares\ln a. polltlcal struggle, R

4 R - fighting: aga‘fnst t.ese thlngs inthe dark, _ .

S ~Henceforth ‘'shall »,_fight in the dayltght )

Collmgwood began his: overt flght agamst n"r‘atlonalvsm

~

in man's Itfe with - a book in whuch he concer'ned hsmself mor'e

—

& .
dlr‘ectly w1th pohtlcs than he, had ther‘etofor The New Leviathan.

This work pub‘l'lshed in I'942 expresses Colllngwood's admiration
- &
for Hobbes s absolutnst polltlcal teaching, and was his Iast

“book-. " Thus, we' may c‘on-fidently assert that Collivhgwood, a",_lthough
*‘“*‘_“not‘“thoﬁght' of pr‘imar‘iliy' &s a political phllosopher was, nonethe-

less, llkesomany reflectlve -men before him, driven to the attempt

to thlnk through the compriehenswe or, ar‘chntectomc problems of, - _
politics. HIS observatlons and theories as expounded in Speculum‘
“Mentls ?nd An Autoblogr'aphy demonstr'ate that he meant his

‘ -~ .
work to be more than merely a contr'lbutlon to the academic

dlscussma of h:stor‘lograﬁhy/ Rather he addressed his work to all

<

thlnkmg men, to men as men, as dNrtually all .political
‘ .

phi-losopher's before our time.

[ 4

Colli’ngwqu's thought affords an opportunity for a particularly -

-

-



'.". S / | .\".A.T" . | t‘
useful study of hlstorlust phnlosophy for a number of r‘easons.l
F¢or' ‘one thmg,‘ Colllngwood self—consc:ously wrote in such a
manner‘ that his thought woul¢ be accessable to those who cared

‘to ‘take the trouble to r‘ead carefully. He did. not use an obscure

techmcal vocabulary, whether' extant ‘o - lhvented by hlmself He'

l s

wrote an autoblography which pr‘oWd‘tes the student of hlS thought

: 1.
with a clear, concnse, and even char'mlng mtroduch-on to and

overv‘lew of his- phllosophy. But apa’nt from his helpful conc-eprn

‘to be’ ,r'eadable and unders_tandable, ‘Co"l’l,ingwood is o_f c_onsider'ab'le

interest as a'study in historicism for at least' two more substantlve

reasons. He, more than most exponents of hlstomcst thought,

~r

had the cour‘age (not to say, the temérlty) to pursue that way of

thlnklng to What is perhaps its. ultlmat‘e concluslon' CollungWood

t L4
believed that not even the question"fs‘that'-man confr'onts are
. : ) ‘ \ . 7 .
© permanent. He  asserted nothing less than that all human thought

—
¢

is 'transitory, down to and including'the very questions that men

«

ask about their llfe and the universe that they lnhablt _ And;
perhaps r‘elatedly, he explucutly challenged the validity of the
ver'y enter*pr'lse ‘of psychology, that is; the attempt to know what
_man l§’ simply. In other words, he challenged a fundamental
phem»i:se of trad_itlonal polltlcal phllosophy, that there is a fixed
nature of the human_soul which it is possnble for' ‘man to.kno‘w.,,
It is to Colling'yvood’s Credit that he.endeavor‘ed 'to'r‘etur'n
European ‘thought to a concern with human,‘purpos‘e,» and that he

tried consciously, to give that thought an ontological and epistem-
. 1

ological basis. However, we are, | think, inclined and entitled

Y



to wonder whether Colllngwood s progressnvtst histor'lmsm provides

any adequate basns for an ethlcs which/zonu’d be expected to

pr'owde the sort of gwdance for their acttons that men have
alwAys requnred Careful examination of\Colllngwood's lphilosophy-
of histor-y, or hlS hlstorical phllosophy, raises- real doubt as to
whether hlstoricnsm can ever constltute ah entlrely adequate

basis for a science of human affairs, or fpr- a polltlcal scienc‘e,
as Aristotie und’ersto,od ‘that term. For in atte‘mptlng to resurrect

moral science from the grave to which positixism had constgned

"it, Colllngwood was swayed by, and contributed to, that most

-
[

powerful and influential current of thought that -we have been

callmg historicism, a mode" of thinking which presents as great,
if not a gr‘eater chal'lenge to the pos5|biiity of such afmovral or
political science.

| Much of .Collingwood's writing reads as an expllClt challenge
to the great body of self—conscnousiy "emplmcal" adamantly'

' non- teieologlcal post- seventeenth century thmklng that we have
come to. speak ‘of as Empir‘lClsm and more recently, - :as Posntnvusm.
Coilingwood, following Troeitsch Croce and others of like mind,
was concerned to show what he felt were.the decisive limiti,ati'ons,
'if not outright metaphysical errors, oi‘ "natur‘a.listic"v thinking, of
which post—seven-teenth century naturai science was the most
visible manifestation. Smce Collingwood was especgially 'inten;'ested_
in the overarchl:g political pr‘oblem, the problem of the good .for-
man,a he was concerned to. challenge positivism's expilClt demai

of the possibility of there being any knowledge to be had .in

that spher'e. He chall'enged modern "positivistic" social thought .
~ ) ‘



-

at lts foundatlon by reJectlng modern psychology. Collmgwood
/\

: N ‘

made a carefully calculated turn awaXt from any attempt to construct

t ) i -~

an eternally valid .science of human nature.? If""\ , .

For Colllngwood the study ‘of man consusted not of askmg
what man _l__ but of - askmg ‘what he has done, and l~hat he can .
do.f' 'Fhus the study of man becomes the study of his hlstory, and
lfor Collmgwoo,d, the study of man's hlstory was defmed as the
study of melt6 ‘s purposes m having performed past actlons.'

Hlstorlography is the study of "reflectlve acts"" . .

ts’ may be. roughly descrlbed as
ch we do on purpose, and these
acts which can become the

tter of htstory S T

We do not study past "events" in h-;i'storiographyL ‘qu,"; k
inslta"nc‘e, we are not interested in the mere f‘act"._that- \;esuvius
.erupted in A.D..'79', we are interested in how the people who
lived near the volceno reacted to its eruptlons by purposive
actions of various l<|nds.8 'No_r, to . take a less amblguous example,
' ~@re we interested ln the event of Caesar navlng crossed the

—_

Rublcon we want to know what his PUrpose was in maklng ,th_e

]
crossing. Mere knowledge of the event is devotd of real. lnterest:’
it tells nothlng of the why of that partlcular past event. Thus,
any narratlve whlch does not concern itself pr:marlly and ultim-
.ately wnth the purposes of the relevant actors s not hlstory.
There are forms of orderly discolrse or narratlve of past events -
and processes which are like Ristory, but they are not hlstory,

they are "pseudo—history". The stories of geologlcal formatlons <.

'animal evolution, and the like are pseudo—hlstorles, Biographies,

! !
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4

being about a‘nétur‘a'.l"',.phqcess', tne,\girth, aging-, and death of a ,

FLEN . . o .
human: being, are not histories.9 Narratlon of natural procesées
is ‘not histon_y., Hlstory concerns itself wnth actlons . wnlled
. oo _ [ .
. purposeful, ’thbughtﬁul a_Ctions. One cannot understand these:

o

oy

Hactions from the "o'utside" as it were, as sequences of mer‘e "events"

.‘-an hlstoman must get "msnde" the event in questlon ‘he must
rethmk the thoughts of the acvors of that event, and understand
their purposes for their actions. All hxst.or'y is the hlstory of
thought. Ct IS the re—enact‘ment of past thought in t'he histor'-l

. i, 10 - ‘
ian's own mlnd."_ — - . —

Pre‘sent-da).{wpsychology, then,. as an ?attemp"ti to'explain
;‘h(_,lman a.ffairs, is perverted by. its acceptance of the epistenlology-
of post—l?th century natural scnence. Collingwood felt that, this_
sort of psychology had confined itself to the study of whatever,
fraction of the human mind as could be seen to be governed
by sensation and appetute. That "science" was nelxther’ fish
""nor‘ fowl: it did not concern itself with ."mind proper in the
‘traditional sense (conscmusness, reason, wnll) nor yet body"
but “marched on the one hand wuth physiology, and on the o't'her"
with the sciences of mlnd proper‘ logic' and ethics, the sciences |,
'of~ reason and: wnll "'” Ultlmately, said Collmgwood Ppsychology
reduces all the activities of the "mind proper" to the status
of being epiphehomenai"to t»t)e irrational partlof the human con-

12

sciousness. o<

ForﬂCoHingwood, then, modern psychology negliected man's

P

"reason and will", his power to direct his desires when his

puhposes so dictate. Collingwood felt that Freud had done

—
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excellent work in attemptung to under‘stand the place of frration_a'l

compulsnon m the worklngs of “the soul but that his thought

4

~'7"sank beneath: contempt when [lt] treated of. ethlcs polltlcs‘,_ '

rellguon, or socral structures." Nor sald Colllngwood "w'as Lt
-, « B U
\itr‘ange that Freu.d 's. imitators and r-lvals, less lntelllgent and

less. oonSCIentlous wmt'er's whom [ will' not name reached on th‘ese

. . . 7 P '
|i13 ’ : ) ) B
subjects an ‘even. lower level, ' . :

. . « R
-

lf Collmgwood reJected modern psychology in pa'rt.icular'

because it did not r'eéognlze the all-lmpor'tant place of reason

-

and purpose in human affalrs, he also as we have noted, rejected .

’ psychology in gener‘al as the attempt‘ to give an eternally valid
account of the nature of m’an, an -account of that nature as it is

"and always has been. He felt that the soul, or "m'ind" as

x'__..he termed it, could not be spokeno‘f in these "natur‘altstlc"'
Ete’r‘ms, could not be descmoed in Yabstract" terms, in terms cf»
general char‘acter'is'tics or ‘principles. Collingwood- held to l:a
conceptaon of how the soul must ‘be thought of (and hence, of

’_,";hat an account of tHe soul's knowlng of itself and of other'
things must consnst of). that seems’ to be very Hegellan in char'acter'.
We come to some understandxng of what Colllngwood's conceptlon of
"mind" was when we read the account of phllosophy, that is, of
the highest or ultimate of the flve forms of man's "experience"
of the wor-ld as given in the culmlnating sections of Speculum

Mentls.

a

in that book, Collingwood tells us that there are 'two'

current definitions of philosophy":"

g
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In the first place it is regarded as the return - . .

’

of thought rupon ‘itself,, thbught ceasing to

contemplate an external object and studying

the process by which jt comes to be aware

of such an object: thought becomes self- -
conscious. In" the second place it is- regarded

.as the s’elf—l_ibgr.ation of thought from
uncritjcized assumptions, the determined

attenipt ‘to believe nothing exce

grounds, -the surrender of all dogma,
_hypothesis, or- opinion, and the pursuit of
the ideal -of knowledge ‘as ratiormal through

pt.on geod

L.

and through?” The first definition defines
philosophy by_reference to its object: the
second by r‘ef'er‘encq to -its method. :

For Collingwood, each of these defihitions_," at least when taken

v

97

singly', are unsati'sfac'tdry. The first, which definés philosophy

as what we mii_:jht call‘e‘pi'ste'mo'logy, "appears to
the various objects of the world are objects called minds,
philosophy is the study of th.e‘se.’-' However,

this defines ph”bsophy as psychology, ';'which is in®

. ‘method scientific and not philosophical."’

14

'i.mply that vémong‘

,'.;-xrid that |

says Coll ingwood,

its aim and

The second definition,

which would seem to have‘been' borrowed more expliéi'tl-y from the

. conception of the" philosophic enterprise given tb ‘Us' in ‘Plato's dial-

ogues, merely posits an idjealk, without telling us how to set about.

r-eal.izing it; .and indeed, a‘ccor‘diﬁg to .Coll'ingv'vood,‘ tﬁa’tvridea"l is

unrealizable, and therefore, ' so dedcribed,
“at . all, i

°

...but this does not mean that

. S,
philosophy does not exist

there is a

self standing in abstract isolation over

against’ a world of objects and

that phil-

osophy ignores’ the Ié“t;ter and studies the .
former. The self and its world are -

correlative. | am the self-that

| am, -simply

because of the nature of the world: by
studvina a rartaoin bLima 28 20 a .

.

For Collingwood, phivlosop‘r’ay is indeed,sel'f-consciousness,' °

7

\
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. &
S in |t as’ my 'envnronment | de\‘/el‘op_g my.- own..
N RV mlnd ln a determmate way..!® e
',wé are', f'.perh,aps,» at thls pomt prepared to.recognize"'a certain

. -
L~

l‘lmpllcatlon of what one mlght call "Mannhelmran socuologusm" in o

el

‘these words of Colllngwood's. However more mterestlng for the
""'momer{t IS what he mtends to lmpl"y about the possublllty of psychol—,,..__
l

ogly._u He belleves that we cannot formulate an "abstract" X Uan rsal
: acount of the mmd whlch deflnes lt's structure as if :t'owed nothing
to the world because |t mdeed owes everythlng to the world

Phllosophy |s self—conscnousness, but in a very. mlnlmal sénse.
Ve
mlnd is snmultaneothly both sub_;ect and obJect "lntelllgence alone

|s absolutely |ntell|g|ble, and therefore absolute‘knowledge can’

‘v..-only be knowledge of a. knowmg mlnd by |tself "17 Mnnd becomes
e o
both the subJect wh:ch knows, and the obJect known.- But this.

knowledge of. self is not achleved "é’bstractly" through knowledge '

"-of sc:entlflc prvncnples, by way of a scuenttflc psychologyf whlch W

explalns how mlnd ltself works, operates, Ilves experler‘lces"

.\» !

“ * A ¢ -

or whatever. For Collmgwood there are no such prnncuples Rather,

' the mlnd knows ltself as ‘a concrete, mdwtdual thlng‘, ,rather than

.

as an lnstance -of " some abstract umversal i R
— . -

]
1

. s t‘hlnk that there) rs a problem with this" sort of account

of .what the - humabsoul and‘of how it c0mes to know both ltself
. s

and the world of thlngs, and ltqls a problerﬁwhtch I belleve alI
hlStOl"lClSt phnlosophnes must face The problem can be stated a,s -6‘9,
follows. _ lf man- |s "rnlnd" and "mmd" is thl.s seflf-conscmus thung

U v

wh1ch reflects the world that |t expemences (and Collmgwood 'would
add ln turn shapes that world in |mportant ways) then how

* v
‘;n
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without an".'\ab'str-act" umver'sal account of what "mind" is, is
'one "mlnd" able to r'ecogmze another as such? How is one man
to recognize:- other men as b'eih'g what they are? One might be immedf

A

iately and "concretgl ¥ aware of ocne's ow_n "mi'nd", in some sense,

TR

bu_t what about other "minds"'. |.e., ‘"that which possesses mlnd"

as a categor'y of thmgs ln the world" in short, it is 'hard to

" see how we may set out to- study man, .bif man is this monadlc "mind",
‘that Colllngwood’ and others of Ilke mmd (so to Speak) pOSlta It

.|s hard to see how Colllngwood can avoid- at least some mlnlmal
psychologlcal description of- what "mlnd" and therefore, man, is,
always. and everywhere. An ‘historicist must face this problem when.—
everr, he wants. to cl_aim that there is no eternally iaentifiable essence
or nature of the thing calied man: if "man'! (as "mind") contlnually

-~
changes. .as radtcally as hlstorlcasm would have us: belleve, how

do we know What to study when we set out to talk about what we

- aré achoss cul.tur'es and epochs of histor;-y? What. is this t'h-in'g. which
supposedly changves, or"vartes tr'om culture to culture, epoch to
eeoch.? Surely,’ there must be a thlng called "mmd" a?d |t must
have t_h_e_ss reputed properties, before we can attempt, to ,study it,
or to know it, befor"e we can attempt to clarify the cotnmon, everyday,
»‘prlmltlve expemence of the par‘t of us’ that we- call "mlnd"" “,?A‘nd
parenthetncally, we might notlce that the‘ pro'blem of knowing what
"mrnd" is is closely related to the pr*\‘obl.em'o'f understanding how

it comes to know things. Colllngwood's hlstor'lmsm seems to render

s eplstemology, as the attempt to give an account of how the" soul
'acqumes knowledge, ultlmately meaningless. If mind has no identi-

gl

fiable, fixed nature, how can we have‘any useful'hotiqn of how

\0

s
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it works, or when its "»workings" are ‘reliable, and when not? .The

~

facile answer that hight be posed in reply to these questions, that

"mind" is .that thing"wh‘ich i's self—con"sc‘::ifoﬁs‘ry mutable, or that 6b— _
. L2

»

serves itself in its- changeableness, doesn t seem to be altogether

. . k1
adequate. For lnstance,\may we suspect that the mind's conscuous—
I . .
ness of its mutability (l.e., its one "tmmuta-ble",char‘acteristic) is

-

itself mutable? Will the human mlnd throdgh some hustorlcal

changez one day lose’ the conscnousness of |ts own mutability? And

furthermore |f "mlnd" has at least one lmmutable characterlstlc,
1

ot -
kS

then why may it nhot have others? Indeed it must have at least
one other, for the mind would have .to be able to distingﬁ'sh its

one immutable characteristic from its mutabﬁte ones, in order for

‘anyone -to be able to state with any authority. that the mind h"as" -

only ;one immutable characteristic. 'Thus, it seems, the mind must

have Y second lmmutable characterustuc‘ the ability to distin-"

N

v\)

guish its mutable ﬁeatures from its immutable ~ones. And so it goes.
I f Collmgwood rejected positivistic natural science's . methods
for the study of man and related conclusions regarding the gov-

erning ’of" 'mén and nf he reJected psycholfogy as a basis for

A ] M -

knowing what is good for man. to do, he d~1d not adopt a polltlcal

.

" relativism: he thought that a basis for an ethics to which reason .

would de’rnand;that. 'ali men adhere coulds be'found in history.

History would have' to be shown to dictate certain rules for behav—

- S

SIS
|our,_ and men could come to know these rules - through the proper

BN

study of hlstory In a chapter of his Autoblography entitled "The

Foundahons of the Future," Colllngwood asked the question whlch
his t'hought led h’im to'."answer in the affi‘rmatif\fe:
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o Was, it possible that men should-come to a better
understanding of human affairs by studying
history? ®Was history the thing which in future
. © might play a part'in civilized life analogous

to that of natural science in the past?"

“Collingwood acquired a fascination for history, and especially

for history of thodght, ét a very'éa_rly 4age,. His father gave him:
lessons 'in-j-anc\ien't and modefrn. history previ‘ou,é. to his. attendiﬁg
public school, and indeed, vCollingwoodvcl'aicns to havé -aviséov)'ered
befbre his téens k;‘is ca-lli.r.wg as an histérian of thought, upon
chancing upon a copy of Uescétte's .Pr*incipia, hidden away in a
friend's household artifacts. This _book; he tells us, impressed
himl wi.th'\t'h>é>=fi-‘1isvtor-icity of n,atuvr'val science, teaching him "that

- » .
science is less like a hoard. of truths; ascertained piecemeal, than
an organism which in. the course of its history under‘Qoes more or
less continuous 'alteration in every par't.",_19 Throughout_ his aca-
demic career, Collingwood was a practicing Historiar,l- and arcfh—
eo"lvogist, in addition to his over‘r‘iding_i'n.ter‘esf in p‘;'ltil’osophy.
His histdric‘al specialty wa‘s.‘Ror.na'n Br'itain, and at ’timesv in his
career he felt the need to "r*étu‘r*n to his roots" as it were, by
emgaging in.jt'h'e ‘practice of actual h_i"sto.r'ica.l research.

& :Colli.nngood' formed the ihpressiorfl that oné could learn mych
more fr"orn an ar‘éheologi(:al i.nvestigation by setting out to excavélte
with a definite question in mind than if one merely set about
digging aimlessly. 0ne7did not dig nﬁer*ely to see what one might
learn (a .sort_ of archeolbgical dilettantism): = rather, one dug in

.

order to find the solution to a very definite histbrﬁcél problem or

s

set of problems. From this observation regarding archeological

technique, Collingwood went on to formulate an account of human
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knowing which has profound implications_indeed'.' He was Ied to

reject the"ep'is!temoiog'y o‘f What he c;llled the Oxford '"realists"
(John Cook Wilson, H.A. Prichard, H.W.B. Joseph, E.F. Carrit,.
and others).. Accordlng to Collmgwood G E. Moore at Cambrldge
and ‘Alexander at Manchester held ‘to an eplstemology which ‘was
snm_llar.'. to that of the "real'is‘ts", and he rejected it for the same‘
‘reaSOhs. These eminent British' phalosophers and teachers regarded
the act or process of knowmg as a simple "intuiting" or "appre.—.
hending" ~of some real'ity/.zo _ For *Collmgwood thls could not be«‘:
tr:e, for he.was sure that whatever questlons one asked of the-
unlverse were - half the act of knowmg 21 Accor‘dlngly, he under-
stood himself to have formulated a new logic, a "logic of question‘ and
answer," based up’dn the'p_r.inciples elucidated for 'nétural ! .o
science by,Bacon and Descartes in ‘tr;e. I7th century. At times,

- . 4
he cHara.(:tertzed ‘this, "new logic" as’ a sort of Baconianism: one , F
brings certain questions’ to one:'s experien_ce of empiri'ca_nl phenomena.
One does not passively exp.er'ience nature, but as Bacon might have
said, "puts her to the question": . one '"tortures" or "vexes" nature,
.in demanding that she yield up her secr'ets.'

Thus, Collingwood reJected what he called '"propositional
logic," i.e., \any system of vertflcatlon of statements, or criterion
of truth, wh!ch posits that a proposition is true in and of itselif.',
) -

Collingwood denied the following four "theories of truth':

i) A proposition is either true or false in itself
(i.e. is either logical or llloglcal)

2) Correqundence Theory: a prop05|t|on is true or
false accordmg to whether or not it corr'esponds
to some ''state of things', some. "fact".

.- L e
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3) Coherence Theory: A statement: is *r;ue or false
according to whether it coheres or ;‘ivls to cohere

with other statements. ’\'P'

4) Pragmatic Theor‘y' a statement s truth or' falsity
is measured by its utility (i.e. true. if useful
false if not). : "ﬁ;ﬁ o

There are, of course, various, detailed objection&ﬂhat can

(]'.’;

be made to some or all of these, and ‘Collingwood was"® aware of
them, but most importantly, he objected to th\e7m because atl four

theomes of truth fall out of "proposntlonal logic." Actprdmg to
[

C‘olllngwood, one s:mply cannot know whether a proposutlon *c«s true

o

or false until one khows the question it is mtended to answgg.

\)t\\“‘s .
Similarly, one cannot know whether two propositions are contradlc-—
4 ) .\{

¥

tory or not‘ until one knows the respectIVe questnons they are meant

to answer‘.. If each proposntuon i's addr'essed to. what must be seen
S T
to be a dlfferent question than the other purports to answer, the'
two p‘rop lttOns mlght ‘seem contrad:ctory when they are not.
Thus, when one is comparlng the thought of two or more phll—‘
‘oso;‘)her_"s; one must be very careful to identify the question that'
each th}nker has addressed-himself to. Collingwood felt that the

Oxford/Cambr'idge school of 'philosophic "realism" had, in their zeal

to pronounce upon the truth. or falysity of various 'doctrines, misread

. ]
certain philosophers, and vilified »those thlnkers for mistakes whlch

were not mistakes, if only one clearly understood the questlon to
.WhICh ‘each phvlosopher‘ s doctrlne was meant to be the answer,
Consequently, he always counsell d hcs studente to read their ,)hll—
osophic sgources 'ver'y carefully i deed, SO ”as to be clearly aware
of what each writer thought he was trylng to accompllsh |
Collmg,woo_d might well ‘h ve been correct in his observation

that some ‘of the Philosophic s‘holarship of his day was less careful
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than it might have been. ~And one canhot help but be sympathetic
to any’ counsel of cari)ul scholahshlp in regard to phllosophlc writ-
mgs.- Hc;wevef Colllngwood's vaews on the subJect of philosophic -
'questlons form the v_eryj core of hlS'his'toricism,‘ and therefore, i
think, constitute the" essence 'oftr Collingwood's challenge to the great
tradition of polit,icall philosophy.v If in what follows, | seem to
belabour the point of Collingwood's views regardmg the status and )
'nature of questlons, both in phllosophy and in pOIItICS, lt 'is for
this reason: | see those views as belng the logical culmlnatlon
of hlsth|C|sm s.crtthue of polltlcal ph||osophy. |

For Colllngwood to concentrate upon trylng to prove the truth
or falsity of philosophic propos'ttions_is to miss the eoi‘nt'entirely:.."
One >is not paying enough attention -tq history »Jv‘whlen ‘one SO occur;ies
oneself, Accordlng to Collmgw%od careful stuey ef the history
of ph|losoph|c hought shows that ho "two.‘th“ih_ker:s addressed precisel/{
the same questlﬂon. One would better exp'end one's «efforts in trying
to &rasp clearly the question addressed by each thlnker than in.
trymg to decnde whether his proposntlon could be verlfled accordlng
to .some fallacuous theory of truth |

Collmgwood left ho~doubt‘ that he believed hothing less than

v that there are no permanent questions. He tells us this directly

and explicitly in his second to last book, An Essay On Metaphysics,

published in 1940: ,‘But before we are ready to uhderstand the con-

";"_nectlon between the realm of man's everyday affairs, or the politi-
3)‘ AR o 8 ] . .

»ca}\ a‘lm and what Collmgwood says about philosophy in Essay

.......

O - ‘ ‘ ’
on Metaphysacsi we must have a clearer ide.a of what he thinks

AN
{phllosophy is, ‘e_nd what its place is in the life of. man. For this,

N
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we need to ‘'go back to the earlier work, Speculum Mentis,

. »
o

In Speculum Mentis, Coliingwood attempted to give a new l'map

T

vof knowledge", an account of the different ways . in wh,ich. the human
minAd "éxperiences", or comes to' "know" t‘hewor-ld th.e‘lt' it inh;:\bits.22
He gives txs an account of five'fbrms of "qe>’<"pe'r*ience" of the "World
which is clearly meant to r‘eflect tl'ﬁe order in which man has
matUr'ed through these phases in hls historical development f‘rom

th ‘tcme of the caveman to‘ the present. It, seems that. this 'accottnt
is also supposed to be a temporally accurate, account of the'fiv_e
Stages of met.ur‘ati.on ofuthe“intziividual humén 'min.t:l fr-om chlldhood
‘to' adulthood, althou;:;h Colllmgwood is not so explicit about this
implication as he is in telling wus that his accou.tnt of the-find's
experiential growth is historically accurate. Nor dees he 'te'l»l‘ us
in ahy explicit way whether all nten, or just some men, possess.

the_ capacity to’ grow into‘ full awa’r‘eﬁess of all five .of the milnd\'s
modes of experlence of thmgs.’ However we. need not sort out‘ |
Collmgwood's vuews on these matters in order to proceed with. what
is lmpor‘tant to us’ vus a-vis: hlS attltude to the status of questlons.

R

Accordlng to Collmgwood in Speculum Mentis, the mind's most

»

ommltlve mode of expemence is. the a'r"tist-ic' form of experience'

we experlence the wor'ld as mstances of beauty and not- beauty
Beauty is the meamng of thmgs. In the grip of this mode of exper—
1encmg the world of thmgs, we are fanc:ful capmcnous, and lmag-

matlve We are Chl'dllke’ we are playful,.and make no asser-

tions about the way of the world. ' Thus, we are completely tolerant:



L~ B 106

._we do not argue about alternative conceptions of things. This
sort of ex'p'eriencing of the beauty of things is "monadic". That

.is, each event is unique: it is irrelevant to what came before and

" .
what comes. after. - - .

The rellglous ‘mode of _experience ar@es soon after the artistic
N .
mode, and is al* a very primitive mod® of expemence. (lndeed

‘we - fmd cavemen who - were  both artlst|c and rellglous ) For the -~
L .

reﬁ’gtous mode, God (or gods) is the measure and the ‘meaning of

all thnngs. As such, and in _c’ontradistinction to the artisfic exper-

/ ience of the world, religion js as'sertive: it has a cosmological
_doctrine to propound, and a set 8f ethics to defend. If seeks to

bring all men under one, embrasive account of the worlid. ‘Thus,
,the religlous form- of expertence is not playful 4 although~u'ltimate|y
based in an act of faith, lt is ‘a "collectlve caprlce" which seeks

to impose conformity.

Science follows religi in the temporal: order of the develop—’
ment of man, and is, like religion, asserti've. For Colltngwood '

-

the SCIehtlflC mode of experlence came to prommence in the 17th

century, and he Identlfles Bacon (correctly, I, think) as the most
important originator of scientific thmkmg in this context. For

.

Collmgwood the scnentlflc way of experlencmg thlngs flows Ioglcally

-

out of religion: ~ it attempts "'to brldge th‘_eugulf between God and
the worId."23 That is, science posits "depersonalized gods"
universal abstractions, principles, relations, and 50 on, which

rule with an iron hand over all mdlwdual mstances of those things.

r ol L L e
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Science reifies concepts, 'sets them up as presndmg over emplrlcal
reality: |t regards concepts or Iaws as real thlngs that. structure
and order the phenomena of the world. For Colllngwood science

|gnores fact it sees universals where there are only partlculars.

He\tdentlfles Plato as the originator of the scuentlfnc ‘mode of thnnk—

ing about the world, although this doctrine did not capture men
at Iarge prevtous to the 17th century, anci Bacon s restatement of
its essential tenet. .Hoyvever, de}spite its mistaken premise that
there are umversals which preside over the concrete, science was
an jadvance as a mode lof experlencmg things because it gav}'e man
"the gift of spiritual fr‘eedom."za . Sc;ence gave us freedom from
God S domlnatlon of our thlnklng,.and therefore, of our action.
Parenthetlcally, one sees cIearIy, in hlS whole account of ma: s
mehtal life, Collingwood's attempt followmg Croce, to llberate.man

from‘all external constraint on his actaons. That is, one sees

full—blown "humamst" hlstorlcnsm in Speculum Mentls. One sees
/

“an attempt,to liberate man from both the ".transcendentalism" of

v r

Plato and of Hegel. . S

It was not until the 19th century jin Europe that the fourth
forr'n of exper|ence, the histbrical mode, came into exlstence, His-
torical thinking is deflned by observatlon of fact and this is the
pre—condltlon of - i thlnklng, ultlmately To experiehce the world
historically i‘s to realize that every event is absolutely unique:.

history deals only with "concrete", " individual fact‘, and eschews

spurious generalization. Fact is the "absolute object" of historical
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thinking. - There is a problem with hlstor‘lcal thmklng, however'
we cannot, in Iookmg at the past surmount our own prejudices -
bias is_inev1tab|e, objectivity. lmpossible.‘f But, history at least

teaches us, at l'ong last, what is trUIvy knowable, what the object

of human knowing must be: 1) 'it must be a-n"ooject of thought,
.hot merels'( of imagination, as it is:for art; - 2) it rrtqst be concrete
and individual, like the work of art; 3) it mt:st fbe sbsolute and
eternal, like the obJect of r'ellglon that is, it must be true (we
recall  that the obJect of drt is mere. fancy, not tr‘uth) 4) like

the object of sclence, and unllke"‘-,the"ob'_lect of religion, the object
of hlstor'y must be a real obJect X enct'not som.e ima'ginat?\"/e (or meta-
physncal presentatlon of the ObJeCt (For Collungwood r‘eli'gious
doctrme is mtended ultlmately to be a metaphysncal representation
of the wor*ld);’ 5) it must not be a (Sclel"ltlflc, false) abstraction.

Thus, for }Coll,in‘g’wood, the ar‘tustlc 'r‘eligi\ous and scientific
forms of the .mllnd's "experience" of- things coltninate in histoh.tcal
experience, -whlch borrows cer*tam advances from each of the three |
previous modes, and avmds thelr‘ mlstakes.v This hlstor‘llcal mode
of exper‘len;:e Segues into the hlghest (IateSt most highly developed)
form of man's thmklng - phllosophy

For Collin'gwood, philosophy as a- rrtode of eXperiehce, or of
lthinking about thin’g's, is in an important sense the same as. the
historical mode: history and phi‘!osoph'y‘ ar‘e-one. . Yet, there IS

also an imbor-tant sense in which he intends us to see that philosophy

dlfferentlates itself from hlstory. The full sense in whi’ch Collingwood

-
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conceives .of hist:ory and philosophy as being at once the same and
di_flferent modes of bthought is in a way the very theme of my en_tire
consideration of Cot‘lingwood. Indeed, the related question of how

it is that historicism |n general collapses aII human thlnklng lnto

\

historical thmklng is the central problem of this examlnatlon of
hlStOr‘lClsm. Here, however we need Nno more than some falrly clear

notlon of what Colllngwood's conception of "hlstorlcal philosophy",

~

if we may call it that, implies.

>

The phi.losoph-ica-l form of experlence sprlngs out of the histor—- -
ical form: without history s defeat of its scientific predecessor
phllosophy would not have come into eXIstence "‘Philosophy, like

history, is essentially the assertion of/concrete reality, ‘the denial

- a

of all abstraction, all generality, e\)erything in the nature of a

Iaw or formula.". 26 But. phurosophy asserts ''concrete reallty" in

~

a dufferent way than does htstory Each of the other‘l_four forms

- of human experiencing of the world are, for Collingwood, really?

o
nascent philosophy. They are "phil-osophical errors", which poin't"

beyond themselves to-'g'énui'ne thinking. Each posnts an '"object"
of thought,- or of the mind's worklng, whlch is mythlcal chimerical,

gnre_alizable: art posnts beauty as the mind's obJect religio,n,”

God; 'science, abstract untversals, and hlstory, concrete fact.

The . sort of "fact" that pre—phllosophlc 19th centory historical
thinking posnts as the "object" of the mind is fact which remains
"unaffected': or "unconditioned" b‘y‘ the act of l{nowing it. This

notion that there can be historical fact which can be- "intuited"
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op—.{"appbehended" by the rriind and left unchanged thereby is,. for*.
Collingwood, an example of the  sort of "r'eallst" thmkmg that |
alluded to earlier.2?~ None_ of the objects of 'thodght professed b&
- . s - :
the ar*ti'stic,"vr'eligtous, scientific and historical form¥y of experience ;
are "intelfligible", in the final analysis: "Intelligenke alone is
absolutely intelligible', and‘ther'efore absolute knowledge can only
be the knowledge of a kn0w1ng mind by itself. 28 For Colllngwood,
it ‘i's clear "all knowledge is self- knowledge"'zgn the onily tru_ty
_lntelllglble object of human reason is M itself. Thus,.-we come
“to Colllngwood's definition of the philosophic mode of experlence
or"thought:" philosophy is that form of human experience wh,.ich
recognizes that subject and object are one. The philosophef’ is
he who r'ecognizes th‘i_lsf"'synthesis of-opposites", that is, how subject
and object are both same and"dif_‘fer‘ent.30 We now understand
how, in Collingwood's thinking, the philosophic .mode differentia"tes
itselvf from" or rather, mcorpor‘ates and transcends, the str*lctly :
historical mode of human exber'lencmg | The phllosopher knows
. that the true object of'histor-ical study is past thoughts, and that
when these thoughts become known to. a su{bsequent mmd' th_efy.‘ are
changed added to; by that m_md; The "subject" affects the obJect"
. How does this interaction between past thoughts and present
'thoughts -ta}(e place, or rather why must present thought change

. past thought? To answer: thlS,' we must tur_n fr‘om Collingwo‘od"s

earlier\ work Spec’ulum Mentis, and consult the Essay on Metaphysncs,

one of the final statements of his thought.
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"'}f "metaphysics." or what Arostotle called "first Phllosophy"

is not thought by everyone to be coterminous with "philosophy!"

itself, it |s .at leas‘_t thought by'almost everyone to be an i'ndispen—

sible, fundamental part of the enterpri_se of ¥philosophy". This

is as true for Colllngwood as for - any other thmker - But "meta-
phySICS" means dlfferent thing to dlfferent people ’and Tollingwood
held to a pecullar notion "of what "metaphysucs" fs,., one consciously

and avowedly antl—Arlstotellan constltutlng the very core of hIS
hlStOl"lClsm, and which is central to my case that Collmgwood believed

there are no permanent ,questions., o N

' ;o An important thing that, "a’ccordin_g.‘to .Cootingwood, the mind
may know about itself is that it must, .and does, make "absolute

.‘presup:position's". These are the axioms of thinking: without them,

« thinking cannot take place. Absolute presuppositions are‘ Iog"ically,

|f not temporally, prior to any. reaI thlnkmg In An Essay on

Metaphysucs Collingwood has a chapter Chapter IV "On Presupposmg"
in whtch he advances a number of "proposltlons" whlch explaln
to .the lread,er what he means by "absolute presuppositions" - He -
begins with a proposutlon which is a central tenet ‘of hls "Iogic
of questaon and answer" "Every statement that anybody ever makes
is’ madev in answer to a questuon."31 These may be statements made
publncly, or in the course of solltary thlnklng. Furthermore, "every

‘32

question mvolves a presupposutnon.',," (lndureCtly, of’ course, a

question lnvolves many presuppositions, but it has at least one
' A

di‘.re.'ct presupposition)_. For instance, if you ask a man whether

o . »
nr‘:’»{nnf ha bmome oo
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ekamble) you pf'esuppose that he has been .in the hablt of beatmg

"-If;_h\‘i'st-VWIfe. ‘But, We ma°y further ask whether it is true that the

man- beats his’ wvfe. And t}‘we answer to’ that questlon mlght lead
us to guestion the way that answer was armved at, l.e., we |
rnlght want to questlon the credlblllty of suchever evndence as - was_
brought forward’ in ‘answer to-our further g,uery. The‘point is that
theSe-sont's ofi‘sec?nd-—or‘der'r=a‘nswer~"qs__‘ane all "r‘ela"t}i}\_/e‘presupposi_
'.t:ions."': .they "stand relatively to/ene question as its presupposi-
tion Iand relatlvely to another questuon as its'answer* "33 They
are presupposntlons whach are suspended wnthtn succeedlng levels
. of an mqunry, and \chICh are themselves subJect to verlflablllty,
|e, they are'pr‘ersupposnlons which it makes sense to ask further .
.d?uestions” about. |

An ab'so.lute. p-r‘es'glppos.itior; on the other hand "is-l one

-~

’ thCh stands, relatively to all questions to whlch it is related,
o 34

as a presupposnlon,, never .as an answer:." "The buck stops
. © : X .
hel"‘e" so to speak‘ a life of questlomng has reached. bedrock

when it unearths an absolute pr‘esupp05|taon.~ lt is. senseless to

questlon fur-ther- Collmgwood glves an example to show JUSt what

he means by thls notnon and tt is worth quotmg him at length
_on;thls ,crucu.al ponnt: e . s

Thus |f you were: talklng to. a pathologlst
and asked him ‘what is the cause of the
ﬂevent E which you say sometlmes happens
in this dlsease""he will reply "the cause
of 'E is C'; and if he were ifn a communi-
catlve mood he.’ mlght go on to say 'That

- was establlshed by So—and-So, in a piece
of resear‘ch that is now ‘regarded as



S T T

B e L L

113

classical.' You might go on to ‘ask: - -
't suppose before So-and-so found out what '
the cause of E was, he was quite sure it
had a cause?' The answer would be "Quite
sure, of course' If you now say 'Why?'
: he wull pr‘obably answer "Because everything
/ that happens .has a cause.' If you are
i ©  importunate enought to ask 'But how do
v . you know that everythmg that ‘happens -has
‘ a cause?' he will probably blow up right
in your face, because you have put your
finger on one of his absolute presupposn- '
tions, and people are apt to be ticklish -
their absolute presuppos:tlons But if he'
keeps hls temper and gives you a civil and

B candid .answer, it will. be to the following
: effect. 'That is a thing -we take for .granted’ :
“in my job. We don't question it. We don't
- try to veryify it. It isn't a thing anybody
- has discovered, like microbes.or the cir-
culation of the blood. _It is a thing we )

just take for grante_d.'

According to Collingw;ood the pathologist in his example is

telling his ardent questloner that the. presupposition that everything

s .

has a cause is an" absol.ute'vone in his line of work. (ColTingwood
is under th:e impression Athaﬁ‘,’t ther“e are othe;‘ b':ranche‘.s\ of natur‘all
science 'in which t‘his'assump.t.ien is,’.‘no Ionger_‘ made, hut does not
elaborate’ on this belief, Qw »it's possible congequences).

For Collingwood the deflmng task of metaphysncs is the identi-

A
ficiation of absolute presupposntlons "Metaphys:cs is vth‘e. science

.o

of absolute presupposntlons." As such it is an histor“ifcal disciplines - -

the metaphysnc:an is an hlstoman of thought whose job it is to

l'.

_ferret out the absolute presupposntlon of each thlnker and of each

R I A R . -

epoch. These. presupposntlons change from. time- pemod to - ttme per*lod

,b the rgetaghysnc;an iwgrk it -ut Ts honegtly dont—f quI convince -,

[ B T R - . e - - - - PRI,
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him "that there are no 'eternal' or 'crucial' or 'central' problems

im” metaphysics. It will rid hlm of the parlsh -pump ldea that the

metaphysncal problems of hls own . generatlon or more likely, the

o a -

.

one next before his own are the problems that all metaphysncuans

have been worrymg about ever since the world began. n36 | need

A

hardly add that since a'll"que'stions ult'imately track back to
- Ng : 4
absolute presuppositions in Collingwood's system, and all absolute

presuppositions are‘transitory, then for Collingwood, there are
no permanent questions,

Orice ‘one\{as" read An Essay on Metaph'y‘s'ics in conjunction

with Speculum Mentis, and, thereby has been left with little doubt

as to whether or not Collingwoo thought there are no permanent
questions, one is prepared to r ognize how that conclusnon appears
in and . colours other parts of his written Iegacy. F.or instance,

in his. last work, The New Leviathah, Collingwood says that a proper

study of mind, ‘that is, an historic,al study of mmd "does not ask
what mind is; it asks only what mlnd does." Furthermore, an his-

torical study of mlnd renounces all attémpt to dlscover what mlnd

always and everywhere does, and also only what mind has dorie

. . . 37 . .
on certain definite occasions." N Nath,an__Ro_tens,tr.el,ch, ,cn,a useful ..
A ‘ . i
ex1gJS|s‘of Collmgwood's maJOr wrltmgs alludes to these contentlons

.....m- ER - - - e ..«_w.‘ e

- « EEEEERS
(o2

bellef about mind as being an assertion,that" mmd has no ~"per- oL

.,.,“nt-, . o

M e - - —

38

- T ‘

manent structure" but rather, that it has a p_erman.en_t f-unctlon".
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Rotenstreich's e><|geS|s of Collingwood points out that for Colllngwood

the only permanent thing to be. said about the mind is that it is

perpetually acti‘ve: "Nothing is per“manent in mind but the process

.

39

of mind itself." Following upon Rotenstreich's remarks, we may

add that for CoII;ngwood,-the mind's bermanent "function" is vto'
pose ahd,anewer questions. And Collingwood could not admit that
.some_ questions are permanent, for' to do so would be tantamount
to ‘admitting that the mind has permanent characteristics ‘which

* make certain, questions eternally nhportant to it.

We may also see Colllngwood's bellef that all questlons are

transitory in his major tr-ea.tice on phitosophy of history, or on

. histori‘ogr‘aph.y,. The ldea of History. I Have alr‘-eady remarked

1Y N .
that, for Collingwood, history is the reenactment of past thought

in one's own thinking. This need not be reenactment of onlly the

‘thought of thf.remote past either. |f | re-think a line of “reasoning
that you, or evven I, thought last month, I .am- thinking historically.
O-f.'couree, the evidence for more remote past thinking will be more"
problematic, and this gives rise to thehecessity for eetablishing

criteria of what counts as histor‘ical evidence, and to a concern -

for techmquee whereby one may coJlect thlS evndence.’ Thus‘,» th.e"r*e.

O e NN -

'1s a need for the pr-ofessmnal hlstorlan. However,- and this is _

the crucial - pomt-:_‘ S
' The pr*mcrples by whlch thJS evtdence is
ot interpreted, change: too; since ‘the |nter~pr~etmg
. of evidence is: -a- task to which ‘a -man must

. : brmg everything . he know5' historical know-
B Iedge knowledge ‘of natur-e and. man,
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mathematical knowledge, philodophical
knowledge; and not. knowledge only, but

4 .mental habits and possessions of every
kind: and none of these is unchanging.
Because of these changes, which never
Cease, however slow they may appear to
observers who take a short view, every .
new generation must rewrite history in its
‘own way; every new historian, not content
with giving new answers to old questions,
must revise the questions themselves; and -
since historical thought is a river into
which none can step twice - even a single
historian, working at a single subject for
a certain length of time, finds when he
tries to reopen an old question that the
‘question has changed.

In this passage from The Idea of History, we see the same

sort of radical relativism at work vis-a-vis questions that inheres

in the philosophy expounded in Speculum Mentis, An Essay on Meta-

physics, and The New Leviathan. But perhaps enoug'h has been

-

done by way of making clear Collingwood's claim that there are

no permanent questions such that we may ask whether the claim
. can ~b_e regarded as convincing, or ev.e.n,_ in the final analysis,
coherent. Need we presume, for instance, that Plato and Ar'ist‘otle,
regardless of wh.at they t’houghtvthey were doing, were, in actuality,
answering the most compr‘eherjsive questions about the universe and
man"s‘ life in it as they were asked by Greek gentlemen, and no-
one else, before or since?m‘ (

| have already asser‘.ted that the notion thatvthere are no

permanent probiems or questions is ‘not peculiar to Collingwood,

énd"indeed, that | suspect that. it is the logical consequence of
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‘all historicist 'thought. The ancient Greek phllosopﬁers, "who rejected
historicism before he fact n 42 ackno\'«/‘ledged the fact that men disa-

. . ‘
gree about the solutlons_ to mefny imporjt_ant and fundamental qeestions.
But the Greeks thought tH&t there .we'r'e‘cer‘tain questions which, ‘.
ever;‘ if ultimatel;/ insoluble, were vital to.‘men as men, and ’Wduld"‘
»a_'l__wayshave. to be faced. When one b'eg'ins to reflect upon thatn
tenet of Gr*eek thought, one wonders what would lead one to doulat
it. For nnstance, the most basic eplstemolgglcal problem, the ques—
tion of what it is to know anythlng, s sur‘ely a problem which
all thinkin;; men must face. Historicists f.eel they have éolved. J
that probleﬁ, their solution taking different forms depending en
the sort of hiatoricfsm being espoused, but they must and do face
the epistemologi'cal problem, first and foremost, as must any phil-
osopher. The fact that.-ther‘e are indeed many kdi\'/er‘ging epistemol—
ogivcal acco'unts/ ma;/ simpl.yvtestify to the difficulty of the preblem,
rather than proving the historicity of either the question or .the
attempts at an answer. In appraasnng these different answers,
we may want " éo take account of relevant historical - cir‘cumst_ances,
but we will not have proven an answer either .r'ight,.or' _V\'/r'o‘n_g‘by_
explaining why it w.as particul’arly likely " to have been propounded
at a given time and place.‘ And in ahy case, one caﬁ find numer-
ous examples in the hlstory ‘of phllosophy where answer‘s to the
key eplstemologlcal problem were promulgated and advocated in
opposition to the established view of the age. These "anomalies"

will be hard to explain away, if one begins by presuming that

all thought’ is socially determined.
. _ "
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There is ahother‘ fundamentahproblem that lt aeems.. anyone, -
. who would lead the phllosophlc life must face a problem that is,
in a somewhat dlfferent sense, . as basic and as ehdumng as the

core pr'oblem of glvmg ‘an account of knowmg. Can'the’ory.exist

B

for its own sake" s It rlght or proper or good to pursué know—

ledge solely for lts own sake thhout regard for "pr'actlcal" payoff”_,_

._,.,If a truth about man s llfe |s unreallzable ln everyday lrvmg,
is lt a truth whlch one should strug’g]e a- l’lfetlme to kr\ow9 “And - - C

relatedly, IS a. llfe of contemplatlon ahd per‘haps ‘teachrng ~a~,g_ood~'.;' S

- >

life? Should not the best thmker‘s the'best men utilize their

/

talents in pr'actlcmg p0|ltIC$, rather than speakmg meu" It\ges - ey e

- AL s e a

in "|v0r'y tower” ‘mstltutlons which xseem >to have dnly a ‘tenuous
cohnectlon wrth the real"‘wor"ld of - day to—day llving” R-L‘.G‘.' Co_ll'ih-g;-’
wood chose the Iife of contemplation, teaching and wrlting = sur‘ely |
these questions were as ‘important to him as th‘e.‘y' were for Plato'
when he wrote the Gor*»‘gials? The fa_et that Collingwood would seem
to have decided that writ'ihg .and teaching do indeed .haveb sighlfl—
cant olr:act'ical payoffs does not, ‘of course, oer‘ty that he must have
faced the questione .v'v'e have enumerated, as did Plato ‘some 24(50
'year's ago, at the begmmng of phllosophy

The very question whether or not there E anything eternal
or whether all thlings are transitory is itself an eternal pvr'ob'lem.
Plato, or at least, Plato's Socrates, gives uslone possiblle answver*'
Hegel, Nietzsche, Collingwood, and others offer other alter‘natrves.

. u

The question of whether history makes men or men make history, "

AN
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i.e., the problem of free will vs.. determinism,’ has always vexed
reflective men. And the question of the .-pelat_ionShip_ between the

. . o to . " T "," . .
body and the mind is surely'an eternally important and fascinating

question for those who would hope to explam man 'to himseif.

in the realm of the human thlngs or in- the- r‘ealm» of -po-li-Iics,'

thepe are also any number of questlons Wthh must be’ admitted

to be | both fundamental .and endumng When we try to under;stahd

5

ourselves, must we not seek to know the essentlal nature of courage,

f
< e e

And. what is happmess" .Near:t‘he be_gmmng of his Ethics, Aristotle ..

desire, fear, tove, . ahd S0 on” i Must we . not tr‘y to under-stand why

some few men seem to love honour or Vvictory above life |tself and.

how fewer- - Stl” seem to Iove knowledge, while most men seem. to .

I ‘v."

N

l'lve pmr_r;:amly for the sake of satlsfactlorn o'r'- baser de$rr‘es° That

. » "
-

IS to sayz has not man always sought to khow the natur‘e of - the

human soul 'm order to better understand hls oWn behavnour’

makes the observation, at once profound and prOSa’ic, "that ‘all’ meh
»

pursue it. Could Collingwoog obr' anyone else deny this, and/or

~

.go on to deny-that the question, of what haopiness is is important

. o . o . a
and eternal to man as man? And, of course, as | suggested in

Part |l of ’this essay, the related question of what sort of regime

best promotes man's happiness is ailso a permanent question.

One could go on to multiply the list of important and enduring

political questions virtually ad infinitum. What is/are the cause/

causes of war and is'w'arj endemic to the human cohdition? What



. .give up trylng to persuade C|t|zens to obey the Iaws of the polntucal

120

.

essentlally is the nature of the difference Between men and women
and what SIgmfncance if amy does the sexual dlfference have for

the famlly and the, polltlcal communlty" When should a gover‘nment

-

.

commumty, -and use coercnon in eltcntmg compllance" How much
force,_and what klnd should be applled in" such cases" ‘Men have

dnsagreed over the .answers to alI .of: these questnons and many more

and mdeed ight - be possnble to show that some or even. all

'of t’hem mu t ln pmnc:ple remaln_ eternally problematuc but in .any’

"'vfthit, ,S,lnCe. the.,r‘Jse of _scge

‘._.
]

case, they sur‘ely seem to be eternal, ones, fot‘ all pr‘ac'tical purposesw_.

ln The Use and Abuse of Htstory, Neltzsche pomts to the fact

o o

nt 'fIC hls‘tory m the I9th centur'y, Eur'o—_,

'peans have acqulr‘ed a much greater awareness of thelr hlstor‘y

~than any prev1ods peopIe, and thls wealt --of historical knoWledge

has been |ncorporated ‘into the nurtur'e of the mass of men in, Euro—

pean crv1|uzataons. It was also in 19th hentury Europe that the

: y
current of thought that we have been 'rc_aIJing !'historicism" arose,

begi"n’ning with Hegel.l‘3 Nietzsche's essay, leads one to conjecture

about what might lead .one. to assume tha~t nothlng m human thought

- ey,

is permanent be lt answers to lmportant questlons, or' even the

. ..

LI

questions themselves, A flrsthand kno'wledge of the fact aS'ColIing+
WOoo pointed out, that dlfferent phllosophlc pro_blems _seem current

at different times, or the realization that men have constructed

vastly different cultures with a manifold variety of pol i‘ti_ca_l organ-

°
c e

izations or regimes, and'have constantly and radically disagreed



’

_on how man ought to Ilve\, seems to. show that most or aIl thought

15 transntory. Perhaps one" |s so lmpressegi by the dlverS|ty thatr

characterlzes human thmkmg, ‘éne Is so |mpr‘essed by one's

o "experlence of hlstory" , tbat one is not moved to make the effort

[ .
: R > . . PR - e

"to see any. permanent’ regularuty in |t._ »Collmgwood was a prac-“

ticing hlstorlan: one mlgh,t plauslbly specu!ate that*his’ h»Storl—

-~ -

‘cist ph:losophy was a, product of hig conSIderable knowledge of“»'
the story of_man s past as-r_e\/ealed-by scie'ntific history.

Speculanons regardlng Colllngwood's phl|0$0pth nurture

e

b,

«as_ic':le ‘we note that he held to a- vuew of hlstory whlch seems . to“,_. .

PRGN

'be |mportantly dlfferént ‘fr‘om the hlstorIC|sm represented by either

of the two greatest flgures of that genre of thought Hegel and

-

Nletzsche, whereas for Hegel hlstory was - ratlonal “and progr‘esswn‘g

to a certain point in time, towards some hmlt if you. w»LI at

~,

which the ‘sort- of progress which ' had heretofor characternzed |t
would cease; and whereas for Nietzsche. (|t would seem) history
was 'completely nonrat}onal, and- containeduwithin it no necessity
for progress, or at least none we could presume to know Col—ling—

wood held to a view whlch seems to embody lmportant elements

Lee e

or whtch seems to vacHIate between these two: \7l‘ews_.'44 . T_h_ls '*
apparent vacnllatlon between two seemlngly |ncbrnpa'tfble _vie‘ws :
of hlstory Ied to Colllngwood's havnng held to certain i'mportantly

contradictory vnewpomts, and | shaH try to point these out.

Collingwood's thought seems to be suffused with a faith in

progress. If one is to judge by what he h_as'written in Thef Idea'..'

and consequences of both the hlStOf‘YCISI'n of° Hegel and of Nletzsche, e
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\o‘f\H_istor'y, thls faith is bolstered |mportantly by the hlstory of L

ST 122

'-h‘istory, or the development of clentlflc hlstory, by whlch man

can truly know his past. One sees the truth about h.lstory from. . -

< »
war o

. the standpbnnt’oig the I9th century and Beyond by~ way of "Bacon‘ﬁ?n-

h sc:entlflc archeology, land by way. of rnductlve hlstomcal lnff’er‘encé,w

Loaw 0 T

ism" |n htstor‘logr'aphy, by way of the corroboratmg evndence of v

CRE

or "a pmorl lmagilnati'o'n'" - & as Collmgwood terms |t.-4'5 “PreVious

to this "Copernlcan revolutlon in the theor'y of hlstor'y ,,46 man's
)

attempt to know hls past was’ obstructed by "scissors and paste" )

[N R
v P - -

o

h:stortography - study of hlstor‘y Wthh confined’ ltself to ferretlng

'out what men of the past had said about themseives and their tlmes

n

and Ieft for. posterlty, thJS) ueyt,ge_,nc,e‘__being 'acé:e‘pted as authoritative

R R N

and incontrovertible. Acc‘or*dmg to Colllngwood scientific history,

as somethlng more . than the mere acceptance of the testimony of

so—called hlstomcal "authorltles" had only come into existence as

a result of the incor‘ ration lnto the study of hlstor‘y of some of

T . Cot ot e *

o

the methodology -of' atural SCIe?; 'Histor‘ians had had'th:ein
consc-'ousness r |sed” by tbe p st—medleval refarm of natural 'science

that had gone on in the l7th.cen“,t~ur'y.» , ' .*{N ’ ) e

S one r‘emams dUbIOUS ‘about Collmgwood'sjeemg ‘a pr'ogr‘ess—‘-_,'_ S

P S - -

lvnsm "at work |n hIS hlstor'y of h.lst()ry, one can ponder it in

several exphcnt statements that ‘he makes in The ldea «of History. = & "

Fon ~|nstance, he speaks at times as if there is a sort .of."pro-

ressive dialectic'" at work in histor'y-:
gr
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- But in history as it actually happens there
< ] " “afe no mere \phenomena of decay: every
.decline is also a.rise, and it is. only the .
e e e historian's personal fallures ‘of knowledge
‘ or sympathy - partly due to mere -~ M
B ignorantce,” partly to the preoccupatlons ’
.7 of -his own practical life - that prevent him
R .from seeing this double character, at once
“ ~ creative and destructive, of any hlstorical
. ~ process whatever.47 ‘

With this sort of statement, Collingwo%ad begins to look vaguely

‘He_gelian. : There are. other such oassertlons. ‘,Fpr.:_instanca,. .inﬂ-nefer—,,.,«.t

Lo ‘~‘( s o -

- Tu LT o

ence to the hustory of phliosophlc thought, he: has this to say

In analysung the thought of philosopher,
just as in analysmg, say, a political
situation, odne will always' find incoherences
and contradlctlorfs, these contradictions

are always between .retrograde and pro-
gressive elements; and it is of the- utmost-
lmportanCe if .we are to make anything

of our analysis, to distinguish correctly
which are the progressive elements and
which tke retrograde.  The great merit .of

"

DI L urs tit -enables  Us to make thcs dlsthctlon wntﬁ
Co certainty. ' -

s e _ ] L . . P

According to Collingwood then," there would seem to be a

progresswe d:aletttc operatlng both at’ the ‘level- of 'ph'iledﬁh‘iC" TroeerT

:lthougbt and at the pohtlcal level* .‘"‘ﬂad Collmgwood gone on to

tle these processes to ‘the process of technologlcal change Jn man 's

R .

'ﬂ,”v_-‘nnstory, he” mlght well have been adopted by the numerous folloWers

of that worldly Hegellan, Karl Marx.
This notion of progress,in philosophic thoughtApomts towards
A\

the centre of . C’olllngwood's progressuvust historicism. |f history

is the reenactment of past thought in the m‘inds of present men,

.. Studying- our - subJect ,t;nstorncally is .that. o RO

o L
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then the past is never obliterated: in becoming known .to bhés§ﬁ't .

'meh, and in-being changed by their. rethinking of it, it is a living.
past. :C‘ollingwoo'd"objects‘ to ‘the notion'(which, he says, is the
.Iogical, con,lsgqqence of much modern thinking) that human nature

is evolutionary "lin the same way thab‘ Darwin theorized other species
of life Ato be. The' hi;torical process is not one that is character'.ized
by the total o'blit'»er‘at'io.n of certain types of thinking so that others

may supersede it. Collingwood is conscious of the. sort of relativism

-

that such a belief would lead to:
: *»
The past, in a natural process, is a past '

superseded and dead. Now suppose the '
historical process of human thought were
in this sense an evolutionary process. It
would follow that the ways of thinking \
characteristic of any given historical _
period are ways in which people must think T PR
then, but in_which_others; -cast—at different = =

v «times I a different mental mould, cannet

think at all. «If that were the case, there

would be no such thing as truth:, 'acc_ording ST

to the inference correctly drawn by Hebert '

_Spencer, *what we take for knowledge is

. merely’ the fashion of present-day thought,

not true but -at the-most useful in our

- .strudgle for existence.49 ' ” e

Thus, for Coll'inéWodd, "the past,‘)sb fér.r‘as_,it'_'i's historically

Known, survivés in’ the presé_n:t.‘!":?o. And, since "man has been
defined as an animal capable of profiting by thé experience of

: . : ~ ) . 8
others" and "the way in which this pr‘ofg' is realized .i} by historical
: w 51

knpvy_ledge, Collingwood believes .that human thoughi is pro-

‘gr'essin'g. But, does .mot such a belief challenge the objective val-*

)

idity of historical knowledge? Surely, since "every new generation
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'_must r'e\;vlr'ite histo'r‘y_.'in its own way', no.account of hi\story can

be claimed_ to b‘eAfinaIlys true.. History is subject to neverendi<ng' _
revision.. Colllngwood is able to accept thls important epistemo-
logical consequence of his hnstomc:sm because of his faith in pro-
gr‘ess.' As Str‘auss has point-é‘d qut,‘ "he could therefore believe

thet if htstorlcal knowledgé ts relatlve to the present it is relative

-to the highest standponnt whuch has ever existed. "52
t\

Yet, such a sangulne faith |n progress is dubltable, to say
the least. On the basis of the implications of Colltngwood's phil--
osophy of histor'y, one must, i thmk presume ,that even if Colltng-—

wood were right- in hlS beltef that - hlstor‘y is an endless vista of
progress, orfe could never know it to be so. This can be seen

7/

to be.clearly the case via coﬂslder'atlon of an example of progr*es§°
. N

that Collingwood gives us* in The Idea of History. By way of tell'rng ,

.

us what- he means by "p'r;:)gress"', Collmgwood says the follownng
< . 4

-The idea of htstor‘lcal progress, then, if
it refers to anything, refers to the coming
into. existence. not merely of mere actions
or thoughts or situations belonging to the ' '
same specific type, but of new ‘specific types.
It therefore .presupposes such specific
novelties, and consists in the conceptlon of
these as- |mprovements

“~

. 'He then' ‘gives us an example to shqw ‘us clearly_ what he means:
S.gppose a eommu'nity Ii-ved on fi'sh i and the ‘supply of fish was
failing. - ,‘N'ow,v if the community swutched their economy over“ to"

. évathehing Vroots for~ food, this would not be a progress, since nothing

about rpot—gathering implies that is is an improvement on fishing
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‘as a’ way of pnocur'lng sustenance.. Sdp‘posé‘, howeﬁver‘ that someohe
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in a communlvty of fish-eaters had dlscover'ed a more. effucuent way

'of catchlng flsh and persuaded the commurt;uty 1to.adopt“‘lt a. method

-by which a ‘man could catch ten flsh on an average day lnstead

_of five. Thls says Collingwood would be an example of pr‘ogr‘esssl"

How, then, may an hlstorlan who studles a. par'tlcular- epoch

in the hlstory ‘of . thls partlcular group of. fnsh—eaters decnde whether'
.the new way of Ilfe that - r‘esults from the new way of catchlng ﬂsh
s really pr-ogressuve’b Accordlng to: Colllngwood -he must rellve
. both the old and the new ways of Ilfe ll‘l his mmd as wholes

'v'taklng into aCcount the condltxons and consequences of that change.’

]

g ‘For‘.instance "he’ must ask what was done with the addltnonal flsh :
. or the adetlonal lensure. He must ask what value attached to

“the social and r'ehglous mstltutlons that were sacrlflced for them.

e

In shor‘t he must Judge t“he r‘elatnve value of two dlfferent ways

55.° |
It "ls,' to COl"ling-woo‘d-'s credit that he does: not immediately.

presume that any technologlcal mnovatlon in”é‘nd'of itself, con-

stttutes unequuvocal progress for man. . A great many modern

thinkers - many more than expr'essly admit it - 'have ~accepted such

a sangume falth in technology. Colllngwood however- . sees the

' need to evaluate the goodness of a glven example of technologlcal

change accordln? to its- effects on the overall -way of life of a _group
of people. . : ‘ :

However, and this is a key ‘questian, once we ‘have managed, -
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oné way or. another, to rellve, or reenact or totally understand ‘
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a progress over the other? . What can. possmly be the. basas for L
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'makmg the Judgement that hlstory IS progressnve" Shall the stand-

. ard be the accepted notlons of our own present epoch regardmg
_what is good and what is" not” But thls surely preJudges the issue.
P . P A
In ordén to know that the standard of the present or the prevalllngl
® ’ 2
polltlcal. phllosophy .of our tmﬁ% if you w:?l s a" hlgher'stan'dérd“

N, 5 ‘
than a vy prevuous one, so“’that.,lt may serve as an objectlve stand-

ard by which to judge the goodness of ?ﬁri‘revnous epochs we must
already know that hlstory is progressnve. We seem to be caught
~in an ,l,‘ne_s.capa‘ble »paradox yet ag‘a-in.‘ .

"~ We may surmise that Collmgwood could have attempted to av'0|d
the consequences of thls partlcular l|ne of thinking by follomng
Hegel in presuming that hlstory is rational, and therefore, that S
one may know that the present, according to the plan discernable
“ih history, IS the- hlghest standpoint by whlch. to judge previous
epochs, and therefore,.reveals ob_|ect|ve ‘truth. about hlstory. In
other words, CoIllngwood could have posned what we have’ been
calling a "limited" or '"theoretical" hlStor‘lClsm he could have posited
an end to hIStOF‘ICIty But had he so,struct.ured his philosophic
‘ system, he’ would be subject to the genera-l dlfficul'ty'that faces
all theoretical historicism - the problem of valida‘vti-n.g .o_'ne's theory

of history - -that | alluded to near the end ‘of Part il.  He would
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‘not . have been able to - aVOld the ‘central paradox of hlstomcal
1]
relatnvnsm. L L . ‘ -

[E

There ns a further problem with any recourse to the stand-

ard of the present ‘as being the tr'ue ‘objective ‘standard by - - -

. n~wh|ch;tq~~eyaluate 'pre,v-ibus epochs as to their relative goodness.

F

Not all men living at a given time agree with the standard of

their particular time and place. Thds, there arises the problem

of ldentxfylng whose account of the good to accept in a given epoch.

Colllngwood was horrlfled by the “men of hls age who believedr that

Fasflsm was 'thé best poll |cal ordér for ‘meh. Thus it”"ls"abba”r'ent'

that he did not accept just anyone's notion of what the standaf'd

of .his age was to be.56 In my experlence wnth hlstomcal study,

»

reflectlve men rareiy agr-ee wholeheartedly wnth the "values" of .
the mass of men of their tlme and place. How are we to decide,
then, who should be regar‘ded as authoritative ‘in statmg what the

standard of the age is? How many advocates for a given account

of the good must we collect before we can be sure that it-is the

By

_standar‘d?'_ Of course, such a pt‘ocedu‘r'e would be. absurd. ‘We want

to accept the opinionsu onli.y of those who are best able‘ to judge
of these matters. Buthow are we to identify such men? Are we
not cast_b.ac’:’k to psychology? Don't we need some laccét..:nt of_. the
_niatdr‘es of men that will enable us. to assess thelr r*elatnve credl—
bility, their reliability in offemng an account of what the r'ealr
moral standard of 'the age is? And even if we could ar‘r‘ive at
criteria by which to judge which men are best, -or reasonable, or

most Inkely to be good men and good Judges, we are stild Ieft with
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the philosophic task of deciding for ourselves whether or not the

account of what is good and what s not that those we judge to

N

. N 57

" 'be best offer us is the true~.one for thIS oc any other age. IR

-

'Sor‘etylcolljng.\.wood, whose phllosophy of history was meant to be

a critique of the notlon that an historian may uncrltlcally accept
the testimony of past hlstorlcal "authorities" as to what did or
did not happen in some past epoch would want to be most careful

about who to accept as the authomty on what the moral standard L

o & . o,
' >

. .. . - B
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of any given age is._

- Al tRis having been said, it is necessary to add certain
quallflcattons, and acknowledge that there js an amblgutty in

Collmgwood's thought on the matter of historical progress, especnally

as that thought is revealed in The Idea of. History. Strauss points

to the fact that, at tlmes, Col'llngwood speaks as though he accepts [

-~ the equality of all - ages, rather‘ than that hlstor'y is unequ;vocally

pr‘ogr*ess»ve.s.8 Recall what was said earlier about how each age

\

-, must reinterpret hlstory according to its own prmcnples in

Collingwood's system, how htstorlcal kn'ow,l_edge knowledge of nature

~ LR

‘and man, mathematical knowJedge, phtlosophlcal knowledge, mental

hablts and possessuons of every kind all change fr~om day to day.

Thus:

The historian who sees the past from the

. point of view of a present must not be
worried by the prospect of a. future progress
of historical knowledge: "the historian's
problem 'is a present problem,'not a future
one: it is to interpret the material’ now 59
available, not to anticipate future discoveries."”
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/ With this view, Collingwood seems to have temporarily forgotten

h:s concern that hlstorlcal kowledge not be Jnade entlrely ,relat*lve,

)

- or: that the‘re be no truth about hlstory thCh is not always due "

to be superseded. This view is a subtle one: with it, | bell'eve,

Colingwood wants -te- assert that -all ages. are equal in one decisive 2

epistemological sense:  no. one age can presume that lts hrstorlcal

knowledge has more "truth value" than any other a.gex . All ages,, . .

s - © A .
Jr)vg‘,.,wy,. ou_'

*of” hnstorlcaqf’ knowledge deserve to be taken seriously. We cannot
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know the future, and th.erefore, present truth is the only truth

available to us. Thus, any possrbly contradictory future truth

o - . A

can have no meaning ﬁor us, and no beartng on the objectivity'
of our present knowledge of hlstory, of ourselves as thlnklng beings.
Not only must we suspect that - thls quasu-Nletzschean hlstorICJSm

lmplles a mamfestly unsatisfactory eplstemology, I think, but’ we
must‘ wonder whether lt can ever be reconciled with the pro(gress-—A

P T

ivi‘-sm that\gcharacteriz;es 'most'_o;f Collingwood's thinking.

At any rate, 'and, again as Strauss argues, this second view

of history that at times ‘seems to be -Collinvg-v’f'ood's real view con-
stitutes, upon' reflection, mere’vly"another sort or progressivism:

Yet the belief in-: the equality of all ages
4 "~ leads to the consequence. that our inter-
pretation of the thought of the past, while
not superior to the way in which the thought .
of the past interpreted itself, is as legiti-
. mate as the past's self—lnterpretatlon and,
‘ in addition, is the only way in which we
today car mterpret ‘the thought of the past.
Accordingly, there arises Nno necessity to
Lo .. take seriously the way in which the thought .
of the past understood itself. In other ,
words, the belief in the equality of all ages )
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. this to say

is only a more subtle for‘m of . the beltef Tt
in progress. 60 T - - L
---Having: held this belief, says Sttauss, it “woluld ot have..

' occurred to’ Colllngwood to measur*e the truth or the value of modern '

”'thought against ear'her' thought One cannot take anment thought

sevrllou-sly.-- in the 'decisive sense: one cannot presume t'hat' it might
be trie. - o e T

"In Part 1 «of thls essay, then,. I have been examlhlng R.G.

._ts-. o a

0t W

”Colllhgwood‘s parttcular sor‘t“ of hvstomcnst phllosophy as he worked" "

it out in his major .wrltings on philosopohy and historiography.

We have seen that Collmgwood based hns entire. phllosophy on a

- . - e .,.~.-_‘ - -~~.,. .-
- e ¥

~~

conceptaon of the r-ole of hlstory in man's Itfe, and that he thought

,_that a properly worked—out hlstomcal phllosophy would form the’

£

rties

basis of a phnlosophlcal nsystem -whlch .would teach man hls proper

»

place in the world and ther‘eby, h.ow bes\t to Iive '|h i“t.i In -an * -

"’-ear'ly essay, entltled A Ph_llosophy“o'f Pr'(_)g.r"e'ss;" Colllngwood had

o RN - et ; L v I . R Are e - o 2
. ; . P ke a s AT Fa g

The theory of [hlstorlcal] cycles is _ "
Ptolemaic the theory that from the ponnt ‘
of view of the present day hlstory is a

progress is Copernican; and the latter is

the theor'y advanced in this- essay.61 R

We have seen_ that, central to Colllngwoo'd s hlstgrtcal phlf-l
'osophy, and thus to his hlStOl"IClsm, was his bellef m pr'ogr‘ess.ﬁ

lt is Collmgwood's particular brand of progressuwsm that sets

his historicism apart from either Hegel's "tbeor'etical"' historicism,
or the "r.adical" historicism of Neitzsche. It is this progressivism

s

w .

e
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For C»ollmgwood human thought ina very realw sense, endlessly

‘cumulative. We m;ght, therefore,. charactemze hts thoughr as. a
—

" -sort.- of. "cumulatlve hlstommsm." i f ," today, hlS wmtmgswene more

wudely r'ead m flelds of study outsnde of phllosophy of hlstor'y and

phllosophy of art, Colllngwood mlght have consaderable appeal

v

for as Geor'ge Grant argues, we . modern men are dedlcated to the .

-
“ . .

ldea -of cpr'ogre§s ar‘id“ man*s makmg of Jt 6?. Thls Jnodern fqlth

" aad
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ln progress is grounded primarily in a bellef in technologlcal pro-

gress, and to th'is, Collmgwood would add the prospect of an end-

.

Ay .

only in olr 'Rnowledge of» means . to ends, but in our knowledge of

Jé'ss" \‘;i'st‘a;,lot ph‘llosoeh-ic .phogr.'ess' as. w_eIIA If Colllngwood'

philo’sop’hy of history is. cor‘rect‘ we may expect “to- progr‘ess not

o whtch ends to pur‘sue as well " "Yet; we must” aSk where all this

N

s ‘meant to Iead. Are we constantly becommg more and more wuse

-

it o .
ar K

are we _getting ever closer‘ to knong"al‘I things” " But Collmgwood s

hlstor|c1sm wHi not ‘allow.him to admlt that there .can be an ultimate,

true, objective, endui-ing' .account ‘of "aII..,things.""v Most lmportantly
he cannot admit that there is a -final account to be guven of what
man himself is, smcé every part of his, makeup changes from epoch

to epoch. Thus, what can "pr'ogress " p_ossi_bly mean fort us, cn

Collingwood's .view of the way. things are? "Progress," towards what,

~and from what?

-

1-lm~»-u'

that rnakes Colllngwood somethmg more than mer'ery an eplgone PPRUPREC,

::Heg.el', and therefore of more " than passuwg phnlosophqc,‘mterest,,_ a_;_; N



;‘We» h'ave “‘seen, l thmk that there vare serlous grounds for» e
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vdoubtr—ng the eprstemologtcalt basls upon which the falth |n progress

rests Thls is not ‘to deny that ther‘e cam be genuine prorgress

in human affalrs but only to douht that we can recogmze nt for _'
what it is,' and thereby promote it, if w,e must belleve that every—‘
thing in the umverse, |nclud|ng ‘human thought and the very ques—‘

tlons that we thlnk about ns in constant flux. And one: must also

. wonder. whether Colllngwood's hlStOr’lCISm does nqt tr|v1al|ze some

‘ .
of the fmest. achlevements of. the thought of the past, achlevements :

that mlght be our best gu:des fqr décndmg< upon what-us-progressni</e

and.“what is not.
: 1
Ln The Idea of Hlstory, Colllngwood says that "o, progress

is possible. Whether lt has actually occurred and where and when

‘and in what ways, are quest|0ns for hlStOl"lcal thought to

answer.“s"3 In the same book, Collmgw00d also says that "phllos-

ophy progresses in 50 far as one stage of ltS development solves

. the probiems which defeated it in ‘the past without losing itshold

on the solutions already ach:eved."sa' We are, | think, entitled
Rl X » ! ’ Al

to: wonder .what-' this can possib'ly ‘mean given Collingwood's view
that there are no permanent phtlosophlc Questions, and in llght
of hls seemmgly clear bellef that we cannot help but sngnlflcantly

change a past generatlon S questlons when we ask them of ourselves

However the point that | would like to establish in relation to

Collingwood's faith in _philosophic progresss is that histor.y has

very little to do with de.ci'din_g whether one philo'sopher_ha’s solved
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a pl"ob.lem that defeated a preVlous one.‘« We cannot adJudicate

v e

N - e

» betwe‘e’n' bhﬂosophers uniess we” too become phiiosopher‘s Unless

. - “ D L

we perfor'm the phliosophtc task of thmklng through all thangs i,.n_- ,
. ."then_r- |nterconnectednees ourse|yes,v to the best of our ability. We
'may only decide whether or not a.~philosopher~ hae solved a "phobl’em"
by usnng our own. reason to dec;de upon what counts as havmg
'solved a pr‘oblem'v we must hanve a crltemon of problem solvmg

which we can apply to the dnvergent thought of two or mor‘e phll—-

osophers. And at the ver‘y least, we must be able to understand

questlons"-m the same way as do the phllosoher'(s) ln questlon.-

History cannot dectde these thlngs for" us.' Hlstor'y only shows us

that there hav-e been many proposed solutions to a given philosophic

B “ LY - )
. : - . =

question, not which -oré of them if any is correct. _ History is at. , ~ -

- - - A

best penultihuate to philosophy. Experience tﬁ prior to, but subord—
inate t_o, reason. And is |t not an open possublllty that we, in |
our capaaty as phllosophtc thlnkers might have to dec1de, if’wte,
do not hold to an untenable progrese|V|sm that,an‘ea.r*l.y ‘comment
‘,on a problem is wiser than a tate_r* one? ~_'I‘t is hard. to r-eact, for
4in‘stance, Plato or ‘,Aristotle, and not at ‘least_ suspect that this

is the case. And in the’i last analysis, as | have been‘empha_s"izingi
in this esséy,..mg,maj,or, problem of ph.ilosop'hy, or of”human thought‘,'
|s the pr'oblem of establashlng criteria for knowledge. To say.,

as R.G. Colllngwood did, that history vs'olv'es this’greet problem .
seems utterly and hopeless]y paradoxical. .History cannot be our

guide either for our thinking or for our actions.
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. -1.R.-G. Collingwood, Speculum Mentis (Oxford at the Clarendon
Press, 1924)," p.9. Both in Speculum Mentis and in. his subsequent -
phi.lo'sfép“hic writ’i'ngs, Collingwood . extervded this pronouncement about
‘the connection between t heory and ‘practice to an explicit denial

of the pursuit of theoretical knowledge for its own sake.- Whether
this denial is appropriate or not, " either in reference to Collingwood's
thought or in g'e'nér"a’l, is a question which | chose 'to regard as .
being beyond the bounds of the concern..of «this essay. By so doing,
however, | do not mean to imply that the question is not an import-
ant one. » - :

_ZSpeculum Mentis, p.26. Collingwood teft no doubt as to the
validity of Speculum Mentis as a representation of his true philos-
ophic conception. . That. is, we need not. worry that it was an "early
work", later to be decisively qualified or repudiated. In An A ‘
Autobiography, written for the purpose of setting _pyt‘,hi.smtrm_ghts‘
-in. the order of their development, .and. as & concise, accessable:
intr’bduction;to his ,tHough“t,’ Collingwood wrote that Speculum Mentis
was '"a bad book in many ways." But he qualified that assessment
in a footnote: "Since writing that sentence, | have read Speculum
Mentis for the first time since it was published, and find it much
better than | remembered. It is a record, not.so wvery obscure
in expression, of a good deal of gefiuine thinking. |If much. of
it now fails”"to satisfy me, that is because | have gone on thinking
since | wrote it, and therefore much of "it needs to be supplemented
-and qualified. There is not a great deal -that needs to be retracted."
An Autobiography {Oxford University Press, 1939), p.56, emphasis
added. | am not aware of anything in any of Collingwood's pub-
lished works that would repudiate any of what | regard as the
substantive details of the historicism expounded in Speculum Memtis.

»

'3An ‘Au'tob'iography, p.167.

b o Cdid o ' ize hi . :
Collingwood did not so characterize his concern. - The"

expressions "political Problem" amd "thé good for man" that | Rave
~used by way of capturing the tl’(‘L}lSt of Collingwood's project are
borrowed from .a -much older sort of moral philosophy. I believe

they are an accurate characterization of Collingwodd's concern,

however. _ . ' 7

It is important to note that Collingwood meant his critique
of the.possibillfty of constructing an eternally valid account of
human nature to count not only against modern '"scientific" psych-
ology, but also against all "philosophic" psyc?\ologies as well,

135
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That is, he-*-meﬁh,t to challenge the accounts of human nature, nay, &

the very attempts to give such. an -account, that underlie the thought_

of the masters of pol'iticalMphjl_o:s,qp_hy from the time of Plato to
the present, . He-makes this especially explicit with reference to
Locke. See The idea of History, v.81-85.

—

4 6Leo Strauss, in an essay entitled "On Collingwood's Philos-
ophy of History", Review of Meta-physics, Vol. 4, No. 4, June, .

1952, afludes to this central tenet of Collingwood's thought as '
follows: "In other words, it was always admitted that the central
theme of philosophy is the question of what man is, and that history
is the knowlédge of what men have done; but now it has been real-
ized that man is what he can do, and 'the only clue to what man
can do' is what 'he has done; therefore, 'the so-called science of
human nature or of the human mind resolves itself into history!'.
Philosophy of history is identical with philosophy as such, which

has become radically historical: 'philosophy as a separate discipline
is quuidate,dmby .being converted into history.'" Strauss is queting
The tdea of History, pages 10, 220 and 209, and page x of that
book's introduction, respectively. 4 o

7

The ldea of History, p.309. -

8AnAAth)b-iogr'aphy (London: Oxford Un'iversit“y Press, .1970),

p.i28.

‘ ' ¢
9See The ldea of History, Part V, Sec. 5, "The Subject-matter
ovaistcSry.l". ,_

1,0The Idea of'His‘tor‘y,f p.215.

”An Autobiography, p.94.

. “Tlbid. | find myself inclined to a’gr‘ee' wifh.CoHingwood's y
objection to the account of the human soul that.is given by .modern
"scientific" Psychology. However, | think we should wonder whether

Freud and his followers have said all there is to say about the

role- of irrational compulsion in the activities of men, about the ‘
interaction of the mind and the body, and so on. These are complex
and difficult problems, and Freud's account of them and their poss-
ible solutions is not the only one extant. To have adequately dealt
with the '"science of human  nature", Collingwood would have had-

to have dealt with certain "philosophic! psychologres. Notably,

he would have had to have understood and dealt with Plato's account
of the soul as given in Republic. | don't believe he accommplished
either part of that tasb. - '
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An_Autebiodraphy; $.95.° " " . o L. o L. -

o Mg ecuium: Mentis, p.247.

15514,

18, . - | , o«
An Autobiography, p.95.

- 19

: An Autobiography,  p.2. It seems obvious, both from this
particular quotation and on much evidence in other of his writings,
that Collingwood's. historicist "epistemology" included natural science
within its. compass. Had Collingwood had an -opportunity to read
Thomas Kuhn's The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, | feel certain
that he would have been sympathetic to Kuhn's relativization: of
natural science; but-with at least one major difference of opinion:
Kuhn thought that science is revolutionary, and not subject to net

- progress, while Collingwood seems to think that science if evolu-
tionary, and somehow progressive. = = - s

2OAn Autobiogréphy,. p.25.
. “lbid., p.26.

22, . , . "o . o
I ' have used the word '“"know" in reference to Collingwood s
account of the.mind's working with some 'tr‘epidation, and have
accordingly enclosed it in qQuotation marks, because I'm‘_n,ot sure
that that word can have any meaning, or at least, not its .accepted
meaning, within Collingwood's account of what thinking is. The

term "experience" is Collingwood's own, and better expresses his

conception of what the mind does. with thel consciousness of the world
that comes to it. L ' T

.

23Specu lum Mentis, p.220.

24Speculum Mentis, p.i194, » ’
®ibid., p.218. | /
26

bid., p.246.

%p.zsz-zsx

27
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" 28ibid., poass. - R .
2%)5id., p.252.
Ipid., p.249. /

,3'AnvEssay on Metaphysics, p.23.

- 321hi4;, p.2s. .
. *ibid., p.29.

Ibid., p.3l.

3Siid.

.36|bid;§- 'P.72. Emphasis added.

, _.3.7<The New Leviathan, p.6l. \Emphasi's'_ is Collingwood's.

38Nathan Rotenstr‘e'iciw, ‘Ph'ilfosophy', _Hfstory and Politicst

vStudies in Contemporary English Philosophy of History (The

Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1976), pp.30-32.

3¥big. o :

AOThe- ldea of Histor;y,' p:284. Emphasis added.

MSee The |dea: of History, p.229,
AZAI‘Ia_n' Bloom', Editor's Introduction, Introduction to the Reading
of Hegel, Alexandre Kojéve (New York: Basic:.Books, 1969), p.xii.

(43 In the Use and" Abuse of History, Nietzsche sharply criticizes
the popular dissemination of historical knowledge, arguing that

it does lead and has iead to decadence ‘and nihilism. He also
criticizes Hegel's transcendental historicism.  Given the perhaps
insurmountable difficulty of penetratfng to the. thoughts that are
hidden. behind Nietzsche's brilliant irony, it is curious  indeed

that he chooses -to criticize the pernicious effects of the historicism
of his day from the standpoint of what seems to be only .another
sort of historicist philosophy., co : .

-
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4For*. the balance of. the essay, | am considerabjy indébted-

to Leo Strauss's expostion and critique of Collingwood's thought,

expressed in the essa
osophy of 'History.,"

45

y referred to earlier, "On 'Coll'ing.wood‘s Phil-

For Collingwood's discussion of how the three factors that

| have mentioned revolutionized historiography in I19th .century
Europe, 'see especially The ldea  of History, "Epilegomena", Sec.2,
"The Historical Imagination, and Sec.3, "Historical Evidence."

4

?Thé Idea of History, p.236.

47

“8pid., p.i13s.

History in this footno
Strauss.

Ibid., p.164. Emphasis added.

My references .to Collingwood's The Idea of
te and the previous one are also noted by

agThe ldea of History, p.255.

0phid.
Ssid., p.226.
2 , .
Strauss, op. cit., p.56l.
53 . . ’
The idea of History, p.324,
T 54 . L . . . e
. tbid., p.325. It is interesting, and perhaps sigpificant,
that Collingwood chooses for his example of what progress is a
technological innovation. ’ : o

sslbid., p.327.

Colvlingwoodv'is well aware of the difficulties

that are associated with ‘knowing - past way of life as a whole,

but brackets ‘therh-'foh;.pmr‘po‘ses

)

I shall set .asij

..adjudicating between
in radically different, albeit csnte 3]

' f tgls example.
1" ,? :’ :3?-:3 )

de f‘br"rf'ﬁhgi‘}_ 5

different"

: being the reiated problem of

“% T . : .

ids as they .manifest themselves
raneous, cultures..

- %

57As the di'scuésion of tyranny in Book IX of Plato's Repu.bliic'

suggests, (if we aré

alert to Plato's ,jrany), .the best natures may

be either potential philosophers -~ the highest, most "'reasonable’

. Loz

-
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- -men - or they may be potential tyrants. ‘The parallel bgtween

' the philosophic and tyrannic .natures_.in Republic -is a fascinating
one, and too complex for explication here..  In order _tb“exp'lic‘ate
that parallel, one would have to consider the" dualities of. soul
that'these seemingly opposite natures exhibit; great eroticism and

a sort of. "drunkenness", madness, .great pride;. insatiability, melan-

choly, perhaps, and so on.- " One would want to ‘consider the possible

~ irony. of passages such ‘as 577 a-b,. 573c, and others. In any. case,

‘the point here is that we should never be prepared to. accept merely
on faith, for practical political reasons, as well’ as philosophic’

‘ones, .the pronouncements of even the best of men. Just as there

- can be no "authorities" in. history, there .are .nohe in thilosophy o
either. : 3 . . ) T - Ao : -

58St.‘r*auss, op.cit., p.562. S e

5

glbid.' Strauss is quoting The, ldea . of History, p.180..

_ 6Olb’i.d., P.574. Strauss' does a great deal more with the . -
idea that Collingwood could pot have understood the ancient thinkers
in the same way that .they understood themselves, and that MRerefore,
he could not have understood theirs thought at its 'nost important
levels. .. This is an ‘important poing,” but | shall nbt be .developing

it in this essay. ; ’
' G!iégsa-ys' in_the Philosophy of History -.(I.Allls‘tih:‘ Univ, of Tgx,a-s' ,
-Press, 1965), p.105." . S S . S )
o S'ee',‘} for instance, Philosephy -in the* Mass Age (Copp Clark
Publishing, 1966), p.76. "~ 5 Y ' o
B30y Gdea of Hictamy - o aan .
~The 1dea of History, p.333. 3
ybid., p.o332. e
1
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