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fREFACJ:.: 

The term "ph ilor.(')rhy of history" ~s it is used in this t h::!d~:· is 

synonyr,-ous Nith "theory of hist,orica l know l p,Jre . " Tt:e rhilo ::,ophy of 

history so conceivcri hll s as its obj ec t t he 0.n,,.lyd s of r:ro : l i:: ms r,eculif, r to 

hurn::i.n h is t ory . In t.r..e '.')reader s P-nse i n whi ch Collinr.wood sometimes uses 

the term " historica l knowl",d f e" a ll know l r=>cirre :is h istoric:! l knm: l ed r-e , L e ., 

knowle'\:·e of the r,;ast, whether the dis t ·-rn t JYtst or t he speciou s rre~ent . 

In t h i s sense , the philosophy of history he. s ,. s its obj e ct t he analysis of 

rroblems wr ich A. re b!lsic t o the atblinmcnt o f any kno·N l !"cife Nhnt cver . 

Colli newood 1s \'lr jUnps on prilosophy of h istory 11re , for t he most p11rt, 

loc•1tPci i.n The Idea .Q.f H:ls t ory, a posthumous volume edited by Collinj2Wood 1 s 

friend , T. ~' . Knox . Section five of thl:"tt book , "EpHegomena," is R. colle c­

tion of essays in TJh :ich Collingwood adv <J.nc fls ri. positive philosophy of 

history. Since the flssays vH,re written 8-t differ ent times R. nd rAprese nt 

ti i ff~ rP.nt stP..pes in the development of Coll i.nRWood I s thouvht , t r ,· t a sk of 

f.l'fvjn:-r 'l. wel] -rounderi pic tur e of Co11in!'"Wood's position js a -:: ifficult one . 

I ~1m WPl 1 a ·NHrP. of tb o dr:tnP~rs 1 nvolved in atterr rt1 ni: to present nnd. 

criticize a r,h~ losor-hy of ris tory which is in su ch 13. rourh- heun s b te a nd 

wh ich , t herefore , i s pa rticulrt r l y l'imenP..hlP- to d :istortion and mi s repres'='nt a ­

tj on . It is , r er hsps , nR A~ less to say th~t if crjtic ~s~ in the li ~ht of 

s uch :-i :i.s tor tion h-s. s bee n d one he r e , ·l t ie ·Jue not tr: t:1e :-r,a. lice hut to the 

i r.ncr~lnce of th r;, wd ter . I h!'l.v e set forth Co:.. lj nv·,-:ood 1 s pr:.i loso~,hy of 

hi$tory ani: critici7t:X! it " a s well ::i.s , " in Coll irirwood ' s own ,'l Orc: s , " r;;y 

j rnorance and my lndolr-mce hav e a llowed me . " 
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I w:i sh esrecin. lly t o t11'3.nk Dr • . 1. E • . ~chhret:r.k i not only for hc l r,ful 

cr it:i ci sms he bs.s of fcr~d :in t.lw cours e of t h is st,i.dy hu t f or SU/- F:csti ng 

t hat I rr.i vht be int 0 r e sted i n Coll:in!:'wood . To Dr . ~:::illard .Sch;,r ich I 

wish to ~xtend n:y tb.nks fo r !-:nvirw nmd e t he study possi bl e . I rdsh to 

t h~nk , -,lso , m,r wi f-9 for the kind he lp she he.s f! iven me , and the collBr,e 
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CH,UTEE I 

COLIJ: ":;VOOD 1 S f !'ILOSOFHY 01" HISTORY 

The prel i r.,inary e·..:position of Co11 ing,,.ood ' s philosophy of history 

r iven in th is charter will attempt to r,ive 11 fairly renera.l a nd condensed 

but , it is hoped , adA(JUate bird I s-eye view of Collin"'rwood ' s phHosophica.l 

position wi t h rer ard to the nature, function , and method of history , and 

h is t.re"lt ment of the problem of historic11l knowl edge . Questions will be 

r aised concerning key i deas where t hose ideas ~re obscure or entail 

rr0hl ell'!s . Fuller dev~lopment of the i neas themselve s and of the rrohl ems 

wticr: they invol ve will be the major t.a s k o.i' the later ch<1pters . 

The ?'.nture of History 

1• • t d . t C 11 · ~ ~ t1,,, t · ... · · 1 ras ory, a c cor lnf" o o in~MOO(. , JS .. e rue s c ience o, m1no . 

Fsyc holopy, when it. attempts t o elf" n. sc:ience o!' m: nd, so f11r a s mind mH?..ns 

r a tion::-~l a ct;.ivity, -!,hou ( ht , overs teps its r,r oper ~;onnds , 11:-:ich is confined 

to feelin;- a.nc e rnotic-n , q_nrt bec o•r.F!S ,,_ mer e pst?udo- science . The r r oof tha t 

psycholor y ls no t the true s cience of mind i s found .i n t he pauc ity of our 

knowled,,e abou t human natur e after t!-:ree hundr C'd years of at temptinp- to 

ferret out its mysteries by the metr.o~s of the natur al scj enc e s . For 

t he psyc holovists t o a t t empt to excuse t r' is l a.ck on the p;round s tha t 

psycholof."y is still in its infancy is for t hem to delude t he mselvf' s a s to 

1Robin G. Collinrwood , The I dea .Qf Historv ( Oxford , 1946) , p . 2 20 ; 
An Autobfocra phy (Oxford , 1939) , p ~ 116. Suh~equen t references to The 
I dea of History ( abhr~via ted I. R. ) will a ppe"'r p!"n·enthetica lly in the 
text . 



ps ycholopy ' s rroper srhcre . The si1;ple truUi is t h·,. t psycholoc ists have 

discovered rr,a ny t hi nv.s 'Rorth kno-.vinr , even fr1V'i l·.1able tMnc s , 'c1.liou t sub-

r atfonal , er.:~tion~l , or mechani ca l a cUvities , Lut tha t r .. ,_tJona l tum:m 

bch1w ior , includ inf t h e e nti re s e l f -critica l func tion of tho11r~!t , tr;a t is , 

t houpht ~ 8 it s eeks t o know '1.nd knm; t r.11:r an.:J know thJ. t it kno"N s trul y , 

i t ' -1 tt . . 2 s ou s 1,~ e 1e1r province . 

Ths.t history, on the contra r y , is the true science of mjnd follows 

from the f ,=i.ct that " all histor y is t he history of t how:ht" (I. H., 215) , 

and , th ~1t man CA.n only attain knowledge of what mind c 13.n <'lo , i. e . ,what 

mind is , by attalning k nowl ed f e of what r::i nd has done (I. H., 218 ) . 

Thus " historical inquiry reveals to the his t orian the po,rnrs of his own 

mind" (I. H., 218). Histod.cnl knowlPdpe is the only knowl ed pe we hrwe 

of mind , whP. t her the. thoul'h t Nt:>,S mine and occurred fi.vP. minutes 3.f!O , or 

tbe. thou['ht was !::>olon ' s and occurred 2?00 years ago ( 1. H., 219) . 

All r: ist ory j s the hist ory of thoup:h t bec --i.us c only hum::.n actions 

interest. the historian; events n.r P. i mpcrt•rnt onl y to t he exte nt t1v.;.t they 

hurnlinr of o'hs t'l.clPs , f! tc . ; ~nd human act ions interes t the h:istorhm 

only t.o the extent tr:~t t they ::!re deterr.J ned "tiy U;.ourh t : r.:-:...n I s nn i nr1 l 

n,,, t.ure , !-is ve::etative ::rnd reproductive ~c t .lv jtics , a r e not the concern 

of t::e h istod 'in except insof ar a s 111~:i.n r,e.s devised sc:,e mes , economic a nd 

social , ty r, r.ich tt1esP. needs Cli n be me t; lind tr,cse scherr;.es are not 

prodncts of his '"id m'"i l but of his ratfona l na ture (I. H., 216 ) . 

The reason the h1storian c onfinAs hiwself to hum~n ~ct1ons rl er i ves 

from the teleological charactAr of history. The djffer ence between tr.e 

2R. G. Collinpwood , An Essa :t .Q!! ~,:etaphysica (Ox for d , 1940} , chs . 9 , 
10 , 11 ; The~ Qf History , pp . 20 5-..~ 08 . 
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his 1o.r t 5 f'•:i. c t. s i n l Prms o f r um.:1.n f il l'.''f'Ose . " he othpr tra ces the dev ~l0r1:1ent 

of life t hrmwh r' f'Olor, i ca l ares by the use of his fossils . The hJstor lan 

penetra tes an event , f ets i nto the " i ns i de" of the event , . €" ., Lhr{ t r art 

of event i n which t houf'ht operated . The na tural scienU st describes the 

"outside" of events only, L t=> ., the movements or' bod ies in space a nd time 

(1 . H., 212- 213) . Thus histor y js not s:1mpl y t he description of sequences 

or pr ocP-sses of events , but is t h1: d ;-s c:--1rtion of processe s of thou{ht . A 

process of thnu rht is a lor ica l r rocess in uhich pas t thought chanpes into 

pres ent tbour ht , tJu t s till lives in rresPr.t thou r ht ; H is a lcrricnl , not 

a r,sychol orica l precess . 

If r:3 story is not U:P. cescd r,tfon of s~~·-1 ence F. of ~Yen ts t~en it is 

certainly not the t a s k of t he historia n t o finf pa tter ns of causa l r Al a-

t ionF bet,..;ee n t r o re events . ColJJ nrwood hol ,Js thnt : 

The ;,i stor:i::n nf'ed not ,rnd cannot (withe 1t cc1:: s 1.nc t 
e r.:nlr, te tb:, s c 1rn t jst 1n s u :.r c._i.r.:· fo r th2 C'.:·; ~::: s or b.ws of ~Yer.ts 
t he oL}ect t o tP d.,.scov p.r ed i s net the rr.er P- :'Vent , tu t t he t hou ,-ht 
erprE':':'3 !"! ', ~n :: ::. . i. To dif\covcr th,, t thow ·ht. is nlre,dJ t c un:l E' r t;t.n.ne'. it 
• • • • ,fhen h~ ~t he hi storia.i/ kno~1 s ·xhr;. t r.arr:·e ned , he '"' l ready kno·n s 
V-'hy :it hq:p.-ne1 . (I . B., 214) 

The onl y SP.nse i n ;fr ich t he ,.,ord " c.".:.use" is used correctly in his torica l 

wrHi ng i s t.bi.t sense in ·,vhich it i s equ:!v.<.i. l e nt to " af f'ordinr a mot ive . " 

Thus to s 'ly t ha t A " c:msed" B to change his coursn o f a ct:ion :is equiva l ent 

to sayin;- tha t A " affor ded" ( r,ave ) B a motive ~or c hEnp: i ng hj s cour se of 

a c Uon. 3 When we a sk for a causal expla na tion in history, a s in " lihy d id 

Brutus st,:i.b Caes~.r ?" we mea n "Wha t o id Ilr u tl:s th1nk wh ich ~'ld e him decide 

to s+.~h Ca e s"'l.r" (I. li . , 214)': The h i s t ori H.n , t hen , c nnot pr ed ict futt:re , 

fro!ll past , events . ~!dther i s 1-:is t "l sk r,r,:,nic .. , ivo ~t s to f:.•;p fu t ur e 
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development of thou :·i...t. . "The historian rJi.s nc dft of rrophec v, ,9.nd kno,;- s 

it ..• " (I . i: ., 220). 

£'.!story , tbcn , is '.l sdc-nce only in tl !S s r:- nse of 1 :e::.n :::: 2..n Or'[':'..n1zcd 

boc:y or k no111 l ~drc· L,.vinr "· r:;\'?tl"cvlolo::J of · ts o·vn , noL lr. th) sense of 

f'ormit:ies 1.- .:thin a r, i ven his torica l reriod . 11 TyFeS of behavior ,fo , no 

dc ·,!;t , r ecur, :io lon p- a s minr!!'l of' the s r-.. me klnd a re pl '.'l ced in the same kind 

of situ-, tionstt (I. H., 223) . But situA. t ions a re constantly chanp: ing bees.u se 

socb.l orders a re subject to inevita'\::le ch.'ln [:~s . Therefore no "laws" f'ormu-

l ated hy f~""r a lizinf fro m t.hP.se rPcu r r'c!nces will hold good for any ot her 

period than t hatfrom wr1 ich :its facts a.re d r 9.wn (I. H., 223 ). 

The historia n h i ms e l f , a s well as h i s suhjPct matter , is definitely 

locnted in spR. c e and time , a nd he must exrect to t r 1c. r:scend ne1 t\er . Tr.is 

Th0 r. ift.orLn (A.mi f or trJ1.t rtis. U,-,r t1'1e pbilo~o~·~er) is n,,t Go1; , lookirw 
:1t tLc •7 0rl 3 f'r o":l :>.hcv e s.nd. ou'si,ie . :re if; ", H:c1 n , anc: '.\ m-::n of !' . .l s o·;;n 
time ;;.n·:1 i::-,hce . He l ooks c1 t the p:cst fro i1 tr,o rojnt of vie\, of U:e 
pr <>scr: t : :-.e l ooks ,,. t oth .- r co•mtd('S ,i,n:: c : ·:1.1'. 7·.,t :i.ons fr C?'li t ho roint 
o f v i~~1 of' \·. is O"i'D . Hd ~ roj nt. of' v j cir. i ~" vqJ .i:j only for him 'rn::i : or 
?t<;Of}".) r.~ !.1: 0, !ed 1ike 1-:: !:: , :-;1i t f'nr him H ~ v,..., li -~ . Ile mu s ':. s t.r,nd fi rm 
in j t , r,0c ·,.,,se it ls t.LP only one ri ccei;sib1c t o b :i ;.; , .,.n," unl. esc ~:e -~i!lS 
,. t I .~ • • ., J,. ' ' .-, ,'. ] : . ••• , . • 11 ( Y l' lr';-' ' :i. po.Jn .... o~ v1.c~, ,1e c --_1. n ~,ce nc t. :!~ n.~ --.,, ·~ • , .... . . . , v,.1 , 

c a nvenlicnal vi ew , of the f uncti on of history . Hist orica l knowledr:e is 

nqt usuully pJ .qced in :1 posH'lon o f such eminence in the body of hurr,an 

knowl edFe . If the hist,ori"l.n rr!ay really r evea l to us t :-ie M. t.u re of human 

noture , the philosorher 1 s "know t hysPlf" is ~n exhorta t i on fint inf its 

r8ali,~tion i n histor y . 

Some qucctions which will ~r r •d sed conce ,·ning t his view a.re: Must 

histor y 'bP re std cterl t o r<?fler.t,jv0 ti 0.1wht ': Shou l d i t no t rt lso be 
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concerned. wj th the brickv.round of thought: f eel i ng and emotion; i.Vhat does 

it me9.n to say thn t mind is ,Vh '-l. t jt does: i'ihat. p-nod is ,'l s c ierir,e of' mind 

that cannot predict bel'iavior: Ar e thA only causal :influ encP.s in his t ory 

t eleolopic'll'• Does the bistorh n ' s hav inc a point of vi ~w ops n t!ie door 

to }.jstor:ic:'.1 1 s kepticism, the thP.ory tlr t '"~bou t t he pn. s t 'Ne can Jrnm; ll('U.inr : 

The i,'. ethod of His t ory 

The i de a of his t ory.•-Since h istory is the hi~tory of thnuvht , t he 

ror t.hodoloP'Y of ~\i s t ory in att<i. 1 ninr- knowl. ,!{:'\r e of p:J. st t hour:h t 'l'l ill , if it 

is to :::.t t rd n rc:i.l know l r.-dr,-e anr: not mer e l y opini on , need l niuA t ,J le 

c r iterb for the detcr mi no. tfon of •)'j hn t t h is J)fiSt t hought was . Otherwise 

the historian is not autonomous and is not en :af.ed i n tliscove ring rea l 

knowle'ife . To s olioly base histor y as a sci~poe it is necessary to r ealize 

that the h istorian is " throurhout the cours e of his work . . • selectinr, , 

constructing and cri tfoizing" and to see tha t this makes possible a 

"Coper nica n r evolution in the theor y of hbd.ory'' { I . H., 236) . The h i stor-

i an ' s thought possesses its own cr1terion . 

So fa r f r om relying on an authority other than himself to whose statements 
his thom,ht must conform , the hist orian is h is o"ln authority ':I nd h is 
thou r:ht n.utonomous , self-authorizl nf. , possessed of a criterion to which 
h is so-called author ities must conform '.lni~ Ly reference to vrrtich t hey are 
critic i :,. ed ( I. H., 2 J6 }. 

sel ects what he cons i ders 1.rnportir,,nt a nd omits wfn t he considers 1.mi.,.,portant ; 

even when he thinks he iz reproducir,F" onl,v \';h ·~ t he find s , he is l eaving out , 

interroht b r , selecti nf , sir:ir1i f y i np. ; in 1,istor-ica l construc tion he does 

t his lmcm1s" .ie r roceeds :infi> rentfolly f r om st13.ter.-en t,:~ wh ich a r e piven to 

st.a ter.e nts "lh ich 11. re not i' i v e n but i mpli ed a nd so brid,ps caps 1:;.nd 

"construct su his na rr3.tive ; in histor ica l critic ism he does t h is because 

here he " puts hi s authori ties i n t he ~ itness- box" and perha ps convicts them 
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of conce&l~nr the truth or ex t r "l.cts f rorr. th e rr w :i t.hhe1d inform;;rt: on . In the 

l e.Uor two c·~.s"' s tre histcrhn ' s so-c ·, lled ri.1iU:od: 1es ;;,re nr.t Lis rrn tr:or­

ities ~t ~11 Lut a re only ev Liencc . i:e i s his own autliority ( I. E. , 2J~ -2J7) . 

T us h istory i s '.ln autor.omo 'S d1sc lpU nc . ;,J a t :it a;;suredly is not 

is s t a tements of the type " A s a i d ttiis ,'' 11 B s:1id th is , " for this is n0thlng 

bu t ~H•<>,rsay, n scissors-and- paste" history , which is not history but pseuri o­

hj story (I . Il . , 257 ) . History is more like sc ience than it is like 

"scissors-a.nd- paste11 h1story, because in sci f"nce and h istory knoNloo ve is 

inferential and reasoned , while in II scissors- a nd - paste" history it is not . 

History d i ff~rs from science , howev er , in being knowl ed ce of the parti cula r 

and concrete, wherea s s cif:mce is kno·N1 e~r:f! of the un i v e rslil 9.nd ahstr -:;c t . 

Ant: the objects o!' histor:icnl thouvht , 'ls d1 st inct from scfr·ntHic t hou;-h t , 

'l re " ever.ts w;:1ch have fini shed r.e1 pr en:inf , ~n'.l c onditions no l onri:-: r in 

existtmce" ( I . 1! . , 2JJ-2Jd . mstor y j s concerned w1 t.h concrete particulars 

d efinitel y fixed spatially and tei>:pora lly . 

Any crHer ion of hi s tor i ca l t r uth wh ich dc:-es not :1 llow Uie rdstorlan 

a1~t cnor-,y must he r ejecter:l . On t ,,ese P-r cunn s U-,P cr iterion ;, ::icb rejects 

1:1':~t is irq::ossibl P. ccnsid erinr the rcstr.ictions on hurn1c1n ·,c t ivHies , the 

criterion of the possible , wh ich was held , : or exampl e , by David flume :rnd 

F . ll . fi r ruU ey , mu~t be re,iected . Accord ine: to t h:i s criterion , if the 

historian is confronted with a sta tement of how thinp:s happened, a nd if 

they do or~inar11 y happen that way , he accepts the sta tefl'!Cnt ; otherwise 

he r ejects it . He is still l eft :in a rosHion of relyi nf~ upon author:ity . 

If what t he authority relates js posa ihle , t he h istorian must a ccept his 

t estimony (I . H., 239) . 

:Jut U :e historian :is Ms own ~uthority and hi s cri terion 1s conta inf><l 

within his own r.iind . Hls crHerion is snpplied by the ,a priori i r.iadnation . 

The cr:i terion surplied hy H is the i dea. of rm itr.ar :inary ( bP.c ,.:.;1se not 
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i mmed iately preceptible , not because unreal) picture of t he past . The part 

played in historj cal construction by~ priori i ma~inatio n is b~st displayed 

in int<'r;,olation . Nothinr is interpola ted but what is demanded by the 

evidence , t~.erefore whJJt :i5 interpolated is nec e!isary , i.e ., !! priori. 

Secondly what is inter pol3.ted is not seen hut 1marined , thus if we s ee a 

trav;::,llf"r wrJ.1 kinp: a.]onf· a road a t point .f! arni the!'! l ater see him r-:. t ro int 

!l , we mufot i.m-: ··ine th,~ t he tr'1velled .trorr; point .! to point 1, 'l l thou r_h ·., e 

did net observfl his doinc so . This activity dvcs to Lhe 1dstorical 

narra tive its cont nuity ( I . ll ., 240- 241) . 

Beside its r. istorics.l function , the .!! r;;riori im~r.:: ina tion ::as two oth.:- r 

func tions : thes f-, r-,.re t , 1c free lma ,., ine:, ! ion of the nrt.ist , in -;, h ich ctqr·:Jcters , 

ads n.n<l incidents deve lop by a necessity jnter na l to thP.ms elv,.,s , and 

perceptu <1 l im'3.rin11tfon , by wh ich we· ima p-ine wh~t we do not s,,,e , the inside 

of an e gg , the underside of o. t.ablP. , th~ b~ck of the rr.oon. !!istorical and 

pArceptual , as dis tinct from the artistic , imapination are necessary. In 

perceptu,i,l imaginl'l.tfon 11 \V e cannot but imagine what cannot but be there" 

( I . H. , 242) • 

Not only does the historical i map,ination perform the work o.f historical 

construction and inter poli:,,tion , but it perfor ms th e ,'for k of historical 

criticism es well ( I . H., 241.,) . The historical narrR.tive :i.s no t Ued d own 

to the st'itements of authoritif1s , with constr uction bf!inv c '1rri':!d on l ietween 

these sta teme nts b~c t::use Le st.:1te,.,~nts of s o-cr.t lled a.t:thorities a.re not 

swa.llowed ·N}iol e ; they n.rf' the:r. s elves subj~cted to critfo~l scrut:iny : 

I bepan by considering ::i. theory accordlnr' to ·11h ich all t r uth , so f 9.r a s 
any truth 1 s Rccessi bl e to t hf:' .-Jisor an , .:is provided for };j m read7 1~ade in 
the re~idy ,ade sV,tements of his authorities . I then s aw tl".ri t '1':u ch ;1f wr.at 
he tP..kes for true is not r iven fo tl"i s wa y hut constructed h: · his .s i;rfori 
irna :dr.r,;'..1on ; but I still fancied th-'lt t be i m::i.r· jna tion wo rked inferentially 
from fixed roints r iven in the same s ense . I •-1r.1 now driven to con f ess that 
t he re are for .. istorical thnuph t no fixed roints thus given : :in other wor ds , 
that in his tory , just '1. S there a re i::roperly sp!'lr1kinf no '3.Uthorities , so 
t h~rn a re properly speakinp.; no ~hta. . (I . H., 243) 
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All that the '.-. istorian 10e:rns , when he dercribes certain historical facts 
a s his data , is ttRt fo r tho rurtas~~ of a parti cular piece of work there 
arP cert~,r, rjstorice.l pr ob!P.ms r elevant to tha. t work which for the present 
he proposes to treat as settled ; though , if they are settled , it is only 
because r istor3c~l thinkinf. has settled them in the past , and they remain 
settled or, l y until hie or some one f! lS E~ dedded t o reopen them . (I . H., 244) 

If the a lleeed facts do not fit into a. coherent a n<l continuous picture 

of the p~.st , if they do not "make sense" or the past , they must be rejected : 

It is thus the historian ' s pictur e of t he past , the product cf r•is own !1 
.ra:121::.i imagina tion , that has to justify the sources used in its construc­
tion. These sources are sources , th~t is to say , credence is r iven to them, 
only bacause they 'ire in this way ,justifioo . (I. H., 245) 

Whatever the Mstorian puts :i.nto t his picture , he puts there because his 

i ma ·:- in~tion de~ands t.h<i.t jt be F-;t there . 

Thus , thP- :n-istor cal !! rriori imr-win'ltion r;overns the co11rne of the 

:bistor:"!n ' s work , the production of a. cohP.rent and cont:! ruous pic tu r e of 

the r,~st . And thus , the 1 1ea of a co!-,eren t t!nd continuous ricture of the 

rl'l.st. f CVP.rns the r r oduct icn of 'l pictnre which .!! corJtinuous and coherent . 

The i c: en. of a n im11r.h1n.r y ;,ic ture of thA p::1 st is the i dea of hi stor y itself . 

It is this i dea wrich serves as the critedon of historica l truth (I . H., 

The i c ~a of history, whi ch is the product of the h istorical imapina-

tion , is inn~te or~ priori and is a part of every man's mind . It is by 

measuring up his picture of the p,~st to his i dea of what a picture of the 

past oui:'ht t n be th.cit the historian decides upon the adequacy of his own 

picture , and he knows t.hn t :in no detail is it entirely adeq111:1.te . n Every 

new pf!nera.t:!.on mus t rewr:it.e history 1n Hs own way" (I. H., 248 ). But 

however frnrmcntary his ·nark may he the dst.orian is certain in hls know-

l edi1e tl- '1.t the i dea ·nhich r.·overned its production is "cle3.r , n.tiorv1l ~nc 

u niv0rs:~ 1. It is the i <l ea of tho histc!'"i ca l lr.w.1:dmtion 3.S a self-dercnc.ent. , 

self- .ietcminfor, a nd sel.f- justifyinp- fonl' of thou ,,.ht11 (I . n., 249 ) . 



The preceeinr ~xposit:ion of Collinpwoon ' s pos ition shoul f.! l'!lc1kc clear 

t hr..t fo r Colllnf'HOO(~ the Uee c,f !iistory is the cotJrt of l·,. st. r esort in 

jund nr the truth ofe. histor:i ca1 rictur e of the p::.st . Its jud ~ment is 

final. Severr:. l questions will he cons1dercd coricernint v-, is cr:it er-ion . 

Ce.n it ~i~tinr,1lsh r.istorical trutl-i fror:i !':istorica l fiction , from :i.rt: Is 

t he idea. of history an "inna te" idea·: Are the terms "coherent , " ''contin­

uous,11 "mP.king sense" too vaeue to be trust11orthy criteria of historical 

truth': Is historica l truth gained by t.~1es 0 criteria putlic or private 

truth: I s the i oea of history as a criterion a satisfs.ctory answer to 

histori cal skepticism? 

Evidence .--The resemblance between the historlan and the novelist is 

p;reat . In both the history a nd t he novel the incidents and situ-":. tions 

must fo rm an intepral part of t he whole pic ture , and the development must 

not be acctdenta1 hut n~cessary. goth are concerned with the ana l yds cf 

cha r a c t f'rs .rmd the exh i bition of mot ives . 30th a rf'> partly nnr:rn.tion a nd 

r:artly description. " r! othinf is adrr.issit.le in either except wh:i.t is 

neces sary'' ( I . H., 245-246) . 

Du t t~e diff P-rence is funriament.al. The historian I s t'i.sk is to con­

struct u picture of 11 th:i nrs a s triey ret:1.lly were and of events a s they 

9 

r ei1lly hA.ppenedu (I. H., 246): his pictur e nmst be tempor lllly n.nd spatially 

located ; the novelist ' s need not be . And , nga.in , "all h istor,r riust be 

cons:i stent 11:i th itself" (I . II ., 246) . I rnaeinar y worlds ci:.nnot conn jct . 

nut , most important , the historlan must rely upon Avi dence . Hi s picture 

"sta nds in a peculiar relation to sometr Tiff ca lled ev:idence" ( I . H., 240 . 

Anything- i mmedfo.tely perceptible to the historiirn may serve as 

evidence . But i t 1s not evidence without the ri ght kind of historical 

knowled ge . " Historical knowledge can only grow out of historical know ­

ledge" ( I . H., 247). 
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However t h1s nay be, the 1-·:i.s torian 1§ dependent upon evidence for 

the truth of h is narra t.jve , :,,;h~thPr the evidence is tesUmony, relics or 

inscriptions . For a ll tha t the historian may assert is "what the evirlence 

before him obli p-es him to assert" (I . H., 204) . 

To extract historical knowl eof!e from these percertible data the 

historian must use a method of infer enc e wM ch more r <1sembles the methods 

of crimjnal detec tion than those of AristoteleRn lopi c. The theory of 

i nfPrence which i dentifies validity wi th f or m is not one wh ich can be used 

in r is tor y . In fact the not ion tb.t the val -Uity of inf erence can be 

deter mined sol e l y by e.tt.ention to fcrr.i is pernicious in any f i e l d and i s a 

del usion (I . H., 253) . 

The historica l method of inf'P.rencP. consists :i.n '' puttin: history to 

t he ,:-:UP.s t1on11 (I . ·1 ., 269) . J ust 1;. s jn cri-r. in'll detection t he detect i ve 

is 11.r med w l U1 n. questh m to whic•·, <1 11 o th""-.r "._"j'.Jos t ions r: : 11 be subord .t r:'6. le 

( " Nho killPd J ohn Doe':") , so the historbn r ead s his so1-1rces with t he 

quo.st.:on he d e sires Rnswer.ed a l rf'lady forrnuh.ted . Wha t d ist-lnguishes nis 

quP.stions frcm those o the 11 seissor ' s-and-paste11 historian ' s is t ha t his 

qu,:,stion if not "Is i r is statement true or false?" but " Nh13.t cloes this 

s tatement mea n?" 11 \Y hat l ip-ht is thrown on the subject in which I a rn in-

t e rested by the f act t hat t r 1s person rr.a.de th:i.s statement , meaning by it 

1:Yhat did he mean" ( I . H., 275)'? Like the detective he does not ask the 

question of witnesse s but of hi rnsP-lf , and just a s the detective formul a tes 

quest ions as he goes whjch bee r a logical r elation to the questinn he 

expects ult11:1ately to ans,,., er , so the scienU fie ~ istorfa.n "puts pas ;-afet 

to t he t orture" a s he goos, but r em ... r.;1::ers o. ln~:ys 1:-·:l s l e,.,,d .;nr ques ti on. 

The i mport ant t r i n f! <1bout tr'is log ic of quest,on g_n:J 11 nsw~r is thrit a 

ques tfon is a sked at every step in t he ~r pument or i r.vestir9. tion, and that 

ever y succeed i nr que:'lt 5 on is a nffi't qm~s t j on hPA.r 5 nr a 10,,:ica l reh. ti on to 
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the one r:receding it. ''It is not enourh to cover the gr ounr3 by havirlf! a 

cataloruc cf a.11 th e quest ions th 11 t hA-ve to b~ l'l.s ked , ~rnr. ask ing- every one 

of t hem sooner or l :1ter: they must be asked in the ri r r. t order" (I. H., 27J) . 

Desiri e ::,<o ir~r in the ri ~vht order , t ,e questions must t e II aen5:. blcu questions, 

th1-1t is , tr.f'rc ~nrnt. be some prospect of .<,ns~eri rr t hem! 

To a s k quest~.ons '.-Vr,ich you s ee no prosrec t o f .s.ns ,.,er-ing is the f\mch :rental 
sin in science •.•• Qu ..,stion anJ ~v idf'nc~ , in !-. s t.or y , 'ir e co'l"r -'1'3.+, e . 
Anyth l r.~ is cv:.dnn:-e which enahl N: ynu to ans ;,;~:r yo1ff 1,1.1estion--the ·-:UC$tion 
you a.r e ~skin[ now . A sensibl e q11,~· ~tion. is a a1Jest5.on vou :.-::-.ve or 3.re 
ro:i n; to r , '.WC ,:-~vidence for ans-N•r lng" (I . 1:., 2t:l) . · ·· 

The dete c t i v e , like the historia n , usos thP- qu0stion ;.nd a nswer ruethod . 

He makes d,~ t a evidence just as the ~iistor fan does : by :.he questjon. :Ju t 

hi s ans?1· 0 r to t he question he must answer is only probable ; thr1 t of t he 

histori~n is certa in . 

The q~estions thRt will be asked c0ncerning Collinewood 1 s theory of 

evidence are : In what way does historical met!"lod differ from ornjnary 

induct ive method? What , if a nyth i nF" , ls presupposed by t he question a Pd 

answP.r roetl1od: Ar e t he conclusions of the r•ist oria.n more cert'l i n than 

those of ~ cr11l'imil investi q·i tor~ Is Collingwood I s theory of evldence 

consi ster:t witr, !:is :.~-f'ory of 3.nterior verific..:,. tion , his doc t r inro t.hc:.t t..!--. e 

histc,r h.n sur,pl!es his o ,1Jn criteri on of historical t ruth i n rds Uea. of t he 

past? 

Re-enactment .--The me thcxi by uh icr U,P- historian knm1 s the II inside" of 

past ec tions ,\fter he has , liy the lor ic cf ·-.1..1es ti. on ,:,nd <1nswor , P.n~ b y 

crHic'J. l Ll.sLori0al r:ethods , ea ched a n ~rnders --:'.nd:in; of Nhr,t t ;'. ose a cti ons 

wer e , is to r e- enact the t hou !"'ht 'Jnderly:i.nr t hose a ctions in his o;m m:i.nd 

{ I ... ""\ f"'1("'\ ) 
• J! • I 4 I \J • He re- enacts the past ln his mm mind an<l thus a nd only thus 

has h istorica l knowl ed ; e of j t . This does not mean merely tha t his thoneht 

has t he sa me obj ect or content a s tha t of the r. ist or j c!'l.l personage he is 

attempting to understand , or, Hit is thP writing of a philosopher, that 
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he underst.e.r.ds the rr.f)aning of the words and sentences he finds there ; but 

t hat he rP- liv E:s t he vory same a c t s of thought which were once the a ct s of 

thcu ( !:t of the ,::,erson he is sti;dying ; he re.ts :into thE> n :inside" of the 

action h~ i s s t u<lyinr. and performs the v e r y same a c ts of thoup-ht which were 

porformcd by t he a.gents i n th?.t ~cUon . '.'l e r each cur knowl edf e of ·.vh~t 

these mf9:'i thour ht ~y l;1terpret.inr th':3 .evidence 7"1. ich ~1e ht:!ve> ; a nd , :in re­

enac t -in'"" or re- cre<\ t inp, the:ir t~·.ou~r.t jn the li ':'.' '1-- t of t>: j_s ev:i dc~,cE; , 11 we 

c s n krc·;;r , so ~3. r ci S t he re is any knowlPdf"! , tb. t t '!'e ~.1",o ·:1. hts we create 

wer l! t heirs" (I. H., 296) . The :nere r 'lc t tr .,.._t 7ie hav e some.one ' s record of 

his U,..,i.:fhts doas r. :::it ne: essari l y mean H:t t \Te C'm understand thP!tl , Qnd 

eve,n : .,ouch r.e are 2.ble to ::- c-::.d and under.stand the l ;;.n,~nf.'e :in ,,hi ch t hey 

wore wrHten. .:e rcus t have /3. backgrmmrJ of "'Xper ience sim.ilR.r to U:,;. t of 

t he w ritPr er we C"lrmot hope t o understand his tho:1ght (I . H., J OG) . il e 

must }-,A.Ve :i re·0 dy sympalhy with his wa7s of thlnJd.ng . 

Tr.er e cr. n be no history of a nyth:i nf other than thought , because t here 

c ~n be historical knowl edve of only ~hat the historian c an re-enact in his 

own min~ , a nd the ob ject of historica l knowl edge is not thought cont ent 

( thinfs t hought about) but "the act of thinking itself1' ( I . H., 305) . It 

folio s t :-;at " h i storlca l t hinking is a lways reflection11 (I . H., ) 07), 

b Pcanee reflecti on is thoup.ht about t hought , thought of the second-degr ee, 

and thi~ is rrech~flly what histor ? i s . ~'. ot onl y s o , but t l:e obj ect cf 

historicP.. l t t our tt is reflective t ho,- ght . Only a cts w~ich ·.,ere pr efor r.iod 

i n tr.e c cnsc .i.ousness th:,t trey Ner e beinf' perforir.P.d , a cts per for:ned 11 0n 

pu r ros e ," C?..P he obj ects of hist or ical know l ede-e ( I . H., J OG- 309 ) . 

The quest . ons t }:a t will be asked concer ninf· Collingwood ' s t heory of 

r e-en:<1 c t ::1ent arc : ,bst wbr.i. t is re- enactr.ent of ~ r,ast t•iou cht : Eow does 

t he h ist o-:'."b n kn:::11 :',e i s r e - en~lcting rs thou .:-bt': I'oes tho t heory of r e­

enf:lc tment 'invol ve a t heory of immed iate inference , of h i storica l i nt uit i on: 
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Ca.n the.re be. re-enactment without $\bsolutely certain historica l knowl edge? 

Is our knowl edr,:e of a rart'i.cular person ' s t:iour ht or beh'lvior derendent 

upon eenE>r a l knowledge ': !;.ust we he sympathetic to~ei.rd a. p:i.rticuh.r way of 

thinkinp to re-en.r.:i.ct t he thour:ht of peoplA '.'lho think in tha t we.y'i 1iha.t ls 
the distinction between an act of thought nnd the content of a t hour:ht'i 



Cl !APT r.;R I I 

H1 STO:tY AilD TliOD IJHT 

History a. s the History of Thoufht 

Collinrwood 1 s philosophy of his t.cr y is an :l.de~list ph Uosophy . He 

holds th<i t pR-st thoupht is the r,roper stnd; of tr,e Listor:i:u1 . Th0 only 

c ; .us a l fP. ctors in 1:istory are t houfhts . Actions ~nd events a re of inter est 

to the historia n only br-> causp, they a.re expressive of, or are reacted to by , 

thourhts . The only thoughts which can become the subject matter of history 

are refl~ctiVP. thoughts , thouyhts performed self-consdously and 11 on purpose"; 

the only actions wh ich are expressive of such thoughts are reflective 

a c t:i ons. Thus the historical narrative wHl be a. coherent and continuous 

narrative of past thought ; it will construct a thour-ht pi c ture of the past . 

Three rreneral critjcjsms may be mad~ of this conception of the subject 

matter of history : non-menta l causql forces may not be used in historical 

expb.nr-1 tlon ; non- reflective mental forces , ef!10Uons and f eelinrs , m<1y not 

l",~ u sed in ,, !storico.1 exphrnntfon ; and nct3.ons wh ich are no t succes:::.:ful 

cannot he historicn.lly expla:i ned . The first two of t hese cri tidsms nre 

vali rl only if' 1-'istorical m'itt13rs cannot be exrh.ir.ed without recoi,rse to 

non- refl~ctlve 'lnd non- rurposive c.~ns a.1 :i fluences . ThE> th ird ~as recoq-r.ized 

and a ccerted 1 .. y Collinvwood t1s e ccnse-;ue nce of his theor.r . The first 

section of tr.is che.p t.er wi 11 attem;- t to s how that non- refl ective and extra. ­

menta l fo rces should be t i:i.ken into 'iccount in the Ustoric•:i l narra tive . 

But , first , the char acteristics of a thought pictur e of the past may 

he illustrated by the reconstruction of the stratepy of a football captain 

14 
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in mA.k:lng a pl~y. The football cc~ptr:, i n will h we J-:3.,~ ,:i_ ;,' rrpo :·e which , if 

succe~s ful, ,..;j 11 h:we exer t r·d s. causal influence upon the pur posf:ls s.nd 

a c tions of ov P-r y member of the te,-rn . Not only will ev e r y qct:ton rrrow out 

of the a c ti en, r.r icb prl-'\ce·ied H , hut tr:e se vd 11 ;:rrow out of the envis"' r ed 

ultirw:t e pur r ose. 'i.'he h~r c facts of th€ s ituation .s re t he h<i..rd facts -... s 

the captain s ees them. He believe s t he orponcnt team ' s linE> t o 1:-,".! str onr er 

than his own , therefore he dec ides to ra ss to rain his pur pos e , wMch is 

to score and win. If he is successful in cArryi np: out his purpose , we can 

reconstruct his strategy from its accomplishment to its beginning. We can 

s ee not only what his purpose was , but his implementa tion of tha t purpose , 

"-S well a s the reason he impleMented it in the way he d id. We c an s ee that 

with his view of t he situation (the strength of the opponent team 's line, 

and so forth ) he could do noth inr else. 

One questi on which can be asked concerninl! such a thoueht pic tur e is 

"Can evP.r yt~dng \!'fh ich is relev!rnt to th is picture of the past be included 

w:i t hout refer r.irw to extr a-ment a l c a1J s a l forces?" Accord.inf to Collim"Vwod , 

na ture cannot aff~ct spirit . Jhat ca n affAc t s pirit is the conception of 

n!l. t ure 'Rbich we hol d . Thus r,eogr aphy or climtJ. te does not exert a causa l 

influence. upon our behav i or. The fact th··. t reople live on 'ln jsbnd :foe s 

not 1 n itself !if feet t !·1eir his t ory, but t heir conception of the ir position, 

whether they conceive the sea as a barrier , ~n qvenue to trade , a me~ns of 

securing food , does aPfAct it. But , to return to our rlay , suppose the 

football capt a in i.s sub,1ect , in damp weather , t o a slight a sthmatic condi­

tion , not enour h to prevent his pl ayj ng but enourh to impair his efficiency. 

Suppose t hat a s a result of this condition he has a bad day (such a s we 

a ll sometimes have) and losns the g~me , a lthough the experts had predicted 

that he would win easily. Ar e we a lso to suppose tha t the damp wea..ther 

aff ec te<'l h1 s " history," or may we assume tha t it wa s his conception of the 
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d!3.mp wea t hE' r tha t p_ f'fected it: Clearly trJO for r:ier . But if nature i mpinces 

upon t he working of spirit in this instance why may it not do so in others? 

It seems to do so often enouph . If a person is very hunr:ry , his 

al·il:l.ty to concentrate upon other subjects is affec ted . If he ha s a head ­

ache or sore back , his spir it is affected . His actions and thow :hts a re 

not just wha t t hey wonlrl be if he were a ble to give them his undivided 

13. ttention . 

I f n::i. tur e really does affect spir it , -'-.5 H s ee r.i s t o , a n ,:rx:rls.na tion 

of huma:.. a c t ions rfr;ieh i imore s t U s a s pi,ct o f human r,eb~v 'ior will he a 

pa r t i a l ex~-1-'.rna ti on . Nothi nr, t hc1t had a rcart in deterrnin inr t he cov rse 

V:o~e 3c tions t cok c c: n rJe ·Jelil-:0r a tely i rrnore<l . If rart cf t he s it.,;,1 ti on 

h1 whl c r. t he ac t~on occurred r. a s s or:,e t"'·d r,t oU,er thun Lr10·,1:ht , tr.en t: :c.:. t 

must li~ t a ken h,to a ccmm t in d e Ecrihin[ t he situ~.tion . 

I n adrJ 'i tion to extra - Me nt a l ca.u s a. l forces , a v;ood case ca n be mad e 

for includ i n~- non- reflective mental force s , emotions and f'eelines , in 

h istorical explsn~tion if ror no other reason t han their interest . 

RP.stricting the historhn ' s subjec t ma t ter to reflective thought 

leaves out 111 tov·ether t his q,spect of thoup:ht . The feel 'i r,gs a nd emotions 

in which t houf ht almost always opera tes, and which , perha ps , r- ive it µart 

o f its force , a nd which certainl y give it, much of its interest , must be 

entirely omitted from the Mstor:i cal narra the . History , under t hese 

restrictions , wou l d lose much 'Jf :i t s human '.JU 1.l:lty ; one of t he mos t i r. t,er­

est 1nr :;iq:,ects of 13. ny hi s t orica l period l s Hs emotiona l tone . A his t ory 

o f th '? Enli ,·htcnrnent , for ex1.,;:ple , ?J :-i ich omitted t his e rr:ot ional ha ckr round 

wo,Jlf not be t:a l f so i n t er e st:ine anr'I, f <'r haps , not ha l f' s o enli ;--J, t eninf, . 

I de :i s c01.1ched i r, e r:iotive Vrn:"'la '"e are n::) t co-;.pl etel y t ,'.J.ken i i to a ccount 

a nd , cons ~quent l y , no t co:1pl e t e l y u nderst ooJ , unl e ss t hA i r emo t-i on.<J. l tone 

is consi r;e:r-f?d . Act1c,ns w;, ich , i f ln Lerpre teJ a s col,: l ;r reflective , ·,; 01.: ld 
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be inh1'.m•i.n1 y cr.iel :<>.r~ often -enrhn·ed ':"!Ore r a t ional, er n t J e"'st :::ore 

hui:-:"'l.n , .iy 8xr-le.nt:itior. ,: 1' ic~ -i ocs t ake jnt.o a ccount the ~root i.rn•i. l or psycho­

lo r- ica l contnx t m1t of ·,yh ic•! tb~~r :i.ros f' . Th~ s is sl m. ply t o s::iy tl-:,~ t cold 

re.Uon•iJ. ity i"."iay s ~em pro.foundJy irre.ti'.'r.r1.l. 

Tr,N'e is some quns l. ior. '<hcth.<1r •r.e car1 co!'l.struct n. :listorical narr::.-t:Lve 

o f an i · sti~,ntion , s ay tr.e crmrc:i or the fr-:.t.1.ily , w tr.out ref erence to 

expl,::na :.:i en i !1 terms of fi:>eli nc ~rnd e ,:.~0tion . /fo can speal,; , of co':rse , of 

the r·urrose o !' thr,, f i:im ily as bein ;:- the rropa ra. tion of the rnce , a s if it 

were del1.he.r'1tely pb.nned for 13. 1JtUit<lrian purpose . The same result could 

have been taken ca re of in numerous oth~r ways . ,~hat t : ere is o f value 

in the fam:i ] y i s not e:x-plained when the emotional and psycholor ical needs 

met l.:y thst institution are lP.ft out of the account . A historr of the 

church whi ch omitted an explanat ion of its r itual , the confession9.l , holy 

d~ys would h e a p1rtial history of church. One which exph:inPd t hem witr.­

ont r eference to thA Ratisfactions they provide for psycholo :· ica.l a nd 

unconsc ' ou s needs would st"i 11 he onl:r a pa.rtial 'h istory . 

One othr-,r ]j r,i jtr..tion cf Collincnood ' s tt'eory t hat, a l1 history .... s the 

M.story of thour.ht is thr,. t unsuccessful actions cannot b~come the sub j ect 

ma tter of histori cal narratives . There CF< n he n0 his t ory of lost ba\t.les , 

1msu ccesr,f11 l enterrd.sPs ; tricre can only be histories of v ctor~m: s enter ­

rrisP~; . S~nce t,;Jis 1s so , cne :-Te 'i. t f5elfl of sul,5°et rna~,tt:?r i s for t.·ver 

closed. to the historian . He may specula t e in :1.d l e moments abcmt the thour;h ts 

of t he loser , but historical knowl edpe of those thoughts he can rcver have . 

Collingwood po:int.ed out this consequence of hi.s theory in his A11tobiopranhy; 

and T . ~· . Knox , in the preface to The lde.R. of History ( pp . xi- xii) , pointed 

out a. further consequence of what Collirw-Nood s1'.lirl there , whi. ch is Lha t to 

find out 'Hhat a phUosopher thour ht is , at th?. samf" time , to f ind out that 

it is tn1P . As 3 conse'luenc P- , " all philosorhical wdtinr~ s a.re either true 

or unintelli r itle ." 
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If othPr typr:·s of h ist orkal eYr l rm,. t fon than t hourht 'l r e used. , 

unsuccess fu l actions cen e e~~r-lajnen . Hi stori ,rns no exr: l ain unsu ccessfu l 

a cti ons . If CoJlin[Woorl is r frht , they coul d not do s o i f a ll U s t.,ory is 

r estr icted to t hon r ht . 

If only refl ective t hou ght a nd action may r.e t he sub ject malter of 

history , t hen much that i s at present considered grist for t he r: i s t od a n ' s 

mill must be exrelled fro!!' t he rrovince cf h jstory . Works such e.s Toy r.hee 's 

! Study .91: Hist orv ~nd Sr,en g] er ' s Decl i ne of 1illl ,V est a re , a ccor rUn ~- to 

t h is crit.erfon , la r p-e l .• non- hlst oric::J l ·n orh , lllthourh they deal c1 i th h:i s t or-

:ica l r,,at+,,-.r s :in t he ord i!'":l'l!"Y s nrisc cf pr!.st Pv er:ts . Ar..y h5 r. to:r:· 1:1dch exrlr ins 

hurne.n nct'ion~ 11: c ~11 s a l ter ms otrer t!'P.n the +.e]eolof"' k !1 1 caus; .'1 l ity of human 

r urr oec rn rn t be excl!ln e(~ f rom the fi el d of hi s t ory. 

Th€' cc-nehrnl('I?: Lo Nh icr V j s di:-lcus "'ion ;:o:i.nts in 1·,hs t h:ist.ory shou l d 

no t h~ ~ i!".i te,~ t o cxrl".rat:irm of pu,t s.c-:-.:ions r:mr: r:vent s in t,., r ms of 

thourht a lone . Any cxr l '.ln?, t ion o f hu~~n ac t ions mu s t t nkE> in t.o a ccount 

t>umcrn tr.o•.1r-h t. s a.nd purposes, 1-ut ex +,erna l or interna l forces wh ich affect 

those pnrros ~s must a lso be t.11.lrnn into a ccount . The s~ fo rces include both 

naturl;t l forces and feelJ '1(Ys . A ph j losophy of hj story wh ich restricts his-

torica l exp1 anati.on to the province of reflective t hou p-h t is not an entfrely 

adequate r hi losopt,y . 

Histor y as the Science of Y, jnd 

Accord3ng to Collingw oorl h istory 3s tl:e true scfonce of 'Tl i nc! . The 

rea~on he hold s t 1,1s r os i t:i.on i s his beli ef t ha t : 

The body of hum•rn t hour,h t. or mentB.1 8. Ct lvi. ty i s fl corpor,'lte rosse r· sion , 
a nd :;1 J rrio~t. 'l ll t he or,;,r".t iom; 1,r ich 01· r '7' in·::: p!"rfnrrn "-rE· o1,E'·r::. t i ons N~ ich 
we l cq,rne.d to r>erform r rom 0t hers :,bo h.'3.v e p.e r formP.d tr em n. l ready . ..:,ince 
rr i.nd i s wY:lt. it i oes , .1o. n,~ humqn ns:ttnre , if i t i " B. r.~~m,· .for anythh w r ea. l , 
is o r.l v P. n,uue fo r hu~G. n a ct i viti f' s , t !,i s "3. Cr: uis1t:i on of atility t o J:' t?r form 
n et. ~rrd n,.,_t~ o r 0 , "i.+ jnnr, 3 s trp -,, C" T :i1;it.ion 0f n ::11:>tf'r wi:'.n..te humr,n natt1r e . 
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Thus the historjcal process is a process in wh:ich man cre~tes for himself 
t h is or thRt kinn of human mi.ture by re- c !:e'ltinp in his own thmwht the 
past to which he is heir . (I . 1!. , 226) 

One s ens"" , thn ,, lr: wl:lc'h r,j9tor:; sciP.nce of human n•1"t11r e or r::ind 

is t};3. t i n histor y 'Ve c-:.n discover Nh'.it Mind ha s done a nd froi'l th:it ln~rn 

what mind i s cnpa1·:l e of d0inr . rand is ·,ih;-,t, it do~s , t herefor e !n l e.•1r ning 

wh'3.t it ,foes we l e " !' f! '<"h<>.1: :H is . Not only no ?:e di;:,cover wh?,t mind is but 

,rn e c <tu: re mind ( h\Jm·;n r.a t1Jr~ ) in the rrocess of ,U scoveri r: ;· i t . Our hur:ia.n 

nature is not r cstr1ctod t0 ~,1-: ·tt H Hself hJ.s expPr:ienc ed 1mr...erlhtely , ht:t 

it may rE1- crr.:,•d,.., the rn.st and exr'1nd its ross ible li ciHs to i nc l ude the 

total ex:i:;eriAnce o f the r ace, :insofnr tts thB.t is cont ained in present 

historic~). kno::i l edpe . 

There ar~ some problems i.n this conce~tfon of history which may con-

v eniently be de11l t wH h hAre . On~ of these is to deter-mine what Collirlf',vood 

means <Vhen he says that " m:ind 1s what it does ." This is par t of Colline-wood ' s 

feneral viP,-., t r.at str .;ctur(.! cannot be differenti ated f r om function. J f 

l·ein f" and do inf" wPr e ri i ff Prenti 'l t.Pr3 , it. r.iay be noted , histor y ;vculr! he the 

knowled re of <fo jn·-- \'7 ~·:1lf' psvcholo c-:y '~rnul ri be the science which ·U i,covers 

the st,f'1JC tHrf~ o!' the ,dnri . nut the two , nccordinr to Collin~~.1ood , C'":nnot 

Kant , thc>t 11 t he r·iind ' s kno·.v1ed pe of :i tself is its knoivl..-,d pe of ev,crythinc 

kno;;vs ltsd.f . 111 In lmm,: nc tl ir, wa;1 jn -,;hich the ;rdn<'l 1\mctions , the ,:cy 

it kno':l'S its -~orld , ~e 1:nO'I\' t~:t'! $tr ucture o f t he rrdn:1 . In knO'idn ,· wh~i.t 

mind 1Jof!s .,,. ; know 1v. ·i t, mind is . Thus if we know t.he world of history we 

know the worl i o:' minrl . 

lcoll1nr ~ood , Specul um r entj s (Oxf ord, 1924) , p. 299. 
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One r;u0s+,ion remains : Does t he stutenent '' the nine. i s ;vh-it it, :bes" 

tte ~inJ i s ~hat it J oe s , 

he doe s not m€:an t,h-( t the mi nd is 'Nh:d, the bori y ri c es . ·lrcr~t t 2';e :rd m? does 

is to t~ink and t o ~irect act ~on ; t his ac tion is not to h~ equbted with 

"F ha.t t.h~ mind does . The w:i n,1 is the t hou ;::-ht w\ ich na s tee j nside of tte 

acti on . The movements of hoaies in space is the outside of t he acti on , and 

with the outside of the nc tion the t,ist.orian is conce r ned onl y so f a r a s it 

reveals thP. :i mdde . 8Pha,vj ori s m re_iects all such dualisms . 

Rut how, the b1?:hav1 ori. e t ma:: ask , can ·11~ know the j nside of a n action , 

which is nnohservahl e and therpfore unkr.ow'll,le': Coll in[T'il'ood ' s ans-·, er to 

t h is ob,iectinn :is c c '!tt :'1. in~d fol i!o tl-eo:rv of' re-<-::n act::ient . This thf:ory 

i t s nrplks ti ons w:111 be foUy t.rPsted in '1 l '":.ter ch~,rter . It may b,, 

nent:ionec! , however, t 1'qt this tl·eory :Is not 9- comrlet.ely satisfa ctory 

the j neide of r s.st "tc t.hm= , -u:, :.iQ knmv r~u:;t t '., ourh t , .'?.nc: r.e therefore holds 

th"t h i stor y is th~ tr- 1"" ~C18nce of m:i n<.J . To know prnt U:ou r--ht is t o 

think j t , to re-crA-i.te it 1n tr.c pr esent . To kno·N wh;:,,t m:lnd has done i s to 

know wha t mind h , hP.c aU!"'P for mind t o know what 1:1in'1 has done in the p!ist 

presupposes ndnd ' s doi.nf! H i.n the pr e s ent . 

Given Collfopwood 1 ~ pr erni ses :it woul d. seem t hH.t. there is no denyinf, 

h is conc1usfon . If history is P ie fi ,,.. l d of endeavor w l':ich d1 scov Brs ~·.<i. st 

thou f.ht , and if in r'liscover!ng p:lst t.ho111?,ht we CN!"1 te it 1n thf' pr o !2. en t , 

a nd if mi nd is \'1hqt it d nes ( i. fl . t"1.r ks) , t hPn r~s t,O!'Y ls t'·1e t.:'.'ue sc i enc~ 

of m1 n<l . It is t ·he cid ence ·yh~ ch dts~ovrrs ·w~' :1. t :n :i r.d tJ..d nks a nd is . It 



dynamic process . ThP. essPnce of q proc~ss is chanre , it is forever 

hE·corriit:v . To descd he the mind of today is not to r,r ed kt the mind of 

tomorrow . 

fi e may B.f'Tee with Collingwood thH t histor y is , i n his s ense , t he 
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science of rn fod without limitin "' the sph're of history to r eflective thou r ht 

a lone . It may welJ he tr1At ~.; stor y describes the mj nd , but it rl oe s other 

t r. in r s a s well . There j s no need to lirn i t its subject r,,n t ter so drastica lly . 

Collinpl'Ood 1 s ob j ~ct ion t o t his viev, woulrl be th1t 1Ne can only h,c:.ve hi3 t or ­

icul h1o·v l edp;e of what ?le can re-enA.ct i.n our own minds and thri.t only t hou g-ht 

can Le so r P. - en .. cted, but , as hr.ts hee n ment ioned , hi s t he ory of r e-enac t -

rr.en t is itself s1;bject to nerio- ·s li1d.t!1.Uons . On trie other han:: if ,ve c 11n 

h·:ve no hlo;vfodge of ' istorica.l thou r ht , h istory cannot be the .,cience of 

rrd n·1, even on :ollincwood ' s own s how ing . 

But wr,at. -, re ·1v e to make of Coll in;n,ood ' s sta tement in Speculum ;;. en t is 

thi:;. t "the world of f'a c t which is explicitly studied in h i story is ••• 

implic itly no th inp.: but the kno·,v:inr mind as such" : Can history be the 

science of the kno·N inf mind even if its o h j ect is not thou ght? Does the mind 

oescribe itself in descr ibinp any object whatever'i This seems to be t he 

c ;nclusion at which Collingwood arrived in Specu l um Mentis (1924) but ~hen 

l ater Collinrwoo<l wrote The I de 1;1 of History (1936 ) he no lon1.:er spoke of 

hi story a s heinr a ,wrld of f,-,.ct but referrr·d to it a s u worlci of thour:ht . 

It sePrns cle '"l.r ths. t the c !1.1tn v,;e was a necess~·7 one from the po int o '.' view 

o : c '.3. ll jnr h : story U:e sc.ie r. ce of Minll : If the rdnd Jescri '!,£-s it::.elr i n 

d escri i-:- in r: any ob jec t , then ever y s c ience is A. s cience of m:nd . It ·u01lld 

s eem, 1n c onclusion , th0tt h istory ' s bein? ~ s cience o f r.i nd pre supJ>osr,s 

t h-!t 'b. ·istor:r he '.~r,le to kro", pq s t thou r ht . ll ow it js r::. l c: to o btain su ch 

wood ' s t heory of re- enr;.ctrr:ent :is cnnsi. de "cd . l:istory !ci S t }1e s c ience of 
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mind does not jmply that h i stor y must be restricted entir ely to the area 

of reflective thought . i\nd , in v iew of the limitati.ons imposed upon 

h istory by this restric t ion it "IOUld see m tha t we may justifiabl y '?eject it . 

Freedom 

Before p,:1ss int: on t o Collin;.~.rnod 1 s f'~"nerfl l ph1 losophica l pos ition 

concerrlnr the s t" tus 01' h fotory -.v e may profilabl y consider one other 

doctrlni~ of lds ?f \ ich ls very closcb r e l ated t o history ' s being the history 

of thcu r-ht . This is h is v iew of f'ree<l om. 'l'his view ht1s been i m~lkHl y 

treat'-'d in the fi rs t. section of tr:is c h<::.;:ito r -::nd ne~d not i e tain 1;s long 

here . The view is , br iefly, ':.1r, t the "' ind cre!l.t~s t ie dtu3.t.1 on in wh:i ch 

it fi nds itself. ); othing exer t s compulsion upon the rd.nd except itself , 

bPcaus0 natur e cannot exert compul sion upon mi nd . The eri ti cisms offered 

concerninr, th is position need not be r Ppe 0 • t ed . 

One interestin;::r aspect of this conception c f human freedom may be 

mentioned , however . The hi storian in discovering the f r eedom of the people 

whose t hought he studies , when he i s Hble to see that t~ei r limitations were 

limitations ·.vh3.ch their own reason imposed upon them an<l not determinate 

factors in the environmrmt wh ich coerced them, thnt t hei r conception of 

the sel'.i a s ll barrier , and not t he s 0a , w1\ s the cause of t heir prov i nc ial i t y; 

when t:-;e his torian discovers the f r eeclom ,vrd ch tbey r.'n;;oyed, ho :l iscov Prs 

h i~ o:rn f r .=>e<lom. lie is :·ree to write hi s tory .i.n c orr,plete autonor:,y . " u e 

h!is l ibP-r aten hi'Uself from t:-ie yoke of the n.·1t ur :: l sciences wh ich ccnceive 

the prAse ~t to r:av e hePn U:e r e sul t of deten_jnc.te p<i. s t events . ?he rr.:ind 

is free of -:1,i. t ural science an<l its deterr:-, i n ism and may cr,,a te it s o,vn 

dtmd ion , i ts own history , its own hur::an natur e , its o·rn past . This is 

not a f!J vht f rom rea lity oocuusP wh:it is r ··111 ll tr.e mind . 
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Th1:1 attr ~ct.! ons of this vi~'I"! arc oiwion::i . "- !Jo less ol':V ious Qre t l·:eir 

i mpl-ic:.1.t..ions for G. t~,eor y of histor y "-N115 c h chims to f lve P. pictur e of 

" thinl's :rn tl:.ey rt=mJ.ly w8re "!. nd of events '.l.S they really rm.ppened" 

(I. I! • ., 246) . If t he ·t:orld of hur:i;, n e.ffP-irs is crr111 t ed hy tho tdnC1 , a.nd 

jf the world nf h ls l.ory is H 1e worl1~ o :· humnn ?ff.nirs, then the historica l 

event is c r·cated . nut 001ljm,vood also mainta ins tr1•1t histor y must be 

objective. Therefore the event is not created . ColHnvwood csin counter 

that the event is , in some s ense , cre~ted in ooinf d j s covered to have 

occurred . If t h is is what hP- means , it may be p.ranted ; but how this d is-

tinp.uishes Mstory f rom any other sci.ence :i.s not clear . If history is a 

science of discovery, the historian may t>A autonomous in the sense that his 

methods of discovery are tested methods w11ich can be depended upon to 

produce knowl edge; but if the i.nduc tive methods of natural science a.re 

necessary to riiscovery, the his tor i a n is not free to irnore them. History 

need not fall , rr.~thodolop-ically, outsl<le the province of natural science 

tn order for :it to be fT<J.nted autonony . The historian :r.11.y be ms.ster in his 

own house wi thm.1 t be1 ng master of entire field of hum8.n knowl edp:e . If 

there a re good things in other scienc to> s which he can use , he can use them 

wi U-out sacrificin,,. ., is .independence . If , e.s Coll1nrwood s;,,..ys , all know-

ledge i s histor:i.ca l knowl E'>df:'e a nd if historica l knowl ~df,e must he justified 

hPfore any other form of knm1l f'?dfe C'.'!.n be , 1 t follov, s that ~ gener a l t hAory 

of kno.vledee is s theory of historical knowl ed ?e . If t here a r e r;ood things 

2That. there j s a gr eat rl Aal of truth in the staterr.ent t h&.t t he mind 
c rP.a tP.s its own l'!ituatfon rnay be Ulustratcd by the story cf a man "lihO 

was poing to settle jn R vHl:;!.fe in w'hich he had not ljved . Upon asking 
what type of people the vilh.;::ers wer e , he was asked v1hat type of people 
his nei F'hbors ha.d been in his old vi11 a::--e . He repli ed that they had ~ieen 
envious , spiteful , un- neighborly. His inf'orrrnnt then told him tha t he 
would find the peopl~ of this villar-e to i; e just like t hose of t he old one . 
Undoubtedly they were . 



wb icL fc. ris~· ln histo·rr <'.s 'l sped al sc.ience , they C!:'.n 1)e used by the 

philosopher of hi.s t cr:,: d th0i1t loss of autonomy. 

The conclusions which have f!volved out of t h is discussion of t hree 
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of Collintr«ood ' s key ideas 11re slightly 1..mfavorable to his position. I t 

has been granted that history may b ,... , if it can discover past t hou 17ht , the 

science of mind in Collim:11ood ' s sense . Res t ricting history to that fie ld 

alone h~s been seen to be a crampi ng restrktion and onl'! w1':ich is not 

necessar y . It has been decided that t he historian is just. a e free a.nd 

autonor:ious as any other scient i st, but not more so . lie does not ;;:~kc him-

s elf mor~ :i.rdepenr:ent hy renoundnf the tested rr etho ~s of ~:-:tinin;· kr:cwled[e 

used in the n~~t1J r a.l s ciences . Thfl metho,: s o: t he sci ences "!1iic"!--t mo..y be so 

appl icahle a r e p .rt of the fund of g,mera l )rnowled r:e ac q1.iired by the r a ce , 

and no one mn.kes r.1 ns e lf r.:or P autonomous h:'.l disca r d i ng Rny f;enu ine kno7>' l sdge . 



Cll' l 'E:l Ill 

TliE !USA OF' HJ STORY 

T .. e r r 1~nr:.· t?. s k --1}:ich Collincwood SE".t himself in h is ph:Uonophy of 

histor:; wi1s t h t of osti'l; . L+ ine; history 11.s 1,.n :iUtono,,ou s pursuit or 

knowl?::p:e : he ·dshed t o s how Ur:1 t history is not de pendent upon the 11etho<ls 

of n.n.hJr~l sc.ienc e but has a r:iethodolof y of i ts o?;n. T~e historian is t o 

be f r ee to rursue his 07fn ends in his own '11'3.Y , with t he a s sur ance t hat 

the conclusions to which his m~thod leads him a re true conclusions a.nd a re 

a s i mportant to tr.e satisfactory conduct of human affairs as a.re t he con­

clusions of naturJ'll s c iA. Ce . History is not to be subsumed under natur a l 

sci.ence nor is the problem of historical knowled p;e solved by a theory of 

knowled~e which accounts for knowl ed r,a in the world of natur a l science. 

The problem of establishing history as an autonomous sci.ence l r:dAp':'::ndent of 

nr:i.tur a l sde nce is the problem of d iscovf' ring a t heor y of h ist orica l know­

led f e wbicr .,,j 11 g,ccount for and solve the notorious difficulties involved 

in dewc nstrr-,""jnf th<Jt our histo r i cs.l know l edpe is r eally kncr:;l ed re anti not 

mE'!rely or,in.ioY" b9.sed on f 0,i tr: in the t estJ r.1ony of ccnte rr.r,orar :r ohservP-rs . 

Thus , j f t' istorica l , :r.or. l edfe is to be fird.7 l •:: s ed , fa i tr. in t0st:inony '3.nd 

so forth rnnst 'be suppbnted by some more satjsf'J. ct.or;, rr.ea.ns of a:fa'irin£ 

histor ic·1l 'lrnowl edge . ::ot only s o , but those means must be s hown to be 

solid l y hnserl , ~ither bece.use they ar e capable of ver ificntfon or because 

they ~r e based , in some other sense, upon the r~alities of experience. 

Collingwood chose t he l a t ter method , becausP. histor 1ca l events cannot be 
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4 p~ j o~i hi sto~i cgl i m~uin~ti cn , wh ich rn1pplies us with t h~ i dea of history ; 

and the ability of the h ' ~torian to rev i ve a n a c t of t houFht which he is 

studyinf . The l att.er is his ,foctr i. ne or r e - eni:i.ctment . 

The "Copernican" RP.volution in Theory of History 

The problem "Yh ich Collinf,!Wood attenipted to solv e wi.th his doctrine 

of t he .ll nriori i.magination w~ s the problem of historical skeptkism: 

The ,ioc trine that abou t t he pa.st \'l e can have not knowled f!e but opfoion 

only : a nd th1 s becau s e of the untrust-No r t h iness of tP.sti ,,,ony , wh ich 

accordim· t o the skettk, is ot: r o n l y i ·T or-tant 11 nk w.i th p<3. st PUTNi n 

e. c t.: onf' . The J'.'l.irros , of t, , e .;oc t r i no of tl1e !! i;r1orl ima icr ) na t i ,m wo.s to 

wor." 0. Kant hr, revcluU on in t he th.,..or y of history , to set history on its 

To wcrY. this r ~vo.lut l on the doctrine shifts t}1c po i nt of r ef ere~nce 

fror.: t 'e l. i3 t or ia.n ' s r.uthority t o the M stori <m , ; ,1 s t. a s the Eant i a n 

"Coper ni ca n r evolution" s b ift,ed t he pc :int of' :reference f' r om n-1 ture to t he 

rdnd of the observer . Just n s t he minfl becomPs a law- p:iver to nature , the 

histor5an ' s mjnd hecnm~s tr,P criterfon for the v P. lidity of its e ·1thorities . 

No l onper is the historian subject to his aut~orities in the sense of 

swallowinf' wholA what they have to tell h5m; they ru·e subject to Mm , 

because t e:ir statem1=mts must meet t he t e st of the !! priori ima f ina t i on 

( I . f l ., 245 ). 

The 1-\istorical (!! prjori) i m'.l. v~m t fon · s thus cldmed t o be a n ·tnte£Tral 

pa rt of t .r.e h11man rc in•l so f a r r;, s 'it j El d is t :i r,c t i v nl:r h11m!l.n . It r:ov ,:: rns t he 

w::.q t hA mjnd looks ·:i. t the p!;st , 1. nr~ the hl.stor i .c1. :1 ' s . -ic i:-.:. c o f t he past must 

conf o'""T. , 5nso r·" r :rn it :if. ri.dequ3. t P. , to r i s . i dee. of' .v;nt an i r:;arinr.,. r y ; i cture 
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of the p,, st ou r-ht to be ( I . H. , 21 .. 9 ) . Th i s i dea of the pe. st is the i dea 

of the past as a continuous anrl coherent -,vorld ()f thoue:ht . It is the idea. 

of history itself . And throit 1rlea. is , usinr Kant ' s terminnlo p:y , i! t;,:r:iori ; 

using Descartes ', inna te (I . H., 24'2 ) . 

The terf!l "pic ture of t hP pi:i.st" is B.mbipuous '.'lnd may me~n a pic ture 

'llhic t. co r r es pon ,s to th~ past as :it really was , but thi::; possit•Hity is 

r ~jectoo by Collingwood h.ec .ct1J s<> o f the i r.)possibility of corripc:rin '.~ the 

pkture with its orfrina l (I . ii ., 228 ); the othe-r rossi hility is thB.t it 

is used metaphorically to mP.an i:;.n account of th.-, pi.1 st which fall s into 

place Lke the pP..rts of a rictur e , <1.n 1icco1.1nt 'R}iich is coh P-rent a nd conti n­

uous :;,. nc~ " make:- sense (I. !l ot 2.!,5); t h is is t::ie sensfl l r, 'Xh ::..cL Collinr'.','i oo:J 

uses the -Ler!" . It must be con tinuous in the SE' nse that ov ,, ry act must 

lead :i1 itO the nex t 11nd r ro1; out o f' the l •lst; it must be coher -snt in t he 

SP.nse th&,t U·P. total pictu:r ,-, must hang tor ether and make sense , and every 

ch.a.rs.c tPr , situB. Uon , fln<l action must h"1ve been so bound tovether the.t 

wh~t happened was all thqt coulrl heve happened . A mjnor difficulty con­

cernin!:! the possihility o f h<tvinr a. "picture" of human thou v.ht in the past , 

which is t he sole concern of history , is t hus r esolved . 

The histod an does not comp~re his picture of the pB.st ;,vi th the past 

as it res.lly was but with his idea of ~~1at a pi c tur r, of thE> past ou,:_: ht to 

be , and t h is idea is 'l pa.rt of t.hP f \1 rnit1Jr~ of h:i.s m1 nd ~nr:1 serves t:t s his 

criterfon of r:i storica l truth . lle is thus in a :r;-•csJtion to re,:ect st-ate­

'.Ylents or d lsca.rd (or, a. t l P-·:s t , t.o 11 r eint f! r pret'1 ) evHence w:iich ,i oes not 

fit lnto 1';i coherent and conti nuous picture which makes sl'mse O . P. ., 244-

245- 248 ) . 

Colli nr,wood ha s t r.us est'1h] 3 sh~l t::e <tuiorn:r:y of t h l£! h:i storian . The 

histori,-.n is not a Clere 11 scissors-nn:. - p,i.ste" copyist wl, o accer,,ts the 
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H~ ccnstri1c t.s Ms rl c tur0 ac ord:l nr to an :induLHn.blf'l princjple : it •r111st 

!-3ut hr; s Collinf'WOOd sol v0d the prohle!!! N1-1ch :1f! s L"l.rtr.d out to solve, 

the rrol:l em cf hist,.,r i cnl s li:ertldsm': "h0ther or not bn h&s l1inr cs , pE- :rr.ayls , 

in p:'l. rt , upon the f idel ity of the ,am.lo:.-y bet ween his " Coper nican r evolu ti on'' 

in the t . eory of h ist.orica l kno1;ledge a nd Kant ' s in bis e-eneral theory of 

knowledve . The Kantian hypothesis consi s t s in rnainta1n:ing th.,<:i t the structvre 

of the mi nd gove r ns the way we experience r ealj ty. l'he r efore it is .s!. priori 

cert ;,.fo that an objec t of perception will be in space a nd time a.nd will be 

subject t o II causa l" sequence . The t he or y does not maJ ntai.n that ;ye know 

reality, mer e l y th1"tt wha t we can know of i t must conform to the s tructur e 

of the mind . The ,Yay in which reality is apprBhended by the human mind is 

t hus the same for A- 11 human beinrs , because the manner o f a pprehend i nv 

reality der,ends upon the str uc t ur e of t he hum,1.n minn a s such . 

It ie 1y no m~ans cartain tl~ t t he historica l imacina tion 5s n 

str uctur a l p:::.r t cf the humP. n mjr.d . If ·we can fi nd ma tu r e rer sons who r! o 

not vi e, tr.t'l past as cont:inuous , cor:erent and " mnking sense , " whi.t a re we 

to ~.a.y concerninr t he adequr:.cy of tl.o theory'; rrha t t here a r i: such persons 

Col1inp1000. ,;rnul ,: have bAen t he f i rs t to ad ~; it w: ile he W':l.S co:·nbatting 

'' irrg.Ucn:.l:ist" tender,c:ies r: conte·:z,or•,.l"'y· t hou.,::ht . An;r t heory wMch 

de scrihP-s histor y a s 11 a juxtaposition of t bin r:s stan<linf' to one anotl':er 

in rnerel y externP.l r-elations" (I. H. , 209 ) woul d <leny CollingHood ' s t hesis 

that ev ery mind has an i dea of the past as coherent and continuous . CertA..in­

l y we do not find anyone who df'nies t hnt he v j ews objects in space and time 

or tha t events occur in sP.quences which seem causal. To maint a in t r.at if 

people havP. not come to view the past in the way Collingwood postulat es , 
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they have not at t<d nf!d me'l;tal mq_ turi ty , as Col invnood sometimes seems to 

Rrgue , is to he r the question . 

fofots of View 

The V ,eory is fqr f r om n. eo,q·J f' t.P1 y satisfactor y 11.nswer to s'.er ti c:i sm 

even if it :1s ecccpt~a . T 1e VS.f.'1.li>.ness of the terms "c"rPrent , 11 11 con tin110u s ," 

,ihctt is coherent sense at one point :ln his tory may ·.vell hP incohor,-,nt 

nonse nf.:e ~t anothe!' . j'1hat " rr;nkes S':nse" to a ' r. r:d st m<J.y be nonsense to 

13. Thorui st . 

a s rreferable t o t:-;e 1 imit(1 ti.ans of sci ssors- ..:-:i.nd - pste history ( :i . H., 22c , 

24f) . It r,. t le.:rnt allows the hi stori:=tn 7:,,utonorny in workin r out his own 

destiny.1 nut for historic~l skepticism we a re un~ble to substitute any-

thinf! more ssitisfa ctory than historical r elntivisii , the ·iYell known II f r ame 

of reference" t~eory of hlstorica l knowle.dr,e . Accordlng to this t heory 

ev <>:ry historical writer has a "frame of r 1:>ference" and his work can only be 

judred in r elation to the "frame of r efer ence.11 This "frame of reference11 

consists of the writer's own emotional rmil intelloctua.1 ba.c k ~~round , h is 

na tiona.lity , the cultura l milJP-n , the prr·va iUng ''cli'll•i.te of opinion ," 

etc . All thf.'se f'actors mold tl-ie writer ' s point of view , anJ rd .s r,oint of 

vie,: pf'::rrr.e.1.t es hie er.tire ,•ork . The 11 frame of r efer ence" nwr he th? r C!sult 

of a com~>innt i.on of indepm.'lent fl'l.ctors , P.. S those mentioned a bove , or 

lnow~..,ver , Collir. ,-:rnoc1 :-lie: not f f'el Ui•0 •• \ ':.uto!"omy W.'i.S S!.: ff::.c:i,:nt . 
'' !t i ~ not enour·h tr,:,t 1:d sto:rical science s houl r'! be a-J tcnomons or 
cre!J. tive , it must a lso he cocent or ob j nctive ; it irust i r:ir.r nss itsel f' a s 
inev i t r1~•-0 on anycne ·;{ho .:is '.', bl r? u.r:c ,v i l15nr Le c ::mside r the r.: r o1mt1s uron 
which it is based , c.nd to think for \ lmse l f 'Nh<i. t tr ,<? cor,clusions F.. r e to 
whfoh t .'. ey roint . ( J . H., 265) 
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to bclr1 t: is H ,r: Orj· 1n any ''o!'r:! i r. 5 nw of his otlier c om:,d t "•r:1ts . If' the 

r. is tor:. ol' histor :,· or h . $tori ::rns b , c-, l so Hs+,ory , is il 1,:::; ·iticrn te to 

explain ,,: historian ' s , or , for tbit m1i' ter , :=rnyor1r: ,.,lse ' s , thoupht i..n 

tr> r ms of non - mental antf!cedP,n t !',, c tors or cond i t:i oninp: influence s of a 

CR.usa l nature·: T!:e answe r is no:2 

When a histor ian ,asks " iVhy d i d this historian write from the prir-

ticulPtr point of vi ew from wh ich he 1,rote: 11 he means 11 lihat did this 

hi s t orian t hink , wM ch "!l1:tde h:Im decide to write from the particular point 

of vi e\v from wh ich he wrote?" Thus the po1nt of view c hosen by anyone 

is the product of rF;fl e ctj on anct not a chance confi p:ur a tion of unconsdous 

eeor-ra pr•1ca1 or Lerr.por'll rrf"!judices . It follows that the phrl'lse "uncon-

scions Lie.s" wonl ::: be a c ontr e.r~l ction in t-erT.s , r.hcn 'lf"flied tc ::ny 

historian . For tl-:e hfo.s to be hi s torically '.<nm'nlble , it must have be en 

consdr:·.1s l :/ r.eld . For r eflect1vl'l act s , '\'hetr~r p~ysica. l 9. c ts or <tcts of 

t hourbt , ,1cts ·r.: ich .'t<.?Y"e don~ " on rurrose ,U "are tte onl y s11 .,Ject - :'~:.tter 

f' },~ ·l _n IT ,'. 0 1 .•,, S O.,y \-' • ,, ., 309 ) . 

::i1t can this a spec t of Collin[ eoocl ' s t}ieory be h '-i. rc:od 7.ed with his 

view tr,'lt t he reople in a fb,m redo,.: or culture think what they have 

been ku P'ht to think (I. H., 31'7 ) '? RPflection , accordin p t o Collinvrood , 

2Nhen tl, e h1stor:ia.n uses the word "cause," he usAs it in a s pec:i a l 
s ense . "Nh ~n an histori a n asks ' Why di d Br ut us stab Caesar?' he ~eans 
1 1H-,at did Brutus think , which ma.de rim dedde to s tab Caesa r ? ' The 
csuse of t he evf'nt , for him , means the tho1wht in the mind of the person 
by whose apency t,he ev~nt come about: and this i s not somethin~ other 
than th'! event , :it 3s the inside of tl'iP. ev i?n t itself." (I. H., 214- 21 5) 
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rnl'i tt.~ r of h5 story . T71i nking l\'rJ "'l. t 'Ne h~v~ h0en ta.nvht to t h ink is 1.mre -

flectiv r> U i01.1r·ht , thou r ht not thm1fh t ?-.bout hut a ccerted . Such thm.wr:t 

carmot t,c histed c~l subject ma.tter . ThP.refore either h1.storical kno·.v ledge 

is irrpossihle or people need not alw:-,ys r-eliPve what they ha.v~ been taurht 

to th:nk . They can r ~flP.ct uron the Wel t"inscha.uung of their culture and 

critlcize it . They can "€'fleet uron their own c r Hi.cisrn and crit:l ci.ze 

t b1t . Therefore th~ historian noed not evnlua te othe r countries f r om the 

point of v:iew ~r trJe uccer,terl nilues :in his own country . He :1"'ed not... , i n 

f.:,he point ~·· . o.,. vJew 

in comp~~lscn to ~n ~nrli ar , a s the e~rly pro t~ s tants d i d . 

Sol'".0 :nrt~:'i!, C"•nse ;'1.--nces of Col :n ;~;i/oo-i ' s excurs ion h:to ~h A " f r :~11e 

o f ri:?ff'·rerce 11 tl :eory ;:1rl)r ' - ,.: r·Jinted out . Our II picture" of thH ·,rnrld 

( roint of vi ew) 1 s the r,ictur0 H is becro.use thrit is t.Le way HJ have °:Jeen 

ta.1lf:ht to think . And our point of vie'N is · a1 .id only for us ti.nd for 

people situated likf' us , but for us it is v 3. l:id ( I. H., 1nP) . Ther~fore 

the way Wfl have heen taupht to think j s the •nav we our h t to t hink , because 

11e hav0 t o think fo some we.y , and t her e is no alterna t ive irn.y for people 

in our situ,;;,tion to think . I n other words , the wa.y we have !ieen t a ught 

to think is valjd for us . It folloNs thA.t the way other peopl e hnve been 

taugh t to think is val id for them . ThP-re c <>.n Le no di spu t ~ nr :i..bout 

v a lidity , then ; it is as privatq a matter as t~~te . 

Collinp rno(~1 s pos:iljon , on ti-.is 1rn ·1. l ys is , sh'ldos int o the historical 

skeptids::-: ::r icr- he ,1q s attc:1r-Un ~ to nvni:i , because if th0. liistorir,n ca n 
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a.bo11t. t!-o':? r,ns t , 'l',11C1-, l P.SS cert.<lln kl'O!!] edr 0 ' . !low rlO E'S he know t h;; t he i s 

not .,.. ,.,r-.r;"i_r,.- "',h0:i.,}it_.s , ··•~ ich 1•,,,, .. e V•t<:tlly f'r1r c1n1 t o thP. mi nds of thP nctors , 

-into r•1$1-, , c tions', ·.;:i, r.i"r~s ;- 1,v , hP mu s t kno,v th ·, t t he •;;<;7 l:e t r. inks is 

v n. 11-l , ur<i ,.,-, 1 H nrt "~ l ;r '.'er :d·n 1 ut i-.frJ.ir.1~: qnd nni.vr.rsally v r:. lj d , or 

:!: .e, c ._ n h-.v no ,1ssur.•1co. -.: :.-1tcv c~ r t 1.~J. t h~ l1~r: ~.t::b.inE'd t0 r--.. r.yth'inc: }11.r hcr 

U:e.n Lir.tcric- '.: 1 o1 '..n ion . l'. istor~c". l rshtivj $1:l ia t hus onl y one ::it.f,f 

r cmovnd f r o~ h is tori c~! skepticjsm a nd lo7jce l y ent~ils it . 

it ,1 ,2 t 1 ,f-' one w' 'lch ::n Las cho0en f r eel y and not one forced upon hlr.:: by 

h is nrr.r i ronmr~ .. t . If hr• c u:-:not choo,e his ro.int of view critic .,..1lly , i. e ., 

reflec t ively , "on p ,r r ose , " his t.houf!h t c s.nnot become historica l i::ub.~ec t 

mattPr . T:1e sarr.P. ifl t r ue of any person . Ei.s ~ory a s t hf:1 history of · eflec ­

tive thm:rht is not r,o ::i si'hle on a "frame of r eference" t heory. It is 

ross.ible onl :; :If the point o f vi ew may he a rriven at indep~ndent.ly. 

Coll :tn~.rnorl is not alto,=,-c t,her consist ent in his position conce r r:i.ng 

the va l, :H ty of points of viow . He s ometi•nes s e e ms to holr! th1-t t t here is 

an oh ;i"lct.1 101•.· v ,;.li ,1 ;::·oint of vl.,-: · f r om wl'.i c l~ h is t ori ca l ~v:i 1::en c e mu st \·,r, 

ev~ll;·,tf'd . Trd.s v _P;r, is i r:Tlicit .1n Lis s L tement (I. !: . , 2(5 ) t1nt fo r 

r.5- s tori c P. l conclusions to he ob, ectiv <? tr:e :y :cust i mpr rss t hAr ,s el ve s on 

r.nyone wr o ccnddered tr.e ;To~nifo on wr,i.c h U,ey a re based a s lnevitnble . 

Ferh"!.ps the re j r.t of vi F'W hf" i:,resu.rpo8rs h~re :i s a sc'ientl fie poi nt of view , 

c f ~e tAr~ir·i s tic pr inc ipl~s . 

Col] ingwood I s c l>:d.ms for the h i storica l i mapinat ion :,.s the sole 

cd terion of historica l t r uth have heen seen t o be somewhat ~xa ggera.ted ; 
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11 c0nt:irn;ous " <i.nd 11 :;;ak~;; sense" 1s t r u e . l! istoriPs N:r:itLen f' r o,r any ro:int 

of viP,:', a :-e "true'1 f or t he peorle who hold t r,a t point of' view . 

Truth and Fictjon 

Coll i npwoon rAcor nizes t h is limitat1on of Hs t :reory rmd 11.ttempts , 

·.¥ ith i ndi fferent success , to h'lr :,oni7.e h js loctri ne th,i t t h e histories.I 

i.mrq:rina t j on i.s thA sole cr:i tcrion of h istorica l t rutb with the posit ion 

that t hP. t ri.l ':.h of a historica l na. rr9.t1.ve depends upon evirl. ence . If t he 

h istor i ca l 1mqrin~tion i~ the cri t erion by wh ich we judre ~~ e ~Pr to 

a ccept or re,i ct evi de nce , ,, s }-; e e:,q 1icit1 ., d.atAs on p<.l~"e 245 of The I dea 

]" Suetonius t ells me th•1 t :~t3ro at one ti me int~rnded t o e'rn.cu.<1te 
Br itain. I r eject his s ~J. t cm~nt , not b8cause a ny bette r autr1ority fl <t tly 
contrad icts it, f'or of course none does ; but •,ecause my r econstr11ction 
of Nero ' s i:,olicy r,a sP.d on Tacitus will not A.llow me to t hink th~.t Suetonius 
js right . And if I am t old that this is mer el y t o say I r,r efer Tacitus 
to Suetonius , I confess that I do : but I do so just because I find mys elf 
A.ble to incor porate wh a t Tac itJS tells me into a c oherent a nd continuous 
pictur e of my own , and cannot do this for Sue tonius . " (!. P. 245 ) 

411 The histm·i a n ' s ric ture sta nds in o.. pe cml j a r r ,, lation to some thi ng 
c nll~d evjdence . The onl y wa y i.n wh ich t he historia n or any one e l s r ca n 
jud1.-e , even t e nt q.tively , of its t r uth is hy consjder1nr: t r is r ehtion ; 
and , :in pra cUce , whP. t we mean hy a. s k i m· •:,,h~ther a.n histodca l s t'.1.te1.rnn t 
is true i s whe ther it cnn ::,,e justH' i rd 't'y '.l.n &J:.pe "l. l to t hP, cv k Pnce : fo r 
'3. trnth unahle to he so Justifi ed is t o th f' historfon ~ tr 1r:r of no jnt8r e st. 11 
And " ge nuine hi story tas nn r oo~ fo r L~e •er e l y probahl e or the · er el y 
possiblA ; a ll .t r~rmi t s t h e historian to a sser t i s ~h~t the evi ~cnce 
'. rfore h i m ohli • .. es h t m to :=1 sser.·t . 11 (I . I! ., 2 '.)4) 
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C8r.t·d~ly it is net 0:-01~ : h to Ps hbl :ish }1isLor y ns an ~utoncnm,s 

dn hit,d:'l P or risces::1,.ry knm·:led r:e (I . d ., 2:.,2. ) , "lnd at the s a:ne time say 

the rezl. son n' e rej P.ct S:letc:.ius ' 11ccmmt of ~:er o ' .. policy ri. s f'q l.se an<l 

a ccert Ts.c1 tus 1 <1ccount !J.S historica l truth , is that we prefer t he coherent 

pi c tnrP into wi-,:icri Tacitus ' ri ccount fits to tr.e not so coherent one wrdch 

wonlrl incorroro. t'9 Suetcnius ' 1ic count . The only way in which 1ve could be 

sure triri.t T'lc itus ' ~ccount i.s trui:i vwulrl be to have~ pr :i.or i knowledre 

t hat th".! rror~ cc herent a plctur<? is the riol'.'e trm'! it is . I n t hi s case we 

c o111d rot 1.:now tba t Suetordus ' a ccount is fa lse , cnly tlv1t it is l~ss true 

tr.r;,n T<i c : his '. Th, rPs. ~on is t}·1 t t he picture 1nto whic1-. Suetonius ' <i ccount 

fits . !tis :iot f:'nou ;1h t ~at '1 coherent picture te trne , ::ec-:nse t\en ,; e 

rr:u st a ccept :: ,·: tr T,;. c j ~.,J s ' ?. Pc", Suetonius ' ::.1cco11nt , !'or they will '10t h fj t 

t he ~J st0ricn l -:; ov~l , -.,,ill 1:.-e P ie tru"?st !:i,:;tor1cul account bece.1:se tr.e 

nov~l:1 s t is r:owr.e re t3 ed dmrn l,y evid e nce ; h~ cc.n constr-iict a riclure of 

the J:.t'. st which JS truly 1de!'t l , the past as it oupht to be , coherent , 

cont ip110u s , ri g_}dng- sense , SPsthf!ti ca ll:v sa tisf:Y t nf. 5 

5cr . A. I: . /J o0 ?- J ey , Theory of Kr10·'< l edre ( St . Alba ns , Envhnd : 1949 ) , 
rr . 16orr. 
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~nt , ·:e c s.:'.i off0 r :n "le:'ense of Coll:i ri;,•rnod ' s cri te?"'lon , the cr iterion 

~TD~.re co11l< no t k .v e ·;;rit'v0n Lhe r,l,=.yr, ·1ttriLut!1d to l ::i !'ll j men of equ.'.:!..lly 

to fc r :n. of ~:,e pr~st tb,. t i 1:cl1:,.les 

p:ictu r 3 o f the p0rnt wi t1'1out }:.is inclu shn as the author of tho~H.o phys . 

Thus if Coll:i lifl>OOc! h11s done notht ng el se , he ha.s descr1>.:>(,d t he state 

of 11.rr:drs the.:. exists in tr.e world of ·ustorical writing. lie has r iven 

a plRusihle explan~t ion for t~e exi s tence of diffHren ces of opinion. But 

t~e busin"ss or 9. cri t erion :is to settle ciifferences , not to AXplain t he m. 

A cr tte~!nn w~ tch ]oes not do t is is no cri te r ion . A t~eory concerning 

the i 1 jPs 'Jf tte p::. sl a s '!i cri.t.erion r~ j_ r ht ~ P. off ered 43.S t he rea s on ~or 

cr!terion ~o~l~ not l~ so 

o '~ff'!'P<: . Th· ,t Col1j~1 1_".· ood ' s cr:i ter ;on establishes h:ls\ory ·1s r--.n auto:10·,or;.s 

t~e nvi ~enCF 1s , if not val1 J , ~t l e~s t ~ore . e~r ly v~ lid , can ~e a f!irm 

th,.t. one history i s rnore nearly 11 true picture of the pa st than ar,other . 
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And t his entails U,:.:. t one po .i nt of vie\'f , one i :iea of wh :i t, const.it.,ite s 

coherf'ncc , C(')ntinuou sness, !W1.ld.rw sense , he r:10re ne,::..rly •1alid t b,:..n othe rs . 

As a m~t ter of f ~ct, ~i~tori a ns pc~er ally , includinr Colliai~ood, do 

cr1tici i e other historians as if some one metho~ of looking a t the past , 

some one mfllh od of jntwrpri:i tinf' the r~v i dP.n cf? , ·11as morP. ner:.rly VFt.licl ttan 

o tb.er l'!'':'tho,1 ~ . They epeak of one h ist orian a s being- h:ia sed t owar d V.is or 

tha t intP.rpretati on of history, toward , perhaps , a Nhi vd sh, or a Nan:ist 

int erpreta tion of the pa.st ; they s pei:tk of a histor:i.,rn bei n~ t r.rovm off 

h istorical ba.19.nce by beinv biased fo.r or avainst a p-re::,. t - man or deter -

min ist t heory of h istory. And , to use another exampl e , all of us , a s 

p,:i rticip1rnts i.n , ~nd 1n t er ,.., st8d otJservP.rs of contempora.ry history , hP.li eve 

the t some newspapers , which '3. re , after all , narratives o f c ontemporary history , 

a t leiast in part, a re better t han others in r eporting- conter.q::or3. r y events . 

The reports wr:i tten by staff corres pond ents of new s pa.rers with :lifferc:nt 

points o f view , say the Chice. ro Tri bune , t he St.. Louis Fost Dispa tch , the 

A.ssocbted Fress , 9.nd the Dc11 lv iiorker , r,ve r thou r h t hey a r e wr 1 tten on the 

s 1rnc ev ent , \"l :ill differ very cons H era bl y . 

:luL U ir:: .:r. ct t.t~t tbe reorle who ho l d th0 h::~ sic pr"l suprosit:.ons o.: trle 

Ch icn. r.o 'l'rilmne or the fe st Dispntcr wo11 l -l , re spec ti vely , hol d t h =:. t t Le ir 

historic:11 interpret,:i.tion is thP corr~ct one , a n<l that their pic ture of 

pa st events is more "objective" t han ths t of the other raper , is not crounds 

for believing that P.:ither is r i rh t . This holds for professional hi storians 

as well . 6 To f ind ~hether any 'r-lFJ.Y of pictur5 ng thE" pa st is a better way 

6Even if historfans :ver e unan:it::ious this a lone would not be r rounrl s 
for be13evinf that trey ll'<' re r iph t . Authors are unanlmouc , a cco!"dine: to 
C0Jlini,~1rnorl , not becttuse they n.re r j e-ht hut " bec ·0 use of t h r? de i:;-tr: of t he i r 
i r nor~nce •••• It is only when they kno~ nothin v, or next to nothinf , 
th'-i t t hey bfl f n t o arree . And ent hi story is ea sy not h,··c'1 11 se its f<tcts 
are certni n l ~t l~cnus e we a r e ~t the mercy of Herodo~1s or soffia ethe r 
writer •• • • SQAcul um '. entis , p . 2J ' . 
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than others woul d necess1t."lte evA.lua tinp: points of view . And this would 

probably involvP establ:i shinl! a particular metaphysics and 9. particular 

theory of v'3.lue . But diff!:'!rences here are , seerd ngly , irresolvable . Are 

we to suppose , then , that bt1sic differences a re due , at le::.st in part , to 

psycholod cal rr:rike- np? At any r 'lte , there seems to he little likelihood 

th"-.t t here wHl h" universa l ~pr eement amoni· histor:hns as to wh~, t ::.s and is 

not a true historical picture of the pqst so lonr a.s dif'ferences exist a'lionr 

them as to '11hat cons t:itutAs a r ictur e of the p<J.st which i s coherent , ccn­

tintrnus , ':lnrt tr.P.kes s ense . r: or <toes it s eem likel.,r thit diffe rent po ints 

of view .: ill 1Je ass:i.r.i i h ted 1nto one point of view ,vbich ·11ill be univer­

s:>.11.:r rE-p.rded ~s va lid . 

It ·rw'JL1 seem , then , th,d., if Collin r.voo,1 is ri r 1:t ln hol dinr. tbot 

a histo,..ian 1 s idea of wha t "i pic ture or tl- ;e p?.st ouP:ht to be determines 

Wh'3.t he 'Nill consider a pnrticuh.r ,fatul"'. to h'?. evidence for , and he does 

seem to b~ ri ght , a mild historical skP.ptic ism concerninf any particular 

historic!il work is in order; not skepticism in the sense that history is 

denjed to c ontain "iny truth , hut in the s ense that the student does not 

swallow whole .,,hat he finds 1n any particubr histori an ' s work . He 

a ccepts no historian ' s work ::.s the ultimate word on any subject . He js 

':l historian biil!self and has his own idea of ·~bat a pict.urf> of tlv:) pe.st 

ou;::ht to be ; hf' :-i~s his own point of view , hls o·rm hie'! of wh <1t " rr:::kes 

sense" of the p."!st . Re is f rf> c to ccn~i :!er the E>vj dence a nd th~ v ,:i.ricus 

or3 nlC'ns anJ come t,o his mn , ccnclnsion on the suhj ec t . I n l:m:inf s ~r;pt jcal , 

he , in some mnusurn , co~pensstAs for any j Jsadvqnt~ ·e there may b~ in 

h<w1nr- v 1-1.r1ous r.istor1ca l orinions ; whi t he ,.q\ ns :in the i ncrea se o f :: is 

c,Hlc'i.1 po,, ers, :in :.he sa tisf::.ction t ~ere ls to rie h'.'.d i r. ind!);:,,:m:ent 

wor~ <rn,: ju::r:mont , r:i-:;. y rrorP than compens a te for a ny r,syc ,olo!·::.. c ,c~l (~ i sauvant,:q:-:e 



there is in not havinf h is toric<i. l truth r eady- ma.d e for him . Thus a 

theoretkal obstacl~ to kno--..led pe presen t s a challE•nf P find an opportunity 

for r rowt.h . 

This is , 9.d...,ltteoJ y , ~ .,,.. <> -,k ,,erense of Coll i nF'wood ' s t heory •:nr: 1s 

'.TiOre an r;polo "'.Y th.1.n "'- r.eferi se; but H seer.ts to 1,e t}, e b(~st that c o.n he 

offered . fro'~,13. t;l y 0U1~r cr iteria of histor i ca l truth can 'ind w:i 11 be 
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offered w h foh ::i. r e rr,orP sat5 sf~ctory . The histor fon ' s pr esent kr..ol'? l edr,e of 

r.: s tory w::. s nff,e~eri ;'l S a crite:-~ on by Collinrwooc' in Spec'Jlum \ ent:ls Cr . ~ll.) 

and l i:.. ter rejected hec 'l1J se of its circ1b rity . Its sj fd l ,1rity t o the ir: ea 

of hi story A s ri criter ion is obvious , hP-cause t he histori ·m ' s idea of 

h istor y wD l he. a function of his his torica l knowled ge a l so . The way 

Col 1inpwood sought to a.void tr is cfrcul '3. rHy was to call t he idea of 

history ' inna te '; but the v9.riety of :irl ea s o f history belies t r. is; or , 

if :it is fona te , it is too vague an i dea to be a pood criterion. 



Cl!AfTER IV 

HISTORICAL EVIDENCE 

Collingwood is c <irefu l to distinguish the business of the historian 

from that of t he novelist , anc1 r.is ground s for doing so are t hat the 

h istorfon ' s picture purports to be t r ue . The historian is dependen t upon 

the eviden ce ; it i s not enough that h is picture bA coherent; it must be 

justified by the ev Bence . A lthouf h ~,e hav e s een some d ifficul tiP.S in 

this view , it rer:ia.ins to consider Collinewood ' s t heor.r of evidence more 

closely. 

But 1)efore conside r jnc Collin s-,.ood ' s positicn concernin rr f!Vidence in 

de t a n , it mr:;. y be. well to mention two othnr r es tr:ictfr,ns upon the r· istorian 

in '-1 is <:.tter:-,rt to constr uct a ;:- :ictnre "of Udn1,·s "7-S they ro 01lly ·, ere •m<l 

of events a s tl-.ey renlly happer.ed" (I . H. 2L/;) , f rom wLich t he novelist 

is f r e ~' . These 3.re t l-ia t the his torian ' s picture must he l oca lized in 

space and time and that 11 a ll history must be consistent wit}', itself'' 

(I . H. ,246) . The fi rst poses no problAm , but the second is not altor ether 

cle~r . "History11 rr.ust mean 11 historica. l narrative of what happened" r ather 

than "what really happened , " bPcause even t s car.not oo elther consistent 

or incons1 stent , either with themselvPS or with anythi ~f else . But 

"history" in the n19x t s enter.ce s eems t o rrna.n " wh'"l t rea.Ily hapr.<med , 11 for 

Colllnp.woorl speaks of tt'ere belnf "only on r~ historical ·>forld . 11 But tf' it 

me<ins 11 his tor 1c0~1 nrir·r~1. Uve,'' it must 'llP.crn t h,tt. evPry h jstor1ca l r.arra t,jve 

m11:<::t f."· C')ns st":'r.t vTith ev .,ry other ":-:: i storicP..l narrative , for i f i t meo.ns 

only ttn t ,wer y '.i:istodcal n<,,v·rat ivP. must be ccnsi st~nt ,-d t.h itsPlf , 

.39 
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history is no diffe r ent from the novel ; every novel must be consis t~nt 

with :itself, or it w:i11 not be c:ohP.r en t , it w.il l not 11 mAke s ens e . " But 

h istoric<J. l p3.rrt1t iv~s are just as 'l.pt t o he incons istent as not . Tacitus ' 

:r;ictnr e of Nero ' s policy :i.s incons istrmt with tbt of SneLod:1£ • ..\ctu3. l1y , 

b istor ice. l narratives cannot f'!Yen be ind a >rmd ent b~c,rn e:n II t her e i s onl y 

on P. h is t ed 'al world , a nd everythin P.' 1n it must st-:-.. nd in soroP. relation to 

ev~ryt hinf nlse . " Thit wa do not find t h~t histnric~l n~rr~tiv es a re con­

~1 stl"!nt ; t'1e:cef0:-e t111l~ss +,be state,1ent ls 'lM.l ytic, i. 8., unl ess wtat it 

st".tea i;:: t.hd, every his t oric3.l n-<lrrative which :is t r ue is ccmsistent with 

evAr'. other historic0,l ne..rr "i. tive which is t r ue , 1.t must mean th!it they 

oueht to bf:' c rmsistent ; it doP,s not t ell us , th,m , wherein history and 

a rt r'Hffer hut wh~rein they ou ~,ht to differ, b~cause art is not su b,iect 

to lopical norms . 

Evidence and the Ideq of t he Past 

Accord:inr. t.o Collin !7Wood evidence is simply any immed i ,qtely ohs erv 8ble 

or perceptibl e fact whlch can he used as ev1r3ence . Anythin g in the per­

cepti blP. world can ')ecome evidence for t he histor:l an , this potsherd , t h is 

trench , tM s :vall, tl~is manuscript , trds st!J.ten ,ent , if i t ·rd l1 c-;.n swf>r :.he 

1u•0 st ion tbe J-·:! storian is 9.sking : Ho1v dir1 th1:1se reopl 0 ohtain th,ir 

l:ivelihood: ;font t ype of 'NR.r fin·e ·1,ci s used when tMs hattl~ ,ms fc uc ht·: 

JJa s t1-iis ~!. vrn rlike or un agric1.1l b.1r a l p0 oplr,>'. d j thout the ques tion the 

P.Vidence is (lur~1: , 'l.nri :rd th<mt hi storlc~l kno•,.,.. l cdp-1:'! tr·, .,re :i s no ·111, ' stlon 

(I . E., 247 ) . Thus , 1¥-ithout .·nowlndre 1.nd ?.:itl ·ou t U:e qur·,s tion t !:ere ls no 

ev i.dence; there is only :rrut13 fo. ct . 

This is not th,3 vi"'w of hist orica l evidBnce whi ch hol d s tl,t?, t t he 

evidenc(' is " ohjective ," which ho l c!s t l;a t t!'1e same historica l datum wi ll 

mean t~e same thinp to ~11 men . HistnricAl a ~t a are 0bjective , ~1t thei r 
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qvldence a re mutn~lly in t<?rd er,ent\en t . 

because it 11nswers t},e quest i on . ti ithout t he dF1tum the question wouL! not 

be asked ; 'Ni thout the quPstion the datum tvoul J not be evidence . The r e is 

no question of a. d 13.tum 1::..ein f evidence for any particular hypothesis , it 

may b,,t evidence for hund reds . It :is ev.idemce for any hypothesis t ha t wHl 

~xphifi it . ihe a.rtannt of kn owled p.:e bro;_11;ht to bear upon the da tum wi ll 

det~rmine wh-3.t it is evidence for . The wind ¥Wh istljn i; t hrou fh the moun tains 

,_., HJ bi:> P.vidence for one man , at oIJe time , t.h::.t. tr.ere are devils in the 

111ountains ; for another r;ri.n , qt 'inotheY" :.i;;i:s , ':,hat tl~€: topor :."ai:;by of ' ' wne 

sense tc Lhe 0P1P. r . Th1s exnmrle 1s not so good -'1.S it mj p·h t be , hecause 

there j s no ;:ii f~\:!rence of opinion ~~s to w'n o 1 s ri fJ-, t . Jut t he re he.v.:- been 

jn U-.e r ,cent p,st , differ,:,nces of opiriion a:non:-, liter~r y histori3.n!3 a s to 

wh1, t Sr:'1k0s ;,,·ire ' s w::..11 3s ~·ld.ence ~or . One side :is cert·dn it. i.s evidence 

thd, he coulJ not h·we writ ten t.he playo , tr, ·,,t no verdus capable o:f wr.1 t 1:ic 

t,t-:er. coulJ hrwe been s o crude , spiteful , a nd r.iiserly G.S t1,e ·,11ill ,lisplays 

hirr to be ; the oth"'r si::le is e qually certain th 0 .t the wi. 11 can he expl ,:.1ned 

in a s <:-, tisfactory mn,,ner without recol,rse to lrnpea chroent r,roceedinr s ; the 

customs were different then than now ; artistic temperaments are notoriously 

erratic , etc . 1'he d · tum ( Shakespeare's will) is evidence for two incor.ipatihle 

posj ti ons . Here it is espec ially evident t h-: t the ,iuP-sti.on pr-esur:poses 

historical l<n o;;ledge : Know1edp:e ahout the 'frays in wh i ch human bein gs act , 

knowledt7e at .. 011t tr:e 'iuthP-n t.ici ty of documents , etc . 

1-,ehavior nepPnds 11ron our rener13.l Jrnow1edffe concernin r· t} ,e ·say ::.r: '.,rr: ich 

'.lrtists ord 1 n,:,.d l y ' eh·we ; but his theor y of ho.v ·.'Je ex r l ain human a ctions , 



h i s thf o:ry of r e - en·.ctmenL , :i.:; 1-:ot , ·1 r- -:;e sh :; ll s ·.e , 'l wLc:!.ly J1.1s:.ifL':d 

kro·4' l dre ; +,}Je,eforo, >3. quest.ion c or.cerninr Shr:kesper:.re ' s t hou ,_·:it e.nd 

:r, r-qvlor prcsupros.>s kno , h idge about U1e thoucht iJ.nd bf,h,:n. j or of hun:an 

beings 1n :'Pnera l a nd o . artists in p 1rt-LcuJ 'ir , a nd our lmowl edge of 

artists wiJ 1 he knowl edve of a:rtlst;; in : snnral. 
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Th~ ro:in t wr.1ch it is i mrortan t to note wlth r egarc3 to our illustration 

is th ~t differ~nt a n swe rs a r e p:-ivon t o the same ,Juestion , us :in g the sa me 

dl'! t um . ~fot on1,y iire t !'.~ are·"'ers di f'f r:~ r <::n t , bu t they are i ncompn tible . How 

can t h i s be: Is not ev irience " objective:° Can we not s r'. ow once for a ll , 

to ev ,~ryow~' s saU s.!\1.ct,-im, , t.l· .. .,_ i; one ··: r t)1e otl ;er an swer ls t.he only one 

possihl P for 1·:-it,~11 jp-e!1t !!'en ': Or r:io.y 1ntelli,·.-<>nt men continue to r:!:1 :'"'er 

at':'s on onf) side or t he ot)·,P, r . " " iiow can it do t}: ,; t ir. ;, i~toric(t l m'.1.Ltors 

of tMs sort: The pdnt. A. t :i ssue is wi·,a t t r e thta are ev 1dence for . " 11 D·Jt 

t'ey cft ~r nr ~ l n natters of ccn t r oversy . 11 "Then ze shovl~ susrend judf-

rr.~nt . '' " Fi s tod .i-lns do not do so , or there would be no u i ffer ,.,nce of 

op1nion . " "Then theJ cr:oose tbe position on ?rriich the evidence seems to 

them to preponder~t e . " " But t~i is 'to say thrtt they have interpreted 

the evidence to preponder~t e on one side or the other . " 

If this i maginary ·:l ialopue has s e rved i ts purpo :c e , it ha s shown t}, i:, t 

Collinr'Wood I s theory of evjden ce is perfectly c onsi. s t e nt with his theory 

of the ristoricrsJ i mHp:i n 'lti0n . Evl dence :is onl y ev i dence when it ansl.'iers 

tr.e his t orian ' s ques' 10n , an<l +,Le an s1·1 er the ovjde:-,c e f.'i v,:o s wi 11 dercnd 

u pon !-·ow· it is :int~r pre'.P.d , ·vhich 1s to s?..y L\-·,,.t w: in t. tt f' ev He~r)e prov 2s 
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de,i•:>nds u i:on ., h<?.t '1;r;,Jt ef s ,:, nse '' to t he h istorian , vvh~t hP can incor,-,ora te 

:l ntc 'h i s c ol''.eren t u d c0r:U'!"uo11 s i:: ·i c t11rf'.' of t he re. st . The que st1 on 

p r esuppos,- s J·j storic9.l kno,.,led f P, , q_nd " h is t orical kno'Yl ed r e can only i row 

out of h:istorkal knowl~·,p~" (I. H. , 247) . 

Th s •1 P. -<1 ns si mply t ha t. +, ' 1f! pRSt is o:rderea , hy t h~ m1 no , tnto a 

c or.Brer .. ,1, .-1 cor:t.i.rmo~is syste:r,, <J.n~ t),a t ·.-:e 1i l ¥ays sta r t f rom where ?1e 

W''i C~} i ,; c rrn1no ·~ °7,.) man:. ind . All of 'lS h:;.v e '3.n i dea of th0 p'ls t . : .. ost of 

us , :i dea of p;-, s t in Collin,;r.woor: 1 s SP.nse : an idea of 

t e pas t 13. f> coherent a nd continuou~ and miking sense . 

Sud 9.r <ittempted a na lysis as hiis here been Rivr-m of' tbe probl e m of 

PVidencE> 5n Mstoric!?. l mette.rs terid s to obscure the f ac t t h;,,, t a t any given 

point in the bi.storical process r "istorfans a r e pretty 1:~ enP.rally a p;r(';ed as 

to ':"fh d . is nv de!JCe fo r what . This is t o i,; a v t h.t at a.nJ r- i v en r,oi nt in 

hist.ory tl--e h :, storic9, l knowl ed r e e.vr-dl "l.ble is p:enerally R.Vaihhle , and 

cf ·, nt ,.,r;: •·e t ir.r t he °!":V i~ence will be w'i<lel y a ccer t e-d . i:'be d '.i ta :ws.:i l <ible 

ont, funcl:0.n1en t .'l l d 1.fff) rence is t hat history i s concernf<l w:i t h events 1, Uch 
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vs" f· cr-i. ~.:ir-n of h;sto:r ics. l c onclusi ons . ~e can revise om· histories to 

advancA i n hisLor:c ~l know l ~~re , ~ccording to Collinr~~o<l , does not cone 

~ihout so wuci, :::.r. dlt,cov ·~rinf new rr·:it..er ial a s it Joes i n d lscov ·~rinr how to 

use the ~ntnr ial ~e h~v9 . Th8 ~hcle percertihle world is evidence f or 

t hn 1:-- i s Lori-:ir: j f b :i 1·1as the kr,071-"lo,1 to make it evidence . This kno·,,- how can 

anly come !'r om historical knm:l edre , a.nd hi storica l kr.o -:1 led gE• is t he conten t 

wh ich receives i ts form f rom t he i d ea of history itself. Tl1P historical 

jmf.dn~t.i0n supplies t he form to historical kno;,: l edge , a nd the form and 

'.:l mount of k.no ,, l ed ee Ne rossess ueter mines what we can or can not use a s 

ffddence . T~,!Js Collinrr.vood ' s t heory of evidence is not only consi sten t 

Kith , tut. i s ertail('d by , hls theory of the h is toricl'-11 i irq,-:n.?.t inr . 

evid:.nco ls not .'l '.'r.c, ·, ter of r r ob:-1.Lility nnly .._ut of rn• cessity , th·.:/., a ;.-ood 

:: i storica l infi'!rence b1?~rs nore l"P.SP~.:bl ,mce to '• ler:,onstr ati on 1n tn!l. t he-

1;3. ti.cs U·,,·rn to fr,,hctive concJ:Js ions o f the t,y pe re.s c )·i ed i n cr:mina l i nvos­

~,:'.. ."';.1. ' r· :.s c1· cr>~n:11 tr l:::tls , is the r es'1lt of 11 t.oo f ::' e,.~t •.:.E~;,en-l rmce uron 

the hlstod c":.l im~1,c: i nr.. ti on i:. s t.h(> criterion d ' his tor :i cu l Lrut.h . Tr1e 

'.Hf.i"ic1.!lt .: !:s '.nvob:•>d ili uzin[ t he iri f> a of history as ,.l crit~rion , a s it 

ha s bP-en not~d , a re r.iuny . ?·'. ot the le~st of theso is tta t it ent A. ils his­

torica J r~lFi ; ivism. Colli nfW ood cannot mean , then , Ll,a t hE. ca n prove to a 

historian who jJ~agr ees with his views th >:i t he ( the historian) is wrong . 

The hi.storian has a dif f eren t point of vi ew , a diffArent i dea of wha t 

m?.ke s the r,ast coherent a nc. continuou$ and renders H intelli;,:i hl e . The 

histor ian must •1 ccept CollingwooJ I s premises ; what is evidenc e for Colling­

wood must be o<:vidence for the histor :i. a.n ; the historian must enter 
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sy ·:, :;:;P,t:·,0 t .:c'11ly int ,:; Goll in f~11::iod ' s view; he r,,ust. t e r'.pO!'Trily '1.d 0r t 

Colllngvr ood I s i <le F~ of wha t make s 1o, i stor y mt1k e s ~nse . Then a nd only th en 

can Lhe ,u pument bi=i a proof . For 11ithou t t.~is sympat hetic f:l pproa ch the 

ev i c. ence is not ev(~l'l Av i ,"le r.ce f 0r Collj!: f .Y0od ' s conclus j en . To the his­

torian tne <la. t s ,d;! h t or,H narily b - tho1 vht to be eviiience f ,:,r a c~mtrary 

con cl 11sion , a s , 5n the c:1 se of .Shakesre9.re 1 s wj J.l, lit.er~r y r istor ians 

dr~s c ontr~r y conclusi ons frnn t he s~•e dnt ~. 

a cce;·t t.Lelr ;:os +.u l qtes 1,.; e can ccns 1~r uct a <Hi'fer rm t rd. ct,nr c wh ich is 

c c}, .,, r ent f a r u s . Tr:e qna. logy hetween r; l s toricn.l proof and geometric proof 

i s s triking- . ,r e ccn: a ccer t Eucli l11 s postu l a t es and co!'l struct a cohe rent 

peometrical ~yste rn , or we can ql l ~r nne of t he postulat es and construct a 

d iff erent geom~ trical systerr which i s e~ually ccherent . In neither ca se 

a r·e the pos tul 'lt. e s s elf-Ad j er t . C{>rt a i ri posb .. l a t ,, s -r.ay r e thour ht seJf­

evident 1.nd, il a certain r:oint ir1 tte r.istorica l process j s rea chx'l; t be,1 

ar: ~n t er J. dsin v mind derd,,s i t . The d jf f~ re-r.ce t Ptween rd storica l and 

veor.wtri<.; p·oo.f if 7, :-,d. t le l ~ tter js tr.n wor kin;· out of r e l at3on r, en 

r 1"relJ f\,rrr.a 1 : 1"0'..nid s , t.hi ; r r 1 ·r r c '.'.rmot 1~ :;e f ·, rrr ,;. 1. rel .,_ t i on!:! is. s t};e ba s is 



Th is explica tion of Collinpwood I s claims for the necessity of h:i stor-

ica.l infe rPnce has not attempted to show that a historical jnference is 

ni:wer necessary , th;:.t it is, on the other hand , merely probable; but has 

~ttempted to s how only that even if it is necessa r y it is a private 

nPc~ssity or 6. t most Mrd- puhlk . H ithout initial a ereement , a monp: the 

h ist,.,rfans involved , ~s t o wh '3. t 11 malrns sense" the loe;ical efflcacy of the 

a. r r-1trent 1-s lost . In addition to t h is it mirht 1,e noted th '3. t ,vh~. t we have 

proved in any r iven ca sP is rela tive to our soci,:i.l context . iV hen ne•.v methods 

of inter preting ~vidence a r i se our present metho ls will be , to some extent , 

outmoced . # ith our methods of :interpreting evi(frn ce we c s.n '' prove" tha t 

a certJ?..in st,.,._ te of aff a irs existed . :i 1th new r.ie thods of interr.,reting 

evi,J ~nce it ,.'fill be 11 proved'1 t ha t a slir htly, e r r re:'l tly, d iffer 8nt st:,.te 

of 9.ff'<1 irs existed . 

P~rhaps t his i s ca rrying the reh t ivity of historical knowlP-d f e too 

f ar, but Collingwood implies th:;i t such a s tate of affa irs does exist (1. fl ., 

108 ); and if it does , it woulrt SPem that t h i s is the only way we can ~c count 

-for thA necessity of historical inference , when , and if , such an i n ference is 

neces 3ary. It would a lso sl'!em thn.t a necessary hi storica l inference would , 

of necessity , he a hypothetica l inference. It wou l d be an inference of t his 

type : if the historian's imagina tion is of t hi s or t his Und , and if the 

func of h:istorica.1 kno1tled [P. is at this or this level , then tt"i s er t.~ i s 

infr-> rence follows nece:: $r, rfl:r f rorr:. t he (h.ta . It follo,vs "':-hq,t any Cclrta :inty 

we have concerninv historic,;l mi tt~rs is a hypot'betica l certainty. lly}o -

theticRl cert,dnty of this type is not a more certain type of kno"1lrog~ 

t han prob.<t'!Jl e certaJnty , f or the ade,1 ua cy of t he ,:mtecedent is only a 

prob!tbl c :.d €-'~ti::1cy; the '.imonnt of h 1 s t oricRl ,mo -: l ed ge we hrwe m'ly or r:i.n.y not 
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be n.der:u"'.te to a determ:l ria ti0n of y: h<:. t ~:. c t.11:::.lly he.rr,enPd . If this is true , 

~.he.n the hist0r.i2.n ' s certa.:inty is not ,·re":.ter th:rn lh::..t nf tl,e f'rhnir•i:i. l 

rletectlvr-1 . Botr proceed on the b'isi s of r•roha :,ility. 

Question and Ans~er 

The question ing t e chnique whi ch Collingwood proposes ss the method ,.,r 

makinJ! data evidence is an ex-t e:r..s fon of critica l historical met hods to 

make it ross:l hl e to <l ispense with authorities in histor y . Statements made 

hy prev ious historians a r e not a ccepted at face va l ue but are mr•,de to give 

up their hidden implica tions by the quest 1oning method . The scientific 

hi stor isn ri oes not read previous histod1:tns so much t o find out wh:i.t they 

~a id ?.S t o !'ind the A-n s:'lc>.r t o h is question . He "read s them wH h '1 que:::tlon 

jn ::is ;-:,j r,-J , h:·win:..· taken the initfative h·· Jeddin f" for hims0lf ..:.hat he 

1ta.nts to f:inti out f rom them11 ( I . fl ., 269) . !le w,ints to kno-.,. whf.1t t he 

s tatement me11.ns , "ih i ch ls to say he wants to know why the stHtement was 

rrrEle ; not onl f wr:rtt t be person v;ho n~ade :lt '<eant by H , 1:"n.1 t ·,,h,,_t he 

be1 i8ve~ wh:i.ch cansed h:lm to make it. 

The exampl e w}dch Collinf~ood ?:ives of the riuestion inr technique is 

thP..t of a detective who ie inv esti r.1a.: ing a murder . The methods wh ich the 

detective uses a.r e the or din"lry inductive methods of empirical science and 

need not be e-onf! into . However , Collinpwood I s cla i m thnt these method s , 

when used in history , may rroduce certainty as to histor i cal matters may 

justify incl11dine here a s1 mila r exami:le of 11uostioninff, f r om a different 

pla c e , ccncerninµ a h istorica l matter . The examplP- is this : 

A commander' s di s patches may c l aim a victory; the hi stor io.n , r eadin P- them 
in cri ti~l s piri.t , will ask : 1 If H W'3.£ a victory, why was it not fol lo1•1ed 
up 1n t his or t hAt way·;·• And rnay tr.us convict the griter of conceP.l ine 
the truth . Or, by usinp t he same r:ietho(; , he mG./ c onvict of i r nor:'!nce a 
l ess crit1c~.l predecessor who has a ccer, ted the version of U 1 e h "' ... Jtle r.tven 
h im hy t"he sarr.e d sr~tches . ( I. ll ., 237) 



Dy wha t r rocess of i nfer ence CG.n ·,; e rr:a i nb.in t ~,r: t. this Ustor i,: n 1 s c::.ir:c]us:ion 

i s certa.i.n'; The f q.ct t' ,"l t, tho a lleced victor y •nas not fo llo ,,: eJ tip i n t his 

or th:1 t w,;,,,y may just as well be explained by numerous other by po l.hese s , 

and to s ay U:a t any one of t heee 1s certa :lr. _s pro bably !'lore revoa.Unr of 

t he c onviction o f ti:e histor ian t.hn.n of the n~cessity of his 'ir guncnt . 

There is onl y one circumstance in which hi.s conclusion could be certaln , 

a nd t.b 1. t is on the false a ssuMpt:ion th'lt victories are 'llnays followed ur 

in this or t hat way . Collingwootl h imself woul d certainly not ac cept t hat 

assumption . As we shall see , in his t heory of re-enac tment Collin pwood 

holds thr,t reneral statements 9.bout victor ies A.re not sufficient to 

f'Uarantee the certainty of historical conclusions ; tha t certainty is granted 

throu V-h the a ct of re- enactment i tself. 

Collinf.'~ood ma.inta.fos that the questions a sked must not only be the 

rieht ~;uestions but must a lso be ~sked 1n the ri1·ht order . The reason fo r 

tr.is becom~: s obvj cus when 'Ne consider t ha t t h e q11 e stion rr~supposf' S know-

ledge . The l ust r~u,,,.s t icr, n sker1 ·ir-111 r "' ·?.si1rr,ose the kncn l ed r e or, p2rhaps , 

supr osition of the answAr just rrecedir.f it . Ne a sk a r:pwst.ion , ?..nsw er it , 

then ask another question , one r:h ich " arises " out of the l.'3.st. ans-;1er :ind 

presui:-poses i t e j tl ,er a s f act or suppos:5 t:i on . ·rnus we proceed with our 

que stion 8.n,l ::;.r.swer lor ic un ti l we re c:·cL 'J.n &.nswer wh ich .:.:nswers o'.lr 

lP,1c 1 nr or u1tim,,te r,_11Ast:i on . The ar r,ument or irive s ti r'.'.3.t.i.on thus forr.i s a 

ch~:ln cf inference . Tho answers must hP in e:very C'-'-oSe the d .[".bt onf'S , 

bec~,use the qusst:ions followin ~ t hem de pend upon them for tr.eir vali rl i ty 

a s pertinent ques tions . If the knot¥ l t.>.d f e presupposed by the question j s a 

supposition , then the ultimate answer which is reached by supposinr it must 

be v ""rified by chec kin f.'. it a.17,a i nst somP s tate of a.ffafrs wh1 ch will be t he 

case if the supposition is true . Thus by supposinv that t he r ector murdered 

John DoP we ca n construct , by qnestlon and ans'Ner, an i m::i r i r.ar y pi ctu r e , a 
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hypothesis , r\s to how he coul ·", under t he c irc1:mstances , have done so . 

Then th i s pic tur e must be ver i.f1 ed by c heckin;; to find ·vhether its conse­

quences , :1 co::.t with paint on it , f'Rrer ashes f r om hurnt hlackmaJ l le t ters, 

etc., can 1,~ djscovered ; thus convincinf. us tl"a t t he fina l answer, the 

rAetor 'lltlrrlered John Doe , jg true . 

The scientific historian will be an inv ,-sti rator i nto implications and 

presuppositions . By ask inf the rip-ht '"j1Jestions the histor ian .v i 11 find 

out \1ha.t the person llho marl e 'l s tatemeY:Jt th~ hist ori an is studyin c: b~J.it?.ved 

which ca. 1 s<?d hirr.: to make t he st"iter,,ent . If he has to tra ce presur,pos :i t:ions 

c leRr bac k to their 11ltirnQte presupposi t ions , he ~ill be , in this secse, a 

~etarhysician and ~n i nvest i r 3tor i nto metnr hysics . Rut , does t h is approac h 

to hi story have a ny presuppositions of its own: :l e can ' t a s k ser.sllJlc or 

intelli r er.t qHf~f-t'i or.s , U:e oril y br.r! 710rtr, !'iSkin z , unl0 ss ·,,e h~\.Ve so:ne 

kno·".' l edp=, to h<: · '. n with . But if we h~ve knowl edre , ~ivl:.::re dic2 it. come 

f r om·. , hG.t :,re t he presupposit...5ons involved in supposint thi:. t ·.ve he.ve 

kr:owled f e '.: II.w i ng kno:-;ledre a t Jill r,resupposPs t hat it \V'lS ; ·a.in~ in s c me 

way. It cou l d not , ho,rnver, h.<tve bAen by the l'lU<'stioninp: method , bF'ccause 

t,hr;,t presuppos<?s 1':nowledge . Th~ only remafoinr alterm,.t :i v~s ::ir e : (1 ) it 

~!'is horn with us ; ( 2 ) it, ,va.s l ater a e~uired . .~hHe Collingwood speaks of 

the i dea of his tory as be5ng an ~inna te" i dea , he doe s not mean t h3t the 

idea has any content at birth. Onl y h istorica l thi nki ng can eive the i dea 

contfmt. and only heinp:s wi.tr a r,~st c<tn thfr;k historica lly. T!':erefcre , t he 

knO''l' l edfe we start l'f i th is c-iven to us in childhooo . IJP. takE" it ,:m .-'iith . 

5ut i f Wf? ca.n cri t1c5ze nnd r PjPct l111 or T,:'}.T't of t :-·. is 1-:r,o 'l l. edre l e.ter, Ne 

knowl Pd P:e . Bt.: t or. l y a p() :'t o f lt is Jrno;1: l P.d r e can 1,.,, s1.,b,; ected to nc r ,,tiny 

a t a pnrticu l<:.r tim!".. Thi.s r"'.rt will i ) - corrected in ter ms of its nppro­

rriateness in the r".lst of the systerr. . Thus r.e scrutin i 7,e r."~rts of ou r 
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knm,lmife in terms of the rl'!st, of it. Vie c an sti 11 11sk " !!here did this 

is unrru,.,st krn'!r1 in :erms of t he r est cf' U ,e s ystem . The rroposi tions .;,b ich 

1:F.\ke ll p tHs nr;ue~tlon"n kno,lcdr e 11re 0 11!' s 1·-solu~ pr,,suppositions . This 

unqusst ion<'l<l kno··, l ~df'"" :ls our ;-s0t<.:t. physics . Thus the hi s tor:hn ' s ,:nos t ion 

t.i.ons . And t hus ·-"le return to thE- conclusion that history, which depends , 

perhaps , on ~bsolute presuprositions no mor~ val id than thosA of the 

natur~l s cientist , a oes not a "rive •t more certain conclusions than does 

natural sc1ence . ,v fl can , of course , sti11 hold t hat , wi t h the presupposi-

tions held , certainty can ":,e reached for t hose presupr,,osi t.:I ons . But as 

these presuppositi.ons are l!radua lly revlsen or a.drl ed to , historlca.l truth 

will cha.riff:! . Different complexes of presuppositions , he l d by different 

historians 1n the same teir.pora1 cont~xt , wil l render historical cert,:i..inty 

g se '.'!':i- pubHc certa:inty . 

ThA presupposi+.fon of 3. historic:-il m~thod -;;},ic,1 us0 s ,;1.1p:, Uon2 in 

S"'~rchin::' o:, t i rnrlic ··· t i -:ms a nd rresuppositj_ons of e ci.rlie :- 7,r•1ters is 

thus seen to he knowled f f? , for wit .out knm:l P~r,:e qu PstJnns which c:,rn be 

tions of its ORn . If it is ot j Act~d , in vipw of t hi s concl usion , t ~~t we 

h -'l.ve exchnn ~:.:id one authority for another in adopt'i..nf the method of 

qu i:,stioning , tha t '!li e h-9.Vt'! Axch;.,.n :::r ed the 13.uthority of previous historjc11.l 

writers for t'be 3.1Jthority of our own presnpros itlons , Collinr~ood can 

answer th'lt we ha.VA Axchanp.ed two 9.Uthori tj es for one f:lnd shuffled off 
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to historic i:; l trutr is to a ccept l"'hat )'ir.s bEen c iv t-n t o us , in t.he form 

of histories.I st<1ten:en ts , as tnrn unless t hose st<;. ter,ients n av.r ,intl :y violate 

Olir canons of possihiJJty or cons1,;ten cy . 

Conclusion 

Tha t CoJ.linn,,ood ' s critica l h1storic i:i. 1 method of qu estioninr is va stly 

superior to the metliod of '' sc1.ssors-Bnd - p!i ste" histori ans , .-,ho cli.p out a 

s t .., telllent hP.re and a. statement t he r e and paste them top~ther , and upon 

who;:; , it may be added paren thP.tica 1ly , Colli ng-wood hraps opprobd .um 

c ontlriu~lly, cannot be ser misly rl ouLt.ed . The :i istorfr,n is hif. own !!'.an ; 

t is rnethoc s ~re the t p~; ted metr.o is of scfortiftc ' iUl?S ~foning ·N' ich have 

home such r.oo<l fruit in the nt:t tural sc1ences . That s11ch met ho'.i s ill ill be <ir 

ri. pe fr1dt 'ln J·, is t ory s ho1; l d at l e ::I st Le J:t workinf hypothes1 s worth :invAsti ­

r,1.i:1nf. ;:3.vinf t' put natur e to t.r,e 111,· f·t-\on 11 o.nd fo,.ind it ,'ruct1fyinc l et 

us now " rut history to the qu"st.ior: .'1 An ! it js not ne ce ssa.:-y to m.<J.inta in 

t h~,t r.h;toric!J.l certainty is r re·1ter t him hducUve certaJn+,y ( or r :roha-

bi li t y ) to maintain that history is a n autonomous science wHh ,i body of 

subjP.c t - ma t ter and kr o,.vle.drre o:' its own . Collin f,:>N oon him.self do~s not 

,a l ways talk as if historical certainty wer e possible : "The hi storian 

himselr , ho·',!pver l on p. and f 1>.i t}:fully hA wo r ks , can never say tha t his work, 

f.'!Ven in crudest outline or in this or tha.t sma.ll P.st d etA.il , is done once 

for a.11" (I . H., 24r- 249) . 

If t he hist( r:lan ' s me thod of m'lk lnS' th. ta · ev)·lf>nCP is not d1ff erf:'n t 

from the in:;uct:lv P. ;r,etho,1 s of ordi na r y sc1nntific hwe s tir•11t ion tl' :ere 

n~ed ~e no sPr~r~te Ueory of ~is tor~ ca l ~vi~0~ cR . Deta , i n inductive 

methoJs , r.. re ev3dence for t1 rarti~,Jlar hyrotl-i,•sis 1·,ec'3.u se th~y •tre PY-f l ai n ~d 
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by the hypothesis . The h:vrot.hpsis t_1-v1 t to'.fa.y is a holin•iy evrla ir!S r-·hy the 

s torPs nre closed , E"Yp} ,;i ns ·vhy trer P is so •nch t r aff:c on thE> hip-l-:tway s , 

a nd so fo rth . Thp s hops be::n c- closPd, <:1.nrl s0 f orth , 1s ev idence fo r t he 

hypothes is when tha q11 •?st io'!': arhes !'lS to :vhy they '1. rP. clr.~ed . 'd t~out 

the qu"'st'ion , no hypothr>s:is 0i.r'.lsP.s and ro "i,,.ta. A.re f'viderce . Sro.1< e sr•::are ' s 

he ~·ms , whe-:-)·.er he wr r te t he plB.ys and so forth . Th"' d'1t a a-re ol:J <:ctive ly 

o 1: ,serva°t-1P a nc l!l\ls-!:. ::,e acc ounted fer w1, Pther or not V, ey , re a cce r ted a s 

but he need not nccept them <1s evidence . A hallucin c1 t'ion may be ex :r,ldned 

a.s evjdence of divine vjsitati0n or as ev id ence of over-e,,ting ; ln any ca se 

it is a ccepted , • y the subjf'?ct. at l eqst , as ;:" iv,:m . A hyr;othesis i s a good 

one .,-hE'!n :it has been checkf:>.d ae-ainst its i.mplicat i.ons , ~,hen a l ternative 

hyrothPSP;S hav"'! bf.len c hecked and. discarded for cogent reasons . It, may 

still M a '.'leak hypo thesis , hut it is thP- best one B. V':l.:ilable . A hypothesis 

may be ·er y str ong , hut is never q demonstr ation . Thci t a hypothesis would 

'be stronger in historica l m9.tter!'I tri13.n P.lse'Nhere see:ns vP.ry likely . 

The conclu sion to wr ich tr.ls c rr. sideraUon of Colllnp vood 1s tl-;P-or; 

of ev:ider,ce has pointed is tha t, the critf'r.i0n of Mstcri.cP.. 1 tr~1th :is -':.h~ 

sa me 1s the c!"iterior of truth .in !!ny other ctrea . The Sy-poth~s is or 

concluslon ~ti ch we dec3 J e upon as t he correct one to expl~in a r iven 

~cllec tion of data is dec5de<l upon b~ca0 se 1t is t~e 0nl 1 one wh ich ~111 

whlc1 1 r-1 culri :;iccount for t he diJ.tl'.i i:.re une.ccert·1l,lP. for other r,.,,1s ,.ms ; a s , 

for P,Ya.rr:rle , th:-i t the a1tern:1. t'.i ve hypoth"'lsr.s rlo not f:it in 'N ltl-i our o"':):cr 

know l ed r e nbout the wol"ld . Coh~r ence is certai nly one of these Griteria . 
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the same objects as were ohserved in percertion . The important point is 

tha t truth cannot '\)e deter.rr.ined by a test of :nterr,a l coherence alone . 

It is c onceivable tha t ;,Ji th such a !:JlfJory cf truth 1.rn t his rr.~my 

ristori c1:1 l hypot heses wo11].r1 he tentative only , that they woul<1 need to he 

r Pviseci or d i. sc~rded as our kno~1ledge increased ; but t h is is the c ommon 

lot of hITot.hesP.s , ,wen these cal l ~<l "lsi..v s • 11 The d isa.r ree>:1ents anon p: 

ristc,rians and sdenUsts from Ume {o Urr.e 't S to wU ch :is the 1J~st 

t tere :i r- ,w r ..., unanimity among scientists than '.'. mon ;f histerians 1, <! ., , 
r ~m son 

perhaps , 

co1,c1u,ions .9.. S str on;: h: pcthes8s , h?cau:-:,e liS pructicc.l men ·,re n::fare thei r 

.presupposit.ions ; when they d isarr~·n we :::usper..d ju,~p;,.-mt . iihen historians 

are unanJrrous we !:iCCe ·t their conclus:i.cns as str on,.i: h: poP'eses; 'Nhen they 

d isar,rr en we seek historians w1 th wor l d view s such as 'lie hel ieve to be 

substa.ntiP.11.y correct and a ccept t heir conclusicns as stronP' or weak 

hypotheses, dependln r- upon the stre.nf'tr of our convictfon i:i.nd the CO f'en cy 

of the a.rpwrent . In riny ca se th'? rypottesii:; 1s tenb.tiv~ 1ml rss th e 1vorld 

v:i €W is doemi;.t:i c, ln ,vh ich ci1 se the h.vrothe~ -: ~ mqy be cnns:idered certa in 

truth by its holder . 
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The ul t l me.te t e s t of r;or l •: Yif'ivs 5s th~ ir 11ccr.ird1rnce ,v 1th fa ct . 

Holders of a world viou rlcscrP' e the 1"lorl ·: as 101'l fr,rr a cerb.in type of r l 11 ce 

and rjvc r-~an,ns fo r hol i : ng t.r'lt 1t fr +-h'lt t•.rr1e of place . A 71orJ.d vjew 

3s i t s elf~ hyJ~thes is . v ~r i m1s " orld views ~xr l e in the snme world . Si nce 

we must havH a world view , ,ve must ,,~ . .... e r-:pt to sel ect onf: w~ich best a ccord s 

~Hh the fac t.. s . 

It woul ri see n th~t U ie cr:i \,>2rlori o f hi r-t orfr?. 1 truth i s, 1n the l r_ st 

r f'. sor t , corresronrl.ence or ::ccnrchnco 1 ~ 1,:-' f'r-1.ct , r-c c,,,, l'H? t te },od.:,' of know-

l <>d f e. , t,he world vfo·.v , w: +}·i:in ·y)' ich hi s t o:?" i c ,:,J c 0ncbsfon s •1 Ul be 

loc~b,~d a nd ir: w\· ich they wH l rr.rr:1 , . c :-- ~Ar~r.t r°-'rt o f tr lP. wro l f' is its elf 

a r!yfo k1P ::: i s or~ "r ,o·iy of rypot'lF! ~>? s ~".)r""n·~'-mt 11;-,on fP.!'cP. pti.l,l f: fact f'or 

its v Pr ifi c~t~cn . 



Exrcsition of Colli~ Fwoo::: ' s 'fjew 

One of Gollinfwood I s most obsc1Jre theoriPs is hie, tJ1e0ry U1r1.t t·he 

h istorfo.T; :t"P,- enacts past thouvht in his 0 ,1;:; mind . The theory is of 

cer,tral forort!lrce t o his theory of history , :'or he hold s t h1.t t he his-

tor:i.an must r e- enJ:1 c t t he p•1st in his own mi nd jn orrl er to know it , that 

j s , to understand it . iV i thout r e - ~n11 ct,,,ent there ca n be no his torica l 

knowledFe . Coll ingwood g ives , in his autoUo;;r a.p'hy , 1:1. s urr.m1> r y of t bls 

theo r y whic h j s wor th quotin f' B. t l enrth . 13u t fi r st it may be wel l to note 

tha t " all Mstory is the hi s tory of thour ht" and that , t herefore , the 

pr oblef'l of hi stor:i.c11l know J ~dfe is ho!V we c~n know the histo r y of thoudit . 

On whr1t cond i t :ons ·."1. s it r,ossibl e to know the history of <t t.hm1 rLt'; 
fjr-st t,!-,e tr,cn, r,J.i.t rmist te expressed : e3ti;P-r in_ wtmt we call ls.n,:,;ncP. , or 
in o:-ir 0(' the r.:0.ny other form~ of eYpress i vP. ~cUvity . Eistorical p c. i :. l.ers 
seem to rcrar,·1 an outstr~tched qrm ~.ncl ... prdntin ,• hand P. S the ck1.r ,1 cter ­
isti c n .1sture exrr l':lssi ng the thour,ht of a comm<J.nd .ln f' of'f:i cer . Running 
away expr esses the P iourht th~t '.! 11 hope of victory is ;",,ne . Secon~lly , 
t he his tor.ian must be 11ble to think ov er ~=.··.<\in !'or h1mself t.he t houcbt 
whose "'xrr~~~ion he is t r yinr.' to .intP.>r pre t ••. . The :i.rnportar:t roint 
h!re j s U-i•, t t , e hi star.inn of r~ certain t,; ;01; , ht must -:-,rd.n .~ for h i ms rolf 
+,h;:t vf'!ry s:rn: E=> thoii-·ht , not another Uke u . l 

Thnrefore "h1~torical kno~ l nd pe is tte r~- qn~ ctment 3n Lhe historian ' s 

~:ind of tLe t ho· 1 f:'.1-:t ni·ose history hP j s st.11,:yinr . 11 2 Th"' re- Pna. ct:nen t of 

a t bon pht is , ho,evA r , ·'1. r fl - <>n"l.c tment of t he same t hou ,,ht with a di.:'fer-er,.ce : 

l coll inpwood , !n An.tob:iovrarhv , r . 111. 

2I'rid ., p . 112 . 
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ThP difference is one of contP.xt. . To r:P.lson , tl.:1 t thoupht ·,;"ls a p'e~;en t 
t.hour ht ; t o me , it is 11 past t hom ,ht livinq in the prASP.nt but • 
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1ncarsu1 P.tecj , not free . What j s a n :incarsulated t houf"ht? It is a t houfTh t 
w' 1.ch , thour h ~rfflc tly alivA, fo r ms no part of the qu" stfon- anS'll'er comrlf'x 
which constit1Jtes ·1rhat reople cal l the ' real ' life , t hn superficia l or 
or,vions :rr esf?n t , of the nrinn in cp1 e stion •••• No question Vn t ~rises 
in t hj_s pri rllA r y series , the ser:ies c0nst3tot'i nr my ' real ' life , €'Ver r equi r Ps 
the an swer ' 1r. honor I won them , in honor I will d i e w:Jth the!n . 1 dut a. 
questfon ",r:i si n.e in the pri ll'A. r y Se'l'.'fr ::1 !flay a ct as a switch into another 
d imension . I rJ ·n g~ bAneAth the surfa ce of my m1nd , a nd t herr, live a life 
in which I not merely think :,.hoet ~' elson but am Nelson , anrl thuP. 1n t hinking 
a· out Nelson t.~ ink .'lbou t myself . Dut th i s s ecor.df.\ r y life is prevented fro m 
ov~rrlov, inf in t o my prima r y life hy 'heinr ,1r"1.t I ca ll incar;suh.ted , th,i t is , 
existinr: i n a context of pr h'lr y or surfa ce knowlede-e which keeps it in its 
pl.s.ce a.nci pr events 1t f ro rr, thus ov prf'lm in e: . • • • 

So I r e-i.chod my tr•ird r·r opositfon : ' Hhd.orical knoN l ed~~e is the re­
enactment of •::. p<, s t U ,outht. i.nc o..r, s~l l ·1ted in a context of pr <-> f ent. tho1,r.·h ts 
w' ,ich , hy conl.r nd ic ": ing it , crir\f:i.re H t o a r.,J c,.ne diff'c. r ent from theirs •• 

If what H ·e h istorian knows is past th011r-·hts , !lnd j f he kno·1s therr: by 
r e - tr.inlr in r them himsel f , Jt fol l o .'.!S tJ,·:. t the lrn rw, ledge h~ fl. ch i evs s ~iy 
histo!'ical in(1u iry i~ not kno •1l edre of his situr:t:ion A. s opposed to kr:ow­
l€'d f'. f? c f himsel f , 1t is a kno·.'flc·l!'"e o f h is s:itu':it.ion wh ic I js •d, the ss.me 
tim8 kn o·t1led 7e o:· h imself . In re- thinkhr whc. t sometody else t~10':L ·l: t , 
be tMr:k~ it himself . In b10·, inc tint so~.etody P.lse thff) ht :.it , he k 10 'i S 

th · .t hf' hi-nse l f ls e:. rl e to th ink it . ._nd fi nd iri r 011t r? ha t he j s a 1le to 
d o is fjnclinr out wh<:.t k:i.nd o f q rri;i. n he is . If he :is uhl~ to 1mderstanc , 
hy re- t h:inJdnr'. them, the thourhts of a ::-rent many differ,·n t kiwi s of pPople , 
it follows t hat he must be a. r re"' t rr:any kinds of ,3. man . He must he , in 
f •,. c t , 11 mi.crocosm of a l l the history he cA.n know . Thus his own self- kno1v­
led ge is at the same time h:i.s know1.ed 1re of th o world of hui"J11.n sffairs . 3 

I t is proh'l.hle th11t a ;;rreri t many historhns would riot deny Collinrrwood ' s 

the?sis thA. t any attempt to 1,;now why Nelson acterl as he di rl , if the attempt 

were not a sympathe t.ic a ' tempt , woul d be a f a ilure . f'rofesr.or Uutterfi e l<l 

s t 2t es th~t thA historian ' s " ~reqtAst li mi t~ t1on would be a defec t of 

i ri,,u•fr 0,tive s yrnr rithy . 11 4 Geor ~e Si:.rton is quoted in Bjstor i fil!il Its 

Nf!i ?hhors .r.i s sayin f." tf'l ~. t "the historia n nc~eds the roetic :ins'i. .... ht. tliti t 

enah1PS us +.o un, .er-sb.:rnd ?. n'1 b'.'l deliner- tP. q c ~.ar'lctnr nr ar: ..-,v ent r e::note 

from tr.e ideas of our ovm tim@ •••• To understa nd t h:' p,'3. st we must look 

J1uc ., rr . 113 rr . 

l n. ".:utterf5Pl(: , The ,i' •i r· I n+.errr8t:1ti ,~n of' !lj st.o ry ( ,, P.,·1 Yor k , F51) , 
r . C:5 . 
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11 t it , if 01J.r tf"mper'iment enfir.les us to do eo , a l wg_ys throu eh t he eyes of 

contempor9.ries . "5 This list coulr1 VP.ry l'lell he extended , btJt an extensive 

c l'!. ta.lor woul d be superfluous . 

Where Collingwood would differ f rom many historians would bfl in the 

rne.t ter of how this sy-:T9. i r.:etic unilerstrrndinp is "lchieved . Coll1ngwood holds 

th <>t c. scieT'!Ce of human n3.ture wr.ich :.1tterr,pts to estat ]ish "per manent !illd 

unchff, f! inf 1 '1.W$ of hu :rn nati1re" is 1r1 r,ossihle ( I . Ii . , .":.2.J.) . T .. e ¥12..ys tn 

wi 'i ch a c.. m:i r ~. ls er zener a ls 1 eh:we 1n a r a rticular social o::-d.er ca r;not 

become the b'!sis of r enerali.n.t:'.ons .vr ich wil l explain t l:eir hehci.v ior in 

~ .iiff'p,rf'n t sncis.l or~er . Tr.e r·c,a son for t hls is th"l.t , "fo or,1er thttt 

'er:nv lor- pe:-'ti.erns rnny be c o:r.st,:nt , t here mu::;t be :l.n exis tence .:1 soc.::11 or,. P-r 

"V r::ich reci.•rrertl y pro 1'.1 ces sit'c1~tions {)f 1. certa in kind" ( I . E., 223; . 

Tl.0rr::forP, our ur:derstand1n r of 7:elson I s hehr-.vior is not :3er,end ent uron our 

knowl""d;:e of t he bel"avi or of admi.rals in eeneral . This 1 s 'l-11?ca.u.se the 

r ehR.vior of' ndr.-d r P.ls in tbe t wentieth century w111 not serve <i. S the basis 

for p.P-reralizati ons which wil l explain the behavior o f admira ls in the 

n:t.neteenth century, and , by the same token , the ~havior of admira ls before 

the n ineteenth century will not serve to expla:i.n ~~el son's behavior. 

The reason we car. understand t;e1son ' l'I tbou r ht is t hat those 'Nays of 

t,hinkinf are still -:u>. ys fo which r,eopl e think today. "The historica l 

process is .: t.se1t' a process of thour b t" ( I. H., 22(1) . And it is ,a 

cr1nr 3c ter:is t: c of a rrccess t Le t : 

The P'· st w }1 icr· 1n hj s torkn st i·' i~s ir, not a '.1ead past h11t '.3. f''>St which in 
some sense i s still 1 iving fr, the prr>:en t •••• I'. istory is concerned not 
'.'i :ith ' events ' but ' processes ' •••• if rocess~s ' are t r.i.n ;rs 111~,ich do not 
"t,f.> ,·in ·rnd ere] l:rn t turn into one ,mother;- nnd ••• i f 1. p ·ocl'?SS r-1 turns 
into a process ~2, t~er0 is nc divid1nc ljne at wt ich P1 stors ~nd r 2 

5r: ~. " 1 ' ' t 1 T t •1 ' ' ( ·· i,lJ ... mc , "11s ,ory ~ ~ L ~J_r·n •,ors ,, e Yo ,..1, 1c4? ) r· 1r. 
l r ... , "'- , • "".) • 
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i, 0 ·~.n s ; 11 n1:v~r t1to.rs , it '(Y)S on i n thr: ch ·,n;:ed form 1- 2 , ·; n,.: I-2 n ,o,ve r 
··,.:,, : r ['" , it },,· s r;- r ev i ousl y b f: e n vnin v on :in U .e e '.1 r] j ," r f or"' f1 •••• If 
l-\ t;,-,,. 2'f"t, t r qc~s of' :i '.,se l ~' in ~2 s? t ri ·· t 9.n }1i stor~ ~.n 1:i v1.~ ~ :in P2 c 'ln 
:h f.cover !y t.r·p J1·, 1,e rrret "-t1 on d (>.V1d en c f:" tr. 1t wh"t t 1s no·.1 rz wa s i:m ce F1 , 
:it :'cl 10--: ~ t 1.';, t t l~e ' t r a ce s ' of f1 i.n the pr e sen t 11r e not , so 'Jo sr,e r1k , t he 
:-or-r s e o:' ·: dPtd J1 , ,,Jt r '1 t her th~ r e~ l l·1 i !.. s e l ~ , liv i n · ~x,' ·-;. ctive t · O',: h 
i n cr1r s ·, ::. ·,t1>d ·-: :<}i, t he otl-:er f nrrr• c f : ·,s ,:,lf r .., •. ) 

"-

r,, ·,1 i,r""l 'ir,.'l r E> -f'.'nn.\~ ted , bP. c•·.use it sti.11 l l ve s 1-rithi.n t he present . 

It ,J o""s not. follow tha t any }-, i sto-r}9.n c an revive t he tro•.1r,ht of a ny 

v ~rio ·J or B. r,y person . 7he h istoriqn who r Aconst.ructs t he history of a 

p' riod must h1we f!lj ned t h fl e1q:eri ence from our culture of havhw t hou irht 

in th"' ways t ht, t 1enple jn thR.t period t l:oll ht. He r.:ust br : n c· 'in P.Xfe!'ience 

to t he r pc r,nstrnction of t h e U 1 0 11[-!ht of t 'h1.i t period , w•,:i ch c9.n ma ke t ha t 

U-our ht "or171mic" to i t . lie must h::ivE> t b, t t hought " i.nca rs111.ri. too 11 Rithin 

his 0 1m . 

In order for t1·:e l: is t or5. !=!.n to write t h e r istory of ?.. r~- ~ o'-~ },p rrn.1st 

h we s _yrT"· t hy f or tt.. e . l 
ff? r lOL . • 1'.nl8 SS 11~ c :1n r e - r.n ,-:..c t t he t : ·o;J ht of 9. 

tr e f•P1"10 :: . ::11t , ::olli n V-lfOOd s b. t e s: 

t-.. i s c: oes no t r:f-·,:~P !}1 · t ld s •' :ind mu~t Le or.: ,_, cert ,·dn kin' , i ,o t, s essi"!d or 
•u-: 1i:istn·1c :\1 1c r::pPr'1.'1'!er t ; nor t r:'. t he rnrn t '" "' t r!-t ·hed in s r~ci ·, l n ;J. r-, s 
o ! .. ~-!~ t o· .. jc!?.l techn i11J~ .. I t rr,e ·-. r1s ·".!' . . t he rTust ta:, t lie r1 ~·ht t:1::1n to s t nd~r 
ti-.- t o"b! Pc t . :; t·:.t } ":' i f'. s t 11,,y i..n r' is 'l cert,: :i n t i ,,, ; ht : t.o s tud y j t 
: nv,,1·.ros r'l'.' - i-T'"" Ct i r. f it in }•i 1:1s elf ; •:n ·~ i .,.., or,;er t k, t 1t ray t ·'.k0 its 
rlqce i n t'"·e 1,.,-.,,,,l frtcy o f his o·;n t '· o•i. ·h t , :-,i.s thcup-ht mu s t ~::e , ,~s :it ':"'r e , 
pre- .s.d ::, r +.,,..d t o l ·•~ comP. its ho s t •• 

I f t he J-· istor b n • t,ri~s to 1r,;~ster t he i,. istor ;, of 11 thou;.,h t .i.nto 
ins te<id of wr:i t i nr: 5 ts h j story he ·.r1 ill 
r Pcord t ~0 ex t ernal f s cts of its d~velop­
<1 r"" dry horw s , wb ich may 80me day bAco~e 

w~ ich he cannot perso~al l y en~Ar , 
mer~1y r epe ,=. t the st~tenents t. P i t 

~ent •••• Such r ~petitions . 
1-iistor y , when someone :is 8 h] ~ 
t.hou(!ht. "N 1- 1ch it'I both bis 01vn 

to clot.he t he ir. with t he flesh and blooi:i af a 
<i.n<i t heirs . (I . H., 304- 305) 
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t}ie t~·o·:r 'h"t to w'i ch the, ,·vi 'i ~nce roints un1ess he e-9.n person11lly enter 

into t~osP t · m;phts . Two l ~ jnrs a r e nec~ssar y , t hen , for wr i tinf t he ~istory 

of a.nyU:inr, there mus t be " evidence o f ho·" such t!': i nk inr' has tieen done ," 

Rnr. t'he r-.istcr ian must be " able to inter pret it , that is , • be 'tbl e t o 

r n- enclct in l'".i s own m:ind the t ho~·Fht he is s tudy:inp; , envis'.ldn?" ':hP, rroblem 

from ·nrich it shrted "!nrl r econst.r 11c Un,0 t he s teps by which its solution 

\'l "I.S at temptP.d" ( I . !'. . , 113) • 

To s11r:-.rr.n d.7~ tbe prP.Ce(ihr · 0xposHior' , Colli nrw0o·l },ol d s : ( 1) t h t 

( ? ) t l· -· .• t ' 1- .: "'t : .. -- \ .<:l... .., r; 0 ... ~ ... or ...;. : tr., 

flect i on ;,\ i ch ent1:1r Pod into t he fo r '.11'.-i~ · nn of tr,~ t!o11;-ht , is ; ( l) t,i-- ~t 

;,~ne r ~115::.:,. t.jon s '3. out humirn nF.ture do not ~n<.ihlc us t o discove r \YbJ. t P.. 

partk11h.r J">P.rson thought fo a cert1:d.n sit·: 0i Uon ; 7 ( 5) th<i.t 11 unt1ers tand i ne" 

8 t he • .. voros of a hi s todc~l document ls not r e--enactment . I n additfon , it 

s r:oulrl hp noted that , a ccor,nnv to Coll 1ni:r:rnod , we c.s.n know not onl y tha t 

WP ,,i,r~ think inF a. thought but that t he thoupht we are t htnking- was Eucl1d. 1 s 

or Ca es~r ' s , <>tc . ; we can re-onnct CaesP..r 1 s t ~:O'lf,ht and know th·:3. t we ~ir e 

7It s>iould he n0+..-.d , 110.,·evf>r , t~n t Collin,~nood d oes rrP.fr,t.n;n tb1t t he 
histod'ln can or,l y rP- ,:,nr;ct r 1::.to ' s or C,=t es<1r 1 s t r·mw~ t r.1-:er, h0 " :;r1 n ,·:s to 
1.,e::i. r en tr,,,, rro~-l e 1~ R.11 th ,) ro·• ,·rs of' "h:l.E o.m rinr! <1n•i "'. lJ . r, ~~ kno "l ''-' : , e o f 
,.,,. ~, o r or:i. ... ,.. --n .. l pn1 1· +~cs 11 { I ,, . ...,1 e-. ) :- 1 ~.i. ..._ .. , .__ 1 '1.l .,1 ~ ', ' .;__ • IJ.. "-' • e : , . , .~ .,., 

8r. -l- ~ 11 • ' f 1 • t • r• • t • II 'T'' ,. • ~ • " ·,u 1..· vo ... 1n , .. ·fi00 .~ son:e.,#.1-ro:> s ';\!r1 es c~s J"l J , 1s . ·"" r;t.:?. 0 1s -.,or . .i.·1n 01. 

r,h ~Joso(hy , re>Y1 in r Fb.to , 1s tr,: :inv to hio"i w1n t I lr-, tc t 1 01:; :- :. sher. : •e 
e">:prc st;ed }-:imse1£' in ce:' L1.:n NO:-. • s . ?h,· only ·.~,1.y . .r: wh1 ch hP c g.r ' o t.i ls 
is by tldr.kin F' jt f or rJn:sel f . T!·, :is , jn f'~1 c ~- , is wl, d . ""e "1' '3.L :1h:n ·::e 
s r 0~. i. nf I ur, ·:erst.:,.n,~: 1 ,1c' thf' ,vor!-~ s . 0 (I . ii "' 21 5) 
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InterprAtRt ion and Criti cism 

;'ih<?.t r. h,(i,.,_ ns ; hP trust think ·r.h::i,t !. t)~ouO'ht n:ien he r r corded the state,r,er,t . 

Thf' "'V1 <:Pnce tl-v1 t ~ t ho npht "the af'lp:l c s are equal" is bis s ta. temP.nt 11 the 

anf'."l os nr e P.qu<o. l. 11 Tl:us if :l. j s to .:·et to x ' s act of thoufht he must :infer 

:it f r om the recorded s tr.tA r:er.t . !! is i nference js : here is a statement 

expr~ssi n g P. t r. ouprt ; P..ny U .01.: ,,rh t. mu s t h.9.v 1-1 once r:een tr·oi, ~,ht by s omeone ; 

i t mirnt have oncB boer1 ar. si. ct of tr: ou r:: ht , wh ich resnJtnd ir. t ~ is s tn. te:'1 er.t ' s 

is irn f";~din' ,f:' , ,; e r. ot. onl y kno r.r N\ <, t: tl.e '!.'O r · 1s •ne a n , se r ev iv~ tl-:e a ct of 

t r.o··r:-- t H,sP.lf . Collinf',VOC<l I s arpurnent V n t t l. is is rossibl e j s , '::d ef l y , 

thct r:m '! Ct o: t Lo ~'r: t " r-:n.y en.Jur e throu - L '1 l npsc of ti.m~," t!"us , ·,, c, rrc.y 

t\ ink "the -,n.-J.-c; s 3.re e:'·nl'' f ('I' tw~mty 

e111,,. l" f i vP. s e condi:: , think ;:i,1-,o, ; t somet l-i in f· else a few s e conrls , t h en re t urn 
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d i ff,... rer. t , : oJ 1~ n ;},"l'.' 0 '.3 r.;;1.y s , "tr r?re is r. o t en3.l le t'-.eory o.f J:-'..'! -rson,:l i ,ien-

tity th J t .vou l d justify such a doctrine'' (I. H., 2~7) . 

l'i otwii ,"d,'.1r; i'.n c Collirnr-,rnod ' s st11 te.:ent +,o the contrary , :i t wou l d seer.i 

t, hr.:;,-!:, t he a hove o .j c c t:ton is :. va l id 
0 one . J Ordi na ry u s re woul d not be 

t l n t cr,E> r iersnr: 1 s act rr-. ay !~ co rr.~ :mother person I s a c+; . The ?. C t , ·,•hen 

r <?pe2. t ed l:.y au,ther p,'!rson. , is a different a ct . X' s •let of thoupht , "the 

i;;qu.<: l , 11 is a different a c t . T11fl i dentity of the t •rn thouf hts is not the 

j d enti t y of a n act. of triow~ht hu t the i.dent:i.ty of a stl3.tement . Both 

unders l, 9.nd U ri. t ~ is ma1nt9.1ni r.r <\ certa5 n s t.a te of affairs to bP the 

c ase . When 11ie speak of z " underst a nd ing" ! ''le rr•ean that Y. knows what z. 

mP-ans . Ne do nnt mr:an V ,':i t x performs tte same act of thought . He 

mu s t be abl e to ti:.ir.k in th~t ?ViY, or he could not "unnerstan<l" :[, hut 

to he able to t hi nk i~ thqt ,~y doPs not neces snr11 y 1nvolva rerfor m5 ~[ 

lnvolve t he uU lity to cr c'. sp t} e !'f'lat :i.ons bPtween concepts ir. h ich 

• • 1 , 1 s 1nvo~vP.n ThP c oncept 

a ct not open i:.o ir:s pec t l on . The r e :·1 ,J t fo ;· std ,ernent , :H recor-Jei , rhe 

"whqt'' of the act, is 0r€n t n insr ec tbn , if the wr:iter ha s used symbols 

9. s they l'lre commonl y u sed, if he was no t l yin f , ate .; f:l.nd from t re st"'- tem~nt 

the qct can h(' inferred , sur:,jec t. to the same cond itions ; but Lo sr.eak of 

r t'!vivfo v t.he A.ct j s certainly to s peak :r.~tarhorkAlly. The '3. C t of under-

stano. in,' the st<1 tP.r.ient may be fi r,ura tive l y s poken o f' 1'1.S re-en~: ctine the 

9cr. N. I! . :Val sh, fill Intrfldw~t:ion 12 fhilosophv of History ( St . Albans, 
Enpl~nd, 1951), pp . q2 -93 . 



;: o s ~ L'.:efn.c tor :.: exrl'J.ll /'.1 tion o'.' how onr> r,erson c,rn t'O compl etely pcnetr r:.to 

th e ir1s11 ] ,i r 1·,'?..rr1 e r 11 -bveen r- i. s mh,,1 r.n~ tr.e ninr. s of other r:uu;;;J. r. Lei n ; s 
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i mTY!cdL1~e i r fte <1 <l of i n~·0.rentie.l , our r•riv.3. te mental worlcl "NOu l r~ lie a ruhlic 

wor1, , , onA :in which no tho·,p·ht mi eht not ::,e kn own !lnd re- enucted . 

nut , an ohj e c tion t o t r js t r e8t ment of r e - en<}.ctment m11y r un , the 

t ~eory is descriptive of what rloes h~r pen w~ An we "unaers t and" s omeone . 

iihAn Wf; r11mders ts.nd 11 q problF,m wt· ich i s solved hy so!'leone , Ne hav e to 5olve 

the probl0.!T' for ourselves ; ·,HJ h?.Vf' to r~-cr~a te t he 5 1 er·s involved in the 

so lution of t .•e rrohlem , anti U·:is i s do1n •' j u s t ~hat E11cll c1 , or :'l'h oever it 

w.<1s , d1d ,,hen h"" s olv<>.d the rrohl em . It m'l.y he a0rdt.t<:"!d t h<i t u n i E>ri:i t'ir:d i ng 

I~t us 1nv0sti ;~te , howev~r , just ~ha t 1t ~rans t o Dli~ th~t ; think 

·: he s ame t r :ing El~cU ri tJ,,ou?ht . Unl 'c! ns E1J clid expre~;ses •,:is thoup:ht in 

s ym1-,ol s wh ich r. r e penere.lJy a pr P.ed upon , t-tnrl wh i ch ri. r e u sed 'lCcord h w t.o 

ar·r ~ed upon conver.tions his t hmH' t C?.rmot he r1iscovered . If 1:e had 11sed 

s ymhols in a rbitra ry ,,mys wh ich he had not bot',eN Jd to c'lescrH)e, ,; e could 
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' . 
:i lS L' ,(l' I< 1 t • 

Yir:,) i:, U u:, snrr:e ?mys s.nd s olvini? U:e r ro'!:ilem with him . ,,e t hus rea ch a 

coJY:rnuni t y c;f unr..erst. md:inv ; we fol lo·., t he s':3.mP. process of thinkinv. 

All t'· :is CB.n easily t:P. 1·r antetl vdt h n.1 t ss.cr:if:icir;r the r,,osiUon t ba. t 

the <1 c t s of thotight r,,re not tbe sarne . Even t houch the ohjects and rela -

tions ·" hout wr i ch rr.y :rind thinks may r e i d er.tical 17i th those about wh ich 

EuclV H i nks , t,1-is 1s not ground s for mi:-.dnt a 'lnfor thF1t th<=! a cts 'ire 

irlPn t jce l , tk:.t I must r evive Euclid ' s '3.ct of t,J~jnkirw al,011 t U :ose ob; ects 

in order to t h i nk " ~,ont t he rr. myself . The cont,.,.nt of our t hou r~t may lJe 

c e: n ~-.,., r cvjve~ j s f '"lund :n ·rn i.ll 1l!:itr '.:.t.i or s u ch ,, s V-is om' , ir: ·vh i ch 

t he sa~€ rend in~ss a s ver ba l symbols . A·tions Rr~ not so urifor mly to 1~ 

Any ., ct:i.on can i-e exphd ned b v an infini t.e nul"'ber of hypotheser . To s1,r~qk 

o f r "'vivhi:- the s A. m<:l act of' tho'1ght. as tr.e -'l.ctor can only rnan thRt one 

~ypoU,esis he. s hc en ~ec ided upon '3. S t he correct onE~. It C!lnnot mea n Lr;•t t 

t r is ,, 0r · lg : er . 



of tho11 r ht , th~ ts· .,or7 ffxten<h: •1 p0 <Y1 rlescdption of 1.mderst.and in r i nto a n 

oc ('1·1"- r .:- J <>.t inn 't'et"A P.TJ one 1cin(: rr n:J an other ·,vh en it holds tha t '3. m:ind e m 

r -::-v iv'"'! tr c ~ct of +,Mn?:in,· .1 t.sel f of a.not her n :i.n,-: . Som,:, further irq., lica-

tion~ rf fr0 t.'~,c,o r v r-·0.y r .o?J 1>n c r:nz ~<ler c~d . 

of t houf ht ·1;}, ich l ":ty ':"'e h i n" the st" ternents or ,1c t:ions , ·vi t,,,011t r t> f 0ren :~ 19 

a nd sc fortr, . To hr i.nr in FPneral ·str.~ t err·ents would be to make t 11P- discovery 

of t :w tr·our,ht :i r ferential l'l.nd t he.rnfore t he conclusion tJ :a t the t houf'.ht 

w,,_s e. certRin 1t10u pht ·,.,ou l r: b.-· only prob~.bl~ . The r eas0n fo r t ':i is is t ha t 

ger: F.>r<1l stR temer.ts woul d be onl v s td, 5 st i ca l ~tate ment~ concerr,i nr t l-:t1 "l1 ays 

p0opl8 usually t" j n k , so t};n c onc l usion th1t n p,;i.rticl,1 qr r·0rson t,} 01ffh t 

---------
1 t"in """ '-- ~ l t ' t ~ t <' t' ~ . ' • h I' • - . ~ r ; ~ ~ !'! C -~ r~;~: so r-•·eon .:> ;·1 ~~ .. r.crm;; 'ln :-~ c P~ ! l0l1 fri 1:t 171 lC. ,:.'tnC'vr er ( 0 .."l S 

r-erf0:- r:,,~,i 1,d'0,..f"\ r:i m :1o"s r.ot T:',a ke :-iirn '<.!l. hi storian . It cannot , in such a 
case , b0 s a ld th-::. t hr· is <i.n historh.n .. 1 ~ U·out kn o·:, in ~~ it : unless he ,-;r,ous 
th11t h,,, is Ud nkin ,.· "l-i5 s t ork,,J J.y hP is not think inf' hist0dc~l ly . " (I. H., 
2>-9) 
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110 :,re doh,? so . :,n :m.ist knon t .hh t E:liclj r] 1 ~ act o f thou;~ht 1,us t his and 

t};q t my ::ict of thou pht js B.l so Uis (I. H., 2re). Ti· is involv f"-s r:,f' re than 

prot.a' le knowled ge thf! t we are i. n t.erpretin:~ a sta tement allAp:ed t o have 

heen wr H+,en hy Euclid correctly . We must know th11 t we a r e interpret:inv the 

sta tement corr<>ctly and .!ill£! th.qt Eu cBd ;vrote H ; otherwh t'! we ,1re not 

re-">.m.ictirif anythi.ne trv1t B);c1id t.1-iou i ht . :U storica l knowl ed r o nrust he 

cert~in , not mer ely prob11hl e, 11nd it can only he certain on the t lieor y ·ti111t 

h~ re- en~ ct~d, the h~storian ~~ s hl ~ to , ns it WFre , j~~15t di~ectly the 

?..Ct of tl::0ur ht " nd !"~v:iv~ j t: . Thu~, U .e rd.storian hec omP-s NP.lson or 

J1: li1,f: (>,es r-;r , 01" whoP-v .~r it m:.y h1<-: , .,.,s the t l:onrhts of' hose persons F,re 

Th n J.i rrdt:i. t:ons cf .c. .... r-0ory w: ich hol·le t; ic", t ·:;e .~r .-, :;_bl,, to lrno,,, wh1t 

J v J :S u ~ C'}. !"~&.r tr,o--s·•·t ?1hen , fer cx,;i.q-1.e , r:e r efu se(~. tr;e crc,rrn , Ni tLr,u t 

r .= fer,....nc e to r er.er a l !.: t<J.ter.ierits cc,r, cerr.in F t t.e beh13_vjor or reneral s and 

Cf'?ll'!'l.f'Of"l'."'S ir, de!T'ocritCiPS arf" cbv1 ous . Tr.~ 1 ird t a tionF are ev en more 

ob~·iou:;; :: f ·•,e USP qn e~<J.mp] e 1 r, an or.e '3. for l'i'r.t c!-: we hove little or no 

f!PnP.ral 1,nowl ed p,e , for P,Xample, the heh·iV j er of :'ln Afr:i c,rn prlest ess . It 

j s extrerre l y nnU kely tr-~t ~e .vould be '3.ble t.o d i s cover what t hou/ht lay 

r-ebind lin 11,c t 10n suer a fPrsor, perf'orrn~o unless '-'l e had sorne knor1 l edre 

to 1. t , th-,. t ,,.ene r 9. l stn. +. P.r-ents ','l'c 1 : 1 :". no :: !'eve ,~ 1 to t::.G the tho.,i,. h t of a 

rartic1, l a r Afric ,i r: r-r ::n? • ,, ·s • .A C1l· ·s -,5or. C c a.!, q, s k i n ret.1i rn :is ·~11:et:!er 
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f"en~ r a J s t'.". te l".· e n ts re,1lly forr~ t!-ie has:is for ::iur reccmstri1c +ion , then 

~erta l nty . :!"' ~nme ''occu lt" f actor snch 'i : mental a fflni ty mn.k es t }1 e 

thoupht rr: r·-;.nj n , f111 , j t soe 'i's renson11bl e to , el iPv r- tlnt t · at coulr: FY~_st 

• • • ' 1 , 1 
1~ \ "1 ... , .. , C !l, · C: ' "r ' ·-·· J l .. -.~ ... 1 ..i..v • , l ) . ' .,1 . 

:l t is its0.l.f s1.Jl'.i0ct to limitn.tfons ·r:hi ch a.re just a s ser ious 9.S t Lose 

act of knowl e~ee , fro~ Caesar' $ action~ to h ja acts of t bcu ~h t , ~o~ l~ 

cert.qin l y ,,void ;:i,ny proh]0ms hivolve,1 ~n o.tten,r, Unr: t o " co!"prre " 01J r t , oud,t , 

::!.l~2.· . • i : ·: ,,_1 :~1 1, ill). Jrit.ro(:·., rt.:l,-:n 12. fl:·.i]o;=-QI:l..y of History , :: P • Y?- 5:.::'. 
ii.s. Jsl-1 is nn.- o f UP r-"'o r1 ° .,., l--o .i 'l.VP taJ en Coll jn c-?1ood ser i 011sly , l_,:;t hr:, .:!.s 
un· :. 1'1 <.) ~ r, :iccert ::o}l: r.:· . (~(,f{ 1 s .,OC"t.r ·1r~f' 0.f ~ E= -~nat't~erit . 
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1i,~ 'ris~r;r~'"1 .. :1 1F- prnbl c.r, 1s !l_ rr r· ~~:)nt r:roi ,12~, , r1ot 'l f~:t" Jr e ~.'r: n ; 1i. ;~~ ·~() 
j_,ni e r r,rr,t trie r.-,,1. tcr i. 3.l r,0-,1 ~v rd l ·t>le , nnt. +.0 A.ntic-:ip1it"' f1it1ir ". discov ,.,r 1es . 
To r;1,0 tn 01:,kr•sr.ott "1 Wi:i n , tr,~ \"10!"'1 ' tr;tr. ' h~, G no :.'Je"'.r.i inc- f'0~ t hP 1·, istor irm 
nnli0 ~s it w:i,n1 s ' wr. :1t th€' evi rlenc P. o hli ;,Ps us t o •)elievf.' . 1 

;_1 :i (Ji t ":c t•·po r-y of r e-f'ln'J.ctm~'nt j i:i o1,v ious when NFJ c onsider t.hat , a c cor d :int-.,. 

to t,,p t hAor .7 of r,...-en':lc tment , we P.r P r.o>v i vi n p: Ca esa r ' s t l-,ou (: ht; tr1h_t, we 

kn o:-: it for c ~.etmr' s tho,rht . Accorrlinc to this theor y Caesar ' s act of 

t boufht. is C.qes~r 1 s act of trom:rht , 11.nd t h~ only way it can bl' umlerstood 

is to he TA-enac ted . But , i f t r is is so , WP, must. r e - en:ict what. Caesar 

11 real1y11 ti~ou cht in order to hP. r P- ena ctjnf it a t all. 1i h:1 t C':l.esar "rt1a lly'1 

t hou p-ht , then , i.s not ,,hat tl-•e 0v idence ohli f",es us to believP- , bi;t '.lir•at 

C'=.es a r ~ctua]ly d id think . If "wha t the ev idnnce obli 17~s us to t ,BliE>ve" 

th,1t Cl:l.i:>sar t ho r·ht does not. E>.r1?..hle us t o revive C'lesqr' s a ct s of t hour ht 

t ~,en " t r 11th 11 is r:ot s imply II vh::i. t t hP evidence o1~1:tf E'S tis to he 151:;ve . 11 

history we cr.n ~9.ve onl y pr ol,<J.bh i kn0l'1 l e<1r~e . ?istorjca l kno·;; l edge c an :1e 

c er t ,d n . 

Collingwood I s argu:nent th<, t ·lif e must A. ccert t he doctrine of r e - enact:r.ent 

on pn. in of' sol i.ps1 srn break s d o ,om , because to cfony t,r,1=. t we h<iVf-1 irnT::ed .i.ute 



, .... 
\)l) 

cor,c1.usively t, : ,3.t we do h1we suer. J.:no"1led ,'!e ll opf::n to douht . 

lirn-t:~native svrnpri tliy .--Colli np;woorl t'l.kes t he posj t lon , ,:i. s a corolla ry 

o f his theor y of r e - enactment , th0."·. l'l histci rj an must hp, t he ri.p:ht man fo r 

the jo0 if he is to wd te th:. h istory of Fi t h011rht or period ; hr.; rnvs t b e 

sympa thetic towr.i. r d t :-;e tl-,01.w ht of the r·~:riori , a.no he rr.nst h~ ahl P. to t hink 

of the f·eriod tr, o:wht , " or l t mny r-1e11n nhli.v i nf' con s1der·:::.ti. on or f~l l mv 

fe Annr:· for U:e ·rrn.ys of t.h in\dnr' or tl:e per ·iod . n Collin 1-: :ood seerr.s t o hold 

t }',r-i t t hP, lrt.tter is a nece ssi:i r y condition of t he fo r mer , and th is is tho 

V 'lf'1Jc sense of t~l f': ter r' , ht>cause 1' havine- fellow f eelinr: for 11 a(h.i ts of a 

wide T"!!rn pe or va ri iiUon . TJ-e ;-d s t ori B. n c cu l d not , j n this view, be 

impnrtia l to un·d t he ways of q, inkinr of the perjod . Ho must n.-ed s he 

biased in f avor of those W'A.J S of Piink i nr , in thP sense , at l e,'l st , tl;'l t he 
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1.·~ • 

e !"'ro;1--c'1 s , !:1S tre r r i,ct1ce o f ihi r, his t orian s is to cont~e:nn 11 r eac t ion3ry11 

and e r ro!~cu s el8~ents existin t' in the pe~lorl s they t r eat , or is t hn 

I n .;hort , how t> r shoul '1 ''IP c·o in 

!o 



,. ... , 
• 'i 

' . ' - I .• .• ,.·· \.., : 

' ' .l - ·· • :: .i;i; s .;s .,0 Ll ; t he 

:.. rri nr r criticism rd: ich may :1. l so be rr.ade c oncerninF Coll5ne·;vood ' s 

f +c • t " j f q . t ( 1 " 1 '""~ } ·f'np, t\., ... l'.Or.11 o f · rom vf ' I" ;()1n 0 c v .ew ("l \, ,; ~ rre:::er: , • •1 ., -·~t' • - _ 

Rnt the ti,eory of irrrr.i::.r'J iate 'lnfi:,re nce or 1nt11it:i.on wl· ich t his vi2N of 

ro 

r roceed d :i r 0ctly f rom the rr · ror rrf',,.-; SP- to tr.e eonc1usi on , becausr. U .e maj or 

rri N,t,Ps::, . Tr e 1 r, f'p r~nc e w"i ich must be cfr·_;.wn f r 0m th i s fact is U ·a t 

Co11 1npwoo:1 h':l s not. ;30] ved PB r r cbl c m cf' h istori. ca l knowlpct1,p w'i '. ' : 1:is 
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c~r· c 1.:-1 :;1 or: 

0 .f'< t .l 1r-i rt ..... ,:··,..no 
·, f'o r 

~<?r tr fi l lie0r ur-on wl ich trat r,h11 osorhy depem:s : his tor y is tl ,8 history 

of t 1,nu :,ht; J ,<> !"jstcr hm ' ~ crHerion i 5 fo,md >iith i.n r-is mvn thoud·1t, his 

c r 1te 'don is tre Vee. of histor y ; the rNidence upon w}:ich the truth of the 

hjRtor ict::\ 1 :i:ic+.~1re of past tho11pht depends is F·'Jssed u:i:ot1 ~,y tUs i dc::,. ; 

tr.e w:iy p:rnt thoupht is known i s by 1 ts r e - cril'.l.c trr.Pnt in the present , by 

its r ev -i.v ~J in r,rr sent t h o1 : p-ht, . Th -? b istor ica l pi c tu r e is the r r cd,1ct of, 

72 
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:rnrd "c,n: se" only in t.11e sense nf " eff'or d-'.n ;:- 1-i r. othe" :. s forced to exr lain 

1.r, ,f'<,r t o l,e h1:f:'et,.qd :;,i i:-.-i.1t }:v various f'orcos upon m;rny occ -=, s 1ons. 

The ic;c;:-, of' l: j s tor y 11s th P cri tedon of h.i.$todca l tru th #as criticized 

c ohP-r ence cd te r i on o f t r u tJ, into an "innate" ide1:t . CoherencF.? cannot 1,e 

th~ on l y cri tAr'i.on of' t r uth unless :l.t :is used to include ccrerence with 

perce rti hl e r ~ct ( and it is not usn::illy so used ) , e s well as cohP. rence 

hetweP.n a h0dy of s t.:1terrents . 

A t ~1eor y of' historica l irno 11 1 P.dfe wr• ich usf, s coherence -':iS tl,e t f>s t by 

wh ich the ev:i (ier·, ce js ju,J r:->d a nd ~ccer ted or r e;ecte<l Clin.not disti.np,., i s h 

h i s t0~· , f r om the h:i s tod ca l ncve] . n P r,ov9 llst i s rl lso '.'r ;, ,. to a c CP.f t 

or r P,iec t eviden ce ir1 terr:; s of M ~ cr·i t erion of coher f>nce . I f t' ·is 

c r H.; c'.:.1of'.i is r e5ect""d 1 ,(lcaus e t"he. rovP.list e :H her does not ,ise tJV i .: ,, ce 

o::- ~ SSPrts r.or ~ t hA.n the ev1dence nl1lj :~e ::; )~ 5 m to a s r,ert t he cri ter ion 

is st:iJ1. opm to tte obj ec tion V int whaL t he ~v i denc~ obl :L e s ,1::.y r ·:v·t:ic1;.la r 

Sinc e 

ccnst1 tn t pr e n: erence fo r a r a r,tlc111-lr t.istori an c:ir he a ~ J i f1'1:r ·.nt f r om 

1: 1 ,1 t C'.) n st1 tutes cor.e r cnce f or anothe r a.s ni p ht is f r ca: dr.y , the cr l terion 

l f.',d s to td st.orica l subjectivism. All rds t oriP-s which 1.r e coherent to 

thei r aut:-ior s,-.:,.nd what onP is not,-:1re true . 

Thus tr.e idea of M story , or t he id ea of coher ence , is i t self car,able 

o i' further an"l 1ys1s . T! n ] f>ss s ome one jdea of his t ory i s tl-:e correct one , 

t he criter ion is of no us~ a s a criter inn . Nhat t his correct 5dea of 
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r:islor::r is ~;ollinr.:wooc1 does not s:;,y . .le rnus t conc lude th<1t he hn.s not 

Coll -\.ngnood I s doc t rine of re- ,-nac t r,~nt 'l{P.S f ound to depend upon a f'o r m 

0f' : mir.ediiltP fr,f ')renc0 or intui.tion for Hs va 1 jrl ity and had to be rej ected . 

All t h~ evBence we have po:!nts t o thP conclu sion th1:1 t we l<now wha t someone 

e ls E> i s t hink inp, onl y hy a pr oc.,ss of inference wt,foh depends in part upon 

p-ener<i l:i1-at-inns concern:ing how pP-ople th i nk in si tw1tions of a. certfd .n 

t yp f!. Conclus ions derived in t h is way a r e hypotl:etical a nd pro liRhle , not 

c oncrPte and certain . 

Al thourh Collingwood ' s cVdms for a l 1. h is key idea s hav e been s een to 

be P-Xa~·r:er ::.i.t~d , t her e is rr,uch in t,herr; wr: :ich is <leservin t' o f sed.m, s 

cons 5..dor o.;. t ir,n . T•1er{:1 certain l y js ar, 11 h1 s 1,:,;:,'1 to hur:ian r;.ct3ons n.nd the 

hi s torl cm who explains t h ose a c tions mus t a t tempt to deter mine- c f .-vhe.t 

t.h~{t ins frl e consist.eri ; he r.iust a t temr t to fin:1 out wh,, t t he th01.1d1t was 

wl1 ich ·J:lr<>~t1cd t hose a c t:i.c-ns . Cr:hPrence :i s certa i nl y rmP- of the cri ter iu. 

o f t r ,i tJ, . Tl:e ;i rr,ount a nd kind of knowl .:::>d ['e t he 1:--istori;m h2 s , r_r,2 t h•~re.:ore 

·nhat r.e .:.s '1bl e t o 11 ir.ake s ense" of' h i s tori.c,-i l l y , -Nh0. t he is &bl e to fo r m 

a c ober e r,t pictu r r o f , wi ll certain l y determi ne .;ha t he i s c,bl e to i;se 13.S 

• (i ev 1 . f'lnce . I f he had no kno~led ~e , he coul d use not.h:inr P.S evidence • 

That Collinpwood 1 s theory will not answer once and f or a ll t h A objec tion 

o f skeptic tha t 11 nohody ever leA.r ns anyth inf! f rom histor y P.X cept t ha t 

nohody ~Yer l Pn.r ns a.nytM ng f rom M story" is perhaps not such & defic iency 

a s may he :lma ~"i.m~d , when it is considered tha t s kepticism may exist with 

rega rd to nny kno :11.m ~e whatever . The s ke rt.k , as the dor ma tisi wh'lch he 

is , i s um\' i ll:i.nr to he convinced . He has the answer to any epi s temol oEfoa l 

probl~m t h'.':l t rnay arjse . The onl y answ~r t o Lis R.n:.tne r is tha t it j s s1:: l f -

refutinf . He cfairns to have whEt t he o. lsc cla. 5ms it is i rnpossit,l e to r.av e . 
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a.':-,out tl':e futu re . ri j stor y a s •rn end in i tsf'lf , ·:i.s s or:.e thin i-~ v 3. l1J e.ble fo r 

in r lstory se1 f' - knonl edgP , is ·.1 no'\,ler 

c1:ncP1- ti.on of histor y thrm i.s )1is t ory .:is a s1mplP rP.cord of' past events . 

Tl'-1'.' noi ,l es t typA of M st.ory won.lo be h is tor .v of' phHosophy or p>1Hosor,hi ca l 

j deas. HP.re we have r eflect ive tho• r' ht a t its mo~t r eflecthe . History 

111h i ch does not condemn e~rl :i er ares a s 11 (k rk 11 ages but t ri e s to understand 

t heir in ter ms of thFdr own v !'l l1rns is better history than history wh ich 

pa ssPs over whole BFRS a s worthles s . Historians who reflect upon the 

pr oUen, of }·:is t.ori ca l knowlecl r e and try Lo so l ve t he m, ,is Coll in r 11ond ,·, id , 

<:.re :·e tter r:istor :hrrn , even ·if they ft:! .il , t.r,rm histor i tms ·Nho 1~ 1.ve r:P,rer 
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