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FREFACE

Tre term "philosorhy of history" as it is used in this thesis is
synonyrous sith "theory of historieal knowleire," The rhilesephy of
history so conceived has a8 its ohject the analyeis of pro!lems reculisr to
human history. In the hroader sense in which Cellincwoed sometimes uses
the term "historical knowledre" 2ll knowledre is historical knoxledrce, i.e.,
knowled:e of the past, whether the distunt pust or the specious present,

In this sense, the prhilosophy of history has «s its object Lhe anslysis of
problems which are hasic to the attainment of any knowledge awhatever,

Collinewood's writings on philosophy of history are, for the most part,

located in The Ides of History, a posthumous volume edited by Collingwood's

friend, T, ¥, Knox, Section five of that book, "Epilegomena," is a collec-
tion of escays in which Collinewood advances a positive philosophy of
history., Since the essays were written st different times and represent
different stepes in the develepment of Collingwood's troupsht, th+ task of
pivinr 42 well-rounded picture of Collincwood's position is s 4ifficult one,
I am vell aware of the danrers Involved in atterpting to present and
criticize a rhilosorhy of history which is in such a rough-hewsn state and
which, therefore, is partieularly amensble to distortion ani misrepresenta-
tion, It is, perhaps, neeiless to say that if critieism in the 1licht of
such distortion has been done here, it is due not te the malice btut to the
irneranee of the writer, I have set forth Collinpwood's philosophy of
history and eriticized it "as well as," in Collinrwood's own words, "ny

ifnorance and my indolence have nllowed me,"
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COLLI. 7400D*'S FHILOSCHIY OF HISTORY

The prelininsry evposition of Collingwood's philosophy of history
riven in this chapter will attempt to rive a fairly peneral and condensed
but, it is hoped, adequate bird's-eye view of Collingwood's philosophical
position with repard to the nature, function, and method of history, and
his treatment of the problem of historical knowledge, (uestions will be
raised eoncerning key ideas where those ideas are obscure or entail
problems, Fuller development of the ideas themselves ard of the yrotlems

whick they involve will be the major task of the later chapters,

The llature of History

History, according to Collinswood, is the true seience of mind.l
Fsycholory, when it attempts to he a science of mind, so far 28 mind means
retionzl activity, thourht, oversteps its proper bounds, which is confined
to feelin and emotion, and becomes s mere paoudo=-science, The proof that
psycholory is not the true science of mind is found in the paucity of our
knonledye sbout human nature after three hundred vears of attempting to
ferret out its mysteries by the methods of the natural sciences, For

the psychologists to attempt to excuse this laek on the grounds that

psycholoey is still in its infancy is for them to delude themselves as to

IRobin GC. Collinrwood, The Idea of History (Oxford, 1946}, p. 220;
An Autohiograyhy (Oxford, 1939), p. 116, Subseguent references to The
Idea of History (abbreviated I, H,) will appeur parenthetically in the
text,




psycholory's rroper srhere. The simple truth is !hat psychelorists have
discovered rmany things worth knowing, even invaluable things, about sub-
rational, emotional, or mechanical aetivities, tut that rmtional human
behavior, including the entire self-critical function of thought, that is,
thourht as it seeks to know and know truly and ¥vnow that it knows truly,
is outside their ;arovince.2

That history, on the contrary, is the true science of mind follows

from the fact that "all history is the history of thousht" (I, H,, 215),
and, thst man can only attain krowledge of what mind ean do, i.e,,shat
mind is, by attaining krnowledre of what nind has done (I, H., 212),
Thus "historical inquiry reveals to the historian the porers of his own
mind" (I, H,, 218), Historical knowledge is the only knowledre we have
of mind, whether the thourht was mine and occurred five minutes ago, or
tte thousht was Solon's and occurred 2700 yenrs aco (1, H,, 219),

A1l history is the history of thought becsauise only human actions
interest the historian; events are Import=nt only to the extent thzt they
dieplsy human rurpeses, human rescltions to a determinate situation, the
hurdline of ohstacles, ete,; and human =mctions interest the historian
only ton the extent that they are determined by thourht: mant's animal
nature, his veretative and rerroductive activities, are not the concern
of the historizn exeept Insofar as man hes devised schemes, economic and
social, by which these needs can be met; snd trese schemes are not
produets of his arimal tut of his rational nzture (I, ¥,, 214),

The reason the historian confines himself to human =ctions derives

from the teleological character of history, The difference between the

2R, G. Collingwood, An Essay on Letaphysics (Oxford, 1940), chs. ©,
10, 11; The ldea of History, pp. 205-208,




archaeolorist znd the palaentolopist is funiazmentzl, The one evplains
his mrtifnects in terms of human rurpose, The other traces the developrment
f life trronrh reological ages by the use of his fossils, The historian
penetrates an event, cets into the "inside" of the event, i,e,, that part
of event in which thourht operated., The ratural sciertist descrites the
"outside" of events only, i,e., the movements of todies in space and time
(I, H,, 212-213), Thus history is not simply tle description of sequences
or processes of events, but is the deserirtion of processes of thourht, A
process of thourht is a logieal rrocess in #hiceh past thourht changee into
present thourht, hut st111 lives in present thousht; it is a2 logieal, not
e psycholerical precess,

If history is not the deserirtion of sencuernces of events then it is
certainly not the task of the historian to find patterns »of ecauszl rela-
tions Letween trose events, Collinrwood hoils that:

The historian need not and cannot (without ceasinz to te on historian)
emlste the scientiet in searching For ths cauveze or lavwe of events , . .
the ol:lect to te discovered is nct the mere event, btut the thoucht

:
expresszed in 4, _To discover thst thourht is alrezdy te undersiand it
e o » & ATen he Iihe historianf knous what happened, he already knows

¥

why it harpened, (1. H., 214

The only sense in which the word "couse" is used correctly in historical
xzritineg i1s *hat sense in which it is equivalent to "affording 2 motive,"
Thus to say that A "caused” B to change his course of action is equivalent
to saying that A "afforded" (pave) B a motive for chenring his course of
action,? When we ask for a causal erplanation in history, as in "4hy did
Brutus sta® Czesar?®™ we mean "#hat 413 Rratus think which rmade him decide

to stab Caesar" (I, H,, 214)% The historian, then, cannot predict future,

-
s
m

(=

from past, svents, leither is task prediciive as to the future

BCollin;wcod, An Essay on Letaphysics, r. 260,




develorment of thourht, "The histcrian hzs no rift of propheecy, and knows
9% o o AL By 220

History, then, is a science only in the sense of lein~ an orgnnized
body of knowladre hoving o meihodolory of its own, nol in the sense of
being = yredictive enterprise, aslthough it may adclttedly, -letect uni-
formities within a given historiesl period, "Types of behavior do, no
dculit, recur, so long as minds of the same kind asre placed in the same kind
of situ-tions" (I, . S 223), DPut situations are constantly changing beczuse
social orders are sutject to inevitatle changes, Therefore no "laws" formu-
lated by gereralizing from these recurrences will hold good for any other
reriod than that from which its facts are drawn (I. H,, 223),

The histeorian himself, as well as nhis subject matter, is definitely
located in spzee and time, and he must exypect to transcend neither, This

’ ¥

holds for philosorhies ard philosorters 2s well as for histeorians.
The tistorizan (and for that matter the philosopher) is not God, looking
ot the world from 2hove and ou'side. !le Is 2 wan, .n % man of his oxn
time ani place, He looks at the pust from tre reint of view of ine
prezent: Le looks ot other countries and c_.ili.nuxnns frem the point

of view of his ox¥n. This point of vier is walid only for him and for
is valid, He mus® stand firm

peopls silusted like himy, Yt for him it

in it, hweesuge it is tie only one saeccessible te hir, ond unlese he has
: . s b & - n\

5 poinl of view he can see nciling 2t =11, (I, Il., 108)

“nis view of the noture and function of nistory, a2z is Immedintely
aprarent, is neither the common-sense vier, nor, for ilat maiter, a
conventicnal view, of the function of history. Historical knowledre is
not usunlly placed in 2 position of such eminence in the body of human
knowledre, IF the historian may really reveal to us the nsture of human
nature, the philosorher's "know thyself" is nn exhortation finding its
realization in history.

Some guestions which will he raised concerning this view are: Lust

history be restricted to reflective tleucht: Should it not also be



concerned with the background of thoucht: feeling and emotion® What does
it mean to say that mind is what it does® #hat pood is a science of mind
that carnot predict behavior: Are the only causal influences in history
telecloriez2l? Does the historizn's havine a point of view open the door

to historical skepticism, the theory th-t about the past we can Inow nothingt

The Yethod of History

The idea of history.~-3ince history is the history of thourht, the

methodolery of “istory in atteining knowledre of past thourht will, if it
is to attain real knovledre and not merely opinion, need Iniubitz!le
eriteria for the det-rmination of shat this psst thought was, Utherwise
the historian is not autonomous and is not encaged in discovering resl
knoxleire, To solidly base history as a science it is necessary to realize
that the historian is "throurhout the course of his work. . . selecting,
constructing and eriticizing” and to see that this makes possible a
"Copernican revolution in the theory of history"(I, H,, 236), The histor-
ian's thought possesses its own criterion,

So far from relying on an authority other than himself to whose statements
his thourht must conform, the historian is his own avthority and his
thourht autonomous, self-authorizing, possessed of a criterion to which
his so-called authorities must econform an? by reference to which they sare
criticired (I, H,, 236).

The historian's antopnomy is evewplified in selection, hecnmuse he
selects what he conslders important and comits what he considers univportant;
even when he thinks he is reproducins only wh:t he finds, he is lesving out,
interpolatine, selecting, simplifrying; in historicil construction he deces
this becans~ Ye yroceeds inferentially from staterenis which are given to
staterents which are not siven hut implied and so bridres raps and
"constructs" his narrative; in historieal criticism he does this because

here he "pute hie authorities in the witness-box" and perhaps convicts them



of concealing the troth or exirszcts from ther withheld information, In the
latter two czses tre histerian's so=c:lled nuthorities are not Lis author-

es at nll tut are only evidence. ile is his own authority (1. ., 232.=237,.

e

it

Thus history is 2n autoromous discipline, #lat it sgsuradly is not
is staterents of the type "A said this," "B said this,"” for this is nothing
but hearcay, "scissors-and-paste" history, which is not history tuwt pseudo-
history (I, Ii,, 257), History is more like science than it is like
"scissors-and-paste" history, because in scionce and history knosledpe is
inferential and reasoned, while in "scissors-and-paste" history it is not,
History differs from science, hovever, in being knowledre of the particular
and concrete, whereas science is ¥nowledre of the universal and ahstract,
And the objiects of historical thouirht, 2s distinet from scientific thouyht,
are "everts which have finighed haprening, and conditions no lonser in
existence" (I, I,, 233-234). llistory is concerned with concrete particulars
definitely fixed spatially and terrorally,

Any criterion of historieal truth which dres not allow the “isterian
autenomy must le rejected, On these rrounds the criterion shich rejscts
what is impossible ecnsidering tlie restrictions on human sctivities, Lhe
criterion of the possible, which was held, Tor example, by David iluse and
F. Il, Tradley, must be rejected., Accordine to this criterion, if the
historian is eonfronted with a stztement of how things happened, and if
they do ordinarily happen that way, he accerts the statement; otherwise
he rejects it, He is still left in a position of relyirg upon authority,

If what the authority relates is possible, the historian must accept his
testimony (I, M,, 239),

3ut the historian is hias own authority and his eriterion is contained

within his own mind, His criterion is supplied by the a priori imagination.

The criterion supplied by it is the iden of zn imasinary (beczuse not



immediately preceptible, not because unresl) picture of the past, The part
played in historiecal construction by a priori imacination is best displayed
in interrolation, Nothing is interpolated but what is demanded by the
evidence, therefore what is interpolated is necessary, i.e., g priori,
Secondly what is interpoclated is not seen tmt imarined, thus if we see a
traveller walking slong a road at roint a and then later see him =t roint
b, we must ima-ine thet he travelled fror point g to peint L, althourh we
did nct oteserve his doing so, This activity rives to Lhe historical
narrative ite continuity (I, il,, 240-241).

Reside its historieazl funetion, the a priori Imacination las iwo other

funetions: these nre the free Imarinaiion of the artist, in wh

ich eharacters,
acts and ineclidents develop by a necessity internzl to themselves, and
perceptual im=gination, by which we imirine what we do not sre, the inside

of an egg, the underside of a table, the back of the moon, Historical and
percertual, as distinet from the artistic, imapination are necessary, In
perceptual imagination "we eannot but imagine what cannot but be there"

(X, Hey 242),

Not onlv does the historiecal imagination perform the work of historical
construction and interpolation, btut it performs the work of historical
criticism =2s well (I, H,, 244). The historical narrative is not tied down
to the staterments of sauthorities, with construetion being carriled con between
these slatements beczuse the statements of so-cnlled authorities are not
swalloved whole; they are themselves subjected to critical scrutiny:

I began by considering a theory accordins to which all truth, so far as

any truth is accessible to the hisorian, is rrovided for him ready nade in
the resdy-made statemenrts of his authoritiea., I then saw that rmueh of what
he takes for true is not riven in this way but constructed b his a priori
imarinstiony tut I still fancied that the imarination worked inferentially
from fixed roints riven in ithe same sense, 1 anm now driven to confess that
there are for “istorieal thourht no fixed points thus given: in other words,

that in history, just as there are properly spesking no authorities, so
there are properly speaking no data, (I, H,, 243)



All that the historisan reans, when he describes certain historieal facts
as his data, is that for the rurroses of a particulsr rpiece of work there
are certain rigtorical problems rclevant to that work which for the present
he proposes to treat as settled; though, if they are settled, it is only
becasuse rtistorieal thinking has settled them in the past, and they remain
settled orly until he or some one else decided to reopen them, (I. H., 244)

If the allered facts do not fit into a coherent and cortimuous picture
of the rast, if they do not "make sense" of the psst, they must be rejected:
It is thus the historian's picture of the past, the product of his own a
priori imacination, that has to justify the sources used in its construc-
tion, These sources are sources, that is to say, credence is riven to them,
only bacanse they are in this way justified, (I, H,, 245)
¥hatever the historian puts into this picture, he puts there because his
imarination demands that it be put there.

Thug, the historiecal a priori imagination poverns the course of the
bhistorian's work, the production of s coherent and contiruous picture of
the past, And thus, the i'ea of a coherent and continuvous picture of the
rast poverns the yrroducticn of » pietvre which is continuous and coherent,
The icea of an imaginary picture of the p¥st is the idea of history itselfl,
It is this {dea which serves as the criterion of historieal truth (I, il,,
248=249).

The idea of history, which is the product of the historical imarina-
tion, is innzte or a prriori and is a part of every man's mind, It is by
measuring up his picture of the pust to his idea of what a picture of the
past ourht teo be thet the historian decides upon the adegquacy of his own
pieture, and he knowvs that in no detail is 1t entirely adequate. "Every
nex reneration must rewrite history in its own way" (I, H,, 248), DBut
however fragmentary his work may be the ristorian is certain in his know=
ledce that the idea which roverned its production is "clear, rational and

universzl, It is the idea of the histerical imapinztion as a self=lependent,

self-ieterminine, and self-Justifyine form of thourht" (I, H., 249).
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The precedinr exposition of Collingrood's position should make clear
that for Collingwvood the idez of historvy is the court of l2st resort in
judring the truthofa historical ricture of the post, Its judpment is
finel, Severzl nuestions will be consifered eoncerning tris criterion,
Can it Z2jetinmish historiecal truth from historical fietion, from art? Is
the idez of history an "innate" idea®l Are tlie terms "coherent," "ecntin-
vous,” "meking sense" too varue to be trustworthy criteriaz of historieal
truth: Ie historiecal truth gaiﬁed by these criteria putlic or private
truth® I: the idea of history as a criterion a satisfactory answer to
historical skepticism?

Evidence.~-=The resemblance hetween the historian and the novelist is
great, In both the history and the novel the incidents and situ=tions
must form an integral part of the whole picture, and the development must
not be accidental but necessary, Toth are concerned with the analysis cf
characters and the exhibition of motives, Both are partly narration and
partly descrirtion, "Nothins is sdmissitle in either except what is
neceszary" (I, H,, 245=46).

But the difference is fundamental, The historian's task is to con-
struet = pleture of "thinrs as they really were and of events as they
renlly haprened® (I, f,, 246): his picture must be temporally and spatially
loeated; the novelist's need not be. And, again, "all history must be
consistent #ith itself" (I, H,, 246), Imaginary woriﬁs cannot conflict,
But, most important, the historian must rely upon svidence., His picture
"stands in a peculiar relation to something c2lled evidence" (I, H,, 24%).

Anything immedintely perceptible to the historian may serve as
evidence, Dut it is not evidence without the right kind of historieal
knovledge, "Historical knowledge can only grom out of historical know-

ledpe" (I, H., 247).
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However this may be, the Fisteorian I1s dependent upon evidence for
the truth of his narrative, shether the evidence is testimony, relics or
inscriptions, For all that the historlan may assert is "what the evidence
before him oblices him to assert" (I, H,, 204).

To extract historical knowledge from these percertible data the
histoerian must use a method of inference which more rosembles the methods
of eriminal detection than those of Aristotelean loric., The theory of
inference which identifies validity with form is not one which can bte used
in ristory, In fact the notion that the validity of inference can bte
determined solely by stiention to form is pernicious in any field und is a
delusion (I, H., 253).

The historical method of inference consists in "puttinc history to
the suestion" (I, II,, 269), Just 2s in crirzinal detection the detective
is armed with z guestion to whieh all other gquestions will be subordirale
("4ho killed John Doei"), so the historisn reads his gources with the
question he desires znswered already formulated, What ﬂistinguishes ais
questions frem those of the "scissor's-and-paste" historian's is that his
question if not "Is this statement true or false® bmt "4hat does this
statement meant® M#¥hat licht is thrown on the subject in which I am in-
terested by the fact that tris person made this statement, meaning by it
what did he mean" (I, H,, 275)7 Like the detective he does not ask the
question of witnesscs but of himself, and just as the detective formilates
questions as he goes which be~r a logical relation to the questinn he
expects ultimately to ansver, so the sclentific 'istorian "puts passages
to the torture" as he goes, but remembers alwsye “i¢ leading gquesilion,

The important thing sbout this logie of gquestion and answer iz that a
question is asked at every step in the arsument or irvestirstion, and that

evary succeedings quesliion is & new question learine a losical relation to



Il

the one trecedine it, "It is not enourh to cover the ground by having a
T E .
catalosue of a1l the questions that have to be asked, and askine every one
of them sooner or later: they must be asked in the rirht order" (I, H., 273).
Beside »=inr in the rirht order, the questions must Le "gensible" questicns
y 1 ]

that is, there must Lie some prospect of answerirg them:
To ask suestions whieh jyou gee no prospect of ansvering is the fundazental

i J F P £
sin in science, . . . Question anl! evidence, in Fistory, are corrs=lative,

Anythirr is evidence which enables you to answer yonr gquestion-=the question
you are acgkins now., A sensible auretion, , . 1s a2 guastion you ltave or are

roins to Yave zvidence for anssering® (I, H., 271),

The detective, like the historian, uses the question and answer method,
le makes dota evidence just as the historizan does: by the suestion, Dut
his ansver to the guestion he must answer is only prohable; that of the
kistorian is certain,

The guestions that will be asked concerning Collingwood's theory of
evidence are: In what way does historical method differ from ordinary
inductive method? What, if anything, is presupposed by the question and
answer method? Are the conclusions of the histeorlan more certain than
those of = cririnal investi ator?! Is Collingrood's theory of evidence
conslsternt with Lis ireory of interlor verifiecation, his doctrine thct the

historian suppliss his can criterion of historieal truth in his iles of the

.

past

Re=enactment,==The method by which the historian knors the "inside" of

past zctions after he has, by the logic cof ' nestion and answer, and by
eritieal hislorizal rethods, reached an unders‘znding of ahat these actions
were, is to re-enact the thoucht underl;ins those aelions in his osn mind
(I, H., 270). He re-enacts the past in %is own mind and thus and only thus
has historieal knowledge of it, This does not mean merely that his thonght
has the same object or content as that of the ristorical perscnage he is

attempting to understand, or, if it is the writing of a philosopher, that
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he understznds the meaning of the words and sentences he finds there; but
that he revives the very same acts of thought which were once the scts of
thcurht of the person he is studying; he ~ets into the "inszide" of the
action he is stulying and performs the very same acts of thought which were
performed by the agents in th=t aetion, e reach cur knowledge of whet
these men thourht by interpreting the =vidence which we have; and, in re-
enactin- or re-creating their trourht In the lirht of thig evidence, "we
ean krow, szc far as there is any knowledge, Lhat the thousrhts we create
sers theirs" (I, ., 206), The mere “=ct th-t we have someone's record of
his thovphts does not necessarily mean thzt we ean understand them, and
even *Yourh we are 2bhle to read and understand the lansuzpge in which they
ware written, e nust have a bLackeround of ~xperience similar to thit of
the ¥riter or we cannot hope to understand his thought (I, H., 300)., e
must have a re-dy sympathy with his ways of thinking,

TYere ean be no history of anything other than thought, becsuse there
can be historieal knowledge of only xhat the historian can re-—enact in his
own mind, and the object of historical knowledge is not thought content
(things thought about) but "the act of thinking itself" (I, M., 305), It
follows that "historical thinking is always reflection" (I, H,, 307),
becauge reflection is thoupht about thought, thought of the second-desree,
and this is precisaly what history is, Mot only so, but the osbject of
histeriesl thougkt is reflective tharght., Only scts which were preformed
in the ccnsciousness that trey were being performed, acts performed "on
purreose,” can be ochjects of historieal knowledre (1. K., 308=-300).

The guestions that #ill be asked concernine Collingwood!s theory of
re-enactrent are: Just what Is re-enactrment of 2 past thou/hitt liow does
the hilstorian know he is re-enncting =2 thousht: Does the theory of re-

enactment involve a theory of immediate inference, of historical intuition?
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Can there be re-enactment without absolutely certain historieal knowledge?
Is our knowledre of = particular person's thought or behavior dererdent

upon general knowledge? Lust we be sympathetic toward a particular way of
thinking to re-enact the thousht of people who think in that way? #hat is

the distirction between an act of thought and the content of a thourht?



CHAFTER II

HISTORY AND THOUSHT

History as the History of Thoupht
Cellinewood's philosophy of history is an ideazlist philesorhy. Iie
holds thet past thourht is the proper study of the historizn, The only

1

ceusal frctors in history are thoughts, Actions and events are of interecst
to tke historian only beecause they are expressive of, or are rescted to by,
thoughts, The only thoughts which can become the subject matter of history
are reflective thoughts, thoughts performed self-consciously and "on purpose”;
the only actions which are expressive of such thoughts are reflective
actions, Thus the historical narrative will be a coherent and continuous
narrative of past thought; it will construct a thought picture of the rast.

Three general criticisms may be mad= of this conception of the subject
matter of history: non-mental causal forces may not be used in historical
explanation; non=reflective mental forces, emotions and feelirgs, may not
te uged in histerieal explanation; and actlons which ecre not successful
ecannot he historienlly explained, The first two of these criticisms are
valid only if risterical mutters eannot be exrlaired without recourse to
non=-reflective and non-rurposive eausal i fluences, The third was recornized
and acecerted bty Collinywood as = censeqnience of his theory, The first
section of this chapter will attemrt to show that none-reflective and extra-
mental forces should be tsken into amccount in the Mistorieal narrative,

But, first, the characteristics of a thought picturec of the past may

be illustrated by the reconstruction of the stratersy of a foothall captain
14
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in making a play. The football eaptain will have had a yurpose whleh, if
successful, will have exert~d s eausal influence upon the purposes and
sctions of every member of the te-m. Not only willl every action rrow out
of the action wiich rreceied it, tut trese will rrow out of the envisared
ultimete purpose., The hard facts of the situslion are the hard facts us
the cuptain sees them, lie believes the orponent team's line to “e stronger
than his own, therefore he decides to pass tcmin his purpose, which is
to score and win, If he is successful in carrying out his purpose, we can
reconstruct his strategy from its accomplishment to its beginning, We can
see not only what his purpose was, but his implementation of that rurpose,
as well as the reason he implemented it in the way he did, #We can see that
with his view of the situation (the strength of the opponent team's line,
and so forth) he could do necthing else,

One question which can be asked concerning such & thought picture is
"Can everything which is relevant to this picture of the past be included
withoutl referring to extra-mental eausal forcesi” Accordins to Collinewood,
nature cannot affect spirit, #hat can affect spirit is the conception of
nature which we hold, Thus reorraphy or climite does not exert a causal
influence upon cur behavior, The fact th~t people live on =n island dces
not in itself affect tleir history, tut their conception of their position,
whether they conceive the sea as a barrier, an avenue te trade, a means of
securing food, does affect it, But, to return to ocur play, suppose the
football captain is subject, in damp weather, to a slight asthmatic condi-
tion, not enough to prevent his playing but enough to impair his efficiency.
Suppose that as a result of this condition he has a bad day (such as we
all sometimes have) and loses the game, although the experts had predicted
that he would win easily, Are we also to suppose that the damp weather

affected his "history," or may we assume that it was his conception of the



16

damp weather that =ffected it* Clearly the former, But if nature impinges
upon tre working of spirit in this instance why may it not do =o in others?

It seems to do so often enourh, If a person is very hunpgry, his
ability to concentrate upon other subjects is affected, If he has a head-
ache or sore back, his spirit is affected, I!lis actions and thoughts are
not just what they would be if he were able to give them his undivided
attention,

If nature really does affect sririt, =as it seems to, an explanation
of human actions which irneres this aspect of human behavior will be a
pertial explanation, MNothing that had a part in determining the course
those actions tcok cen be deliterately ipnored, If part cf the situation
in whick the action occurred was somethins other then the:ght, then that
muet e taken into account in deseribing the situation,

In addition to extrs-mental csusal forces, a vood case ean be made
for ircludinr non-reflective mental forces, emotions and feelings, in
historieal explanzation if for no other reason than their interest,

Hestricting the historian's subject matter to reflective thougnt
leaves out altorether this aspect of thought, The feelings and emotions
in which thought almost always operates, and which, perhaps, giveit part
of its force, and which certainly give It much of its interest, must be
entirely omitted from the historical narrative, Iiistory, under these
restrictions, would lose muech of its human suality; one of the most inter-
esting aspects of any historieal period is its emotional tone, A history
of the Enlirhtenment, Tor example, which omitted this emolionsl baekrround
would not be half so interesting and, rerhaps, not half sc enlichtening,

v tzken irto account

Ideas couched in emotive laniuare are not conpletel
ané, conseguently, net completely understood, unless their emolional tone

is considered. Aclions wrich, if inlerpreteld as colily reflective, would
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be inhumanly criuel are often rendered nore rational, or at leust nore

human, by explenation whieh “ogs take into account the emotional or psycho=-
lorical context out of xhich they arose, This is simply to say that cold
retionslity may secem profeoundly irretionsl,

There 1s scome queos'ion thethar we can construct z historieal narrstive

~

of an i stitution, say the church or the fzuily, without reflerence to
explanzticn in terms of feelings and emoticn., +e ean spesk, of course, of
the rurreose of the family as hein~ the propacation of the race, as if it
were deliberately planned for a utilitarian purrose, The same result could
have bheen taken care of in numerous other ways, dhat t'ere is of value
in the family ‘s not explained when the emotional and psychological needs
met bty thst institution are left out of the account, A history of the
church which omitted an exrlanation of its ritual, the confeszional, holy
days sould be a partizl history of church, One which explained them with-
nt reference to the satisfactlons they provide for psycholo-ieal and
unconscious needs would still he only a partial history.

One other limitation of Collinrwood's theory that all history is the
IFistory of thoupht 1s thet unsuccessful actions eznnet become the subject
matter of historical narratives, There esn be ne history of lost ba‘tles,
nnsuccessf] enleryrises; there can only be histories of viecloricis enter-
rrises, OSince this is so, cne rreat field of subijeet maitter ie forcver
closed to the historian, He may speculate in idle moments about the thouphts
of the loser, but historiesl knowledge of those thoughts he can rever have,
Collingwood pointed out this consequence of his theorv in his Autobiography;

and T. ii, ¥nox, in the preface to The Idea of History (pp. xi-xii), pointed

out a further consequence of what Collinswood said there, which is Lhat to
find out what a philosopher thought is, at the sawe time, to find out that
it is trne, As =2 comseauence, "211 philosorhical writirnes are either true

or unintellirible.”



If other typess of historical evplepnation than thourht are used,
unsvecessfnl actions can Ye exrlained, Histerians do exrlain unsuccessful
actions, If Collingwood is rirht, they could not do so if all history is
restrieted to thought,

If only reflective thourht and action msy ‘e the subject malter of
history, then much that is at present considered grist for the historian's
mi11 mist be expelled from the rrovince of history. Works such =s Toynbea's

A Study of Historv and Spencler's Decline of the dest are, accordine to

this criterion, larrely non-historieal =orks, although they deal with histor-
jeal matters in the ordinary sensc of past events, Any historr shich explrins
humen actions in cansal terms other than the teleolorical causality of human
purrose must be excluded from the field of hislory.

1

The cenelnsion to whieh this diseussion roints is that history should

jurs

rot be limited e explanation of pmst seclions and events in torms of
thourht alone, Any explansmtion cof humen sclions must take inlo account
human thoughts and purposes, tut external or internal forces which affect
those purposes must alsc bte taken into account, These forces include both
natural forces and feelings, A philosophy of history which restricts his-
torical explanztion to the province of reflectivé thourht is not arn entirely

adequate philosophy,

History as the Selence of lind
According to Collingwood history is the true science of mind, Thre
reason he holds t'is position is his belief that:

The body of human thourht or mental activity is a corporate rossession,

and slmost 211 the operations wrich orr minis perform nre operstions which
we learned to perform from others aho have performed trem already. OSince
mind is =tat it does, an’ human nature, if it is 2 rame for anythine resl,
is only = name for huran activities, this scouisition of ability to perform
determinate opsrstions is the zequisition of n Jeterrincte hummn nature,
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Thug the historical process is = process in wshich man creates for himself
this or that kind of bhuman nature by re-creating in his own thourht the
past to which he is heir, (I, U,, 220)

One sense~, ther, in whlch history is ihe science of human nature or mind

ig that ip history v¥e c-n discover whal mind has done and from that learn
what nind is capable of doing, UWind is wh=t it does, therefors in learning
what it dees we le-rn what it is, Not only do we dizcover what mind is bhut
se acquire mind (humsn nature) in the rrocese of :iscoverin: it, Our humzn
nature is rol restrictad to =hal it ifself has experienced immedi-=tely, htut
it may re—erecle the past and expand its possible limits to include the
total experience of the race, insofar as that is contained in present
historicsal knouledge,

There are some problems in this concertion of history which may con-
veniently te dealt with here, One of thess is to determine what Collincwood
means when he says that "mind is what it does.," This is part of Collincwood's
reneral view that structure cannot be differentisted from function, If
teins and doing were differentisted, it nay be noted, history wouli be the
knowledge of doine while ps"choloéy would be the science which discovers
the structnre ol the =ind, Bul the two, according to Collinswool, crnnot
e sperarsied, This view is related teo Collinrwcod's pesition, folloasing
Kant, thol "the nind'e knovledre of itself is its knowladpe of everything
else: 1in krovine iteelf it knows its worli, and in knowin~ ite sorld it
knows 1tse1f."% In kmowing the way in which the mind [unctions, the wzy
it knows itsg world, ve know tre structure of the mind, In knowine what
nind does w+ know what mind is, Thus if we knox the world of history we

know the worll of mind,

1Ccllinp«ood, Speculum ¥entis (Oxford, 1924), p. 29©,
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One ~uestion remains: Doez the statenent "the mind i3 whot it “oeg"
imply s behaviorietic tieor: of mindl Clollin'wcod's answer would be,

emrhaticzlly, no, dken Collinpwcod stsles thnt the mind is #hat it does,

-

he does net mean that the mpind is what the body does, kut the mind deoes

is to think and %o direst action; this sction is not to be sjuuted with

]

what the mind does, The wini is the thourht which sas the Inside of the
action, The movements of htodies in space is the outside of the sction, and
nith the outside of the nction the historian is concerned only so far as it
reveals the inside, Behaviorism rejects all such dualisms,

But how, the behavierict may ask, can we know the inside of en action,
whiech is nnohkservable and therefore unknowshle: Collinswood's answer to
thie objection is centained in 'ie treorv of re-enactment, This ihsory

-

forme o major part of tis theory of history and therefors s discussion of

]

its arplications w11l be fully trested in a l:ter chspter., It may be
menticned, however, that thia treory ie not a conpletely satisfactory
answer to tre oblsetion,

Ty 11ing hol i 30 kriow
the irelde of paet achions, we 1o know past thought, and re thereforeholds
that history is the true selence of mind, To know past thourht is to

think it, to re-create it in tke present. To know what mind has done is to
know what mind is, tacause for mind to know what mind has done in the past
presupposes mind's doing it in the present.

Given Ceollingwood's premices it would geem that there is no denying
his conclusion, If history is the fi~17 of endeavor which discovers past
thought, and if in discovering past thonrht w@we create 1t in the precent,
and if mind is what it does (i,e, thirks), then history is the true sciance
of mind, It is the science *hich discovers what aind Lhinks and is, It

ig not predictive tut d=gerirtive, iad 18 nol = siatie entily tut =
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dynamic process, The essence of a process is change, it is forever
becomine, To deseribe the mind of today is not to prediet the mind of
tomorrow,

e may arree with Collinpwood that history is, in his sense, the
science of mind without limitines the sphere of history to reflective thourht
alone, It may well he that "istory describes the mind, but it does other
trinrs as well, There is no need to limit its svbject natter so drastieally,
Collinswvoodls ohjection to this view would be that we ean only have histor-
ieal ¥novledee of what we esn re-enaet in our own minds and that only thoucht
can te so re-enacted, but, as has heen menticned, his theory of re-enact-
rent is itself subject to serio's limitations., On the other hanl if we ean
h-ve no ¥nowledge of historical thourht, history cannot be the science of
mini, even on Jollingwood's own showing,

But what =re se to make of Collinmwecod's statement in Speculum .entis

thet "the world of fact which is exrliecitly studied in history is . . .
implicitly nothing but the knowine mind as such": Can history he the
science of the knoving mind even if its object is not thought?Y Does the mind
deseribe itself in describing any objeet whatever? This seems to he the

conclusion at which Collingwood arrived in Speculum Mentis (1924) but when

later Collingwood wrote The Idea of History (1936) he no loncer spoke of

history as being a world of fsct but referred teo it as z world of thourht,
It seems cle=r that the clanpe was a necess2~y one from the point ol view
o eallinr history ile science of mind: If the mind deserihes ilsell in
desgeriting ary object, then every science is = sclence of mind, It would
gseem, in conclusion, that history's beiny the science of mind presupposes
th=t history he 2tle to know past thourht, How it is 2ile to oblain such
worledre is 2 methodolo:sieal rroblem which »ill be taken up when Colling-

wood's thecory of re—enictment is eonsidered, llistory =2s tle cclence of
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mind does not imply that history must be restricted entirely to the area
of reflective thought, And, in view of the limitztions imposed upon

higtory by this restriction it would seem that we may justifiably reject it,

Freedom

Refore passing on to Collinsrocd's pensral philosophical position
eoncerrin; the siztus of history we may profitably consider cne cther
daoectrine ¢l his =t ieh 1s very closelv related to history's being the history
of thourht, This is his view of freedom, This view has been imrlicitly
treat=d in the first.section of this chapter and nesd not detain us long
kere, The view is, brleflly, “hat the rind creates the gitustion in which
it finds itself, ‘Yothing exerts compulsion upon the mind except itself,
becaus~ nature cannot exert compulsion upon mind, The eriticisms offered
concerning this position need not be repeated,

One interesting aspect of this conception of human freedom ﬁay be
mentioned, however, The historlian in discovering the freedom of the people
whose thought he studies, when he is uble to see that their limitations were
limitations which their own reascn imposed upon them and not determinate
factors in the environment which coereced them, that their conception of
the sea as n» barrier, and not the sea, was the cause of their provinciality;
when the historian disecovers the freedom which Lhey enloved, he dlscovers
hig osn freedom, le ig ree tc write history in conplete autonomy, ile
has libersted hiunself from the yoke of Lhe naturzl sciences which cenceive
the presert lo have been the result of deterzincte past events, The rmind
is free of ratural science and its deterninism and may ercate its own
eitnztion, its own history, iits own human nature, its own past. This is

not a flight from reality because what is 75l is the mind,
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-
The attractions of this vier are owionas,™ o less ohbwious are their

implications for a theory of history which claims to rsive a piclure of
"things ag they reél]y were and of events as they really happened"

(I, H., 246)., If the world of hunan affairs is ereated by the uind, and

if the world of higtory is the world ol humen 2ffzirs, then the nistorical
event is created, Dut Collinpwood also wmaintains that history must be
obiective, Therefore the event is not created, Collingwood ean counter
that the event is, in some sense, created in being discovered to have
occurred, If this is what he means, it may be granted; twt how this dis-
tinFuishes history from any other science is not clear, If history is a
science of discovery, the histerian may be autonomous in the sense that his
methods of discovery are tested methods w':ich can be depended upon to
produce knowledge; but if the inductive methods of natural science are
necessary to discovery, the historian is not free to ignore them, History
need not fall, methodolorically, outside the province of natural science

in order for it tc be granted autonomy. The historian may be mzster in his
own house without being master of entire field of human knowledge, If
trere are pgood thinrs in other sciences which he can use, he can uge them
witrout sscrifieing his independence., If, =2¢ Collingwood snys, all know=-
ledre is historical knowledee and if historieal knowladre must be justified
before any other form of knowledre can Le, it follows that a general theory

of knowledge ig a theory of historical knowledye, If there are pood things

2That there is a great deal of trnth in the statement that the nind
creates its own situation may be illustrated by the story of a man sho
was roing to settle in a villape in whrich he had not lived, Upon asking
what type of people the villacers were, he was asked what type of people
his neirhtors had been in his o0ld villare, He replied that they had been
envious, spiteful, un-neighborly, His informant then told him that he
wonld find the reople of thie villare to e just like those of the old one,
Undoubtedly they were,
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in general theory of krovledpm which can he applied to specific protlenms
which arise In history as 2 specizl science, they can he used by the
philosopher of history w#ithovut loss of auntonomy,

. The coneclusions which have evolved out of this discussion of three
of Collingwood's key ideas are slightly unfavorable to his position, It
hag been ¢ranted that history may b-, if il can discover past thought, the
science of mind in Collingwood's sense, Restricting history to that field
alone has been seen to be 2 cramping restriction and one which is nct
necesaary, It has been decided that the historian is just ze free =snd
autonomous as sny other scientist, but not more so., He does not make him=-
gelf more inderendent Ly renouncing the tesled methods of minine knewledre
uged in the natnral sciences, The methods of the sciences which may be so
applicahble are prart of the fund of general xnowledge acquired by the race,

and no one makes himgelf more autonomons hy discarding any renuine knowledge,



CHAFTER I11
THE IDEA OF HISTORY

The primars task which Collinywood sebt himself in his philosophy of
history wae th L of astablishing history zs an avtononous pursuit of
knowloadpe: he wished to show Lhat history is not dependent upon Lhe methods
of naturel science but has g methodolopy of its osn, The historian is to
be free to yrursue his own ends in his own way, with the assurance that
the conclusions to which his method leads him are true conclusions and are
as important to the satisfactory conduct of human affairs a2s are the con-
clusions of natural science, !istory is not to be subsumed under natural
science nor is the problem of historiecal knowledge sclved by a theory of
knowledre which accounts for knowledge in the world of natural science,

The problem of establishing history as an autonomcus science independent of
natural science is the problem of discovering a theory of historical know-
ledre whiel will account for and solve the nctorious diffienliies involved
in deronstra*ing th=t our historie=zl knowledre 1is really knowledre and not
merely orinion haged on faith in the testimony of econterporary oliservers.
Thus, If ristorieal knowledge is to be firmly itnsed, faith in testimony and
so forth must be supplanted by scme more satisf{aclory means of attaining
historiecal ¥nowledpe. liot only so, tut those means must be shown to be
solidly based, either hecause they are capatle of verificntion or hecause
they are based, in some other sense, upon the realitles of experience,

Cecllingwood chose the latter method, beecause historical events carnot te

25
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reproduced for verificntien, The realities »f axyerience upon which

4 & 1

Cellins~unnd hased hisg theorr af higlorical “roledee vare the Innuaie or
a nriori historienl ipnrinaticn, which supplies us with the idea of history;
and the ability of the h'storian to revive an aet of thought which he is

studying, The latter 1is his dnctrine of re-enactment,

The "Copernican" Revolution in Theory of History

The problem which Collingwood attempted to solve with his doctrine
of the a2 priori imagination was the prrohlem of historical skepticism:

The doctrine that about the past we can have not knowledge but opirion
only: and this becauge of the untrustworthiness of testirony, which
accordine to the skeytie, is our only irportant link with past humsn
actions, The purrosc of the ?octrino-of the & rriori imaginution was to
work ~ Kantiar revelution in the theory of history, to set history on its
feet ns a hong fide tranch of human knowledre,

To werk this revolution the doctrine shifts the point of reference
from the historian's authority to the historian, ‘ust as the FKantian
"Copernican revolution" shifted the peint of reference f'rom nature to the
nind of the obhserver, Just as the mind becomes a2 law-giver to nature, the
historian's mind becomes the criterion for the validity of its c¢ithorities,
No longer ia the historian subiect to his authorities in the sense of
swallowing whole what they have to tell him; they are subject to him,
because their staterents must meet the test of the a priori imacination
(1. 7., 245).

The histerieal (5 priori) imagination is thus elsimed to be an interral
part of the human mind so far as it jg Aisticetively human, It roverns the
way the mind looks at the past, =2nd the historian's pielure of the past must

confarm, insofnr zs it is ndequate, to his ijea of what an imarsinary rieture
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of the p=st ourht to be (I, ¥,, 249), This idea of the past is the idea
of the past as a continuous and coherent world of thoucht, It is the idea
of history itself, And that idea is,using Kant's terminolopgy, a priori;
vusing Descartes', innate (I, I',, 247),

The term "picture of the past" is smbiruous and may mean z picture
whick corresronds to the past as it really was, but this possihility is
rejected by Collingwood heczuse of the impossitility of compzrinc the
picture with its oricinal (I, ., 288); the other possihility is that 1t
is used metapherically to mean an account of the past which falls into
place 1ike the parts of a picture, 2n account which is coherent and contine
uous and "maker sense (I, 1., 245); this is the sense in which Collinswood
uses the lerr, It must be continuous in the sense that ovory zet must
lead into the next and grow out of the l.st; it must he coherent in the
sense that the total pictur~ must hanp together and make sense, and every
character, situstion, and action must have been so bound torether that
what happened was all that could have happened, A minor difficulty con-
cernine the possibility of having a "picture" of human thought in the past,
which is the sole conecern of history, is thus resolved,

The historian does not compzre his picture of the past with the past
a8 it reczlly was but with his idea of what a pictur: of the past ourht to
be, and this ides is a part of the furniture of his mind and serves as his
criterion of Fistoriezl truth, He is thus in a pesition to reject state-
ments or Jiscard (or, at le-st, Lo "reinterpret") evidence which Joes nct
fit into u eoherent an? econtinuous picture which makes sense (i, H,, 244-
245-248),

Collingwood has thus established the =avtoromy of the historian, The

historian is not a mere "scissors-ani-paste" copyist who accerts the



picture of the past found In his authorliies, hovever incoherenl 1t mzy be,
He ecnstructs his pieture according to an indvhitable principle: 1t must
"neke serse."

But has Collinswood solved the rrohlem which he started ocut to solve,
the problem of historieal skepticism! <“hether or not tie has hinges, rerhtans,
in part, upon the fidelity of the anzlory between his "Cecpernican revolution®
in the theory of historical knowledge and fent's in his general theory of
knowledre, The Kantian hypothesis consists in maintaining that the structuvre
of the mind governs the way we experience reality, Therefore it is g priori
certain that an object of percertion will be in space and time and will be
subjeet to "causal" sequence, The theory does not maintain that we know
reality, merely that what we can know of it must conform to the structure
of the mind, The way in which reality is apprechended by the human mind is
thus the same for all human beings, because the manner of apprehending
reality depends upon the structure of the human mind as such,

It 1ie by no m-ans certain that the historieal imapination ic a
gtrnctural part of the humen mind, If we ean find mature persons who do
not view tke past as ecentinuous, coherent and "making sense," what are we
to say concerning the adequacy of the theory:! That there are such persons
Collingwood would have been the first to adrit while he was combatting
"irreticrelist" tendercies ir econtenporary thourht, Any theory =l:ich
descrites history as "a juxtaposition of things standing to one ancther
in merely externsl relations" (I, i,, 299) would deny Collingwood's thesis
that every mind has an idea of the past as coherent and continuous, Certain-
ly we do not find anyone who denies that he views ohjects in space and time
or that events occur in sequences which seem causal, To maintain that if

people have not come to view the past in the way Collingwood postulates,
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they have not attzined mental maturity, as Collinrwood sometimes seems to

argue, is to hey the guestion,

Foints of View
The theory is far from a completely sotisfactory ansmer to skepticism

ever if it Is accepted, The varueness of the terms "ceoherent," '

‘eontinnous,"”
"making sense" renders them zlmoet vselass, except =s horistory symbols,
ahat, is coherent sense at one point in history may well be inccherent
nonsenee at another, dhdit "makes sense" to 2 "arxist may be nonsense to

a Thomist,

Collinmvroo” recornized this lirmitetion of his theory aznd =zccepted it
a8 yreferable to the limitations of scissors-and-paste history (I, 4., 22¢,
24F). It at lenst allows the historian autonomy in workinc out his owsn
destiny.l But for historical skepticism we are unable to substitute any-
thirg more satisfactory than historicel relativism, the well known "frame
of reference" theory of historieal knowledpe, According to this theory
every historieal writer has a "frane of reference" and his work can only be
judred in relation to the "frame of reference." This "frame of reference"
consists of the writer's own emotional and intellectual backeground, his
nationality, the cultural milieuv, the prevalling "elimate of opinion,"
ete, All these factors mold the writer's point of view, and his point of
view permeates hirc ertire work, The "frame of reference" nay te the result

of a combination of indeypendent factors, as those menticned above, or

IHOWﬁver, Collinrwood did not feel thai avtornomy was sufficient,
"It is net sncurh that hietoriesl science should be autenomous or
crestive, it must also b= cogent or obLjective; it must impress iiselfl as
inevitable on anycne who is =ble sndé willing to comsider the prounds upon
which it is baged, and te think for “imself what the cornelusioneg are to
which trey point, (I, i,, 2645)



those fzctors =y le econditicned by some one antecadent fnctor, as, e.7.,
in the Unryist theory of iieclory, scornmic forces,

Trere is sore zuesiion, however, =g to zhethrer Sollinrwood ie free
to held tiie treory in any “orm in view of his otler commitwents, 1f{ the
ect matter of higbtory is puryesive seticr and thonzhi, and i ine
tistor, of history or historians i¢ alsc history, ig it le;itimate to
exrlain s historian's, or, for that ma'ter, anyone nlse's, thought in
terms of non-mental antecedent factors or conditioning influences of a
causal nature: The answer is no%?

Wten a historian asks "Why did this historian write from the par-
ticular point of view from which he wrotei" he means "ihat did this
historian think, which made him decide to write from the particular peint
of view from which he wrote:" Thus the point of view chosen by anyone
is the product of reflection and not a2 chance conficuration of unconscious
georraphieal or tenporal prejudices, It follows that the phrase "uncon-
gclous hlag" would be a contradiction in terrms, zhen applied te any
historian, For thre hins to be historically knowable, it must have leen
censcicusly keld, For reflective acts, whether physical acts or acts of
thourtt, acts wiich were done "on yurrose," "are the only subject-rztier
of wistory" (I. ., 309).

Zut can this aspect of Collinfwood's theory be harmonized with his

-

rind or culture think what they have

o

viers that the pecple in 2 egiven p

been tausht to think (I, H,, 317)% Reflection, sccording to Collingwood,

2¥hen tre historian uses the word “cruse," he uses it in a special
sense, "#ren an historian asks 'Why d4id Prutns stab Caesar®' he wmeans
'4rat did Brutus think, which made him decide to stab Caesar?' The
cause of the event, for him, means the thought in the mind of the person
by whose apency the event come abcut: and this is not somethins other
than the event, it is the inside of the event itself," (I, H,, 214-215)
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is thourht zhoul thouzht, Only reflectiva thought can become the sublect
matter of history, Thinking what we hava been taught to think is unre-
flective thourht, thourht not thought z2bout hut accepted, OSuch thourht
carnot be historical subject matter, Therefore either histerical knowledge
is irpossible or people need not slw.ys btelieve what they have heen tau;ht
to think, They can reflect upon the Heltanschauung of their culture and
eriticize it, They can reflect uron their own criticism and ecriticize
that, Therefore the historian need not evaluate other countries from the

point of view nf the accerted values in his own country, He nced not, Iin

N

izationg or periois, Jjuire them from the roint of view

judeins othor elvil
ie oxn period, lle may Just ae easily juire his own period wmfavorably
in comparison te an 2arlier, as the early pretesiants did.

"frame

Sorme further ceonsemences of Collin:wood's excursion irnto the
of refererce" theory may “e pointed out, Our "piecture" of the world
{(reint of view) is the pleture it is hecause that ig Lhe way we have been
taurht to think, And our point of view is alid only for us uand for
people situsted like us, but for us it is valid (1, H,, 108), Therefore
the way we bave been taught to think is the way we ourht toc think, because
we have to think in some way, and there ie no alternative way for people
in our situation to think, In other words, the way we have heen taught
to think is valid for us, It followxs that the =2y other people huve been
taurht to think is valid for them, There can Le ne dispuling sbhout
validity, then; it is as privates a matter as taste,

Collingwood's position, on this analysis, shades into the historiecsl

-

skerticlien st

[N

ch he was attenplin- to aveid, because if the historian can
only think in the =zay he has been tavehi to think, whal sssurance has he

that the way ba hag heen taupht to think is such as to give him any knowledpe
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krorledyeatl  llow does he know that he is

abont the pash, much less certain
not wordins *heughts, which ware totally foreirn to the minds of the actors,
into past actions’ Tanifes’ly, he sust know th:t the wav he thinks is
valid, and v2lid net enly for him tut publiely and universally valid, or
he can hav: no assur-nee whatever that he has attzined to anything hicher
than Listeoriesl opinion, ilisterienl relativism is thus only one step
removed fror histeoricnl skepticism and lorieally entzils it.

Tiwe Collinweood is nct Tree to hold the "frume of reference" theory
of histery, If the histerian has a peint cf view, and he must have one,
it must e one wrich he has chosen freely and not one forced upon him by
his ervirconment, I he cannot choose his point of view critiezlly, i.e.,
reflectively, "on purrose," his thought carnot become historical sublect
matter, The same is true of any person, !iistory as the history of reflec~
tive thourht is not possible on a "frame of reference" theory, It is
rossible only; if the point of view may be arrived at independently,

Collingwoord is not asltorether consistent in his position concerning
the wv21i3itr of roints of view, Ile sometimes seems to hold that there is
an ohiectivelr valid point of vie- from which historieal evidence must he
evalunted, This view is implicit in tis st tement (I, if,, 265) that for
historiesl conclusions to be chlective they must imprerss themselves on

rnyone wtro censidered tre jroundes on whlek theyv are based as lnevitable.

Ferhaps the

)

cint of view he presurposrs here is a scientific peint of view,
on irpariisl, disinterested roint of view; hecsuse 2 yperscn wlo held the
roint of viea Uiat providence had rlayed an isyortant part in history

wonld not be llkely te accert conclusions reached throucsh the application
cf determiristic principles,

Collingwood's claims for the historical imarination as the scle

criterion of historical truth have heen seen to he somewhat exapgerated;
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because nol sverycone vieds Luoe past as 2 continucws anl coherent crocass,
nnd those w2 do are not arreed 2s %o bt ecnghitntes echerence; and
heesnt e Ly ils eriterion every historieal vork that is "eoherent" and
1

Hoeontimious™ and "zzakes sense’ is true, istories written fror any point

of view are "true" for the peorle who hold thrat point of view,

Truth and Fletion
Collingwood recorrizes this limitation of his treory and attempts,
with indifferent success, to hartonize his doctrine that the historieszl
imapination is the sole criterion of historical truth with the position
that the truth of a historical narrative depends upon evidence, If the

1,

historical ima~ination is the criterion by which we juire “"e'rer to

accept or reiect evidence, :s he exylicitly =tates on pace 245 of The Idea
of Historg,3 is it possible that he ean, consistently, =uintain, z¢ he dosas
maintain on pare 246, that the only wav e ean ludre the truth of a
kistorieal narrative is ‘v conslderine 1ts relation to the evidence,

The trth of tire narralive derends uvpon the evidence, =" ich Jepends uyon

the historiecal imarination, Therefore the only way e con Judre the

J"Suetonius tells ne Lhat Nero at one time intended to evacuate

Hritain, I reject his stzatement, not because any better authority flatly
coniradicts it, for of course none does; but tecause my reconstruction

of Nero's policy hased on Tacitus »ill not allow me to think that Suetonius
is right, And if I am told that this is merely to say I prefer Tacitus

to Suetonius, I confess that I do: but I do so just becsuse I find myself
able to incorporate what Tacitus tells me into a eoherent and continuous
picture of my own, and eannot do thig for Suetonius,” (I, F, 245)

4"I‘he tistorian's picture stands in a peculiar relation to something
cnlled evidence, The only way in which the historian or any one else can
judre, even tentatively, of its truth Is by considering this relation;
and, in practice, what we mean by askins whether an historical ststerent
ie true is whether it can be justif€ied by an sppesl to the evidence: for
a truth unable to be so justified is to the historisn a thing of ne interest."
And "genuine history Las no roor feor ihe rerely rrobzble or the -erely
possible; 211 it permits the historian to assert is shat the eviderce
Lefore him oblires him to assert." (I, 1., 204)



truth aff the narretive f2 Y2 gnngider jis rel-Lian Yo bhe Miz*eprical
Ima-ipstinm to s2e thebthar 1L is econtinuous snl eoherent and —-akes sense,

Cortainly it is net eroush to astablish hislory as an autonerous
forr of Ynowledsa or ng 2 forn of Ynovledpe at all Yo mnintain that the
aesthotic ~unlities of the historical picture ruarantees its truth, It
is enly by =n exarpersticon th:t we ean sax that in history we have in-
duriterle or necescary knowledpe (I, il,, 252), and at the same time say
the resson we reject Suetenivag'! account of Nero's poliey as false and
accert Tacltus' nccount as historiecal truth, is that we prefer the coherent
picture into which Tacitus' account fits to the not so coherent one which
wonld incorrorate Suetenius' account, The only way in which we could he
sure that Tacitus' account is true wouldl be to have a priori knowledre
that the rore ccherent a pleture is the more true it is, In this case we
conld rot know that Suetonius' aceount is false, cnly that it is less true
than Tacitus!, The resson is thlat the plcture into which Swetonius' account
fits is enherent,; mt it ic less colerent thran that Into w'ich Tacitus'
fits, It is nct encugbh that 2 coherent picture be true, tecause then ve
must accept bothr Tacitus' apd Suetorius' account, for they will hoth fit
inte 2 coherent picture, The ~cre echerent ricltures must Te more true, or
we have no lasls for ehrosing hetwecen them, But if we have such a priori
knowledce, we must zecept the feoet that the rovelist!s aceccunt of the past,
the historical novel, »ill te the truaest historiesl scecount hecause the
novalist is nowkrere tied dosn Ly evidence; he earn constrnet a ricture of
the past which is truly ideal, the past as it ought to be, coherent,

cortimions, meking senge, aesthetically satisfyinr.s

5ce, A, D, fonzley, Theory of Knowledpe (3t. Albans, Bneland: 104C),
pr. 1A0ff,




apology

™t, we can offer in defense of Collirgwood!'s eriterion, the criterion
rrovides i reaponable explanation cencerning tre reasons higtorians disarree,
cen of rood irtellizence divfer as to what i3 or ig not proved by a riven
collecticn of data, If there was univers=al arreement 25 to what constitutes
evidence for wial, ills would not he the case, lLen of reod intellirence,
amon:~ them “rrk Train, have decided, from the availeble dets, that Shake=-
gresre conld not liave wsritlen the pleys attrilubted to him; men of equally
irood intellipence consideriny iie same data, in, rerhars, a different
1irvy, hove arrivad st the opposite opiaien, The fermer sve not bwen able
to rerm 3 eolorant plctury of tue past that includes Shakespesre having
writien ihe Shekespear=an plays; the latber are unable to form n cclerent
picturs of the pagt without his inclusi-n as the author of those plays,

Thus If Collingwood has done nothing else, he has described the state
cf affrirs that exists in the world of historieal writing, He has given
g plausihle exyplanztion for the existence of differences of opinion, But
the tusiness of a eriterion is to seftle Aifferences, not to explsin them,
A criterion which does not do %' is is no eriterion, A theory concerning
the ieg of the posb as 2 crilerion richt he offered as the reason for
difforerces of opinion, Dut tle criiericn as g criterion would rot le so
offered, Thut Collinrrcod's erilerion estahlishes history 2s an sulcnorons
gcience is oper to dispute, Sc loug, us thére are antithetical histories
Ty

miect, so leng as intellipent historizns reach

sng soncarning Lhe szsve rstier, so lens as ther construct
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e grmst, o long #Ill Llera Le¢ skepticiso concerning
the valiiity of historiczl knonlsdre, Only if scme one way of interpreting
the evidence ie, il rot valid, at leasi more nearly valid, ean we affirm

that one history is more nearly a true picture of the past than arother,
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And this entalls thzat one point of view, one ides of what constitutes
coherence, continuousness, making sense, be meore nezrly valid than others,
As z matter of fact, historians rererally, inecluding Collinwood, do
criticize other historians as if some cne method of looking at the past,
some cne method of interpretinc the evidence, was more nearly valid than
cther metho's, They epezk of one historian as being biased toward tlis or
that interpretation of history, toward, perhaps, a Ahirrish, or a ‘arxist
interpretzation of the past; they sreak of a hislorian being thrown off
historieal bal=snce by being hissed for or apainst a rrest-man or deter-
minist theorv of history, And, to use another example, all of us, as
participants in, and interested olservers of contemporary history, nelieve
that some newspapers, which are, after all, narratives of contemporary history,
2t least in part, are bhelter than others in reportine contemporary events,
The reports written by staff corresponients of newsparers with different

points of view, say the Chicaro Tribune, the St, Louils Fost Dispateh, the

Associzted Fress, and the Daily dorker, ever thourh they are written on the

sane event, will differ very considerably.
But the foet that the peorle who hold the basic presuprositlions of tie

Chiearo Tribtune or the [cst Dispatceh wouli, respectively, hold that their

historieal interpretation is the correct one, and that their picture of
past events is more "objective" than that of the other raper, is not crounds
for believing that either is right, This holds for professional historians

as well.6 To find whether any way of picturing the past is a better way

6

Even if historians were unanimous this alone would not be crounds
for believing that they +-re right, Authors are unanimous, according te
Collinpgwood, not because they are right but "bec-usze of the depth of their
irnorance ., . . . It is only when they knor nothing, or next to nothineg,
that they begin to apree. Ancient history ie easy not btreanse its frets
are certain 'mt beczuse we sre st the merey of Yerodotus or come cther
writer . . . . Speculum _entis, r. 237,
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than others would necessitste evaluztine points of view, And this would
protably involve establishing a partiecular metaphysiecs and a partienlar
theory of value, But diffarences here are, seemingly, irresolvable, Are
we to suppose, then, that basie differences are due, at leust in part, to
psychelocical make-up? At any rate, there seems to he little likelihcod
that there will be universal zrreement amonc historiszns as Lo what s and is
not a2 true historical picture of the past so lonr as differences exist among
them ss to what constitutes a pricture of the past which is coherent, con-
tinmmous, and mekes sense., lor does It seem likely that different roints
of view w111 te assimilated intc one point of view which will bhe univer=-
82117 rerarded as valid,

It #ould seem, then, that if Collingwood is right in holding tha
a historian's idea of what a picture of iie past ousht to be determines
what he will consider a particular datum to be evidence for, and he does
seem to be right, a mild historieal skepticism concerning any particular
historical work is in order; not skepticism in the sense that history is
denied to contain any truth, but in the sense that the student does not
swallow xhole what he finds in any particular historian's work, He
accepts no historian's work =2z the ultimate word on any subject, He is
a2 historian himself and has his own idea of what a pleture of the past
ourht to be; he h=ag his own point of view, his own idea of what "mokes
gsenge" of the mist, He is free tc consider the evidence and the varicus
orinions and come to his own ccnelusion on the suhject, In heing skeptical,
ke, in some mcneure, compensstes for any disadvanta e there may b= in
hzving various historical opinions; what he smins in the incrense of his
critlicel posers, in the satisfuction there is to he had in Indepen:ient

work and juirment, may more than compensalte for any psycholerieczl disadvantage
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there is in not havipg historieal truth ready-made for him, Thus a
theoretical ohstacle to knorledge vresents a challense and an opportunity
for growth,

This is, adrittedly, n wonk delense of Collincwood's theory =nd is
more an rspolory than = cdefense; tut it seems to le the best that can be
offered, Fromhlyv other eriteria of historieal truth ean and will be

offered mhich are rore satisfectory. The historian's present krowledge of

rigtory wae offered as & eriterion by Collinswood in Cpeeulum Lentis (1. 212)

nd lzater rejected hecause of its cireularity, Ite similarity to the idea

2

of higtory as a eriterion is ohwvious, hecause the histori:n's idea of
nistory will be a function of his historical krowledge also. The way
Collingwood sought to avoid tris cireularity was to call the idea of

history 'innate'; btut the variety of ideas of history belies this; or,

if it is innate, it is too vague an idea to be a good eriterion,



CHAFTER IV
HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

Collingwood ig careful to distinguish the business of the historian
from that of the novelist, and his grounds for doing so are th=t the
historian's picture purports to be true, The historian is dependent upon
the evidence; it is not enough that his pieture he coherent; it must be
justified hy the evidence., Althourh we have seen some difficulties In
this view, it remains to consider Collingwood's theory of evidence more
closely, |

But hefore considerins Collincwood's rositicn eoncerning evidence in
detail, il may be well to mention two other restrictions upon the historian
in his =2ttenrt to construet s yicture "of thincs as they really were and

= i . \ = 5 P
of events as they reslly harpened" (I, !, 24%), from which the novelist

¥
m

is frec, These are that the historian's picture must he loealized in
gpace and time and that "all history must be consistent aith itself"

(I, #,,246), The first poses no problem, hut the second is not altorether
clear, "History" must mean "historical narrative of what happened" rather
than "what reslly happened," hbecause events carnot he either consistent

or inconsistent, either with themselves or with anythine else, DBut
"history" in the next sentence seems to mean "what reallyhaprened," for
Collinpwood speaks of there heling "only one historiezl world," Int if it
means "historlezl narrative," it must mean that every histerical narrative
must Le eonsistent with ev-ory other histerical narrative, for 1f it means

only th«t evary Listorieal na-rative must be consistent «ith jtself,

39
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history is no different from the novel; every novel must be consistent
with itself, or it will not te coherent, it will not "make sense.," But
historieal parratives are just ss apt to be inconsistent as not, Tacitus'
pileture of Nero's policy is inconsistent with that of Suetorius, Aictually,
Listorice] narratives cannot even be independent because "therc is only
one histori-al world, snd everything in it must stand in some relation to

everythine olse," Dut we do not find that historical narratives are cone-

e
L5 ]

tent; therefore unless the statement ls analytie, i,2.,unless what it
states is thal every historiesl narraiive which is true is ecnsistent with
averv other historical narrative which is true, it must mean that they
ourht to be econgistent; it does not tell us, then, wherein history und

art differ tut sherein they oucrht to differ, because art is not subject

to lociecel norms,

Evidence and the Idea of the Fast

According to Collinewood evidence is simply any immediately ohservable
or perceptible fact which can be used as evidence, Anything in the per-
ceptitle world can hecome evidence for the historian, thls potsherd, this
trench, this wsll, this manuscript, this statewent, if it will answer Lthe
qu~stion the historian is asking: llow did these people ohtain their
livelihood! iThat type of warfare was used when this battle was fou ht:
das this o warlike or an agricultural people® «dithout Lhe question the
evidence is dum®, =nd withent historienl knowledse t?erelﬁs no aurstion
1. 1., 2L7). Thus, without knowledpe and without the gqueation thare is no
evidence; there is only brute fzct,

This is not the view of historiesl evidence which holds that the
evidence is "objective," whick holds that the same historical datum will

mean the same thing to all men, Historieal data are ohlective, hut their
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implicstions 2re mnt an olwicus i1zt thess is unanimous arreecnent cuneerning

their stztnus ss avidence, Datz is evidence only lLeeaise it 1s Interpreted,
Questior and evidence are mutuslly interdependent, The datum is evidence
beeause it answers the question, #ithout the datum the guestion woul. not
be asked; without the question the datum wonld not be evidence, There is
ro cuestion of a d=tum Yeing eviderce for any particular hypothesis, it

may be‘evidence for hundreds, It ig evidence for any hypothesis that will
explsih it, The amount of krowledee brought to btear upon the datum will
determine what it is evidence for, The wind ahistling trrourh the mountains
will be evidence for one man, at ome time, that there are devils in the

mountainsg; for another man, at another time, that the toporraphy of Lhe

L

Yvrkeo sense" to one man is non=-

mountain je of 5 certain charaeclor, ahat '
sense to the other, This examyle is not so good as it mirhl be, because
there iz no difference of opinion as to who is rifht, Iut there have been
in thte r-cent past, differences of opinion arons literary historians as to
what Sha¥egroire's will is evidence for, UCUne side is certain it is evidence
that he coull! not have written the plays, thuit no genius capable of writing
trer ecoul? have been so crude, spiteful, znd miserly azs the will displays
him to be; the other side is equally certain theot the #ill can bte expl-ined
ir a sztisfactory marner witheut recovrse to impsachment proceedings; the
customs sere different then than now; artistic temperaments are notoriously
erratic, ete, The d tum (Shakespeare's will) is evidence for two incompatible
positions, Here it is especially evident th«t the ouestion presupposes
historieal knowledpe: Knowxledge about the ways in which human beings nct,
knowledee zhout the authentiecity of decuments,ete,

Collir wood would, presumahbly, deny that our knowledge of Chakespeare's

btehzvior depends upon our reneral knowledze concernins the way in which

artiste ordinarily ‘Yehave; but his theory of hov we explain human actions,



his theory of re-enictment, is noi, as we shall sce, 4 whelly Justifiad
acconnt ol our knowledpe of Lheose achtions, In adiition it

ennsiatent =it his theory of quesltio

o o 3o e YT
o e quesLion prefupposes
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krowledpe; “hecefore, = question corcerning Shakespenre's thourht and
baksvior presuproses knoiledege about the thourht and behovior of human
beinegs in renerzl and of artists in particulsr, and our knowledge of
ertists #i11 he knowledve of artists in ,encral,

Tre point which it is Important tc note with regard to ocur illustration
is that different answers are viven toc the sane cuestion, using the same
datum, Not only are tre arewers different, tut they are incompatible, How
can this bel 1Is not evidence "objectivei" Can we not show once for all,
to everyone's satisfetion, that one “r the olher answer is bthe only one
possible Tor intelligent ment Or may Intelli-ent men continue to Ai7fer

’ !'i ™,

Bul suppose the evidence preponder-

| de

on tlis multer as they Jdo on others

L

%

"How can it do that ir listorie-l malters

Is

ates on nne side or the oller,

[%

of thie sort® The point at issue is what the data are evidence for." "Dut
the data which are used us evidence are much rore elaborate than you have

*

ind

P +

iested, " Irue, bt suppose they are amensble te the same treat-eni, as
they ¢fter nrs In matters of centroversy." "Then me shovld suspend judp-
rent." "l'istorians do not do so, or there would be no difference of
opirion." "Then ther choose the position on which the evidence seems to
them to preronderate,” "But this is to say that they have interpreted

the evidence to preponderate on one side or the other.,"”

If this imapinary dialogue has served its purpoce, it has shown th=zt
Colliniwood's theory of evidence is perfectly consistent with his theory
of the higtoriezl imagination, Evidence is only evidence when it answers
the historian's ques ion, and tle answer the ovidence viviag will derend

1 [

upon how it is interpre'ed, which Is Lo say thal ahat tte eviderce proves
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depende upon vhat "rakes sense" to the historian, what he can incorporate
irnte his coterent and errtiruons ricture of the rast., The question
presuppﬁs:s listorical ¥nowledee, and "histerical knowledre can only :row
out of historical knosladpe" (I, H,, 247),

This neans simply that the past is ordered, by the mind, into =
ectarert ard continucus svster, and thal ne slways start from where we

.

are when ue ~alr kncvledes,

-~
4

ur historical knovledre moy 'e secanty, ss

th-t of 1 two~y-=r-cld, or it mar b~ tremendous, ag thit of a Toynhee;
but, erever wa ore In the smeale, our historiezl knowledre will srow out
of the higtorierl 'movledre e rossess, Adhether the idea of the past is
"innzte” or empiricalls arrivaed st theoi~h the rersistence of memory may,
hoever, Yo a2 mtter of diszmute; Mui, in =nr ecise, it is fuhiamental ides
which Is ermmon Yo maniind. All of uws have an idea of the past. Lost of
us, perhars, have an idea of the past In Collingwood's sense: an idea of
the past as coherent and cortinuous and making sense,

Sveh ar attempted analysls ag has here been wiven of the problem of
eviderce in higtoriczl metters tends to obscure the fact that at any given
roint in the historiecal process histerizns are pretty cenerally agreed as

to whret 1s evidence for what, This is8 to sav that at any; given point in

history tte historical knowledre svailsble is renerally available, and

"

nat the accepted methods of interpretine evidence are grenerally szccepted
vy aistorians, At a different zaint $n the Fistorliezl yrocsre other nethods
cf intzrpreting the svidence will be widely aceerted., The data available
er evidence ma2y te the sgage in hoth czses; shat wil)l have chanred is the

netre? of interpretation,

e g¢fmilarity Letween the inductive metbods of the ratursl sciences
in exylaining dila and the method of khistory ie 7:zirly close, lowever,

one fundsmental difference is that history is concernad with events wi:ich



lons2r olsorvaile and which are npot eapalble of reproductlon for

are ne
verifientirn of historical conelusions, Ve can revise our histories to
necount for any newly diseoversd zaterial on thelr subject matter, int
advance In hlsloric.l knowledge, accoirding to Collinpgxood, does not comne
ahonl so much in dliscovering new raterial us it dees in discovering how to
nse the materisl we have, The whole perceptible world is evidence for

thn Yigloriarn Sf ke has the knew-hos to make it evidence, This know-how can
only come rom historieszl knorledge, and historieal knorledge is the content
which receives its form from the idea of history itself. The hisloriecal
imerination supplies the form to historiecal knovledge, and the form and
amount of knoxledpe we rossess determines what we can or can not use as
rvidence, Thos Collingwood's theory of evidence is not only consistent

tut is entailed by, his theory of the historieal imasinatior,

iz somewhat avcessive claims for Lhe validity of nistorieal
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infarence “rom the evilence, cloinmine th:t historieal inference from

s ter of probatility only btut of necessity, thail a rood
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historical Infzrence hears more resenblance to g lemonstration in wathe-
raties than to inductive gonelusions of the type resched in criminel inves-
tiat7rng or crivinal trisls, is the result of a teo rrent derendence upon
ue historicnl imarinalion as t(he criterion of historical truth, The
Aiffienities ‘nvolved in using the idea of history as a criterion, as it
hzs heen nolzd, are many, Nobt the least of these is that it entails his-
torieal rela‘ivism, OCollingwood cannot mean, then, Lhat he can prove to a
historian who disagrees with his views thut he (the historian) is wrong,
The nistorian has a different point of view, a different idea of what

makes the past coherent and eontinvous and renders it intelligible, The

historian must accept Collingwood's premises; what is evidence for Colling-

wood mist be evidence for the historian; the historian must enter
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synpathetlcally Intc Collingwood's view; he must temporarily adort
Collingwoeod'ls idee of what uwakes history make sense, Then and only then
cen the arpumert be a proof, For wsithout thie sywpathetic approach the
evidence 1s not even evidence for Collinranod's conelusicn, To the his-
torizn the data sirht orﬂingrily te thourht to be evidence for a contrary
cosclusion, as, in the cazse of Shakespezre's will, literary historians

dres contrary conclusions from the sene dntm,

pdn

itk thi: view of a historiecal vroof it moy well he that the rreof is
a daponstraticn, But It seald genm Lhat i1 9= a preo?, not that the state

arian descrites aetnally exfsted, hat

at {, th=t he carmni

-~

help but bLelieve, siven hils ilea af history, that it »xleted., 0Given his

idea o7 higtory he hLus dermongiralted, for himself anl reonle like him, from

thn oviidenee, ''al 2 gertuln slate o

afairs mugt have ovisted, For
feople different from Lim a 2ifferent siste o affairs eviatad., If we
accept their posinlutes we have to accept their conclusion, but if we don't
accert tlelr pestulsates we ean construct a different richrre which is
ccherent for us, The analogy hetwean historieal proof and geometric proof
is strikinz, de can zcespl Evuelid's postulntes and eonstruct a eoherent
geometrical system, or we can 2llter one of the postulates and construct a
different pecmetrical syster which iz eqmally ccherert, In neither case
are the postulates self-evidert, Certair postulatrs way ‘e thought self-
evident urtil a certsin point in the Listoriesl process is reached; then
an enteryrising mind denieg it, The difference tetween historieal and
feomeiric yjroof is tlatl tle lztter is the workir: out of relations en
rurely formal reounds, the ferver cannal uze formal relations as the basis
¢ proof, ILs methed of Inference is, In thriz respeect, more llke the

=

metbhodz of induelive inTerernce,
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This explication of Collingwood's claims for the necessity of histor-
ical inference has not attempted to show that a historical inference is
never necessary, that it is, on the other hand, merely probable; but has
attempted to show only that even if it is necessary it is a private
recessity or at most semi-public, #ithout initial arreement, among the
historians involved, as to what "makes sense" the logical efficacy of the
arsurent is lost, In addition to this it mirbt be noted that what we have
rroved in any piven case is relative to our social context. ihen nev methods
of interpreting evidence arise our present metro’s will be, to some extent,
outmoded, #ith our methods of interpreting evid-nce we ean "prove" that
& certain state of affairs existed, i1th new methods of interpreting
evidence it will be "proved" that a slirhtly, or rreatly, differ=nt stzte
of aff'sirs existed,

Ferbaps this is carrying the relativity of historical knowledre too
far, ut Collingwood implies that such s state of affairs does exist (I, H,,
102); and if it does, it would seem that this is the only way we can account
for the necessity of historical inference, when, and if, sueh an inference is
necescary, It would also seem that a necessary historical inference would,
of necessity, he a hypothetical inference., It would be an inference of this
type: 1f the historian's imagination is of this or this lind, and if the
fun? of historical knowledge is at this or this level, then this or this
inference follows necezsnrily from the data, It follows that any certainty
we have concerninpg historicsl matters is a hypotheticul certainty. Ilyjo-
thetical certainty of this type is not a rmore certain tyre of knovladpe
than probable certainty, for the adesuascy of the antecedent is only =z

probable zdenuscy; the amount of historiecal knorledpge we have may or may not
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be adenuate tc 2 determination of what 2etuzlly haypened, If this is true,
then the historian's certzinty is not irester than Lhzt of the crimiral

detective, Uoth proceed on the basis of probability,

Question and Angwer

The guesticning technigue which Collingwood proposes as the method of
makine data evidence is an exiersion of critical historical methods to
mzke it possible to dispense with authorities in history., Statements made
by previous historians are not accepted at face vzlue but are mzde to gzive
up their hidder imrlications by the questioning method, The scientific
historian does not read previous historizns so much te find ovt what they
eald as to find the answer to his question, He "reads them with s question
iv his mind, haviny taken the initlative b deciding for himself what he
rants to find out from them" (I, II., 269), lle wants to know what the
statement means, which i8 to say he wants to know why the statement was
waie; not only what the person who made 1t meant hy 1t, btut whst he
helisvel which cansed him to make it,

The example which Collingwood ives of the questioning technigue is
thet of a detective who is investira‘ing a marder, The methods which the
detective uses are the ordinary induective methods of empiricsl science and
need not be pone inte, However, Collingwood's claim that these methodis,
when used in history, may produce certainty as to historical matters ray
Justify ineluding here a similar example of ouestionine, from a different
place, ccncerning a historieal matter, The example is this:

A commander's dispatches may elaim = victory; the histerian, readines them
in eritieal spirit, will ask: 'If it wae a victory, why was it not followed
up in this or thet way?' And may thus convict the sriter of concezling

the truth, Or, by using the same method, he may ecconviet of irnorance a
less critieczl ypredecessor who has accepted the version of the haitle riven

-~y

him by the save dispatches, (I. M., 237)
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By what yrocess of inference can we maintain thet this historizn's corclusion
is certain? The faet that the alleped victory wzs not folloved up in this
or that way may just as well be explained by numerous cther hypotheses,

and to say that any one of these is certain !s probably more revealin: of
the conviction of trhe historian than of the necessity of his argument,

There is only one circumstance in which his conclusien could be certain,

and thzt is on the false assumption that victories are always followed up

in this or that way, Collingwood himself would certainly not accept that
assurption, As we shall see, in his theory of re-enactment Collingwood
holde that reneral statements about victories are not sufficient to
ruarantee the certainty of historical conclusions; that certainty is granted
through the act of re-enactment itself,

Collingmood maintains that the rjuestions asked must not only be the
right svestions but must also be asked in the ristt order, The reascn for
thig biecoms=s olwicus when we consider that the qnéstioﬁ Tresupposes xnovi-
ledpe, The last nuestior asked will rresuyrrose the knovledre or, perhaps,
suprosition of the anss~r just preceding it., fe ask a questiion, answer it,
then ask another cuestion, one which Marises™ out of the last answer and
presurpoces it elther as fact or supposition, Thus we proceed with our
question and arswer loric unlil we resech un znswer which znswers our
lesdinge or nltim&té nagtion, The argument or investirztion thus forms a
chain of inflerence, The answere must tLe in overy c:se the right ones,
beczuse the gquestions following them derend upon them for threir validity
as pertinent questions, If the knovledre presupposed by the guestion is a
supposition, then the ultimate answer which is reached by supposing it must
be varified by checkins it acainst some state of affairs which will he the
case if the supposition is true, Thus by supposing that the rector murdered

John Doe we ean construct, by question and answer, an imaginary picture, a
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hypothesis, as to ho¥ he coul’, under the circumstances, have dcne so,
Then this piecture must be verified by checking tc find whether its conse-
quences, a coat with paint on it, paper ashes from burnt blackmail letters,
etc., can Ye discovered; thus convineing ns that the final answer, the
rector murdered John Doe, is true,

The scientific historian =ill be an inv-stirator Into implications and
presuppositions, 3By asking the right nuestions the historian xi11 find
out what the person sho made 2 statement the historiesn is studyinrs belleved
which cansad hir to make the staterment, If he has to trzee presuppositions
clear back to their ultimate presuppcsitions, he will be, in thie sense, a
metaprhysician and an investirator into metaphysies, But, does this approach
to history have any presupprositions of its owxnt de can't ask sersiltle or
intellirent questions, the only kind worth asking, unless we have some
¥novledsre to he-'n with, But if we have knowledpe, whore did it come
from. dhat nre the presuppositions invelved in supposing thut we hove
krioxledret Having knowxledpe at all presuproses that it was ;ained in scme
way, It eould not, however, have heen by the questioning method, because
that presupposes knowledre, The onlv remaining alternztives are: (1) it
was horn with us; (2) 1t was later acquired, dhile Collingwood speaks of
the idea of history as being an "innate" idea, he does not mean that the
idea has any content at birth, Only historiecal thinking ean pive the idea
content and only bteiners with a passt ecan think historically. Therefcre, the
knosledre we start with is civern to us in childbond, Ae take it on “aith,
Sut if we can criticize and reject all or part of trhis krovledre later, we
can correct the chililsh mistakes we hove made in assurings opinion to he
knowledre, But orly a part of this knoxledre ezn he sutiiected to scriutiny
at a particular time, This part will e corrseted in terms of its appro-

priateness in the rest of the system, Thus »e serutinize parts of our
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knoaledre in terms of the rast of it, ie ean still ask "Jhere 4id this

residunl krnosledre come from'" ad infinitum, If it i1s answered that this

.

krorledre wags previously sublected te eriliesl serudiny we ear azk "In

.
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terma of what Collirngwoo?! helds that we muet have some knexlaige sghich

is uncuesticned in terms of the rest cf tle system, The propositions shich
make up this unqueetioned knerledre are our ahselute presuppositions, This
unquestionad knovledee is our retophysies, Thus the historian's ouestion
will ba hased or the krowled o which 1= '=sed on *is shsolute presupposi-
tiong, And thus we return to the conclusion that history, which depends,
perhaps, on asbsclute presuprositions nn more valid than those of the
natural scientist, does rot ar-rive at more certain conclusions than does
natural science, #e cun, of course, still hold that, with the presupposi-
tione held, certainty can “e reached for those presuprositions., But as
these presuprositions are rradually revised or added to, historical truth
will change, Different complexes of presuprositions, held by different
historians in the same temporal context, will render historical certzinly
a geni-rublic certainty.

The presupposition »f 2 historicnl method wshich uses nuestions in
senrchins ont implic-tions and presuprogitions of earlier writers is
thus seen to be knowledre, for without knowledre gquestions which can be
answered c-nrot be asked, nnd the presuprosition of knovledse is knornledge,
a body of ungcuastioned rresmyprositions, = metarhysics, Thus we zarrive -t
Lhe eonclusion th=t the theery of presuprositions presuprosrs presupposi-
tiong of 1ts own, If it is oljected, in viewv of this econclusion, that we
have exchnnred one authority for another in adopting the method of
questioning, thot we have exchanced the authority of previous historical
writers for the avthority of our own presuprositions, Collingwood can

answer that we have exchanged two authorities for one and shuffled off
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1wlf our *urden, e orveraled under the z2utiorily of ovr presurnositi
helf r ’ the Ly of ovr Uty tion
when re uged autrorities, snd one of tlem wasg Lhst the nvarest »2 can petb
to histories1l truth is to ncecept what has been piven to us, in the form

cf histaorical statements, as tLrue unless those stuterents flagrantly violate

ovr canons of possibility or consistency,

Conclusion
That Collineswood's critical historical method of questioning is vastly
superior to the method of "scissors-and-paste" historians, who clip out a
st-tement here and a2 statement there and paste them together, and upon
whom, it may be added parenthetically, Collingwood hraps opprobrium

contirually, cannot be seriously doubited., The historian is his o¥n man

e

tis methods are the tested methois of sciantific questioning #' ich have
borne sueh good fruit in the natural sciences, That such methods will besr
ripe frmit in ristory should at least bLe a working hypothesis worth investi-

=4

rating, llaving "put nature to the guestion" and found it “ructifyinr let
us now "put histery to the question,” An! it is not neeassary to maintain
that historical certainty is rre:ter than inductive certainty (or rroba-
bhilitv) te maintain that history is an autonomous science with a body of
subject-matter and krovledre of its own, Collingwood himself does not
always talk as if historical certainty were possible: "The historian
himself, hovever long and faithfully he works, can never say that fis work,
even in crudest outline or in this or thst smallest detail, is done once
for all" (I, H., 24P-249),

If the historian's method of makins data eviilence is not different
from the iniuctive methods of ardinary seientific investiration there

=

need be no saparate theory of historicel evidence, Data, In infuctive

methols, =re evidence for s particular hypothesis Yecause they are exrlained
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by the hypothesis, The hvpothesis that teday is a holiday evrlains vhy the
stores are closed, explsins why threre is sc much traffic or the hirhweys,
and so forth, The shops beirc closed, and so forth, is evidence for the

hypotheeis when the onestion arises as te why they are clesed, #ithout

&

the gu~stion, no hvpothesis arises and ro data are eviderce, Shiakesyprure's

1 m

#311, torether with Lhe other Ynown fuets of his 1ifs, =re data, These

data can become evidence for varions hypotleses 28 to the typs of person
he was, wheirer he wrote the plays and so forth, Tha dnts are ot jectively
observatle nnd must be accounted for whether or not they sre accepted ss
4

- 3 iy | b . -
evidence for anything, Aecountins for ther may, perhaps, consist in shosing

that they are not authentie., The bistorian must accert the data as siven,

ey

but he need not accept them as evidence, A hallucination may be ewplained
as evidence of divine visitation or as evidence of over-eating; in any czse
it is accepted, 'v the subject at least, as riven, A hypothesis is a goed
one when it has heen checked arainst its implicatiens, when alternative
hyrotheses have been checked and discarded for cogent reasons, It may
stil]l he a weak hypothesis, hut it is the best one availahle, A hypothesis
mey be very strong, but is never a demonstration, That a hypothesis would
be strongcer in historical matters than elsewhere seems very likely,

The eonclusion to wtich this errsideration of Collingweod's theory
of eviderce has pointed is that the criterion ef histerical truth Is the
same 1& the criterior of truth In any other zrea, The hypothesis or
conclusion wkich we deciie vpon as the correct one to explain a riven
ccllection of Aata 1e decided upon beeause it is the only one which i1l
satisfacterily sccount for all the data, or lecansge sl ernaitive hypelheses
which #culd account for the data sre wunaccertiltle for other reasons; as,
for exarrle, thit the altermative hypothezes do not Cit in with our oither

knowledsre about the morld, Coherence is certainly one of these zriteria,
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The idea of histery, which is rezlly the idea of ccherence, 7ill he one,

it rot the enly one, nf the eriteria of *ruth, The kistoricnl nerrative

»

migt he enlierent nob onl: internallr tult with the rest of our kno ledie,
snd this muet, In some gense, te coherent with faclt, Ur, Lo use Lhe

terrinolory of an opposing theory of trukh, it must correeyond with fset,
In either cuse the statement cf act must assert the same relaticnsg heveen
the same ohjects as were ohserved in percertion, The important point is
that truth cannot b»e determined by a test of internal coherence alone,

It iz conceivable that with such a theory of truth as this many
kistorieal hypotheses wonld he tentative only, that they would need to he
revised or discarded as our knosledge increased; but this is the common
lot of hypotheses, even theose called "laws," The disarresments arong
historians and scientists from time te time «s Lo w'ich ig the best
hypeotresis toe exrlain = riven colleetion of dzia are eovilerce Tor helisving
thzt in wany matters the hyproilesis shoul? be a tebtative one, The reason
there is vors unanimity among scientists than amony hlstorians 1is, pernaps,

| 2

Y

ne of sclentists =

i

test explaired by the hypothesis that the presupres

scientists are more n-arly the sare than are the yresupjositions of

o

histori-ne as Yistorians, ihen sbientists are ununincus we accert their
.presurrositions; when they disacree we susrend julgment., sdhen historians
are unanirous we qccert thelr conclusicns as strons b potreses; when they
disapree we seek historians with world views such as w#e believe to be
substantially correct and accept their conclusicns as stronz gr weak
hypotheses, depending upon the strensth of our cenviction and the copency
of the arpurent, In zny case the hypoilhesis is tentative unlezs the world
view 1e dogmatic, in which ense the hypothesie may be considered certain

truth by its holder,



The ultimzte tost of world viewsg is their accordance with fact,
tiolders of a world view deserite the worl? as hainr a certain type of rlace
and give rearons for holding that it is *hat type of rlace. 4 world view
is itself a hypothesis, Varicus world views exrlain the same world, Since
we must have a world view, we musi niterpt Lo select one which hest accords
with the factlts,

It would seer that the ceritericn of historleal truth is, in the lust
resort, correspondence or nccordance i'h aect, teennse the hody of know=
ledge, ihe world view, wlithin vhich historienl eoncluaions #ill be
located end in which they will Marm 3 echerent rart of the whole iz itself

a hyrothesis or s wody of hypothaesss dspendent upon percantille fact for

its verification.



CHAFTER V
B-IDACTLENT

Exyposition of Collirswood's View

One of Collincwood's most obiscure theoriecs is his theory that the
historiar re-enacts past thonrsht in his osn mind, The theory is of
central irrortarce to his theory of history, for he holds that the his-
torian must re-enact the past in his oan mind in order to know it, that
is, to understand it, #Without re-enactment there ean te no historical
knowledre, Collingwood gives, in his autoliograyhy, =2 summary of this
theory which is worth auoting at length, Uut first it may be well Lo note
that "all history is the history of thourht" and that, tlerefore, the
rroblem of historical krnosledpe is how we can know the history of thousht,
On what conditions was it possible to know the history of a thought:
First the trourht must be ewxpressed: either iIn what we eall lanrsuape, cor
in ons of the many other forms of expressive activity, Iistorical p=i:ters
seem to regard an outstretched arm =and < pointine hand ss the character=
istic resture expressing the thought of a commanding cfficer., Hunning
away expresses the thourht that all hope of viectory is rfone, 3econdly,
the historian rust be abtle to think over 2rain for himsell the thourht
whose sxrression he is tryinc to interpret, . . . The important roint
here is that the histerian of n certain thou hi must think for himself
thet very sswme thour~ht, not another like it,1

Therefore "historiecal krnorledge is the ro-enactment in the historian's

e |
mind of the thoght whose history he is stndying."* The re-ensctment of

a thourht is, hovever, = ra-enactment of the same thourht with a difference:

10011inywood, An Antobioyrarby, r. 111,

21+4d4., p. 112,
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The difference is one of context, To UMelson, that thought was a present
thought; to me, it is n past thourht living in the present but , . .
incapsulnted, not free, What is an inearsulated theupht? It is a thought

w ich, thourh perfectly alive, forms no part of the qu-stion-answer complex
which congtitutes what people call the 'real' 1life, the superficial or
obtvious presernt, of the mind in guestion, . . . lio guestion that arises

in this primary series, the series constituting my 'real' 1ife, ever requires
the answer 'in honor I won them, in horor I will die with them,' dut a
guestion arisinc in the prirmarv series may act as a switch into another
dimension, I rlunge heneath the surfzce of my mind, and there live a life
in which I not merely think sheout “elson but am Nelson, and thus in thinking
=z out lelson think about myself, Dut this secondary 1ife is prevented fron
overflowine into my primary 1life hy heing what I eall inecapsulated, that is,
existing in a context of prirary or surface knowledpe which keeps it in its
place 2nd prevents it from thus overflowins, . . .

S0 I resched my third rroposition: 'Historieal knowledgs is the re-
enactment of = past thoupht incapsul2ted in 2 context of present thourhts
whiek, vy contradicting it, emnfine it to a plane different from theirs. . .

If what thte histerian knows is past thourhts, and if he knovs them by
re-~thinking them himself, it follovs thnt the knowledge he achieves by
historical ingquiry ie not knoxledpe of his situation as opposed to krow=-
lede of himself, it is a knoxleire of tis situation which is at the sane
Line knozledre of hlimself, In re-thinking whot somebody else tho: ht,
he thirks it himself., In lmoviny that somelody else thoy ht it, he knows
thet he himself is 2tle to think it, And findir: ont what he iz 2lle to
do ie lindinr out what kind of a man he is, If he is able to understard,
by re-thinkings them, the thourhts of a rreat many differ nt kinds of people,
it follows thst he must be a gre~t many kinds of a man, He must be, in
f«ct, a microcosm of mll the history he ean know, Thus his own self-know-
ledee is at the same time his knowledpe of the world of human affairs.?

It.is probahle that a rrest many historians would not deny Collirrwood's
thesis that any attempt to know why Nelson acted as he did, if the attempt
were not a sympathetic a‘tempt, would be a failure, Frofessor Butterfield
stztes that the historian's "preatest limitation wsould be a defect of
imagirative svﬁyathy."d Ceorge Sarton is quoted in History and Its
Neichbors as szying th=t "the historian needs the poetic insi-ht that
enables uvg to understand and to delinecte a character or an ~vent remote

from tte jdeas of our own time, ., ., . To unierstand the past we must look

dJpsa,, rp. 113 £F,

L, nutterfield, The .itip Interrretaticn of History (Tew York, 1€51),

r. ©5
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at it, if our temperament enatles us to do eo, alwiys through the eyes of
contemporaries.“5 This list could very well he extended, but an extensive
catalor would be superfluous,

“here Collingwood weould differ from many historians would be in the
matter of hew this syvpaitetic vwnderstanding is achieved, Collingwood holds
thot 2 scierce of human nature which attempts to estalklish "permanent and
unetaneine lowe of humar nature" is inpossibtle (I, 6., 224), The ways In
®#'ich adrirzls or cenerale tehove in a particular social order carmot
become the hosls of generalizations whieh will exyplain their hehavior in
a2 4ifferent sncial order, The rrason for this is that, "in order that
Yebavior-pofierns may be constunt, there must be in existence 2 social order
wtich recurrently rroiuces situstions of 2 certain kind" (I, oy 223},
Therefore, ocur nederstanding of Nelson's behzvior is not derendent upon ocur
knowledre of the bhehavior of admirals in peneral, This Is hYecavse the
tehavior of admirals in the twentieth century will not serve as the hasis
for gererzlizstions whichk will exrlain the hehavior of admirals in the
nineteenth century, and, hy the same tcken, the behavior of admirals before
the nineteenth century will not serve to explain Yelson's behavior,

The reason we can understand Yelson's thourht is that those ways of
thirnking are still weys in which people think teday, ™The historieal
process is !teelf a process of thought" (I, H,, 226), And it is =
characteristic of = process thet:

The pegt whict arn historian stuliss is not a dead past mt a past whieh in
some sense 1s gtill living in the precent, , , . llistory is concerred not
with 'events' tut 'processes' . . . . ‘Irocesses' are thinrs which do not

herin and end tut turn into one another; and , , . if 2 process Fq turns
into a process fz, there is nc dividing line at which Py stops and Iz

s . ' i Pl & N - . X =,
53, . iiulme, history and ILs Leirhiors (lew York, 1942}, r. 15,




beingy bq never stops, it ross on In the chonred form b,, =nd F5 nsver

Lecing, it hus previously hbeen foing on in the earlier form ¥i. o o o If

Fq haz 1rft traces of iiselfl in Fy so th:t an historian livin~ in Py can
dlscover Ly the interpretation of evidence that what is nowx ¥, was once Fy,
it follovs that the 'traces' of Fy in the present are not, so Lo spenk, the
sorpse of n dead Py lwt rather the real Fy itself, livins ant sctive tiourh
ineapsilated withic the other form of itgelf Fs.”

Inst tiourht is incapenlated within present t'ought, Fast thouzht can be
revivel anl re-enactaed, bhecruse it still lives within the present,

It Joes not follow that any historian can revive the troupght of any
period or any person., The historian who reconstructs the history of n
reriod mast have gained the exrerience from cur culture of havins thoucht
in the ways that reople in that period thou ht, He must briny =n experience
to the reesnstruction of the Lheonght of that period, which can make that
thoucht "ormunic" to 1t, He must have that thought "incapsulated" sithin
}'.- .13 ORIl .

In order for the historian to write the history of a period he must
bave synmpethy for the rericd., Tinless he gan re-enzct the thoun Wt of a

reriod he %11l have "philolosriczl" instead of "historical™ knowledre of

the reriod, [ut, lollinpwood stntes:

this Joes not mear Lhit his ~ind must te of a certzin kin’, possessed of
an historieal femperamert; nor th it he must re trained in specizl rulns
of Listoriezl techninue, It mecns k-t he must be the richt man to study
th-t otifeet, Hhat be is studyine: i

A iz a certuin tharsht: Lo study it
involves re-enactivg it in hlmself; an? in order that it ray taks its
rlace in the irmediacy of his own t'oniht, his thought must be, as it rere,
pre-adart=d to lecome its host, . . .

If the distorian . . . tries to master the “istor: of = thourht into
wrich he carnot personally enter, instead of writing itsg history he will
merely repeat the statements thut record the externsl fucts of its develop-
ment,, ., . Such repetitions . . . are dry bones, which may some day become
higtory, when someone is =zhle to clothe them with the flesh and hlood of a
thourht w*ich is both his own and theirs, (I, H,, 304-375)

6Collin?soai, An Autobiorrarhy, rp. ©7-92,




o matier hor well u histerian is atle to find evidence, he eznnol revive
the troirht to which the ~vidence peints unless he can personally enter
into tteose t ourhts, Two thinrs are necessary, then, for writing the ristory
of mnything, there must be "evidence of how sueh thirkine hae %een done,”
and the risterian must be "sble to interpret it, that is, . . . be able to
re-anzet in kis own mind the tho rht he is studying, envisasing *he rvroblem
from ahich it started and reconstructine the steps by which its sclution
vas attemrted" (I, V., 313).

To sumuerige the precedirv: expeosition, Collinmwoo? holds: (1) that
2 thorht ean Yie revived, not only the content cf the thought !mt the net;
(2) that the historian must Yo o partienlar type of yerson, =hle to think
in particulsr =avs, to write the !istory of a tlourht; (3) th -t the imradiate

context of the thourht, its ewotirral and gensational context, is not

P

revived, it btral its mediate ecnbext, the lzckrround of thou ht and re-
ieh entered into the Tormat’non of the thourht, is; (4) that
reneralizations about humin nature do not enghle us to discover whut =
particular person thought in a certain sitfation;7 (5) that " understanding”
the words of a historiecsl document is not re-enactment.e In addition, it
stouls? he noted that, according to Collinpwcod, we can know not only that
we ara thinking a thought but that the thought we are thinking wes Buclidé's

or Cnesar's, ete,; we can re-enact Caesar's thoupght and know that we are

re-engaetine it,

7It should he noted, however, that Collingwood doss raintain that the
histerian can only re-—ennet I'lato's or Czeaar's tiourht wher he "brincs to
bear cn the rroblem all the yovers of hie own mind and 211 ris knosleire of
prhilosorhy and polities," (I, !., 215)

o]
Chy L) .
Ffut Solliniwool sometlimes wr it“s pg if

it is, The historian of
vhilosophy, readine Flate, is trying to know what Fla trou; 1 when le
expressed Fimgelf in certain words, The only way in Nﬁich he ecar ‘o t!is
is by thinking it for himself. This, in fact, is wbit #@e mioar swhon we

stent of 'unlerstanding' the words," (1.

Hay 31:)
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Interpretation and Criticism

act of trourht arnd content of thourht,—<ie may wall inquire now just

]

t is well

-t

what 3% me=ne to say trat an act of thowsht may be revived., And

to fludl eut, Tirst, Iust whil is reant by the term "aect of thousht." Suppose
that bListorisn x is thinkine "the arncles are equal." Is iles aet of the .wht
"tre ancles nre equal"t "The ancles are enmal" would seem rather to he the

1

errtert of Yis net of thougrht, Tis act of tlourkt, then, is an act of
thinkine wtose contet is "tho an les are ejuzl." Suppose, also historian y
iisterian x's staterent "the anglesz are ejnal," In order for y
to understand x's thoirht he must think what x thourht; he must understand
what x me=ng; he pust think what x thoucht shen he r-corded the statemert,
The evidence that x thorght "the angles are equal® is his statement "the
anrles are equal.“l Thus if y is to ~et to x's act of thought he must infer
it from the recorded strterment, !lis irnference Is; here is a statement
expressing a thought; any tlought must have once teen troucht by somecone;

it mist have conce been ar act of thought, which resnlted in t'is statesent's
heinr recorded, Therefore x's «ct of thourht was . . .

From the evideree, whiech is the staterent, we irfer the act of thourht
whieh resnlt 4 in *he stot -ent, If ve understand trhe tho -ht Lhe ivwlerance
is immedizte, ve rot only inox ahal the worls =ean, v= revive the set of
thougrt itself, Collinpgayocd's argument that this is possible is, brieflly,
thet an 2¢t of tho ~ht "rmay endura throu~h 31 lapse of time," thus, we may
think "the =n~lss are enual" fer twenty seeconde and the name xel of thourht
endures throurh the twventy seconds; the same =eb of Lhoirht "may revive
after » time shen it has heen in alevance," so e c¢an ' ink "the ancles are

eqnsl" five seconds, think atout something else a few geconds, then return

to the game act of thonueht, As 'n the obiection that the differsnce hetween
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the historian an2 hls sulijeect 1s rrounds for maintaining that the acts are

diffrrent, Collingwood says, "tlere is na tenzlle theory of personzl iien-
tity that would justify such a doctrine" (I, H,, 287),

Hotwithstandins Collincwnod's staterent to the eontrary, it would seenm
that the atove o-jection is g walid cne.e Ordinary usape wonld not he
that one person's set may become another person's set, The zci, when
repezted by arother person, is a different acl, X's act of thought, "the
ancles are equal,’ is one act, and y's act of thought, "the angles sre
equal," s a different act, The identity of the two thoughts is not the
identity of arn act of thought hut the jdentity of a statement., Both
understand that x is maintainine a certain state of affairs to be the
czse, dhen we speak of y "understanding” x we mean that y knows what x
means, Ye do not mean t'at y performs the same act of thoucht, He
must be atle to thirk in that wsy, or he could not™mderstand" x, but
to he ahle to think in th=t say does not necessarily Involve performing
the same act of thoupht, 7Heing ehle tc thirk in thot wsy may simply
involve the alility to grasp the relations between concepts which
is involved in thie sintement "thie anrles nre equal." The concept

1

"anrle" and the relatior "oqu:1" must he familiar to him and thkey may form

thie coniant of his reneral Lrowlalre; they are uhlic coneepts,

part of
Zul the set of maintainine a relation Letsecn Liese concepts is a private
sct not open Lo inspeetion, The rernlting: statement, IT recoried, rhe
"what" of the act, Is open in inspecticon, if the writer has used sywbols

as they are commonly used, if he was not lying, ete.; and from the statement
the act can he irnferred, subject to the same conditions; btut to sreak of

revivine the nct is certainly to speak netarhoriecally. The act of under-

standins the statement may be fifuratively spoken of as re-enzcting the

%r. i, H, fialsh, An Introduvetion to bthilosophy of History (St, Albans,
England, 1951), pp. ©2=93,
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thon ht of the writer, a8 performine the identieal act of thought the

#riter yeviorped, it to o sreak of It is fo promole nisunlerstuinding,
llo s=iisfaetory exrlanation of howx one person cur so completely peonetratie
the insulsar harrier h-tween ris mind and the hinds'of other humzn beingcs
‘hus yob teen devised, If a satisfactory evrlonatiorn ever was devised, it
would follow, as Collingwood polints out, Lh-t we coul! hwve certain know-
lelre eoncerning thelr thought, 1IF our krnorledpe of otlier minds were
immedinte iretend of inferentiel, our private mental world would be a jublic
world, one in which no thorht micht not te known and re-enacted,

Mt, an objection to this treatment of re-ergetment may run, the
theorv is deseriptive of what does harpen when we "understand" someone,
fthen we "understand" a problem which is solved by somcone, wxe have to solve
the probler for ourselves; we hove to re-create the s'ers involved in the
solution of thre problem, and this is doins just what Euclid, or wheever it
was, dfd wvhen he solved the problem, It may be adritted that unieratarding
is an active nnd not a passive rrocess, =nd that we must think the sane

thing us Luelid when we understard himg i.e., thal the eentent of our

m

trourht, the objects and relations about »hich wse think, 2re the same
without adrittipe that in £ inkins of those tinps about whieh Buplid
thourht e reovive Zuelldls nelb of thourkt, If the t'ecry of pe—anacirnent
.

restricted itsell to the Clorser assertion, it would not ‘e auarraled with,

tut then it wonl: not he 2 Lhscry of

re-enactiaent,

Let us investisate, however, jusi what it reans to say that I think
‘he same thinp Bvelid thoupht, 'nless BEielid expresses his thourht in
symhols which are generally arreed upon, and which are nsged =accordine to
arrerd vpon convertions his thouw 't ezrnot be discovered, If he had used

symhols in arbitrary ways which he had not bothered to deserite, we conld



navear sven arpreaschk hls Lhouckt., Pollosin: Euclid's solution rauns sirply
to marimnl-te ble same symbols (havins Lle same referent if we undersi:nd
nim) in the same ways and solving the problem with him, de thus reach a
cormunity of vnderst:nding; we follow the same process of thinking,

All tris can easily be pranted without sacrifieiny the position that
the nets of thovpht are not the sare, Even thourh the objeets and rels-
tions = bhout wrich my rind thinks may be identical with those about which
Eueli! trinks, tris is not grounds for maintzining that the acts are

i?entical, that I must revive Euclid's act of thinking ateut those objects

in order to think atout them myself, The content of our thourht muy he

identierl in that we make Lhe sare inferences from the same premises, The

hiat Brelid and 1 are different,
Anatever plaugibility there is to the theory that an act of thourht
can be revived jz found in an {1lustration such =s this one, in whieh
thou;tit Is sxpressed In symtiols whieh are e~pventlornlly interpreted, veth
by wriler and revder, Lo refer to certain chjieeis and relsations. dhen ze
ot Into Lre area of human Selions the theory loses the gre:ter part off this
rlausitility, liuman actions are not symhols which can e intrrpreted with
the same readiness as verbal symbols, A:tions sare not so uriformly to he
interpreted that their thouvpht sirnificurce ecan e certairly discovered,
Any ~ction can ‘e explained bv an infinite number of hypothese:z, To spesak
of revivine the same zet of thought ss the actor ean only rean that one
hypothesis has been decided upon as the correct cne, 1t cannol mean thsat
we know, and bnow we ¥row, what his act of thought certairly wes; hut of
The npshat of tris dlscwssion seeuws, so for, to he thal while Lhere is

some essentisl trith in the Lhsory or re-ensetuent, that whlen we understand
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s proeess of tronrht we really must actively engape in the same process

of thonrht, the tieory extends a pood deseription of understanding into an
ocevlt ralstinn retween one nind and another when it helds that =z mind cin
revive tre aect of thinkins iteelf of another nind, Some further implica-

tiong of trs theory mey now he ceneidered,

Higtoriezl intnitien,--Collin-vool's theory of re-snactment =nt=ilc =

theory of immediate infererce, If ve can re-eract the tlrouprht of another
prrson with the knouladre that se are re-cnaetins it, the corollary is that

we can hove immediate knowledre of his mind, not

It Tollow

41]

tiat we ean pass inmediately from the evidenee, whather the
eviience is stitemerts made by the person or =ections performed, to the acts
of thourht which lay b»ehind the statements or actions, withont refersnce
to oany ceneral statements about hos people hehave in certain situations,
and sc forth, To brins in ceneral 'stzterents sould be to make the disceovery
of the trought irferential and therefore the conclusion that the thoupht
wzs & certain 1hought wonld be only prob-hle, The reason for this is that
gereral statermerts would be onlv st-tistiecal statements concernins the anys
aople usually think, so the coneclusion that a particular persen thourht
that woy would be merely prof=tle,

There eav ‘e ne re-ensctment or o prolnbiliby basis, Re-enuctrert is

1¢

only reaccpnetmert when it ig censcironsly done znd to re-enzct m=ans Lo

aet aralir whet hos Ywen acled, To re-ercetl fuelid's thourht neane Yo

il

rerferm tle sare act of thonpht Bvelld ysefermed in the M11 bnowledse thet

LinTha fael that soreons verforse an et of thoupht ahiich anotier ras
perforaed Ywfore him Jlees rot make him zn historian, It camnot, in such a
case, be said thzt he ig an historian without knovinc it: unless he krcws
tha; he is thinkins historieslly he is not thinking historie=1ly.," (I. H,,
279



#e are doing so, e must know that Buclid's act of Lhourht was this and
that my aet of thousht s alse thig (I, W., 29¢¢), Tris Snvolves mere than

prots’le knowledge that we are interpretins a statement alleged to have

been written by Euelid correctly, W#e nust kpow thet we are interpreting the

statement correctly and know that Euclid wrote it; othersise we are not
re-enactine snvthing that Eiclid thought, !Historical knowledge must be
certain, not merely protable, and it ecan only be certain on the theory that

we pass directly from the evidence to the act of thovght sithout inter-

medinte stere. Oy teirr the right men for the dob, Ly havine a leeckoround

in which the Yrousht can revive and

of exrerierce rhich will provide rroird
be re-enacted, the historian ie able te, as it were, Intuit directly the
aet of thonurht end revive it, Thus, tre bhistorian becomes Nelson or

Julive Cressr, or wheoever It noy he, ng the thourhts of ‘hose persons are
revived in hls conseiousnass,

The limitations of = tkeory wiich holis thzt we ere gble to know wirnt
Jvline Cregpr thow¢ht when, for exarple, he refused the crown, sithout
reference to rereral statements conecerrine the behsvior or cenerals and
demarorues ir dermocrecies ave chvious, The liritationz are ever asore
obvions if we use an example in an arez for which we have 1little or no
general knowledge, for examrle, the hehavicr of an African priestess, It
is extrerely wnlikely that we would %e able to discover what thourht lay
tehind an action szuch a yersor performad unless we had some knorledre
eoncernine the tvpes o actions he usvally performed and shat those actions
uspally sieni®ied, Collirrnood's anaw=r %o 4'is criticisy wvould he tlhet #?
we lack ie 4 lackeromnd of errerience ahiceh can make Lleose thoo 'is organie
to it, that rereral statements wonld not reveal to ve the thoushit of a
particular Afriecarn prisestocs, A mu=giior we can ask

tris backrround ol exrerience deoeg rot crntain reneral statenmernts 21 ich

int
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raglly Torm the besis for our reecorstruction of a person's thouyht, If
not, #hat Joes it corlain which makes thal thousht meaningful? If hidden
reneral staterents really form the basis for our reconstruction, then
Fistorteal certainiy is una‘lainable and re-sunactment ©alls zleng with
certainty, If some "occeult" factor such a: mental affinily maites the
thourht meanin Ml, it seems reagenable to itellieve that t'at could exist
tetweer 2 bletorlan and scome person remote from him peoer-rhically, =luca-
tinnally or temporally, in which case he night be sble Lo nrite the history
o an Afrlean priestess' thourht frow the evidence ab his dispoisl enncern~
‘- her netlong thourh he inew nolhing of Afriean priestesses renerally,
It woul! see:;, then, thot cur historical knewledpe ils irnferentisl and
not Immedinie, In wlich ecase, hlistoriesl xnowiedpre Is pre’nhle, not cerbtain,

t

and re-enzetment ig = superfluous doetrine, Though lollingwood's L cory

befe

of ra-cnactrent zveids the problems involved in = represent tive t'lieory of
Figtorieal Ynovlelge, what Collinswood culls the "copy" treory of knowledge,
it 1s itself subject to limitations which are just as serious as those
found in the "cory treory, That ve mipght he able to pass, by zan imrediate
act of knowledge, from Caesar's actions to his acts of theurht, xould

certainly «svoid any problems inveolve?! in attempting tc ®corpare™ our t-ourht,

o i a
that is, the content of our thought, with Caesar's; such a2 thines sirply
earrct v done for historieal malters, It to overecore thig daficiency

'y a deus ex maebira is = queetin ables alterra'ive, and is, in fact, to

substitute one deficiency for snotlier,

Seo 4, T, ials ‘-. in Introductioy to Ihilosepdy of History,
rle

L |

Fre: Zite
re vho have talen Collincwood seriounsly, tut he i
unablae o oaccert .611 1 oeedts 'actrine of re—onactrent,

m



67

One reply which mirht be made for Collingwood to these criticisme is
trat he oflwionely holds that Fiztorical +rath ig "what the ovidarce ohlires

¥ 1

ve to *elj '5‘,‘9,'

The nigtorion's problen is & presant problen, not a future oney it is Lo
interyrret the wmaterizl new availzlle, not. fo anticipate futurs discoveries,
To aunte QOskeghott again, the word 'truth' has no mezning for Lhe historian

nmnless 1T mEang wrhao Lne Py i ance on TeE UNE Lo D eve.,

1 i 'what t] 1 hl1d to heli '

g 1f by interpratin: the evidence Tefors us we are oblired to think that
Gooanpls ret of treucht ans t,'.’-'].‘.'-;, ther it is trae thiat Czesar's act of

then-hit wee £ 38, That this view of hist-rical knowledge is incompntible

tha threory of re-enactment is oivious when we consider that, sccerding
to the theory of re-enactment, we sre roviving Caesar's thoucht; that we
krnos it for Caesar's thon~ht, According to this theory Caesar's act of
thought is Caesar's act of thought, and the only way it ean be understood

is to he re-enacted, But, if thisg is so, we must re-enact what Csesar
"reglly" thonc-ht in order to he re—enacting it at all, dhat Caesar "really"
thoucht, then, is not what the cvidence otliges us to believe, bLut what
Cmesar actually did think, If "what the evidence obliges us to telieve"

thnt Ceessar tho rht dees net enahle us to revive Caesar's acts of thourht

-

ng they w r: setunlly performed, If 1t is nisleading and =2r'iguous and
obli-es ne to revive an zct of tho:ght of Caesar's which he never perforred,
tnen "troth" is rnot simply "shat the evidence chlires us tn believe,"

The 4iffarence hetween troth thet is "whnt the eviderce oblijyes us to
Lelicve" apd truth that is mained by re-enzetment iz the difference lTelaeen
frobable ard certain truth, and Collingwoo! is not eonient to say that in
history we can have only probsable knowlsdre, [lstorieal knowledge cnn e
certain,

Collirgwood's arpgument that we mast accept ihe docirine of re-snactment

on pain of solipsism breaks dosn, becavse to deny that we have immediate
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vl eerdain Lronlelre of obfher rlvndg g rel bn asseri Lusl we lave no
bnowledre of other rints, 1l is zerely Lo wssert it cur stoaledps hore,
as elsewnere, is irlarential und ;reobatle, That we de have suel lnosledre

is not open to dount, except thecretically, it Ihat ve can demonstrate

corclusively tiat we do have suchk knowledye ie open to doubt,

Iravinntive svmpathy,~=Collingwood takes the position, as a corollsary

of hig theory of re-enactment, tha' a historian must be the risht man for
the job if he is to write the bistory of a thought or period; he must te
sympathetic toward the thourht of the period, and he must be atle to think
in the ways in wrich pecple in the period tho ght, othervise he cannot re-
enact thelr trovpht and, consequently, Yis history #i1l be worthless, If

he ig not sympothetic f-on-d the thoupght of the reriod, he cannot understand

+

ede

.
There are diffictlties in this view, which aprear wsher we serntinize
wape olosaly, low gsympsthetie shoulsd the
istorian he toward the thoight of the reriodt An ambimilr is also
apparent,  The tern may mcan simply "able tc think In the way the reople
of the reriod theught," or it may mean "havins consideration or fellow
feeling For the ways of thinking of the period." Collins 0od seems to hold
that the latter is a necessary condition of the former, and this is the
varue sense of the terr, hecanse "hzving fellow freeling for" adzits of a
wide range or variaticn, Tte historian eould not, in this view, be
impartial tovard the #avs of ‘hFinkinec of the period. e must needs be
biased in favor of those ways of thinking, in the sense, at least, that he
feele n ready sympathy for those ways of thinking, It would seer t -t we

shall need te draw the line fzirly near the impartial or noncommittal

roint on the 1ins belseen antaponier for Lrose ways of 'irking and
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nivocstion of ther, tut Lo thke rirht of certer, asay from antaronism., To

o to the axtreme of wlvoesoy sonl?! be as btad as the extrers of anta onism,

Collintmwros snrely =woull net ralnlain that a dkig historian soulsd he the
2

Yeel Yistorian of ovie Yistery, IF the fdea of syupathy ware pushad to

the evirete, {L aoul’ seer 4ot hYe worl' Le the most 1iksly man fer thae

Jot, e slra-dy tbinke 1ike a d1L: historian 2nd ke Is ecertainly synpoinotie
Lowerd the ways of 4o intdng on whilech Gki; FRlster, g lzsed. e can he

morzlly certain, hosever, that 2z Jhle historian's histery eof #2i- tistory
#or1® not Ye gn fdexl history of thal interyretztion of histors

A irnterrretatiorn of Lislory worl:’ he opposad

(22 2% 2-) te 2n dnferpretation of history tzsed on imusirative syrrathy,.
Suryos=z thzt 1l s an errecneous interpretution of history., Ig the inter-
rretation of history “ased on Imapinative sympsthy to conderm it as
arron-ons, as tre rractirn‘nf thig historians is to condemn "reactionary"
and errovecus elements existing in the periods they treat, or iz the

marinative gywmrathy ireory to treat fihic klstors with imacinative syinpathy?

Should Lincoln Steffers, in The Shame of Cities, have trezated city r—acliine

politics aith Imspinative syrpathyt In short, ho# far should we zo in

trestings thourht with imsclirative sympatly? Are arrore and intellactual

and moril vices also to he trealad with imasinative syerathe? It sould
iy |

- . L L - . B -~ 4 . . . .
geen nol, unless so bre tins thaw «111 more 2flceluzlly elimingle Liem than

cenderniin: bhem. Il shenld he noted thal Cellinrweoi doer not exitand

T inalive gyapatty e "roalists," Fascd or scissors-andi-;ugte 'istoriane,
Frofessor ThiYerliedd Jtdes vob oxtond i Live girmyatl - Lo dbie bistorians,
Tk - ponelued ienld sear to he that synpathy for a position may netb be the
hegt sus=lillesYor for understandins that posilisrn, e may bs able to

undersiant sty Fascistis ars Tausclists, «a mar he a¥ble tc srite a Iistery of



-
0

Fuarie s Fogt frn] 3 = v B4 P L rar of bhinkin i e MLY,

in faet, 3k d 4 r & 2akin ev e yernicious and still write sn
InteTostnlls regrntinTla Ristory ol Tslicien, one wl 2éh would & ncchptable
ekt bt Oellivn-weed g to Jrofogepye Tuaiterlicld, an i 1% can L2 done To
Peege'ar oy ¥ ‘story, it ean Le done Jov oiher Liings as well; the

A miner eriticism which may also Ve made concerning Collingwood's
theory of sympathetlie nnlerstandine is that it is incovnsistent with Lis
thkeary of rregurpositions, the theory that the historian looks st tne past
from the rnint of view of the rrezent (I, H,, 10¢), The theory of
syrpathetic understandins rresupros-s that the historian can look at tre

past from the point o view of the past,

ey

Conelneion,==This Adlscussinn of Cellincwood's tleorv of re—snacteent

bas printsd Lo a nurher of ernclusteona, It bes tesen ghomm thet there are

ignities in the idea of an act »f treurhd. lerformineg the

came acl of thoupht =2s Euel'd, soy makins an inference, may m-an envisasing
the eare rela:lons betwesr the same erncerte, thinkins abeut the aome

thivey or It =rr mearn rovivir - the leter~irate ael in w.ich

érawxn inte the la ter, because it permits 5 t'eor: of
historieal knowledge which, if valid, can confute higtorieal skepticisn,

Rut the theory of imwediale infarence or inilvition whrich this vizw of
historieal lncwledge entz2ile iz unfenable on errirical prounds. de carnot
yroceed dirsctly from the s'vor rrerise to tre coneclusion, beecause tle major
premise is ulwaye implieitly present, as we saw in Lbe case of the Afriean
priesgtess, The inlerence which must he drauwn from this fact is that

Collingwnc:' has not aclved the rreblem of historical knowledee with his
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theory ol reeanscimert, Infarences Arawr fre- vmeerta’n zalor 1reaicee
are rever certzir, as Sollingvond wall lnew,

The theory of sympathetic wnderstandivce #lieh Collinsiood 2dvanced
to errlain the fret that some Fistoriane spee rot gaile ta parforn the
intuitive act of undepatandins for sartein ddens or porticilzr “ilstorieal
rorinds, the theorv that thre historian's =inl met he "prepared" hefore it
¢an revive any clven thonrht has been shown te he sorionsly at odlsg with
Collinrroodls oap rractice, WHhile this= ix rethine more thar on srovmeniug

ad homirem, the point which hae heer made eoncerning btha derree ~°
sympathy to te sxtended 15 sufficierl rravn s for Tov=in- +iet sy-raiby
is = neceasary eondition of understardine, IT "gyrrathy" s lefired

e=ref1ly aneurcl gt when this 12 dove tl

’

theory =ill a-mi~t to no more than sarying that we must make an affres &a

undersiernd what preople thourht "o7ore se con understand ntat they thoushi,

wrich is certainly trve but not particelerl: Infermative,



COUCLISION

T ig eszny on Collineweod's rrilosorhy af history is nolb expected
ie be s defiritive rleeine of Cellineweced #s = rhilosorher of “istory,
Collinrweed s too many ¥inds of n2n to te definitively rlaced by an
gmateur fn rhiloser v with pe rhilororhy of hietorv of his own, The most
that zneh o etifent of rhilosorhy esn o is to eriticize a rhilosophy
Interrallyr, le e~n offer his judpement -~ to slether the philosophy haa

gnlved tre rrollems it et ont of snlve, e is net in a nosition te offer

mors satisTwetory golviiena af is own,
Th pue-cadin= rives, whick are as ricorsusly eritical (roi, 1% is

i 14

bopad, in tha b eanga) s the writer s a*le to rske then, ‘are no

inligation of tha darres of gr-pathy whieh the writer feels otk for

:0“?" '“'.’.‘_'\.: X0 T Wi ! ".-'L(‘Sf'}?"‘ ol ‘.".“:S{'}ﬁr'}". gdhere ;vr‘}'.l{!f‘ﬁf_’ vave i M "'{‘.1”-;.:!
“hey Vs Teay Geald, with henaglly int not, on the whole, unsrmrathetieally,

Collir~yondle philasorhy of history hus heen found to cortain sevoral
ceantrs) ijeme uron whkich that rhilosorhy depends: history is the history
of theurht; the historimn's criterion is found =ithin kis own thousrht, his
criterion is the idea of history; the ovidence upon which Lhe tyuth of the
kisterical pleture of past thought depends ic psssed uyon bv this idea;
tte waw past thought is known 1s'hy its re-enactment in the rresent, by
its revival in pregent, thoncht, The historieal picture is the product of,

and a2 ricture of, refleective thourht,
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Certrin rreotlems were found to he irvolved in limiting history to

214 of reflective Lhousrht, Ilistorfesl explination wmhich uses bhe

-

= o

i
e
™

vord "cause" only in the sense of "nffording a reotive" is forced to exrlain
human zetions as i nottin;s exterral to those actions z27Tected them, And
e | 3

tlidls does nol zeem to be z true pleture of human affalirs. Vuman !einrs

avpear to Le hullTeltad 2

heut by various lorees upon many ocecasions,

The idean of history as the eriterion of historical truth was criticized
as bheini too varuve a eriteriorn and nas heinc the hypostatization of =
coherence critarion of truth into an "innate" jdea, Coherence cannot le
the anly ceriterion of truth unless 1t is used to include ccherence with
perecertitle fact (and 1t is not nsuslly so used), £8 well as coherence
hetween a2 body of staterents,

A theory of historieal knosledre which uses coherence ag the test by

which the eviderce jg julr~d and accepted or relected carnot distineuish

¥
I

stor from the historieal novel, Tle novelist 1s also "r- Lo accert

e

8

wte

or reiect evidance in terms of hic criterion of cohersnce, If &

criticien ls reiected leocanse the rovelist elither does nobt use evi’o ce
or asserts more than the evidence ohlires Fim to assert the eriierion

is still oren to the nljection thit vhat the evidenee ohlires ary va-tieular

(¥

Fistorian to assert is wtat for »im eonstitutes cclerence. Since what

cengtitotes ecliorence for a rarticular historian ear be asz diTfer-nt from
#tat constitutes eoherence for another ss night ig froa day, the eriterion
leazds to histerieal subjectivism, All histories which are coherent to
their suthorgeand what one is noteare true,

Thus the idea of history, or the idea of enherence, is itself cajable

o farther aralysis, Unless some one idea of history is the correct one,

the eriterion is of no use ss a criterion, dhat this correct idea of
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history is Collingwood does not szy. Je muesl conelude that he has not
supplied us with a worksble e terion of historieal truth,

Collingwood's doctrine of re--nactrert sas found to depend upon n form
of immedinte inference or intuition for its validity and had to be rejected.
A1l the evidence we have points to the conelusion that we know what someone
else is thinking onlv by a proc-ss of inference wrich depends in pert upon
generalizations concerning how people think in situ-tions of a certain
tvpe. Conclusions derived in this way are hypothetical and prolnble, not
concrete and certain,

Althouch Collinpwood's claims for all his key ideas have been seen to
he exacgerated, there is much in them which 1is deserviny of serious
consideration, There certainly is an "inside" to human =zetions and the
historlan who explains those actions must attempl to determine ef whst
that ineide consisted; he must sttempt to find out what the thourht was
which dirscted those actions, Ccherence is certainly one of the criteris
of truth., The amount and kind of knowladpe the 'istorian hkas, nnd therelore
®hat Fe ig able to "make sense" of historically, #hzt he is able to form
a coherernt pleturs of, will certainly determine ®hut he is =zble to use as
evidence, If he had no knowledre, he could use nothing as evidence,

That Collincwood's theorv will not answer once and for all the objiection
of skeptic *hat "nobody ever learns anything from history excert that
rnohody aver learns anything from history" is perhaps nol snuch a deficlercy
as may he imazined, when it is considered that skepticism may exist with
regard to zny knovladge whatever, The skeptic, as the dormatist which e
is, s unwilling to be eonvinced, He has the answer to any epistemolericsl
problem that may arise, The only answar te tis answer is that it iz =elf-

refuting, !He claims to have what he alse claims it is impossible to have,
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is Judped as 2 historian and « philosopher
vho sel himself the primzry task of mskins history the queen of the
sciercer, tiat his rroper gtature emerres, Ilistory as Collingwoo? would
arite it or beve it wrlitten is inmmessvrably superior to the history of

"eeisrors=anleraiste"

storisns or pesitivists bant on "proving" something
shout the future, Iliistory as an end in itself, =z sonethine wvaluzble for
its o'n suke, becuuse in history ss fini self-knowsledge, is 2 noller
conception of history than is history as a simple record of past events,
The noblest type of history would be history of philosophy or philosophical
jdeas, liere we have reflective tho rht &%t its most reflective, History
whieh does not condern ezrlier apes ag "d-rk" apes tnt tries to understand
ther in terms of their own values ig better history than history which
passes over whole aces ag worthless, Historians who reflect upon the
protlers of tistorical knowledre and try to sclve them, as Collinswood 4id,
zsre tetter historians, even if they fall, t¥van historians wheo have rever
eonsidered those rroblens,

It ie not surprising ihat Collir;wood failed to establish history
18 an exact seierce, Few philoscrhers helieve that perfectly certain
in any fields other than those which consist of
the workir~ oul of Tormal relations, Even thourh Jollinpwoo” failed, he

secomplished much thot was valuable,
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