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导　言　西方历史思想的演进



●历史与历史学

●求真的希腊史学

●实用的罗马史学

●世界视野的犹太史学

●上帝意识下的中世纪史学

●从文艺复兴到人文主义

●启蒙运动的史学成就

●历史的辉格解释

●职业化的兰克时代

●哥白尼式的年鉴学派

●后来居上的美国史学

●英国马克思主义史学

●难以估量的新文化史





历史与历史学　什么是历史？什么是历史学？这两个问题是相伴而生的。简单地说，历史就是我们人类过去的经历。人们对人类自身的过往经历天然有一种探究的欲望。“历史学之产生，是因为人类想认识自己，因为人类始终在关注生存的意义”
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 ，这就是人类历史能够存在的共同的基础。而对于人类过往经验的这种知识的探求就是历史学。所以，一般所谓的历史，实际上指的就是我们经过历史学的研究而获得的历史知识。

一切自然物都有其发生、发展的过程，大到天体的演变、地质的变迁，小到花鸟虫鱼的生死，但自然史不同于我们人类的历史。历史学所关注的仅仅是人的活动，尽管他们的活动必然受到自然环境的限制。

人们对于过往经历的关注、思考、鉴别和记录，亦即历史意识和历史知识的生成、发展和成熟，经过了由粗疏到精致的过程，中国如此，西方亦然。

就理想而言，人类一切的过往经历都可以成为历史学探究的对象；而就现实来说，以往的人类经历不可复现，我们所能研究的仅仅是遗存到现在的那些经历；再进一步来说，在一切人类经验遗存之中，引起研究者兴趣的那一部分遗存才是真正的历史学研究对象，在引起研究者的兴趣、成为研究对象之前，这些遗存严格说来还不是“历史”，而是跟其他自然物一样，属于自然界的一部分。历史知识的增长，一方面表现在我们对历史事实的认识不断深入，去伪存真，另一方面也表现在不断有新的对象引起我们的兴趣，我们对过往经历的知识越来越丰富。

就西方历史学来说，在早期社会，人类历史的基础是混沌，自然就会产生各种各样的神话、传说与史诗；到了中世纪，宗教主宰了社会生活，于是就产生了众多以神学观为指导的历史著作；进入近代，自然科学变成了知识的至尊，历史学以贯彻实证主义精神、求得“科学”的一席之地为荣；在现代，不仅历史学的科学身份含混未定，就连“科学”自身的确定性地位也岌岌可危，使得人类重新反思历史知识的地位和价值。





求真的希腊史学古代地中海世界汇聚着众多的民族。一些民族没有保存纪录，因此也就没有可以发现的历史；另一些民族比如苏美尔人、埃及人、赫梯人和亚述人等虽然流传下来了文字材料（其中有些材料可以追溯到公元前3千纪、2千纪）：征服者想为他们的后代记录自己胜利的材料；对消逝的过去也有着兴趣，特别是对谱系感兴趣，以歌颂王室祖先及其成就的材料。但这些文字材料大多缺乏批判意识，不是真正意义上的历史，对西方史学发展影响不大。

往昔事件的记录与解释开始于口口相传的民间传说，《荷马史诗》实际就是口述史，虽然它并非史学著作，荷马也不是严格意义上的历史学家。但他笔下的人物深藏历史意识：有一种强烈的动力驱使他们想把辉煌留给后代，因此阿喀琉斯要唱颂英雄们的业绩。而且诗人本人也深知要把现在的人与他所描述世界的人相比较。

古希腊最早的一批历史学家是公元前6世纪在爱奥尼亚出现的那些史话家（logographers）
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 ，就是讲故事的人。这些史话家像早期自然科学哲学家一样认为通过自己的调查（historia，希腊语含义就是“通过探询发现知识”，可见这是科学的而不是诗性的调查）就可以为人们提供一份关于人类活动的可靠叙述。其中最著名的史话家是米利都的赫卡泰戊斯（Hecataeus of Miletus），著有《谱系》、《寰宇旅行》。他公开宣称知识的独立性：“我写的东西在我看来是真实的，因为在我看来许多希腊人的传说是荒谬的。”
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 这种精神为希罗多德（Herodotus）、修昔底德（Thucydides）所继承。他们发动了一场“知识革命”，以理性解释过去，对现象进行理解。希罗多德作为希腊史学传统的奠基者，他对历史编撰的贡献是不容置疑的：首先，他对材料进行批判以区别历史时间；其次，他介绍帝国延续的观念，这就为直到19世纪欧洲的世界史提供了基本框架；再次，希罗多德认为所有民族都有自己的独立历史，并建立了要依靠各自民族材料来撰写各个民族历史的原则。尽管希罗多德的实践并不总是等同于他的原则，但他的《历史》一直是整个古代世界历史编撰的范式。
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 修昔底德熟知希罗多德，两者之间也有相似性，比如两者在演说辞方面都模仿了荷马。但两者之间的差异远远大于相似：希罗多德的风格是平易、流畅而有说服力。修昔底德的风格是粗硬、造作而令人反感。
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 希罗多德关注的是社会与文化，视野广阔；而修昔底德关注的内容更加狭隘，仅仅是战争和政治。

西部希腊世界，也就是意大利和西西里地区也发展出自己的历史学，这里的历史学从东部希腊世界借鉴了不少东西，并与之发生相互影响。叙拉古的安条克（Antiochus of Syracuse）
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 的历史著作就补充了希罗多德对西部世界的遗漏；反过来，安条克的著作又被修昔底德所利用；修昔底德后来又成为叙拉古的菲里斯图斯（Philistus of Syracuse，约公元前430—前356年）的楷模，古代批评家认为他是修昔底德的模仿者。尽管西西里是一个不小的地方，安条克和菲里斯图斯的眼光也不狭隘，但他们实际上都是地方史学家。与此类似，一些地方史学家也研究那些伟大的城邦，而且编撰了阿提得斯（Atthides）或雅典史这样的著作。第一位雅典年代史家（Atthidographer）不是雅典人，而是莱斯博斯岛上米提林的赫兰尼库斯（Hellanicus of Mytilene）。但公元前4世纪、前3世纪伟大的雅典年代史家安德洛提昂（Androtion）、斐洛克鲁斯（Philochorus）都是雅典人。
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然而，修昔底德之后的希腊史学主流是那些见多识广、云游四方的作家的著作，比如被放逐的雅典人色诺芬（Xenophon）的著作。他的《希腊史》虽然关注的是伯罗奔尼撒半岛，但他的视野是广泛的，不能被称为地方史。虽然他从修昔底德那里汲取养料，但他的宗教观念和他游离主题的叙述手法让人想到希罗多德的著作。 《远征记》表现出了他作为一个社会史学家的天赋。

修昔底德的影响从没有消失。卡里斯提尼（Callisthenes）讨论了修昔底德的演说。欧弗洛斯（Ephorus）的通史在古代世界非常流行，他主要是利用前5世纪的修昔底德、奥克西林库斯历史学家
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 、卡里斯提尼等人的著作。欧弗洛斯是通过西西里的狄奥多洛斯（Diodorus Siculus）的著作传到我们这里的。欧弗洛斯对西西里有详细的记载，但很难确定他在多大程度影响了提麦欧（Timaeus），提麦欧是希腊理解地中海西部世界的一个重要人物。另一位修昔底德继承者、模仿者（模仿修昔底德的葬礼演说）是提奥庞培斯（Theopompus），他撰写马其顿国王腓力二世的历史。那个时代的伟人是亚历山大大帝，这位在历史学家心目中的当代阿喀琉斯开创了历史上著名的希腊化时代。
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希腊化时代的史学，在前人成就的基础上向前迈进了一步，出现了许多新的特点，这些特点对未来的西方史学产生了极大影响。比如，这时的历史学家开始注意探讨人与自然之间的关系。希腊史学自开始之日就把记载和解释同自然环境密切结合起来，亚历山大的远征更拓宽了希腊史家对人与自然之间关系的认识，因此也出现了像墨西拿的凯尔库斯（Dicaearchus of Messine，约公元前350—前285年）《希腊生活》这样的著作（已佚失）。凯尔库斯是亚里士多德的学生，他运用老师的初步生物进化思想解释人类文化的产生与发展。他认为人类在不停地进化，不断地增强征服自然的能力，但社会却在退化，出现了战争之类的邪恶。这本著作实际上是西方史学史上第一部专门性的社会文化史。
 

〔10〕



 再如，波里比阿（Polybius，约公元前200—前118年）也把地理、气候问题当作解释历史的基本原则。波里比阿认为，社会是不断经过成长、衰退、消亡这一循环的，低下的出生率会造成社会的衰落，因此，他警告罗马贵族注意人口的不断下降。西西里的狄奥多洛斯（Diodorus Siculus，约公元前90—前21年）也注意环境问题，他注意到尼罗河的源头以及它的神秘泛滥，这一切都影响着埃及人的意识。
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 而斯特拉波（Strabo）则是这方面的集大成者，他把地理和气候作为历史研究基础的推动者。

希腊化时代的史家不仅仅停留在古典时代的访问目击者证词的方法上，而是进而编纂，从以前史家的著作中摘录出所需要的材料，进行必要的考证、判断，然后按照自己的史学观念撰写成书。换言之，这时的史学出现了学术化的倾向，即历史从创作走向编纂。作为学术研究事业的历史学开始了，历史研究者人人都要成为博古通今的学问家。
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 希腊化时代史学的专业性具体表现为以下五个方面：（一）对文献版本的编辑与注释；（二）搜集各个城邦、地区、圣殿、神衹、公共机构的早期传统；（三）对纪念碑、铭刻进行系统的复制与描述；（四）编辑内容丰富的人物传记；（五）编辑年表。
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从这一时期史学专业化的趋势来看，表现在希罗多德、修昔底德身上的求真、探索精神确实衰落了。但波里比阿是例外，他把希腊史学的优良传统输入到了罗马世界。





实用的罗马史学　历史不仅仅是记忆的简单复制，对罗马过去的记述深深根置于罗马的现状，因此，罗马历史学家通常比希腊作家更加关注公众，他们渴望在公共生活中帮助当代读者、激发当代读者，往昔时常被铸造为当代事件的训例，或者以当代术语重新解释。可见，罗马人渴望集体记忆甚于个人经验。他们重视罗马建城史，把大量笔墨花在开端和当代事件上，而有关在这两者之间的历史的叙述则极其简单：这一特点在罗马第一位史学家皮克托（Fabius Pictor，约前200年，以希腊语写作，其著作残存于他的继承者著作中，大多是建城的历史）的著作中得到了明显的表现。波里比阿、狄奥尼修斯和李维都引用他的著作。
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 另一方面，罗马盛行的是编年史，记录的主要内容是一系列的征兆、官员的列表、军事的胜利等等。

萨卢斯特（Gaius Sallustius Crispus，约公元前86—前35年）的《喀提林阴谋》、《朱古达战争》则摒弃了编年形式，发展出了历史专论，使用两个有趣的历史事件来阐述主题的广泛意义，说明道德的衰落。他的分析高度浓缩，结构巧妙，并形成了适当的风格：简洁、警世、粗放、跌宕。同时，恺撒（Gaius Julius Caesar，公元前100—前44年）写出了另一种形式的专题著作《高卢战记》，不过这类“随笔”（commentarii）形式不在主流之列。波利奥（Asinius Pollio，公元前76—公元4年）撰写了（恺撒和庞培之间的）内战以及这之前的内战，叙述时间起于公元前60年。他尖锐、独立的分析影响了晚期希腊历史学家阿里安（Arrian）、普鲁塔克（Plutarch）的观念。

但波利奥本身在罗马的影响却微乎其微，很大程度上是因为李维（Titus Livius，即Livy，约公元前59—公元17年）142卷的罗马建城史（Ab Urbe Condita，即《建城以来史》）一直笼罩着这一领域。李维以更加恰当的方式处理了过去与现在：这部历史书很大一部分叙述的是当代之前的事件，就像李维在其序言中所说，部分是因为衰落相对来说是近来的事情，而最好的民族榜样是能够在先前几个世纪里找到的。然而，李维的分析带有许多罗马人的偏见，他是一位民族沙文主义者。在他看来，罗马人是个“天命所归”的民族。地中海世界之被罗马所统一，实乃历史发展的必然结果。
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 如果说李维的著作把过去浪漫化了，那么塔西佗的著作则暴露了令人沮丧的现实。

在罗马帝国早期元首政治的高压之下，历史学家们明白他们应该自我调整以适应新世界，适应罗马人在新世界所取得的成就。于是，帝国的历史学总是处于沦为给帝国人物书写传记的危险之中；这种情况自帕特尔库鲁斯（Velleius Paterculus，公元前19—公元30年）以来就非常明显，从公元2世纪起，传记这一形式就一直笼罩着历史学领域。帕特尔库鲁斯关注的人物是恺撒、奥古斯都、提比略，他对新世界的狂热与克度斯（Cremutius Cordus，逝于公元25年）对旧世界的眷恋形成鲜明的对比，而克度斯最终为此付出了生命的代价
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 ；而老塞涅卡则以更加安全的方式应对着从共和向元首政治的转变。

塔西佗被认为是最伟大的拉丁历史学家，也被认为是以拉丁文写作的最伟大的文学家，他对历史文献的娴熟处理给读者留下了深刻印象。现代学者一直在认真研究塔西佗的著作，以期藉此重构罗马帝国早期的历史。塔西佗在许多方面都是非常传统的：保持编年史的形式；选择相对比较近的事件；不仅撰写皇帝和宫廷，而且也撰写元老和将军。但塔西佗是一位有自觉意识的文学风格作家，他以雄壮的风格进行写作，绚烂、锐利的修辞和动人的分析让每一个人都感到满足，擅长诗化罗马传统并严肃地加以使用，他的思想和表达方法使他的著作栩栩如生。他的风格就像他的思想一样避免了虚假的空洞。他的著作简明、句子跌宕起伏。希腊史学已定义了描述历史的方法：能以朴实的语言分析事件、能以人物个性设置场景、能提供人类行为的戏剧魅力。塔西佗知道这些技巧，并综合利用这些技巧来为他的政治解释服务；他把早期罗马历史学家萨卢斯特当作楷模进行研究。
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塔西佗的著作虽然没有能为早期帝国史学概括提供一个详细的材料，其政治观念在统治圈内也是不流行的。但他受到广泛地欢迎，他的著作直到4世纪还被模仿。阿米阿努斯·马塞利努斯（Ammianus Marcellinus，约330—395）继承了塔西佗的风格，他是罗马帝国最后一位伟大的拉丁历史学家。
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世界视野的犹太史学　西方历史思想的发展在很大的程度上得益于犹太人、希腊人和早期基督教徒的贡献。希腊人并不是最早编撰历史的民族，犹太人《旧约圣经》中的《撒母耳记》、《列王纪》中的“继位叙述”就先于希腊世界的历史记录。但《旧约圣经》所叙述的大多数是神事而非人事，——推动历史的是神圣的力量。犹太人比古代其他民族更重视历史，他们发展出一种特殊的历史观念。他们（以及后来的基督徒）善于对过去的事件赋加某种意义、结构和过程，在他们看来，过去的事件与当前的、未来的事件混合在一起，朝着一种特定的目标前进。历史是前进的，这就突破了古代世界的循环史观。如果说犹太人的历史著述是宗教经验与信仰的产物，那么希腊人的历史著述则是批评与理性探询的产物。希腊人擅长以批评的、科学的方法来审视过去，以确定真理。对希腊人来说，历史与神话之间的差异是根本性的。虽然神话、传说、寓言可以满足古代人想知道其起源和前辈的愿望，但神话毕竟是以超自然的力量来解释人类社会，只是历史的前奏。

犹太民族是古代世界为数不多的有历史感的民族之一，他们编撰了人类历史上第一部真正的民族史。这种历史感源自一个独特的、难以令人忘记的事件——以色列人在摩西的领导下离开埃及（见《旧约·出埃及记》）。《圣经》一开始便是“创世纪”，这是人类历史上第一次尝试构建人类通史的记录。这个故事声称历史有开端，也有目的。这与其他文明社会把时间的展开视为一系列的循环往复形成了鲜明的对比。

犹太人的普世史观打破了希腊人、罗马人以自我为中心的局部观念。基督教不仅传承了犹太人的世界史观，而且加以改进，以适合自身需要。公元5世纪，圣奥古斯丁在《上帝之城》中把历史呈现为朝向上帝之城的不断进步，在一定意义上，后世各种进步观的理论之源都可以追溯到这里。





上帝意识下的中世纪史学　早期教会史兴起有两个根本原因，一是为了教导信徒，二是为了与异教徒展开辩论
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 ，而君士坦丁大帝皈依基督教更促进了教会史的写作。恺撒里亚的尤西比乌斯（Eusebius of Caesarea，约260—339）是早期教会史学家，被称为“教会史之父”，著有《教会史》。中世纪的历史著作一般可以分为两类：一类是通史，这类著作以奥古斯丁的《上帝之城》
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 为指南，人们不断从中获得灵感。奥罗修斯（Paulus Orosius, 5世纪早期）的《反异教史》对此做了生动的说明；伊西多尔（Isidore of Seville，约560—636）的著作也属于这一类。另一类是编年史（chronicle），从粗拙、简单的地方修道院年代记（annals）
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 到组织严谨、条理清晰的叙述，比如萨克索·格拉马狄库斯（Saxo Grammaticus，鼎盛于12世纪—13世纪早期）、弗莱辛的奥托（Otto of Freising，约1111—1158）、温德弗的罗杰（Roger of Wendover，逝于1236）、巴黎的马修（Matthew of Paris，逝于1259）等人的著作。这两类不同题材的历史著作又常常混合在一起， 以尝试编撰更广泛的各个民族的历史，比如卡西奥多鲁斯（Cassiodorus, 490—约585）的《哥特人史》、图尔的格列高利（Gregory of Tours, 538—594）的《法兰克人史》都属于这种类型的早期尝试，但鲜有继承者。由于这时的学问主要局限于教会，编年史家因而比较关注教会，不太关心世俗政治与统治者。比如比德（Beda Venerabilis，约672—735）的《英吉利教会史》就属于这一模式。

与拜占庭和穆斯林的接触使西方世界了解了其他民族的观念，也拓展了西方历史学的编撰范围。尽管拜占庭帝国国土广袤、文化统一在一定程度上赋予了拜占庭的史学著作更多的文化质地，拜占庭早期的历史学家们也同样陷入了编年史写作，从普洛科匹乌斯（Procopius，约500—？）、安娜·康敏娜（Anna Comnena, 1083—约1153）到13世纪的乔治·阿克洛波里塔（George Acropolita）和阿克米纳图斯兄弟（Acominatus），都是如此。中世纪伊斯兰历史学家泰伯里（al-Tabari, 838—923）撰写了编年史，记录从创世到915年的世界史；马苏弟（al-Masudi）的历史著作涉及范围非常广泛，时常用复杂的方法把事实与虚构区分开来。中世纪最伟大的阿拉伯历史学家是伊本·卡尔顿（Ibn Khaldun, 1332—1406），他描述城市与文明的兴起与衰落，开创了早期意义上的历史社会学，并且创造了历史分析理论。到12世纪，欧洲也出现了世俗历史写作，这表现在杰弗里·德·维尔阿杜安（Geoffroi de Villehardouin，约1150—1213）的著作之中，以及随后几个世纪中的让·儒安维尔（Jean sire de Joinville，约1224—1317）、让·傅华萨（Jean Froissart，约1333—1440）、菲利普·德·柯敏斯（Philippe de Comines，约1447—1511）的编年史之中。
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中世纪史学传统修正了希腊史学观念，把一种超自然的力量嵌入历史之中。这种趋势一直持续到近代世界。到14世纪，这类著作已成为不断反复的形式主义著作了。总的来说，中世纪史家缺乏使用原始材料的知识和能力。就因为这个原因，作为知识体系的历史学在中世纪大学里并没有占有一席之地。这种情况在14世纪至19世纪之间发生了重大的变化，历史学在此期间获得了学术地位
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 ，近代的历史意识由此起源。
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从文艺复兴到人文主义15世纪意大利对希腊罗马文学艺术的挚爱对这一时期历史研究产生了很大的影响，这鼓励人们以世俗的、现实的方法来研究历史。布鲁尼（Leonardo Bruni，约1370—1444），这位新近发现塔西佗著作的学者在研究罗马共和时代、帝国时代的历史时，认为可以根据罗马的经验来撰写佛罗伦萨的历史。到16世纪，马基雅维利（Machiavelli, 1469—1527）和奎恰尔迪尼（Guicciardini, 1483—1540）的著作都特别突出政治史，他们对国家及其统治者进行了政治分析。教会史与世俗史明显地区分开来了。

在16世纪，历史著作的主要形式是人文主义者的著作。人文主义者所遵循的是古典传统而不是中世纪编年传统，他们模仿古典作家，擅长叙述。恺撒、塔西佗、李维、苏维托尼戊斯等人都成为他们模仿的对象。比如意大利人文主义者保鲁斯·埃米利乌斯（Paulus Aemilius，约1455—1529）的《法兰克人的业绩》（Gesta Francorum，约1520）就是模仿李维，书中安插了演说辞，借助主人公之口来表达著作的意图。再比如士兵蒙吕克（Blaise de Monluc, 1501—1577）的《随笔》（Commentaires, 1592）——被国王亨利四世（Henry Ⅳ）称为“士兵的圣经”——在一定程度上是模仿恺撒的。人文主义史学另一个重要的形式是对制度史的研究，这方面最突出的例子是律师巴斯基耶（Étienne Pasquier, 1529—1615）的著作《法国研究》（Recherches de la France, 1560）。波丹（Jean Bodin, 1530—1596）的《易于理解历史的方法》（1566）则反映了各种政府形式的发展。

古典史学强调文学技巧、强调对历史的解释，实际上这是强调历史的基础研究。因此，从16世纪起，欧洲各地的学者积极投身于各自民族史、宗教史材料的系统收集与整理上。法国本笃会僧侣特别是马比荣（Jean Mabillon, 1632—1707）、蒙福孔（Bernard de Montfaucon, 1655—1741）彻底整理并出版了教会史的的材料。穆拉托里（Ludovico Muratori, 1672—1750）收集了意大利史的材料。莱布尼兹（Leibniz, 1646—1716）编辑了中世纪德国编年史，奥地利人埃克尔（Joseph Eckhel, 1737—1798）建立了钱币学研究。戴尔（William Dugdale, 1605—1686）、坦纳（Thomas Tanner, 1674—1735）、赫恩（Thomas Hearne, 1678—1735）收集了英格兰的文献与铭文，并编辑了中世纪编年史。这些事例所代表的仅仅是众多古物研究中的一小部分，他们这些记录详细的著作保存了历史知识的原始材料，建立了诸如外交、钱币、考古这类学科的批判性研究领域。





启蒙运动的史学成就　笼罩现代西方世界历史研究的许多特点在18世纪启蒙时代得到了发展，这就是个人主义、理性主义和怀疑精神。随着对世俗理性的崇拜，人类越来越相信有能力把握自己的命运，衰落的概念已为进步的观念所取代——相信历史变化在不断地改进人类社会。意大利的维柯（1668—1744）在《新科学》（1725）中特别强调人类社会的历史演进。像其文艺复兴的前辈一样，维柯也发展出一种历史循环理论
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 维柯认为，埃及人所经历的神衹、英雄、人类这三个时代是每个民族都要经历的阶段。这三个时代有三种不同的自然本性、习俗、自然法、政体、语言、字母、法学、权威、理性等。
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 每一个阶段都代表着“从神秘神学”到“自然公平”的逐渐进步。维柯观念的关键是进步和完全、非理智对理智、非理性对理性。然而，维柯这些观念不同于法国哲学家笛卡儿（Descartes, 1596—1650）。笛卡儿宣称世界上只有自然哲学（科学）是人类可获得的知识，因为只有自然哲学能够从经验上加以验证。与此相反，维柯之前的哲学家都认为仅仅是上帝能够理解社会变化的规律，因为是上帝创造了世界；维柯则认为由于上帝创造了自然界，因而他仅仅能明白自然界的真正意义；但由于人形成了人类社会，对于人类来说是能够理解社会的过去、现在与未来的。

像维柯一样，德国哲学家康德（Kant, 1724—1804）也阐述了历史发展的哲学。
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 康德《世界公民观点之下的普遍历史观念》（1784）一文是18世纪典型的为历史变化设计出的全面计划。康德认为，“历史学是从事于叙述这些表现的；不管它们的原因可能是多么地隐蔽，但历史学却能使人希望：当它考察人类意志自由的作用的整体时，它可以揭示出它们有一种合乎规律的进程，并且就以这种方式而把从个别主体上看来显得是杂乱无章的东西，在全体的物种上却能够认为是人类原始的禀赋之不断前进的、虽则是漫长的发展”。
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 康德相信进步的观念，也渴望发现历史计划——是什么让历史以其发展的方式来发展的。康德的观念一直影响到当今的社会理论家、历史学家。

由启蒙思想所激发的历史哲学观念最终使历史学与注重细节的古文物研究分野了。法国的伏尔泰（1694—1778）、英国的博林布鲁克子爵（Viscount Bolingbroke, 1768—1751）各自表达了把历史当作纯文学的概念，把历史当作是“通过例证进行教导的哲学”这一概念。读者阅读历史著作的兴趣在不断增加。他们为大量的、当下的读者进行写作，产生了非常明显的商业效应，这和只为朋友和身后的公众进行写作的古典模式形成鲜明的对比。伏尔泰的《查理十二史》（1731）获得了大量读者，第一版在头两年就发行了十次之多。他的《路易十四时代》也获得了同样的成功。虽然伏尔泰的著作几乎涵盖了文明的方方面面，但他忽略了古典传统对政治的关注，在学术细节方面也有所不足。启蒙运动史学家，比如孟德斯鸠、孔多塞继续发扬宏大叙事的方法，但同样继续忽略了对证据的仔细评估。

历史研究在英格兰也得到很快发展，这里的学者不仅研究盎格鲁—撒克逊的历史，而且研究刚刚逝去的历史，特别是17世纪的历史，成为他们研究和谈论的焦点。苏格兰牧师罗伯逊（William Robertson, 1721—1793）的著作《查理四世统治时代史》让他名扬欧洲，凯瑟琳大帝（Catherine the Geat）、霍尔巴赫（D'Holbach）、伏尔泰曾高度赞扬他，马德里、帕多瓦、圣彼得堡的研究院都选他当院士。苏格兰哲学家、托利党历史学家休谟（1711—1776）生前就以6卷本的《英格兰史》（1751—1762）闻名于世，该书吸引了众多读者，也使作者拿到了相当可观的版税。休谟特别重视道德教训，认为历史上每一个时代都会留给后代道德教训；该书也包含一些社会史方面的内容。上帝在社会思想中的作用比较少了，但要说这个时代的历史著作完全没有某种宗教意图，那是错误的。这一点在休谟的《自然宗教对话录》（1758）中可以看出。再比如法国大革命的著名批评者埃德蒙·柏克（Edmund Burke, 1729—1797）遗著《关于英国史删节本的评论》（Essay towards an Abridgement of the English History, 1757—1760），就把人类社会的发展归结于天意（Providence）。

启蒙时代最伟大的历史学家当属爱德华·吉本（Edward Gibbon, 1737—1794），他的《罗马帝国衰亡史》（1776—1788）为历史写作树立了一个典范，该书极富文采，又有很高的学术价值。这部野心勃勃、范围广泛、学术性强的著作遭受了批评，也取得了商业成功。他以一种清晰的叙述方式把那些有趣的人与事、跌宕起伏的事件、极具戏剧效果的细节呈现给读者。历史在这里不仅被当作是讲故事，提供让人欢娱的叙述，而且被当作道德指南，是可以提供有益教训的源泉。

此外，这一时期也存在对历史进行客观公正探究的强烈兴趣，特别是强调历史学是学术研究。在德国，拉丁人文主义的史学传统非常活跃。西西里牧师格雷哥里奥（Rosario Gregorio）使用学术的方法来挑战中世纪关于这个岛屿的虚假观点。在瑞典，达林（Olofvon Dalin, 1708—1763）写了一本学术著作《瑞典史》，目的是驳斥瑞典早期历史是遵奉哥特风格者的神话。朗格布林（Sven Lagerbring, 1707—1787）则把对原始材料进行批评的方法引入了瑞典史。
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历史的辉格解释　辉格史学这一概念是英国历史学家巴特菲尔德（Herbert Butterfield, 1900—1979）在《历史的辉格解释》（1931）一书中首先提出的，它源于英国的辉格党，该党赞同议会权力，反对赞成国王权力、贵族政治的托利党。
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 这一术语被广泛地应用到历史研究的各个领域之中（比如科学史的研究） ，来批评任何持有特定目的、以英雄为基础的历史观。最著名的辉格派史学家是麦考莱（Thomas Macaulay, 1800—1859），其名著《自詹姆士二世就职以来的英国史》开头便表达了由辉格派原则指导下的英国历史研究方法。

辉格史学把过去视为有目的的、朝向现在的进程。一般而言，辉格史学家赞同历史上的宪制政府、个人自由。这个术语时常被用来指示任何持有这类观念的历史学家。
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 其对立面可以被视为某种文化悲观主义。辉格史学的特征是民族性，善于制造民族神话，这是19世纪史学一个重要现象。民族主义关注的是国家事务，民族主义者的目的就是要完成这些事务。实际上，这一时期杰出的历史学家都与这种观念有关——约翰·罗素（Lord John Russell, 1792—1878）、亨利·哈兰姆（Henry Hallam, 1777—1859）、威廉·列基（William Lecky, 1838—1903）的著述都有这种风格。这一时期其他杰出的辉格历史学家包括弗里曼（E. A. Freeman, 1823—1892）、弗劳德（J. A. Froude, 1818—1894）、屈维廉（G. O. Trevelyan, 1838—1928）等。





职业化的兰克时代德国历史学家兰克（Leopolde von Ranke, 1795—1886）是客观主义史学的鼻祖、近代史学之父
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 ，也是职业史学的肇始者。除了兰克的爱国热忱，影响他的历史研究的还有尼布尔（Barthold Niebuhr, 1776—1831，著有《罗马史》，该书宣布了近代科学历史方法的诞生）、赫尔德（Herder, 1744—1803，德国浪漫主义诗人和哲学家，把历史当作是人类进步的历史）以及谢林（Friedrich Schelling, 1775—1854，德国哲学家，他的哲学有着强烈的宗教动机）。司各脱（Walter Scott, 1771—1832）的历史小说也对兰克产生了极大影响。
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 兰克把历史定义为绝对历史事实的过程，也就是说通过仔细的、系统的研究——收集事实、编排事实——可以发现绝对的历史事实。历史因此获得了“科学客观性”的桂冠。

兰克的目的是如实地重建历史，避免把当代精神注入到先前时代的历史之中。为了达到这一目的，兰克坚持认为只有当时的记述及其相关材料才能够被当作原始材料，这就需要穷竭档案研究，依靠对材料的语言学批评，他本人就多次到维也纳、意大利研究那里的国家档案。可以说，是兰克开创了档案研究和史料分析之先河，因而，他的这种观念与方法往往被当作是“近代史学”的开端。他试图解释“真实的情况是怎样的”，这一方法不但笼罩着德国历史思想，而且笼罩着历史思想以外的学科。兰克想通过对原始材料小心翼翼的甄别来呈现一副质朴的历史事实画面。然而，他倾向强调政治史，关注国王和领袖的事迹，忽略了经济和社会力量。另一方面，兰克的这种“科学的历史”带有狭隘的民族主义，但客观上导致了对民族史料的系统收集与分类，比如1825—1925年间出版的《德意志文献集成》（Monumenta Germaniae Historicae）。
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兰克的影响在19世纪下半期达到顶峰。1865年，兰克被加封爵位，成为贵族；1882年成为枢密院顾问官。当威廉四世（William Ⅳ, 1795—1861）在1857年精神病发作时，兰克最终退出了政治生活，在1871年他的妻子去世后，他连社会生活也回绝了。越来越退化的视力迫使他变成了一位孤独的学者，只能依靠助手工作。
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 尽管存在这些不利因素，82岁高龄的兰克开始宣布要编撰他的最伟大的著作《世界史》（9卷，1881—1888），该书一直叙述到15世纪，从而践履了他在年轻时代为自己设定的任务——讲述“世界历史的故事”。这不是一部批判研究的著作，也不是一部历史思辨、哲学思辨的著作，而是一部叙述范围广泛的文化演进的著作，从希腊人一直叙述到拉丁—日耳曼民族，这实际上是一部欧洲诸民族史，在这部历史中非欧洲世界顶多是以边缘的面目出现。兰克著述范围广泛，第一本著作是《1494—1514年间的拉丁和条顿民族史》（1824），另著有《16、17世纪教皇史》（1834—1836）、《德国宗教改革史》（1839—1847）、《16、17世纪法国的内战和君主制》（1852）等。德文版《兰克全集》（1867—1890）多达54卷，还不包括《世界史》。与其说兰克的著作、学说影响很大，不如说兰克所采取的教学手段影响更大。作为柏林大学教授（1825—1871），他在历史教学中开辟了系统的研讨班（seminar）方法，培养了一整代历史学家，而这些历史学家又在全世界传播了兰克的方法。在德国以外，兰克的思想所影响巨大的地方是英国和美国。
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兰克研究历史方法最直接的影响表现在教会史领域。德国学者施特劳斯（David Strauss, 1808—1874）在《耶稣传》（2卷，1835）中认为福音书并不是历史，仅仅是在罗马时代反映犹太神话虚构的故事。该书发行广泛、影响极大，也引起了炽热的争论。在19世纪40年代，受施特劳斯的影响出版了一系列这方面的著作，其中一些著作就宣称历史上从不存在耶稣其人。
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 兰克的著作与观念不仅笼罩着德国史学，而且也影响了许多在德国学习的外国历史学家。不幸的是，兰克的弟子中很多人只是延续、推崇兰克的观念，没有赋予这些观念广泛的意义。
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 20世纪早期，美国历史学家贝克尔（Carl Becker, 1873—1945）、比尔德夫妇（Charles Beard and Mary Beard）等人挑战兰克所提出的那种绝对的历史观念。贝克尔之名言“人人都是自己的历史学家”是历史相对主义的陈述，这表明历史是一种时空的产物。

值得注意的是，这时的欧洲史学并不是兰克一统天下，欧洲许多历史学家都在拓展新的研究领域。比如法国的米什莱（Jules Michelet, 1798—1874）、瑞士的布克哈特（Jacob Burckhardt, 1818—1897）都比那些经验主义政治史家拥有着更广泛的历史观念。布克哈特的历史研究关注的是宗教、文化和国家之间的相互作用，而米什莱则呼吁历史学家研究“那些遭受苦楚、辛苦劳作、衰落、消亡而又没有去记录的那些人”
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 。法国史学家古朗士（Fustel de Coulanges, 1830—1889）的名著《古代城市》（1864），主要关注的是古代希腊和罗马初期的宗教、家庭与道德，而不是政治和国家问题。

这一时期另一种形式的“科学的历史”是实证主义史学。19世纪的欧洲不仅是经验主义的时代，也是实证主义的时代。实证主义哲学持有这样一种理念，社会学家像自然科学家一样能够获得经验数据，可以把握连接过去、现在、未来之间的因果关系。对于大多数激进的实证主义者而言，把科学方法应用到人类社会的研究是能够导致人类社会发展和社会变迁之完美规律的表达。换句话说，假如人类能够理解支配往昔社会变迁的规律，人类也就能够理解未来将向何处发展。首先把这一方法应用到社会科学研究领域的是法国思想家孔德（1798—1857），他为他新近建立的这门学科铸造了一个新词“sociology”（社会学）。孔德把历史分为三个阶段：一、神学阶段，上帝的影响处处存在；二、形而上学阶段，人类开始寻求可供选择的世界观；三、实证阶段，这时人类已经有了理性的方法（经验主义），以科学家理解自然世界的方式来研究人类社会。当时所强调的重点是，发现支配进步的规律以全面理解社会各种现象。法国的泰纳（Hippolyte Taine, 1828—1893）、英国的巴克尔（Henry Thomas Buckle, 1821—1862）是在历史学中贯彻实证主义精神的代表。他们坚信自然科学的方法可以运用于历史研究，历史学可以建设成一门合格的科学。

这一时期史学的另一个特点是分工协作。阿克顿爵士（Lord Acton, 1834—1902）主编的《剑桥近代史》体现了历史学的经验主义传统，这种传统也笼罩着德国史学界。然而，在法国，合作的观念拓展得越来越广。比如亨利·贝尔（Henri Berr, 1863—1954）在1900年创办的《历史综合评论》（Revue Synthèse Historique）杂志，就提倡其他领域的专家尤其是提倡心理学家、社会学家参与历史研究。贝尔发起了规模巨大的专题研究系列丛书《人类进化》（L'Evolution de L'Humanité, 65卷，1920—1954），就像题目所表示的，这套丛书的目的是要表达人类自史前社会以来的人类发展。贝尔的目的为了科学的历史学，他的兴趣在于“历史的”或“集体的心理学”，对后来的年鉴学派史学家产生了重要影响，他因此也被认为是“心理史学”的先驱。

到19世纪晚期，历史已成为职业化
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 的学科：各个大学纷纷建立了历史系，组成了各类历史协会，开始授予博士学位，历史学家越来越系统化地对主要原始材料进行收集、引用、批判。这种职业化有着积极的作用：成功地勾勒出自早期中世纪时代以来西方主要国家的政治演进的轮廓，以及对古代欧洲史学的积极改进。然而，历史学的职业化也带来了负面作用。历史研究、特别是英语世界和德语世界的历史研究中被注入了难以让人置信的、贫乏的经验主义，这种经验主义就是要发现新颖的事实，对细节极度偏爱。自然，这些历史学家在很大程度上只是为专家而不是为公共群体而写作；他们缺乏对历史探询目的的思考，仅仅是（而且通常是国家）档案材料的奴隶；过度关注“狭隘的政治”，只是“自上而下地看待历史”；忽略了其他社会科学，比如忽略了人类学、人口统计学、经济学、政治学、社会学对历史学的参考作用。
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哥白尼式的年鉴学派　自20世纪30年代以来，法国的历史学家们对历史学有着强烈的反思意识，他们越来越重视社会科学的作用，也愿意从社会科学那里汲取养料。“价值中立”的历史学的经验主义观念已经遭到了置疑。

以布洛赫（Marc Bloch, 1836—1944）、费弗尔（Lucien Febvre, 1878—1956）在1929年创办的《经济社会史年鉴》杂志为核心形成了年鉴学派，在50、60年代由布罗代尔加以继承和发展。他们吸收了心理学、社会学等其他社会科学的知识，关注的是人类的“整体史”，是对结构中的人类行为、人类“心态”的理解。布罗代尔（1902—1985）是年鉴学派第二代的核心人物，成就最大，曾当选法兰西科学院院士。他在成名作《菲利普二世时代的地地中海和地中海世界》（1949）一书中首次将历史划分为三种不同的时间演进层面：一、地理时间：缓慢而接近静止的自然史时间，指人类生活于其中的生态环境的变迁；二、社会时间：相对缓慢的但有节奏的社会史时间，指经济、商业、社会、人口、文化等结构性或局势性的历史演变；三、个人时间：变化显著的事件史时间，指传统历史学研究的政治、军事、外交等的变化。1958年，布罗代尔在《长时段：历史与社会科学》一文中将这一三维历史时间加以系统化和理论化，并且明确完整地提出了“长时段”概念。从历史的整体着眼，注重长时段历史研究便构成了布罗代尔治史思想的核心。1979年出版的《15至18世纪的物质文明、经济和资本主义》仍然遵循着他的三维历史时间观，但视野大大拓展，扩大到包括中国、印度在内的整个世界。布罗代尔晚年之作《法兰西的特性》是一部总体的、全面的、开创性的法国史，是布氏“总体史现”（所谓“真正唯一的历史是全部的历史”）在治史实践上的最为系统的运用，但遗憾的是只完成了前两卷，布氏就去世了。布罗代尔的史学思想与方法影响巨大，他的总体史观与长时段观念不仅成为年鉴学派的支柱性理论，而且超越了学科本身，对人文学科诸领域都产生了广泛且深远的影响。





后来居上的美国史学　欧洲人在北美大陆殖民的头一个世纪，新英格兰地区出现了一些令人难以忘记的历史著作，这属于清教徒历史时期。当时的人们认为是“神圣指引”让他们到达新世界，并经过了饥馑、战争和宗教纷争的煎熬。从布拉德福（William Bradford, 1590—1657）的简单经验故事《普利茅斯殖民地》（1856）到马瑟（Cotton Mather, 1663—1728）自负的学术著作《美利坚风物志》（1702），清教徒历史记录了那时的日常生活，也解释了殖民地那些伟大的事件。

整个18、19世纪，大多数历史学家身上仍旧带有新英格兰的烙印。一些人是牧师的儿子，比如班克罗夫特（George Bancroft, 1800—1891）、希尔德烈斯（Richard Hildreth, 1807—1865）、帕克曼（Francis Parkman, 1823—1893）等。另一些人在新英格兰大学里接受教育，这种教育浸泡在严格的道德热忱之中，而这种热忱幸存于向更加世俗文化的过渡之中。对于新英格兰上层阶级而言，历史所给予的人格魅力、事件教训是高于虚构小说和抽象政治理论的。一方面，在18世纪理性主义氛围中，美国的历史编撰越来越脱离宗教；另一方面，随着文人个人财富的不断积累，他们能够把大量时间、精力用于历史研究与编撰，一种新的历史学出现了。这就是贵族时代的历史学，这时的学者追随伟大的经典史家，试图把错误、失败和值得赞美的业绩保留给后代。

不过，贵族史家随着时代也发生了变化。他们一方面对源自欧洲的现代学术风格做出反应，另一方面也要对不断变化的政治文化做出反应。18世纪最重要的历史学家哈钦森（Thomas Hutchinson, 1711—1780）在《殖民地和马萨诸塞海湾地区的历史》（176—1828）中把对文献材料明智的、批判性的处理方法与对英国政治制度的赞成混合在一起。独立战争之后，尽管历史学家仍旧深受英国传统的影响，但他们的视野大大拓展了。代替先前对各个殖民地的关注，最优秀的历史学家现在开始促进美国民族认同感，他们的宏大主题标志着新时代美洲大陆自由进步的号角。帕克曼的《北美的法国和英国》（1865—1892）、班克罗夫特的《自发现大陆以来的美国史》（1834—1885）都是这一主题的重要著作。尽管班克罗夫特的思想不如帕克曼深沉，但班克罗夫特靠宣称美国人民将成为民主的舵手而唤起了19世纪中叶人们的共鸣。

弥漫在帕克曼、班克罗夫特著作中的大量浪漫情调在19世纪70年代前后一代年轻人身上逐渐消褪了。因为对这些人而言，历史学不再主要是文学的分支，历史学正在变为科学，成为单独的一门学科。历史学家在往昔事件中可以发现规律，在一定程度上又可以评估这些规律的后果。而且不断积累的历史文献在极大程度上也唤起了这种渴望。亚当斯（Henry Adams, 1838—1918）的《杰斐逊和麦迪逊时代的美国史》（1889—1891）提供了一种在科学探询内的令人难以忘却的艺术范例。科学历史的实践者在新建立的、盛行德国史学模式的大学里获得了前所未有的地位。历史学家在大学里建立学术化的历史系，他们一方面培养未来的历史教师，另一方面则撰写科学的专题论著，这又为他们各自的大学赢得了声誉，从而吸收更多的学生。

尽管早期的职业历史学家采纳了比较中立的立场，但他们毕竟是站在自身民族立场上进行研究的，比如认为美利坚是唯一有资格引导世界走向自由与进步的民族。一些史学家研究这种独特历史的起源，提出所谓的“生源论”，详细论述盎格鲁—撒克逊的法律与制度传统与美利坚的关系。另一些学者比如特纳（Frederick Turner, 1861—1932）则把目光转向西部，提出边疆学说，突出美国边疆的重大作用，所假设的就是人类对环境挑战的回应、对敌对印第安人的回应，从而形成了独特的美国文明。到20世纪，在进步运动的影响下，研究的兴趣集中在变迁的动力，这挑战了那些更加保守的研究。比尔德（Charles A. Beard, 1874—1948）的《美国文明的兴起》（1927）是自班克罗夫特以来最受欢迎的历史著作。许多学者把美国历史解释为社会经济精英与广泛民众群体之间不断的斗争，这种斗争不断地让权力、财富得以扩展。

到20世纪60年代晚期，传统史学完全不能够应这时学术界、学生团体、女性群体，特别是少数民族中兴起的社会不满。历史学家不断地把关注的目光转移到主流以外的社会群体研究——有色人种、劳动人群、女性——探究日常生活的各种活动。代之而起的是要求在广泛的民族史中给予这些群体一个合适的位置，得到适当的认同，而这个位子是先前从没有给过的，关注这些新出现群体的大多数历史学家对“主流史学”提出了挑战。可以说，美国历史最终被民主化了，或者说，美国历史被分裂为许多个别的历史，这些历史属于一些特殊的群体，属于一些小的范围。
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 比如，过去的大多数美国历史文献一直忽略了女性，好像占美国人口半数的女性在这个国家的历史中不起任何作用。施莱辛格（Arthur Schlesinger, 1888—1965）早在1922年就提醒历史学家要注意对女性研究。自60年代以来，伴随着女性对公共事务越来越多的参与，女性成为历史的主题，成为历史的参与者，也成为历史的编撰者。女历史学家的伯克夏论坛（The Berkshire conferences）开始于20世纪30年代，在70年代又得到复兴。随着历史学内部学术争论的继续，女性的声音也会越来越重要。





英国马克思主义史学　历史唯物主义着重对一般规律的探询，关注的是社会经济基础，从而避免了往昔狭隘的政治解释，拓展了历史视野。但随着时代的变迁，马克思主义也在发生变化。就欧洲史学而言，自20世纪30年代以来，各类马克思主义作家群体对社会史、历史唯物主义的发展做出了重要贡献。在英国马克思主义史学家这个群体之中存在着大量风格迥异的成员，从事各个领域的历史研究，时间上则涵盖从古至今的各个时期。主要代表人物有：多布（Maurice Dobb, 1900—1976），他的《资本主义发展研究》（1946）引发了从封建主义到资本主义变迁的持久争论；希尔顿（Rodney Hilton, 1916—2002），他的《中世纪英格兰农奴制的衰落》（1969）对封建主义进行了深入的剖析，焦点是英国农民的经历；希尔（Christopher Hill, 1912—2003），他的《完全颠倒的世界》（1972）探询了英国革命以及从中衍生出的各种观念；汤普森（E. P. Thompson, 1924—1993）的《英国工人阶级的形成》（1963）论述了工人阶级力量的历史重要性、经验的重要性以及阶级过程本质的重要性；霍布斯鲍姆（Eric Hobsbawm, 1917— ）的《革命的年代》（1962）、《资本的年代》（1975）、《帝国的年代》（1987）等著作对社会变化、政治变化进行了广泛的探究。另外一些人物，或许是这个领域的边缘人物，还包括萨维利（John Saville, 1916— ）、基尔南（V. G. Kiernan, 1913— ）、德克鲁瓦（Geoffrey Ste. de Croix, 1910—2000）、鲁德（George Rudé, 1910—1993）、佩里·安德森（Perry Anderson, 1938— ）等人。

就像美国威斯康星州大学凯伊教授所说的，尽管在英国马克思主义史学内部存在着差异，但他们的著作作为一个整体还是有一些共同特点。首先，他们摈弃了一切事物是由经济基础决定的教条，把马克思主义观念创造性地应用到知识史的研究：所有这些学者——尽管程度上有所不同——都认为马克思主义的经济基础、上层建筑理论有很多局限。取而代之的是，他们赞成文化、观念、信仰在历史进程中扮演着重要的、不能忽略的作用，不过他们并没有陷入唯心主义的境地；其次，他们大多关注从封建主义到资本主义的变迁；再次，他们都利用民族史的传统，一贯强调行动、斗争，也强调下层社会的观念；第四，他们以“自下而上的历史观”（history-from-below）撰写历史；最后，他们重申阶级斗争、阶级经验、阶级意识的重要性，认为这些因素是理解历史进程的关键因素。
 

〔43〕





这些史学家大多有着积极的政治参与意识，对法西斯主义、保守主义、自由主义持批判态度。在一定意义上，他们叙述的知识观源于对辉格史学、非马克思主义史学的反应，这包括对韦伯（Max Weber, 1864—1920）、托尼（R. H. Tawney, 1880—1962）、桑巴特（Werner Sombart, 1863—1941）的反应。不管从个人还是集体来说，他们的著作都对历史唯物主义的解释、对历史的政治涵义以及对怎样传授历史、理解历史产生了重大影响，也对文化研究的发生产生了影响。这个群体对历史的大量理论贡献、经验贡献集中发表在他们创办的杂志《过去与现在》（Past & Present）上。
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难以估量的新文化史　二战以后的西方史学界发生了两次重大变化，一是自1950年代中期以来的“新史学”挑战了以兰克为代表的传统史学，社会史逐渐取代了政治史，成为史学研究的主流。这一时期的主要史学流派有：法国年鉴学派、英国马克思主义历史学派（或称“新社会史学派”）、美国的社会科学史学派（或称“克莱奥学派”，Cliometricians）等，其中年鉴学派影响最大。1970年代以来，“文化史”大盛，在各国史学界有不同表现，法国的年鉴传统有新的变化，意大利出现“微观历史学”，德国兴起“日常生活史”。这一文化史的取向在1980年代传入美国，为了区别以布克哈特（Jacob Burckhardt, 1818—1897）、赫伊津哈（Johan Huizinga, 1872—1945）等人为代表的古典的文化史，美国杰出的女历史学家林恩·亨特（Lynn Hunt）首次将这种史学流派称为“新文化史”。
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 需要特别提醒的是，在新史学（政治史→社会史→新文化史）由涓涓细流蔚然成势之后，传统的历史学并未结束，而是继续存在和发展。

在新文化史家看来，“文化”并不是一种被动的因素，文化既不是社会或经济的产物，但也不是脱离社会诸因素独立发展的，文化与社会、经济、政治等因素之间的关系是互动的；个人是历史的主体，而非客体，他们至少在日常生活或长时段里影响历史的发展；研究历史的角度发生了变化，新文化史家不追求“大历史”（自上而下看历史）的抱负，而是注重“小历史”（自下而上看历史）的意义。新文化史家的历史著述方法新颖，呈现出跨学科发展的趋势。

公认的新文化史家或对新文化史产生重要影响的学者主要有：斯通（Lawrence Stone, 1919—1999）、E. P. 汤普森、米歇尔·德塞托（Michel de Certeau, 1925—1986）、菲雷（Francois Furet, 1927—1997）、娜塔莉·戴维斯（Natalie Zemon Davis, 1928— ）、勒华拉杜里（Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie, 1929— ）、本尼迪克特·安德森（Benedict Anderson, 1936— ）、彼得·伯克（Peter Burke, 1937— ）、卡洛·金兹堡（Carlo Ginzburg, 1939— ）、罗伯特·达恩顿（Robert Darnton, 1939— ）、琼·斯科特（Joan Wallach Scott, 1941— ）、林恩·亨特（Lynn Hunt, 1945— ）、罗歇·夏蒂埃（Roger Chartier, 1945— ）、西蒙·沙玛（Simon Schama, 1945— ）、莫娜·奥祖夫（Mona Ozouf）、丹尼尔·罗什（Daniel Roche）、阿居隆（Maurice Agulhon）以及广义上也可以属于历史学家的格尔兹（Clifford James Geertz, 1926— ）、萨林斯（Marshall David Sahlins, 1930— ）、普莱斯（Richard Price）、福柯（Michel Foucault, 1926—1984）、萨义德（Edward Said, 1935—2003）、格林布拉特（Stephen Greenblatt, 1943— ）等。从上述名单可以看出，这场新文化史运动声势浩大，波及的范围非常广阔，几乎涉及到欧美主要国家。这场运动既有传统意义上的历史学家参与，也有其他领域的学者共襄其事，如人类学家格尔兹、萨林斯、普莱斯，哲学家福柯，文学批评家萨义德、格林布拉特等。

根据“新史学”最杰出的代表人物之一劳伦斯·斯通（Lawrence Stone）的说法，新史学的特征是：一、新史学是分析结构而不是叙事结构；二、新史学寻求的是因果解释，而不仅仅是发生了什么事、什么时候发生的、怎样发生的这类叙述；三、新史学以最广泛的、可能的方式来关注人类的历史，如人口统计学、地理学和生态学、社会史和社会制度、社会流动性、文化史和交流史；四、新史学关注大众，关注穷人、边缘者、被压抑者以及女性。新史学的成果在不同的新研究领域都得到表现：家庭史、科学史、人口统计史、大众文化史等等。
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 新史学题材多样、内容广泛、取材丰富。从描述对象上可以分为：物质文化史（如饮食、服装、家具等消费品的历史）、身体史（包括性史、儿童史、青年史、老年史等）、表象史（或像法国人所称的“表象社会史”，即对自我、民族及他者等的形象、想象及感知的历史。如萨义德的《东方主义》研究了西方人对东方的意象，本尼迪克特·安德森的《想象的共同体》）、政治文化史（以新方法研究政治态度和政治实践，既研究中央政府与精英人物，也研究地方政治与一般民众）、语言社会史（包括侮辱史、礼让史、行话史、谈话史等）、行为社会史（如旅行史）等。

不过，历史学似乎不可能成为一门放弃了对特殊问题的探询和叙事的建构的学问。历史学就是探究、叙事与解释，过去如此，现在如此，将来也是如此。
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The Ancient World: Foundation of The West
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Homer




The traditional author of the Iliad and the Odyssey. Estimates of his birth date vary between 1159 BC and 685 BC. In antiquity, seven cities claimed the honor of being Homer's birthplace: Argos, Athens, Chios, Colphon, Rhodes, Salamis in Cyprus and Smyrna. Nothing factual is known about Homer, he is supposed have been blind and lived in Ionia. Literary scholarship revealed that the Homeric poems are a synthesis of oral, bardic stories. The Iliad relates the siege of Troy in the Trojan War. The Odyssey tells of the post-war wanderings of Odysseus on his way back to Penelope in Ithaca.




Also he fashioned therein two fair cities of mortal men. In the one there were espousals and marriage feasts, and beneath the blaze of torches they were leading the brides from their chambers through the city, and loud arose the bridal song. And young men were whirling in the dance, and among them flutes and viols sounded high; and the women standing each at her door were marvelling. But the folk were gathered in the assembly place; for there a strife was arisen, two men striving about the blood-price of a man slain; the one claimed to pay full atonement, expounding to the people, but the other denied him and would take naught; and both were fain to receive arbitrament at the hand of a daysman [histor]. And the folk were cheering both, as they took part on either side. And heralds kept order among the folk, while the elders on polished stones were sitting in the sacred circle, and holding in their hands staves from the loud-voiced heralds. Then before the people they rose up and gave judgment each in turn. And in the midst lay two talents of gold, to be given unto him who should plead among them most righteously [should utter among them the most righteous doom].




Works and Days
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Hesiod




Hesiod (8th century BC), Greek poet. The earliest of the Greek didactic poets, he is often contrasted with Homer as the other main representative of the early epic. He is the author of Works and Days, a moralizing and didactic poem of rural life, and Theogony, an account of the origin of the world and of the gods. Both poems include the myth of Pandora. Hesiod was born in Ascra, Boeotia, worked as herder of his father's flocks, and seems never to have risen above the status of a peasant farmer. After his father's death, he became involved in a dispute with his brother Perses over their inheritance. Judgment went in favor of Perses; Hesiod retired to Naupactus, and is said to have been murdered by the sons of his host in the sacred precinct of Nemean Zeus at Oeneon in Locris. Subsequently Ascra was destroyed by the Thespians, its inhabitants settled at Orchomenus, and the Delphic oracle ordered Hesiod's remains to be transferred there.




And now with art and skill I'll summarize

Another tale, which you should take to heart,

Of how both gods and men began the same.

The gods, who live on Mount Olympus, first

Fashioned a golden race of mortal men;

These lived in the reign of Kronos, king of heaven,

And like the gods they lived with happy hearts

Untouched by work or sorrow. Vile old age

Never appeared, but always lively limbed,

Far from all ills, they feasted happily.

Death came to them as sleep, and all good things

Were theirs; ungrudgingly, the fertile land

Gave up her fruits unasked. Happy to be

At peace, they lived with every want supplied,

[Rich in their flocks, dear to the blessed gods.]

And then this race was hidden in the ground.

But still they live as spirits of the earth,

Holy and good, guardians who keep off harm,

Givers of wealth: this kingly right is theirs.

The gods, who live on Mount Olympus, next

Fashioned a lesser, silver race of men:

Unlike the gold in stature or in mind.

A child was raised at home a hundred years

And played, huge baby, by his mother's side.

When they were grown and reached their prime, they lived

Brief, anguished lives, from foolishness, for they

Could not control themselves, but recklessly

Injured each other and forsook the gods;

They did not sacrifice, as all tribes must, but left

The holy altars bare. And, angry, Zeus

The son of Kronos, hid this race away,

For they dishonoured the Olympian gods.





The earth then hid this second race, and they

Are called the spirits of the underworld,

Inferior to the gold, but honoured, too.

And Zeus the father made a race of bronze,

Sprung from the ash tree, worse than the silver race,

But strange and full of power. And they loved

The groans and violence of war; they ate

No bread; their hearts were flinty-hard, they were

Terrible men; their strength was great, their arms

And shoulders and their limbs invincible.

Their weapons were of bronze, their houses bronze;

Their tools were bronze: black iron was not known.

They died by their own hands, and nameless, went

To Hades' chilly house. Although they were

Great soldiers, they were captured by black Death,

And left the shining brightness of the sun.

But when this race was covered by the earth,

The son of Kronos made another, fourth,

Upon the fruitful land, more just and good,

A godlike race of heroes, who are called

The demi-gods—the race before our own.

Foul wars and dreadful battles ruined some;

Some sought the flocks of Oedipus, and died

In Cadmus' land, at seven-gated Thebes;

And some, who crossed the open sea in ships,

For fair-haired Helen's sake, were killed at Troy.

These men were covered up in death, but Zeus

The son of Kronos gave the others life

And homes apart from mortals, at Earth's edge.

And there they live a carefree life, beside

The whirling Ocean, on the Blessed Isles.

Three times a year the blooming, fertile earth

Bears honeyed fruits for them, the happy ones.

[And Kronos is their king, far from the gods,

For Zeus released him from his bonds, and these,

The race of heroes, well deserve their fame.





Far-seeing Zeus then made another race,

The fifth, who live now on the fertile earth.]

I wish I were not of this race, that I

Had died before, or had not yet been born.

This is the race of iron. Now, by day,

Men work and grieve unceasingly, by night,

They waste away and die. The gods will give

Harsh burdens, but will mingle in some good;

Zeus will destroy this race of mortal men,

When babies shall be born with greying hair.

Father will have no common bond with son,

Neither will guest with host, nor friend with friend;

The brother-love of past days will be gone.

Men will dishonour parents, who grow old

Too quickly, and will blame and criticize

With cruel words. Wretched and godless, they

Refusing to repay their bringing up,

Will cheat their aged parents of their due.





Men will destroy the towns of other men.

The just, the good, the man who keeps his word

Will be despised, but men will praise the bad

And insolent. Might will be Right, and shame

Will cease to be. Men will do injury

To better men by speaking crooked words

And adding lying oaths; and everywhere

Harsh-voiced and sullen-faced and loving harm,

Envy will walk along with wretched men.

Last, to Olympus from the broad-pathed Earth,

Hiding their loveliness in robes of white,

To join the gods, abandoning mankind,

Will go the spirits Righteousness and Shame.

And only grievous troubles will be left

For men, and no defence against our wrongs.




The Great and Wonderful Actions of the Greeks and the Barbarians
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Herodotus




Herodotus (c. 495-425 BC), Greek historian, described as the "Father of History". He wrote a nine-book account of the Greek-Persian struggle that culminated in the defeat of the Persian invasion attempts in 490 and 480 BC. The work contains lengthy digressions on peoples, places, and earlier history. Herodotus was the first historian to apply critical evaluation to his material while also recording divergent opinions. He was born in Halicarnassus in Asìa Minor and appears to have spent most of his life traveling, eventually settling in Thouria, in southern Italy. His credibility has long been questioned, but the evidence tends to support him, and judging by what he says he took some care to find out the truth. It should be remembered that he was the first to write what is now regarded as 'history' and that he relied almost exclusively on oral sources.




These are the researches [histories] of Herodotus of Halicarnassus, which he publishes, in the hope of thereby preserving from decay the remembrance of what men have done, and or preventing the great and wonderful actions of the Greeks and the Barbarians from losing their due meed of glory; and withal to put on record what were their grounds of feud.

According to the Persians best informed in history, the Phoenicians began the quarrel. This people, who had formerly dwelt on the shores of the Red Sea, having migrated to the Mediterranean and settled in the parts which they now inhabit, began at once, they say, to adventure on long voyages, freighting their vessels with the waves of Egypt and Assyria. They landed at many places on the coast, and among the rest at Argos, which was then pre-eminent above all the states included now under the common name of Hellas. Here they exposed their merchandise, and traded with the natives for five or six days; at the end of which time, when almost everything was sold, there came down to the beach a number of women, and among them the daughter of the king, who was, they say, agreeing in this with the Greeks, Io, the child of Inachus. The women were standing by the stern of the ship intent upon their purchases, when the Phoenicians, with a general shout, rushed upon them. The greater part made their escape, but some were seized and carried off. Io herself was among the captives. The Phoenicians put the women on board their vessel, and set sail for Egypt. Thus did Io pass into Egypt, according to the Persian story, which differs widely from the Phoenician: and thus commenced, according to their authors, the series of outrages.

At a later period, certain Greeks, with whose name they are unacquainted, but who would probably be Cretans, made a landing at Tyre, on the Phoenician coast, and bore off the king's daughter, Europe. In this they only retaliated; but afterwards manned a ship of war, and sailed to Aea, a city of Colchis, on the river Phasis; from whence, after despatching the rest of the business on which they had come, they carried off Medea, the daughter of the king of the land. The monarch sent a herald into Greece to demand reparation of the wrong, and the restitution of his child; but the Greeks made answer, that having received no reparation of the wrong done them in the seizure of Io the Argive, they should give none in this instance.

In the next generation afterwards, according to the same authorities, Alexander the son of Priam, bearing these events in mind, resolved to procure himself a wife out of Greece by violence, fully persuaded, that as the Greeks had not given satisfaction for their outrages, so neither would he be forced to make any for his. Accordingly he made prize of Helen; upon which the Greeks decided that, before resorting to other measures, they would send envoys to reclaim the princess and require reparation of the wrong. Their demands were met by a reference to the violence which had been offered to Medea, and they were asked with what face they could now require satisfaction, when they had formerly rejected all demands for either reparation or restitution addressed to them.

Hitherto the injuries on either side had been mere acts of common violence; but in what followed the Persians consider that the Greeks were greatly to blame, since before any attack had been made on Europe, they led an army into Asia. Now as for the carrying off of women, it is the deed, they say, of a rogue; but to make a stir about such as are carried off, argues a man a fool. Men of sense care nothing for such women, since it is plain that without their own consent they would never be forced away. The Asiatics, when the Greeks ran off with their women, never troubled themselves about the matter; but the Greeks, for the sake of a single Lacedaemonian girl, collected a vast armament, invaded Asia, and destroyed the kingdom of Priam. Henceforth they ever looked upon the Greeks as their open enemies. For Asia, with all the various tribes of barbarians that inhabit it, is regarded by the Persians as their own; but Europe and the Greek race they look on as distinct and separate.

Such is the account which the Persians give of these matters. They trace to the attack upon Troy their ancient enmity towards the Greeks. The Phoenicians, however, as regards Io, vary from the Persian statements. They deny that they used any violence to remove her into Egypt; she herself, they say, having formed an intimacy with the captain, while his vessel lay at Argos, and suspecting herself to be with child, of her own free will accompanied the Phoenicians on their leaving the shore, to escape the shame of detection and the reproaches of her parents. Which of these two accounts is true I shall not trouble to decide. I shall proceed at once to point out the person who first within my knowledge commenced aggressions on the Greeks, after which I shall go forward with my history, describing equally the greater and the lesser cities. For the cities which were formerly great, have most of them become insignificant; and such as are at present powerful, were weak in the olden time. I shall therefore discourse equally of both, convinced that human happiness never continues long in one stay…

Thus it appears certain to me, by a great variety of proofs, that Cambyses was raving mad; he would not else have set himself to make a mock of holy rites and long-established usages. For if one were to offer men to choose out of all the customs in the world such as seemed to them the best, they would examine the whole number and end by preferring their own; so convinced are they that their own usages far surpass those of all others. Unless, therefore, a man was mad, it is not likely that he would make sport of such matters. That people have this feeling about their laws may be seen by very many proofs: among others, by the following. Darius, after he had got the kingdom, called into his presence certain Greeks who were at hand, and asked what he should pay them to eat the bodies of their fathers when they died. To which they answered, that there was no sum that would tempt them to do such a thing. He then sent for certain Indians, of the race called Callatians, men who eat their fathers, and asked them, while the Greeks stood by, and knew by the help of an interpreter all that was said, what he should give them to burn the bodies of their fathers at their decease. The Indians exclaimed aloud, and bade him forbear such language. Such is men's custom; and Pindar was right, in my judgment, when he said, "Law is king over all."…

[Xerxes, speaking to an assembly of the noblest Persians]… My intent is to throw a bridge over the Hellespont and march an army through Europe against Greece, that thereby I may obtain vengeance from the Athenians for the wrongs committed by them against the Persians and against my father. Your own eyes saw the preparations of Darius against these men; but death came upon him, and balked his hopes of revenge. In his behalf, therefore, and in behalf of all the Persians, I undertake the war, and pledge myself not to rest till I have taken and burned Athens, which has dared, unprovoked, to injure me and my father. Long since they came to Asia with Aristagoras of Miletus, who was one of our slaves, and entering Sardis, burnt its temples and its sacred groves; again, more lately, when we made a landing upon their coast under Datis and Artaphernes, how roughly they handled us you do not need to be told. For these reasons, therefore, I am bent upon this war, and I see likewise therewith united no few advantages. Once let us subdue this people, and those neighbours of theirs who hold the land of Pelops the Phrygian, and we shall extend the Persian territory as far as God's heaven reaches. The sun will then shine on no land beyond our borders; for I will pass through Europe from one end to the other, and with your aid make all the lands which it contains one country. For thus, if what I hear be true, affairs stand: The nations whereof I have spoken, once swept away, there is no city, no country left in all the world, which will venture so much as to withstand us in arms. By this course then we shall bring all mankind under our yoke, alike those who are guilty and those who are innocent of doing us wrong. For yourselves, if you wish to please me, do as follows: When I announce the time for the army to meet together, hasten to the muster with a good will, every one of you; a nd know that to the man who brings with him the most gallant array I will give the gifts which our people consider the most honourable. This then is what you have to do. But to show that I am not self willed in this matter I lay the business before you, and give you full leave to speak your minds upon it openly…

After [the envoys of the Medes had spoken] the Athenians returned this answer to Alexander, "We know, as well as you do, that the power of the Mede is many times greater than our own: we did not need to have that cast in our teeth. Nevertheless we cling so to freedom that we shall offer what resistance we may. Seek not to persuade us into making terms with the barbarian— say what you will, you will never gain our assent. Return an rather at once, and tell Mardonius that our answer to him is this, 'So long as the sun keeps his present course, we will never join alliance with Xerxes. Nay, we shall oppose him unceasingly, trusting in the aid of those gods and heroes whom he has lightly esteemed, whose houses and whose mages he has burnt with fire.' And come not again to us with words like these; nor, thinking to do us a service, persuade us to unholy actions. You are the guest and friend of our nation—we would not that you should receive hurt at our hands."

Such was the answer which the Athenians gave to Alexander. To the Spartan envoys they said, "It was natural no doubt that the Lacedaemonians should be afraid we might make terms with the barbarian; but nevertheless it was a base fear in men who knew so well of what temper and spirit we are. Not all the gold that the whole earth contains—not the fairest and most fertile of all lands—would bribe us to take part with the Medes and help them to enslave our countrymen. Even could we have brought ourselves to such a thing, there are many very powerful motives which would now make it impossible. The first and chief of these is the burning and destruction of our temples and the images of our gods, which forces us to make no terms with their destroyer, but rather to pursue him with our resentment to the uttermost. Again, there is our common brotherhood with the Greeks: our common language, the altars and the sacrifices of which we all partake, the common character which we bear—did the Athenians betray all these, of a truth it would not be well. Know then now, if you have not known it before, that while one Athenian remains alive, we will never join alliance with Xerxes…"

It was the grandfather of this Artayctes, one Artembares by name, who suggested to the Persians a proposal, which they readily embraced, and thus urged upon Cyrus, "Since Zeus," they said, "has overthrown Astyages, and given the rule to the Persians, and to you chiefly, O Cyrus, come now, let us quit this land wherein we dwell—for it is a scant land and a rugged—and let us choose ourselves some other better country. Many such lie around us, some nearer, some further off: if we take one of these, men will admire us far more than they do now. Who that had the power would not so act? And when shall we have a fairer time than now, when we are lords of so many nations, and rule all Asia?" Then Cyrus, who did not greatly esteem the counsel, told them they might do so, if they liked—but he warned them not to expect in that case to continue rulers, but to prepare for being ruled by others—soft countries gave birth to soft men—there was no region which produced very delightful fruits, and at the same time men of a warlike spirit. So the Persians departed with altered minds, confessing that Cyrus was wiser than they; and chose rather to dwell in a churlish land, and exercise lordship, than to cultivate plains, and be the slaves of others.
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Thucydides




Thucydides (c. 460-400 BC), Greek historian of Athens, one of the greatest of ancient historians. His family was partly Thracian. As a general in the Peloponnesian War he failed (424 BC) to prevent the surrender of the city of Amphipolis to the Spartan commander Brasidas and was exiled until the end of the war. He thus had opportunity to acquaint himself with both the Athenians and the Spartans and to acquire firsthand information for his one work, the incomplete History of the Peloponnesian War. It covered the period from 431 to 411 and was a departure from the histories of the past, both in method and presentation. He wrote a text to be read, not recited, and he was scrupulous in his presentation of facts. Preeminently a military history, chronicling events by the seasons, it completely avoids any reference to social conditions or state policy, unless they have to deal with the progress of the war, and interprets the succession of events in view of the general nature and behavior of man rather than as the result of a fate outside man's influence. The work is enlivened by the well-crafted speeches he puts into the mouths of participants in the events he chronicles, a common technique in his day. The most splendid of these is Pericles' funeral oration. Thucydides' account of the plague, through which he lived, displays his clinical and descriptive attitude and is a standard of its type. He is generally acclaimed as the creator of scholarly history as we know it today.





BOOK Ⅰ


1. Thucydides, an Athenian, wrote the history of the war between the Peloponnesians and the Athenians, beginning at the moment that it broke out, and believing that it would be a great war, and more worthy of relation than any that had preceded it. This belief was not without its grounds. The preparations of both the combatants were in every department in the last state of perfection; and he could see the rest of the Hellenic race taking sides in the quarrel, those who delayed doing so at once having it in contemplation. Indeed this was the greatest movement yet known in history, not only of the Hellenes, but of a large part of the barbarian world—I had almost said of mankind. For though the events of remote antiquity, and even those that more immediately precede the war, could not from lapse of time be clearly ascertained, yet the evidences, which an inquiry carried as far back as was practicable leads me to trust, all point to the conclusion that there was nothing on a great scale, either in war or in other matters.

21. On the whole, the conclusions I have drawn from the proofs quoted may, I believe, safely be relied on. Assuredly they will not be disturbed either by the lays of a poet displaying the exaggeration of his craft, or by the compositions of the chroniclers that are attractive at truth's expense, the subjects they treat of being out of the reach of evidence, and time having robbed most of them of historical value by enthroning them in the region of legend. Turning from these, we can rest satisfied with having proceeded upon the clearest data, and having arrived at conclusions as exact as can be expected in matters of such antiquity. To come to this war; despite the known disposition of the actors in a struggle to overrate its importance, and when it is over to return to their admiration of earlier events, yet an examination of the facts will show that it was much greater than the wars which preceded it.

22. With reference to the speeches in this history, some were delivered before the war began, others while it was going on, some I heard myself, others I got from various quarters; it was in all cases difficult to carry them word for word in one's memory, so my habit has been to make the speakers say what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various occasions, of course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of what they really said. And with reference to the narrative events, far from permitting myself to derive it from the first source that came to hand, I did not even trust my own impressions, but it rests partly on what I saw myself, partly on what others saw for me, the accuracy of the report being always tried by the most severe and detailed tests possible. My conclusions have cost me some labor from the want of coincidence between accounts of the same occurrences by different eyewitnesses, arising sometimes from imperfect memory, sometimes from undue partiality for one side or the other. The absence of romance in my history will, I fear, detract somewhat from its interest; but if it be judged useful by those inquirers who desire an exact knowledge of the past as an aid to the interpretation of the future, which in the course of human things must resemble if it does not reflect it, I shall be content. In fine, I have written my work, not as an essay which is to win the applause of the moment, but as a possession for all time.
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Polybius




Polybius (c. 202-120 BC) was the third of the great Greek historians (the others were Herodotus and Thucydides), and his subject, like theirs, was war. Polybius had a distinguished career in Greek public life, was the friend of the great Roman general Scipio Aemilianus, and after 146 BC organized the Roman administration in Greece. His wide military and diplomatic experience made him exceptionally well qualified to observe and discuss the causes of Rome's rise and the decadence of the Greek cities. Much of his narrative and viewpoint in the first five books of his History (all that survive intact out of the original forty) was exceptionally interesting to Renaissance students of statecraft, warfare, and the role of the individual in history. Fragments of the sixth book survive in excerpts, including a passage on the Roman constitution that appears to have influenced Machiavelli. A Latin translation, made in 1452-53 for Pope Nicholas Ⅴ, was printed in 1473, and the editio princeps appeared in 1530.





BOOK Ⅰ


1. Had the praise of history been passed over by former chroniclers it would perhaps have been incumbent upon me to urge the choice and special study of histories of this sort, as knowledge of the past is the readiest means men can have of correcting their conduct. But my predecessors have not been sparing in this respect. They have all begun and ended, so to speak, by enlarging on this theme: asserting again and again that the study of history is in the truest sense an education, and a training for political life; and that the most instructive, or rather the only, method of learning to bear with dignity the vicissitudes of Fortune is to recall the catastrophes of others. It is evident, therefore, that no one need think it his duty to repeat what has been said by many, and said well. Least of all myself, for the surprising nature of the events which I have undertaken to relate is in itself sufficient to challenge and stimulate the attention of everyone, old or young, to the study of my work. Can anyone be so indifferent or idle as not to care to know by what means, and under what kind of polity, almost the whole inhabited world was conquered and brought under the single dominion of the Romans, and that too within a period of not quite fifty three years? Or who again can be so completely absorbed in other subjects of contemplation or study as to think any of them superior in importance to the accurate understanding of an event for which the past offers no precedent?

3. … Had the states that were rivals for universal empire been familiarly known to us, no reference perhaps to their previous history would have been necessary to show the purpose and the forces with which they approached an undertaking of this nature and magnitude. But the fact is that the majority of the Greeks have no knowledge of the previous constitution, power, or achievements either of Rome or Carthage. I therefore concluded that it was necessary to prefix this and the next book to my History. I was anxious that no one, when fairly embarked upon my actual narrative, should feel at a loss, and have to ask what were the designs entertained by the Romans, or the forces and means at their disposal, that they entered upon those undertakings, which did in fact lead to their becoming masters of land and sea everywhere in our part of the world. I wished, on the contrary, that these books of mine, and the prefatory sketch which they contained, might make it clear that the resources they started with justified their original idea, and sufficiently explained their final success in grasping universal empire and dominion.

4. There is this analogy between the plan of my History and the marvelous spirit of the age with which I have to deal. Just as Fortune made almost all the affairs of the world incline in one direction, and forced them to converge upon one and the same point, so it is my task as a historian to put before my readers a compendious view of the ways in which Fortune accomplished her purpose. It was this peculiarity which originally challenged my attention, and determined me on undertaking this work. And combined with this was the fact that no writer of our time has undertaken a general history. Had anyone done so, my ambition in this direction would have been more diminished. But, in point of fact, I notice that by far the greater number of historians concern themselves with isolated wars and the incidents that accompany them; while as to a general and comprehensive scheme of events, their date, origin, and end, no one as far as I know has undertaken to examine it. I thought it, therefore, distinctly my duty neither to pass by myself, nor allow anyone else to pass by, without full study, a characteristic specimen of the dealings of Fortune at once brilliant and instructive in the highest degree. For fruitful as Fortune is in change, and constantly as she is producing dramas in the life of men, yet never assuredly before this did she work such a marvel, or act such a drama, as that which we have witnessed. And of this we cannot obtain a comprehensive view from writers of mere episodes.

It would be as absurd to expect to do so as for a man to imagine that he has learned the shape of the whole world, its entire arrangement and order, because he has visited one after the other the most famous cities in it, or perhaps merely examined them in separate pictures. That would be indeed absurd; and it has always seemed to me that men who are persuaded that they get a competent view of universal from episodical history are very like persons who should see the limbs of some body, which had once been living and beautiful, scattered and remote; and should imagine that to be quite as good as actually beholding the activity and beauty of the living creature itself. But if someone could there and then reconstruct the animal once more, in the perfection of its beauty and the charm of its vitality, and could display it to the same people, they would beyond doubt confess that they had been far from conceiving the truth, and had been little better than dreamers. For indeed some idea of a whole may be got from a part, but an accurate knowledge and clear comprehension cannot. Wherefore we must conclude that episodical history contributes exceedingly little to the familiar knowledge and secure grasp of universal history. While it is only by the combination and comparison of the separate parts of the whole—by observing their likeness and their difference—that a man can attain his object, can obtain a view at once clear and complete, and thus secure both the profit and the delight of history.


BOOK Ⅱ


56. …Let us inquire what is essential and to the purpose in history. Surely a historian's object should not be to amaze his readers by a series of thrilling anecdotes; nor should he seek after men's probable speeches, nor enumerate the possible consequences of the events under consideration, like a writer of tragedy; but his function is above all to record with fidelity what was actually said or done, however commonplace it may be. For the purposes of history and tragedy are not the same, but widely opposed to each other. In the latter the subject is to thrill and delight the audience for the moment by words true to nature, in the former to instruct and convince serious students for all time by genuine words and deeds. In the latter, again, the power of beguiling an audience is the chief excellence, because the object is to create illusion; but in the former the thing of primary importance is truth, because the object is to benefit the learner.


BOOK Ⅲ


31-2. Everyone normally adapts his words and actions to the situation of the moment and plays the corresponding part with sufficient adroitness to make the policy of the particular individual hard to define, and to obscure the truth in an appalling number of cases. The actions of the past, however, are put to the test by the actual course of events and therefore shed real light upon the aims and attitudes of individuals, revealing in some of them the existence of goodwill, good intentions, and practical helpfulness in our regard, and in others the opposite dispositions. From such examples it is frequently possible, in many situations, to discover who will sympathize with our sorrows and our grievances, and who will justify us—possibilities which add greatly to the resources of human life in both public and private affairs. For this reason, writers and readers of History ought to concentrate attention less upon the bald narrative of transactions than upon the antecedents, concomitants and consequences of any given action. If you abstract from History the "why" and the "how" and the "wherefore" of the particular transaction and the rationality or the reverse of its result, what is left of her ceases to be a science and becomes a tour de force, which may give momentary pleasure, but is of no assistance whatever for dealing with the future.


BOOK Ⅻ


25. It is the function of History in the first place to ascertain the exact words actually spoken, whatever they may be, and in the second place to inquire into the cause which crowned the action taken or the words spoken with success or failure. The bare statement of the facts themselves is merely entertaining without being in the least instructive, whereas the additional explanation of the cause makes the study of History a fruitful employment. The analogies that can be drawn from similar situations to our own offer materials and presumptions for forecasting the future, in regard to which they sometimes act as a warning, while at other times they encourage us to strike out boldly into the oncoming tide of events in virtue of a historical parallel. A historian, however, who suppresses both the words spoken and their cause and replaces them by fictitious expositions and verbosities, destroys, in doing so, the characteristic quality of History.


BOOK XXXCIII


4. When it comes to the historian of public affairs, the profession should be closed altogether to the writer who values anything more highly than the truth. A historical record reaches a far wider public over a far longer period of time than any ephemeral observations; and that gives the measure of the value which the author ought to place upon the truth and which his readers ought to place upon an exalted standard of truth in the author. At the moment of crisis, it is the duty of every Hellene to help Hellas by every means in his power—to fight in her defence, to draw a veil over her sins, to plead with the victors to have mercy on her—and this, in the hour of need, I have done in all sincerity.
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Strabo




Strabo (c. 60 BC-21 AD), Greek geographer and Stoic. Born in Amasia, Pontus, of Greek descent on his mother's side, he apparently spent his life in travel and study. He was at Corinth in 29 BC, he explored the Nile in 24 BC and seems to have settled at Rome after AD 14. Of his great historical work, Historical Studies (47 vols), only a few fragments survive, but his Geographica (17 vols) has survived almost complete, and is of great value for his extensive observations and copious references to his predecessors, Eratosthenes, Polybius, Aristotle and Thucydides. His name means "squint-eyed".




A peculiar thing has happened in the case of the account we have of the Amazons; for our accounts of other peoples keep a distinction between the mythical and the historical elements; for the things that are ancient and false and monstrous are called myths, but history wishes for the truth, whether ancient or recent, and contains no monstrous element, or else only rarely. But as regards the Amazons, the same stories are told now as in early times, though they are marvellous and beyond belief. For instance, who could believe that an army of women, or a city, or a tribe, could ever be organised without men, and not only be organised, but even make inroads upon the territory of other people, and not only overpower the peoples near them to the extent of advancing as far as what is now Ionia, but even send an expedition across the sea as far as Attica? For this is the same as saying that the men of those times were women and that the women were men. Nevertheless, even at the present time these very stories are told about the Amazons, and they intensify the peculiarity abovementioned and our belief in the ancient accounts rather than those of the present time…

The stories that have been spread far and wide with a view to glorifying Alexander are not accepted by all; and their fabricators were men who cared for flattery rather than truth. For instance: they transferred the Caucasus into the region of the Indian mountains and of the eastern sea which lies near those mountains from the mountains which lie above Colchis and the Euxine; for these are the mountains which the Greeks named Caucasus, which is more than thirty thousand stadia distant from India; and here it was that they laid the scene of the story of Prometheus and of his being put in bonds; for these were the farthermost mountains towards the east that were known to writers of that time. And the expedition of Dionysus and Heracles to the country of the Indians looks like a mythical story of later date, because Heracles is said to have released Prometheus one thousand years later. And although it was a more glorious thing for Alexander to subdue Asia as far as the Indian mountains than merely to the recess of the Euxine and to the Caucasus, yet the glory of the mountain, and its name, and the belief that Jason and his followers had accomplished the longest of all expeditions, reaching as far as the neighbourhood of the Caucasus, and the tradition that Prometheus was bound at the ends of the earth on the Caucasus, led writers to suppose that they would be doing the king a favor if they transferred the name Caucasus to India…

But Hecataeus of Miletus says that the Epeians are a different people from the Eleians; that, at any rate, the Epeians joined Heracles in his expedition against Augeas and helped him to destroy both Augeas and Elis. And he says, further, that Dyme is an Epeian and an Achaean city. However, the early historians say many things that are not true, because they were accustomed to falsehoods on account of the use of myths in their writings; and on this account, too, they do not agree with one another concerning the same things.
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Diodorus of Sicily




Diodorus of Sicily (c. 90-20 BC), Greek historian. His Bibliotheca Historica consisted of 40 books in three sections: it covered the period from before the Trojan War to Julius Caesar's Gallic campaigns. Only books 1-5 and 11-20 have survived complete, the rest only in fragments and excerpts. Diodorus Siculus was born at Agyrium, Sicily. He cobbled his work together by pillaging earlier writers. He was quite uncritical, and his value as a historical source is accordingly varied and unreliable, depending on the quality of the source he was following at the time.




It is fitting that all men should ever accord great gratitude to those writers who have composed universal histories, since they have aspired to help by their individual labours human society as a whole; for by offering a schooling, which entails no danger, in what is advantageous they provide their readers, through such a presentation of events, with a most excellent kind of experience. For although the learning which is acquired by experience in each separate case, with all the attendant toils and dangers, does indeed enable a man to discern in each instance where utility lies…, yet the understanding of the failures and successes of other men, which is acquired by the study of history, affords a schooling that is free from actual experience of ills. Furthermore, it has been the aspiration of these writers to marshal all men, who, although united one to another by their kinship, are yet separated by space and time, into one and the same orderly body. And such historians have therein shown themselves to be, as it were, ministers of Divine Providence. For just as Providence, having brought the orderly arrangement of the visible stars and the natures of men together into one common relationship, continually directs their courses through all eternity, apportioning to each that which falls to it by the direction of fate, so likewise the historians, in recording the common affairs of the inhabited world as though they were those of a single state, have made of their treatises a single reckoning of past events and a common clearinghouse of knowledge concerning them. For it is an excellent thing to be able to use the ignorant mistakes of others as warning examples for the correction of error, and, when we confront the varied vicissitudes of life, instead of having to investigate what is being done now, to be able to imitate the successes which have been achieved in the past. Certainly all men prefer in their counsels the oldest men to those who are younger, because of the experience which has accrued to the former through the lapse of time; but it is a fact that such experience is in so far surpassed by the understanding which is gained from history, as history excels, we know, in the multitude of facts at its disposal. For this reason one may hold that the acquisition of a knowledge of history is of the greatest utility for every conceivable circumstance of life. For it endows the young with the wisdom of the aged, while for the old it multiplies the experience which they already possess; citizens in private station it qualifies for leadership, and the leaders it incites, through the immortality of the glory which it confers, to undertake the noblest deeds; soldiers, again, it makes more ready to face dangers in defence of their country because of the public encomiums which they will receive after death, and wicked men it turns aside from their impulse towards evil through the everlasting opprobrium to which it will condemn them.

In general, then, it is because of that commemoration of goodly deeds which history accords men that some of them have been induced to become founders of cities, that others have been led to introduce laws which encompass man's social life with security, and that many have aspired to discover new sciences and arts in order to benefit the race of men. And since complete happiness can be attained only through the combination of all these activities, the foremost meed of praise must be awarded to that which more than any other thing is the cause of them, that is, to history. For we must look upon it as constituting the guardian of the high achievements of illustrious men, the witness which testifies to the evil deeds of the wicked, and the benefactor of the entire human race. For if it be true that the myths which are related about Hades, in spite of the fact that their subject-matter is fictitious, contribute greatly to fostering piety and justice among men, how much more must we assume that history, the prophetess of truth, she who is, as it were, the mother-city of philosophy as a whole, is still more potent to equip men's characters for noble living! For all men, by reason of the frailty of our nature, live but an infinitesimal portion of eternity and are dead throughout all subsequent time; and while in the case of those who in their lifetime have done nothing worthy of note, everything which has pertained to them in life also perishes when their bodies die, yet in the case of those who by their virtue have achieved fame, their deeds are remembered for evermore, since they are heralded abroad by history's voice most divine…

History also contributes to the power of speech, and a nobler thing than that may not easily be found. For it is this that makes the Greeks superior to the barbarians, and the educated to the uneducated, and, furthermore, it is by means of speech alone that one man is able to gain ascendancy over the many; and, in general, the impression made by every measure that is proposed corresponds to the power of the speaker who presents it, and we describe great and good men as "worthy of speech," as though therein they had won the highest prize of excellence. And when speech is resolved into its several kinds, we find that, whereas poetry is more pleasing than profitable, and codes of law punish but do not instruct, and similarly, all the other kinds either contribute nothing to happiness or else contain a harmful element mingled with the beneficial, while some of them actually pervert the truth, history alone, since in it word and fact are in perfect agreement, embraces in its narration all the other qualities as well that are useful; for it is ever to be seen urging men to justice, denouncing those who are evil, lauding the good, laying up, in a word, for its readers a mighty store of experience.

Consequently we, observing that writers of history are accorded a merited approbation, were led to feel a like enthusiasm for the subject…; [and] we resolved to write a history after a plan which might yield to its readers the greatest benefit and at the same time incommode them the least. For if a man should begin with the most ancient times and record to the best of his ability the affairs of the entire world down to his own day, so far as they have been handed down to memory, as though they were the affairs of some single city, he would obviously have to undertake an immense labour, yet he would have composed a treatise of the utmost value to those who are studiously inclined. For from such a treatise every man will be able readily to take what is of use for his special purpose, drawing as it were from a great fountain…

And so we, appreciating that an undertaking of this nature, while most useful, would yet require much labour and time, have been engaged upon it for thirty years, and with much hardship and many dangers we have visited a large portion of both Asia and Europe that we might see with our own eyes all the most important regions and as many others as possible; for many errors have been committed through ignorance of the sites, not only by the common run of historians, but even by some of the highest reputation. As for the resources which have availed us in this undertaking, they have been, first and foremost, that enthusiasm for the work which enables every man to bring to completion the task which seems impossible, and, in the second place, the abundant supply which Rome affords of the materials pertaining to the proposed study. For the supremacy of this city, a supremacy so powerful that it extends to the bounds of the inhabited world, has provided us in the course of our long residence there with copious resources in the most accessible form. For since the city of our origin was Agyrium in Sicily, and by reason of our contact with the Romans in that island we had gained a wide acquaintance with their language, we have acquired an accurate knowledge of all the events connected with this empire from the records which have been carefully preserved among them over a long period of time. Now we have begun our history with the legends of both Greeks and barbarians, after having first investigated to the best of our ability the accounts which each people records of its earliest times…

As for the periods included in this work, we do not attempt to fix with any strictness the limits of those before the Trojan War, because no trustworthy chronological table covering them has come into our hands: but from the Trojan War we follow Apollodorus of Athens in setting the interval from then to the Return of the Heracleidae as eighty years, from then to the First Olympiad three hundred and twenty-eight years, reckoning the dates by the reigns of the kings of Lacedaemon, and from the First Olympiad to the beginning of the Celtic War, which we have made the end of our history, seven hundred and thirty years; so that our whole treatise of forty Books embraces eleven hundred and thirty-eight years, exclusive of the periods which embrace the events before the Trojan War.

We have given at the outset this precise outline, since we desire to inform our readers about the project as a whole, and at the same time to deter those who are accustomed to make their books by compilation, from mutilating works of which they are not the authors. And throughout our entire history it is to be hoped that what we have done well may not be the object of envy, and that the matters wherein our knowledge is defective may receive correction at the hands of more able historians…

Now as regards the first origin of mankind two opinions have arisen among the best authorities both on nature and on history. One group which takes the position that the universe did not come into being and will not decay, has declared that the race of men also has existed from eternity, there having never been a time when men were first begotten; the other group, however, which holds that the universe came into being and will decay, has declared that, like it, men had their first origin at a definite time…

Concerning the first generation of the universe this is the account which we have received. But the first men to be born, they say, led an undisciplined and bestial life, setting out one by one to secure their sustenance and taking for their food both the tenderest herbs and the fruits of wild trees. Then, since they were attacked by the wild beasts, they came to each other's aid, being instructed by expediency, and when gathered together in this way by reason of their fear, they gradually came to recognize their mutual characteristics. And though the sounds which they made were at first unintelligible and indistinct, yet gradually they came to give articulation to their speech, and by agreeing with one another upon symbols for each thing which presented itself to them, made known among themselves the significance which was to be attached to each term. But since groups of this kind arose over every part of the inhabited world, not all men had the same language, inasmuch as every group organized the elements of its speech by mere chance. This is the explanation of the present existence of every conceivable kind of language, and, furthermore, out of these first groups to be formed came all the original nations of the world.

Now the first men, since none of the things useful for life had yet been discovered, led a wretched existence, having no clothing to cover them, knowing not the use of the dwelling and fire, and also being totally ignorant of cultivated food. For since they also even neglected the harvesting of the wild food, they laid by no store of its fruits against their needs; consequently large numbers of them perished in the winters because of the cold and the lack of food. Little by little, however, experience taught them both to take to the caves in winter and to store fruits as could be preserved. And when they had become acquainted with fire and other useful things, the arts also and whatever else is capable of furthering man's social life were gradually discovered. Indeed, speaking generally, in all things it was necessity itself that became man's teacher, supplying in appropriate fashion instruction in every matter to a creature which was well endowed by nature and had, as its assistants for every purpose, hands and speech and sagacity of mind…

Now as to who were the first kings we are in no position to speak on our own authority, nor do we give assent to those historians who profess to know; for it is impossible that the discovery of writing was of so early a date as to have been contemporary with the first kings. But if a man should concede even this last point, it still seems evident that writers of history are as a class a quite recent appearance in the life of mankind. Again, with respect to the antiquity of the human race, not only do Greeks put forth their claims but many of the barbarians as well,all holding that it is they who are autochthonous and the first of all men to discover the things which are of use in life, and that it was the events in their own history which were the earliest to have been held worthy of record. So far as we are concerned, however, we shall not make the attempt to determine with precision the antiquity of each nation or what is the race whose nations are prior in point of time to the rest and by how many years, but we shall record summarily, keeping due proportion in our account, what each nation has to say concerning its antiquity and the early events in its history. The first peoples which we shall discuss will be the barbarians, not that we consider them to be earlier than the Greeks, as Ephorus has said, but because we wish to set forth most of the facts about them at the outset, in order that we may not, by beginning with the various accounts given by the Greeks, have to interpolate in the different narrations of their early history any event connected with another people. And since Egypt is the country where mythology places the origin of the gods, where the earliest observations of the stars are said to have been made, and where, furthermore, many noteworthy deeds of great men are recorded, we shall begin our history with the events connected with Egypt.




On Thucydides
 


〔8〕










Dionysius of Halicarnassus




Dionysius of Halicarnassus (1st Century BC), Dionysius of Halicarnassus was a Greek historian and literary critic from Halicarnassus in southwestern Asia Minor who moved to Rome in about 30 BC where he taught rhetoric and became a great enthusiast for all things Roman. Much of his work survives: his Roman Antiquities, of whose twenty books we have the first ten, began publication in 7 BC. The work is basically historical but has a strong moralizing slant and contains the fruit of careful research and is a valuable source. He was an important and seminal writer on literature with developed theories of his own. The following works survive: On the Arrangement of Words, which is a unique ancient discussion of the effects of word order on the sound of language: Commentaries on the Ancient Orators, mainly about the Attic orators and displaying hostility to the Asianic as opposed to the Attic style; On Thucydides; Letters to Ammaeus about Demosthenes and Thucydides; a Letter to Cn. Pompeius on Plato; and fragments of a work on Imitation.




The object of the present treatise is not to make an onslaught on the plan and ability of Thucydides, nor to make an enumeration of his faults, nor to disparage his merits, nor to engage in any other undertaking of the sort, in which I would pay no attention to the author's felicities and merits and would dwell only on his less happy utterances. The present work is an evaluation of the style of his discourse; it embraces all the qualities that he possesses either in common with others or distinct from them. Hence, it was inevitable for me to mention also faults that were found side by side with the virtues. Human nature is never so well endowed as to be unerring in either word or action, and that nature is best which meets with the greatest success and the least failure. Let everyone therefore examine from this point of view what I am about to say, and let him not question the purpose of this work instead of examining the peculiar products of the genius of the man. But I am not the first to attempt such a thing as this. There have been many men, both ancients and contemporaries, who have chosen to cite two of them, Aristotle and Plato. Aristotle is persuaded that not everything that his teacher Plato has said is of the highest excellence; so, for example, what he has to say about ideas, and the good, and the state. Then, too, Plato himself desires to show that Parmenides and Protagoras and Zeno, and not a few of the other natural scientists, have been guilty of mistakes. Yet no one censures him for this in view of the fact that the aim of natural science is the knowledge of the truth, and it is this too that reveals the true end of life. So when no one finds fault with the honest intentions of those men who differ in matters of dogma, if they do not speak well of all the views of their elders, surely no one will censure those who have chosen to reveal the peculiarities of genius, if they do not testify to the possession of all virtues by their predecessors, even those they do not possess.

There is still another point that seems to require explanation. The charge is an odious one and one that gives much pleasure to the rabble, and yet it will be easy to show that it is not sound. It does not follow that if we are inferior in ability to Thucydides and other men, we therefore forfeit the right to form an estimate of them. For men who do not possess the same skill as Apelles, Zeuxis, Protogenes, and other famous artists, are not thereby prevented from judging the art of these men, nor are men of inferior skill debarred from judging the works of Phidias, Polyclitus and Myron. I forbear to state that the layman is often a better judge of many works than the artist himself,—I mean all such works as appeal to irrational impression and emotion…; and these are the criteria that every form of art has in view, and upon them it is based. But enough of this lest my whole treatise seem to be nothing more than an introduction…

Thucydides… was unwilling either to confine his history to a single region, as did Hellanicus, or to elaborate into a single work the achievements of Greeks and barbarians in every land, as did Herodotus; but scorning the former as trifling and petty and of little value to the readers, and rejecting the latter as too comprehensive to fall within the purview of the human mind, if one would be very exact, he selected a single war, the war that was waged between the Athenians and Peloponnesians, and gave his attention to writing about this. Since he was physically robust and sound of mind, living through the duration of the war, he put together his narrative not from chance rumors but on the basis of personal experience, in cases where he was present himself, and on information from the most knowledgeable people, where he was in the dark as a result of his exile. In this way, then, he differed from the historians before him, and I say this since he chose a subject which neither consists entirely of one member nor is divided into many irreconcilable parts. Moreover, he did not insert anything of the mythical into his history, and he refused to divert his history to practice deception and magic upon the masses, as all the historians before him had done, telling of Lamias issuing from the earth in woods and glens, and of amphibious nymphs arising from Tartarus and swimming through the seas, partly shaped like beasts, and having intercourse with human beings; telling also about demi-gods, the offspring of mortals and gods, and many other stories that seem incredible and very foolish to our times…

Philosophers and rhetoricians, if not all of them, yet most of them, bear witness to Thucydides that he has been most careful of the truth, the high-priestess of which we desire history to be. He adds nothing to the facts that should not be added, and takes nothing therefrom, nor does he take advantage of his position as a writer, but he adheres to his purpose without wavering, leaving no room for criticism, and abstaining from envy and flattery of every kind, particularly in his appreciation of men of merit. For in the first book, when he makes mention of Themistocles, he unstintingly mentions all of his good qualities, and in the second book in the discussion of the statesmanship of Pericles, he pronounces a eulogy such as was worthy of a man whose reputation has penetrated everywhere. Likewise, when he was compelled to speak about Demosthenes the general, Nicias the son of Niceratus, Alcibiades the son of Clinias, and other generals and speakers, he has spoken so as to give each man his due. To cite examples is unnecessary to readers of his history. This then is what may be said about the historian's success in connection with the treatment of his subject-matter—points that are good and worthy of imitation.

The defects of Thucydidean workmanship and the features that are criticized by some persons relate to the more technical side of his subject matter, what is called the economy of the discourse, something that is desirable in all kinds of writing, whether one chooses philosophical or oratorical subjects. The matter in question has to do with the division, order, and development…

He ought…, when he began his search for the causes (aitiai) of the war, first to give an account of the real cause and the one he believed to be so. For the very nature of things (physis) would require the earlier to take precedence over the later and truth over falsehood, and the introduction (eisbole) of his narrative would have been far more effective, if such had been the method of arrangement (oikonomia). For none of those who would like to defend him could offer as an excuse that the events were small and insignificant, or a matter of common treatment and worn out by his predecessors, so that it was better for him not to start with them.

To sum up then, it is unreasonable to say that both kinds are equally deserving of emulation, the parts of his writings that are not clearly expressed by the historian and those that along with the other virtues have the added quality of clearness. One must admit that the more perfect portions are superior to the less perfect ones, and the passages that are characterized by lucidity are superior to those that are obscure. Why then do some of us praise the entire style of Thucydides and insist on saying that to the people of his own time what Thucydides wrote was familiar and intelligible but that the author took no account of us who were to follow after, whilst others banish from courts and public meetings all the language (lexis) of Thucydides as useless, instead of admitting that with but few exceptions the narrative portion is admirable and adapted to every purpose, whereas the speeches are not in their entirety suitable for imitation, but only those parts which are easily understood by all but whose composition does not lie within the range of everybody?

I might have written you more pleasant things about Thucydides, my dearest Quintus Aelius Tubero, but nothing that would be more true.
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Aristotle




Aristotle (384-322 BC), Greek philosopher and scientist. His father was court physician in Macedonia. Aristotle joined Plato's Academy at Athens (367-347) but, failing to become head of the Academy at Plato's death, he accepted the protection of Hermeias, ruler of Atarneus in Asia Minor, and married his patron's niece. About 343 Philip of Macedon appointed Aristotle tutor to his son Alexander, then aged 13. After Alexander's accession in 336, Aristotle founded, with generous assistance from Alexander, a research community complete with library and museum at Athens (the Lyceum). There Theophrastus studied botany and Aristoxenus (born c. 370) music, and Aristotle, among other projects, organized a comparative study of 158 constitutions of Greek states. When Alexander died in 323 BC, anti-Macedonian reaction at Athens forced Aristotle to withdraw to Chalcis, where he died. Aristotle wrote over 400 books on every branch of learning, including logic, ethics, politics, metaphysics, biology, physics, psychology, poetry, and rhetoric. Ironically, those that survive (about one-quarter), edited by Andronicus of Rhodes about 40 BC, are apparently memoranda for his students' use, not intended for general publication.




9. From what we have said it will be seen that the poet's function is to describe, not the thing that has happened, but a kind of thing that might happen, i.e. what is possible as being probable or necessary. The distinction between historian and poet is not in the one writing prose and the other verse—you might put the work of Herodotus into verse, and it would still be a species of history; it consists really in this, that the one describes the thing that has been, and the other a kind of thing that might be. Hence poetry is something more philosophic and of graver import than history, since its statements are of the nature rather of universals, whereas those of history are singulars. By a universal statement I mean one as to what such or such a kind of man will probably or necessarily say or do—which is the aim of poetry, though it affixes proper names to the characters; by a singular statement, one as to what, say, Alcibiades did or had done to him. In Comedy this has become clear by this time; it is only when their plot is already made up of probable incidents that they give it a basis of proper names, choosing for the purpose any names that may occur to them, instead of writing like the old iambic poets about particular persons. In Tragedy, however, they still adhere to the historic names; and for this reason: what convinces is the possible; now whereas we are not yet sure as to the possibility of that which has not happened, that which has happened is manifestly possible, else it would not have come to pass. Nevertheless even in Tragedy there are some plays with but one or two known names in them, the rest being inventions; and there are some without a single known name, eg Agathon's Antheus, in which both incidents and names are of the poet's invention; and it is no less delightful on that account. So that one must not aim at a rigid adherence to the traditional stories on which tragedies are based. It would be absurd, in fact, to do so, as even the known stories are only known to a few, though they are a delight none the less to all.

It is evident from the above that the poet must be more the poet of his stories or Plots than of his verses, inasmuch as he is a poet by virtue of the imitative element in his work, and it is actions that he imitates. And if he should come to take a subject from actual history, he is none the less a poet for that; since some historic occurrences may very well be in the probable and possible order of things; and it is in that aspect of them that he is their poet.

23. As for the poetry which merely narrates, or imitates by means of versified language [without action], it is evident that it has several points in common with Tragedy.

The construction of its stories should clearly be like that in a drama; they should be based on a single action, one that is a complete whole in itself, with a beginning, middle, and end, so as to enable the work to produce its own proper pleasure with all the organic unity of a living creature. Nor should one suppose that there is anything like them in our usual histories. A history has to deal not with one action, but with one period and all that happened in that to one or more persons, however disconnected the several events may have been. Just as two events may take place at the same time, e.g. the sea fight off Salamis and the battle with the Carthaginians in Sicily, without converging to the same end, so too of two consecutive events one may sometimes come after the other with no one end as their common issue. Nevertheless most of our epic poets, one may say, ignore the distinction.
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Plutarch




Plutarch (45/50-120/27), Greek biographer and moral philosopher. He exercised a major influence on two Renaissance literary genres: on biography through his Parallel Lives of Greek and Roman notables and on the prose treatise through his Moralia. The Lives appealed to the Renaissance emphasis on the individual and the Moralia to the prevailing interest in ethics. Lost to the Middle Ages, Plutarch's works first became accessible to humanists through epitomes and through the Latin translations of Bruni, Guarino da Verona, and others, and these texts, of variable accuracy, became the basis for subsequent vernacular versions. The translations of the Lives into French and English were enormously influential in their respective countries, and Montaigne and Francis Bacon were indebted to the Moralia in their development of the essay form. The editiones principes of the Greek texts were the work of the Aldine press, the Moralia appearing in 1509 and the Lives in 1519.




Many people, my dear Alexander, have been deceived by the style of Herodotus, which is apparently so simple and effortless, slipping easily from one subject to another; but more people still have suffered a similar delusion with regard to his moral character. Not only is it the height of injustice (as Plato puts it) "to seem just when one is not so," but it is an act of supreme malice to put on a false show of good humour and frankness which baffles detection. And this is exactly what Herodotus does, flattering some people in the basest possible manner, while he slanders and maligns others. Hitherto no one has dared to expose him as a liar. Since his principal victims are the Boeotians and the Corinthians, though he spares no one, I think it is proper that I should now stand up for the cause of my ancestors and the cause of truth and show how dishonest this part of his work is…

I think… that I had better make some kind of outline, and list, in general terms, the indications by which we can determine whether a narrative is written with malice or with honesty and good will; then the individual passages examined can be classified under the different headings, if they fit the pattern.

First, then, the man who in his narrative of events uses the severest words and phrases when gentler terms will serve; if, for example, when he might have called Nicias "too much addicted to pious practices," he called him "a fanatical bigot"; or if he spoke of Cleon's "rashness and insanity" instead of his "unwise speech"—such a writer is clearly lacking in good will; he is apparently deriving pleasure out of another man's misfortune by making a clever story out of it.

Secondly, when something is discreditable to a character, but not relevant to the issue, and the historian grasps at it and thrusts it into his account where there is no place for it, drawing out his story and making a detour so as to include someone's ill-success or foolish unworthy act, there is no doubt that he delights in speaking ill of people. Thus Thucydides, even in writing about Cleon, never gave any specific account of his misdeeds, numerous though they were, and he was content with a single adjective to deal with Hyberbolus, the demagogue, calling him "a bad character" and letting him go with that…

My fourth sign of ill will in history-writing is a preference for the less creditable version, when two or more accounts of the same incident are current. Sophists are permitted, on occasion, to adopt the worse cause and make the best of it; but this is for practice or display; they are not really inducing any firm belief in their cause and they may even admit that they are trying to startle people by a defence of the incredible. The historian, on the other hand, if he is to be fair, declares as true what he knows to be the case and, when the facts are not clear, says that the more creditable appears to be the true account rather than the less creditable…

Furthermore, with respect to the way in which a deed is accomplished, a historian's narrative is open to the charge of malice if it asserts that the success was won not by valour but by money (as some say of Philip), or easily and without any trouble (as they say of Alexander), or not by intelligence but by good luck (as the enemies of Timothes claimed, when they painted pictures showing the cities entering of their own accord into a kind of lobster-trap while Timothes slept). It is evident that writers detract from the greatness and virtue of deeds when they deny that they were done in a noble spirit or by hard work or by velour or by a man's own effort…

One might enumerate more characteristics of this kind; but these are enough to convey an idea of the man's purpose and method.
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Lucian of Samosata




Lucian of Samosata (c. 125-200), Greek writer. In his satirical dialogues, he pours scorn on religions and mocks human pretensions. His 65 genuine works also include rhetorical declamations, literary criticism, biography, and romance. Among the most interesting of his works are Dialogues of the Gods, Dialogues of the Dead, Zeus Confounded, and Zeus Tragedian. His True History inspired Rabelais's Voyage of Pantagruel, Swift's Gulliver's Travels, and Cyrano de bergerac's Journey to the Moon. He was born at Samosata in Syria and for a time was an advocate at Antioch. He then set up as a sophistic rhetorician, and travelled in Asia Minor, Greece, Italy, and Gaul, before settling in Athens about 165. He later occupied an official post in Egypt, where he died. He wrote the only surviving ancient treatise on historiography, remarking that "everyone wants to be a Thucydides, a Herodotus, or a Xenophon." With humor and literary exaggeration, and drawing extensively on Thucydides, Lucian took up problems of selecting and organizing material, combining rhetorical qualities with accuracy and truthfulness, and the importance of political understanding.




No, ever since the present situation arose—the war against the barbarians, the disaster in Armenia and the run of victories—every single person is writing history; nay more, they are all Thucydideses, Herodotuses and Xenophons to us, and very true, it seems, is the saying that "War is the father of all things" since at one stroke it has begotten so many historians…

So in my own case, Philo, to avoid being the only mute in such a polyphonic time, pushed about open-mouthed without a word like an extra in a comedy, I thought it a good idea to roll a history or even merely chronicle the events—I'm not so bold as that: don't be afraid that I should go that far…

…In fact, I shall offer a little advice and these few precepts to historians, so that I may share in the erection of their building, if not the inscription on it, by putting at any rate my finger-tip on the mortar…

…History is not one of those things that can be put in hand without effort and can be put together lazily, but is something which needs, if anything does in literature, a great deal of thought if it is to be what Thucydides calls "a possession for evermore." Now I know that I shall not convert very many: some indeed will think me a great nuisance, particularly anyone whose history is already finished and has already been displayed in public. And if in addition he was applauded by his audience it would be madness to expect his sort to remodel or rewrite any part of what has once been ratified and lodged, as it were, in the royal palace…

To begin with, let us look at this for a serious fault: most of them neglect to record the events and spend their time lauding rulers and generals, extolling their own to the skies and slandering the enemy's beyond all reserve; they do not realise that the dividing line and frontier between history and panegyric is not a narrow isthmus hut rather a mighty wall; as musicians say, they are two diapasons apart, since the encomiast's sole concern is to praise and please in any way he can the one he praises, and if he can achieve his aim by lying, little will he care; but history cannot admit a lie, even a tiny one, any more than the windpipe, as sons of doctors say, can tolerate anything entering it in swallowing.

Again, such writers seem unaware that history has aims and rules different from poetry and poems. In the case of the latter, liberty is absolute and there is one law—the will of the poet…

I maintain then that the best writer of history comes ready equipped with these two supreme qualities: political understanding and power of expression; the former is an unteachable gift of nature, while power of expression may come through a deal of practice, continual toil, and imitation of the ancients. These then need no guiding rules and I have no need to advise on them; my book does not promise to make people understanding and quick who are not so by nature…

So give us now a student of this kind--not without ability to understand and express himself, keen-sighted, one who could handle affairs if they were turned over to him, a man with the mind of a soldier combined with that of a good citizen, and a knowledge of generalship; yes, and one who has at some time been in a camp and has seen soldiers exercising or drilling and knows of arms and engines; again, let him know what "in column," what "in line" mean, how the companies of infantry, how the cavalry, are maneuvered, the origin and meaning of "lead out" and "lead around," in short not a stay-at-home or one who must rely on what people tell him…

This, as I have said, is the one thing peculiar to history, and only to Truth must sacrifice be made. When a man is going to write history, everything else he must ignore. In short, the one standard, the one yardstick is to keep in view not your present audience but those who will meet your work hereafter. Whoever serves the present will rightly be counted a flatterer—a per son on whom history long ago right from the beginning has turned its back, as much as has physical culture on the art of make-up‥‥ Homer indeed in general tended towards the mythical in his account of Achilles, yet some nowadays are inclined to believe him; they cite as impor tant evidence of his truthfulness the single fact that he did not write about him during his lifetime: they cannot find any motive for lying.

That then, is the sort of man the historian should be: fearless, incorruptible, free, a friend of free expression and the truth, intent, as the comic poet says, on calling a fig a fig and a trough a trough, giving nothing to hatred or to friendship, sparing no one, showing neither pity nor shame nor obsequiousness, an impartial judge, well disposed to all men up to the point of not giving one side more than its due, in his books a stranger and a man without a country, independent, subject to no sovereign, not reckoning what this or that man will think, but stating the facts.

Thucydides laid down this law very well: he distinguished virtue and vice in historical writing, when he saw Herodotus greatly admired to the point where his books were named after the Muses. For Thucydides says that he is writing a possession for evermore rather than a prize-essay for the occasion, that he does not welcome fiction but is leaving to posterity the true account of what happened. He brings in, too, the question of usefulness and what is, surely, the purpose of sound history: that if ever again men find themselves in a like situation they may be able, he says, from a consideration of the records of the past to handle rightly what now confronts them…

Let his mind have a touch and share of poetry, since that too is lofty and sublime, especially when he has to do with battle arrays, with land and sea fights; for then he will have need of a wind of poetry to fill his sails and help carry his ship along, high on the crest of the waves. Let his diction nevertheless keep its feet on the ground, rising with the beauty and greatness of his subjects and as far as possible resembling them, but without becoming more unfamiliar or carried away than the occasion warrants. For then its greatest risk is that of going mad and being swept down into poetry's wild enthusiasm, so that at such times above all he must obey the curb and show prudence, in the knowledge that a stallion's pride in literature as in life is no trifling ailment. It is better, then, that when his mind is on horseback his exposition should go on foot, running alongside and holding the saddle-cloth, so as not to be left behind.

Again, in putting words together one should cultivate a well-tempered moderation, without excessive separation or detachment—for that is harsh—and not, as most people, almost link them by means of rhythm; the latter deserves our censure, the former is unpleasant to the audience.

As to the facts themselves, he should not assemble them at random, but only after much laborious and painstaking investigation. He should for preference be an eyewitness, but, if not, listen to those who tell a more impartial story, those whom one would suppose least likely to subtract from the facts or add to them out of favour or malice. When this happens let him show shrewdness and skill in putting together the more credible story. When he has collected all or most of the facts let him first make them into a series of notes, a body of material as yet with no beauty or continuity. Then, after arranging them into order, let him give it beauty and enhance it with the charms of expression, figure, and rhythm…

Above all, let him bring a mind like a mirror, clear, gleaming-bright, accurately centered, displaying the shape of things just as he receives them, free from distortion, false colouring, and misrepresentation. His concern is different from that of the orators—what historians have to relate is fact and will speak for itself, for it has already happened: what is required is arrangement and exposition. So they must look not for what to say but how to say it. In brief, we must consider that the writer of history should be like Phidias or Praxiteles or Alcamenes or one of the other sculptors—they certainly never manufactured their own gold or silver or ivory or their other material; no, their material was before them, put into their hands by Eleans or Athenians or Argives, and they confined themselves to fashioning it, sawing the ivory, polishing, gluing, aligning it, setting it off with the gold, and their art lay in handling their material properly.

The task of the historian is similar: to give a fine arrangement of events and illuminate them as vividly as possible. And when a man who has heard him thinks thereafter that he is actually seeing what is being described and then praises him—then it is that the work of our Phidias of history is perfect and has received its proper praise…

Again, if a myth comes along you must tell it but not believe it entirely; no, make it known for your audience to make of it what they will—you run no risk and lean to neither side.

In general please remember this—I shall repeat it time and again—:do not write with your eye just on the present, to win praise and honour from your contemporaries; aim at eternity and prefer to write for posterity: present your bill for your book to them, so that it may be said of you: "He was a free man, full of frankness, with no adulation or servility anywhere, but everywhere truthfulness." That, if a man were sensible, he would value above all present hopes, ephemeral as they are.
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Arrian




Arrian, Latin Flavius Arrianus (c. 95-180), Greek historian. A native of Nicomedia, Bithynia, he became an officer in the Roman army, and was appointed Governor of Cappadocia by Hadrian. He edited the Encheiridion ("Manual of Philosophy") of his friend and mentor Epictetus, whose Diatribai ("Lectures") he wrote out in eight books, of which four have been preserved. His chief work is the Anabasis Alexandrou, a history of the campaigns of Alexander the Great, which has survived almost entire. His accounts of the people of India, and of a voyage round the Euxine, are valuable for ancient geography.





Preface


Wherever Ptolemy son of Lagus and Aristobulus son of Aristobulus have both given the same accounts of Alexander son of Philip, it is my practice to record what they say as completely true, but where they differ, to select the version I regard as more trustworthy and also better worth telling. In fact other writers have given a variety of accounts of Alexander, nor is there any other figure of whom there are more historians who are more contradictory of each other, but in my view Ptolemy and Aristobulus are more trustworthy in their narrative, since Aristobulus took part in King Alexander's expedition, and Ptolemy not only did the same, but as he himself was a king, mendacity would have been more dishonorable for him than for anyone else; again, both wrote when Alexander was dead and neither was under any constraint or hope of gain to make him set down anything but what actually happened. However, I have also recorded some statements made in other accounts of others, when I thought them worth mention and not entirely untrustworthy, but only as tales told of Alexander. Anyone who is surprised that with so many historians already in the field it should have occurred to me too to compose this history should express his surprise only after perusing all their works and then reading mine.
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Livy




Livy Titus Livius (c. 59 BC-AD17), Roman historian. Livy was born at Patavium (Padua), but spent much of his adult life in Rome, where he was befriended by Augustus. He wrote the history of Rome Ab urbe condita (from the foundation of the city) in 142 books, of which only books 1-10 and 21-45 survived complete into the Middle Ages and so down to the present. The whole work was divided into decads of ten books, and the contents of the incomplete or missing decads are known from summaries. Livy's patriotism, idealization of the Roman republic, and flair for description of characters and events recommended him first to Petrarch, who compiled from separate manuscripts a text that brought together almost all the surviving parts of Livy's work. Valla emended the text (1448) and the first printed edition appeared at Rome in about 1469. Livy's appeal to students of statecraft received its greatest tribute in Machiavelli's Discorsi della prima deca di Tito Livio. Despite charges of Patavinity (stylistic provincialisms), Livy was the acknowledged model for Renaissance historians until supplanted in the later sixteenth century by Tacitus.




Whether I am likely to accomplish anything worthy of the labour, if I record the achievements of the Roman people from the foundation of the city I do not really know, nor if I knew would I dare to avouch it; perceiving as I do that the theme is not only old but hackneyed, through the constant succession of new historians, who believe either that in their facts they can produce more authentic information, or that in their style they will prove better than the rude attempts of the ancients. Yet, however this shall be, it will be a satisfaction to have done myself as much as lies in me to commemorate the deeds of the foremost people of the world; and if in so vast a company of writers my own reputation should be obscure, my consolation would be the fame and greatness of these whose renown will throw mine into the shade. Moreover, my subject involves infinite labour, seeing that it must be traced back above seven hundred years, and that proceeding from slender beginnings it has so increased as now to be burdened by its own magnitude; and at the same time I doubt not that to most readers the earliest origins and the period immediately succeeding them will give little pleasure, for they will be in haste to reach these modern times, in which the might of a people which has long been very powerful is working its own undoing. I myself, on the contrary, shall seek in this an additional reward for my toil, that I may avert my gaze from the troubles which our age has been witnessing for so many years, so long at least as I am absorbed in the recollection of the brave days of old, free from every care which, even if it could not divert the historian's mind from the truth, might nevertheless cause it anxiety.

Such traditions as belong to the time before the city was founded, or rather was presently to be founded, and are rather adorned with poetic legends than based upon trustworthy historical proofs, I purpose neither to affirm nor to refute. It is the privilege of antiquity to mingle divine things with human, and so to add dignity to the beginnings of cities; and if any people ought to be allowed to consecrate their origins and refer them to a divine source, so great is the military glory of the Roman People that when they profess that their Father and the Father of the Founder was none other than Mars, the nations of the earth may well submit to this also with as good a grace as they submit to Rome's dominion. But to such legends as these, however they shall be regarded and judged, I shall, for my own part, attach no great importance. Here are the questions to which I would have every reader give his close attention—what life and morals were like, through what men and by what policies, in peace and in war, empire was established and enlarged; then let him note how, with the gradual relaxation of discipline, morals first gave way, as it were, then sank lower and lower, and finally began the downward plunge which has brought us to the present time, when we can endure neither our vices nor their cure.

What chiefly makes the study of history wholesome and profitable is this, that you behold the lessons of every kind of experience set forth as on a conspicuous monument; from these you may choose for yourself and for your own state what to imitate, from these mark for avoidance what is shameful in the conception and shameful in the result. For the rest, either love of the task I have set myself deceives me, or no state was ever greater, none more righteous or richer in good examples, none ever was where avarice and luxury came into the social order so late, or where humble means and thrift were so highly esteemed and so long held in honour. For true it is that the less men's wealth was, the less was their greed. Of late, riches have brought in avarice, and excessive pleasures the longing to carry wantonness and licence to the point of ruin for oneself and of universal destruction.

But complaints are sure to be disagreeable, even when they shall perhaps be necessary; let the beginning, at all events, of so great an enterprise have none. With good omens rather would we begin, and, if historians had the same custom which poets have, with prayers and entreaties to the gods and goddesses, that they might grant us to bring to a successful issue the great task we have undertaken.




Twelve Tables
 


〔14〕










Gaius




Gaius (mid-2nd Century AD) was the first name of a Roman jurist and prolific writer on Roman law who wrote an elementary legal treatise in four books named the Institutes (Institutionum Commentarii Quattuor), probably published c. 162. The work, of striking clarity and economy, is not cited by his contemporaries or by the writers of subsequent times much before the fifth century AD. His work was, however, admired and used by the emperor Justinian who brought it up to date and established it as authoritative. It is the most substantial classical work on Roman law to have survived, its text (as revised by Justinian's experts) having been discovered at Verona in 1816 by Niebuhr. Gaius also wrote Everyday Matters, which expands the often brief and incomplete statements of the Institutes, and voluminous commentaries on the praetors' edicts (The Provincial Edict and The City Praetor's Edict) which formed the basis of much of the private civil law, and on the ancient Law of the Twelve Tables of Roman civil law. It appears unlikely that Gaius, though a Roman citizen, ever held an official post. After studying at Rome in the Sabinian law school, he seems to have lived and worked in the east, perhaps in Beirut or Smyrna. His works were cited more than 500 times by the compilers of Justinian's code, and his classifications were fundamental to the European legal systems until the early nineteenth century.




Since I am aiming to give an interpretation of the ancient laws, I have concluded that I must trace the law of the Roman people from the very beginnings of their city. This is not because I like making excessively wordy commentaries, but because I can see that in every subject a perfect job is one whose parts hang together properly. And to be sure that most important part of anything is its beginning. Moreover, if it is regarded as a sin (so to speak) for people arguing cases in court to launch straight into an exposition of the case to the judge without having made any prefatory remarks, will it not be all the more unfitting for people who promise an interpretation of a subject to deal straight off with that subject matter, leaving out its beginnings, failing to trace its origin, not even, as I might say, giving their hands a preliminary wash? In fact, if I mistake not, such introductions both lead us more willingly into our reading of the proposed subject matter, and, when we have got to the point, give us a far clearer grasp of it.




On the Origin of Law
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Pomponius




Sextus Pompinus (2nd Century AD), was a lawyer, legal teacher, and writer. He wrote over 300 books, half of them commissioned by Hadrian as a commentary, which Ulpianus used, on the city praetor's edict, but he held no public office. His Enchiridion or elementary handbook on law, of which a long extract was borrowed by the compilers of Justinian's Digests, contained much information on the history of the Roman constitution and of the legal profession. He also wrote commentaries on Scaevola's works and on Sabinus's Civil Law, Letters and Diverse Readings, and many books on legal cases. He may have been associated with the legal writer Gaius. Apart from numerous extracts in the Digests, his work has not survived.




Accordingly, it seems that we must account for the origin and development of law itself. The fact is that at the outset of our civitas, the citizen body decided to conduct its affairs without fixed statute law or determinate legal rights; everything was governed by the kings under their own hand. When the civitas subsequently grew to a reasonable size, then Romulus himself, according to the tradition, divided the citizen body into thirty parts, and called them curiae on the ground that he improved his curatorship of the commonwealth through the advice of these parts. And accordingly, he himself enacted for the people a number of statutes passed by advice of the curiae (leges curiatae); his successor kings legislated likewise. All these statutes have survived written down in the book by Sextus Papirius, who was a contemporary of Superbus, son of Demeratus the Corinthian, and was one of the leading men of his time. That book, as we said, is called The Papirian Civil Law, not because Papirius put a word of his own in it, but because he compiled in unitary form laws passed piecemeal. Then, when the kings were thrown out under a Tribunician enactment, these statutes all fell too, and for a second time, the Roman people set about working with vague ideas of right and with customs of a sort rather than with legislation, and they put up with that for nearly twenty years. After that, to put an end to this state of affairs, it was decided that there be appointed, on the authority of the people, a commission of ten men by whom were to be studied the laws of the Greek city states and by whom their own city was to be endowed with laws. They wrote out the laws in full on ivory tablets and put the tablets together in front of the rostra, to make the laws all the more open to inspection. They were given during that year sovereign right in the civitas, to enable them to correct the laws, if there should be a need for that, and to interpret them without liability to any appeal such as lay from the rest of the magistracy. They themselves discovered a deficiency in that first batch of laws, and accordingly, they added two tablets to the original set. It was from this addition that the laws of the Twelve Tables got their name. Some writers have reported that the man behind the enactment of these laws by the Ten Men was one Hermodorus from Ephesus, who was then in exile in Italy. After the enactment of these laws, there arose a necessity for forensic debate, as it is the normal and natural outcome that problems of interpretation should make it desirable to have guidance from learned persons. Forensic debate, and jurisprudence which without formal writing emerges as expounded by learned men, has no special name of its own like the other subdivisions of law designated by name (there being proper names given to these other subdivisions); it is called by the common name "civil law." Then about the same time actions-at-law whereby people could litigate among themselves were composed out of these statutes [the law of the Twelve Tables]. To prevent the citizenry from initiating litigation any old how, the lawmakers' will was that the actions-at-law be in fixed and solemn terms. This branch of law has the name legis actiones, that is, statutory actions-at-law. And so these three branches of law came into being at almost the same time: once the statute law of the Twelve Tables was passed, the jus civile started to emerge from them, and legis actions were put together from the same source. In relation to all these statutes, however, knowledge of their authoritative interpretation and conduct of the actions at law belonged to the College of Priests, one of whom was appointed each year to preside over the private citizens. The people followed this practice for nearly a hundred years… Then, since in the civitas there was the statute law of the Twelve Tables and on top of that the jus civile and on top of that the statutory legis actiones, it came to pass that the plebs fell at odds with the members of the senatorial class and seceded and set up laws for itself, which laws are called plebiscites. Soon after the plebs had been wheedled back, because these plebiscites were giving rise to many disputes, the decision was made in the lex Hortensia that they were to be deemed to have the force of statutes. And so it came about that although there was a difference as to the method of passing plebiscites and leges (statutes), they had the same legal force. Next, because it grew hard for the plebs to assemble, and to be sure much harder for the entire citizenry to assemble, being now such a vast crowd of men, the very necessity of the case imposed upon the senate trusteeship of the commonwealth. And thus did the senate come to exercise authority, and whatever it resolved upon was respected, and such a law was called a senatus consultum (senate resolution). At the same time, the magistrates also were settling matters of legal right, and in order to let the citizens know and allow for the jurisdiction which each magistrate would be exercising over any given matter, they took to publishing edicts. These edicts, in the case of the praetors, constituted the jus honorarium (honorary law); "honorary" is the term used, because the law in question had come from the high honor of praetorian office. Most recently, just as there was seen to have been a transition toward fewer ways of establishing law, a transition effected by stages under dictation of circumstances, it has come about that affairs of state have had to be entrusted to one man (for the senate had been unable latterly to govern all the provinces honestly). An emperor, therefore, having been appointed, to him was given the right that what he had decided be deemed law. Thus, in our state the constitutional course is determined by law, that is, by statute law; or there is our own jus civile, which is grounded without formal writing in nothing more than interpretation by learned jurists; or there are statutory actions-at-law, which govern forms of process; or there is plebiscite law, which is settled without the advice and consent of the senate, or there is a magisterial edict, whence honorary law derives, or there is a senatus consultum, which is brought in without statutory authority solely on the decision of the senate, or there is an imperial enactment (constitutio), the principle being that what the emperor himself has decided is to be observed as having statutory force.




History and Rhetoric





Cicero




Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 BC), Roman orator, writer, and politician. His speeches and philosophical and rhetorical works are models of Latin prose, and his letters provide a picture of contemporary Roman life. As consul in 63 BC he exposed the Roman politician Catiline's conspiracy in four major orations. Born in Arpinium, Cicero became an advocate in Rome, spent three years in Greece studying oratory, and after the dictator Sulla's death distinguished himself in Rome with the prosecution of the corrupt Roman governor, Verres. When the First Triumvirate was formed 59 BC, Cicero was briefly exiled and devoted himself to literature. He sided with Pompey during the civil war (49-48 BC) but was pardoned by Julius Caesar and returned to Rome. After Caesar's assassination in 44 BC he supported Octavian (the future emperor Augustus) and violently attacked Mark Antony in republican speeches known as the Philippics. On the reconciliation of Antony and Octavian, he was executed by Antony's agents.




Q [uintus]. As I understand it, then, my dear brother, you believe that different principles are to be followed in history and in poetry.

M [arcus Tullius]. Certainly, Quintus; for in history the standard by which everything is judged is the truth, while in poetry it is generally the pleasure one gives; however, in the works of Herodotus, the Father of History, and those of Theopompus, one finds innumerable fabulous tales…

A [tticus]. There has long been a desire, or rather a demand, that you should write a history. For people think that, if you entered that field, we might rival Greece in this branch of literature also. And to give you my own opinion, it seems to me that you owe this duty not merely to the desires of those who take pleasure in literature, but also to your country, in order that the land which you have saved you may also glorify. For our national literature is deficient in history, as I realize myself and as I frequently hear you say. But you can certainly fill this gap satisfactorily, since, as you at least have always believed, this branch of literature is closer than any other to oratory. Therefore take up the task, we beg of you, and find the time for a duty which has hitherto been either overlooked or neglected by our countrymen. For after the annals of the chief pontiffs, which are records of the driest possible character, when we come to Fabius, or to Cato (whose name is always on your lips), or to Piso, Fannius, or Vennonius, although one of these may display more vigour than another, yet what could be more lifeless than the whole group?… Therefore this task is yours, its accomplishment is expected of you, that is, if Quintus agrees with me.

Q. Indeed I agree perfectly, and Marcus and I have frequently discussed the matter. But there is one small point on which we disagree.

A. What is that?

Q. The question of the period at which he should begin his history. I think it should be the earliest, for the records of that age have been written in such a style that they are never read at all. But he prefers to write of his own lifetime, in order to include those events in which he himself has taken part.

A. Indeed I agree rather with him. For most important events have taken place within the memory of our generation, besides, he will be able to glorify the deeds of his dear friend Gnaeus Pompeius, and to include a description of the illustrious and memorable year of his own consulship. I should rather have him write of these events than "of Romulus and Remus," as the saying is.

M. Certainly I realize that the accomplishment of this task has long been demanded of me, Atticus. And I should not refuse to undertake it, if l were granted any unoccupied or leisure time. But so great a task cannot be undertaken when one's time is filled or his attention distracted, one must be free from both work and worry.
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Nor, while he [the orator] is acquainted with the divine order of nature, would I have him ignorant of human affairs. He should understand the civil law, which is needed daily in practice in the courts of law. What is more disgraceful than to attempt to plead in legal and civil disputes when ignorant of statutes and the civil law? He should also be acquainted with the history of the events of past ages, particularly, of course, of our state, but also of imperial nations and famous kings; here our task has been lightened by the labour of our friend Atticus, who has comprised in one book the record of seven hundred years, keeping the chronology definite and omitting no important event. To be ignorant of what occurred before you were born is to remain always a child. For what is the worth of human life, unless it is woven into the life of our ancestors by the records of history? Moreover, the mention of antiquity and the citation of examples give the speech authority and credibility as well as affording the highest pleasure to the audience.
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It is the part of the orator, when advising on affairs of supreme importance, to unfold his opinion as a man having authority: his duty too it is to arouse a listless nation, and to curb its unbridled impetuosity. By one and the same power of eloquence the deceitful among mankind are brought to destruction, and the righteous to deliverance. Who more passionately than the orator can encourage to virtuous conduct, or more zealously than he reclaim from vicious courses? Who can more austerely censure the wicked, or more gracefully praise men of worth? Whose invective can more forcibly subdue the power of lawless desire? Whose comfortable words can soothe grief more tenderly?

And as History, which bears witness to the passing of the ages, sheds light upon reality, gives life to recollection and guidance to human existence, and brings tidings of ancient days, whose voice, but the orator's, can entrust her to immortality? For if there be any other art, which pretends to skill in the coinage and choice of language, or if it be claimed for anyone but the orator that he gives shape and variety to a speech, and marks it out with highlights of thought and phrase, or if any method be taught, except by this single art, for producing proofs or reflections, or even in the distribution and arrangement of subject—matter, then let us admit that the skill professed by this art of ours either belongs really to some other art, or is shared in common with some other. Whereas, if all reasoning and all teaching really belong to this one art alone, then even though professors of other arts have expressed themselves with success, it does not therefore follow that such instruction is not the monopoly of this single art; but… just as the orator is best qualified to discuss the subjects pertaining to the other arts, assuming always that he has acquainted himself with them, so the masters of the other arts expound their own topics with the better grace, if they have learned something from the art with which we are dealing…

No wonder [returned Antonius] if this subject has never yet been brilliantly treated in our language. For not one of our own folk seeks after eloquence, save with an eye to its display at the Bar and in public speaking, whereas in Greece the most eloquent were strangers to forensic advocacy and applied themselves chiefly to reputable studies in general, and particularly to writing history. Indeed even of renowned Herodotus, who first imparted distinction to such work, we have heard that he was in no way concerned with lawsuits, and yet his eloquence is of such quality as to afford intense pleasure, to myself at any rate, so far as I can comprehend what is written in Greek. After his day Thucydides, in my judgement, easily surpassed all others in dexterity of composition: so abounding is he in fullness of material that in the number of his ideas he well-nigh equals the number of his words, and furthermore he is so exact and clear in expression that you cannot tell whether it be the narrative that gains illumination from the style, or the diction from the thought. Yet even of him, though a man of public affairs, we are not told that he was numbered among forensic speakers; and it is related that when writing the volumes in question, he was far away from civic life, having in fact been driven into exile, as generally happened at Athens to anyone of excellence…

Do you see how great a responsibility the orator has in historical writing? I rather think that for fluency and diversity of diction it comes first. Yet nowhere do I find this art supplied with any independent directions from the rhetoricians, indeed its rules lie open to the view. For who does not know history's first law to be that an author must not dare to tell anything but the truth? And its second that he must make bold to tell the whole truth? That there must be no suggestion of partiality anywhere in his writings? Nor of malice? This groundwork of course is familiar to every one; the completed structure, however, rests upon the story and the diction. The nature of the subject needs chronological arrangement and geographical representation: and since, in reading of important affairs worth recording, the plans of campaign, the executive actions and the results are successively looked for, it calls also, as regards such plans, for some intimation of what the writer approves, and, in the narrative of achievement, not only for a statement of what was done or said, but also of the manner of doing or saying it, and, in the estimate of consequences, for an exposition of all contributory causes, whether originating in accident, discretion or foolhardiness, and, as for the individual actors, besides an account of their exploits, it demands particulars of the lives and characters of such as are outstanding in renown and dignity. Then again the kind of language and type of style to be followed are the easy and the flowing, which run their course with unvarying current and a certain placidity, avoiding alike the rough speech we use in Court and the advocate's stinging epigrams. Upon all these numerous and important points, do you observe that any directions are to be found in the rhetoricians' systems?
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Institutes of Oratory
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Quintilian




Quintilian (Marcus Fabius Quintilianus, 35/40-c. 96AD), Roman rhetorician. Born in Calagurris (Calahorra), Spain, he studied oratory at Rome, and returned there in 68 AD in the train of Servius Sulpicius Galba. He became eminent as a pleader, and still more as a state teacher of the oratorical art, his pupils including Pliny the Younger and the great-nephews of Domitianus. The emperor named him consul and gave him a pension. His reputation rests on his great work Institutio Oratoria ("Education of an Orator"), a complete system of rhetoric in 12 books, remarkable for its sound critical judgements, purity of taste, admirable form and the perfect familiarity it exhibits with the literature of oratory. Quintilian's own style is excellent, though not free from the florid ornament and poetic metaphor characteristic of his age.




History, also, may provide the orator with a nutriment which we may compare to some rich and pleasant juice. But when we read it, we must remember that many of the excellences of the historian require to be shunned by the orator. For history has a certain affinity to poetry and may be regarded as a kind of prose poem, while it is written for the purpose of narrative, not of proof, and designed from beginning to end not for immediate effect or the instant necessities of forensic strife, but to record events for the benefit of posterity and to win glory for its author…

Above all, our orator should be equipped with a rich store of examples both old and new: and he ought not merely to know those which are recorded in history or transmitted by oral tradition or occur from day to day, but should not neglect even those fictitious examples invented by the great poets. For while the former have the authority of evidence or even of legal decisions, the latter also either have the warrant of antiquity or are regarded as having been invented by great men to serve as lessons to the world. He should therefore be acquainted with as many examples as possible. It is this which gives old age so much authority, since the old are believed to have a larger store of knowledge and experience, as Homer so frequently bears witness. But we must not wait till the evening of our days, since study has this advantage that, as far as knowledge of facts is concerned, it is capable of giving the impression that we have lived in ages long gone by.




Attic Nights
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Gellius




Aulus Gellius (c. 123-165 AD), Roman writer. Born probably in Rome, where he practised law, he studied philosophy in Athens, and there began to collect the material for Noctes Atticae ("Attic Nights"), a collection of dinner-table conversations on literature, history, law, antiquities and miscellaneous subjects. The value of Noctes Atticae is chiefly in the numerous quotations it gives from Greek and Roman books which would otherwise be completely unknown.




As to the age of Homer and of Hesiod opinions differ. Some, among whom are Philichorus and Xenophanes, have written that Homer was older than Hesiod; others that he was younger, among them Lucius Accius the poet and Euphorus the historian. But Marcus Varro, in the first book of his Portraits, says that it is not at all certain which of the two was born first, but that there is no doubt that they lived partly in the same period of time, and that this is proved by the inscription engraved upon a tripod which Hesiod is said to have set up on Mount Helicon. Accius, on the contrary, in the first book of his Didascalica, makes use of very weak arguments in his attempt to show that Hesiod was the elder: "Because Homer," he writes, "when he says at the beginning of his poem that Achilles was the son of Peleus, does not inform us who Peleus was; and this he unquestionably would have done, if he did not know that the information had already been given by Hesiod. Again, in the case of Cyclops," says Accius, "he would not have failed to note such a striking characteristic and to make particular mention of the fact that he was one-eyed, were it not that this was equally well known from the poems of his predecessor Hesiod…"

The elegance of Sallust's style and his passion for coining and introducing new words was met with exceeding great hostility, and many men of no mean ability tried to criticize and decry much in his writings. Many of the attacks on him were ignorant or malicious. Yet there are some things that may be regarded as deserving of censure, as for example the following pas sage in the History of Catiline, which has the appearance of being written somewhat carelessly.Sallust's words are these: "And for myself, although I am well aware that by no means equal repute attends the narrator and the doer of deeds, yet I regard the writing of history as one of the hardest of tasks, first because the style and diction must be equal to the deeds recorded, and in the second place, because such criticisms as you make of others' shortcomings are thought by most men to be due to malice and envy…" The critics say: "He declared that he would give the reasons why it appears to be 'hard' 'to write history', and then, after mentioning the first reason, he does not give a second, but gives utterance to complaints…"

But Sallust does not use arduus merely in the sense of "hard," but as the equivalent of the Greek word chalepos, that is, both difficult and also troublesome, disagreeable and intractable. And the meaning of these words is not inconsistent with that of the passage which was just quoted from Sallust.

Some think that history differs from annals in this particular, that while each is a narrative of events, yet history is properly an account of events in which the narrator took part; and that this is the opinion of some men is stated by Verrius Flaccus in the fourth book of his treatise On the Meaning of Words. He adds that he for his part has doubts about the matter, but he thinks that the view may have some appearance of reason, since historia in Greek means a knowledge of current events. But we often hear it said that annals are exactly the same as histories, but that histories are not exactly the same as annals; just as a man is necessarily an animal, but an animal is not necessarily a man.

Thus they say that history is the setting forth of events or their description, or whatever term may be used, but that annals set down the events of many years successively, with observance of the chronological order. When, however, events are recorded, not year by year, but day by day, such a history is called in Greek ephemeris, or "a diary," a term of which the Latin interpretation is found in the first book of Sempronius Asellio. I have quoted a passage of some length from that book, in order at the same time to show what his opinion is of the difference between history and chronicle.

"But between those," he says, "who have desired to leave us annals, and those who have tried to write the history of the Roman people, there was this essential difference. The books of annals merely made known what happened and in what year it happened, which is like writing a diary, which the Greeks call ephemeris. For my part, I realize that it is not enough to make known what has been done, but that one should also show with what purpose and for what reason things were done." A little later in the same book Asellio writes: "For annals cannot in any way make men more eager to defend their country, or more reluctant to do wrong. Furthermore, to write over and over again in whose consulship a war was begun and ended, and who in consequence entered the city in a triumph, and in that book not to state what happened in the course of the war, what decrees the senate made during that time, or what law or bill was passed, and with what motives these things were done—that is to tell stories to children, not to write history…"

The tyrant Pisistratus is said to have been the first to establish at Athens a public library of books relating to the liberal arts. Then the Athenians themselves added to this collection with considerable diligence and care; but later Xerxes, when he got possession of Athens and burned the entire city except the citadel, removed them off to Persia. Finally, a long time afterwards, king Selucus, who was surnamed Nicanor, had all those books taken back to Athens.

At a later time an enormous quantity of books, nearly seven hundred thousand volumes, was either acquired or written in Egypt under the kings known as Ptolemies; but these were all burned during the sack of the city in our first war with Alexandria, not intentionally or by anyone's order, but accidentally by the auxiliary soldiers…

To use words that are too antiquated and worn out, or those which are unusual and of a harsh and unpleasant novelty, seems to be equally faulty. But for my own part I think it more offensive and censurable to use words that are new, unknown and unheard of, than those that are trite and mean. Furthermore, I maintain that those words also seem new which are out of use and obsolete, even though they are of ancient date. In fact, it is a common fault of lately acquired learning, or opsimathia as the Greeks call it, to make a great point anywhere and everywhere, and in connection with any subject whatever, to talk about what you have never learned and of which you were long ignorant, when at last you have begun to know something about it…

Draco the Athenian was considered a good man and of great wisdom, and he was skilled in law, human and divine. This Draco was the first of all to make laws for the use of Athenians. In those laws he decreed and enacted that one guilty of any theft whatsoever should be punished with death, and added many other statutes that were excessively severe.

Therefore his laws, since they seemed very much too harsh, were abolished, not by order and decree, but by the tacit, unwritten consent of the Athenians. After that, they made use of other, milder laws, compiled by Solon. This Solon was one of the famous seven wise men. He thought proper by his law to punish thieves, not with death, as Draco had formerly done, but by a fine of twice the value of the stolen goods.

But our decemvirs, who after the expulsion of the kings compiled laws on Twelve Tables for the use of the Romans, did not show equal severity in punishing thieves of any kind, nor yet too lax leniency. For they permitted a thief who was caught in the act to be put to death, only if it was night when he committed the theft, or if in the daytime he defended himself with a weapon when taken. But other thieves taken in the act, if they were freemen, the decemvirs ordered to be scourged and handed over to the one from whom the theft had been made, provided they had committed the theft in daylight and had not defended themselves with a weapon. Slaves taken in the act were to be scourged and hurled from the rock, but they decided that boys under aged should be flogged at the discretion of the praetor and the damage which they had done made good. Those thefts also which were detected by the girdle and mask, they punished as if the culprit had been caught in the act…

Hellanicus, Herodotus, and Thucydides, writers of history, enjoyed great glory at almost the same time, and did not differ very greatly in age. For Hellanicus seems to have been sixty—five years old at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, Herodotus fifty—three, Thucydides forty. This is stated in the eleventh book of Pamphila…

One day there was a cessation of business in the Forum at Rome, and as the holiday was being joyfully celebrated, it chanced that one of the books of the Annals of Ennius was read in an assembly of very many persons. In this book the following lines occurred:





With shield and savage sword in Proletarius armed

At public cost; they guard our walls, our mart and town.





Then the question was raised there, what proletarius meant. And seeing in that company a man who was skilled in the civil law, a friend of mine, I asked him to explain the word to us; and when he rejoined that he was an expert in civil law and not in grammatical matters, I said: "You in particular ought to explain this, since, as you declare, you are skilled in civil law. For Quintus Ennius took this word from your Twelve Tables, in which, if I remember aright, we have the following, 'For a freeholder let the protector be a freeholder. For a proletariate citizen let whoso will be protector.' We therefore ask you to consider that not one of the books of Quintus Ennius' Annals, but the Twelve Tables are being read, and interpret the meaning of 'proletariate citizen' in that law." "It is true," said he, "that if I had learned the law of the Fauns and Aborigines, I ought to explain and interpret this. But since proletarii, adsidui, sanates, vades, subvades, 'twenty-five asses,' 'retaliation,' and trials for theft 'by plate and girdle' have disappeared, and since all the ancient lore of the Twelve Tables, except for legal questions before the court of the centumviri, was put to sleep by the Aebutian law, I ought only to exhibit interest in, and knowledge of, the law and statutes and legal terms which we now actually use."

Just then, by some chance, we caught sight of Julius Paulus passing by, the most learned poet within my recollection. We greeted him, and when he was asked to enlighten us as to the meaning and derivation of that word, he said: "Those of the Roman commons who were humb lest and of smallest means, and who reported no more than fifteen hundred asses at the census, were called proletarii, but those who were rated as having no property at all, or next to none, were termed capite censi or 'counted by head.'…"

I wished to have a kind of survey of ancient times and also of the famous men who were born in those days, lest I might in conversation chance to make some careless remark about the date and life of celebrated men, as that ignorant sophist did who lately, in a public lecture, said that Carneades the philosopher was presented with a sum of money by King Alexander, son of Philip, and that Panatius the Stoic was intimate with the elder Africanus. In order, I say, to guard against such errors in dates and periods of time, I made notes from the books known as Chronicles of the times when those Greeks and Romans flourished who were famous and conspicuous either for talent or for political power, between the founding of Rome and the second Punic war…

I shall begin, then, with the illustrious Solon; for, as regards Homer and Hesiod, it is agreed by almost all writers, either that they lived at approximately the same period, or that Homer was somewhat the earlier; yet that both lived before the founding of Rome, when the Silvii were ruling in Alba, more than a hundred and sixty years after the Trojan war, as Cassius has written about Homer and Hesiod in the first book of his Annals, but about a hundred and sixty years before the founding of Rome, as Cornelius Nepos says of Homer in the first book of his Chronicles.

Well then, we are told that Solon, one of the famous sages, drew up laws for the Athenians when Tarquinius Priscus was king at Rome, in the thirty-third year of his reign. Afterwards, when Servius Tullius was king, Pisistratus was tyrant at Athens, Solon having previously gone into voluntary exile, since he had not been believed when he predicted that tyranny…

At about that time Empedocles of Agrigentum was eminent in the domain of natural philosophy. But at Rome at that epoch it is stated that a board of ten was appointed to codify laws, and that at first they compiled ten tables, to which afterwards two more were added.

Then the great Peloponnesian war began in Greece, which Thucydides has handed down to memory, about three hundred and twenty-three years after the founding of Rome. At that time Olus Postumius Tubertus was dictator at Rome, and executed his own son, because he had fought against the enemy contrary to his father's order. The people of Fidenae and the Aequinians were then at war with the Roman people. During that period Sophocles, and later Euripides, were famous and renowned as tragic poets, Hippocrates as a physician, and as a philosopher, Democritus; Socrates the Athenian was younger than these, but was in part their contemporary.




Letters
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Pliny the Younger




Pliny, Gaius Plinius Caecilius Secundus, called the Younger (c. 62-113 AD), Roman writer and orator. He was born in Novum Comum, the nephew and adopted son of Pliny, the Elder. He wrote a Greek tragedy in his 14th year, and under Quintilian's tuition became one of the most accomplished men of his time. His skill as an orator enabled him at 18 to plead in the Forum, and he served as consul in 100 AD, in which year he wrote his eulogy to Trajan. From 103 to 105 he was propraetor of the Provincia Pontica and, among other offices, was also curator of the Tiber. His second wife, Calpurnia, is fondly referred to in one of his most charming letters for the ways in which she sweetened his rather invalid life. His 10 volumes of letters give an intimate picture of the upper class in the 1st century AD; above all, his correspondence with Trajan clearly shows how the Romans regarded the early Christians and their 'depraved and extravagant superstition.'





[To Titinius Capito]


Your suggestion that I should write history has often been made, for a good many people have given me the same advice. I like the idea: not that I feel at all sure of being successful—it would be rash in an amateur—but because the saving of those who deserve immortality from sinking into oblivion, and spreading the fame of others along with one's own, seem to me a particularly splendid achievement. Nothing attracts me so much as that love and longing for a lasting name, man's worthiest aspiration, especially in one who is aware that there is nothing in him to blame and so has no fear if he is to be remembered by posterity. So day and night I wonder if "I too may rise from earth"; that would answer my prayer, for "to hover in triumph on the lips of man" is too much to hope. "Yet O if I could—" but I must rest content with what history alone seems able to guarantee. Oratory and poetry win small favour unless they reach the highest standard of eloquence, but history cannot fail to give pleasure however it is presented. Humanity is naturally inquisitive, and so factual information, plain and unadorned, has its attraction for anyone who can enjoy small talk and anecdote.

In my case family precedent is an additional incentive to work of this kind. My uncle, who was also my father by adoption, was a historian of scrupulous accuracy, and I find in the philosophers that it is an excellent thing to follow in the footsteps of one's forbears, provided that they trod an honest path. Why then do I delay? I have acted in certain important and complicated cases, and I intend to revise my speeches (without building too many hopes on them) so that all the work I put into them will not perish with me for want of this last attention. For if one looks to posterity, anything left unfinished might as well not have been begun. You will tell me that I can rewrite my speeches and write history at the same time. I wish I could, but both are such great undertakings that it will be more than enough to carry out one. I was eighteen when I began my career at the bar, and it is only now, and still only dimly, that I begin to realize the true qualities of the orator. What would happen if I shouldered a new burden in addition to the old? It is true that oratory and history have much in common, but they differ in many of the points where they seem alike. Both employ narrative, but with a difference: oratory deals largely with the humble and trivial incidents of everyday life, history is concerned with profound truths and the glory of great deeds. The bare bones of narrative and a nervous energy often distinguish the one, a fullness and a certain freedom of style the other. Oratory succeeds by its vigour and severity of attack, history by the ease and grace with which it develops its theme. Finally, they differ in vocabulary, rhythm and period-structure, for, as Thucydides says, there is all the difference between a "lasting possession" and a "prize essay": the former is history, the latter oratory. For these reasons I am not inclined to blend and mix two dissimilar subjects which are fundamentally opposed in the very quality to which each owes its prominence, lest I am swept away in the resultant confusion and treat one in the manner proper to the other. And so, to keep to my own language, for the time being I apply for an adjournment.

You however, can be considering now what period of history I am to treat. Is it to be ancient history which has had its historians? The material is there, but it will be a great labour to assemble it. Or shall it be recent times which no one has handled? I shall receive small thanks and give serious offence for beside the fact that there is much more to censure than to praise in the serious vices of the present day, such praise as one gives, however generous, is considered grudging, and however restrained one's blame it is said to be excessive. But I have enough courage of my convictions not to be deterred by such considerations. All I ask of you is to prepare the way for what you want me to do and to choose me a subject; or another good reason for delay and hesitation may arise when I am ready to start at last.


[To Cornelius Tacitus]


I believe that your histories will be immortal; a prophecy which will surely prove correct. That is why (I frankly admit) I am anxious to appear in them. We are usually careful to see that none but the best artists shall portray our features, so why should we not want our deeds to be blessed by a writer like yourself to celebrate them? So here is an account of an incident which can hardly have escaped your watchful eye, since it appeared in the official records; but I am sending it so that you may be the more assured of my pleasure if this action of mine, which gained interest from the risks attending it, shall be distinguished by the testimony of your genius.

The Senate had instructed me to act with Herennius Senecio as counsel for the province of Baetica against Baebius Massa, and after Massa's conviction had passed the resolution that his property should be kept in official custody. Senecio then discovered that the consuls would be willing to hear Massa's claims for restitution, so sought me out and proposed that we should continue to act in unity as we had done in carrying out the prosecution entrusted to us: we should approach the consuls and ask them not to allow the dispersal of the property which they were responsible for holding in custody. I pointed out that we had acted as counsel by appointment of the Senate, and asked him to consider whether perhaps we had come to the end of our role now that the case was over. "You can set what limit you like to your own responsibilities," he said, "For you have no connexion with the province except the recent one of the services you have rendered, but I was born in Baetica and served as quaestor there." "If your mind is made up," I said, "I will act with you, so that if any ill-will results, you will not have to face it alone."

We went to the consuls. Senecio said what was necessary and I added a few words. We had scarcely finished speaking when Massa complained that Senecio had displayed the animosity of a personal enemy rather than a professional counsel's honour, and demanded leave to prosecute him for failing in his duty. Amidst the general consternation I began to speak: "Most noble consuls, I am afraid that by not including me in his accusation Massa's very silence has charged me with collusion with himself." These words were acclaimed at once and subsequently much talked about; indeed, the deified Emperor Nerva (who never failed to notice anything done for the good of the State even before he became Emperor) sent me a most impressive letter in which he congratulated not only me but our generation for being blessed with an example so much (he said) in the best tradition.

Whatever the merit of this incident, you can make it better known and increase its fame and importance, but I am not asking you to go beyond what is due to the facts. History should always confine itself to the truth, which in its turn is enough for honest deeds.




The Conspiracy of Catiline
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Sallust




Sallust, Latin Gaius Sallustius Crispus (86-34 BC), Roman historian and politician. Born in Amiternum, in the Sabine country, he became tribune in 52 BC when he helped to avenge the murder of Clodius upon Milo and his party. In 50 BC he was expelled from the senate and joined the cause of Julius Caesar; and in 47 BC he was made praetor and restored to senatorial rank. He served in Caesar's African campaign, and was left as Governor of Numidia. His administration was marked by oppression and extortion, and from his gains he laid out famous gardens on the Quirinal and built the mansion which became an imperial residence of Nerva, Vespasian and Aurelian. He was unsuccessfully prosecuted on his return to Rome. In his retirement he wrote his histories, the Bellum Catilinae, the Bellum Iugurthinum and the Historiarum Libri Quinque (78-67 BC). Although weak on details, Sallust's work reflects a rigorous historical approach and a concern for causation, and his terse style anticipated that of Publius Tacitus.




It becomes all men, who desire to excel other animals, to strive, to the utmost of their power, not to pass through life in obscurity, like the beasts of the field, which nature has formed groveling and subservient to appetite.

All our power is situate in the mind and in the body. Of the mind we rather employ the government; of the body, the service. The one is common to us with the gods; the other with the brutes. It appears to me, therefore, more reasonable to pursue glory by means of the intellect than of bodily strength, and, since the life which we enjoy is short, to make the remembrance of us as lasting as possible. For the glory of wealth and beauty is fleeting and perishable, that of intellectual power is illustrious and immortal.

Yet it was long a subject of dispute among mankind, whether military efforts were more advanced by strength of body, or by force of intellect. For, in affairs of war, it is necessary to plan before beginning to act, and, after planning, to act with promptitude and vigour. Thus, each being insufficient of itself, the one requires the assistance of the other.

In early times, accordingly, kings (for that was the first title of sovereignty in the world) applied themselves in different ways; some exercised the mind, others the body. At that period, however, the life of man was passed without covetousness; every one was satisfied with his own. But after Cyrus in Asia, and the Lacedaemonians and Athenians in Greece, began to subjugate cities and nations, to deem the lust of dominion a reason for war, and to imagine the greatest glory to be in the most extensive empire, it was then at length discovered, by proof and experience, that mental power has the greatest effect in military operation. And, indeed, if the intellectual ability of kings and magistrates were exerted to the same degree in peace as in war, human affairs would not see governments shifted from hand to hand, and things universally changed and confused. For dominion is easily secured by those qualities by which it was at first obtained. But when sloth has introduced itself in the place of industry, and covetousness and pride in that of moderation and equity, the fortune of a state is altered together with its morals; and thus authority is always transferred from the less to the more deserving.

Even in agriculture, in navigation, and in architecture, whatever man performs owes the dominion of intellect. Yet many human beings, resigned to sensuality and indolence, uninstructed and unimproved, have passed through life like travellers in a strange country; to whom, certainly, contrary to the intention of nature, the body was a gratification, and the mind a burden. Of these I hold the life and death in equal estimation; for silence is maintained concerning both. But he only, indeed, seems to me to live, and to enjoy life, who, intent upon some employment, seeks reputation from some ennobling enterprise, or honourable pursuit.

But in the great abundance of occupations, nature points out different paths to different individuals. To act well for the Commonwealth is noble, and even to speak well for it is not without merit. Both in peace and in war it is possible to obtain celebrity; many who have acted, and many who have recorded the actions of others, receive their tribute of praise. And to me, assuredly, though by no means equal glory attends the narrator and the performer of illustrious deeds, it yet seems in the highest degree difficult to write the history of great transactions; first because deeds must be adequately represented by words; and next, because most readers consider that whatever errors you mention with censure, are mentioned through malevolence and envy; while, when you speak of the great virtue and glory of eminent men, every one hears with acquiescence only that which he himself thinks easy to be performed; all beyond his own conception he regards as fictitious and incredible.

I myself, however, when a young man, was at first led by inclination, like most others, to engage in political affairs; but in that pursuit many circumstances were unfavorable to me; for, instead of modesty, temperance, and integrity, there prevailed shamelessness, corruption, and rapacity. And although my mind, inexperienced in dishonest practices, detested these vices, yet, in the midst of so great corruption, my tender age was ensnared and infected by ambition; and, though I shrunk from the vicious principles of those around me, yet the same eagerness for honours, the same abloquy and jealousy, which disquieted others, disquieted myself.

When, therefore, my mind had rest from its numerous troubles and trials, and I had determined to pass the remainder of my days unconnected with public life, it was not my intention to waste my valuable leisure in indolence and inactivity, or, engaging in servile occupations, to spend my time in agriculture or hunting; but, returning to those studies from which, at their commencement, a corrupt ambition had allured me, I determined to write, in detached portions, the transactions of the Roman people, as any occurrence should seem worthy of mention; an undertaking to which I was the rather inclined, as my mind was uninfluenced by hope, fear, or political partisanship. I shall accordingly give a brief account, with as much truth as I can, of the Conspiracy of Catiline; for I think it an enterprise eminently deserving of record, from the unusual nature both of its guilt and of its perils. But before I enter upon my narrative, I must give a short description of the character of the man.


Caesar and Cato Contrasted
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When, however, the state was corrupted by luxury and indolence, the republic, in its turn, by its very greatness, lent strength to its blundering generals and magistrates; while, as if the vigor of their fathers were exhausted, at many periods there was not a single man in Rome of conspicuous merit, In my own time, however, there have been two men of surpassing merit, though different character—Marcus Cato and Gaius Caesar. As my subject has brought them into notice, it is not my design to pass them over without disclosing their respective natures and characters, so far as my ability will allow me.

In birth, age, and eloquence, Caesar and Cato were nearly equal; and they were well matched in the loftiness of their aims, and in the renown which, each ill his own way, they attained. Caesar was esteemed for his kind offices and munificence, Cato for the strict uprightness of his life. The former was distinguished by his clemency and compassion; sternness added dignity to the latter. Caesar won renown by his readiness to give, to help, and to pardon; Cato by never offering a bribe. The one was the refuge of the wretched; the other, the destruction of the bad. The former was praised for his affability, the latter for his consistency. In fine Caesar had formed the resolve to work, to be ever on the watch, to promote his friends' interest even to the detriment of his own, and to refuse nothing which was worth the giving. He aimed at a high command, an army, a war in some new field where his talents might be displayed.Cato, on the other hand, made temperance, dignity, and, above all, austerity of behavior, his pursuit. He did not vie in wealth with the wealthy, nor in intrigue with the intriguer, but in courage with the man of action, in honor with the scrupulous, in self-restraint with the upright. He preferred to be good rather than to seem so; and thus, the less he pursued renown, the more it attended him.
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Tacitus




Cornelius Tacitus (c. 55-117), Roman historian and provincial governor. His Histories cover the reigns of the Roman emperors from Galba to Domitian, partly overlapping his own lifetime, and his Annals cover the earlier period from the accession of Tiberius; both are only partially preserved and were virtually unknown in the Middle Ages. Boccaccio apparently possessed a manuscript of the Annals and Histories containing sections of the works unknown before the fourteenth century, possibly from the monastery of Monte Cassino. Niccolò Niccoli obtained a codex with minor works of Tacitus from the German library of Fulda. Tacitus' Germania was edited by Celtis (1500) and Rhenanus (1519) as being of particular interest to northern European antiquarians. The history of imperial Rome did not appeal to the fifteenth-century Italians with their republican ideals, and Tacitus' importance was only fully recognized through the work of Lipsius in the late sixteenth century.





The Golden Age




(From Annals Ⅲ. 26)


Mankind in the earliest age lived for a time without a single vicious impulse, without shame or guilt, and, consequently, without punishment and restraints. Rewards were not needed when everything right was pursued on its own merits; and as men desired nothing against morality, they were debarred from nothing by fear. When however they began to throw off equality, and ambition and violence usurped the place of self-control and modesty, despotisms grew up and became perpetual among many nations.


On Freedom and Necessity




(From Annals Ⅵ. 20)


I must not pass over a prognostication of Tiberius respecting Servius Galba, then consul. Having sent for him and sounded him on various topics, he at last addressed him in Greek to this effect: "You too, Galba, will some day have a taste of empire." He thus hinted at a brief span of power late in life, on the strength of his acquaintance with the art of astrologers, leisure for acquiring which he had had at Rhodes, with Thrasyllus for instructor. This man's skill he tested in the following manner.

Whenever he sought counsel on such matters, he would make use of the top of the house and of the confidence of one freedman, quite illiterate and of great physical strength. The man always walked in front of the person whose science Tiberius had determined to test, through an unfrequented and precipitous path (for the house stood on rocks), and then, if any suspicion had arisen of imposture or of trickery, he hurled the astrologer, as he returned, into the sea beneath, that no one might live to betray the secret. Thrasyllus accordingly was led up the same cliffs, and when he had deeply impressed his questioner by cleverly revealing his imperial destiny and future career, he was asked whether he had also thoroughly ascertained his own horoscope, and the character of that particular year and day. After surveying the positions and relative distances of the stars, he first paused, then trembled, and the longer he gazed, the more was he agitated by amazement and terror, till at last he exclaimed that a perilous and well-nigh fatal crisis impended over him. Tiberius then embraced him and congratulated him on foreseeing his dangers and on being quite safe. Taking what he had said as an oracle, he retained him in the number of his intimate friends.

When I hear of these and like occurrences, I suspend my judgment on the question whether it is fate and unchangeable necessity or chance which governs the revolutions of human affairs. Indeed, among the wisest of the ancients and among their disciples you will find conflicting theories, many holding the conviction that heaven does not concern itself with the beginning or the end of our life, or, in short, with mankind at all; and that therefore sorrows are continually the lot of the good, happiness of the wicked; while others, on the contrary, believe that, though there is a harmony between fate and events, yet it is not dependent on wandering stars, but on primary elements, and on a combination of natural causes. Still, they leave us the capacity of choosing our life, maintaining that, the choice once made, there is a fixed sequence of events. Good and evil, again, are not what vulgar opinion accounts them; many who seem to be struggling with adversity are happy; many, amid great affluence, are utterly miserable, if only the first bear their hard lot with patience, and the latter make a foolish use of their prosperity.

Most men, however, cannot part with the belief that each person's future is fixed from his very birth, but that some things happen differently from what has been foretold through the impostures of those who describe what they do not know, and that this destroys the credit of a science, clear testimonies to which have been given both by past ages and by our own.


Thc Causes of the Roman Civil Wars




(From Histories Ⅱ. 38)


That old passion for power which has been ever innate in man increased and broke out as the Empire grew in greatness. In a state of moderate dimensions equality was easily preserved; but when the world had been subdued, when all rival kings and cities had been destroyed, and men had leisure to covet wealth which they might enjoy in security, the early conflicts between the patricians and the people were kindled into flame. At one time the tribunes were factious, at another the consuls had unconstitutional power; it was in the capital and the forum that we first essayed civil wars. Then rose C. Marius, sprung from the very dregs of the populace, and L. Sulla, the most ruthless of the patricians, who perverted into absolute dominion the liberty which had yielded to their arms. After them came Cn. Pompeius, with a character more disguised but no way better. Henceforth men's sole object was supreme power. Legions formed of Roman citizens did not lay down their arms at Pharsalia and Philippi, much less were the armies of Otho and Vitellius likely of their own accord to abandon their strife. They were driven into civil war by the same wrath from heaven, the same madness among men, the same incentives to crime. That these wars were terminated by what we may call single blows, was owing to want of energy in the chiefs. But these reflections on the character of ancient and modem times have carried me too far from my subject. I now return to the course of events.
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Ammianus Marcellinus




Ammianus Marcellinus (c. 330-400) was a Greek historian of Rome who wrote in Latin; the last great historian of Ancient Rome. Born at Antioch of a middle class family, he may have studied under Libanius. He joined the army and served on the eastern frontier and later in Gaul under the emperor Julian; he participated in Julian's final campaign in Persia in 363 and travelled in Greece and Egypt. He settled in Rome in 378 and devoted himself to writing a Roman history in Latin for Roman readers. The history is a continuation of Tacitus's historical works, though his record of the period from AD 96 to 353 is lost. The rest, from 353 to 378, is detailed, interesting and accurate, and an invaluable source for social as well as political history. Ammianus, who followed the traditional religion and admired Julian, was also able to write dispassionately of other faiths.




Now I think that some foreigners who will perhaps read this work (if I shall be so fortunate) may wonder why it is that when the narrative turns to the description of what goes on at Rome, I tell of nothing save dissensions, taverns, and other similar vulgarities. Accordingly, I shall briefly touch upon the reasons, intending nowhere to depart intentionally from the truth.

At the time when Rome first began to rise into a position of worldwide splendour, destined to live so long as men shall exist, in order that she might grow to a towering stature, Virtue and Fortune, ordinarily at variance, formed a pact of eternal peace; for if either one of them had failed her, Rome had not come to complete supremacy. Her people, from the very cradle to the end of their childhood, a period of about three hundred years, carried on wars about her walls. Then, entering upon adult life, after many toilsome wars, they crossed the Alps and the sea. Raised to manly vigour, from every region which the vast globe includes, they brought back laurels and triumphs. And now, declining into old age, and often owing victory to its name alone, it has come to a quieter period of life. Thus the venerable city, after humbling the proud necks of savage nations, and making laws, the everlasting foundations and moorings of liberty, like a thrifty parent, wise and wealthy, has entrusted the management of her inheritance to the Caesars, as to her children. And although for some time the tribes have been inactive and the centuries at peace, and there are no contests for votes but the tranquillity of Numa's time has returned, yet throughout all regions and parts of the earth she is looked up to as mistress and queen; everywhere the white hair of the senators and their authority is respected and honoured.

But this magnificence and splendour of the assemblies is marred by the rude worthlessness of a few, who do not consider where they were born, but, as if licence were granted to vice, descend to sin and wantonness. For as the lyric poet Simonides tells us, one who is going to live happy and in accord with perfect reason ought above all else to have a glorious fatherland. Some of these men eagerly strive for statues, thinking that by them they can be made immortal, as if they would gain a greater reward from senseless brazen images than from the consciousness of honourable and virtuous conduct…

I pass over the gluttonous banquets and the various allurements of pleasures, lest I should go too far, and I shall pass to the fact that certain persons hasten without fear of danger through the broad streets of the city and over the upturned stones of the pavements as if they were driving post-horses with hoofs of fire (as the saying is), dragging after them armies of slaves like bands of brigands and not leaving even Sannio at home, as the comic writer says. And many matrons, imitating them, rush about through all quarters of the city with covered heads and in closed litters…

In consequence of this state of things, the few houses that were formerly famed for devotion to serious pursuits now teem with the sports of sluggish indolence, re-echoing to the sound of singing and the tinkling of flutes and lyres. In short, in place of the philosopher the singer is called in, and in place of the orator the teacher of stagecraft, and while the libraries are shut up forever like tombs, water—organs are manufactured and lyres as large as carriages, and flutes and huge instruments for gesticulating actors…

There is no doubt that when once upon a time Rome was the abode of all the virtues, many of the nobles detained here foreigners of free birth by many kindly attentions, as the Lotus—eaters of Homer did by the sweetness of their fruits. But now the vain arrogance of some men regard everything born outside the pomerium [the space on each side of the walls] of our city as worthless, except the childless and unwedded…

And it is most remarkable to see an innumerable crowd of plebians, their minds filled with a kind of eagerness, hanging on the outcome of the chariot races. These and similar things prevent anything memorable or serious from being done in Rome. Accordingly, I must return to my subject…

However, the seed and origin of all the ruin and various disasters that the wrath of Mars aroused, putting in turmoil all places with unwonted fires, we have found to be this. The people of the Huns, but little known from ancient records, dwelling beyond the Maeotic Sea near the icebound ocean, exceed every degree of savagery. Since there the cheeks of the children are deeply furrowed with the steel from their very birth, in order that the growth of hair when it appears at the proper time, may be checked by the wrinkled scars, they grow old without beards and without any beauty, like eunuchs. They all have compact, strong limbs and thick necks, and are so monstrously ugly and misshapen, that one might take them for two-legged beasts or for the stumps, rough-hewn into images, that are used in putting sides to bridges. But although they have the form of men, however ugly, they are so hardy in their mode of life that they have no need of fire nor of savory food, but eat the roots of wild plants and the half-raw flesh of any kind of animal whatever, which they put between their thighs and the backs of their horses, and thus warm it a little. They are never protected by any buildings, but they avoid these like tombs, which are set apart from everyday use. For not even a hut thatched with reed can be found among them. But roaming at large amid the mountains and woods, they learn from the cradle to endure cold, hunger, and thirst. When away from their homes they never enter a house unless compelled by extreme necessity; for they think they are not safe when staying under a roof. They dress in linen cloth or in the skins of field-mice sewn together, and they wear the same clothing indoors and out. But when they have once put their necks into a faded tunic, it is not taken off or changed until by long wear and tear it has been reduced to rags and fallen from them bit by bit. They cover their heads with round caps and protect their hairy legs with goatskins; their shoes are formed upon no lasts, and so prevent their walking with free step. For this reason they are not at all adapted to battles on foot, but they are almost glued to their horses, which are hardy, it is true, but ugly, and sometimes they sit them woman-fashion and thus perform their ordinary tasks. From their horses by night or day every one of that nation buys and sells, eats and drinks, and bowed over the narrow neck of the animal relaxes into a sleep so deep as to be accompanied by many dreams. And when deliberation is called for about weighty matters, they all consult as a common body in that fashion. They are subject to no royal restraint, but they are content with the disorderly government of their important men, and led by them they force their way through every obstacle. They also sometimes fight when provoked, and they enter the battle drawn up in wedge-shaped masses, while their medley of voices makes a savage noise. And as they are lightly equipped for swift motion, and unexpected in action, they purposely divide suddenly into scattered bands and attack, rushing about in disorder here and there, dealing terrific slaughter; and because of their extraordinary rapidity of movement they are never seen to attack a rampart or pillage an enemy's camp. And on this account you would not hesitate to call them the most terrible of all warriors, because they fight from a distance with missiles having sharp bone, instead of their usual points, joined to the shafts with wonderful skill; then they gallop over the intervening spaces and fight hand to hand with swords, regardless of their own lives; and while the enemy are guarding against wounds from the sabre-thrusts, they throw strips of cloth plaited into nooses over their opponents and so entangle them that they fetter their limbs and take from them the power of riding or walking. No one in their country ever plows a field or touches a plow-handle. They are all without fixed abode, without hearth, or law, or settled mode of life, and keep roaming from place to place, like fugitives, accompanied by the wagons in which they live; in wagons their wives weave for them their hideous garments, in wagons they cohabit with their husbands, bear children, and rear them to the age of puberty. None of their offspring, when asked, can tell you where he comes from, since he was conceived in one place, born far from there, and brought up still farther away. In truces they are faithless and unreliable, strongly inclined to sway to the motion of every breeze of new hope that presents itself, and sacrificing every feeling to the mad impulse of the moment. Like unreasoning beasts, they are utterly ignorant of the difference between right and wrong; they are deceitful and ambiguous in speech, never bound by any reverence for religion or for superstition. They bum with an infinite thirst for gold, and they are so fickle and prone to anger, that they often quarrel with their allies without provocation, more than once on the same day, and make friends with them again without a mediator.

This race of untamed men, without encumbrances, aflame with an inhuman desire for plundering others' property, made their violent way amid the rapine and slaughter of the neighbouring peoples as far as the Halani, once known as the Massagetae.
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Justinian




Justinian (483-565), Byzantine emperor (527-65). Justinian was the adopted son of the Emperor Justin I and the husband of Theodora. He succeeded as Emperor of Byzantium in 527. As Emperor he reconquered North Africa from the Vandals in 534 and Italy from the Goths in 535. He is remembered for having built the great church of Hagia Sophia in Constantinople and for the establishment of a famous legal code. Devoutly orthodox in his religious beliefs, he persecuted the Montanists, closed down the philosophical schools of Athens and forced many pagans into baptism. However, he failed to reconcile the Monophysites and his condemnation of the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, those of Theodoret against Cyril of Alexandria and the letter of Ibas, led to a fifty-year schism with the Western Church. None the less Justinian is regarded as the most effective and energetic of the early Byzantine Emperors.





[Deo auctore]


Governing under the authority of God our empire which was delivered to us by the Heavenly Majesty, we both conduct wars successfully and render peace honorable, and we uphold the condition of the state. We so lift our minds toward the help of the omnipotent God that we do not place our trust in weapons or our soldiers or our military leaders or our own talents, but we rest all our hopes in the providence of the Supreme Trinity alone, from whence the ele ments of the whole world proceeded and their disposition throughout the universe was derived. Whereas, then, nothing in any sphere is found so worthy of study as the authority of law, which sets in good order affairs both divine and human and casts out all in justice, yet we have found the whole extent of our laws which has come down from the foundation of the city of Rome and the days of Romulus to be so confused that it extends to an inordinate length and is beyond the comprehension of any human nature. It has been our primary endeavor to make a beginning with the most revered emperors of earlier times, to free their constitutiones (enactments) from faults and set them out in a clear fashion, so that they might be collected together in one Codex, and that they might afford to all mankind the ready protection of their own integrity, purged of all unnecessary repetition and most harmful disagreement. This work has been accomplished and collected in a single volume under our own glorious name. In our haste to extricate ourselves from minor and more trivial affairs and attain to a completely full revision of the lay, and to collect and amend the whole set of Roman ordinances and present the diverse books of so many authors in a single volume (a thing which no one has dared to expect or to desire), the task appeared to us most difficult, indeed impossible. Nevertheless, with our hands stretched up to heaven, and imploring eternal aid, we stored up this task too in our mind, relying upon God, who in the magnitude of his goodness is able to sanction and to consummate achievements that are utterly beyond hope… Again, if any laws included in the old books have by now fallen into disuse, we by no means allow you to set them down, since we wish only those rules to remain valid which have either had effect in the regular course of the judicature or which the long-established custom of this generous city has sanctioned, in accordance with the text by Salvius Julian, pointing out that all civitates (states) ought to follow the custom of Rome, the very head of the world, and not Rome that of other civitates (states). And by Rome we must understand not only the old city but also our royal one, which, with the favor of God, was founded with the best auguries.


[Tanta]


So great is the providence of the Divine Humanity toward us that it ever deigns to sustain us with acts of eternal generosity. For after the Parthian wars were stilled in everlasting peace, after the Vandal nation was done away with and Carthage—nay rather, the whole of Libya— was once more received into the Roman empire, the Divine Humanity contrived that the ancient laws, already encumbered with old age, should through our vigilant care achieve a new elegance and a moderate compass, a result which no one before our reign ever hoped for or deemed to be at all possible by human ingenuity. Indeed, when Roman jurisprudence had lasted for nearly fourteen hundred years from the foundation of the city to the period of our own rule, wavering this way and that in strife within itself and spreading the same inconsistency into the imperial constitutiones, it was a marvelous feat to reduce it to a single harmonious whole, so that nothing should be found in it which was contradictory or identical or repetitious, and that two different laws on a particular matter should nowhere appear. Now for the Heavenly Providence this was certainly appropriate, but for human weakness in no way possible. We, therefore, in our accustomed manner, have resorted to the aid of the Immortal One and, invoking the Supreme Deity, have desired that God should become the author and patron of the whole work…Now there is one thing which we decided from the outset, when with divine approval we commissioned the execution of this work, and it seems opportune to us to ordain it now also: that no one, of those who are skilled in the law at the present day or shall be hereafter, may dare to append any commentary to these laws, save only insofar as he may wish to translate them into the Greek language in the same order and sequence as those in which the Roman words are written (kata poda, as the Greeks call it); and if perhaps he prefers to make notes on difficulties in certain passages, he may also compose what are caller paratitla. But we do not permit them to put forward other interpretations—or rather, perversions—of the laws, for fear lest their verbosity may cause such confusion in our legislation as to bring some discredit upon it. This happened also in the case of the commentators on the Perpetual Edict, who, although the compass of that work was moderate, extended it this way and that to diverse conclusions and drew it out to an inordinate length, in such a way as to bring almost the whole Roman legal system into confusion. If we have not put up with them, how far can vain disputes be allowed in the future?
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Procopius




Procopius(c. 499-565 AD), Byzantine historian. Born in Caesarea, Palestine, he studied law, and accompanied Belisarius against the Persians (526), the Vandals in Africa (533), and the Ostrogoths in Italy (536). He was highly honoured by Justinian I, and seems to have been appointed prefect of Constantinople (Istanbul) in 562. His principal works are his Historiae (on the Persian, Vandal and Gothic wars), De Aedifiis, and Anecdota or Historia Arcana, an attack on the court of Justinian and the Empress Theodora.




In recording everything that the Roman people has experienced in successive wars up to the time of writing I have followed this plan—that of arranging all the events described as far as possible in accordance with the actual times and places. But from now on I shall no longer keep to that method: in this volume I shall set down every single thing that has happened anywhere in the Roman Empire. The reason is simple. As long as those responsible for what happened were still alive, it was out of the question to tell the story in the way that it deserved. For it was impossible either to avoid detection by swarms of spies, or if caught to escape death in its most agonizing form. Indeed, even in the company of my nearest relations I felt far from safe. Then again, the case of many events which in my earlier volumes I did venture to relate I dared not reveal the reasons for what happened. So in this part of my work I feel it my duty to reveal both the events hitherto passed over in silence and the reasons for the events already described.

But as I embark on a new undertaking of a difficult and extraordinarily baffling character, concerned as it is with Justinian and Theodora and the lives they lived, my teeth chatter and I find myself recoiling as far as possible from the task; for I envisage the probability that what I am now about to write will appear incredible and unconvincing to future generations. And again, when in the long course of time the story seems to belong to a rather distant past, I am afraid that I shall be regarded as a mere teller of fairy tales or listed among the tragic poets. One thing, however, gives me confidence to shoulder my heavy task without flinching: my account has no lack of witnesses to vouch for its truth. For my own contemporaries are witnesses fully acquainted with the incidents described, and will pass on to future ages an incontrovertible conviction that these have been faithfully recorded.

And yet there was something else which, when I was all agog to get to work on this volume, again and again held me back for weeks on end. For I inclined to the view that the happiness of our grandchildren would be endangered by my revelations, since it is the deeds of blackest dye that stand in greatest need of being concealed from future generations, rather than they should come to the ears of monarchs as an example to be imitated. For most men in positions of power invariably, through sheer ignorance, slip readily into imitation of their predecessors' vices, and it is to the misdeeds of earlier rulers that they invariably find it easier and less troublesome to turn. But later on I was encouraged to write the story of these events by this reflection—it will surely be evident to future monarchs that the penalty of their misdeeds is almost certain to overtake them, just as it fell upon the persons described in this book. Then again, their own conduct and character will in turn be recorded for all time; and that will perhaps make them less ready to transgress. For how could the licentious life of Semiramis or the dementia of Sardanapalus and Nero have been known to anyone in later days, if contemporary historians had not left these things on record? Apart from this, those who in the future, if so it happens, are similarly ill-used by the ruling powers will not find this record altogether useless; for it is always comforting for those in distress to know that they are not the only ones on whom these blows have fallen.

That is my justification for first recounting the contemptible conduct of Belisarius, and then revealing the equally contemptible conduct of Justinian and Theodora.
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Theophylact Simocatta




Theophylact Simocatta (d. after 640), Byzantine historian whose chronicles of the Eastern Roman Empire provide a unique source for the Greek relations with the Slavs and Persians during the 6th and 7th centuries.




Philosophy [speaks]. What is this, daughter? Come now, resolve this dilemma for me, since I am eager to learn, with the clarity that like a thread traverses a labyrinth which is not mythical. For I find the preliminaries of the investigation difficult to approach and hard to pursue.

History [answers]. O Philosophy, queen of all—if indeed it is proper to learn from me and for you to be taught—I will answer to the best of my understanding, for "may I keep nothing fair unknown": this is my opinion as well as the Cyrenian's.

Philosophy. Gladly would I ask, daughter, by what means and how it was that only the other day you returned to life. But the great seductiveness of disbelief checks us from speech again and, as if with a bridle, restrains us to silence, lest perchance an apparition of wonders should be beguiling us. For, my child, you were long dead, ever since the steel-encircled Calydonian tyrant entered the royal court, a barbarian mongrel of the Cyclopean breed, the Centaur, who most brutally ravaged the chaste purple, for whom monarchy was a feat of wine-swilling. I will keep silent about the rest, out of respect for my own decorum and for the dignity of the audience. I too, my daughter, was ostracized then from the royal colonnade, and could not enter Attica at the time when that Thracian Anytus destroyed Socrates my king. But subsequently the Heraclidae saved and restored the state, exorcized the pollution from the palaces, and indeed settled in the royal precincts. I celebrate the royal courts and compose these antique Attic hymns. For me indeed this is the source of prosperity; but as for you, my daughter, who was your saviour and how were you saved?

History. My queen, do you not know the great high priest and prelate of the universal inhabited world?

Philosophy. Certainly I do, my daughter; this man is my oldest friend and most familiar treasure.

History. Assuredly, my queen, you have at hand the godsend you were seeking. That man brought me to life, raising me up, as it were, from a tomb of neglect, as though he were resurrecting an Alcestis with the strength of an evil-averting Heracles. He generously adopted me, clad me in gleaming raiment, and adorned me with a gold necklace. This chignon of mine—look, a golden grasshopper is sitting upon it—was glorified and made resplendent in the present congregation by this holy man, who provided an advantageously sited rostrum and unthreatened freedom of speech.

Philosophy. My daughter, I admire the hierophant for his magnanimity, and for the great ascent of good deeds he has mounted; he sits on the lofty summit of divine wisdom and makes his abode on the peak of the virtues. He clings to terrestrial excellence, and the all-perfect words are life to him, for he does not wish even the earthly order to remain disordered. May I thus profit my devotees. Either he lives as an incorporeal philosopher on earth, or he is the incarnation of contemplation dwelling as a man among men.

History. My queen, excellently indeed have you woven the garland of praises. But, if you agree, sit awhile by this plane here; for the tree is wide-spreading, and the height and shade of the chaste willow are most attractive.

Philosophy. Lead on then, my child, and insert a proem like a starting-line to your account for your attentive audience. I will fix my mind on you, just like an Ithacan, with unstopped ears, and I will listen to Sirens' tales.

History. Accordingly, I will obey your command, my queen, and will stir the lyre of history. May you be for me a most musical plectrum, for you are an Ocean of knowledge and a Tethys of words, and in you is every grace, like an island in the garland of a boundless sea.
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Comnena




Anna Comnena (1083-1153), Byzantine historian. The daughter of Emperor Alexius I Comnenus, she tried in vain to secure the imperial crown, and failed in her attempt to overthrow or poison her brother (1118). Disappointed and ashamed, she withdrew from the court, and sought solace in literature. On the death of her husband (1137), she wrote a life of her father, the Alexiad, which contains an account of the First Crusade.




The stream of Time, irresistible, ever moving, carries off and bears away all things that come to birth and plunges them into utter darkness, both deeds of no account and deeds which are mighty and worthy of commemoration; as the playwright says, it "brings to light that which was unseen and shrouds from us that which was manifest." Nevertheless, the science of History is a great bulwark against this stream of Time; in a way it checks this irresistible flood, it holds in a tight grasp whatever it can seize floating on the surface and will not allow it to slip away into the depths of Oblivion.

I, Anne, daughter of the Emperor Alexius and the Empress Irene, born and bred in the Purple, not without some acquaintance with literature—having devoted the most earnest study to the Greek language, in fact, and being not unpractised in Rhetoric and having read thoroughly the treatises of Aristotle and the dialogues of Plato, and having fortified my mind with the Quadrivium of sciences (these things must be divulged, and it is not self-advertisement to recall what Nature and my own zeal for knowledge have given me, nor what God has apportioned to me from above and what has been contributed by Opportunity); I, having realized the effects wrought by Time, desire now by means of my writings to give an account of my father's deeds, which do not deserve to be consigned to Forgetfulness nor to be swept away on the flood of time into an ocean of Non-Remembrance; I wish to recall everything, the achievements before his elevation to the throne and his actions in the service of others before his coronation.

I approach the task with no intention of flaunting my skill as a writer; my concern is rather that a career so brilliant should nor go unrecorded in the future, since even the greatest exploits, unless by some chance their memory is preserved and guarded in history, vanish in silent darkness. My father's actions themselves prove his ability as a ruler and show, too, that he was prepared to submit to authority, within just limits.

Now that I have decided to write the story of his life, I am fearful of an underlying suspicion: someone might conclude that in composing the history of my father I am glorifying my self, the history, wherever I express admiration for any act of his, may seem wholly false and mere panegyric. One the other hand, if he himself should ever lead me, under the compulsion of events, to criticize some action taken by him, not because of what he decided but because of the circumstances, here again I fear the cavillers: in their all-embracing jealousy and refusal to accept what is right, because they are malicious and full of envy, they may cast in my teeth the story of Noah's son Ham and, as Homer says, "blame the guiltless."

Whenever one assumes the role of historian, friendship and enmities have to be forgotten; often one has to bestow on adversaries the highest commendation (where their deeds merit it); often, too, one's nearest relatives, if their pursuits are in error and suggest the desirability of reproach, have to be censured. The historian, therefore, must shirk neither remonstrance with his friends, nor praise of his enemies. For my part, I hope to satisfy both parties, both those who are offended by us and those who accept us, by appealing to the evidence of the actual events and of eye-witnesses. The fathers and grandfathers of some men living today saw these things.

The main reason why I have to write the account of my father's deeds is this: I was the lawful wife of Caesar Nicephorus, who was descended from the Bryennii, an extremely handsome man, very intelligent, and in the precise use of words far superior to his contemporaries. To see and hear him was indeed an extraordinary experience. For the moment, however, let us concentrate on what happened afterwards, lest the story should digress. My husband, the most outstanding man of the time, went on campaign with my brother, the Emperor John, when he (John) led an army against other barbarians and also when he set out against the Syrians and again reduced the city of Antioch. Even in the midst of these wearing exertions the Caesar could not neglect his writing and, among other compositions worthy of honourable mention, he chose in particular to write the history of the Emperor Alexius, my father (on the orders of the empress), and to record the events of his reign in several books when a brief lull in the warfare gave him the chance to turn his attention to historical and literary research. He did indeed begin the history—and in this, too, he yielded to the wishes of our empress—with references to the period before Alexius, starting with the Roman emperor Diogenes and carrying it down to the times of his original subject. In Diogenes' reign my father was only a youth; he had done nothing worthy of note unless childhood doings are also to be made the object of encomium.

The Caesar's plan was such as I have described; his writings make that clear. However, he was disappointed in his hopes and the history was not completed. After carrying on the account to the times of the Emperor Nicephorus Botaniates he stopped writing because circumstances prevented any further progress, to the detriment of the history itself and the sorrow of its readers. That is why I have chosen to record the full story of my father's deeds myself, so that future generations may not be deprived of knowledge about them.
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Daniel




Daniel was a prophet and wise man of the Jews during the Babylonian captivity. He became the chief administrator of the kingdom through his successful interpretation of the dreams of Nebuchadnezzar (Daniel 2:4). It formed the basis of the famous four monarchies theory, which for Daniel probably meant the Babylonians, Medes, Persians, and Macedonians, but which interpreters took to indicate the Medes, Persians, Greeks, and Romans. He also correctly interpreted the Writing on the wall at Belshazzar's feast, predicting Belshazzar's downfall (Daniel 5:17). When he continued to pray to God, in violation of a decree by King Darius, he was thrown into the lions' den, but God sent an angel to protect him (Daniel 6:16). According to some authorities, he is the judge who recognizes Susanna's innocence in the apocryphal story of Susanna and the Elders.




Thou, O king, sawest, and behold a great image. This great image, whose brightness was excellent, stood before thee; and the form thereof was terrible.

This image's head was of fine gold, his breast and his arms of silver, his belly and his thighs of brass,

His legs of iron, his feet part of iron and part of clay.

Thou sawest till that a stone was cut out without hands, which smote the image upon his feet that was of iron and clay, and brake them to pieces.

Then was the iron, the clay, the brass, the silver, and the gold, broken to pieces together, and became like the chaff of the summer threshing floors; and the wind carried them away, that no place was found for them; and the stone that smote the image became a great mountain, and filled the whole earth.

This is the dream; and we will tell the interpretation thereof before the king.

Thou, O king, art a king of kings; for the God of heaven hath given thee a kingdom, power, and strength, and glory.

And wheresoever the children of men dwell, the beasts of the field and the fowls of the heaven hath he given into thine hand, and hath made thee ruler over them all. Thou art this head of gold.

And after thee shall rise another kingdom inferior to thee, and another third kingdom of brass, which shall bear rule over all the earth.

And the fourth kingdom shall be strong as iron: forasmuch as iron breaketh in pieces and subdueth all these, shall it break in pieces and bruise…

In the first year of Belshazzar king of Babylon Daniel had a dream and visions of his head upon his bed: then he wrote the dream, and told the sum of the matters.

Daniel spake and said, I saw in my vision by night, and, behold, the four winds of the heaven strove upon the great sea.

And four great beasts came up from the sea, diverse one from another.

The first was like a lion, and had eagle's wings: I beheld till the wings thereof were plucked, and it was lifted up from the earth, and made stand upon the feet as a man, and a man's heart was given to it.

And behold another beast, a second, like to a bear, and it raised up itself on one side, and it had three ribs in the mouth of it between the teeth of it: and they said thus unto it, Arise, devour much flesh.

After this I beheld, and lo another, like a leopard, which had upon the back of it four wings of a fowl; the beast had also four heads; and dominion was given to it.

After this I saw in the night visions, and behold a fourth beast, dreadful and terrible, and strong exceedingly; and it had great iron teeth: it devoured and brake in pieces, and stamped the residue with the feet of it: and it was diverse from all the beasts that were before it; and it had ten horns…

As concerning the rest of the beasts, they had their dominion taken away: yet their lives were prolonged for a season and time.

I saw in the night visions, and, behold, one like the Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of days, and they brought him near before him.

And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and languages, should serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.

I Daniel was grieved in my spirit in the midst of my body, and the visions of my head troubled me.

I came near unto one of them that stood by, and asked him the truth of all this. So he told me, and made me know the interpretation of the things.

These great beasts, which are four, are four kings, which shall arise out of the earth.

But the saints of the most High shall take the kingdom, and possess the kingdom for ever, even for ever and ever.

Then I would know the truth of the fourth beast, which was diverse from all the others, exceeding dreadful, whose teeth were of iron, and his nails of brass, which devoured, brake in pieces, and stamped the residue with his feet…

Thus he said, the fourth beast shall be a fourth kingdom upon earth, which shall be diverse from all kingdoms, and shall devour the whole earth, and shall tread it down, and break it in pieces.

And the ten horns out of this kingdom are ten kings that shall arise; and another shall rise after them; and he shall be diverse from the first, and he shall subdue three kings.

And he shall speak great words against the most High, and shall wear out the saints of the most High, and think to change times and laws: and they shall be given into his hand until a time and times and the dividing of time.

But the judgment shall sit, and they shall take away his dominion, to consume and to destroy it unto the end.

And the kingdom and dominion, and the greatness of the kingdom under the whole heaven, shall be given to the people of the saints of the most High, whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey him.

Hitherto is the end of the matter. As for me Daniel, my cogitations much troubled me, and my countenance changed in me: but I kept the matter in my heart.
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Paul




The apostle Paul (d. c. 67), one of the first Christian missionaries to the Gentiles, who died a martyr in Rome. Until his revelatory conversion he had assisted in persecuting the Christians. He wrote many of the Epistles in the New Testament.




Therefore disputed he in the synagogue with the Jews, and with the devout persons, and in the market daily with them that met with him.

Then certain philosophers of the Epicureans and of the Stoicks, encountered him. And some said, What will this babbler say? other some, He seemeth to be a setter forth of strange gods: because he preached unto them Jesus, and the resurrection.

And they took him, and brought him unto Areopagus, saying, May we know what this new doctrine, whereof thou speakest,is?

For thou bringest certain strange things to our ears: we would know therefore what these things mean.

(For all the Athenians and strangers which were there spent their time in nothing else, but either to tell, or to hear some new thing.)

Then Paul stood in the midst of Mars' hill, and said, Ye men of Athens, I perceive that in all things ye are too superstitious.

For as I passed by, and beheld your devotions, I found an altar with this inscription, TO THE UNKNOWN GOD. Whom therefore ye ignorantly worship, him declare I unto you.

God that made the world and all things therein, seeing that he is Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not in temples made with hands;

Neither is he worshipped with men's hands, as though he needed any thing, seeing he giveth to all life, and breath, and all things;

And hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth, and hath determined the times before appointed, and the bounds of their habitation;

That they should seek the Lord, if haply they might feel after him, and find him, though he be not far from every one of us;

For in him we live, and move, and have our being; as certain also of your own poets have said, For we are also his offspring.




The Antiquity and Continuity of the Judeo-Christian Tradition
 


〔7〕










Justin




Justin Martyr (c. 100-165), Saint, Martyr and Theologian. Justin was born into a pagan family in Nablus, Samaria, and was converted to Christianity in 132, having studied the pagan philosophies. He taught first in Ephesus and then in Rome. Finally he was denounced as a Christian and he died a martyr's death. He is remembered for his two apologies for Christianity. In the first, he argued that Christianity, of all the philosophies, had the only rational creed. The Word of God became human in order to teach his people the truth and to save them from the power of demons. However, he insisted that all human beings share in divine reason, but it is only in Jesus Christ that the full Logos resides. He also described the Sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist. The second apology, which is much shorter, rebutted particular charges against Christians and fulminated against their persecution. He was also the author of the Dialogues with Trypho in which he discussed the place of Jew and Gentile in God's plan. Justin is generally recognised as the most outstanding of the early apologists.




The antiquity of Moses proved by Greek writers. I will begin, then, with our first prophet and lawgiver, Moses; first explaining the times in which he lived, on authorities which among you are worthy of all credit. For I do not propose to prove these things only from our own divine histories, which as yet you are unwilling to credit on account of the inveterate error of your forefathers, but also from your own histories, and such, too, as have no reference to our worship, that you may know that, of all your teachers, whether sages, poets, historians, philosophers, or lawgivers, by far the oldest, as the Greek histories show us, was Moses, who was our first religious teacher… Josephus certainly, desiring to signify even by the title of his work the antiquity and age of the history, wrote thus at the commencement of the history: "The Jewish antiquities of Flavius Josephus,"—signifying the oldness of the history by the word "antiquities." And your most renowned historian Diodorus, who employed thirty whole years in epitomizing the libraries, and who, as he himself wrote, travelled over both Asia and Europe for the sake of great accuracy, and thus became an eye-witness of very many things, wrote forty entire books of his own history. And he in the first book, having said that he had learned from the Egyptian priests that Moses was an ancient lawgiver, and even the first, wrote of him in these very words: "For subsequent to the ancient manner of living in Egypt which gods and heroes are fabled to have regulated, they say that Moses first persuaded the people to use written laws, and to live by them; and he is recorded to have been a man both great of soul and of great faculty in social matters." Then, having proceeded a little further, and wishing to mention the ancient lawgivers, he mentions Moses first. For he spoke in these words: "Among the Jews they say that Moses ascribed his laws to that God who is called Jehovah, whether because they judged it a marvellous and quite divine conception which promised to benefit a multitude of men, or because they were of opinion that the people would be the more obedient when they contemplated the majesty and power of those who were said to have invented the laws…"

Training and inspiration of Moses. These things, ye men of Greece, have been recorded in writing concerning the antiquity of Moses by those who were not of our religion; and they said that they learned all these things from the Egyptian priests, among whom Moses was not only born, but also was thought worthy of partaking of all the education of the Egyptians, on account of his being adopted by the king's daughter as her son; and for the same reason was thought worthy of great attention, as the wisest of the historians relate, who have chosen to record his life and actions, and the rank of his descent, —I speak of Philo and Josephus. For these, in their narration of the history of the Jews, say that Moses was sprung from the race of the Chaldaeans, and that he was born in Egypt when his forefathers had migrated on account of famine from Phoenicia to that country; and him God chose to honour on account of his exceeding virtue, and judged him worthy to become the leader and lawgiver of his own race, when He thought it right that the people of the Hebrews should return out of Egypt into their own land. To him first did God communicate that divine and prophetic gift which in those days descended upon the holy men, and him also did He first furnish that he might be our teacher in religion, and then after him the rest of the prophets, who both obtained the same gift as he, and taught us the same doctrines concerning the same subjects. These we assert to have been our teachers, who taught us nothing from their own human conception, but from the gift vouchsafed to them by God from above.

Heathen oracles testify of Moses. But as you do not see the necessity of giving up the ancient error of your forefathers in obedience to these teachers [of ours], what teachers of your own do you maintain to have lived worthy of credit in the matter of religion? For, as I have frequently said, it is impossible that those who have not themselves learned these so great and divine things from such persons as are acquainted with them, should either themselves know them, or be able rightly to teach others…

Antiquity of Moses proved. And I think it necessary also to consider the times in which your philosophers lived, that you may see that the time which produced them for you is very recent, and also short. For thus you will be able easily to recognise also the antiquity of Moses. But lest, by a complete survey of the periods, and by the use of a greater number of proofs, I should seem to be prolix, I think it may be sufficiently demonstrated from the following. For Socrates was the teacher of Plato, and Plato of Aristotle. Now these men flourished in the time of Philip and Alexander of Macedon, in which time also the Athenian orators flourished, as the Philippics of Demosthenes plainly show us. And those who have narrated the deeds of Alexander sufficiently prove that during his reign Aristotle associated with him. From all manner of proofs, then, it is easy to see that the history of Moses is by far more ancient than all profane histories. And, besides, it is fit that you recognise this fact also, that nothing has been accurately recorded by Greeks before the era of the Olympiads, and that there is no ancient work which makes known any action of the Greeks or Barbarians. But before that period existed only the history of the prophet Moses, which he wrote in the Hebrew character by divine inspiration. For the Greek character was not yet in use, as the teachers of language themselves prove, telling us that Cadmus first brought the letters from Phoenicia, and communicated them to the Greeks. And your first of philosophers, Plato, testifies that they were a recent discovery.
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Tertullian




Tertullian (Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus, c. 160-220), Christian theologian, born in Carthage. He lived for some time at Rome, was converted (c. 196), and then returned to Carthage. His opposition to worldliness in the Church culminated in his becoming a leader of the Montanist sect (c. 207). The first to produce major Christian works in Latin, he thus exercised a profound influence on the development of ecclesiastical language. He wrote books against heathens, Jews, and heretics, as well as several practical and ascetic treatises.




Great antiquity provides authority for literature. Moses was the first of the Prophets; he wove from the past the account of the foundation of the world and the formation of the human race and afterwards the mighty deluge which took vengeance upon the godlessness of that age; he prophesied events right up to his own day. Then by means of conditions of his own time, he showed forth an image of times to come; according to him, too, the order of events, arranged from the beginning, supplied the reckoning of the age of the world: Moses is found to be alive about 300 years before Danaus, your most ancient of men, came over to Argos. He is 1000 years earlier than the Trojan War and, therefore, the time of Saturn himself. For, according to the history of Thallus, where it is related that Belus, King of the Assyrians, and Saturn, King of the Titans, fought with Jupiter, it is shown that Belus antedated the fall of Troy by 332 years. It was by this same Moses, too, that their own true law was given to the Jews by God. Next, other Prophets, too, have set forth many facts more ancient than your literature; even the last of the Prophets was either a little earlier or, at any rate, a contemporary of your wise men and lawmakers.

Hence, it can be perceived that your laws as well as your learning were conceived from the law of God and divine teaching. What is first must of necessity be the seed. Thence you derive certain terms in common with us or very similar to ours: the love of wisdom is called "philosophy" from sophia; the striving after prophecy has derived the poetic term, "vaticination," from prophetia. Whatever glory men found, they have corrupted it to make it their own. Fruit has been known to deteriorate from its seed. Still, in many ways I would maintain a very firm position about the antiquity of the Sacred Books, were there not at hand a consideration of greater weight in proving their trustworthiness which results from the power of their truth rather than from the evidence of their antiquity. For, what will more powerfully defend their testimony than their daily fulfillment throughout the whole world, when the rise and fall of kingdoms, the fate of cities, the ruin of nations, the conditions of the times, correspond in all respects just as they were announced thousands of years ago? By this, too, our hope--which you deride—is animated, and our trust—which you call presumption—is strengthened. For, a review of the past is likely to incline one to trust in the future: the same voices foretold both alike; the same books noted both. In them, time—which to us seems to be split in two—is one. Thus, all that remains unproved has already been proved, as far as we are concerned, because it was foretold together with that which has been proved and with the things which at that time were yet to be. You have, I know, a Sibyl, inasmuch as this name for a true prophetess of the true God has been everywhere appropriated for all who appeared to have the gift of prophecy; and just as your Sibyls have been deceitful regarding the truth in the matter of their name, so also have your gods.

So, all the subject matter; all the material, origins, arrangements, sources of any of your ancient writings; even most of your races and cities, illustrious for their history and hoary, as far as records go; the very character of the letters whereby the events are indicated and preserved; and—I think we are still indulging in understatement—those very gods of yours, I say, and those temples, oracles, and sanctuaries—all are antedated by centuries by the writings of a single Prophet, in which it appears that there has been collected the store of knowledge of the entire Jewish religion and, from thence, of our own religion, too. You may have heard, in the meanwhile, of Moses; he would be of the same age as the Argive Inachus; by nearly 400 years—actually, it was seven years less—he antedated Danaus, whom you consider the most ancient of your race; he lived about 1000 years before the death of Priam; I might even say that he was about 1500 years earlier than Homer, too, and I have reliable authorities to follow. As for the rest of the Prophets, too, although they lived after Moses, are not their very latest representatives older than the earliest of your philosophers, lawgivers, and historians?

The task would not be so difficult as it would be endless for us to explain by what means these points could be proved; the enumeration would not offer much trouble, but, in the present circumstances, it would take a long time. Many records, together with much mathematical calculation on the fingers, would have to be used. The archives of the most ancient of all peoples, the Egyptians, Chaldeans, and Phoenicians, would have to be laid open. We would need to have recourse to the fellow citizens of those through whom this information has come to us, men like Manetho of Egypt, Berosus of Chaldea, and Hieromus of Phoenicia, King of Tyre; their followers, too—Ptolemy of Mendes, Menander of Ephesus, Demetrius of Phalerum, King Juba, Apion, Thallus, Josephus the Jew, the native defender of Jewish antiquities, and any other who either substantiates or refutes them.

The Greeks' census lists, too, would have to be consulted to see what was done and when, that the time sequence might be made clear and the order of the records clarified; one would have to go through the foreign histories and literatures of the world. Yet, we have already introduced, as it were, a part of the proof when we have mentioned the names of some through whom all can be proved. It is much better to postpone the proof, lest, in our haste, we either accomplish too little or digress too far from the point in accomplishing it.
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Eusebius




Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 260-340), Bishop and Historian. Eusebius was a pupil of Pamphilus who kept a theological school in Caesarea and was himself a pupil of Origen. After a period of wandering, he became Bishop of Caesarea in c. 315 and attended the Council of Nicaea in 325. Initially Eusebius had been a moderate supporter of Arius, but by the time of the council he had rejected his doctrines. None the less he never fully supported the stance of Athanasius. He was present at the Council of Tyre in 331 and acted as advisor to the Emperor Constantine on ecclesiastical affairs. Although he declined the Patriarchate of Antioch, he presided over the Council of Caesarea. He is mainly remembered, however, for his ecclesiastical history, which is the main source of our knowledge of the first three centuries of the Church and which is largely based on earlier documents. In addition he wrote a life of Constantine, a history of the martyrs of Palestine, a chronicle of world history, various apologetic treatises and a book on biblical topography. He has been called the "Father of Church History".




I have purposed to record in writing the successions of the sacred apostles, covering the period stretching from our Saviour to ourselves; the number and character of the transactions recorded in the history of the Church; the number of these who were distinguished in her government and leadership in the provinces of greatest fame; the number of those who in each generation were the ambassadors of the word of God either by speech or pen; the names, the number and the age of those who, driven by the desire of innovation to an extremity of error, have heralded themselves as the introducers of Knowledge, falsely so-called, ravaging the flock of Christ unsparingly, like grim wolves. To this I will add the fate which has beset the whole nation of the Jews from the moment of their plot against our Saviour; moreover, the number and nature and time of the wars waged by the heathen against the divine word and the character of those who, for its sake, passed from time to time through the contest of blood and torture; furthermore the martyrdoms of our own time, and the gracious and favoring help of our Saviour in them all. My starting-point is therefore no other than the first dispensation of God touching our Savior and Lord Jesus the Christ. Even at that point the project at once demands the lenience of the kindly, for confessedly it is beyond our power to fulfill the promise, complete and perfect, since we are the first to enter on the undertaking, as travellers on some desolate and untrodden way. We pray God to give us his guidance, and that we may have the help of the power of the Lord, for nowhere can we find even the bare footsteps of men who have preceded us in the same path, unless it be those slight indications by which in divers ways they have left to us partial accounts of the times through which they have passed, raising their voices as a man holds up a torch from afar, calling to us from on high as from a distant watch-tower, and telling us how we must walk, and how to guide the course of our work without error or danger. We have therefore collected from their scattered memoirs all that we think will be useful for the present subject, and have brought together the utterances of the ancient writers themselves that are appropriate to it, culling, as it were, the flowers of intellectual fields. We shall endeavour to give them unity by historical treatment, rejoicing to rescue the successions, if not of all, at least of the most distinguished of the apostles of our Saviour throughout those churches of which the fame is still remembered. To work at this subject I consider especially necessary, because I am not aware that any Christian writer has until now paid attention to this kind of writing; and I hope that its high value will be evident to those who are convinced of the importance of a knowledge of the history. I have already summarized the material in the chronological tables which I have drawn up, but nevertheless in the present work I have undertaken to give the narrative in full detail.

I will begin with what, apprehended in relation to Christ, is beyond man in its height and greatness,—the dispensation of God, and the ascription of divinity. For he who plans to hand on in writing the history of Christian origins is forced to begin from the first dispensation concerning the Christ himself, which is more divine than it seems to most, seeing that from him we claim to derive our very name…

"In the beginning was the Logos and the Logos was with God and the Logos was God, all things were through him, and without him was no single thing. "This, indeed, is also the teaching of the great Moses, as the most ancient of all prophets, when by divine inspiration he described the coming into being, and the ordering of the universe, that the creator and fabricator of all things gave up to the Christ himself, and to no other than his divine and first-born Logos, the making of subordinate things and communed with him concerning the creation of man…

It must now be demonstrated why this announcement was not formerly made, long ago, to all men and all nations, as it is now. The life of men in the past was not capable of receiving the complete wisdom and virtue of the teaching of Christ. For at the beginning, after the first life in blessedness, the first man, despising the command of God, fell at once to this mortal and perishable life, and exchanged the former divine delights for this earth with its curse; and after him those who filled all our world were manifestly much worse, with the exception of one or two, and chose some brutal habit of life, unworthy of the name. They gave no thought to city or state, to art or knowledge, they had not even the name of laws and decrees or virtue and philosophy, but they lived as nomads in the wilderness like savage and unbridled beings; they destroyed by their excess of self-chosen wickedness the natural reasonings, and the germs of thought and gentleness in the human soul; they gave themselves up completely to all iniquity so that at one time they corrupted one another, at another they murdered one another, at another they were cannibals; they ventured on conflicts with God and on the battles of the giants famous among all men, they thought to wall up the earth to heaven, and in the madness of a perverted mind prepared for war against the supreme God himself. While they were leading this life, God, the guardian of all, pursued them with floods and conflagrations, as though they had been a wild forest scattered throughout the whole earth; he cut them off with perpetual famines and plagues, by wars and by thunderbolts from on high, as if he were restraining by bitter chastisement some terrible and grievous disease of their souls. Then, indeed, when the great flood of evil had come nigh overwhelming all men, like a terrible intoxication overshadowing and darkening the souls of almost all, the first-begotten and first-created Wisdom of God, the pre-existent Logos himself, in his exceeding kindness appeared to his subjects, at one time by a vision of angels, at another personally to one or two of the God-fearing men of old, as a saving power of God, yet in no other form than human, for they could not receive him otherwise.

But when the seeds of true religion had been strewn by them among a multitude of men, and a whole nation, sprung from the Hebrews, existed on earth, cleaving to true religion, he handed on to them, through the prophet Moses, images and symbols of a certain mysterious sabbath and of circumcision and instruction in other spiritual principles, but not unveiled initiation itself, for many of them had still been brought up in the old practices. Their Law became famous and spread among all men like a fragrant breeze. Beginning with them the minds of most of the heathen were softened by the lawgivers and philosophers who arose everywhere. Savage and unbridled brutality was changed to mildness, so that deep peace, friendship, and mutual intercourse obtained. Then, at last, when all men, even the heathen throughout the world, were now fitted for the benefits prepared for them beforehand, for the reception of knowledge of the Father, then again that same divine and heavenly Logos of God, the teacher of virtues, the minister of the Father in all good things, appeared at the beginning of the Roman Empire through man…

It is now time to demonstrate that the very names "Jesus," and especially "Christ," were held in honour by the ancient God-loving prophets themselves. Moses was himself the first to recognize how peculiarly august and glorious is the name of Christ, when he delivered the tradition of the types and symbols of heavenly things, and the mysterious images, in accordance with the oracle which said to him, "See thou shalt make all things according to the type which was shown thee in the mount";or in describing the High Priest of God as a man of supreme power, he calls him Christ, and, as a mark of honour and glory, surrounds with the name of Christ this rank of the High Priesthood, which with him surpassed all pre-eminence among men. Thus then he knew the divine character of "Christ."
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Cassiodorus




Flavius Magnus Aurelius Cassiodorus (c. 490-575), Roman historian and statesman. Born in Scylaceum (Squillace), Calabria, he was minister and counsellor to Theodoric the Great, King of the Ostrogoths in Italy, and after his death, chief minister to Queen Amalasontha. He retired c. 540 to devote himself to study and writing. He founded monasteries, and promoted the transcription of classical manuscripts. He compiled an encyclopedia on learning and the liberal arts for his monks, Institutiones divinarum et saecularium litterarum, and a history of the Goths which, though no longer extant, was summarized by the 6th-century Gothic monk and historian Jordanes.




On Christian Historians. In addition to the various writers of treatises, Christian studies also possess narrators of history, who, calm in their ecclesiastical gravity, recount the shifting movements of events and the unstable history of kingdoms with eloquent but very cautious splendor. Because they narrate ecclesiastical matters and describe changes which occur at various times, they must always of necessity instruct the minds of readers in heavenly affairs, since they strive to assign nothing to chance, nothing to the weak power of gods, as pagans have done, but to assign all things truly to the will of the Creator. Such is Josephus, almost a second Livy, who is very diffuse in his Jewish Antiquities, a prolix work which, in a letter to Lucinus Betticus, Father Jerome says he himself could not translate because of its great size. We, however, have had it laboriously translated into Latin in twenty-two books by our friends, since it is exceedingly subtle and extensive. Josephus has also written with remarkable grace seven other books entitled The Jewish Captivity, the translation of which is ascribed by some to Jerome, by others to Ambrose, and by still others to Rufinus; and since the translation is ascribed to men of this sort, its extraordinary merits are explicitly shown. The next work to be read is the history written by Eusebius in Greek in ten books, but translated and completed in eleven books by Rufinus, who has added subsequent events. Among the Greek writers Socrates, Sozomenus, and Theodoretus have written on events subsequent to Eusebius' history; with God's help we have had the work of these men translated and placed in a single codex in twelve books by the very fluent Epiphanius, lest eloquent Greece boast that it has something essential which it judges you do not possess. Orosius, who compares Christian times with pagan, is also at hand, if you desire to read him. Marcellinus too has traversed his journey's path in laudable fashion, completing four books on the nature of events and the location of places with most decorous propriety; I have likewise left his work for you.

Eusebius has written chronicles, which are the mere shadows of history and very brief reminders of the times, in Greek; and Jerome has translated this work into Latin and extended it to his own time in excellent manner. Eusebius has been followed in turn by the aforesaid Marcellinus the Illyrian, who is said to have acted first as secretary of the patrician Justinian, but who later, with the Lord's help, upon the improvement of his employer's civil status, faithfully guided his work from the time of the emperor Theodosius to the beginning of the triumphant rule of the emperor Justinian, in order that he who had first been grateful in the service of his employer might later appear to be most devoted during his imperial rule. St. Prosper has also written chronicles which extend from Adam to the time of Genseric and the plundering of the City. Perhaps you will find other later writers, inasmuch as there is no dearth of chroniclers despite the continual succession of one age after another. But when, O diligent reader, you are filled with these works and your mind gleams with divine light, read St. Jerome's book On Famous Men, a work whose brief discussion has honored the various Fathers and their work; then read a second book, by Gennadius of Marseilles, who has very faithfully treated and carefully examined the writers on divine law. I have left you these two books joined in a single volume, lest delay in learning the matter be caused by the need of using various codices.
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Prudentius




Aurelius Prudentius Clemens (348-410), Latin Christian poet. Born in northern Spain, he practised as a pleader, acted as civil and criminal judge, and afterwards received high office at the imperial court. A Christian all his life, in his later years he wrote religious poetry. His principal poems include Cathemerinon Liber, a series of 12 hymns (Eng. trans 1845); Peristephanon, 14 lyrical poems in honour of martyrs; Apotheosis, a defence of the Trinity; Hamartigeneia, on the origin of evil; Psychomachia (Eng. trans War of the Soul, 1743); Contra Symmachum, against the heathen gods; and Diptychon. He is the best-known of the early Christian verse-makers.




But her many gods have led Rome from success to success, and she worships them for their good service in that they have given her great victories. Come then, warrior city, say what power it was that subdued Europe and Africa to thee; tell us the names of the gods. Jupiter by his good favor gave thee to rule over Crete, Pallas over Argos, the Cynthian over Delphi. Isis gave up the people of the Nile, she of Cythera the Rhodians, the huntress maid resigned Ephesus to thee, and Mars the Hebrus. Bromius abandoned Thebes, Juno herself granted that the Africans should serve a race of Phrygian descent, and that city, which to make mistress of subject nations, "did but the fates allow, was even then the goddess's cherished aim," she bade live under the dominion of the sons of Romulus. Was it by the treachery of their own native gods that all these cities fell? Do their altars lie in ruins through their own betrayal?…

But I see the instances of ancient valour which move you. You say the world was conquered on land and sea, you recount every success and victory, and recall a thousand triumphal processions one after another, with their loads of spoil passing through the midst of Rome. Shall I tell you, Roman, what cause it was that so exalted your labours, what it was that nursed your glory to such a height of fame that it has put rein and bridle on the world? God, wishing to bring into partnership peoples of different speech and realms of discordant manners, determined that all the civilised world should be harnessed to one ruling power and bear gently bonds in harmony under the yoke, so that love of their religion should hold men's hearts in union, for no bond is made that is worthy of Christ unless unity of spirit leagues together the nations it associates. Only concord knows God; it alone worships the beneficent Father aright in peace. The untroubled harmony of human union wins his favour for the world; by division it drives Him away, with cruel warfare it makes Him wroth; it satisfies Him with the offering of peace and holds Him fast with quietness and brotherly love. In all lands bounded by the west ern ocean and lightened by Aurora at her rosy dawning, the raging war-goddess was throwing all humanity into confusion and arming savage hands to wound each other. To curb this frenzy God taught the nations everywhere to bow their heads under the same laws and become Romans—all whom Rhine and Danube flood, or Tagus with its golden stream, or great Ebro, those through whose land glides the horned river of the western world, those who are nurtured by Ganges or washed by the warm Nile's seven mouths. A common law made them equals and bound them by a single name, bringing the conquered into bonds of brotherhood. We live in countries the most diverse like fellow-citizens of the same blood dwelling within the single ramparts of their native city, and all united in an ancestral home. Regions far apart, shores separated by the sea, now meet together in appearing before one common court of law, in the way of trade in the products of their crafts they gather to one thronged market, in the way of wedlock they unite in legal marriage with a spouse of another country; for a single progeny is produced from the mixed blood of two different races. Such is the result of the great successes and triumphs of the Roman power. For the time of Christ's coming, be assured, was the way prepared which the general good will of peace among us had just built under the rule of Rome. For what room could there have been for God in a savage world and in human hearts at variance, each according to its different interest maintaining its own claims, as once things were? Where sentiments are thus disordered in man's breast, agreement upset, and faction in the soul, neither pure wisdom visits nor God enters. But if a supremacy in the soul, having gained authority to rule, checks the impulses of refractory appetite and rebellious flesh and controls all its passions under a single order, the constitution of life becomes stable and a settled way of thought draws in God in the heart and subjects itself to one Lord…

Look at the crime-stained offerings to frightful Dis, to whom is sacrificed the gladiator laid low on the ill-starred arena, a victim offered to Phlegethon in misconceived expiation for Rome. For what means that senseless show with its exhibition of sinful skill, the killing of young men, the pleasure fed on blood, the deathly dust that ever enshrouds the spectators, the grim sight of the parade in the amphitheatre? Why, Charon by the murder of these poor wretches receives offerings that pay for his services as guide, and is propitiated by a crime in the name of religion. Such are the delights of the Jupiter of the dead, such the acts in which the ruler of dark Avernus finds content and refreshment. Is it not shameful that a strong imperial nation thinks it needful to offer such sacrifices for its country's welfare, and seeks the help of religion from the vaults of hell?
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Isidore of Seville




Isidore of Seville (c. 560-636), Archbishop, Educator and Saint. Isidore was a younger brother of Leander, Archbishop of Seville. He succeeded his brother as Archbishop in c. 600 and he presided over the Councils of Seville in 619 and Toledo in 633. However, he is mainly remembered for his writings. His Sententiarum Libri Tres was the first Latin manual of doctrine; his Etymologiarum sive Originum Libri Viginti was a twenty-volume encyclopaedia of human knowledge; his Historia de Regibus Gothorum, Vandalorum et Suevorum was a history of the Visigoths and he also produced several books on the Bible. He was a man of great generosity and sanctity and has been described as the "school-master of the Middle Ages". In 1722 he was named a Doctor of the Church.




Grammas: On history. History is the narration of deeds [res gestae] by which things done in the past are known. In Greek history is derived from see [videre] or know [cognoscere]. According to the ancients, only those wrote history who participated in it, and they wrote only what they had seen. We apprehend by sight better than we learn by hearsay. For things which are seen may be described without deception. This task belongs to grammar, because whatever is worthy of memory must be written down. But the monuments of history are said to be what carry the memory of deeds. Succession [series] comes by derivation from sertis, a wreath of flowers bound together successively.

On the first authors of histories. For us Moses first wrote history from the beginning of the world. For the pagans, Dares Phrygius first wrote the history of the Greeks and Trojans, which they had written on paper of palm. But after Dares, Herodotus first established history in Greece. After him, [?] illuminated those times in which Ezra wrote the law.

On the use of history. The histories of nations do not deprive readers of useful things. For many wise men included in their histories past deeds of men for the instruction of the present, so that through history the reckoning of past ages and years is understood, and by the succession of consuls and kings many necessary things are made known.

On the types of history. The field of history has three parts. For ephemeres is the name for day-to-day activities. We call this a diary. For what the Latins call diurnal, the Greeks call ephemeral. We call calendars what are divided into months. Annals are things according to years. Whatever memorable things, civil and military, on land and sea, are noted in yearly commentaries, are called annals from yearly activities. But history concerns many years and times, for which annual commentaries are carefully entered in books. But there is one differ ence between history and annals, in that history concerns those times which we see, while annals concern those years of which our age is ignorant. Whence Sallust belongs to history, Livy, Eusebius, and Jerome to annals and to history. There is also a difference between history, argument, and fable. For history concerns real deeds; arguments those things which were not done but which are possible; fables those things which neither were done nor are possible because they are unnatural.
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Augustine




Augustine (354-430), North African theologian; Father and Doctor of the Church, born at Tagaste. His mother was a Christian but, after studying at Carthage, he became a Manichaean. He taught rhetoric in Rome and in Milan, where he was attracted to Neoplatonism. However, under the influence of St Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, he was finally converted to Christianity in 386. On his return to Africa, he lived as a monk until he was ordained at Hippo in 391. He became Bishop of Hippo in 396 and died there during a Vandal siege. His works are the most important and influential of those written by the early Fathers, especially The City of God, a defence of Christianity in 22 books, and his spiritual autobiography, The Confessions. His other writings include commentaries on the scriptures, sermons, letters, and treatises against the heresies Manichaeism, Donatism, and Pelagianism. He was most actively involved in the Pelagian controversy, in which he upheld the doctrines of original sin and divine grace.




Let us, then, omit the conjectures of men who know not what they say, when they speak of the nature and origin of the human race. For some hold the same opinion regarding men that they hold regarding the world itself, that they have always been. Thus Apuleius says when he is describing our race, "Individually they are mortal, but collectively, and as a race, they are immortal." And when they are asked, how, if the human race has always been, they vindicate the truth of their history, which narrates who were the inventors, and what they invented, and who first instituted the liberal studies and the other arts, and who first inhabited this or that region, and this or that island? they reply, that most, if not all lands, were so desolated at intervals by fire and flood, that men were greatly reduced in numbers, and from these, again, the population was restored to its former numbers, and that thus there was at intervals a new beginning made, and though those things which had been interrupted and checked by the severe devastations were only renewed, yet they seemed to be originated then; but that man could not exist at all save as produced by man. But they say what they think, not what they know.

They are deceived, too, by those highly mendacious documents which profess to give the history of many thousand years, though, reckoning by the sacred writings, we find that not 6000 years have yet passed. And, not to spend many words in exposing the baselessness of these documents, in which so many thousands of years are accounted for, nor in proving that their authorities are totally inadequate, let me cite only that letter which Alexander the Great wrote to his mother Olympias, giving her the narrative he had from an Egyptian priest, which he had extracted from their sacred archives, and which gave an account of kingdoms mentioned also by the Greek historians. In this letter of Alexander's a term of upwards of 5000 years is assigned to the kingdom of Assyria; while in the Greek history only 1300 years are reckoned from the reign of Bel himself, whom both Greek and Egyptian agree in counting the first king of Assyria. Then to the empire of the Persians and Macedonians this Egyptian assigned more than 8000 years, counting to the time of Alexander, to whom he was speaking; while among the Greeks, 485 years are assigned to the Macedonians down to the death of Alexander, and to the Persians 233 years, reckoning to the termination of his conquests. Thus these give a much smaller number of years than the Egyptians; and indeed, though multiplied three times, the Creek chronology would still be shorter. For the Egyptians are said to have formerly reckoned only four months to their year; so that one year, according to the fuller and truer computation now in use among them as well as among ourselves, would comprehend three of their old years. But not even thus, as I said, does the Greek history correspond with the Egyptian in its chronology. And therefore the former must receive the greater credit, because it does not exceed the true account of the duration of the world as it is given by our documents, which are truly sacred. Further, if this letter of Alexander, which has become so famous, differs widely in this matter of chronology from the probable credible account, how much less can we believe these documents which, though full of fabulous and fictitious antiquities, they would fain oppose to the authority of our well-known and divine books, which predicted that the whole world would believe them, and which the whole world accordingly has believed; which proved, too, that it had truly narrated past events by its prediction of future events, which have so exactly come to pass!

There are some, again, who, though they do not suppose that this world is eternal, are of opinion either that this is not the only world, but that there are numberless worlds, or that indeed it is the only one, but that it dies, and is born again at fixed intervals, and this times without number; but they must acknowledge that the human race existed before there were other men to beget them. For they cannot suppose that, if the whole world perish, some men would be left alive in the world, as they might survive in floods and conflagrations, which those other speculators suppose to be partial, and from which they can therefore reasonably argue that a few men survived whose posterity would renew the population; but as they believe that the world itself is renewed out of its own material, so they must believe that out of its elements the human race was produced, and then that the progeny of mortals sprang like that of other animals from their parents.

As to those who are always asking why man was not created during these countless ages of the infinitely extended past, and came into being so lately that, according to Scripture, less than 6000 years have elapsed since he began to be, I would reply to them regarding the creation of man, just as I replied regarding the origin of the world to those who will not believe that it is not eternal, but had a beginning, which even Plato himself most plainly declares, though some think his statement was not consistent with his real opinion. If it offends them that the time that has elapsed since the creation of man is so short, and his years so few according to our authorities, let them take this into consideration, that nothing that has a limit is long, and that all the ages of time being finite, are very little, or indeed nothing at all, when compared to the interminable eternity. Consequently, if there had elapsed since the creation of man, I do not say five or six, but even sixty or six hundred thousand years, or sixty times as many, or six hundred or six hundred thousand times as many, or this sum multiplied until it could no longer be expressed in numbers, the same question could still be put, Why was he not made before? For the past and boundless eternity during which God abstained from creating man is so great, that, compare it with what vast and untold number of ages you please, so long as there is a definite conclusion of this term of time, it is not even as if you compared the minutest drop of water with the ocean that everywhere flows around the globe. For of these two, one indeed is very small, the other incomparably vast, yet both are finite; but that space of time which starts from some beginning, and is limited by some termination, be it of what extent it may, if you compare it with that which has no beginning, I know not whether to say we should count it the very minutest thing, or nothing at all. For, take this limited time, and deduct from the end of it, one by one, the briefest moments(as you might take day by day from a man's life, beginning at the day in which he now lives, back to that of his birth), and though the number of moments you must subtract in this backward movement be so great that no word can express it, yet this subtraction will some time carry you to the beginning. But if you take away from a time which has no beginning, I do not say brief moments one by one, nor yet hours, or days, or months, or years even in quantities, but terms of years so vast that they cannot be named by the most skilful arithmetician - take away terms of years as vast as that which we have supposed to be gradually consumed by the deduction of moments - and take them away not once and again repeatedly, but always, and what do you effect, what do you make by your deduction, since you never Teach the beginning which has no existence? Wherefore, that which we now demand after five thousand odd years, our descendants might with like curiosity demand after six hundred thousand years, supposing these dying generations of men continue so .long to decay and be renewed, and supposing posterity continues as weak and ignorant as ourselves. The same question might have been asked by those who have lived before us, and while man was even newer upon earth. The first man himself, in short, might, the day after, or the very day of his creation, have asked why he was created no sooner. And no matter at what earlier or later period he had been created, this controversy about the commencement of this world's history would have had precisely the same difficulties as it has now.

This controversy some philosophers have seen no other approved means of solving than by introducing cycles of time, in which there should be a constant renewal and repetition of the order of nature; and they have therefore asserted that these cycles will ceaselessly recur, one passing away and another coming, though they are not agreed as to whether one permanent world shall pass through all these cycles, or whether the world shall at fixed intervals die out, and be renewed so as to exhibit a recurrence of the same Phenomena — the things which have been, and those which are to be, coinciding. And from this fantastic vicissitude they exempt not even the immortal soul that has attained wisdom, consigning it to a ceaseless transmigration between delusive blessedness and real misery. For how can that be truly called blessed which has no assurance of being so eternally, and is either in ignorance of the truth, and blind to the misery that is approaching, or, knowing it, is in misery and fear? Or if it passes to bliss, and leaves miseries for ever, then there happens in time a new thing which time shall not end. Why not, then, the world also? Why may not man, too, be a similar thing? So that, by following the straight path of sound doctrine, we escape, I know not what circuitous paths, discovered by deceiving and deceived sages.

Some, too, in advocating these recurring cycles that restore all things to their original, cite in favor of their supposition what Solomon says in the book of Ecclesiastes: "What is that which hath been? It is that which shall be. And what is that which is done? It is that which shall be done: and there is no new thing under the sun. Who can speak and say, See, this is new? It hath been already of old time, which was before us." This he said either of those things of which he had just been speaking — the succession of generations, the orbit of the sun, the course of rivers — or else of all kinds of creatures that are born and die. For men were before us, are with us, and shall be after us; and so all living things and all plants. Even monstrous and irregular productions, though differing from one another, and though some are reported as solitary instances, yet resemble one another generally, in so far as they are miraculous and monstrous, and, in this sense, have been and shall be, and are no new and recent things under the sun. However, some would understand these words as meaning that in the predestination of God all things have already existed, and that thus there is no new thing under the sun. At all events, far be it from any true believer to suppose that by these words of Solomon those cycles are meant, in which, according to those philosophers, the same periods and events of time are repeated; as if, for example, the philosopher Plato, having taught in the school at Athens which is called the Academy, so, numberless ages before, at long but certain intervals, this same Plato, and the same school, and the same disciples existed, and so also are to be repeated during the countless cycles that are yet to be — far be it, I say, from us to believe this. For once Christ died for our sins; and, rising from the dead, He dieth no more. "Death hath no more dominion over Him"; and we ourselves after the resurrection shall be "ever with the Lord," to whom we now say, as the sacred Psalmist dictates, "Thou shalt keep us, O Lord, Thou shalt preserve us from this generation." And that too which follows, is, I think, appropriate enough: "The wicked walk in a circle"; not because their life is to recur by means of these circles, which these philosophers imagine, but because the path in which their false doctrine now runs is circuitous.

What wonder is it if, entangled in these circles, they find neither entrance nor egress? For they know not how the human race, and this mortal condition of ours, took its origin, nor how it will be brought to an end, since they cannot penetrate the inscrutable wisdom of God. For, though Himself eternal, and without beginning, yet He caused time to have a beginning; and man, whom He had not previously made, He made in time, not from a new and sudden resolution, but by His unchangeable and eternal design. Who can search out the unsearchable depth of this purpose, who can scrutinize the inscrutable wisdom, wherewith God, without change of will, created man, who had never before been, and gave him an existence in time, and increased the human race from one individual? For the Psalmist himself, when he had first said, "Thou shalt keep us, O Lord, Thou shalt preserve us from this generation for ever," and had then rebuked those whose foolish and impious doctrine preserves for the soul no eternal deliverance and blessedness, adds immediately, "The wicked walk in a circle." Then, as if it were said to him, "What then do you believe, feel, know? Are we to believe that it suddenly occurred to God to create man, whom He had never before made in a past eternity — God, to whom nothing new can occur, and in whom is no changeableness?" the Psalmist goes on to reply, as if addressing God Himself, "According to the depth of Thy wisdom Thou hast multiplied the children of men." Let men, he seems to say, fancy what they please, let them conjecture and dispute as seems good to them, but Thou hast multiplied the children of men according to the depth of thy wisdom, which no man can comprehend. For this is a depth indeed, that God always has been, and that man, whom he had never made before, he willed to make in time, and this without changing his design and will.




Design of the History
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Theodoret




Theodoret of Cyrus (c. 393-466), Theologian and Bishop. Theodoret was born in Antioch. He was consecrated Bishop of Cyrrhus in 423 where he was widely respected. A friend of Nestorius, he became involved in the controversy with Cyril of Alexandria, arguing that Jesus Christ had two natures which were united in one person, but were not of one essence. He was deposed at the "Robber Synod" of Ephesus in 449. Subsequently he attended the Council of Chalcedon in 451 where he was reinstated, but only at the cost of anathematising Nestorius. The controversy flared up again during the reign of Justinian I and his writings were condemned at the Council of Constantinople in 553. His surviving works include the apology Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, a treatise against Monophysitism and various historical and exegetical works.




Design of the History. When artists paint on panels and on walls the events of ancient history, they alike delight the eye, and keep bright for many a year the memory of the past. Historians substitute books for panels, bright description for pigment, and thus render the memory of past events both stronger and more permanent, for the painter's art is ruined by time. For this reason I too shall attempt to record in writing events in ecclesiastical history hitherto omitted, deeming it indeed not right to look on without an effort while oblivion robs noble deeds and useful stories of their due fame. For this cause too I have been frequently urged by friends to undertake this work. But when I compare my own powers with the magnitude of the undertaking, I shrink from attempting it. Trusting, however, in the bounty of the Giver of all good, I enter upon a task beyond my own strength.

Eusebius of Palestine has written a history of the Church from the time of the holy Apostles to the reign of Constantine, the prince beloved of God. I shall begin my history from the period at which his terminates. Origin of the Arian Heresy. After the overthrow of the wicked and impious tyrants, Maxentius, Maximinus, and Licinius, the surge which those destroyers, like hurricanes, had roused was hushed to sleep; the whirlwinds were checked, and the Church henceforward began to enjoy a settled calm. This was established for her by Constantine, a prince deserving of all praise, whose calling, like that of the divine Apostle, was not of men, nor by man, but from heaven. He enacted laws prohibiting sacrifices to idols, and commanding churches to be erected. He appointed Christians to be governors of the provinces, ordering honour to be shown to the priests, and threatening with death those who dared to insult them. By some the churches which had been destroyed were rebuilt; others erected new ones still more spacious and magnificent. Hence, for us, all was joy and gladness, while our enemies were overwhelmed with gloom and despair. The temples of the idols were closed; but frequent assemblies were held, and festivals celebrated, in the churches. But the devil, full of all envy and wickedness, the destroyer of mankind, unable to bear the sight of the Church sailing on with favourable winds, stirred up plans of evil counsel, eager to sink the vessel steered by the Creator and Lord of the Universe.




Song of Songs
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Origen




Origen (c. 185-254), Christian theologian, born in Alexandria, who produced a fancifully allegorical interpretation of the Bible. He also compiled a vast synopsis of versions of the Old Testament, called the Hexpla. Origen taught in Alexandria and Caesarea. The Palestinian historian Eusebius says that Origen castrated himself to ensure his celibacy, but since Origen disapproves of such actions in his biblical commentaries, this may be just malicious gossip. He was imprisoned and tortured during the persecution of Christians ordered by the Roman emperor Decius in 250. By drawing on Greek philosophy and on Scripture, Origen produced interpretations of the Bible that disturbed the more orthodox. For example, he held that the Fall occurred when spiritual beings became bored with the adoration of God and turned their attention to inferior things.




Paul says somewhere in writing to the Corinthians: "For we know that our fathers were all under the cloud, and all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea, and all ate the same supernatural food and all drank the same supernatural drink. For they drank from the supernatural Rock which followed them, and the Rock was Christ" (1 Cor 10:1-4). You can see how different Paul's tradition is from the historical reading: what the Jews think is a crossing of the sea, Paul calls baptism; where they see a cloud, Paul puts the Holy Spirit; and it is in this way that he wants us to understand what the Lord commanded in the gospels when he said: "Whoever is not born again of water and the Holy Spirit cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven" (cf. Jn 3:5). And the manna too, which the Jews think of as food for the stomach and satisfaction for hunger, Paul calls "spiritual food" (1 Cor 10:3). And not just Paul, but the Lord too, says in the same gospel: "Your fathers ate the manna in the wilderness, and they died. Whoever eats of the bread which I give him will not die for ever" (cf. Jn 6:49, 50). And right after that: "I am the bread which came down from heaven" (Jn. 6:51). Hence Paul speaks quite openly about "the rock which followed them": "And the Rock was Christ" (1 Cor 10:4). How then are we to act, who have received such principles of interpretation from Paul, the teacher of the church? Does it not seem right that such a method coming to us from the tradition should serve as a model in all other instances: Or shall we, as some would like, abandon what so great and holy an apostle has given us and turn back to "Jewish myths" (Ti 1:14)? I at least, if I am interpreting this differently than Paul, think that in this I am extending my hands to the enemies of Christ, and that this is what the prophet says: "Woe to him who gives his neighbor to drink from the turmoil of confusion" (Hb 2:15).

With this we learn something of general import: if a sign signifies something, then each of the signs in scripture (whether in a historical or law text) is a sign indicative of something to be fulfilled later. Thus "the sign of Jonah" coming forth after three days from "the belly of the whale" was a sign of the resurrection of our Savior rising from the dead after "three days and three nights" (Mt 12:39-40). And what is called circumcision is a "sign" (Rom 4:11) of what Paul explained in the words: "We are the circumcision" (Phil 3:3). You too now should search out every sign in the old scriptures as a type of something in the new, and what is called sign in the new covenant as indicative of something either in the age to come or in the generations after that in which the sign took place.

Something is called a sign when, through something that is visible something else is meant. So for example… the sign of Jonah, and what is meant is Christ…

Since this is so, we now have to sketch out what seems to us to be the marks of the proper understanding of the scripture. First, it must be shown that the purpose of the Spirit, which by God's providence through the word who "was in the beginning with God" (Jn 1:2) illuminating the ministers of truth, the prophets and the apostles, was first of all to teach us something about the hidden mysteries regarding the fate of human beings… A second purpose, because of those unable to bear the burden of investigating matters so important, was to conceal the doctrine concerning the things just mentioned in the revealed accounts which contained information about the physical work of creation, the creation of human beings and their growth through generation from the first pair to a great multitude. The Spirit also did this in other histories recounting both the deeds of the just and—since they were human—their occasional sins, and the wickedness, licentiousness and greed of the lawless and impious. And most remarkable, in the accounts about wars, the conquered and the conquerors, some mysteries are revealed to those able to examine them closely. And even more remarkably, the laws of truth are predicted through the written laws; and all this is written down in an order and with a power truly befitting the wisdom of God. For it was intended that the covering over of the spiritual things—that is, the bodily part of the scriptures—should not be without profit in many things and that it should be able, as far as possible, to bring improvements to the multitude…

There are some things which are in no way to be observed according to the letter of the law, and there are some things which allegory should not change at all but are to be observed in every way just as the scripture has them; [finally, there are also] some things which can also stand according to the letter, but in which it is also necessary for allegory to be sought.

We have often pointed out that there is a threefold mode of understanding in the holy scripture: a historical, a moral and a mystical. We understand from this that there is in scripture a body, a soul and a spirit.

The first glimpse of the letter is bitter enough: it prescribes the circumcision of the flesh; it gives the laws of sacrifice and all the rest that is designated by the letter that kills (cf. 2 Cor 3:6). Cast all this aside like the bitter rind of a nut. You then, secondly, come to the protective covering of the shell in which the moral doctrine or counsel of continence is designated. These are of course necessary to protect what is contained inside, but they too are doubtless to be smashed and broken through. We would say, for example, that abstinence from food and chastisement of the body is necessary as long as we are in this body, corruptible as it is and susceptible to passion. But when it is broken and dissolved and, in the time of its resurrection, gone over from corruption into incorruption and from animal to spiritual, then it will be dominated no longer by the labor of affliction or the punishment of abstinence, but rather by its own quality and not by any bodily corruption. This is why abstinence seems necessary now and afterwards will have no point. Thirdly you will find hidden and concealed in these the sense of the mysteries of the wisdom and knowledge of God (cf. Col 2:3) in which the souls of the saints are nourished and fed not only in the present life but also in the future. This then is that priestly fruit about which the promise is given to those "who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for they shall be satisfied" (Mt 5:6). In this way, therefore, the gradation of this threefold mystery runs through all the scripture.

The Church in the Old Covenant, 368. You are not to think that it is only since the coming of Christ in the flesh that it has been called bride or church, but from the beginning of the human race and the very foundation of the world, or rather, to follow Paul's lead in seeking the origin of the mystery even earlier, even "before the foundation of the world." For his words are: "Even as he chose us in him before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and blameless before him. He destined us in love to be his sons" (Eph 1:4-5). In the Psalms too it is written: "Remember your congregation which you have gathered from the beginning" (Ps 74:2). For the first foundations of the congregation of the church were laid right "from the beginning," which is why the Apostle says that the church "is built" not only "on the foundation of the apostles," but also on that of "the prophets" (Eph 2:20). But among the prophets is also counted Adam who prophesied a great mystery in Christ and in the church. This is found in the words: "Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh" (Gn 2:24).




The Interpretation and the Relation between Figurative and Historical Meaning





Jerome




Jerome (c. 347-420), Christian ascetic and scholar, one of the four Latin Doctors of the Church. Born in Stridon, near Aquileia, Dalmatia, he studied Greek and Latin rhetoric, and philosophy at Rome, where he was also baptized. In 370 he settled in Aquileia with his friend the theologian Rufinus (c. 345-410), but then became a hermit (374-78) in the desert of Chalcis. Ordained priest at Antioch by St Paulinus of Nola in 379, he went on a mission connected with the Meletian schism at Antioch to Rome in 382, where he became secretary to Pope Damasus (reigned 366-84), and where he enjoyed great influence. In 385 he led a pilgrimage to the Holy Land, and settled in Bethlehem in 386, where he wrote the first Latin translation of the Bible from the Hebrew (which became known as the Vulgate). He also wrote biblical commentaries, and vehement criticisms of Jovinian, Vigilantius and the Pelagians, and even of Rufinus and St Augustine.




For I myself not only admit but freely proclaim that in translating from the Greek (except in the case of the holy scriptures where even the order of the words is a mystery) I render sense for sense and not word for word. For this course I have the authority of Tully who has so translated the Protagoras of Plato, the Oeconomicus of Xenophon, and the two beautiful orations which Aeschines and Demosthenes delivered one against the other. What omissions, additions, and alterations he has made substituting the idioms of his own for those of another tongue, this is not the time to say. I am satisfied to quote the authority of the translator who has spoken as follows in a prologue prefixed to the orations. "I have thought it right to embrace a labour which though not necessary for myself will prove useful to those who study. I have translated the noblest speeches of the two most eloquent of the Attic orators, the speeches which Aeschines and Demosthenes delivered one against the other; but I have rendered them not as a translator but as an orator, keeping the sense but altering the form by adapting both the metaphors and the words to suit our own idiom. I have not deemed it necessary to render word for word but I have reproduced the general style and emphasis. I have not supposed myself bound to pay the words out one by one to the reader but only to give him an equivalent in value." Again at the close of his task he says, "I shall be well satisfied if my rendering is found, as I trust it will be, true to this standard. In making it I have utilized all the excellences of the originals, I mean the sentiments, the forms of expression and the arrangement of the topics, while I have followed the actual wording only so far as I could do so without offending our notions of taste. If all that I have written is not to be found in the Greek, I have at any rate striven to make it correspond with it." Horace too, an acute and learned writer, in his Art of Poetry gives the same advice to the skilled translator:





And care not thou with over anxious thought

To render word for word.





…I shudder when I think of the catastrophes of our time. For twenty years and more the blood of Romans has been shed daily between Constantinople and the Julian Alps. Scythia, Thrace, Macedonia, Dardania, Dacia, Thessaly, Achaia, Epirus, Dalmatia, the Pannonias—each and all of these have been sacked and pillaged and plundered by Goths and Sarmatians, Quades and Alans, Huns and Vandals and Marchmen. How many of God's matrons and virgins, virtuous and noble ladies, have been made the sport of these brutes! Bishops have been made captive, priests and those in minor orders have been put to death. Churches have been overthrown, horses have been stalled by the altars of Christ, the relics of martyrs have been dug up.





Mourning and fear abound on every side

And death appears in countless shapes and forms.





The Roman world is falling: yet we hold up our heads instead of bowing them. What courage, think you, have the Corinthians now, or the Athenians or the Lacedaemonians or the Arcadians, or any of the Greeks over whom the barbarians bear sway?
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The truth is that I have partly discharged the office of a translator and partly that of a writer. I have with the utmost fidelity rendered the Greek portion, and at the same time have added certain things which appeared to me to have been allowed to slip, particularly in the Roman history, which Eusebius, the author of this book, as it seems to me, only glanced at; not so much because of ignorance, for he was a learned man, as because, writing in Greek, he thought them of slight importance to his countrymen. So again from Ninus and Abraham, right up to the captivity of Troy, the translation is from the Greek only. From Troy to the twentieth year of Constantine there is much, at one time separately added, at another intermingled, which I have gleaned with great diligence from Tranquillus and other famous historians. Moreover, the portion from the aforesaid year of Constantine to the sixth consulship of the Emperor Valens and the second of Valentinianus is entirely my own. Content to end here, I have reserved the remaining period, that of Gratianus and Theodosius, for a wider historical survey; not that I am afraid to discuss the living freely and truthfully, for the fear of God banishes the fear of man; but because while our country is still exposed to the fury of the barbarians everything is in confusion.
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The Origin and Deeds of the Goths
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Jordanes




Jordanes (6th Century), Gothic monk and historian. His chief work was a history of the Goths, De origine actibusque Getarum (c. 551, On the Origins and Deeds of the Getae), condensed from a lost book by Cassiodorus. It is important as a contemporary source on both the Goths and the Huns.




Though it had been my wish to glide in my little boat by the edge of the peaceful shore and, as a certain writer says, to catch little fishes from the pools of the ancients, You, brother Castalius, bid me set my sails toward the deep. You urge me to leave the little work I have in hand, that is, the abbreviation of the Chronicles, and to condense in my own style in this small book the twelve volumes of Senator on the origin and deeds of the Getae from olden time to the present day, descending through the generations of the kings. Truly a hard command, and imposed by one who seems unwilling to realize the burden of the task. Nor do you note this, that my utterance is too slight to fill so magnificent a trumpet of speech as his. But worse than every other burden is the fact that I have no access to his books that I may follow his thought. Still—and let me lie not—I have in times past read the books a second time by his steward's loan for a three days' reading. The words I recall not, but the sense and the deeds related I think I retain entire. To this I have added fitting matters from some Greek and Latin histories. I have also put in an introduction and a conclusion, and have inserted many things of my own authorship. Wherefore reproach me not, but receive and read with gladness what You have asked me to write. If aught be insufficiently spoken and you remember it, do you as a neighbor to our race add to it, praying for me, dearest brother. The Lord be with You. Amen…

Now from this island of Scandza, as from a hive of races or a womb of nations, the Goths are said to have come forth long ago under their king, Berig by name. As soon as they disembarked from their ships and set foot on the land, they straightaway gave their name to the place. And even today it is said to be called Gothiscandza. Soon they moved from here to the abodes of the Ulmerugi, who then dwelt on the shores of Ocean, where they pitched camp, joined battle with them and drove them from their homes. Then they subdued their neighbors, the Vandals, and thus added to their victories. But when the number of the people increased greatly and Filimer, son of Gadaric, reigned as king—about the fifth since Berig—he decided that the army of the Goths with their families should move from that region. In search of suitable homes and pleasant places they came to the land of Scythia, called Oium in that tongue. Here they were delighted with the great richness of the country, and it is said that when half the army had been brought over, the bridge whereby they had crossed the river fell in utter ruin, nor could anyone thereafter pass to or fro. For the place is said to be surrounded by quaking bogs and an encircling abyss, so that by this double obstacle nature has made it inaccessible. And even today one may hear in that neighborhood the lowing of cattle and may find traces of men, if we are to believe the stories of travellers, although we must grant that they hear these things from afar.

This part of the Goths, which is said to have crossed the river and entered with Filimer into the country of Oium, came into possession of the desired land, and there they soon came upon the race of the Spali, joined battle with them and won the victory. Thence the victors hastened to the farthest part of Scythia, which is near the sea of Pontus; for so the story is generally told in their early songs, in almost historic fashion. Ablabius also, a famous chronicler of the Gothic race, confirms this in his most trustworthy account. Some of the ancient writers also agree with the tale. Among these we may mention Josephus, a most reliable relator of annals, who everywhere follows the rule of truth and unravels from the beginning the origin of things; -but why he has omitted the beginnings of the race of the Goths, of which I have spoken, I do not know. He barely mentions Magog of that stock, and says they were Scythians by race and were called so by name.

Before we enter on our history, we must describe the boundaries of this land, as it lies…

And now we have recited the origin of the Goths, the noble line of the Amali and the deeds of brave men. This glorious race yielded to a more glorious prince and surrendered to a more valiant leader, whose fame shall be silenced by no ages or cycles of years; for the victorious and triumphant Emperor Justinian and his consul Belisarius shall be named and known as Vandalicus, Africanus and Geticus.

Thou who readest this, know that I have followed the writings of my ancestors, and have culled a few flowers from their broad meadows to weave a chaplet for him who cares to know these things. Let no one believe that to the advantage of the race of which I have spoken—though indeed I trace my own descent from it—I have added aught besides what I have read or learned by iniquity. Even thus I have not included all that is written or told about them, nor spoken so much to their praise as to the glory of him who conquered them.
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Gregory of Tours




Gregory of Tours (c. 538-593) came of a noble family and became Bishop of Tours. His History of the Franks, from which the following selections arc taken, represents a conjunction of the Christian interpretation of history with an account of the Franks during the earlier part of the Merovingian period, which lasted from the fifth to the eighth centuries. Gregory is especially concerned with combating Arianism, a heresy concerning the Christian Trinity. Arius (d. 336) propounded that Christ was not coequal with God the Father but was rather a demigod created by the Father. In 325 the Emperor Constantine convoked a Council of Catholic bishops at Nicaea where Arianism was formally condemned.




With liberal culture on the wane, or rather perishing in the Gallic cities, there were many deeds being done both good and evil: the heathen were raging fiercely; kings were growing more cruel; the church, attacked by heretics, was defended by Catholics; while the Christian faith was in general devoutly cherished, among some it was growing cold; the churches also were enriched by the faithful or plundered by traitors—and no grammarian skilled in the dialectic art could be found to describe these matters either in prose or verse; and many were lamenting and saying: "Woe to our day, since the pursuit of letters has perished from among us and no one can be found among the people who can set forth the deeds of the present on the written page." Hearing continually these complaints and others like them I [have undertaken] to commemorate the past, in order that it may come to the knowledge of the future; and although my speech is rude, I have been unable to be silent as to the struggles between the wicked and the upright; and I have been especially encouraged because, to my surprise, it has often been said by men of our day, that few understand the learned words of the rhetorician but many the rude language of the common people. I have decided also that for the reckoning of the years the first book shall begin with the very beginning of the world, and I have given its chapters below.


Here Begin the Chapters of the First Book


1. Adam and Eve.

2. Cain and Abel.

3. Enoch the Just.

4. The flood.

5. Cush, inventor of idols.

6. Babylonia.

7. Abraham and Ninus.

8. Isaac, Esau, Job and Jacob.

9. Joseph in Egypt.

10. Crossing of the Red Sea.

11. The people in the desert and Joshua.

12. The captivity of the people of Israel and the generations to David.

13. Solomon and the building of the Temple.

14. The division of the kingdom of Israel.

15. The captivity of Babylonia.

16. Birth of Christ.

17. The various kingdoms of the nations.

18. When Lyons was founded.

19. The gifts of the magi and the slaughter of the infants.

20. The miracles and suffering of Christ.

21. Joseph who buried Him.

22. James the apostle.

23. The day of the Lord's resurrection.

24. The ascension of the Lord and the death of Pilate and Herod.

25. The suffering of the Apostles and Nero.

26. James, Mark and John the evangelist.

27. The persecution under Trajan.

28. Hadrian and the heretics' lies and the martyrdom of Saint Polycarp and Justin.

29. Saints Photinus, Irenaeus and the rest of the martyrs of Lyons.

30. The seven men sent into the Gauls to preach.

31. The church of Bourges.

32. Chrocus and the shrine in Auvergne.

33. The martyrs who suffered in Auvergne.

34. The holy martyr, Privatus.

35. Quirinus, bishop and martyr.

36. Birth of St. Martin and the finding of the cross.

37. James, bishop of Nisibis.

38. Death of the monk Antony.

39. The coming of St. Martin.

40. The matron Melania.

41. Death of the emperor Valens.

42. Imperial rule of Theodosius.

43. Death of the tyrant Maximus.

44. Urbicus, bishop of Auvergne.

45. The holy bishop Hillidius.

46. The bishops Nepotian and Arthemius.

47. The chastity of the lovers.

48. St. Martin's death.


In Christ's Name Here End the Chapters of the First Book


As I am about to describe the struggles of kings with the heathen enemy, of martyrs with pagans, of churches with heretics, I desire first of all to declare my faith so that my reader may have no doubt that I am Catholic. I have also decided, on account of those who are losing hope of the approaching end of the world, to collect the total of past years from chronicles and histories and set forth clearly how many years there are from the beginning of the world. But I first beg pardon of my readers if either in letter or in syllable I transgress the rules of the grammatic art in which I have not been fully instructed, since I have been eager only for this, to hold fast, without any subterfuge or irresolution of heart, to that which we are bidden in the church to believe, because I know that he who is liable to punishment for his sin can obtain pardon from God by untainted faith.

I believe, then, in God the Father omnipotent. I believe in Jesus Christ his only Son, our Lord God, born of the Father, not created. [I believe] that he has always been with the Father, not only since time began but before all time. For the Father could not have been so named unless he had a son; and there could be no son without a father. But as for those who say: "There was a time when he was not," I reject them with curses, and call men to witness that they are separated from the church. I believe that the word of the Father by which all things were made was Christ. I believe that this word was made flesh and by its suffering the world was redeemed, and I believe that humanity, not deity, was subject to the suffering. I believe sits on the right hand of the Father, that he will come to judge the living and the dead. I believe that the holy Spirit proceeded from the Father and the Son, that it is not inferior and is not of later origin, but is Cod, equal and always co-eternal with the Father and the Son, consubstantial in its nature, equal in omnipotence, equally eternal in its essence, and that it has never existed apart from the Father and the Son and is not inferior to the Father and the Son. I believe that this holy Trinity exists with separation of persons, and one person is that of the Father, another that of the Son, another that of the Holy Spirit. And in this Trinity I confess that there is one Deity, one power, one essence. I believe that the blessed Mary was a virgin after the birth as she was a virgin before. I believe that the soul is immortal but that nevertheless it has no part in deity. And I faithfully believe all things that were established at Nicaea by the three hundred and eighteen bishops. But as to the end of the world I hold beliefs which I learned from our forefathers, that Antichrist will come first. And Antichrist will first propose circumcision, asserting that he is Christ; next he will place his statue in the temple at Jerusalem to be worshiped, just as we read that the Lord said' "You shall see the abomination of desolation standing in the holy place." But the Lord himself declared that that day is hidden from all men, saying: "But of that day and that hour knoweth no one not even the angels in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father alone." Moreover we shall here make answer to the heretics who attack us, asserting that the Son is inferior to the Father since he is ignorant of this day. Let them learn then that Son here is the name applied to the Christian people, of whom God says: "I shall be to them a father and they shall be to me for sons." For if he had spoken these words of the only-begotten Son he would never have given the angels first place. For he uses these words: "Not even the angels in heaven nor the Son," showing that he spoke these words not of the only-begotten but of the people of adoption. But our end is Christ himself, who will graciously bestow eternal life on us if we turn to him.

As to the reckoning of this world, the chronicles of Eusebius, bishop of Cæsarea, and of Jerome the priest, speak clearly, and they reveal the plan of the whole succession of years. Orosius too, searching into these matters very carefully, collects the whole number of years from the beginning of the world down to his own time. Victor also examined into this in connection with the time of the Easter festival. And so we follow the works of the writers mentioned above and desire to reckon the complete series of years from the creation of the first man down to our own time, if the Lord shall deign to lend his aid. And this we shall more easily accomplish if we begin with Adam himself.

1. In the beginning the Lord shaped the heaven and the earth in his Christ, who is the be ginning of all things, that is, in his son; and after creating the elements of the whole universe, taking a frail clod he formed man after his own image and likeness, and breathed upon his face the breath of life and he was made into a living soul. And while he slept a rib was taken from him and the woman, Eve, was created. There is no doubt that this first man Adam before he sinned typified the Redeemer. For as the Redeemer slept in the stupor of suffering and caused water and blood to issue from his side, he brought into existence the virgin and unspotted church, redeemed by blood, purified by water, having no spot or wrinkle, that is, washed with water to avoid a spot, stretched on the cross to avoid a wrinkle. These first human beings, who were living happily amid the pleasant scenes of Paradise, were tempted by the craft of the serpent. They transgressed the divine precepts and were cast out from the abode of angels and condemned to the labors of the world.

2. Through intercourse with her companion the woman conceived and bore two sons. But when God received the sacrifice of the one with honor, the other was inflamed with envy; he rushed on his brother, overcame and killed him, becoming the first parricide by shedding a brother's blood.

3. Then the whole race rushed into accursed crime, except the just Enoch, who walked ill the ways of God and was taken up from the midst by the Lord himself on account of his uprightness, and freed from a sinful people. For we read: "Enoch walked with the Lord, and he did not appear for God took him."

4. And so the Lord, being angered against the iniquities of the people who did not walk in his ways, sent a flood, and by its waters destroyed every living soul from the face of the earth.
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Saint Bede




Saint Bede the Venerable (673-735), English theologian and historian, known as the Venerable Bede. Active in Durham and Northumbria, he wrote many scientific, theological, and historical works. His Historia Ecclesiastica Gentis Anglorum (Ecclesiastical History of the English People) of 731 is a primary source for early English history, and was translated into the vernacular by King Alfred. Born at Monkwearmouth, Durham, Bede entered the local monastery at the age of seven, later transferring to Jarrow, where he became a priest in about 703. He devoted his life to writing and teaching; among his pupils was Egbert, archbishop of York. He was canonized in 1899. Much of our knowledge of England in the Dark Ages prior to the 8th century depends on Bede's historical works and his painstaking efforts to research and validate original sources, both documentary and oral testimony. He popularized the system of dating events from the birth of Christ.





To the Most Glorious King Ceowulf. Bede the Priest and Servant of Christ.


Some while ago, at Your Majesty's request, I gladly sent you the history of the Church in England which I had recently completed, in order that you might read it and give it your approval. I now send it once again to be transcribed, so that your Majesty may consider it at greater leisure. I warmly welcome the diligent zeal and sincerity with which you study the words of Holy Scripture, and your eager desire to know something of the doings and sayings of great men of the past, and of our own nation in particular. For if history records good things of good men, the thoughtful hearer is encouraged to imitate what is good: or if it records evil of wicked men, the good, religious listener or reader is encouraged to avoid all that is sinful and perverse, and to follow what he knows to be good and pleasing to God. your Majesty is well aware of this, and since you feel so deeply responsible for the general good of those over whom divine Providence has set you, you wish that this history may be better known both to yourself and to your people.

But in order to avoid any doubts as to the accuracy of what I have written in the minds of yourself or of any who may listen to or read this history, allow me briefly to state the authorities upon whom I chiefly depend.

My principal authority and adviser in this work has been the most reverend Abbot Albinus, an eminent scholar educated in the church of Canterbury by Archbishop Theodore and Abbot Hadrian, both of them respected and learned men. He carefully transmitted to me verbally or in writing through Nothelm, a priest of the church of London, anything he considered worthy of mention that had been done by disciples of the blessed Pope Gregory in the province of Canterbury or the surrounding regions. Such facts he ascertained either from records or from long established traditions. Nothelm himself later visited Rome, and obtained permission from the present Pope Gregory (Ⅱ) to examine the archives of the holy Roman Church. He found there letters of Pope Gregory (I) and other Popes, and when he returned, the reverend father Albinus advised him to bring them to me for inclusion in this history. So from the period at which this volume begins until the time when the English nation received the Faith of Christ, I have drawn extensively on earlier writers. But from that time until the present, I owe much of my information about what was done in the See of Canterbury by the disciples of Pope Gregory and their successors, and under what kings events occurred, to the remarkable industry of Abbot Albinus made known to me through Nothelm. They also provided some of my information about the bishops and kings under whom the provinces of the East and West Saxons, the East Angles, and the Northumbrians received the grace of the Gospel. Indeed, it was due to the persuasion of Albinus that I was encouraged to begin this work. Also the most reverend Bishop Daniel of the West Saxons sent to me in writing certain facts about the history of the Church in his province, in the adjoining province of the South Saxons, and in the Island of Vectis. I am indebted to the brethren of Lastingham monastery for their careful account of the conversion of the province of Mercia to Christ by the holy priests Cedd and Ceadda, their founders; of how the province of the East Saxons rejected and recovered the Faith; and of how their holy fathers lived and died. In addition, I have traced the progress of the Church in the province of the East Angles, partly from old traditions, and partly from the account given by the most reverend Abbot Esi. The growth of the Christian Faith and succession of bishops in the province of Lindsey I have learned either from the letters of the most reverend Bishop Cynebert, or by word of mouth from other reliable persons. But with regard to events in the various districts of the province of Northumbria, from the time that it received the Faith of Christ up to the present day, I am not dependent on any one author, but on countless faithful witnesses who either know or remember the facts, apart from what I know myself In this con nexion, it should be noted that whatever I have written concerning our most holy father and Bishop Cuthbert, whether in this book or in my separate account of his life and doings, I have in part taken and accurately copied from a Life already compiled by the brethren of the Church of Lindisfarne; and I have carefully added to this whatever I could learn from the reliable accounts of those who knew him. Should the reader discover any inaccuracies in what I have written, I humbly beg that he will not impute them to me, because, as the laws of history require, I have laboured honestly to transmit whatever I could ascertain from common report for the instruction of posterity.

I earnestly request all who may hear or read this history of our nation to ask God's mercy on my many fallings of mind and body. And in return for the diligent toil that I have bestowed on the recording of memorable events in the various provinces and places of greater note, I beg that their inhabitants may grant me the favour of frequent mention in their devout prayers…

Britain, formerly known as Albion, is an island in the ocean, facing between north and west, and lying at a considerable distance from the coasts of Germany, Gaul, and Spain, which together form the greater part of Europe. It extends 800 miles northwards, and is 200 in breadth, except where a number of promontories stretch further, the coastline round which extends to 3675 miles. To the south lies Belgic Gaul, from the nearest shore of which travellers can see the city known as Rutubi Portus, which the English have corrupted to Reptacestir. The distance from these across the sea to Gessoriacum, the nearest coast of the Morini, is fifty miles, or, as some write it, 450 furlongs. On the opposite side of Britain, which lies open to the boundless ocean, lie the isles of the Orcades. Britain is rich in grain and timber; it has good pasturage for cattle and draught animals, and vines are cultivated in various localities. There are many land and sea birds of various species, and it is well known for its plentiful springs and rivers abounding in fish. There are salmon and eel fisheries, while seals, dolphins, and sometimes whales are caught. There are also many varieties of shell-fish, such as mussels, in which are often found excellent pearls of several colours, red, purple, violet, and green, but mainly white. Cockles are abundant, and a beautiful scarlet dye is extracted from them which remains unfaded by sunshine or rain; indeed, the older the cloth, the more beautiful its colour. The country has both salt and hot springs, and the waters flowing from them provide hot baths, in which the people bathe separately according to age and sex. As Saint Basil says : "Water receives its heat when it flows across certain metals, and becomes hot, and even scalding." The land has rich veins of many metals, including copper, iron, lead, and silver. There is also much black jet of fine quality, which sparkles in firelight: when burned, it drives away snakes, and, like amber, when it is warmed by friction, it clings to whatever is applied to it. In old times, the country had twentyeight noble cities, and innumerable castles, all of which were guarded by walls, towers, and barred gates.

Since Britain lies far north toward the pole, the nights are short in summer, and at midnight it is hard to tell whether the evening twilight still lingers or whether dawn is approaching, for in these northern latitudes the sun does not remain long below the horizon at night. Consequently both summer days and winter nights are long, and when the sun withdraws southwards, the winter nights last eighteen hours. In Armenia, Macedonia, and Italy, and other countries of that latitude, the longest day lasts only fifteen hours and the shortest nine.

At the present time there are in Britain, in harmony with the five books of the divine law, five languages and four nations—English, British, Scots, and Picts. Each of these have their own language, but all are united in their study of God's truth by the fifth—Latin—which has become a common medium through the study of the scriptures. The original inhabitants of the islands were the Britons, from whom it takes its name, and who, according to tradition, crossed into Britain from Armorica, and occupied the southern parts. When they had spread northwards and possessed the greater part of the island, it is said that some Picts from Scythia put to sea in a few longships, and were driven by storms around the coasts of Britain, arriving at length on the north coast of Ireland. Here they found the nation of the Scots, from whom they asked permission to settle, but their request was refused. Ireland is the largest island after Britain, and lies to the west. It is shorter than Britain to the north, but extends far beyond it to the south towards the northern coasts of Spain, although a wide sea separates them. These Pictish seafarers, as I have said, asked for a grant of land to make a settlement. The Scots replied that there was not room for them both, but said: "We can give you good advice. There is another island not far to the east, which we often see in the distance on clear days. Go and settle there if you wish, should you meet resistance, we will come to your help." So the Picts crossed into Britain, and began to settle in the north of the island, since the Britons were in possession of the south. Having no women with them, these Picts asked wives of the Scots, who consented on condition that, when any dispute arose, they should choose a king from the female royal line rather than the male. This custom continues among the Picts to this day. As time went on, Britain received a third nation, that of the Scots, who migrated from Ireland under their chieftain Reuda, and by a combination of force and treaty, obtained from the Picts the settlements that they still hold. From the name of this chieftain, they are still known as Dalreudians, for in their tongue dal means a division.
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Jean Froissart




Jean Froissart (c. 1337-c.1410) was French by origin and passed his life as an historian and as an attendant at European courts, including the English court. He traveled extensively throughout Europe and the British Isles in search of materials for his histories, The Chronicles of England, France, and Spain. The period covered is, roughly, 1325 to 1400. The battle of Cressy, in which the English longbow men defeated the French knights, was one of the decisive battles of Western history, for it marked the end of the dominance of mounted knights in war and the emergence of the modem concept of massed fire power. It was fought on August 26, 1346; the English king was Edward Ⅲ (1327-1377). The Peasant's Revolt of 1381, led by Wat Tyler, was in great part set off by a plague, such as is described by Boccaccio in the preceding section.




I may perhaps be asked how I became acquainted with the events of this history so as to be enabled to speak so circumstantially about them. I reply that I have, with great attention and diligence, sought, in divers kingdoms and countries, for the facts which have been or may hereafter be mentioned by me, for God has given me grace and opportunity to see and be acquainted with the greater part of the principal lords of France and England. It should be known, that in the year 1390 I had laboured at this history more than thirty-seven years, and at that time I was fifty-seven years old. During my youth, I was five years attached to the court of the King and Queen of England, and also kindly entertained in the household of King John of France, and King Charles his son.
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Henry of Huntingdon




Henry of Huntingdon (c. 1080-1155), English historian. He became archdeacon of Huntingdon about 1110. His Historia Anglorum covers the period of English history from Julius Caesar until the accession of Henry Ⅱ and is remarkable for his Latin translations of popular legendary songs otherwise unrecorded. He visited Rome 1139.




As the pursuit of learning in all its branches affords, according to my way of thinking, the sweetest earthly mitigation of trouble and consolation in grief, so I consider that precedence must be assigned to History, as both the most delightful of studies and the one which is invested with the noblest and brightest prerogatives. Indeed, there is nothing in this world more excellent than accurately to investigate and trace out the course of worldly affairs. For where is exhibited in a more lively manner the grandeur of heroic men, the wisdom of the prudent, the uprightness of the just, and the moderation of the temperate, than in the series of actions which history records? We find Horace suggesting this, when speaking in praise of Homer's story, he says:





His works the beautiful and base contain,

Of vice and virtue more instructive rules

Than all the sober sages of the schools.





Crantor, indeed, and Chrysippus composed laboured treatises on moral philosophy, while Homer unfolds, as it were in a play, the character of Agamemnon for magnanimity, of Nestor for prudence, of Menelaus for uprightness, and on the other hand portrays the vastness of Ajax, the feebleness of Priam, the wrath of Achilles, and the fraud of Paris; setting forth in his narrative what is virtuous and what is profitable, better than is done in the disquisitions of philosophers.

But why should I dwell on profane literature? See how sacred history teaches morals, while it attributes faithfulness to Abraham, fortitude to Moses, forbearance to Jacob, wisdom to Joseph; and while, on the contrary, it sets forth the injustice of Ahab, the weakness of Oziah, the recklessness of Manasseh the folly of Roboam. O God of mercy, what an effulgence was shed on humility, when holy Moses, after joining with his brother in an offering of sweet-smelling incense to God, his protector and avenger, threw himself into the midst of a terrible danger, and when he shed tears for Miriam, who spoke scornfully of him, and was ever interceding for those who were malignant against him! How brightly shone the light of humanity when David, assailed and grievously tried by the curses, the insults, and the foul reproaches of Shimei, would not allow him to be injured, though he himself was armed, and surrounded by his followers in arms, while Shimei was alone and defenceless; and afterwards, when David was triumphantly restored to his throne, he would not suffer punishment to be inflicted on his reviler. So, also, in the annals of all people, which indeed display the providence of God, clemency, munificence, honesty, circumspection, and the like, with their opposites, not only provoke believers to what is good, and deter them from evil, but even attract wordly men to goodness, and arm them against wickedness.

History brings the past to the view, as if it were present, and enables us to judge of the future by picturing to ourselves the past. Besides, the knowledge of former events has this further pre-eminence, that it forms a main distinction between brutes and rational creatures. For brutes, whether they be men or beasts, neither know, nor wish to know, whence they come, nor their own origin, nor the annals and revolutions of the country they inhabit. Of the two, I consider men in this brutal state to be the worst, because what is natural in the case of beasts, is the lot of men from their own want of sense, and what beasts could not acquire if they would, such men will not though they could. But enough of these, whose life and death are alike consigned to everlasting oblivion.

With such reflections, and in obedience to your commands, most excellent prelate, I have undertaken to arrange in order the antiquities and history of this kingdom and nation, of which you are the most distinguished ornament. At your suggestion, also, I have followed, as far as possible, the Ecclesiastical History of the venerable Bede, making extracts, also, from other authors, with compilations from the chronicles preserved in antient libraries. Thus, I have brought down the course of past events to times within our own knowledge and observation. The attentive reader will learn in this work both what he ought to imitate, and what he ought to eschew; and if he becomes the better for this imitation and this avoidance, that is the fruit of my labours which I most desire, and, in truth, the direct path of history frequently leads to moral improvement. But, as we undertake nothing without imploring divine assistance, let us commence by invoking God's holy name.
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William of Newburgh




William of Newburgh (1136-1198), English historian, who wrote his Historia Rerum Anglicarum/History of English Affairs towards the end of the 12th century. This chronicle, one of the best sources of knowledge about England at this time, covers the years from the Norman Conquest up to 1198. William spent his life as a monk at the Augustinian priory at Newburgh in Yorkshire.




The history of our English nation has been written by the venerable Beda, a priest and monk, who, the more readily to gain the object he had in view, commenced his narrative at a very remote period, though he only glanced, with cautious brevity, at the more prominent actions of the Britons, who are known to have been the aborigines of our island. The Britons, however, had before him a historian of their own, from whose work Beda has inserted an extract, this fact I observed some years since, when I accidentally discovered a copy of the work of Gildas. His history, however, is rarely to be found, for few persons care either to transcribe or possess it—his style being so coarse and unpolished: his impartiality, however, is strong in developing truth, for he never spares even his own countrymen, he touches lightly upon their good qualities, and laments their numerous bad ones: there can be no suspicion that the truth is disguised, when a Briton, speaking of Britons, declares, that they were neither courageous in war, nor faithful in peace.

For the purpose of washing out those stains from the character of the Britons, a writer in our times has starred up and invented the most ridiculous fictions concerning them, and with unblushing effrontery, extols them far above the Macedonians and Romans. He is called Geoffrey, surnamed Arthur, from having given, in a Latin version, the fabulous exploits of Arthur (drawn from the traditional fictions of the Britons, with additions of his own), and endeavored to dignify them with the name of authentic history, moreover, he has unscrupulously promul gated the mendacious predictions of one Merlin, as if they were genuine prophecies, corroborated by indubitable truth, to which also he has himself considerably added during the process of translating them into Latin. He further declared, that this Merlin was the issue of a demon and woman, and, as participating in his father's nature, attributes to him the most exact and extensive knowledge of futurity; whereas, we are rightly taught, by reason and the holy scriptures, that devils, being excluded from the light of God, can never by mediation arrive at the cognizance of future events, though by means of some types, more evident to them than to us, they may predict events to come rather by conjecture than by certain knowledge. Moreover, even in their conjectures, subtle though they be, they often deceive themselves as well as others: nevertheless, they impose on the ignorant by their feigned divinations, and arrogate to themselves a prescience which, in truth, they do not possess. The fallacies of Merlin's prophecies are indeed evident in circumstances which are known to have transpired in the kingdom of England after the death of Geoffrey himself, who translated these follies from the British language; to which, as is truly believed, he added much from his own invention. Besides, he so accommodated his prophetic fancies(as he easily might do) to circumstances occurring previous to, or during, his own times, that they might obtain a suitable interpretation. Moreover, no one but a person ignorant of ancient history, when he meets with that book which he calls the History of the Britons, can for a moment doubt how impertinently and impudently he falsifies in every respect. For he only who has not learnt the truth of history indiscreetly believes the absurdity of fable. I omit this man's inventions concerning the exploits of the Britons previous to the government of Julius Caesar, as well as the fictions of others which he has recorded, as if they were authentic. I make no mention of his fulsome praise of the Britons, in defiance of the truth of history, from the time of Julius Caesar, when they came under the dominion of the Romans, to that of Honorius, when the Romans voluntarily retired from Britain, on account of the more urgent necessities of their own state…

Now, since it is evident that these facts [up to Bede's time] are established with historical authenticity by the venerable Beda, it appears that whatever Geoffrey has written, subsequent to Vortigen, either of Arthur, or his successors, or predecessors, is a fiction, invented either by himself or by others, and promulgated either through an unchecked propensity to falsehood, or a desire to please the Britons, of whom vast numbers are said to be so stupid as to assert that Arthur is yet to come, and who cannot bear to hear of his death… Moreover, he depicts Arthur himself as great and powerful beyond all men, and as celebrated in his exploits as he chose to feign him. First, he makes him triumph, at pleasure, over Angles, Picts, and Scots; then, he subdues Ireland, the Orkneys, Gothland, Norway, Denmark, partly by war, partly by the single terror of his name. To these he adds Iceland, which, by some, is called the remotest Thule…

Next this fabler, to carry his Arthur to the highest summit, makes him declare war against the Romans, having, however, first vanquished a giant of surprising magnitude in single com bat, though since the times of David we never read of giants. Then, with a wider licence of fabrication, he brings all the kings of the world in league with the Romans against him, that is to say, the kings of Greece, Africa, Spain, Parthia, Media, Iturea, Libya, Egypt, Babylon, Bithynia, Phrygia, Syria, Boethia, and Crete, and he relates that all of them were conquered by him in a single battle; whereas, even Alexander the Great, renowned throughout all ages, was engaged for twelve years in vanquishing only a few of the potentates of these mighty kingdoms. Indeed, he makes the little finger of his Arthur more powerful than the loins of Alexander the Great; more especially when, previous to the victory over so many kings, he introduces him relating to his comrades the subjugation of thirty kingdoms by his and their united efforts; whereas, in fact, this romancer will not find in the world so many kingdoms, in addition to those mentioned, which he had not yet subdued. Does he dream of another world possessing countless kingdoms, in which the circumstances he has related took place? Certainly, in our own orb no such events have happened. For how would the elder historians, who were ever anxious to omit nothing remarkable, and even recorded trivial circumstances, pass by unnoticed so incomparable a man, and such surpassing deeds? How could they, I repeat, by their silence, suppress Arthur, the British monarch(superior to Alexander the Great), and his deeds, or Merlin, the British prophet(the rival of Isaiah), and his prophecies? For what less in the knowledge of future events does he attribute to this Merlin than we do to Isaiah, except, indeed, that he durst not prefix to his productions, "Thus saith the Lord;" and was ashamed to say, "Thus saith the Devil," though this had been best suited to a prophet the offspring of a demon.

Since, therefore, the ancient historians make not the slightest mention of these matters, it is plain that whatever this man published of Arthur and of Merlin are mendacious fictions, invented to gratify the curiosity of the undisceming…

Therefore, let Beda, of whose wisdom and integrity none can doubt, possess our unbounded confidence, and let this fabler, with his fictions, be instantly rejected by all.

There were not wanting, indeed, some writers after Beda, but none at all to be compared with him, who detailed from his days the series of times and events of our island until our own recollection, men deserving of praise for their zealous and faithful labours, though their narrative be homely. In our times, indeed, events so great and memorable have occurred, that, if they be not transmitted to lasting memory by written documents, the negligence of the modern must be deservedly blamed. Perhaps a work of this kind is already begun, or even finished, by one or more persons, but nevertheless, some venerable characters, to whom I owe obedience, have deigned to enjoin such a labour, even to so insignificant a person as myself, in order that I, who am unable to make my offerings with the rich, may yet be permitted, with the poor widow, to cast somewhat of my poverty into the treasury of the Lord; and, since we are aware that the series of English history has been brought down by some to the decease of king Henry the first, beginning at the arrival of the Normans in England, I shall succinctly describe the intermediate time, that, by the permission of God, I may give a more copious narrative from Stephen, Henry's successor, in whose first year I, William, the least of the servants of Christ, was born unto death in the first Adam, and born again unto life in the Second.
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Roger of Wendover




Roger of Wendover (?-1236), English chronicler. A Benedictine monk at the monastery of St Albans, he revised and extended the abbey chronicle from the creation to the year 1235, under the title Flores Historiarum. ("Flowers of History"). The section from 1188 to 1235 is believed to be Roger's first-hand account. The chronicle was later extended by Matthew Paris.




We have thought good briefly to note the chief events of past times, and to give the lineage of our Saviour from the beginning, with the successions of certain kingdoms of the world and of their rulers, for the instruction of posterity, and to aid the diligence of the studious hearer. But, first we will address a word to certain dull cavillers, who ask what need there is of recording men's lives and deaths, or the various chances which befall them; or of committing to writing the different prodigies of heaven, earth, and the elements? Now, we would have such persons know that the lives of good men in times past are set forth for the imitation of succeeding times; and that the examples of evil men, when such occur, are not to be followed, but to be shunned. Moreover, the prodigies and portentous occurrences of past days, whether in the way of pestilence, or in other chastisements of God's wrath, are not without admonition to the faithful. Therefore is the memory of them committed to writing, that if ever the like shall again occur, men may presently betake themselves to repentance, and by this remedy appease the divine vengeance. For this cause, therefore, among many others, Moses, the law-giver, sets forth in the sacred history, the innocence of Abel, the envy of Cain, the sincerity of Job, the dissimulation of Esau, the malice of eleven of the sons of Israel, the goodness of Joseph the twelfth, the punishment of the five cities in their destruction by fire and brimstone, to the end that we may imitate the good, and carefully turn from the ways of the wicked; and this not only does Moses, but also all the writers of the sacred page, who, by commending virtue, and holding up vice to detestation, invite us to the love and fear of God. They are, therefore, not to be heeded, who say that books of chronicles, especially those by catholic authors, are unworthy of regard; for through them, whatever is necessary for human wisdom and salvation, the studious inquirer may be able to acquire by his memory, apprehend by his learning, and set forth by his eloquence.

The following work, then, is divided into two books, the first of which treats briefly of the Old Testament of the law of God, through five ages of the world, unto the coming of the Saviour, as the same are marked by Moses the law-giver, with the successions of the kings of the Gentiles and of their kingdoms, without which the law of God could not conveniently be set forth. For Luke, the evangelist, in writing the Gospel of Christ, made mention of Tiberius Caesar, and the kings of the Jewish nation, whose days and years were well known to all, to the end that the advent of the Saviour among men, and His works, which were of lowly origin, might come to the knowledge of all, by means of that which had more of splendour and notoriety; and this indeed was the way of almost all the writers of the sacred page, for the reasons above mentioned. The second book of this work treats of the New Testament, commencing with the incarnation of Christ and his nativity, and notices every year, without omitting one, down to our times, on whom the ends of the world are come, which we will treat of more at large in its proper place. Nevertheless, for the sake of fastidious readers, who are easily wearied, we think it good to aim at brevity in this our history, to the end that while they experience delight in a short and pleasing narration, we may kindle in their minds a love of reading that which does not weary, and, from listless hearers and fastidious readers, convert them into diligent students. Finally, that which follows has been taken from the books of catholic writers worthy of credit, just as flowers of various colours are gathered from various fields, to the end that the very variety, noted in the diversity of the colours, may be grateful to the various minds of the readers, and by presenting some which each may relish, may suffice for the profit and entertainment of all…

The second book of this work, commencing with the time of grace, treats of the nativity of our Saviour, and of his works in the flesh, of the calling of the apostles, and of the saints of God now glorified in heaven, arranged according to the years of incarnation, without omitting one, down to our times, on whom the ends of the world are come; in the course of which it treats of all the Roman pontiffs and emperors. It treats, moreover, of archbishops, bishops, and other dignities of the church, of kings, and princes, and other great men, who in their times lived in different regions, and of their acts, whether good or evil. It treats, moreover, of the various chances that have befallen mankind, the prodigious and portentous manifestations of God's wrath, to the end that, being admonished by past evils, men may betake themselves to humiliation and repentance, taking an example for imitation from the good, and shunning the ways of the perverse.
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Ordericus Vitalis




Ordericus Vitalis (1075-1143), Norman monk and chronicler. He spent most of his life in Saint-Évroul in Normandy. His Ecclesiastical History (4 vol., tr. 1853-56), a universal history to 1143, is valuable for a study of the Normans in England, France, and Italy and for the history of his own times.




Our predecessors in their wisdom have studied all the ages of the erring world from the earliest times, have recorded the good and evil fortunes of mortal men as a warning to others, and, in their constant eagerness to profit future generations, have added their own writings to those of the past. This we see achieved by Moses and Daniel and other writers of the Hagiographa; this we find in Dares Phrygius and Pompeius Trogus and other historians of the gentiles, this too we perceive in Eusebius and the De Ormesta mundi of Orosius and Bede the Englishman and Paul of Monte Cassino and other ecclesiastical writers. I study their narratives with delight, I praise and admire the elegance and value of their treatises, I exhort the learned men of our own time to imitate their remarkable erudition. Because it is not my lot to direct others in what they should do, I can at least endeavour to shun vain idleness, and bestir myself to undertake something which may give pleasure to my ordinary fellow-students.

In the narrative of the restauration of the abbey of Saint-Evroul, which at the command of Abbot Roger I undertook to write plainly to the best of my ability, I have occasion to touch truthfully on some matters concerning the good or evil leaders of this wretched age. Now, equipped with no literary skill to support me and endowed with neither knowledge nor eloquence, but inspired by the best intentions, I set about composing an account of the events which we witness and endure. It is fitting that, since new events take place every day in this world, they should be systematically committed to writing to the glory of God, so that—just as past deeds have been handed down by our forebears—present happenings should be recorded now and passed on by the men of today to future generations. My purpose is to speak truthfully about ecclesiastical affairs as a simple son of the Church; eagerly striving to follow the early Fathers according to the small measure of my ability, I have set out to investigate and record the fortunes of the Christian people in this present time, and therefore I have ventured to call this work the Ecclesiastical History. For although I cannot explore Macedonian or Greek or Roman affairs and many other matters worthy of the telling, because as a cloister monk by my own free choice I am compelled to unremitting observance of my monastic duty, nevertheless I can strive with the help of God and for the consideration of posterity to explain truthfully and straightforwardly the things which I have seen in our own times, or know to have occurred in nearby provinces. I firmly believe, following the prognostications of earlier writers, that in time someone will come with greater understanding than myself, and greater capacity for interpreting the various events taking place on earth, who will perhaps derive something from my writings and those of others like me, and will graciously insert this in his chronicle or history for the information of future generations. I hold this opinion all the more confidently because I began this work at the clear command of the venerable old abbot, Roger, and am now offering it to you, Father Warin, his legitimate successor according to the custom of the Church, so that you may delete what is superfluous, correct its infelicities, and set the seal of your wisdom and authority on the emended version. First of all I will tell of the Beginning that has no beginning, by whose aid I aspire to come to the End that hasno ending, where I may sing devout praises with those above for ever and ever, to him who is alpha and omega.
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John of Salisbury




John of Salisbury (c.1115-1180), Philosopher and Bishop. John was born in Salisbury and he was a student of Abelard and Gilbert de la Porré e at the University of Paris. After serving as a papal clerk, he became part of the household first of Theobald, Archbishop of Canterbury, and then of Thomas Becket. He was present in Canterbury when Becket was murdered. Subsequently he became Bishop of Chartres. He was the author of Policraticus, a political treatise, and Metalogicon, a defence of the study of logic. He was one of the leading men of letters of his day and his own correspondence is an important source for the history of the conflict between Becket and King Henry Ⅱ.




Jerome, the renowned father of the church, a man of wide learning, had so high an opinion of the Book of Chronicles as to assert that anyone who claimed to know holy scripture without it would make himself a laughingstock. The reason he gave was that it touched on events omitted from other books which were the key to many problems in the gospels. For it is, as it were, a comprehensive epilogue to the Old Testament in which, with the books of Esdras and Maccabees, we may read the mighty works of divine mercy manifested to us in our fathers; up to the time when, in a moment of universal silence, the needs of humanity and the purpose of the divine will required that the consubstantial and coeternal Son of God should enter the womb of an immaculate Virgin, that the Word might be made flesh and dwell among us. At this point the holy evangelists take up the story, teaching what God as man performed in man for man; and, flying on swift wings to the four corners of the earth, spread the word which saves the souls of the faithful and unites the church without spot or stain to Christ.

Luke, Paul's disciple, who described the acts of the apostles, covered the infancy of the newly-born church; and Eusebius of Caesarea, who succeeded him as an interpreter of scripture, told the story of the church in its youth, and finally, in describing the torments and triumphs of illustrious Christians, showed it as it came to manhood. Then Cassiodorus, who was converted from a Gentile to a Christian, from a senator to a monk, from an orator to a doctor of the church, lauded the palms that the Christian host had seen and received from the fathers; and, following in the path of other chroniclers, left as successors men distinguished in this art. Orosius, Isidore and Bede, and others whom it would be tedious to enumerate practised it, our own age too is not without numerous scholars who have undertaken to enrich their contemporaries with work of this kind. Amongst them one of the latest is Master Hugh, canon of St. Victor of Paris, who related the order of events from the beginning of the world up to the time of Pope Innocent Ⅱ and Louis, most Christian king of the Franks, and included all the vicissitudes of kingdoms in the concise narrative. After him, Sigebert, monk of Gembloux, wove the pattern of his narrative from the first year of Valetinian and Gratian to the council of Rheims, celebrated in the year of our lord 1148, in the time of Louis king of the Franks, when Conrad was reigning in Germany. From that time, however, there is not a single chronicle that I can discover, though I have found in church archives notes of memorable events which could be of help to any future writers who may appear. Sigebert, however, did not even describe everything that took place in the time of Pope Innocent; he was silent on several important points, either because they had escaped his notice, or for some other reason. For although he was anxious to handle great events in many kingdoms, he gave more space and care to those which concerned his Germans. Out of zeal for them, probably, he inserted some things in his chronicle which seem contrary to the privileges of the Roman church and the traditions of the holy fathers. And so, my dearest friend and master, I gladly obey your command; and will undertake, by the grace of God, as you bid, to give a short account of events touching papal history, omitting all else. My aim, like that of other chroniclers before me, shall be to profit my contemporaries and future generations. For all these chroniclers have had a single purpose: to relate noteworthy matters, so that the invisbile things of God may be clearly seen by the things that are done, and men may by examples of reward or punishment be made more zealous in the fear of God and pursuit of justice. Yes indeed, anyone ignorant of these things, who claims knowledge of holy writ or worldly wisdom, may be said to make himself a laughingstock. For, as the pagan says, "The lives of others are our teachers"; and whoever knows nothing of the past hastens blindly into the future. Besides, the records of the chronicles are valuable for establishing or abolishing customs, for strengthening or destroying privileges; and nothing, after knowledge of the grace and law of God, teaches the living more surely and soundly than knowledge of the deeds of the departed.

In what I am going to relate I shall, by the help of God, write nothing but what I myself have seen and heard and know to be true, or have on good authority from the testimony or writings of reliable men. So may the beginning of my discourse be that Son of the immaculate Virgin who "in the beginning was the Word"; and may He guide the work I have undertaken for our salvation and the welfare of His church, for He is the guide of all who walk rightly and the end of all that we do.
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Fulcher of Chartres




Fulcher of Chartres (c.1059-1127), who had Some classical learning, wrote a chronicle of the First Crusade, based in part on eyewitness testimony and expressing marvel at the grandeur of his theme and the actions of his protagonists. Fulcher's work was used by many other chroniclers who lived after him. William of Tyre and William of Malmesbury used part of the chronicle as a source. His chronicle is generally accurate, though not entirely so. It was published in the Recueil des historiens des croisades and the Patrologia Latina, and a critical edition of the Latin version was published by Heinrich Hagenmeyer in 1913.





Prologue


Here Beginneth Master Fulcher's Prologue To The Work Which Follows. It is a joy to the living and even profitable to the dead when the deeds of brave men, especially those fighting for God, are read from written records, or retained in the recesses of the memory, are solemnly recited among the faithful. For those still living in this world, on hearing of the pious purposes of their predecessors, and how the latter following the precepts of the Gospels spurned the finest things of this world and abandoned parents, wives, and their possessions however great, are themselves inspired to follow God and embrace Him with enthusiasm [Matth. 12:29; Marc. 10:29; Luc. 18:29; Matth. 16:24; Marc. 8:34; Luc. 9:23]. It is very beneficial for those who have died in the Lord when the faithful who are still alive, hearing of the good and pious deeds of their forebears, bless the souls of the departed and in love bestow alms with prayers in their behalf whether they, the living, knew the departed or not.

2. For this reason, moved by the repeated requests of some of my comrades, I have related in a careful and orderly fashion the illustrious deeds of the Franks when by God's most express mandate they made a pilgrimage in arms to Jerusalem in honor of the Savior. I have recounted in a style homely but truthful what I deemed worthy of remembrance as far as I was able or just as I saw things with my own eyes on the journey itself.

3. Although I dare not compare the above-mentioned labor of the Franks with the great achievements of the Israelites or Maccabees or of many other privileged people whom God has honored by frequent and wonderful miracles, still I consider the deeds of the Franks scarcely inferior since God's miracles often occurred among them. These I have taken care to commemorate in writing. In what way do the Franks differ from the Israelites or Maccabees? Indeed we have seen these Franks in the same regions, often right with us, or we have heard about them in places distant from us, suffering dismemberment, crucifixion, flaying, death by arrows or by being rent apart, or other kinds of martyrdom, all for the love of Christ. They could not be overcome by threats or temptations, nay rather if the butcher's sword had been at hand many of us would not have refused martyrdom for the love of Christ.

4. Oh how many thousands of martyrs died a blessed death on this expedition! But who is so hard of heart that he can hear of these deeds of God without being moved by the deepest piety to break forth in His praise? Who will not marvel how we, a few people in the midst of the lands of our enemies, were able not only to resist but even to survive? Who has ever heard of the like? On one side of us were Egypt and Ethiopia; on another, Arabia, Chaldea and Syria, Assyria and Media, Parthia and Mesopotamia, Persia and Scythia. Here a great sea separated us from Christendom and by the will of God enclosed us in the hands of butchers. But His mighty arm mercifully protected us. "Blessed indeed is the nation whose God is the Lord" [Psalm. 32:12].

5. The history which follows will tell both how this work was begun and how, in order to carry out the journey, all the people of the West freely devoted to it their hearts and hands.

Here Endeth the Prologue.
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Giovanni Villani




Giovanni Villani (c.1280-1348), Italian historian. His Cronica universale (1559) begins with biblical times and continues until 1348; it also gives a valuable account of the early history of Florence. It was continued by his brother Matteo Villani and Matteo's son Filippo Villani, who took the chronicle to 1363.




And I, finding myself on that blessed pilgrimage; the holy city of Rome, beholding the great and ancient things therein, and reading the stories and the great doings of the Romans, written by Virgil, and by Sallust, and by Lucan, and Titus Livius, and Valerius, and Paulus Orosius, and other masters of history, which wrote alike of small things as of great, of the deeds and actions of the Romans, and also of foreign nations throughout the world, myself to preserve memorials and give examples to those which should come after took up their style and design, although as a disciple I was not worthy of such a work. But considering that our city of Florence, the daughter and creature of Rome, was rising, and had great things before her, whilst Rome was declining, it seemed to me fitting to collect in this volume and new chronicle all the deeds and beginnings of the city of Florence, in so far as it has been possible for me to find and gather them together, and to follow the doings of the Florentines in detail, and the other notable things of the universe in brief, as long as it shall be God's pleasure; in hope of which, rather than in my own poor learning, I undertook, by his grace, the said enterprise; and thus in the year 1300, having returned from Rome, I began to compile this book, in reverence to God and the blessed John, and in commendation of our city of Florence.
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Geoffrey of Monmouth




Geoffrey of Monmouth, Latin name Gaufridus Monemutensis (c.1100-1154), Welsh chronicler and ecclesiastic. Thought to be the son of Breton parents, he studied at Oxford, was archdeacon of Llandaff or Monmouth (c.1140) and was appointed Bishop of St Asaph (1152). He compiled a fictitious history of Great Britain, Historia Regum Britanniae (c.1136), which traced the descent of British kings back to the Trojans, and he claimed to have based it on old Welsh chronicles that he alone had seen. Composed before 1147, it brought enduring romance by introducing the legends of King Arthur to European literature.




Whenever I have chanced to think about the history of the kings of Britain, on those occasions when I have been turning over a great many such matters in my mind, it has seemed a remarkable thing to me that, apart from such mention of them as Gildas and Bede had each made in a brilliant book on the subject, I have not been able to discover anything at all on the kings who lived here before the Incarnation of Christ, or indeed about Arthur and all the others who followed on after the Incarnation. Yet the deeds of these men were such that they deserve to be praised for all time. What is more, these deeds were handed joyfully down in oral tradition, just as if they had been committed to writing, by many peoples who had only their memory to rely on.

At a time when I was giving a good deal of attention to such matters, Walter, Archdeacon of Oxford, a man skilled in the art of public speaking and well informed about the history of foreign countries, presented me with a certain very ancient book written in the British language. This book, attractively composed to form a consecutive and orderly narrative, set out all the deeds of these men, from Brutus, the first King of the Britons, down to Cadwallader, the son of Cadwallo. At Walter's request I have taken the trouble to translate the book into Latin, although, indeed I have been content with my own expressions and my own homely style and I have gathered no gaudy flowers of speech in other men's gardens. If I had adorned my page with high-flown rhetorical figures, I should have bored my readers, for they would have been forced to spend more time in discovering the meaning of my words than in following the story.
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Dino Compagni




Dino Compagni (c. 1255-1324), Writer and politician, born in Florence, Tuscany, NC Italy. A white Guelph, he was twice prior, but was banned from public life after the Neri's (the Black party) victory. His Cronica delle cose occorrenti ne'tempi suoi (1310-12) is a lively chronicle of contemporary events in Florence between 1280 and 1312.




The remembrance of the ancient histories has long stirred my mind to write of the events, fraught with danger and ill-fitted to bring prosperity, which the noble city, the daughter of Rome, has for many years undergone, and especially at the time of the Jubilee of the year 1300. However, for many years I excused myself from writing on the ground of my own incompetence, and in the belief that another would write: but at last, the perils having so multiplied, and the outlook having become so significant that silence might no longer be kept concerning them, I determined to write for the advantage of those who shall inherit the prosperous years, to the end that they may acknowledge that their benefits are from God, who rules and governs throughout all ages…

When I began, I purposed writing the truth concerning those things of which I was certain, through having seen and heard them, because they were things noteworthy, which in their beginnings no one saw so clearly as I, and those things I did not clearly see, I purposed writing according to hearsay. But since many, because of their corrupt will, err in their speech, and corrupt the truth, I purposed to write according to the most authentic report. And in order that strangers may be the better able to understand the things that happened, I will describe the fashion of the noble city which is in the province of Tuscany and under the protection of the sign of Mars. It is enriched by a copious imperial river of sweet water, which divides it almost in half. The climate is equable, and the city is sheltered from hurtful winds; its territory is scanty in extent, but abounds in good produce. The citizens are valiant in arms, proud, and quarrelsome. The city is enriched by unlawful gains, and, on account of its power, is distrusted and feared, rather than loved, by the neighbouring towns…

The said city of Florence is very well populated, and the good air promotes generation. The citizens are very courteous, and the women very handsome and well attired. The large houses are very beautiful, and better supplied with comforts and conveniences than those in the other cities of Italy. On this account many people come from distant lands to visit the city, not from necessity, but by reason of her flourishing industries, and for the sake of her beauty and adornment…

Let her citizens, then, weep for themselves and their children, since by their arrogance, wickedness, and struggles for office they have undone so noble a city, have outraged the laws, and in a short time have bartered away the privileges which their forefathers won by much labour through long years; and let them await the justice of God, which by many tokens is threatening to bring evil upon them, as upon guilty persons who were free to avoid the possibility of its overwhelming them.

After much hurt had been received in ancient times through the quarrels of the citizens, there arose in the said city one quarrel which caused such division among them that the two parties gave, one to the other, two new hostile names of Guelfs and Ghibellines.
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Alexander of Roes




Alexander of Roes (fl. late thirteenth century), a defender of the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation and the thesis of a translation of empire from antiquity (his Translatio Imperii dates c. 1281), conceived of European civilization as a cultural trinity, passed on from antiquity, with leadership provided by Italy and the Papacy in theology, by France in learning, and by Germany in politics.




Thus, it should be known that the holy Charlemagne, emperor by consent and order of the Roman pontiff, instituted and determined by divine inspiration that the empire of the Romans should always rest on canonical election by the princes of the Germans. It did not seem right to him that the sanctuary of God, that is, the kingdom of the Church, should be possessed by hereditary right, considering that he himself issued directly from the Greeks, Romans, and Germans, and that first his father Pepin and then Charles himself had, through the Franks (i. e., Germans), liberated the city of Rome and the Church of God from the infestation of the Lombards. These princes are the Archbishop of Trier (who is archchancellor of France), the Archbishop of Cologne (archchancellor of Italy), the Archbishop of Mainz (archchancellor of Germany [i. e., all of Alemania]), and the Count Palatine of Trier, once mayor of the palace, to which office Charlemagne's ancestors traced their origins.

Moreover, since Charles himself was king of the Franks (i. e., the Germans) and since that kingship had devolved upon him by inheritance, it would have been impious and indecent of him to deprive his heirs entirely of the royal dignity. Therefore, he ordered(and [his son] Louis confirmed) that the French [Francigenae] should have a hereditary king along with a certain portion of the kingdom of the Franks, who would recognize no superior in temporals and who, as the descendant of emperors, would owe no homage or other service. To this king, his heir, he gave the teaching[studium, the term for "university" I of philosophy and liberal arts, which he transplanted from the city of Rome to Paris. And it should be noted, as required by due and necessary order, that as the Romans, who were senior, were given the priesthood [Sacerdotium], so the Germans [Germani vel Franci], who were junior, were given the empire [Imperium], and the French [Francigene vel Galli], who were more acute, were given the teaching [Studium] of sciences.

Thus as the constancy of the Romans firmly maintains the Catholic faith, so the magnanimity of the Germans should imperiously order it to be held, and the subtlety and eloquence of the French should, with the firmest reasoning, prove and demonstrate that it should be so held. By these three, namely, Sacerdotium, Imperium, Studium, as by the virtues, namely, the vital, natural, and spiritual, the Holy Catholic Church is spiritually vitalized, augmented, and ruled. By these three, as by foundation, walls, and roof, the Church is materially made perfect. And it should be noted that if one foundation and one roof suffices but not one wall, this is because one seat is enough for the priesthood (namely, Rome) and for the studium (namely, Paris), but the empire has been granted by the Holy Spirit four principal locations, namely, Aquitalne, Arles, Milan, and the city of Rome. Therefore, let those whose business it is see to it that this house remains whole and intact, lest (may it not happen) Antichrist or his precursors enter not through the gate but through the broken walls, and kill the flock and its shepherd.
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Joachim of Flore




Joachim of Flore (c. 1132-1202), Mystic and Philosopher. Joachim was a Cistercian monk who was at one stage Abbot of Corazzo, Italy. Later he lived at Casamari and then at Fiore. He was the author of Liber Concordiae Novi et Veteris Testamenti, Expositio in Apocalypsim and Psalterium Decem Cordarum. In these works he argued that the whole of history can be divided into three periods: the first was the age of the Father in which humanity lived under law; the second was the age of the Son, which was lived under grace and the third would be the age of the Spirit. Joachim believed that this would begin in about 1260 and would be characterised by a rise of religious orders which would spiritualize the world. This teaching was highly popular in the Middle Ages and the Fraticelli and the Spiritual Franciscans saw themselves as the fulfillment of Joachim's prophecies.




When we wish to expound something figuratively in the Scriptures, it should first appear to us as if there were a procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father, according to which the first period of history would be considered as that of the Father, the second that of the Spirit, then, as if there were a procession of the Holy Spirit from the Son, according to which the second period must be considered to be that of the Son, the third that of the Holy Spirit…

Now there was one period in which men lived according to the flesh, that is, up to the time of Christ. It was initiated by Adam. There was a second period in which men lived between the flesh and the spirit, which was initiated by Elisha, the prophet, or by Uzziah, king of Judah. There is a third, in which men live according to the spirit, which will last until the end of the world. It was initiated in the days of the blessed Benedict. And so the fructification of the peculiarities of the first period, or to speak more truly, of the first condition, lasted from Abraham up to Zacharias, the father of John the Baptist. Its initiation dates from Adam. The fructification of the third age dates from that generation which was the twenty-second after Saint Benedict…

Because in the first age the order of the laity stood out, in the second the order of the clerics, in the third, the beginnings of which are making themselves felt, nay, even some outstanding mysteries, the order of monks ought to appear. Particularly, however, since the advent of Eli, who was the first in Israel to show that spiritual life of which we are speaking, can that order, which is partly of the flesh and partly of the spirit, say not undeservedly of that which is wholly spiritual, "He who cometh after me was made before me, and I baptize you in water, but he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire…"

There must be distinguished three periods, as if by stretches of three days, in the generations of the Church. The first ran from Zacharias, the father of John, who had the covenant of Abraham, up to the blessed Pope Sylvester, fourteen generations; [the second], from the blessed Pope Sylvester to Pope Zachary, fourteen generations; and [the third] from him to the present, fourteen generations…

According now to the spiritual interpretation, we may assign the Four Gospels themselves to four periods. For in the Gospel of Matthew, which begins with Abraham, we take up the whole divine account of the Old Testament, which announced that the Saviour of the world would be born of the seed of David and Abraham, according to the flesh. In the Gospel of Luke, which concerns the boyhood and education of Christ up to His twelfth year, we find the doctrine of Mother Church which, beginning with John the Baptist, as if by intervals of time, comes step by step down to these our times, according to that verse of Daniel, "Many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased." In the Gospel of Mark, in which Christ's manhood, that is, the time of His preaching, is related, His spiritual doctrine, of which the Apostle says, "We speak wisdom among them that are perfect." That is, the spiritual doctrine beginning at the time in which Elias will come and continuing until the end of terrestrial history. In the Gospel of John we find that ineffable wisdom which will exist in the future.




The Book of the City of Ladies
 


〔33〕










Christine de Pizan




Christine de Pizan (c. 1365-1434), Leading vernacular writer of her time, whose works show an extraordinary range of learning and of genres, including political theory, military strategy and polemical defence of women. Of Italian gentry stock, de Pizan was brought up in France by her humanist father who insisted that she be well educated. After the death of her husband she supported herself and her family in Paris, first by producing luxury manuscripts for aristocratic women and then by original writing. During the 1390s she participated in the so-called querelle de la rose, a three-year debate seeking to rethink the position of women in western literary tradition and culture. One of de Pizan's sons lived in England, and her best-known work, the Cité de Dames (Book of the City of Ladies, 1405), was being read there (in French, amongst an educated é lite) within a decade of its composition. It was popular with English women book-collectors Chaucer's granddaughter, Alice, owned a copy and so probably did Cecily Neville, wife of Richard of York. This work describes the building of a mythical polis, the City of Ladies, as a bulwark against misogyny. Its bricks are three sets of exemplary stories, demonstrating women's virtue, strength and cultural contribution.




I could hardly find a book on morals where, even before I had read in it its entirety, I did not find several chapters or certain sections attacking women, no matter who the author was. This reason alone, in short, made me conclude that, although my intellect did not perceive my own great faults and, likewise, those of other women because of its simpleness and ignorance, it was however truly fitting that such was the case. And so I relied more on the judgment of others than on what I myself felt and knew. I was so transfixed in this line of thinking for such a long time that it seemed as if I were in a stupor. Like a gushing fountain, a series of authorities, whom I recalled one after another, came to mind, along with their opinions on this topic. And I finally decided that God formed a vile creature when He made woman, and I wondered how such a worthy artisan could have deigned to make such an abominable work which, from what they say, is the vessel as well as the refuge and abode of every evilandvice…

So occupied with these painful thoughts, my head bowed in shame, my eyes filled with tears, leaning on the pommel of my chair's armrest, I suddenly saw a ray of light fall on my lap, as though it were the sun. I shuddered then, as if wakened from sleep, for I was sitting in a shadow where the sun could not have shone at that hour. And as I lifted my head to see where this light was coming from, I saw three crowned ladies standing before me, and the splendor of their bright faces shone on me and throughout the entire room…

Then she who was the first of the three smiled and began to speak,"Dear daughter, do not be afraid, for we have not come here to harm or trouble you but to console you, for we have taken pity on your distress, and we have come to bring you out of the ignorance which so blinds your own intellect that you shun what you know for a certainty and believe what you do not know or see or recognize except by virtue of many strange opinions…

"Thus, fair daughter, the prerogative among women has been bestowed on you to establish and build the City of Ladies. For the foundation and completion of this City you will draw fresh waters from us as from clear fountains, and we will bring you sufficient building stone, stronger and more durable than any marble with cement could be. Thus your City will be extremely beautiful, without equal, and of perpetual duration in the world…

"…If anyone maintained that women do not possess enough understanding to learn the laws, the opposite is obvious from the proof afforded by experience, which is manifest and has been manifested in many women — just as I will soon tell — who have been very great philosophers and have mastered fields far more complicated, subtle, and lofty than written laws and man—made institutions. Moreover, in case anyone says that women do not have a natural sense for politics and government, I will give you examples of several great women rulers who have lived in past times. And so that you will better know my truth, I will remind you of some women of your own time who remained widows and whose skill governing — both past and present — in all their affairs following the deaths of their husbands provides obvious demonstration that a woman with a mind is fit for all tasks…

"I could tell you a great deal about ladies who governed wisely in ancient times, just as what I will presently tell you will deal with this question. In France there was once a queen, Fredegund, who was the wife of King Chilperic. Although she was cruel, contrary to the natural disposition of women, nevertheless, following her husband's death, with great skill this lady governed the kingdom of France which found itself at this time in very great unrest and danger, and she was left with nothing besides Chilperic's heir, a small son name Clotair. There was great division among the barons regarding the government, and already a great civil war had broken out in the kingdom. Having assembled the barons in council, she addressed them, all the while holding her child in her arms: 'My lords, here is your king. Do not forget the loyalty which has always been present among the French, and do not scorn him because he is a child, for with God's help he will grow up, and when he comes of age he will recognize his good friends and reward them according to their deserts, unless you desire to disinherit him wrongfully and sinfully. As for me, I assure you that I will reward those who act well and loyally with such generosity that no other reward could be better.' Thus did this queen satisfy the barons, and through her wise government, she delivered her son from the hands of his ene mies…

"As for this queen of France, Fredegund, of whom I spoke to You before, the boldness of her deeds in battle was equally great, for, as I have already mentioned, when she was widowed by King Chilperic her husband, with Clotair her son at her breast and the kingdom beset by war, she told the barons, 'My lords, do not be afraid of all the enemies who have come upon us' for I have thought up a ruse by which we will conquer, provided you believe me. I will abandon all feminine fear and arm my heart with a man's boldness in order to increase your courage and that of the soldiers in the army, out of pity for your young prince. I will walk ahead of everyone, holding him in my arms, and You will follow me. You will do exactly as I have ordered our high constable to do…'"

[I answered] "My lady, I greatly admire what I have heard you say, that so much good has come into the world by virtue of the understanding of women. These men usually say that women's knowledge is worthless. In fact when someone says something foolish, the widely voiced insult is that this is women's knowledge. In brief, the typical opinions and comments of men claim that women have been and are useful in the world only for bearing children and sewing."

She answered, "Now you can recognize the massive ingratitude of the men who say such things; they are like people who live off the goods of others without knowing their source and without thanking anyone. You can also clearly see how God, who does nothing without a reason, wished to show men that He does not despise the feminine sex nor their own, because it so pleased Him to place such great understanding in women's brains that they are intelligent enough not only to learn and retain the sciences but also to discover new sciences themselves, indeed sciences of such great utility and profit for the world that nothing has been more necessary… And let no one say that I am telling you these things just to be pleasant: they are Boccaccio's own words, and his credibility is well-known and evident…"

"As for the great benefits brought about by women regarding spiritual matters, just as I told you before, was it not Clotilda, daughter of the king of Burgundy and wife of the strong Clovis, king of France, who first brought and spread the faith of Jesus Christ to the kings and princes of France? What greater good could have been accomplished than what she did? For after she had been enlightened by the Faith, like the good Christian and holy lady she was, she did not cease to prod and beg her lord to receive the holy Faith and be baptized…"

In brief, all women — whether noble, bourgeois, or lower-class — be well-informed in all things and cautious in defending your honor and chastity against your enemies! My ladies, see how these men accuse you of so many vices in everything. Make liars of them all by showing forth your virtue, and prove their attacks false by acting well, so that you can say with the Psalmist, "the vices of the evil will fall on their heads."
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To Marcus Tullius Cicero





Francesco Petrarch




Francesco Petrarch (1304-1374), Poet, Scholar and Devotional Writer. Petrarch was educated at Montpellier and Bologna and was trained as a lawyer. However, he abandoned the law for a life of scholarship and journeyed through France. Germany and Italy, searching for and editing classical manuscripts. He finally settled in Vaucluse. He is mainly remembered for his poetry, particularly his sonnets to Laura. His many prose writings include De Contemptu Mundi (an imaginary dialogue between himself and St Augustine), De Otio Religioso, on the virtues of the monastic life, and De Vita Solitaria in praise of solitude. He has been a highly influential figure in Italian literature and has been described as the "father of Humanism".





To Marcus Tullius Cicero
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Your letters I sought for long and diligently; and finally, where I least expected it, I found them. At once I read them, over and over, with the utmost eagerness. And as I read I seemed to hear your bodily voice, O Marcus Tullius, saying many things, uttering many lamentations, ranging through many phases of thought and feeling. I long had known how excellent a guide you have proved for others; at last I was to learn what sort of guidance you gave yourself.

Now it is your turn to be the listener. Hearken, wherever you are, to the words of advice, or rather of sorrow and regret, that fall, not unaccompanied by tears, from the lips of one of your successors, who loves you faithfully and cherishes your name. O spirit ever restless and perturbed! in old age—I am but using your own words—self-involved in calamities and ruin! what good could you think would come from your incessant wrangling, from all this wasteful strife and enmity? Where were the peace and quiet that befitted your years, your profession, your station in life? What Will-o'-the-wisp tempted you away, with a delusive hope of glory; involved you, in your declining years, in the wars of younger men; and, after exposing you to every form of misfortune, hurled you down to a death that it was unseemly for a philosopher to die? Alas! the wise counsel that you gave your brother, and the salutary advice of your great masters, you forgot. You were like a traveller in the night, whose torch lights up for others the path where he himself has miserably fallen.

Of Dionysius I forbear to speak; of your brother and nephew, too; of Dolabello even, if you like. At one moment you praise them all to the skies; at the next fall upon them with sudden maledictions. This, however, could perhaps be pardoned. I will pass by Julius Caesar, too, whose well-approved clemency was a harbour of refuge for the very men who were warring against him. Great Pompey, likewise, I refrain from mentioning. His affection for you was such that you could do with him what you would. But what insanity led you to hurl yourself upon Anthony? Love of the republic, you would probably say. But the republic had fallen before this into irretrievable ruin, as you had yourself admitted. Still, it is possible that a lofty sense of duty, and love of liberty, constrained you to do as you did, hopeless though the effort was. That we can easily believe of so great a man. But why, then, were you so friendly with Augustus? What answer can you give to Brutus? If you accept Octavius, said he, we must conclude that you are not so anxious to be rid of all tyrants as to find a tyrant who will be well-disposed toward yourself. Now, unhappy man, you were to take the last false step, the last and most deplorable. You began to speak ill of the very friend whom you had so lauded, although he was not doing any ill to you but merely refusing to prevent others who were. I grieve, dear friend, at such fickleness. These shortcomings fill me with pity and shame. Like Brutus, I feel no confidence in the arts in which you are so proficient. What, pray, does it profit a man to teach others, and to be prating always about virtue, in high-sounding words, if he fails to give heed to his own instruction? Ah! how much better it would have been, how much more fitting for a philosopher, to have grown old peacefully in the country, meditating, as you yourself have somewhere said, upon the life that endures for ever, and not upon this poor fragment of life; to have known no fasces, yearned for no triumphs, found no Catilines to fill the soul with ambitious longings! —All this, however, is vain. Farewell, forever, my Cicero.

Written in the land of the living; on the right bank of the Adige, in Verona, a city of Transpadane Italy; on the 16th of June, and in the year of that God whom you never knew the 1345th…


To the same
 


〔2〕







If my earlier letter gave you offence, —for, as you often have remarked, the saying of your contemporary in the Andria is a faithful one, that compliance begets friends, truth only hatred, —you shall listen now to works that will soothe your wounded feelings and prove that the truth need not always be hateful. For, if censure that is true angers us, true praise, on the other hand, gives us delight.

You lived then, Cicero, if I may be permitted to say it, like a mere man, but spoke like an orator, wrote like a philosopher. It was your life that I criticized; not your mind, nor your tongue; for the one fills me with admiration, the other with amazement. And even in your life I feel the lack of nothing but stability, and the love of quiet that should go with your philosophic professions, and abstention from civil war, when liberty had been extinguished and the republic buried and its dirge sung.

See how different my treatment of you is from yours of Epicurus, in your works at large, and especially in the De Finibus. You are continually praising his life, but his talents you ridicule. I ridicule in you nothing at all. Your life does awaken my pity, as I have said; but your talents and your eloquence call for nothing but congratulation. O great father of Roman eloquence! not I alone but all who deck themselves with the flowers of Latin Speech render thanks unto you. It is from your wellsprings that we draw these streams that water our meads. You, we freely acknowledge, are the leader who marshals us; yours are the words of encouragement that sustain us; yours is the light that illumines the path before us. In a word, it is under your auspices that we have attained to such little skill in this art of writing as we may possess…

You have heard what I think of your life and your genius. Are you hoping to hear of your books also; what fate has befallen them, how they are esteemed by the masses and among scholars? They still are in existence, glorious volumes, but we of today are too feeble a folk to read them, or even to be acquainted with their mere titles. Your fame extends far and wide; your name is mighty, and fills the ears of men; and yet those who really know you are very few, be it because the times are unfavorable, or because men's minds are slow and dull, or, as I am the more inclined to believe, because the love of money forces our thoughts in other directions. Consequently right in our own day, unless I am much mistaken, some of your books have disappeared, I fear beyond recovery. It is a great grief to me, a great disgrace to this generation, a great wrong done to posterity. The shame of failing to cultivate our own talents, thereby depriving the future of the fruits that they might have yielded, is not enough for us; we must waste and spoil, through our cruel and insufferable neglect, the fruits of your labours too, and of these of your fellows as well, for the fate that I lament in the case of your own books has befallen the words of many other illustrious men.

It is of yours alone, though, that I would speak now. Here are the names of those among them whose loss is most to be deplored; the Republic, the Praise of Philosophy, the treatises on the Care of Property, on the Art of War, on Consolation, on Glory, —although in the case of this last my feeling is rather one of hopeful uncertainty than of certain despair. And then there are huge gaps in the volumes that have survived. It is as if indolence and oblivion had been worsted, in a great battle, but we had to mourn noble leaders slain, and others lost or maimed. This last indignity very many of your books have suffered, but more particularly the Orator, the Academics, and the Laws. They have come forth from the fray so mutilated and disfigured that it would have been better if they had perished outright.

Now in conclusion, you will wish me to tell you something about the condition of Rome and the Roman republic: the present appearance of the city and whole country, the degree of harmony that prevails, what classes of citizens possess political power, by whose hands and with what wisdom the reins of empire are swayed, and whether the Danube, the Ganges, the Ebro, the Nile, the Don, are our boundaries now, or in very truth the man has arisen who "bounds our empire by the ocean-stream, our fame by the stars of heaven," or "extends our rule beyond Garama and Ind," as your friend the Mantuan Virgil has said. Of these and other matters of like nature I doubt not you would very gladly hear. Your filial piety tells me so, your well-known love of country, which you cherished even to your own destruction. But indeed it were better that I refrained. Trust me, Cicero, if you were to hear of our condition to-day you would be moved to tears, in whatever circle of heaven above, or Erebus below, you may be dwelling. Farewell, forever.

Written in the world of the living, on the left bank of the Rhone, in Transalpine Gaul; in the same year, but in the month of December, the 19th day…




On the Correct Way to Translate
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Leonardo Bruni




Leonardo Bruni (1370-1444) Italian humanist Born in Arezzo, he was Papal Secretary from 1405 to 1415. He then wrote Historiarum Florentini populi libri Ⅻ (1610, "12 Books of Histories of the Florentine People"), and was made Chancellor of Florence in 1427. Bruni aided the advance of the study of Greek literature mainly by his literal translations into Latin of Aristotle, Demosthenes, Plato, and others. He also wrote Lives of Petrarch and Dante in Italian.




In my view, then, the whole essence of translation is to transfer correctly what is written in one language into another language. But no one can do this correctly who has not a wide and extensive knowledge of both languages. Nor is even that enough. There are many men who have the capacity to understand an activity, though they cannot themselves exercise it. Many persons, for instance, appreciate painting who cannot themselves paint, and many understand the art of music without themselves being able to sing.

Correct translation is therefore an extremely difficult task. One must have, first of all, a knowledge of the language to be translated, and no small or common knowledge at that, but one that is wide, idiomatic, accurate, and detailed, acquired from a long reading of the philosophers and orators and poets and all other writers. No one who has not read, comprehended, thoroughly considered and retained all these can possibly grasp the force and significance of the words, especially since Aristotle himself and Plato were, I, may say, the very greatest masters of literature, and practiced a most elegant kind of writing filled with the sayings and maxims of the old poets and orators and historians, and frequently employed tropes and figures of speech that have acquired idiomatic meanings far different from their literal meanings. We in our language, for instance, employ such expressions as "I humor you," "soldiers lost in battle," "take in good part," "it would be worthwhile," "to take pains," and a thousand others like them. The rawest schoolboy knows what "pains" are, and what "to take" means, but the whole phrase means something else. To say "a hundred soldiers were lost in battle," means, literally, that "a hundred soldiers cannot be found." It is the same with the other examples: the words mean one thing, the sense is another…

The Greek language covers a broad field, and there are innumerable examples in Aristotle and Plato of illustrations drawn from Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, Euripides, and other ancient poets and writers. Then, too, there is a frequent use of figures of speech, so that a man not familiar with a wide variety of every kind of author is likely to be misled and to mistake the sense of what he is to translate.

Agreed, then, that the first concern of the translator is to acquire a thorough knowledge of the language out of which he translates, and that this knowledge can only be achieved by a repeated, varied and close reading of all kinds of writers. Next he must have such a grasp of the language into which he translates, that he will have a thorough command of it, have it completely within his power, so when he must render word for word, he will not beg or borrow or leave the word in Greek out of ignorance of Latin, he will know subtly the nature and the force of words, so he will not say "middling" when he means "small," "adolescent" when he means "adolescence," "courage" when he means "strength," "war" when he means "battle," "city" when he means "city-state." He will moreover observe the distinctions between "to be fond of" and "to love," between "to choose out" and "to seek out," between "to desire" and "to wish," "to perorate" and "to persuade," "to accept" and "to grant," "to expostulate with" and "to complain of," and a thousand similar cases. He will be familiar with the idioms and figures of speech used by the best authors, and will imitate them when he translates, and he will avoid verbal and grammatical novelties, especially those that are imprecise and barbarous.

The foregoing qualities are all necessary. In addition, he must possess a sound ear so that his translation does not disturb and destroy the fullness and rhythmical qualities of the original. For since in every good writer—and most especially in Plato and Aristotle—there is both learning and literary style, he and he only will be a satisfactory translator who is able to preserve both.

In short, these are the vices of a translator: to understand badly what is to be translated, or to turn it badly; and to translate in such fashion that the beauty and precision of the original author is rendered clumsy, confused, and ugly. The man whose ignorance of learning and literature is such that he cannot avoid all those vices, is rightly criticized and condemned when he tries to translate. By mistaking one thing for another, he leads men into divers errors, and by making him seem ridiculous and absurd he threatens the majesty of his original author…

For every writer has his proper style: Cicero his sonority and richness, Sallust his dry and succinct expression, Livy his rough grandeur. So the good translator in translating each will conform himself to them in such a way that he follows the style of each one. Hence, if he is translating Cicero, with a variety and richness of expression matching his, the translator must fill up the entire period with large, copious, and full phrasings, now rushing them along, now building them up. If he translates Sallust, he must needs decide in the case of nearly every word to observe propriety and great restraint, and to this end must retrench and cut down. If he translates Livy, he must imitate the latter's forms of expression. The translator should be carried away by the power of the original's style. He cannot possibly preserve the sense to advantage unless he insinuates and twists himself into the original's word order and periodic structure with verbal propriety and stylistic faithfulness. This then is the best way to translate: to preserve the style of the original as well as possible, so that polish and elegance be not lacking in the words, and the words be not lacking in meaning.
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Lorenzo Valla




Lorenzo Valla (1407-1457), Italian philosopher, translator, and historian. He attacked scholasticism and promoted classical literature, advocating an alliance between faith and eloquence. He influenced the Dutch humanist Erasmus and the German Protestant Martin Luther. Valla, born in Rome, was historian and secretary to King Alfonso of Naples 1435-1448, when he returned to Rome as secretary to Pope Nicholas V. He proved some of the most hallowed documents in the papal curia to be forgeries, notably the Donation of Constantine, which purported to give the pope temporal sovereignty over the Roman emperor. Valla criticized Aristotelian logic, and believed that medieval philosophy and logic had had a bad effect on theology. His works include Elegantiarum libri/On the Elegancies of the Latin Tongue (1471), the first Latin grammar to be written since the Middle Ages, and Annotationes in Novum Testamentum/Annotations on the New Testament (1444).




When I often consider for myself the deeds of our ancestors and the acts of other kings and peoples, ours seem to me to have excelled all others not only in empire but even in the propagation of their language. For the Persians, the Medes, the Assyrians, the Greeks, and many other peoples have seized dominion far and wide—it is certain that they have held empire[s?], even if less in extent than that of the Romans, nevertheless much more enduring in its course—but no people has spread its language so far as ours has done, who in a short space of time has made the Roman Tongue, which is also called Latin from Latium where Rome is located, well-known and almost queen—even if I omit mention of that coast of Italy which was formerly called Greater Greece or Sicily which was also Greek or the entirety of Italy— almost throughout the entire West and through not a negligible part of both the North and Africa. Further, as far as the provinces are concerned, the roman tongue was offered to mortals as a certain most excellent fruit for the sowing. Certainly this was a much more famous and splendid task than increasing the empire itself For they who increase the extent of the empire are accustomed to be greatly honored and are called emperors, however, they who have conferred any benefices on men are celebrated not by human but rather by divine praise, especially when they further not so much the grandeur and glory of their own city but also the public utility and well-being of all men.

As our ancestors, winning high praises, surpassed other men in military affairs, so by the extension of their language they indeed surpassed themselves, as if, abandoning their dominion on earth, they had attained to the fellowship of the gods in Paradise. If Ceres, Liber, and Minerva, who are considered the discoverers of grain, wine, oil, and many others have been placed among the gods for some benefaction of this kind, is it less beneficial to have spread among the nations the Latin language, the noblest and the truly divine fruit, food not of the body but of the soul? For this language introduced those nations and all peoples to all the arts which are called liberal; it taught the best laws, prepared the way for all wisdom; and finally, made it possible for them no longer to be called barbarians.

Why would anyone who is a fair judge of things not prefer those who were distinguished for their cultivation of the sacred mysteries of literature to those who were celebrated for waging terrible wars? For you may most justly call those men royal, indeed divine, who not only founded the republic and the majesty of the Roman people, insofar as this might be done by men, but, as if they were gods, established also the welfare of the whole world. Their achievement was the more amazing because those who submitted to our rule knew that they had given up their own government, and, what is more bitter, had been deprived of liberty, though not perhaps by violence. They recognized, however, that the Latin language had both strengthened and adorned their own, as the later discovery of wine did not drive out the use of water, or silk expel wool and linen, or gold the other metals, but added to these other blessings. And just as the beauty of a jewel set in a golden ring is not diminished but enhanced, so our language, in uniting with the vernacular speech to others, conferred splendour: it did not destroy it. For not by arms or bloodshed or wars was its domination achieved, but by benefits, love, and concord. Of this achievement (so far as I can conjecture) the sources have been, as I have said, first, that our ancestors perfected themselves to an incredible degree in all kinds of studies, so that no one seems to have been preeminent in military affairs unless he was distinguished also in letters, which was a not inconsiderable stimulus to the emulation of others; then, that they wisely offered honourable rewards to the teachers of literature, finally, that they encouraged all provincials to become accustomed to speak, both in Rome and at home, in the Roman fashion.

But since this is sufficient, I shall say no more about the comparison between the Roman Empire and its language. The Roman dominion, the peoples and nations long ago threw off as an unwelcome burden; the language of Rome they have thought sweeter than any nectar, more splendid than any silk, more precious than any gold or gems, and they have embraced it as if it were a god sent from Paradise. Great, therefore, is the sacramental power of the Latin language, truly great in its divinity, which has been preserved these many centuries with religious and holy awe, by strangers, by barbarians, by enemies, so that we Romans should not grieve but rejoice, and the whole listening earth should glory. We have lost Rome, we have lost authority, we have lost dominion, not by our own fault but by that of the times, yet we reign still, by this more splendid sovereignty, in a great part of the world. Ours is Italy, ours Gaul, ours Spain, Germany, Pannonia, Dalmatia, Illyricum, and many other lands. For wherever the Roman Tongue holds sway, there is the Roman Empire.

But now the Greeks are going around, boasting about the abundance of their languages. Impoverished as they say it is, our one language is more effective than five of their dialects, which, according to them, are so much richer than ours. The Latin language is a single tongue, like one law, for many peoples; in one Greece there is not a single language (which is a scandalous thing), but many dialects, like factions in a state. Moreover, foreigners agree with us in speaking as we do; the Greeks cannot agree among themselves, much less hope to induce others to speak their language. Among the Greeks, various authors write in Attic, Aeolic, Ionic, Doric, Koine; with us, that is among many nations, no one writes except in Latin, in the language that embraces all disciplines worthy of a free man, just as among the Greeks they are diffused in many dialects' Who does not know that when the Latin language flourishes, all studies and disciplines thrive, as they are ruined when it perishes? For who have been the most profound philosophers, the best orators, the most distinguished jurisconsults, and finally the greatest writers, but those indeed who have been most zealous in speaking well?

But when I wish to say more, sorrow hinders and torments me, and forces me to weep as I contemplate the state which eloquence had once attained and the condition into which it has now fallen. For what lover of letters and the public good can restrain his tears when he sees eloquence now in that state in which it was long ago when Rome was captured by the Gauls; everything was overturned, burned, destroyed, so that the Capitoline citadel hardly survived. Indeed, for many centuries not only has no one spoken in the Latin manner, but no one who has read Latin has understood it. Students of philosophy have not possessed, nor do they possess, the works of the ancient philosophers, nor do rhetoricians have the orators; nor lawyers the jurisconsults; nor teachers the known works of the ancients, as if after the Roman Empire had fallen, it would not be fitting to speak of [or?] in the Roman fashion, and the glory of Latinity was allowed to decay in rust and mould. I neither accept nor reject any of these, daring only to declare soberly that those arts which are most closely related to the liberal arts, the arts of painting, sculpture, modeling, and architecture, had degenerated for so long and so greatly and had almost died with letters themselves, and that in this age they have been aroused and come to life again, so greatly increased is the number of good artists and men of letters who now flourish.

But truly, as wretched as were those former times in which no learned man was found, so much the more this our age should be congratulated, in which (if we exert ourselves a little more) I am confident that the language of Rome will shortly grow stronger than the city itself, and with it all disciplines will be restored. Therefore, because of my devotion to my native Rome and because of the importance of the matter, I shall arouse and call forth all men who are lovers of eloquence, as if from a watch tower, and give them, as they say, the signal for battle.




Renaissance Princes, Popes, and Prelates
 


〔5〕










Vespasiano da Bisticci




Vespasiano da Bisticci (1421-1498), bookseller and scholar, born in Rignano sull' Arno, Tuscany, NC Italy. His Florence bookshop was a meeting-place for contemporary scholars, and he specialized in supplying European princes with sought-after codexes. After he retired, he wrote the Vite di uomini illustri del secolo XV (published in 1839), a series of biographies in a lively style.




I have often considered how great is the value of the light which learned writers, in times both ancient and modern, have thrown upon the actions of illustrious men; how that the fame of many worthies has come to naught because there was no one to preserve in writing the memory of their deeds, and that, if Livy and Sallust and other writers of excellence had not lived in the time of Scipio Africanus, the renown of that great man would have perished with his life. Neither would there have been any record of Metellus, or of Lycurgus, or of Cato, or of Epaminondas the Theban, or of the infinite number of men of mark who lived in Greece and Rome. But because many illustrious writers flourished amongst these people, the lives and actions of their great men have been displayed and published abroad, so that they are as real to us as if they had lived today, whereas they happened a thousand years and more ago. For this reason great men may well lament that, in their lifetime, there should be living no writers to record their deeds.

As to the origin of Florence, it is the opinion of Messer Lionardo and of many other learned men that the Florentines are sprung from the horsesoldiers of Sylla, but this view is difficult to justify. Pliny holds that the city must be of great antiquity, and that the Florentines were called Fluentini because their city was placed between the streams of Arno and Mugone. This is a valid testimony of its antiquity. Moreover, he cites, by way of further proof, the shape of the theatre which still exists, the Temple of Mars, now S. Giovanni, a very ancient building, and certain aqueducts which are still partially standing; but all these instances depend only on conjecture, seeing that no learned scribes have ever put the matter on record. For this reason Messer Lionardo, in writing his history of Florence, was put to much trouble through lack of documents, except for a period of some hundred and fifty years, and elsewhere he had to base his facts upon such authorities as I have named above.

We find in Florence no writers from the foundation to the time of Dante, that is for more than a thousand years. Following Dante came Petrarch and then Boccaccio, but these tell nothing of the origin of the city because they found no records. After Dante came two other poets, Messer Coluccio and Maestro Luigi Marsigli, who was also a theologian and very learned also in astrology, geometry and arithmetic. Of the lives of these we have no detailed record, but they are mentioned occasionally by all writers. The present age has produced many distinguished men in all the faculties, as will appear to posterity if a record be kept of them, as was the practice in old times when learned writers were plentiful. In this age all the seven liberal arts have been fruitful in men of distinction, not only in Latin, but also in Hebrew and Greek; men most learned and eloquent and equal to the best of any age. In painting, sculpture and architecture we find art on its highest level, as we may see from the works which have been wrought amongst us. An immense number of these great men we cannot call by name; their fame has perished simply because no one has written of them. And this loss did not arise through lack of writers; eloquent and learned men abounded, but they were loth to undertake the burden of literature, knowing that in the end they would enjoy neither the repute nor the appreciation they deserved.

We may see how numerous men of learning were in the times of Pope Nicolas of happy memory, and of King Alfonso, because they were well rewarded and held in the highest esteem, and how many excellent works they composed or copied through the munificence of princes so liberal as the two I have named, whose fame will last for ever. Moreover, beyond the money they gave, they paid honour to men of letters and advanced them to high station. In addition to these two princes must be named a worthy successor, the Duke of Urbino, who, having followed their example in honouring and rewarding and promoting men of letters, became their protector in every respect, so that all were wont to fly to him in case of need. Thus, to help them in their labours, he paid them well for their work, so that he gained immortal fame by their writings. But when there was no longer a Duke of Urbino, and when neither the court of Rome nor any of the other courts showed any favour for letters, they perished, and men withdrew to some other calling, seeing that, as I have said, Letters no longer led to profit or reward.

As it has chanced that I myself am of this same age, and that from time to time I have met many illustrious men, whom I have come to know well, I have set down a record of these in the form of a short commentary to preserve their memory, though such work is foreign to my calling I have been moved there to by two reasons. First, that their fame may not perish: Second, that if anyone should take the trouble to write their lives in Latin he should find before him a material from which such work could be modelled. And in order that these men of light and leading may be under a worthy chief, whom they may well follow, and because in all cases the spiritual ought to hold the first place, I will assign to Pope Nicolas the leadership of all the rest, and I will tell what I have to say concerning His Holiness with all the brevity possible, considering the praise which is his due. Had this task of mine been undertaken in ancient times, the Pope must have been portrayed as an illustrious man by anyone who might have done it. It will appear from the life of this excellent Pope how great is the power of virtue, because everyone must see that he could only have attained to his high position by virtuous dealing.
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Pietro Paolo Vergerio




Pietro Paolo Vergerio (1370-1444), the first major theorist of humanist Education, was born in Capodistria and studied at Padua, but came under the influence of Chrysoloras and the Florentine school during a stay at Florence in the 1390s. As the tutor of the children of Francesco Carrara at Padua he composed De ingenuis moribus (Conduct worthy of free men; c. 1402), setting out the claims of a literary education in which, after preparatory grammar and logic, history and moral philosophy and eloquence are to take the lead in a liberal education. In 1405 he acquired a post at the papal court and joined the humanist circle there. From the Council of Constance he entered the service of King Sigismund of Hungary and disappeared into obscurity in that kingdom, where he died.




I attach great weight to the duty of handing down this priceless treasure to our sons unimpaired by any carelessness on our part. How many are the gaps which the ignorance of past ages has willfully caused in the long and noble roll of writers! Books—in part or in their entirety—have been allowed to perish. What remains of others is often sorely corrupt, mutilated, or imperfect. It is hard that no slight portion of the history of Rome is only to be known through the labours of one writing in the Greek language: it is still worse that this same noble tongue, once well nigh the daily speech of our race, as familiar as the Latin language itself, is on the point of perishing even amongst its own sons and to us Italians is already utterly lost, unless we except one or two who in our time are tardily endeavoring to rescue something—if it be only a mere echo of it—from oblivion.

We come now to the consideration of the various subjects which may rightly be included under the name of "Liberal Studies." Amongst these I accord the first place to History on grounds both of its attractiveness and of its utility, qualities which appeal equally to the schol ar and to the statesman. Next in importance ranks Moral Philosophy, which indeed is, in a peculiar sense, a "Liberal Art," in that its purpose is to teach men the secret of true freedom. History, then, gives us the concrete examples of the precepts inculcated by philosophy. The one shews what men should do, the other what men have said and done in the past, and what practical lessons we may draw therefrom for the present day. I would indicated as the third main branch of study, Eloquence, which indeed holds a place of distinction amongst the refined Arts. By philosophy we learn the essential truth of things, which by eloquence we so exhibit in orderly adornment as to bring conviction to differing minds. And history provides the light of experience—a cumulative wisdom fit to supplement the force of reason and the persuasion of eloquence. For we allow that soundness of judgment, wisdom of speech, integrity of conduct are the marks of a truly liberal temper.
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Polydore Vergil




Polydore Vergil (1470-1555), historian and humanist, b. Urbino, Italy. He studied at Bologna and Padua, served as secretary to the duke of Urbino, was chamberlain to Pope Alexander Ⅵ, and was sent to England as subcollector of Peter's pence in 1501 or 1502. He secured the patronage of Henry Ⅶ, held many ecclesiastical preferments, and became an English subject in 1510. In 1515 he was briefly imprisoned for his criticism of Thomas Wolsey. Vergil remained largely aloof from the religious controversies of the time. He returned to Italy a few years before his death. His chief work was his Anglicae historicae libri XXVI [26 books of English history] (1534). This work is the first critical history of England and the first interpretive study of Henry Ⅶ. He made use of documentary as well as chronicle sources, and though his critical techniques do not meet modern standards, he marks the beginning of modern English historical criticism.




Histories, of all other Writings, be most commendable, because it informeth all sorts of people, with notable examples of living, and doth excite Noble-men to insue such activity in enterprises, as they read to have been done by their Ancestors; and also discourageth and dehorteth wicked persons from attempting of any heinous deeds or crime, knowing, that such acts shall be registered in perpetual memory, to the praise or reproach of the doers, according to the desert of their endeavours. Pliny writeth, That Cadmus Milesius first wrote Histories among the Grecians, which contained the actions of Cyrus King of Persia. Albeit, Josephus supposeth it to be made probably, that Histories were begun by the old Wraiters of the Hebrews; as in the time of Moses, which wrote the lives of many of the eldest Hebrews, and the creation of the World: or else to the Priests of Egypt and Babylon. For the Egyptians and Babylonians, have been of longest continuance very diligent; in setting forth things in writing; insomuch that their Priests were appointed for that purpose, of putting in writing such things as were worthy to be had in memory. As concerning the first writers of Prose, I cannot hold with Pliny, which saith, Pheresides, a Syrian, wrote first Prose, in the time of King Cyrus. For it is no doubt, but he that wrote Histories, wrote also Prose first; and Pheresides was long after Moses, which was 688 years before Joatham King of the Jews. In whose time the Olympiads began; and this Pheresides (as Eusebius writeth) was but in the first Olympiad. Of the Grecians, Xenophon, Thucydides, Herodotus, Theopompus, flourished most in writing Histories. Of the Romans; Titus Livius, and Gaius Sallustius Crispus, with divers other, were had in high estimation. Before that time they used Annals or Chronicles, which contained onely the actions and facts of every day severally. The first office of an Historiographer, is to write no lye. The second, that he shall conceal not truth for favour, displeasure or fear. The perfection of an History, restest in matter and words. The order of the matter requireth observance of times, descriptions of places, the manners and lives of men, their behaviours, purposes, occasions, deeds, sayings, casualties, atchieveings, and finishing of things. The tenour of the works asketh a brief perspicuity and sincere truth, with moderate and peaceable ornaments.

We may be sure, that by and by after men were formed, they received of God the use of speech, wherein when they perceived some words to be profitable, and some hurtfull in uttering of them; they appointed and compiled an art of speech, or communication, called Rhetorick. Which (as Diodorus saith) was invented by Mercury: but Aristotle affirmeth, that Empedocles was first author of the Oratorical Art. In Rome, this feat of eloquence was never forbidden, but in processe (as it was perceived to be profitable and honest) was had in such estimation; and so many, partly for their defence, partly for glory and ambition, employed their studies in it with such endeavour, that very many of the Commonalty were promoted into the degree of Senatours, and atchieved much worship by it; Corax and Thisias, being Sicilians, gave first precepts in writing of this Science. And their Countryman Leontinus Gorgias succeeded them. Demosthenes was principel among the Grecians: among the Romans, Tullius Cicero had no fellow. Now as touching the effect and property of it, there be in it (as Cicero Writeth) five parts; first, to invent matter to speak; then, formally to order his devices; next, to polish it, and furnish it with elegant terms, and choyse words and to have it with a comely gesture, in such sort, that it delight: for the convenient treatableness thereof, doth teach, and plainly declare the thing, and move affections of pitty and favour, in the hearts of Judges; or if the cause permit, or time require, to excite a chearfull laughing, and abundant grave leverity. In terms of this faculty, we have this difference; we call him that defendeth matters, and pleadeth causes, an Oratour. A Rhetoritian, is he that teacheth or professeth to be a Schoolmaster in that Art. A Declamator, is he that is occupied in feigned causes, either for his own exercise, or to instruct others thereby.




The Targets of Human History
 


〔8〕










Henry Cornelius Agrippa




Henry Cornelius Agrippa of Nettesheim (1486-1535). German lawyer, theologian, and student of the occult. Born near Cologne, of a family of minor nobility, he entered the service of the emperor and went to Paris (1506). There he studied the Cabbala and around 1510 wrote De occulta philosophia (1531). In 1510 Agrippa was sent to London where he met Colet. In 1515 he was teaching occult science at Pavia. He then moved to Metz but opposition forced him to leave and he settled in Geneva. He became a doctor in 1522 and was appointed physician to Louise of Savoy, queen mother of France, his duties consisting mainly of writing horoscopes. In 1530 Agrippa published his major work, De vanitate et incertitudine scientiarum et artium, a survey of the state of knowledge in which human learning is unfavourably compared with divine revelation. In 1528 he had been made historiographer to Charles Ⅴ but hostility to his occult studies led to his disgrace. He was banished from Germany in 1535 and died at Grenoble. His major contribution to the Renaissance was his scepticism.




History is a declaration of praiseworthy—or unpraiseworthy—things, which, as in a lively picture, sets before our eyes the counsels, deeds and outcomes of great events, the enterprises of princes and noblemen, with a description of times and places. And therefore, most all men call it the mistress of life, and profit by its framing. Through its many examples history both inspires excellent men, for the immortal glory of praise and renown for all worthy enterprises, and, out of fear of perpetual infamy, history keeps wicked men from misdeeds. However, the opposite has sometimes happened, and many (as Livy wrote in Manlius Capitolinus) would rather have a great, than a good fame. Although many virtuous men are unknown, evil ones will be remembered and written about because of misdeeds, as Justine recorded about Troyus, and about Pausanias the Macedonian who was famous for murdering King Phillip, and as Gelluis, Valerius and Solinus wrote about Herostratus, who burned the Temple of Diana at Ephesus, the most renowned building of Asia. And although laws providing extreme penalties forbade mentioning this man in word or writing, notwithstanding, he obtained the end for which he had committed such a great offense—the fame it brought him for uncountable years up to the present.

But let us return to history. This art, although it chiefly requires order, agreement and truth of all things, notwithstanding, it offers them least among all arts. Historiographers disagree mightily among themselves and write such variable and different things about one event that it is impossible that a number of them should not be liars. They disagree about the beginning of the world, the universal flood, and the building of Rome—of which beginnings they profess to write of actual events. Yet about the first of these events all men are ignorant, the other all men will not believe, and the third is uncertain among them. Since these things took place in the distant past, we can forgive them their error. But regarding later times they must be accused of lying, and so great occasions have become a multitude of discordances. Since most historians were not present when events took place or familiar with the people involved, they instead rely upon another's word and write inconsistent accounts for which vice Strabo reproved Eratostheus, Metrodorius, Septius, Posidonius, and Patrocles the Geographer. Others, when they have seen only part of an event or place, such as an army passing, or begging under pretense of prayer in making a pilgrimage, or traveling through countries, then rashly presume to write a history, such as Onosicritus and Aristobolus' histories of India. There are others who for pleasure interlace lies with truth, often omitting much of the truth, for which vice Diodorus Seculius reproves Herodotus… There are also some who turn true things into fables, as Gnidius, Cresias, Hecataeus, and many other ancient historians did. There are many who impudently and shamefully profess to be historians so that they will not seem ignorant in any subject, or have paraphrased from others trifles and strange stories and have presumed to write of unknown countries that one cannot go to and have produced nothing but monstrous lies…

Furthermore most of the things that Cornelius Tacitus, Marcellus, Orosius and Blondus write about Germany are far from the truth. Likewise Strabo falsely wrote that the River Ister, that is, the Danube, originates not far from the Adriatic Sea and Herodotus says that it flows from the Hesperus and springs near to the habitat of the Celts—who live the farthest away of all people of Europe—and enters into Scithia…

Likewise, Conrades Celtis supposes that the people called Daci are the same as the Cimbrians, that is, that the Flemings and the Cherusci are those who we call Cerusci, and moreover he says that the Rypher Mountains are in Sarmatia, in present day Poland, and writes that the gum called amber grows out of a tree.

There are, moreover, others among historians guilty of greater lies, who when they were present at events or else had absolute knowledge of them, notwithstanding, because they were overcome with benevolence and affection, were flattered by their own renditions and preferred falsehood to the truth. Among these are some who set out to write history in order to refute or defend other men's causes and only wrote those things that served their purpose, dissembling, passing over, or dismissing the importance of the rest, thereby producing corrupt and imperfect works. Blondus reproves Orosius for this because in order not to stray from the subject upon which he set out to write, he did not mention the great ruin the Goths brought upon Italy when they ransacked Ravenna, Candanum, Aquileia, Ferrara, and in a manner all Italy.

There are, moreover, many, corrupted by fear, rancor, or hatred who write lies; others, because they desire to extol their own doings, diminish other men's prowess and write not what happened, but that which they wish had happened and which pleases them, steadfastly trusting that those whom they flattered will not fail to be defenders of their lies and act as their witnesses. This vice was notable among Greek writers, but recent historians of all nations do it too, for example, Sabellicus and Blondus writing about the Venetians, and Paulus Emilius and Ganguinus, writing on the exploits of the French. Princes accept these histories because, as Plutarch says, the majesty of history glorifies their deeds. In this way, the Greek historiographers, writing about inventors, attributed inventions to themselves that were not theirs.

And yet another most corrupt kind of flatterer tries to enlarge and extend the ancestry of his Prince and relates him to the world's most ancient kings. When they are not able to join them through a family, they resort to fables and strange beginnings and give false names of kings and places… there is nothing they would not lie about…

There are also many who write history not so much to tell the truth but to express delight and flatter the image of a noble prince who pleases them. And if someone reproves them for lying they say they have not as great a regard for things actually done as for posterity, and therefore they have not written about all events exactly as they happened but how they ought to have happened. They obstinately will not defend the truth, but where common utility requires will either fain or provide a lie, citing Fabius as a precedent, who said that a lie is not to be despised that avails to the persuasion of honesty. Furthermore, alleging that they write for posterity, they claim that it makes no great difference in what name or what order the example of a good Prince should be published abroad—such an example Xenophon set for Cyrus, not as it was but as it ought to be, and wrote a resemblance and pattern of a singular good prince and produced a proper history, but one without truth…

Cicero says that in Herodotus, the father of History, in Diodorus, and Theopompus are infinite fables stuffed full of lies, for we read in them that the Medes drunk rivers and that men might sail over the hill Athos.





And whatsoever lying Greece

does dare to write in histories.





And such are the causes why in no part any credit may thoroughly be given to histories. Alth-ough we chiefly seek truth in them it is very difficult to attain the necessary judgment needed to discern the truth, since historians wrote not of things that happened in public, which declared the truth of things and stopped liars' mouths. Instead each used his own opinion. Hereof they have gotten authority to err and lie—whereupon among historiographers there has risen so great a discord that, as Josephus says against Appion, they reprove one another with their books and write very differently about the same thing.

…Besides this, many historiographers write many things, some of which should be censored because it inspires men to follow evil examples. For those who with wonderful praise depict Hercules, Achilles, Hector, Theseus, Epaminondas, Lizander, Themistocles, Xerxes, Cyrus, Danus, Alexander, Pirrhus, Hannibal, Scipio, Pompei, Caesar, what else have they described but great and furious thieves and famous spoilers of the world? I confess that they were very good captains, but doubtless very wicked men.

Yet if someone tells me that by reading history singular wisdom may be gained, I do not deny it as long as he also grants me that out of the same matter comes great damage. In history, as Martial said, there are many good things, many indifferent, and many negative.




The Excellence of This Age
 


〔9〕










Louis Le Roy




Louis Le Roy (1510-1577), disciple and biographer of the founding father of French humanism, Guillaume Bude, was a pioneering translator (into French) of Plato and Aristotle, a professor of Greek at the College of Three Languages (inspired in part by Budé), and author of what one modern scholar has called "the first history of civilization." Le Roy's Vicissitude or Variety of Things in the Universe (1575) gave historical form to Bude's encyclopedic program by surveying the rise, and especially the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century renaissance ("heroic age," in Bude's phrase), of the whole encyclopedia of arts and sciences, defending the superiority of the moderns over the ancients, formulating and celebrating an idea of cultural progress on the basis of various novelties, but acknowledging that within national traditions (if not on the level of universal history) the old law of generation and decay still held.




Now just as the Tartars, Turks, Mamelukes, and Persians have by their valour drawn to the East the glory of arms, so we here in the West have in the last two hundred years recovered the excellence of good letters and brought back the study of the disciplines after they had long remained as if extinguished. The sustained industry of many learned men has led to such success that Today this our age can be compared to the most learned times that ever were. For we now see the languages restored, and not only the deeds and writings of the ancients brought back to light, but also many fine things newly discovered. In this period grammar, poetry, rhetoric, and dialectic have been illumined by expositions, annotations, corrections, and innumerable translations. Never has mathematics been so well known, nor astrology, cosmography, and navigation better understood. Physics and medicine were not in a state of greater perfection among the ancient Greeks and Arabs than they are now. Arms and military instruments were never so destructive and effective, nor was there equal skill in handling them. Painting, sculpture, modelling, and architecture have been almost wholly restored. And more could not possibly have been done in eloquence and jurisprudence. Even politics, including and controlling everything, which seemed to have been left behind, has recently received much illumination. Theology, moreover, the most worthy of all, which seemed to be destroyed by the sophists, has been greatly illuminated by the knowledge of Hebrew and Greek; and the early fathers of the Church, who were languishing in the libraries, have been brought to light. Printing has greatly aided this work and has made easier its development…

During the reign of Tamerlane there began the restoration of the languages and of all the disciplines. The first to apply himself to this work was Francesco Petrarca, who opened up braries which had long been closed and removed the dust and filth from the good books and ancient writers. Being a man of great understanding and excellent learning, he not only embellished the Italian tongue, of which he, together with his disciple Boccaccio, is revered as an exemplar and principal author, but also laudably stimulated Latin poetry and prose…

The princes who have done most to revive the arts were Pope Nicholas Ⅴ and Alfonso King of Naples, who welcomed honourably and rewarded liberally those who presented to them Latin translations of Greek books. The King of France, Francis I, paid the salaries of public professors in Paris, and created a sumptuous library at Fountainebleau, full of all the good books. Without the favour and liberality of the kings of Castile and Portugal, the discovery of the new lands and the voyage to the Indies would not have come about. The Medici lords of Florence, Cosimo and Lorenzo, helped very much, receiving the learned men who came to them from all parts, supporting them honourably; and, sending scholars at their own expense to hunt throughout Greece for the good and ancient books which were being lost, they built up magnificent libraries for the common good.

Besides the restoration of ancient learning, now almost complete, the invention of many fine new things, serving not only the needs but also the pleasure and adornment of life, has been reserved to this age. Among these, printing deserves to be put first, because of its excellence, utility, and the subtlety of craftsmanship from which has come the cutting of matrices and fonts, the distribution and composing of type, the making of ink and of balls for putting it on the form, the setting of presses and the way of handling them, of dampening the paper, placing, taking out, and drying the leaves, then gathering them into volumes, going over and correcting the proof, which has already been spoken of.

Second praise must be given to the invention of the marine compass, the rose, and the steel needle which, when Touched or rubbed on the lodestone, always indicates the point corresponding to the direction where the arctic pole is supposed to be.

…By this skill the whole ocean has been navigated, innumerable islands found, and a great part of terra firma discovered in the West and South, unknown to the ancients, and therefore called "the new world," which has been not only conquered but also converted to the Christian religion under the power of Spain. This enterprise was begun by Cristoforo Colombo the Genoese, and by Amerigo Vespucci the Florentine, a person of excellent understanding and fine judgment who deserves no less praise than the famous Hercules of Greece…

I should willingly give third place to "bombard" or cannonry—which has brought an end to all other military instruments of the past, which it surpasses in force of motion, violence, and speed—if it were not for the fact that it seems invented rather for the ruin than the utility of humankind, the enemy of generous virtue, which it attacks without distinction, breaking and destroying everything it encounters…

In addition, sects have sprung up in all countries, which have greatly disturbed the public peace and chilled the mutual charity of human beings. Some more curious persons wish to attribute the cause of this to celestial movements, in view of the fact that at about the same time Luther in Saxony, Techel Cuselbas, and the Shah (Ismail) in Persia, and others elsewhere have presumed to reform the established ceremonies of the religions, and to change their accepted doctrines…

But now it is time to put an end to this discourse by which we have clearly shown the vicissitude in all human affairs, arms, letters, languages, arts, states, laws, and customs, and how they do not cease to rise and fall, growing better or worse alternately.

For if the memory and knowledge of the past serve as instruction to the present and warning to the future, it is to be feared that since they have now arrived at such great excellence, the power, wisdom, disciplines, books, industry, works, and knowledge of the world may in the future decline as they have done in the past and be destroyed; that the order and perfection of today will be succeeded by confusion, refinement by crudity, learning by ignorance, elegance by barbarism. I foresee already in my mind certain peoples, strange in form, colour, and habits, pouring in upon Europe, as did formerly the Goths, Huns, Lombards, Vandals, and Saracens, who destroyed our towns, cities, castles, palaces, and churches. They will change our customs, laws, languages, and religion, they will burn our libraries, ruining everything noble they find in the countries they occupy in order to destroy their honour and virtue. I foresee wars springing up in all parts, civil and foreign; factions and heresies arising which will profane all that they touch, human and divine; famine and pestilence menacing mortals; the order of nature, the regulation of the celestial movements, and the harmony of the elements breaking down with the advent of floods on the one hand, excessive heat on the other, and violent earthquakes. And I foresee the universe approaching its end through the one or other form of dislocation, carrying with it the confusion of all things and reducing them to their former state of chaos.

Although things proceed in this way, as the physicists tell us, according to the inevitable law of the world, and have their natural causes, nevertheless their coming about depends chiefly on divine providence, which is above all nature and alone knows the times determined in advance for their decline. For this reason men of good will should not be astounded but should rather take courage, each working faithfully in the vocation to which he is called, in order to preserve as many as possible of the fine things restored or recently invented, the loss of which would be irreparable, and to transmit them to those who come after us just as we have received them from our ancestors; likewise good letters insofar as it shall please God for them to endure. We shall pray Him to preserve from indignities those who worthily profess letters in order that they may persevere in this honourable study, improving the arts and clarifying the truth to His praise, honor, and glory.
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Machiavelli




Niccolò Machiavelli (1469-1527), Italian politician and author. His name is synonymous with cunning and cynical statecraft. In his chief political writings, Il principe/The Prince (1513) and Discorsi/Discourses (1531), he discussed ways in which rulers can advance the interests of their states (and themselves) through an often amoral and opportunistic manipulation of other people. Machiavelli was born in Florence and was second chancellor to the republic (1498-1512). On the accession to power of the Medici family in 1512, he was arrested and imprisoned on a charge of conspiracy, but in 1513 was released to exile in the country. The Prince, based on his observations of Cesare Borgia, is a guide for the future prince of a unified Italian state (which did not occur until the Risorgimento in the 19th century). In L'Arte della guerra/The Art of War (1520), Machiavelli outlined the provision of an army for the prince, and in Historie fiorentine/History of Florence he analysed the historical development of Florence until 1492. Among his later works are the comedies Clizia (1515) and La Mandragola/The Mandrake (1524).




Ever since your Holiness, while enjoying a less elevated dignity, commissioned me to write the history of the Florentine People, I have used, in order to fulfill your command, the diligence and skill which natural aptitude and experience have bestowed upon me. Having now approached in my history those times when, owing to the death of Lorenzo de' Medici, the Magnificent, the affairs of Italy so greatly changed, and having to relate those events which are in themselves of a more urgent and important character, I have to adopt a graver and more elevated style. I have, therefore, thought it proper to reduce what I have written of those previous times into a small volume, and present it to your Holiness, in order that you may taste in some degree the fruit of your sowing and of my labour.

In the first place your Holiness will see as you read that, as the Roman Empire commenced to lose its dominion in the West, Italy was desolated through many ages by acontinual change of princes and governments. You will see that the Pontiffs, the Venetians, the Kingdom of Naples, and the Dukedom of Milan have taken up leading positions in the government of this country. You will see that your fatherland, owing to its factions, cast off its obedience to the empire, and persisted in its divisions until it commenced to be ruled under the shadow of your house. I was particularly charged and commanded by your Holiness to write in such a manner of your ancestors that I could in no way be accused of flattery, for although it may be pleasing to hear men praised with justice, it is displeasing to see them loaded with false virtues. I greatly fear, however, that in describing the goodness of Giovanni, the wisdom of Cosimo, the affability of Piero, and the magnificence and foresight of Lorenzo, I may appear to your Holiness to have transgressed your commands. For this and any similar transgressions, it is my excuse to you and others whom I may have offended, that finding the records of these statesmen full of praise by those writers who at various times have described them, it seemed to me that I ought to write of them as I found them, or be charged with envy for my silence. If under their noble deeds there lay concealed an ambition contrary to the welfare of the commonwealth, as some have said, I have not found it, and am not bound to discuss it, for in all my history I have never sought to conceal a dishonest action under an honest cloak, or to hide a praiseworthy deed although inspired by a contrary motive. That I have not been prone to adulation will be seen in every line of my history, especially in the speeches and private discourses, whether direct or indirect, where it will be found that the opinions and dispositions accord entirely with the characters of the speakers. I have avoided in every place all insulting reflections, as contributing neither to the dignity nor veracity of history. No one therefore who rightly considers my writings can charge me with adulation, especially when it is seen that I have written so little concerning the memory of the father of your Holiness, caused in a measure by his short life, in which he had but few opportunities, nor have I been able to illustrate it from his writings. Nevertheless, to have been the father of your Holiness was a great and glorious distinction, eclipsing the deeds of his ancestors, and ages will add to his fame far more than the malignity of fortune did to shorten his days.

I have, however, most Holy and Blessed Father, done my best, without violating the truth, to satisfy everybody, and perhaps I have not satisfied any one. If this be the case I shall not marvel, for I consider it impossible for any one to write the history of his own time without offending many. Nevertheless I shall go my way cheerfully, hoping, that as I am honoured and sustained by the beneficence of your Holiness, so I shall be aided and defended by the armed legions of your most sacred judgment; and I shall continue my enterprise with the same confidence and spirit in which I have written up to this hour, unless your Holiness should abandon me, or my life should cease.

It was in my mind when I first thought of writing the history of the Florentine people that I would commence my story with the year of the Christian religion 1434, at which time the family of the Medici, through the abilities of Cosimo and of his father Giovanni, had acquired more power than any other house in Florence. Because I thought to myself that Messer Lionardo d' Arezzo and Messer Poggio, two most excellent historians, had related in great detail all the events which had happened before that date. But after having diligently read their writings in order to see what plan and method they had adopted, that our history might profit by their example to the benefit of the readers, I found that in the descriptions of the wars waged by the Florentines against foreign princes and people they had been most exact, but upon the subject of civil discord and internal strifes and their consequences they had been entirely silent, or had written far too briefly concerning them; so that these historians have failed to convey anything either instructive or pleasing to their readers. I believe they did this, either because such incidents appeared to them so insignificant that they judged them unworthy of commemoration, or because they feared to offend the descendants of those whom in the course of their story they might have to condemn. Now—if they will allow me to say so —these two reasons are, it seems to me, quite unworthy of great men, because if anything teaches or pleases in history it is that which is described in detail, and if any reading can be profitable to citizens who may be called upon to govern republics, it is that which reveals the causes of hatreds and dissensions in a state, so that, learning wisdom from the perils of others, they may maintain themselves in unity. And if the history of any republic can exercise an influence upon us, then the example of our own will instruct us more, and to our greater advantage. For if ever the dissensions in a republic were remarkable, those of Florence have been the most remarkable, for most other republics of which we have any knowledge have been content with one division, with which, according to circumstances, they have either strengthened or ruined their state; but Florence, not content with one, has had many. In Rome, as every one knows, after the kings were driven out, there arose the strife between the patricians and plebians which lasted until Rome fell. Thus, also, it happened in Athens and in other republics which flourished in those days. But in Florence the dissensions were at first among the nobility themselves, afterwards between the nobles and the citizens, and finally between the citizens and the plebians, and many times it has happened that one of these parties, having prevailed over the other, would divide and become two parties. From these dissensions there occurred more deaths, and banishments, and general extinction of families, than ever happened in any city of which we have knowledge. And truly, according to my judgment, nothing could have so well demonstrated the vitality of our city as these dissensions, which were fierce enough to have destroyed the greatest and most powerful city. Nevertheless our republic has always seemed to thrive, the ability of its citizens, and their skill and success in aggrandising their country and themselves, being so great that those who have survived these misfortunes have been able to bring far more advantage to the republic than the untoward circumstances, which diminished their numbers, could work it evil. And doubtless had Florence been fortunate enough after she had freed herself from the empire to have adopted a form of government that would have kept her united, I know of no republic, either ancient or modern, that would have been superior to her, with such capacity and valour was she replete. After the republic had expelled the Ghibellines in such numbers that Tuscany and Lombardy were full of them, the Guelfs, with those who remained, drew from the city alone 1200 cavalry and 12000 infantry during the war against Arezzo and a year before the battle of Campaldino. Afterwards in the war against Filippo Visconti, Duke of Milan, when, their own forces being exhausted, they were driven to rely on mercenaries, it is a matter of common knowledge that during the five years which the war lasted the Florentines raised 3,500,000 florins, and, to show the resources of the state, when that war was over they took the field against Lucca, being unable to rest satisfied with the peace. I cannot, therefore, understand by what reasoning these dissensions are deemed unworthy of commemoration. And if these noble authors were restrained by the fear of wounding the memory of those about whom they had to write, they are deceived, and show that they know little of the ambition of men and their desire to perpetuate their ancestors' names and their own. Nor has it occurred to them that many who have not had the opportunity of securing fame by praiseworthy deeds have gained it by infamous ones. Nor have they considered that actions intrinsically great, as are those of government and statecraft, however they may be handled, or to whatever end they may come, seem always to bring more honor than blame To men. These considerations have caused me to alter my plan and to commence my history with the foundation of our city. And as it is not my intention to occupy the place of other writers until 1434, I shall particularly describe those events only which occurred within the city, and of outside affairs I shall write only that which may be needful for a right understanding of these events which took place within. After the year 1434, I shall describe both in detail. Furthermore, before I shall treat of Florence, in order that this history shall be the better understood to all time, I shall describe the means by which Italy came under the sway of the rulers of those times. All these events, Italian as well as Florentine, will be contained in four books. The first will relate briefly the events which occurred in Italy from the decline of the Roman Empire until the year 1434. The second will commence with the story of the foundation of the city of Florence until the war against the pope, which arose after the expulsion of the Duke of Athens. The third will finish with the death of Ladislao, the King of Naples, in the year 1414. And with the fourth book we shall again reach 1434, from which time until the present the events which occurred both within and without the city will receive particular attention.
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Francesco Guicciardini




Francesco Guicciardini (1483-1540), Italian historian, lawyer and diplomat. Born in Florence, he became Professor of Law there, and also practised as an advocate. He served as Florentine ambassador in Spain (1512-14), and became papal Governor of Modena (1516), Reggio (1517), Parana (1521), the Romagna (1523) and Bologna (1531). Retiring from the papal service in 1534, he secured the election of Cosimo de' Medici as Duke of Florence, but, disappointed by the post of mayor of the palace, withdrew to Arcetri, where he wrote his Storia d'Italia, an analytical history of Italy from 1494 to 1532.




In the first Discourse the distinction he makes that all cities have been built either by foreigners or by the natives of the place is right. Athens and Venice fall into this second category, Rome too, but in a different way, because they were built by local people needing a place of safety or a common government. Rome, however, without any of these requirements was built rather as an Alban colony, that is, by men either Albans or subjects under Alban rule, for love of those places where they had been brought up or out of ambition for self rule. Nor can Rome, because of Aeneas, be counted with the foreign-built, because that would be seeking its origins too far back, which should not be traced to the earliest ancestors of the builders.

As for those cities built by foreigners, it is not entirely true that colonies sent out to relieve nations of some of the burden of population always remain dependencies, because many nations, such as the Gauls, Cimbrians, etc., for that reason sent out part of their peoples to make new settlements which did not depend on or recognize the authority of their homeland in any way. Hence it is a truer and fuller distinction to say that those cities built by foreigners are either set up to exercise selfrule and be quite independent of their origins or are so constituted that they must accept their rule. In the second type it is true that they cannot make great strides from the beginning, but as time goes on, many events may occur to free them from their subjection, and then it may happen that their power increases remarkably. Florence was of this nature, and all the Roman colonies, for since the decline of Rome many of them have become splendid and powerful cities. Possibly if one took them individually it would be found that no fewer colonial cities had risen to notable heights than those with free beginnings. They have grown, or not, according to their site, their constitution, or the fortunes they encountered. It is true that ordinarily the latter have been slower to grow, as they began as subjects of others, but if, meanwhile, through the advantages of their site, a good constitution, or for some other reason, they have been able to expand in wealth and population, later on they have found it easy to become powerful.

The principal basis of the power and riches of cities is a large population, and it is not easy for a city in infertile country to increase its population unless, like Florence, it enjoys a productive climate or, like Venice, it enjoys the resources of the sea. Hence it is better to found the city in a fertile land for inhabitants are more readily drawn there. But if it were possible to collect a large population in a place, not of course absolutely infertile, but not very rich, there is no doubt that the need to obtain supplies would contribute more to its strength than wise laws could, for laws may be changed by men's will, while necessity is an everpresent law and stimulus. This set Rome on the right path, for, although placed in fertile country, yet having no lands of her own and surrounded by powerful states, she was forced to expand both by force of arms and through peaceful relations. This is true, not perhaps for a city wishing to live ideally, but for those wishing to rule according to the common usage of the world, as they must; other wise, being weak, they would be crushed and oppressed by their neighbors.
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Thomas Hobbes




Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), Philosopher. Hobbes was educated at the University of Oxford, England, and acted as tutor to the Cavendish family. He spent the years 1640-51 in exile in France where he was the tutor of Charles, Prince of Wales, son of the beheaded Charles I. When he returned to England he submitted to Parliamentary rule, although in 1666, after the Restoration, his great work of political philosophy, The Leviathan, was censured in the House of Commons. Hobbes is remembered for his description of natural human life as "solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short". He argued that if men did not contract to band together under an absolute sovereign, things would be intolerable. The book succeeded in offending both those who believed in the divine right of kings and those who maintained the right of human liberty. It was regarded as atheistic and immoral. Later, in his Questions Concerning Liberty, Necessity and Chance, he insisted that human beings are bound by a psychological determinism and he must be regarded as the first philosopher to base a theory of conduct on natural science and observed phenomena rather than on abstract principles.




It hath been noted by divers, that Homer in poesy, Aristotle in philosophy, Demosthenes in eloquence, and others of the ancients in other knowledge, do still maintain their primacy: none of them exceeded, some not approached, by any in these later ages. And in the number of these is justly ranked also our Thucydides; a workman no less perfect in his work, than any of the former; and in whom (I believe with many others) the faculty of writing history is at the highest. For the principal and proper work of history being to instruct and enable men, by the knowledge of actions past, to bear themselves prudently in the present and providently towards the future: there is not extant any other (merely human) that doth more naturally and fully perform it, than this of my author. It is true, that there be many excellent and profitable histories written since: and in some of them there be inserted very wise discourses, both of manners and policy. But being discourses inserted, and not of the contexture of the narration, they indeed commend the knowledge of the writer, but not the history itself: the nature whereof is merely narrative. In others, there be subtle conjectures at the secret aims and inward cogitations of such as fall under their pen; which is also none of the least virtues in a history, where conjecture is thoroughly grounded, not forced to serve the purpose of the writer in adorning his style, or manifesting his subtlety in conjecturing. But these conjectures cannot often be certain, unless withal so evident, that the narration itself may be sufficient to suggest the same also to the reader. But Thucydides is one, who, though he never digress to read a lecture, moral or political, upon his own text, nor enter into men's hearts further than the acts themselves evidently guide him: is yet accounted the most politic historiographer that ever writ. The reason whereof I take to be this. He filleth his narrations with that choice of matter, and ordereth them with that judgment, and with such perspicuity and efficacy expresseth himself, that, as Plutarch saith, he maketh his auditor a spectator. For he setteth his reader in the assemblies of the people and in the senate, at their debating; in the streets, attheir seditions; and in the field, at their battles. So that look how much a man of understanding might have added to his experience, if he had then lived a beholder of their proceedings, and familiar with the men and business of the time: so much almost may he profit now, by attentive reading of the same here written. He may from the narrations draw out lessons to himself, and of himself be able to trace the drifts and counsels of the actors to their seat.

These virtues of my author did so take my affection, that they begat in me a desire to communicate him further' which was the first occasion that moved me to translate him. For it is an error we easily fall into, to believe that whatsoever pleaseth us, will be in like manner and degree acceptable to all: and to esteem of one another's judgment, as we agree in the liking or dislike of the same things. And in this error peradventure was I, when I thought, that as many of the more judicious as I should communicate him to, would affect him as much as I myself did. I considered also, that he was exceedingly esteemed of the Italians and French in their own tongues: notwithstanding that he be not very much beholden for it to his interpreters. Of whom (to speak no more than becomes a candidate of your good opinion in the same kind) I may say this: that whereas the author himself so carrieth with him his own light throughout, that the reader may continually see his way before him, and by that which goeth before expect what is to follow; I found it not so in them. The cause whereof, and their excuse, may be this: they followed the Latin of Laurentius Valla, which was not without some errors: and he a Greek copy not so correct as now is extant. Out of French he was done into English (for I need not dissemble to have seen him in English) in the time of King Edward the Sixth; but so, as by multiplication of error he became at length traduced, rather than translated into our language.Hereupon I resolved to take him immediately from the Greek, according to the edition of Aemilius Porta: not refusing or neglecting any version, comment, or other help I could come by. Knowing that when with diligence and leisure I should have done it, though some error might remain, yet they would be errors but of one descent; of which nevertheless I can discover none, and hope they be not many. After I had finished it, it lay long by me: and other reasons taking place, my desire to communicate it ceased.

For I saw that, for the greatest part, men came to the reading of history with an affection much like that of the people in Rome: who came to the spectacle of the gladiators with more delight to behold their blood, than their skill in fencing. For they be far more in number, that love to read of great armies, bloody battles, and many thousands slain at once, than that mind the art by which the affairs both of armies and cities be conducted to their ends. I observed likewise, that there were not many whose ears were well accustomed to the names of the places they shall meet with in this history; without the knowledge whereof it can neither patiently be read over, perfectly understood, nor easily remembered: especially being many, as here it falleth out. Because in that age almost every city both in Greece and Sicily, the two main scenes of this war, was a distinct commonwealth by itself, and a party in the quarrel…

Agreeable to Thucydides' nobility, was his institution in the study of eloquence and philosophy. For in philosophy, he was the scholar (as also was Pericles and Socrates) of Anazagoras; whose opinions, being of a strain above the apprehension of the vulgar, procured him the estimation of an atheist: which name they bestowed upon all men that thought not as they did of their ridiculous religion, and in the end cost him his life. And Socrates after him for the like causes underwent the like fortune. It is not therefore much to be regarded, if this other disciple of his were by some reputed an atheist too. For though he were none, yet it is not improbable, but by the light of natural reason he might see enough in the religion of these heathen, to make him think it vain and superstitious; which was enough to make him an atheist in the opinion of the people. In some places of his history he noteth the equivocation of the oracles; and yet he confirmeth an assertion of his own, touching the time this war lasted, by the oracle's prediction. He taxeth Nicias for being too punctual in the observation of the ceremonies of their religion, when he overthrew himself and his army, and indeed the whole dominion and liberty of his country, by it. Yet he commendeth him in another place for his worshipping of the gods, and saith in that respect, he least of all men deserved to come to so great a degree of calamity as he did. So that in his writings our author appeareth to be, on the one side not superstitious, on the other side not an atheist.

In rhetoric, he was the disciple of Antiphon; one (by his description in the eighth book of this history) for power of speech almost a miracle, and feared by the people for his eloquence. Insomuch as in his latter days he lived retired, but so as he gave counsel to, and writ orations for other men that resorted to him to that purpose. It was he that contrived the deposing of the people, and the setting up of the government of THE FOUR HUNDRED. For which also he was put to death, when the people again recovered their authority, notwithstanding that he pleaded his own cause the best of any man to that day…

For his opinion touching the government of the state, it is manifest that he least of all liked the democracy. And upon divers occasions he noteth the emulation and contention of the demagogues for reputation and glory of wit; with their crossing of each other's counsels, to the damage of the public; the inconsistency of resolutions, caused by the diversity of ends and power of rhetoric in the orators; and the desperate actions undertaken upon the flattering advice of such as desired to attain, or to hold what they had attained, of authority and sway amongst the common people. Nor doth it appear that he magnifieth anywhere the authority of the few: amongst whom, he saith, every one desireth to be the chief, and they that are undervalued, bear it with less patience than in a democracy; whereupon sedition followeth, and dissolution of the government. He praiseth the government of Athens, when it was mixed of the few and the many; but more he commendeth it, both when Peisistratus reigned, (saving that it was an usurped power), and when in the beginning of this war it was democratical in name, but in effect monarchical under Pericles. So that it seemeth, that as he was of regal descent, so he best approved of the regal government…

How he was disposed to a work of this nature, may be understood by this: that when being a young man he heard Herodotus the historiographer reciting his history in public, (for such was the fashion both of that, and many ages after), he felt so great a sting of emulation, that it drew tears from him: insomuch as Herodotus himself took notice how violently his mind was set on letters, and told his father Olorus. When the Peloponnesian war began to break out, he conjectured truly that it would prove an argument worthy of his labour; and no sooner it began, than he began his history; pursuing the same not in that perfect manner in which we see it now, but by way of commentary or plain register of the actions and passages thereof, as from time to time they fell out and came to his knowledge. But such a commentary it was, as might perhaps deserve to be preferred before a history written by another. For it is very probable that the eighth book is left the same as it was when he first writ it: neither beautified with orations, nor so well cemented at the transitions, as the former seven books are. And though he began to write as soon as ever the war was on foot; yet began he not to perfect and polish his history, till after he was banished…

Now for his writings, two things are to be considered in them: truth and elocution. For in truth consisteth the soul, and in elocution the body of history. The latter without the former, is but a picture of history; and the former without the latter, unapt to instruct. But let us see how our author hath acquitted himself in both. For the faith of this history, I shall have the less to say: in respect that no man hath ever yet called it into question. Nor indeed could any man justly doubt of the truth of that writer, in whom they had nothing at all to suspect of those things that could have caused him either voluntarily to lie, or ignorantly to deliver an untruth. He overtasked not himself by undertaking an history of things done long before his time, and of which he was not able to inform himself. He was a man that had as much means, in regard both of this dignity and wealth, to find the truth of what he relateth, as was needful for a man to have. He used as much diligence in search of the truth, (noting every thing wilst it was fresh in memory, and laying out his wealth upon intelligence), as was possible for a man to use. He affected least of any man the acclamations of popular auditories, and wrote not his history to win present applause, as was the use of that age: but for a monument to instruct the ages to come; which he professeth himself, and entitleth his book a possession for everlasting. He was far from the necessity of servile writers, either to fear or flatter. And whereas he may peradventure be thought to have been malevolent towards his country, because they deserved to have him so; yet hath he not written any thing that discovereth such passion. Nor is there any thing written of them that tendeth to their dishonour as Athenians, but only as people; and that by the necessity of the narration, not by any sought digression. So that no word of his, but their own actions do sometimes reproach them. In sum, if the truth of a history did ever appear by the manner of relating, it doth so in this history: so coherent, perspicuous and persuasive is the whole narration, and every part thereof.

In the elocution also, two things are considerable: disposition or method, and style. Of the disposition here used by Thucydides, it will be sufficient in this place briefly to observe only this: that in his first book, first he hath, by ways of exordium, derived the state of Greece from the cradle to the vigorous statue it then was at when he began to write: and next, declared the causes, both real and pretended, of the war itself, he followeth distinctly and purely the order of time throughout; relating what came to pass from year to year, and subdividing each year into a summer and winter. The grounds and motives of every action he setteth down before the action itself, either narratively, or else contriveth them into the form of deliberative orations in the persons of such as from time to time bare sway in the commonwealth. After the actions, when there is just occasion, he giveth his judgment of them; spewing by what means the success came either to be furthered or hindered. Digressions for instruction's cause, and other such open conveyances of precepts, (which is the philosopher's part), he never useth; as having so clearly set before men's eyes the ways and events of good and evil councils, that the narration itself doth secretly instruct the reader, and more effectually than can possibly be done by precept.

For his style, I refer it to the judgment of divers ancience and competent judges. Plutarch in his book, De gloria Atheniensium, saith of him thus: "Thucydides aimeth always at this; to make his auditor a spectator, and to cast his reader into the same passions that they were in that were beholders…"

Herodotus undertook to write of those things, of which it was impossible for him to know the truth; and which delight more the ear with fabulous narrations, than satisfy the mind with truth: but Thucydides writeth one war; which, how it was carried from the beginning to the end, he was able certainly to inform himself: and by propounding in his proeme the miseries that happened in the same, he sheweth that it was a great war, and worthy to be known; and not to be concealed from posterity, for the calamities that then fell upon the Grecians; but the rather to be truly delivered unto them, for that men profit more by looking on adverse events, than on prosperity: therefore by how much men's miseries do better instruct, than their good success; by so much was Thucydides more happy in taking his argument, than Herodotus was wise in choosing his…

To this [objection of Dionysius of Halicarnassus about Thucydides' neglect of an earlier event] I say, that it was the duty of him that had undertaken to write the history of the Peloponnesian war, to begin his narration no further off than at the causes of the same, whether the Grecians were then in good or in evil estate. And if the injury, upon which the war arose, proceeded from the Athenians; then the writer, though an Athenian and honoured in his country, ought to declare the same; and not to seek nor take, though at hand, any other occasion to transfer the fault. And that the acts done before the time comprehended in the war he writ of, ought to have been touched but cursorily, and no more than may serve for the enlightening of the history to follow, how noble soever those acts have been. Which when he had thus touched, without affection to either side, and not as a lover of his country but of truth; then to have proceeded to the rest with the like indifferency. And To have made an end of writing, where the war ended, which he undertook to write; not producing his history beyond that period, though that which followed were never so admirable and acceptable. All this Thucydides hath observed.

These two criminations I have therefore set down at large, translated almost verbatim, that the judgment of Dionysius Halicarnassius may the better appear concerning the main and principal virtues of a history. I think there was never written so much absurdity in so few lines. He is contrary to the opinion of all men that ever spake of this subject besides himself, and to common sense. For he makes the scope of history, not profit by writing truth, but delight of the hearer, as if it were a song. And the argument of history, he would not by any means have to contain the calamities and misery of his country; these he would have buried in silence: but only their glorious and splendid actions. Amongst the virtues of an historiographer, he reckons affection to his country; study to please the hearer; to write of more than his argument leads him to; and to conceal all actions that were not to the honour of his country. Most manifest vices. He was a rhetorician; and it seemeth he would have nothing written, but that which was most capable of rhetorical ornament. Yet Lucian, a rhetorician also, in a treatise entitled, How a history ought to be written, saith thus: "that a writer of history ought, in his writings, to be a foreigner, without country, living under his own law, subject to no king, nor caring what any man will like or dislike, but laying out the matter as it is…"

Some man may peradventure desire to know, what motive Dionysius might have to extenuate the worth of him, whom he himself acknowledgeth to have been esteemed by all men for the best by far of all historians that ever wrote, and to have been taken by all the ancient orators and philosophers for the measure and rule of writing history. What motive he had to do it, I know not: but what glory he might expect by it, is easily known. For having first preferred Herodotus, his countryman, a Halicarnassian, before Thucydides, who was accounted the best; and then conceiving that his own history might perhaps be thought not inferior to that of Herodotus; by this computation he saw the honour of the best historiographer falling on himself. Wherein, in the opinion of all men, he hath misreckoned. And thus much for the objections of Denis of Halicarnasse…

Lastly, hear the most true and proper commendation of him from Justus Lipsius, in his notes to his book De Doctrina Civili in these word: "Thucydides, who hath written not many nor very great matters, hath perhaps yet won the garland from all that have written of matters both many and great. Everywhere for elocution grave; short, and thick with sense; sound in his judgments; everywhere secretly instructing and directing a man's life and actions. In his orations and excursions, almost divine. Whom the oftener you read, the more you shall carry away; yet never be dismissed without appetite. Next to him is Polybius, &c."

And thus much concerning the life and history of Thucydides.
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Henry of Langenstein




Henry of Langenstein (d. 1397), a German master at the University of Paris, wrote his "Letter on Behalf of a Council of Peace" as a plan to end the Great Schism (1378-1417). Following the arguments of William of Ockham and Marsilius of Padua, he defended the Conciliarist idea which elevated the ecumenical council of the church above the pope (or popes, as there were two claimants at the time) and justified his arguments by invoking precedent and ecclesiastical tradition, thus illustrating the significance of history in religious and political controversy.





1. The Sins of the People are the Cause of the Schism


…The devil has raised himself up; virtue has been outlawed, vice has taken its place; the malice of succeeding generations has rendered the straight paths of the fathers crooked; and the decrees of the Church have been violated. It has become the custom for the Church to be built on blood relations and the sanctuary of God maintained as if it were a family possession. Hence the flock of the Lord is today deprived of its shepherd; the patrimony of the Church is consumed in vainglorious ostentation; and the temples for the worship of God lie open and in ruins. The unworthy are raised high with dignities. The ministers of the Church seek after the things of the world, despise the things of the spirit, set their minds on the laws of the world and upon the fomenting of lawsuits, and are not mighty in the Word of God to kindle men's souls.

What more? The regulations of spiritually minded men of former times, most worthy of [our] observation, are by the negligence of their successors overthrown. To them the antiquity of the fathers, out of harmony with the works of darkness, has been displeasing, while the novelty of their own inventions, vying with the law of God, has given them pleasure…


4. The Solution of these Disagreements Must Be Undertaken by a General Council


…Now, of this schismatic iniquity, which is hindering the action of divine grace by its venomous seed, I believe an end can be made by three ways that are open to men. The first is this: that anyone who is conscious of being a party to the above-mentioned crimes take it to heart and through penance reconcile himself to God. The second: that it be arranged throughout the circle of the Universal Church to make continual supplication for divine mercy publicly in fasting, weeping, and prayer. The third: that when these preparations have been carried out for the bestowal of the grace of the Holy Spirit, a general council be called in the name of Jesus Christ to purge his Church from the iniquities and various excesses, all too common at this time, and, after these causes have been removed, to tear up from the very roots the present division in the city of God which this befouling and monstrous schism has brought forth.

Here is a way of peace, a way oft trodden by our fathers before us, a way of salvation. The record of past events, which is the teacher of modern men, ought surely to move Christian kings and princes to undertake with the greatest enthusiasm this way which is pleasing to God and demand its execution without delay. History informs us that formerly, through the devotion, patronage, and encouragement of kings, in past emergencies of the Church provincial and general synods of bishops were in the providence of God frequently called and that they faithfully submitted themselves and their lawsuits, as well as the correction and emendation of their laws, to the holy judgment of their councils. This is evident from a wide consideration of the proceedings of the councils which have been recorded.
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Martin Luther




Martin Luther (1483-1546), German Christian reformer who was a founder of Protestantism and leader of the Reformation. He was deeply concerned about the problem of salvation, finally deciding that it could not be attained by good works but was a free gift of God's grace. By tradition, in 1517 Luther affixed his Ninety-five Theses to the door of the Schlosskirche in Wittenberg. This was a document that included, among other things, statements challenging the sale of indulgences. This action led to a quarrel between Luther and Church leaders, including the Pope. Luther decided that the Bible was the true source of authority and renounced obedience to Rome. He was excommunicated, but gained followers among churchmen as well as the laity. After the publication of the Augsburg Confession (1530), he gradually retired from the leadership of the Protestant movement.




The renowned Roman Varro says that the very best way to teach is to add an example or illustration to the word, for they help one both to understand more clearly and to remember more easily. Otherwise, if the discourse is heard without an example, no matter how suitable and excellent it may be, it does not move the heart as much, and is also not so clear and easily retained. Histories are, therefore, a very precious thing. For what the philosophers, wise men, and all men of reason can teach or devise which can be useful for an honorable life, that the histories present powerfully with examples and happenings making them visually so real, as though one were there and saw everything happen that the word had previously conveyed to the ears by mere teaching. There one finds both how those who were pious and wise acted, refrained from acting, and lived, how they fared and how they were rewarded, as well as how those who were wicked and foolish and how they were repaid for it.

Upon thorough reflection one finds that almost all laws, art, good counsel, warning, threatening, terrifying, comforting, strengthening, instruction, prudence, wisdom, discretion, and all virtues well up out of the narratives and histories as from a living fountain. It all adds up to this: histories are nothing else than a demonstration, recollection, and sign of divine action and judgment, how He upholds, rules, obstructs, prospers, punishes, and honors the world, and especially men, each according to his just desert, evil or good. And although there are many who do not acknowledge God or esteem him, they must nevertheless come up against the examples and histories and be afraid lest they fare like those individuals whom the histories portray. They are more deeply moved by this than if one were simply to restrain and control them with mere words of the law or instruction. Thus we read not only in the Holy Scriptures, but also in the books of pagans how they cited as witnesses and held up the examples, words, and deeds of forebears when they wanted to carry a point with the people or when they intended to teach, admonish, warn, or deter.

The historians, therefore, are the most useful people and the best teachers, so that one can never honor, praise, and thank them enough. That may very well be a work of great lords, as the emperor, king, etc., who in their time deliberately had histories written and securely preserved in the libraries. Nor did they spare any cost necessary for supporting and educating such people as were qualified for writing histories. One can see especially in the books of Judges, Kings, and Chronicles that among the Jewish people such masters were appointed and retained. That was also the case among the kings of Persia who had such libraries in Media, as one can gather from the book of Ezra and Nehemiah [Ezra 6:2]. Nowadays the princes and lords must have their chancelleries for this purpose in which they preserve and file their affairs, both new and old. How much more should one have a history of the whole period of their rule drawn up about all or at least about the most important matters and leave it for posterity.

What should we Germans bewail more than that we do not have the history and example of our ancestors beyond a thousand years and know scarcely anything about our origin, except what we must use from histories of other nations, which perhaps must make mention of us out of necessity rather than to their honor? For since God's work goes on continuously, as Christ says, "My Father is working still, and I am working" [John 5:17], it cannot fall that in every age something noteworthy should have happened, that one should rightly take note of. And although not everything can be collected, at least the most important events would be concisely preserved, as some intended to do who composed songs about Dietrich von Bern and other giants and in so doing represented many very important matters concisely and plainly.

But that requires a first-rate man who has a lion's heart, unafraid to write the truth. For the greater number write in such a way that they readily pass over or put the best construction on the vices and deficiencies of their own times in the interest of their lords or friends and in turn glorify all too highly some trifling or vain virtue. On the other hand, they embellish or be smirch histories to the advantage of their fatherland and disadvantage of the foreigners, according to whether they love or hate someone. In that way histories become extremely unreliable and God's work is shamefully obscured, as the Greeks are accused of doing and as the pope's flatterers have done up to now and still do. In the end it comes down to this: that one does not know what one should believe. Thus the noble, fine, and loftiest use of histories is ruined and they become nothing but bearers of gossip. Consequently, such an important work as writing histories is open to everyone. He then writes and ignores, praises, and decries whatever he likes.

This profession should, therefore, be used by prominent people or at least by those men who are called to it. For since histories describe nothing else than God's work, that is, grace and wrath, it is only right that one should believe them, as though they were in the Bible. They should therefore indeed be written with the very greatest diligence, honesty, and truthfulness. But I am very well aware that this will not happen at present, unless that order returned which existed among the Jews. Meanwhile we must remain satisfied with our historians as they are and now and then reflect for ourselves and judge whether the writer is getting off the right track because of partiality or prejudice, whether he praises and blame too much or too little, according to how he is disposed toward people or things, even as we must tolerate it that under a lax government teamsters along the way adulterate the wine with water, so that one cannot obtain a drink of pure vintage, and we must be satisfied with receiving the better part or something out of it.

But for all that, this historian Galeatius Capella impresses me as though he wishes to represent a genuine writer of history and to set matters forth not with long-winded, unnecessary words, but briefly and thoroughly. It is for all that a subject which ought to be read and remembered. For in it one can indeed also see God's work, how marvelously he rules the children of men and how very wicked the devil is and all his, so that we learn to fear God and seek his counsel and aid in matters both large and small. To him be praise and thanks in all eternity, through our Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.
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Martin Bucer




Martin Bucer (1491-1551), Protestant reformer, born in Sélestat, NE France (formerly Schlettstadt, Germany). He entered the Dominican order, and studied theology at Heidelberg. In 1521 he left the order, married a former nun, and settled in Strasbourg (1523). In the disputes between Luther and Zwingli he adopted a middle course. At the Diet of Augsburg he declined to subscribe to the proposed Confession of Faith, and afterwards drew up the Confessio tetrapolitana (1530). He became professor of theology at Cambridge in 1549. His chief work was a translation and exposition of the Psalms (1529).





The Various Periods of the Church


Here it must further be observed that this external glory and happiness are indeed due to the Church and are proper to it, but not at any particular time. For there is a time when our King, to declare his heavenly might in the infirmity of his subjects and to illustrate their faith in him, permits Satan to stir up the entire world against them, and to bring it about that they are hateful to all men for his name's sake (Matt. 10: 21-22), and they are handed over to be killed with inhuman cruelty, even a brother by a brother, children by their parents, and parents by their children.

There is likewise a happy time when our King provides for his subjects a surface calm and procures the favor of men, even under the rule of tyrants, as he did in the early Church, as Luke describes in Acts, the second, fourth, and fifth chapters.

Besides this, there is a time in which our King magnificently fulfills the prophecies mentioned about the happiness and glory of the Church as he did under Constantine and the pious emperors who followed him, who adjoined and consecrated both themselves and their wealth and peoples to the Church of Christ insofar as they could.

With what ardor Blessed Constantine was aflame, Eusebius of Pamphilia, in his orations about the life of this prince, and Theodoret, in the first book of his Church History, relate. For Eusebius writes about him in his fourth oration, that he observed all Christian feasts and cere monies with utmost reverence and was most devoted to saying his prayers; and he inflamed his armies and his court in every way to have the same sort of zeal. For he showed himself an assiduous teacher and preacher to them and always had religious services conducted in his presence even in camp. He bestowed great honors, too, on the priests of the Lord, who were really fit for their office rather than being secular and courtly; when the people of God were on the increase everywhere in the cities, he built temples for sacred assemblies; in all places he wiped out the profession and equipment of idolatry…

…Similarly, the holy father and church histories mention very many fine things about the religion and piety of Theodosius, his zeal for the peace of the churches, as well as his kind treatment of them.

Truly in these periods the churches of Christ experienced that abundant kindness of the Lord toward themselves which the prophets had predicted.

…However, as even very holy men always sin and it pleases the Lord to test and try the faith of his own by various temptations, so the churches never lack his chastising and proving by heretics or false brethren or worldly men, nor will they ever, while they are here on pilgrimage and away from the Lord (cf. 2 Cor. 5: 6).

But the most difficult time of the Church, through which it still passes in so many nations, was when it was oppressed for so many centuries in the service of Antichrists, as can be seen in so many kingdoms of Europe today. For since the Lord preserved in these churches some echo of his gospel and Holy Baptism with the invocation of his name, it cannot be doubted that he had and still has many citizens of his Kingdom among them, although these are involved in very many grave errors and labor under a weakness of faith. For the Antichrists, the pseudobishops and clergy, following their head, the supreme Roman Antichrist, first horribly corrupted the teaching of the gospel with numerous harmful comments about the merits of the saints and those proper to each, and about the saving power of their ceremonies, things which are obviously impious and which they also conduct impiously. Furthermore, they present all this to the people of Christ in an alien tongue, and forbid the reading of the Holy Scripture. Finally, they completely overturn the sacraments and the discipline of Christ and do everything in their power to prevent them from ever being restored…

Finally, the present time of the Kingdom of Christ is as yet fluctuating and uncertain. For in some places those who exercise public power rage against no criminals more cruelly than against those who belong to the Kingdom of Christ. In other places, those who are in control make concessions to their citizens and permit them to aspire to the Kingdom of Christ. For they allow them the reading of the Holy Scriptures and the preaching of the gospel as long as they are not held responsible for this and as long as they experience no inconvenience.

During the last thirty years there have also been some, especially in Germany, who have seen to it that a right preaching of the gospel was received and who have let it be their primary concern that the religion of Christ be rightly established. On account of this they faced no small dangers. Yet there still can be found only a few who have become entirely subject to Christ's gospel and Kingdom, indeed who have allowed the Christian religion and the discipline of the churches to be restored throughout according to the laws of our King…

…And so it has happened that in a great many places the entire doctrine of the Kingdom of Christ has been faithfully announced to the people, but I for one cannot say in what churches it has yet been firmly accepted and Christian discipline publicly constituted.

Therefore, insofar as they have refused to accept the Kingdom of Christ entire as it was offered to them, the Lord has with just judgment remitted them to the tyranny of the Roman Antichrist and the false bishops and subjected them to the trials of many other calamities.
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Johann Sleidan




Johann Sleidan (1506-1556) brought to the writing of Protestant history not only the values of humanist scholarship and a commitment to evangelical religion but also the political concerns of Machiavelli and Guicciardini. Sleidan tried to be a loyal subject of the emperor and wrote a survey of the old four monarchies theory to enhance the political claims of the Habsburgs, but his major work was commissioned by the rebellious Schmalkaldic League of Lutheran princes to chronicle their successes and to legitimize their program. Sleidan treated both sacred and profane history in a rich survey of the progress of Lutheranism from 1517 down to his own death, covering social, diplomatic, and military as well as religious affairs, his work was soon translated into many vernacular languages. More than an apologist, Sleidan prided himself on his truthfulness and objectivity and wrote a comprehensive apology in response to many critics who objected to his excessive frankness and lack of partiality.




Being informed that many speak very unfriendly of my history, and as I clearly see, reward my great labor very ill, I am thereby enforced to publish this Apology in my own defense. I have already in my preface set forth the causes that induced me to write, the methods I pursued in it, and that I designed no man's disrepute, or favor, that I was very desirous of setting down nothing but what was exactly true, and disposed beforehand, in case I were shown I had anywhere mistaken, to correct and blot out what was amiss and to caution my readers not to believe my errors. I thought this would satisfy all mankind, and the rather, because the very perusal of what I had written would clear my reputation and create a firm belief of my fidelity. But being on all hands informed, to my great dissatisfaction and sorrow, that it has happened quite otherwise, I am necessitated to add what follows to that preface.

I say then, that from the beginning of the world, it has never been the custom of men to write the civil and sacred history of their times. That this usage (as appears by their books) has most flourished in the most free and illustrious nations, especially amongst the Greeks and Ro mans. That the principal law and ornament of history is truth and sincerity and therefore it was that Cicero stiled it, "The witness of times, the light of truth, the life of memory, and the mistress of life." By these words the great orator hath given a noble commendation of history, and an excellent description of what ought to be aimed at in the composing of it. Now there having happened, in our times, such a change in religion, as is not to be paralleled in any age since the apostles, and there having followed it a great commotion in the civil state, as is usual. Though I was not the fittest person to undertake this work, yet at the request of many good men, I entered upon it, for the glory of God, and with great fidelity and diligence have brought it down to our own times. And I have firm hope, that all who are not highly prejudiced will confess that I have not given the reins to my passions in anything in this affair; and that I have behaved myself, perhaps, with more moderation than any other writer.

For though I willingly profess the doctrine of the gospel, which by the mercy of God was now restored, and rejoice exceedingly that I am a member of the Reformed Church; yet I have carefully abstained from all exasperating language and simply delivered everything as it came to pass. I call God to witness, also, that I never designed to injure or hurt any man's reputation falsely; for what a madness would it have been to have delivered anything otherwise than it was, in an affair which is fresh in all men's memory? And, I hope, those who are intimately acquainted with me, have never yet discovered any such vanity in me. And yet if after all, I have by chance committed any error or mistake, I will readily confess. it, whenever I shall be shown it, and also caution my reader openly, that he may not be misled by me, as I have said in my preface. As to the pains I have taken and the diligence I have used in this work, no man could possibly have done more to find out the truth, as many men can bear me witness and the very work itself will in great part show.

In this history of religion, I could not omit what concerned the civil government, because, as I have already said, they are interwoven each with the other, especially in our times, so that it was not possible to separate them. This union of the sacred and the civil state, is sufficiently discovered in the Scriptures, and is the cause that the change of religion, in any nation, is always attended presently with offenses, distractions, contentions, strifes, tumults, factions, and wars. "For this cause," Christ saith, "the Son shall be against the father, and the daughter against the mother, and that this doctrine would not bring peace, but a sword, and raise a fiery contention amongst the nearest relations." And that this has ever been the state of affairs since the beginning of the world, cannot be denied, and is also manifest from the thing itself. For in our times no sooner did this benefit, vouchsafed us by God and the doctrine of the Gospel, begin to be preached against the papal indulgences and the traditions of men, but presently all the world, but especially the clergy, became tumultuous and unquiet. This occasioned the bringing this affair before the Diet, or public convention of the state of Germany; and when thereupon some princes and free cities embraced this doctrine, this fire spread itself and the causes was exagitated with great variety, till at last it burst out into a war.

Now in the description, I have made of it, will appear what care and diligence the emperor employed to put a stop to this dissention; what the Protestants also from time to time answered, and what conditions they frequently offered. And when it came to a war, the event was various and perplexed; as for instance, the emperor (to give one example out of many) wrote to some of the princes and cities, and afterwards published in print, a declaration of his intentions and designs. This declaration was the foundation of the emperor's cause, and by the laws of history was to be represented, together with the answer of the adverse party. For, without this, what kind of history would it be thought which should only represent what one party said?…

I neither take form, nor add to any man's actions, more than the truth of the thing requires and allows. And in truth it is apparent this had been done by few. For the greatest part of the writers give their own judgments both of the things, and persons they mention in their histories.

To omit the more ancient historians, we know how Platina has written The Lives of the Popes, and Philip Commines, a knight, has in our memory published an illustrious history of his own times, and among other things which he there delivers, tells us, that after Charles the Hardy, Duke of Burgundy, was slain before Nancy in battle, Louis Ⅻ, King of France, ravished his daughter, and heir, Artois and both the Burgundies, and although Commines was a sworn subject of France, and a counselor to that prince, yet he saith this was ill done…

Commines is chiefly commended because he wrote so equally, but then he ever pursues this method, as I have said already, that he not only sets down what was done, but also gives his own judgment of it, and tells us what everyone did, well or ill, and although I would not have done this, yet it is the most usual practice of historians. But then, that what was done or said by both parties should be exactly related, is not only just and equal, and the constant usage from the most ancient times, but also absolutely necessary; for without it, it is impossible to write an history. Wherever there are factions, wars, and seditions, be sure there are complaints, accusations, and answers, and all places are filled with opposite and contradictory papers. Now he that truly relates these as they are, doth neither of the parties any injury, but follows the laws of an historian. For in these brawls and contentions, everything which the partie object against each other is not presently true and certain. Where there is contention, hatred and enmity, it is very well known and experienced how things managed for the most part on both sides. If what the Popes, and their adherents, have within thirty-six years last past belched out against the Protestants were all true, there could be found nothing more wicked and impious than they…

I do not doubt but all impartial men will yield that I have in this, which I have said, clearly given the true laws of history; and I can as little think they will judge that I have broke those laws; the far greater part of my history being extracted out of pieces which were printed before. They act therefore very unfriendly, or rather injuriously with me, who traduce and defame my writings, and the more are they guilty if they understand the laws of history. But if they know them not, then I desire they would learn them from what I have written and from other historians…

In truth I generally had made it my business to write in order, and as truly as I could, the story of that wonderful blessing God has been pleased to bestow upon the men of this age. And to that purpose, about sixteen years since, I collected all that I thought necessary to that work. Nor have I since made any headlong haste in the writing of it, but gone leisurely on with a steady judgment. The labor I have taken, in this great work, is know to none but God and myself. And I had respect to nothing but the glory of God in it; and laying aside the study of the civil law, which is my profession, I accordingly almost spent my whole time upon it. So that all things considered, I think, I may aver that I was drawn to it by an impulse from God, I will commend my cause to Him, seeing I have met so ill a recompence from some men, for my great labor and pains; it being His cause I defended, and I am fully assured He will look upon that work as a most pleasing and acceptable sacrifice; the conscience of which sustains and comforts me; and the more, because I see many learned men approve and applaud my work, paying me their thanks for it, and acknowedging the benefit they have reaped by it. Therefore I desire all those who are the hearty lovers of truth, that they would not believe the slanders of ill men, but kindly entertain my work, and approve my faith and diligence, without admitting any suspicion of me. Lastly, I profess that I acknowledge Charles the Ⅴ now Emperor of Germany, and Ferdinand King of the Romans his brother, to be the supreme magistrates appointed by God, whom I ought in all things to obey, as Christ and His apostles have commanded, excepting only those things which are forbidden by God.
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John Calvin




John Calvin (1509-1564), French Protestant reformer, founder of Calvinism. He studied law and theology and in the early 1530s openly sided with Protestantism. Settling in Basle in 1536, he published the first edition of his influential Institutes. During a visit to Geneva in 1536 he met the Protestant reformer, Guillaume Farel; their efforts to organize the Reformation in the city resulted in their exile (1538). Calvin then preached in Strasbourg, where he met other reformers, notably Bucer. He was invited back to Geneva in 1541, remaining there as its virtual dictator until his death. He sought to shape Geneva as a model community where every citizen came under the legal discipline of the Church.





The Condition of the Ancient Church, and the Kind of Government in Use Before the Papacy


1. Fidelity of the ancient Church to the Scriptural archetype Up to this point we have discussed the order of church government as it has been handed down to us from God's pure Word, and also those ministries established by Christ. Now to make all these matters clearer and more familiar, and also to fix them better in our minds, it will be useful to recognize in this characteristics of the ancient church the form which will represent to our eyes some image of the divine institution. For even though the bishops of those times promulgated many canons, by which they seemed to express more than was expressed in Scripture, still they conformed their establishment with such care to the unique pattern of God's Word that you may readily see that it had almost nothing in this respect alien to God's Word. But though something might be wanting in their arrangements, yet because they tried with a sincere effort to preserve God's institution and did not wander far from it, it will be most profitable here briefly to ascertain what sort of observance they had.

We have stated that Scripture sets before us three kinds of ministers. Similarly, whatever ministers the ancient church had it divided into three orders. For from the order of presbyters (1) part were chosen pastor and teachers; (2) the remaining part were charged with the censure and correction of morals, (3) the care of the poor and the distribution of alms were committed to the deacons…


The Ancient Form of Government Was Completely Overthrown by the Tyranny of the Papacy


1. Scandalous neglect of requirements for the episcopate Now it behooves us to turn our attention to the order of church government adhered to today by the Roman see and all its satellites, and the whole picture of that hierarchy which they are always talking about; also, to compare with it our description of the first and ancient church. From such a comparison will appear the nature of that church which these men have who are raging to oppress—or rather destroy-us by its mere title.

It is best to begin with the call, that we may see who and what type are called to this ministry and in what manner. Then we shall consider how faithfully they discharge their office.

We shall give first place to bishops. Would that it were an honor to give them first place in this discussion! But the reality does not allow me to touch even lightly upon this matter, without great shame to them…

The practice of having an examination of learning has, to be sure, become old-fashioned. But if learning is held in any regard, they choose a lawyer who knows how to plead in a court rather than how to preach in a church. This is certain, that for a hundred years scarcely one man in a hundred has been elected who has comprehended anything of sacred learning…

2. The community deprived of the right to elect its bishop Now all the people's right in electing a bishop has been taken away. Votes, assent, subscriptions, and all their like have vanished; the whole power has been transferred to the canons alone. They confer the episcopate on whom they please; they introduce him directly before the people, but to be adored, not to be examined…

3. Neglect has led to the intervention of princes But when they say that this was devised as a remedy they are lying. We read that in old times cities were often in tumult over the choice of bishops; yet no one ever dared think of taking away the right of the citizens. For they had other ways of avoiding these faults or, once they had occurred, of correcting them. The truth shall be told.

When the people began to be more negligent in holding elections, and cast that responsibility upon the presbyters as not applying to themselves, the latter abused this opportunity to usurp a tyranny for themselves which they afterward confirmed by issuing new anons.

Ordination, moreover, is nothing but pure mockery. For the kind of examination which they display there is so empty and thin that it even lacks every outward trapping.

Therefore, what the princes in some places have obtained by agreement with the Roman pontiffs—the right to nominate bishops—has caused no new loss to the church, because the election was taken away only from the canons, who had seized it without right or had actually stolen it…

The Primacy of the Roman See

1. The requirement of submission to Rome To this point we have reviewed those orders of the church which existed in the government of the ancient church but were afterward corrupted by the times, then more and more perverted, and which now keep only their name in the papal church and are actually but masks. This we have done that the godly reader might judge from comparison what sort of church the Romanists have, for the sake of which they make us guilty of schism, since we have separated from it.

But we have not discussed the capstone of the whole structure, that is, the primacy of the Roman see, from which they strive to prove that the church catholic is their exclusive possession. The reason why we have not discussed this primacy is that it originated neither in Christ's institution, nor in the practice of the ancient church, as those former offices which, as we have shown, so arose from antiquity that they utterly degenerated through corruption of the times, indeed, took on a completely new form…





22. The corruption of the present-day papacy But that I may not be compelled to pursue and examine individual points, I again appeal to those who today wish to be thought the best and most faithful patrons of the Roman see, whether they are not ashamed to defend the present state of the papacy. For it clearly is a hundred times more corrupt than it was in the times of Gregory and Bernard, though even then it greatly displeased those holy men…





12. The Donation of Constantine fraudulent and absurd As for the Donation of Constantine, those only moderately versed in the history of those times need not be taught not only how fabulous, but also how absurd, it is. But to pass over histories, Gregory himself is a fitting and complete witness of this matter. For whenever he speaks of the emperor, he calls him "most serene Lord" and himself his "unworthy servant." Likewise, in another passage: "Now let not our lord, by virtue of his earthly power, be too ready to take offense at the priests; but, with excellent consideration, for the sake of Him whose servants they are, let him so rule them that he also may give them due reverence." We see how, in common subjection, he wishes to be regarded as one of the people. For there he is pleading no other man's cause but his own. In another passage: "I trust in Almighty God that he will give long life to our pious lords and will dispose us under your hand according to his mercy." I have not quoted these statements because I intend to discuss thoroughly the question of the Donation of Constantine, but only that my readers may sec in passing how childishly the Romanists lie when they try to claim earthly power for their pontiff.

The more foul, then, is the shamelessness of Augustinus Steuchus, who has dared, in this lost cause, to sell his labor and tongue to his pontiff. Valla had roundly refuted that fable—a task not difficult for a learned man with sharp wit.
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Edward Clarendon




Edward Clarendon (1609-1674), The Earl of Clarendon sided with Charles I against Oliver Cromwell and the Puritans in the English Civil War (142-146) in the middle of the seventeenth century. After the defeat and execution of the King, Clarendon went into exile, where he began to write his History—The True Historical Narrative of the Rebellion and Civil Wars in England, from which the following selection is taken. With the Restoration and accession of Charles Ⅱ, Clarendon returned to England and became Lord Chancellor. Later he fell into disfavor with Charles; he died in exile. After his death his history was published (1702-1704) by his son. The spelling and punctuation are modernized.




That posterity may not be deceived, by the prosperous wickedness of these times, into an opinion, that less than a general combination, and universal apostasy in the whole nation from their religion and allegiance, could, in so short a time, have produced such a total and prodigious alteration and confusion over the whole kingdom; and so the memory of those few, who, out of duty and conscience, have opposed and resisted that torrent, which hath overwhelmed them, may lose the recompense due to their virtue; and, having undergone the injuries and reproaches of this, may not find a vindication in a better age; it will not be unuseful, at least to the curiosity if not the conscience of men, to present to the world a full and clear narration of the grounds, circumstances, and artifices of this Rebellion: not only from the time since the flame hath been visible in a civil war, but, looking farther back, from those former passages, accidents, and actions, by which the seed-plots were made and framed, from whence these mischiefs have successively grown to the height they are now at.

And then, though the hand and judgment of God will be very visible, in the infatuating a people (as ripe and prepared for destruction) into all the perverse actions of folly and madness, making the weak to contribute to the designs of the wicked, and suffering even those, by degrees, out of the conscience of their guilt, to grow more wicked than they intended to be; let ting the wise to be imposed upon by men of no understanding, and possessing the innocent with laziness and sleep in the most visible article of danger; uniting the ill, though of the most different opinions, divided interests, and distant affections, in a firm and constant league of mischief; and dividing those, whose opinions and interests are the same, into faction and emulation, more pernicious to the public than the treason of the others: whilst the poor people, under the pretence of zeal to religion, law, liberty, and parliaments, (words of precious esteem in their just signification) are furiously hurried into actions introducing atheism, and dissolving all the elements of Christian religion; canceling all obligations, and destroying all foundations of law and liberty; and rendering, not only the privileges, but very being, of parliaments desperate and impossible' I say, though the immediate finger and wrath of God must be acknowledged in these perplexities and distractions; yet he who shall diligently observe the distempers and conjunctures of time, the ambition, pride, and folly of persons, and the sudden growth of wickedness, from want of care and circumspection in the first impressions, will find all this bulk of misery to have proceeded, and to have been brought upon us, from the same natural causes and means, which have usually attended kingdoms, swoln with long plenty, pride, and excess, towards some signal mortifications, and castigation of Heaven. And it may be, upon the view of the impossibility of foreseeing many things that have happened, and of the necessity of overseeing many other things, we may not yet find the cure so desperate, but that, by God's mercy, the wounds may be again bound up; though no question many must first bleed to death; and then this prospect may not make the future peace less pleasant and durable.

And I have the more willingly induced myself to this unequal task, out of the hope of contributing somewhat to that end: and though a piece of this nature (wherein the infirmities of some, and the malice of others, both things and persons, must be boldly looked upon and mentioned) is not likely to be published at least in the age in which it is writ, yet it may serve to inform myself, and some others, what we are to do, as well as to comfort us in what we have done, and then possibly it may not be very difficult to collect somewhat out of that store, more proper, and not unuseful for the public view. And as I may not be thought altogether an incompetent person for this communication, having been present as a member of parliament in those councils before and till the breaking out of the rebellion, and having since had the honor to be near two great kings in some trust, so I shall perform the same with all faithfulness and ingenuity; with an equal observation of the faults and infirmities of both sides, with their defects and oversights in pursuing their own ends; and shall no otherwise mention small and light occurrences, than as they have been introductions to matters of the greatest moment; nor speak of persons otherwise, than as the mention of their virtues or vices is essential to the work in hand: in which as I shall have the fate to be suspected rather for malice to many, than of flattery to any, so I shall, in truth, preserve myself from the least sharpness, that may proceed from private provocation, or a more public indignation, in the whole observing the rules that a man should, who deserves to be believed.

I shall not then lead any man farther back in this journey, for the discovery of the entrance into these dark ways, than the beginning of this king's reign. For I am not so sharp-sighted as those, who have discerned this rebellion contriving from (if not before) the death of queen Elizabeth, and fomented by several princes and great ministers of state in Christendom, to the time that it brake out. Neither do I look so far back as believing the design to be so long since formed; (they who have observed the several accidents, not capable of being contrived, which have contributed to the several successes, and do know the persons who have been the grand instruments toward this change, of whom there have not been any four of familiarity and trust with each other, will easily absolve them from so much industry and foresight in their mischief;) but that, by viewing the temper, disposition, and habit, of that time, of the court and of the country, we may discern the minds of men prepared, of some to do, and of others to suffer, all that hath since happened; the pride of this man, and the popularity of that; the levity of one, and the morosity of another; the excess of the court in the greatest want, and the parsimony and retention of the country in the greatest plenty; the spirit of craft and subtlety in some, and the rude and unpolished integrity of others, too much despising craft or art; like so many atoms contributing jointly to this mass of confusion now before us.

We are now entering upon a time, the representation and description whereof must be the most unpleasant and ungrateful to the reader, in respect of the subject matter of it; which must consist of no less weakness and folly on the one side, than of malice and wickedness on the other; and as unagreeable and difficult to the writer, in regard that he shall please very few who acted then upon the stage of business, but that he must give as severe characters of the persons, and severely censure the actions of many, who wished very well, and had not the least thought of disloyalty or infidelity, as well as of those, who, with the most deliberate impiety, prosecuted their design to ruin and destroy the crown; a time, in which the whole stock of affection, loyalty, and courage, which at first alone engaged men in the quarrel, seemed to be quite spent, and to be succeeded by negligence, laziness, inadvertency, and dejection of spirit, contrary to the natural temper, vivacity, and constancy of the nation; and in which they who pretended most public-heartedness, and did really wish the king all the greatness he desired to preserve for himself, did sacrifice the public peace, and the security of their master, to their own passions and appetites, to their ambition and animosities against each other, without the least design of treachery, or damage towards his majesty: a time, in which want of discretion and mere folly produced as much mischief as the most barefaced villainy could have done; and in which the king suffered as much by the irresolution and unsteadiness of his own counsels, and by the ill humor and faction of his counselors, by their not foreseeing what was evident to most other men, and by their jealousies of what was not like to fall out; sometimes by deliberating too long without resolving, and as often resolving without any deliberation, and most of all, not executing vigorously what was well deliberated and resolved; as by the indefatigable industry, and the irresistible power and strength of his enemies.

All these things must be very particularly enlarged upon, and exposed to the naked view, in relation of what fell out in this year, 1645, in which we are engaged, except we will swerve from that precise rule of ingenuity and integrity we profess to observe; and thereby leave the reader more perplexed, to see the most prodigious causes which produced them; which would lead him into as wrong an estimate of things, and persuade him to believe, that a universal corruption of the hearts of the whole nation had brought forth those lamentable effects; which proceeded only from the folly and frowardness, from the weakness and the wilfulness, the pride and the passion of particular persons, whose memories ought to be charged with their own evil actions, rather than they should be preserved as the infamy of the age in which they lived; which did produce as many men eminent for their loyalty and incorrupted fidelity to the crown, as any that had preceded it. Nor is it possible to discourse of all these particulars, with that clearness that must subject them to common understandings, without opening a door for such reflections upon the king himself, as shall seem to call both his wisdom and his courage into question, as if he had wanted the one to apprehend and discover, and the other to prevent, the mischiefs which threatened him. All which consideration might very well discourage, and even terrify me from prosecuting this part of the work with that freedom and openness, as must call many things to memory which are forgotten, or were never understood; and rather persuade me to satisfy myself with a bare relation of what was done, and with the known event of that miserable year [1645], (which, in truth, produced all that followed in the next) without prying too strictly into the causes of those effects, which might seem rather to be the production of Providence, and the instances of divine displeasure, than to proceed from the weakness and inadvertancy of any men, not totally abandoned by God Almighty to the most unruly lusts of their own appetite and inventions.

But I am too far embarked in this sea already, and have proceeded with too much simplicity and sincerity with reference to things and persons, and in the examinations of the grounds and oversights of counsels, to be now frighted with the prospect of those materials, which must be comprehended within the relation of this year's transactions. I know myself to be very free from any of those passions which naturally transport men with prejudice towards the persons whom they are obliged to mention, and whose actions they are at liberty to censure. There is not a man who acted the worst part, in this ensuing year, and whom I had ever the least difference, or personal unkindness, or towards whom 1 had not much inclination of kindness, or from whom I did not receive all invitations of farther endearments. There were many who were not free from very great faults, and oversights in the counsels of this year, with whom I had great friendship, and which I did not discontinue upon those unhappy oversights; nor did flatter them when they were past, by excusing what they had done. I knew most of the things myself which I mention, and therefore can answer for the truth of them; and other most important particulars, which were transacted in places very distant from me, were transmitted to me, by the king's immediate direction and order, even after he was in the hands and power of the enemy, out of his own memorials and journals. And as he was always severe to himself, in censuring his own oversights, so he could not but well foresee, that many of the misfortunes of this ensuing year would reflect upon some want of resolution in himself, as well as upon the gross errors and oversights, to call them no worse, of those who were trusted by him. And therefore as I first undertook this difficult work with his approbation and by his encouragement, and for his vindication, so I enter upon this part of it, principally, that the world may see (at least if there be ever a fit season for such a communication; which is not like to be in this present age) how difficult it was for a prince, so unworthily reduced to those straits his majesty was in, to find ministers and instruments equal to the great work that was to be done; and how impossible it was for him to have better success under their conduct, whom it was then very proper for him to trust with it; and then, without my being over solicitous to absolve him from those mistakes and weaknesses to which he was in truth sometimes liable, he will be found not only a prince of admirable virtue and piety, but of great parts of knowledge, wisdom, and judgment; and that the most signal parts of his misfortunes proceeded chiefly from the modesty of his nature, which kept him from trusting himself enough, and made him believe, that others discerned better, who were much inferior to him in those faculties; and so to depart often from his own reason, to follow the opinions of more unskillful men, whose affections he believed to be unquestionable to his service. And so we proceed in our relation of matter of fact.
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Heinrich Bebel




Heinrich Bebel (1472-1516), German humanist, friend of Erasmus and Reuchlin, poet (who received a laureate in 1501), and first professor of rhetoric at Tübingen from 1497, celebrated the cultural heritage and (following the arguments of Tacitus) superiority of Germany in this oration given for the emperor Maximilian I.




All I have to say touches on the glory of our country and on the paucity of writers who might give fitting praise to it. Let me add my voice to the laments over the destiny of our valorous forefathers, among whom we find innumerable doers of heroic deeds but not a single man who took it upon himself to record them for posterity. This fact I bemoan here in your presence, noble emperor; over this I shed my tears. For had we possessed able authors to commemorate acts of German bravery, were the achievements and virtues of our emperors Charles, Louis, Lothar, Friedrich, Otto, Henry, Konrad, Rudolf, and Albrecht fresh in the memory of our own people and the world, we would not today be disgraced by lying Greek historians who set up Theseus, Themistocles, Pericles, Militiades, Epaminondas, Pausanias, and Alcibiades as models of all virtues; nor by the mendacious Romans who eulogize their Fabians and Caesars and Scipios--men to whom our own citizens were not only equal in magnitude of achievements but whom they excelled, not least because we Germans were spurred by ideals of justice and virtue, while Roman conquerors were driven by nothing more than the lust for power and dominion. Our ancient German rulers faced hardship, perils, and death in order to serve God and extend the Christian faith and the sway of our religion…

The books of rhetoricians, poets, historians, and philosophers are replete with the deeds of Romans and Greeks, whom they hold up as very paradigms for posterity. But who speaks of Frederick, of Charles, of Otto? No one does, and yet no finer examples could be given, and none worthier of emulation. For this neglect there is no reason except the oblivion into which the deeds of our ancestors have fallen. Whoever wishes to praise Germany as she should be praised will find that our history has no shortage of praiseworthy and virtuous deeds. Indeed he will realize that the German past can hold its own not only with attainments considered excellent in our own day but also with the greatest of the feats of antiquity. Whatever qualities the nations of the world count as their proudest, our people will be seen to possess them so that we may say with justice: Germany contains within herself all the excellent and praiseworthy things claimed by other peoples…

TO COME TO THE POINT: What other nation on this earth has such well-born princes and so high-minded a nobility as ours? What people can boast braver knights and more self-sacrificing warriors? No other land is as populous and as well endowed with courage and vigor. Even the most distant peoples on the earth know this about us… What other nation has extended its borders as far as we have pushed ours? Long ago, as we learn from the ancients, the limits of Germany were the Vistula and the Hungarian frontier on the east, the Rhine in the west, the Danube in the south, and the ocean in the north. Now, however, we have gone far beyond these ancient confines, not in predatory expeditions but to occupy and to hold, so that the peoples we have conquered can no longer recall the time when they belonged to another master. In the east we have vanquished the Hungarians and occupied Transylvania… In the south we own the former lands of the Rhetians, Vindelicians, Bavarians, the Alpine peoples, Austria and Styria. We have advanced deep into Italy; we hold Croatia, Carniola, and Carinthia. Even Lombardy, Liguria, Tuscany, Sicily, and the Greek regions of southern Italy have fallen into our hands…

And in the west how far have we Germans advanced the glory of our name! Switzerland is ours, for we have driven out the Gauls. Ours, also, the lands of [all the Gallic tribes] conquered by us. England is ours, the country that got its name from the Angles mentioned by Tacitus…

Looking toward the north, finally, we see that Prussia is ours, the land whose ancient inhabitants… we saved from the grip of heathenism and made into civilized, Christian men. Thanks to us, Danes, Swedes, and Norwegians are Christians today, as are the peoples residing on the most distant borderlands of Germany. All this is bourne out by the most learned cosmographers and historians… In sum: Few peoples in the world have not, at one time or another, felt the sharpness of German swords or have at least trembled at the terror of our name. It is true we have upon occasion been defeated by the armies of Rome, mistress of the entire earth. But we never gave the Romans an easy victory, nor did we allow them to return to their homeland without bloody losses. And often we vanquished them and subjected them to humiliating defeats…

Therefore, most august emperor, my claim that our people does not lack for a past of glorious deeds. We miss only the historians who should have recorded these deeds… If the older Pliny's twenty books on the Germanic-Roman wars were still extant, we would, I am sure, find in them ample material for the elaboration of our fame. But alas, they have disappeared in the destruction wrought by time…

I do not wish to speak as an historian, noble emperor, and fill your ear with a long catalogue of events. Let me therefore pass from the German wars—the proper telling of which requires a stout Volume rather than a brief address—to other matters. I see that many states and peoples boast of their ancient origins, but in antiquity of descent, as well as in valor, we Germans can hold our own with any nation under the sun. We may say of ourselves what the Athenians claimed for their own: our renown rests not only on what we have made of ourselves but also upon our roots and our first beginnings. We were not immigrants into our land; we are not an amalgamation of nomad groups. We are an autochthonous people, born from the soil of the land on which we now make our home. Where we live today are our ancient origins. Cornelius Tacitus, the great Roman historian, is witness to this fact… Out best claim to honor and glory, however, is founded upon our superior virtue, a trait in which we excel all the other nations of mankind. What people, pray, shows greater devotion to justice? What people is more steadfast and sincere in its faith? Observe the magnificent churches, monasteries, convents and altars standing in our land, where may clearer evidence be found of a people's love and respect for divine worship and the Christian religion? Where are signs of greater devotion than the wars we have fought for the protection and propagation of our faith? Have the rulers of other countries done as much for the Roman Church and the Catholic faith, indeed for the salvation of Christendom itself?…

Notwithstanding this, history records not our deeds but those of other peoples. Our past is shrouded in darkness and lies hidden in obscure corners. When an occasional foreign writer does mention us, he is moved by antipathy, fear, or the need for flattery to alter historical fact or to leave out much that should be said. Do I need to cite examples of my charge? But now, at last, God has begun to look with favor upon our condition. He has given you to us, noble and august Maximilian. Under your auspices and leadership our people's magnificent exploits will shine forth in renewed brilliance, having lain neglected all these years, hidden in rust and squalor. Learning flourishes again, men's minds have become active once more, and poets respond to your magnificent encouragement, for you love men of letters and are gracious in supporting them. And not in vain, for authors and scholars return their thanks by celebrating you and your glorious accomplishments. Among the ancients those men were counted happy whom the gods had chosen either to perform great actions or to record them. Those, however, they judged happiest of all to whom it was given to do both You, noble emperor, may there fore be called happiest, for not content with performing great deeds in the daily pursuit of affairs of state, you read history and express the desire to hear tales of memorable feats done in the past. They even say that you yourself are engaged in the writing of history and that you are planning a description of Germany to rival that of the great Julius Caesar, who won the admiration of all Rome because, while fully occupied as governor and general, he was also a devotee of arts and letters.
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John Leland (c.1506-1552), English antiquary. Born in London, he was educated at St Paul's School under William Lilye, then at Christ's College, Cambridge, and All Souls College, Oxford. After a stay in Paris he became chaplain to Henry Ⅷ, who in 1533 made him "king's antiquary", with power to search for records of antiquity in the cathedrals, colleges, abbeys and priories of England. His church preferments were the rectories of Peuplingues, near Calais, and Haseley in Oxfordshire, a canonry of King's College (now Christ Church), Oxford, and a prebend of Salisbury. Most of his papers are in the Bodleian and British Museums. Besides his Commentarii de Scriptoribus Britannicis, his chief works are The Itinerary and De Rebus Britannicis Collectanea.





To my Sovereign Liege King Henry the eighth:


Whereas it pleased your highness upon very just considerations to encourage me, by the authority of your most gracious commission in the fifteenth year of your prosperous reign, to pursue and diligently to search all the libraries of monasteries and colleges of this your noble realm, to the intent that the monuments of ancient writers as well of other nations, as of this your own province might be brought out of deadly darkness to lively light, and to receive like thanks of the posterity, as they hoped for at such time as they employed their long and great studies to the public wealth; yea and furthermore that the holy Scripture of God might both be sincerely taught and learned, all manner of superstition and craftily colored doctrine of a route of the Roman bishops totally expelled out of this your most catholic realm: I think it now no less than my very duty bravely to declare to your Majesty what fruit has sprung from my laborious journey and costly enterprise, both rooted upon your infinite goodness and liberally, qualities right highly to be esteemed in all princes, and most especially in you as naturally your own well known properties.

First I have conserved many good authors, the which otherwise had been like to have per ished to no small incommodity of good letters, of the which part remain in the most magnifi cent libraries of your royal palaces. Part also remain in my custody. Whereby I trust right shortly so as to describe your most noble realm, and to publish the Majesty and the excellent acts of your progenitors (hitherto sorely obscured both for lack of imprinting of such works as lay secretly in corners, and also because men of eloquence have not enterprised to set them forth in a flourishing style, in some times past not commonly used in England of writers, otherwise well learned, and now in such estimation that except truth be delicately clothed in purple her written verities can scant find a reader), that all the world shall evidently perceive that no particular region may justly be extolled than yours for true nobility and virtues at all points renowned. Furthermore, part of the exemplaries curiously sought by me, and fortunately found in sundry places of this your dominion, have been imprinted in Germany, and now are in the presses chiefly of Frobenius that not all only the Germans, but also the Italians themselves, that count, as the greeks did full arrogantly, all other nations to be barbarous and unlettered saving their own, shall have a direct occasion openly of force to say that Britannia prima fait parens, altris (addo hoc etiam & jure quodam optimo), conservatrix cum virorum magnorum, turn maxime ingeniorum [Britain was the parent and provider of great and most able men].

And that profit has risen by the aforesaid journey in bringing full many things to light as concerning the usurped authority of the Bishop of Rome and his complices, to the manifest and violent derogation of kingly dignity, I refer myself most humbly to your most prudent, learned and high judgment to discern my diligence in the long volume wherein 1 have made answer for the defense of your supreme dignity, alone leaning to the strong pillar of holy Scripture against the whole College of the Romanists, cloaking their crafty assertions and arguments under the name of one poor Pighius of [Utrecht] in Germany, and standing to them as to their own ancher-hold against tempests that they know will rise if truth may be by license let in to have a voice in the general council.

Yet herein only I have not pitched the supreme mark of my labor whereunto your grace most like a princely patron of all good learning did animate me: but also considering and expending with myself how great a number of excellently good wits and writers, learned with the best, as the times served, have been in this your region, not only at such times as the Roman Emperors had recourse to it, but also in those days that the Saxons prevailed of the Britains, and the Normans of the Saxons, [I] could not but with a fervant zeal and an honest courage commend them to memory, else alas like to have been perpetually obscured or to have been lightly remembered as uncertain shadows. Wherefore I, knowing by infinite verity of books and assiduous reading of them who have been learned, and who have written from time to time in this realm, have digested into four books the names of them with their lives and monuments of learning, and to them added the title, "De viris illustribus," following the profitable example of Hieronyme, Gennadie, Cassiodorus, Sevriane, and Trittemie a late writer: but always so handling the matter that I have more expatiated in this camp than they did, as in a thing that desired to be somewhat at large, and to have ornament. The first book beginning at the druids is deducted on [to] the time of the coming of St. Augustine into England. The second is from the time of Augustine on to the advent of the Normans. The third from the Normans to the end of the most honorable reign of the mighty, famous, and prudent Prince Henry the Ⅶ, your Father. The fourth begins with the name of your Majesty, whose glory in learning is to the world so clearly known, that though among the lives of other learned men I have accurately celebrated the names of… Kings and your progenitors; and also Ethelwarde, second son of Alfred the Great, [Humphrey] Duke of Glocester, and [Tiptoft] Earl of Worcester; yet conferred with [i.e., compared with] your Grace they seem as small lights (if I may freely say my judgment, your high modesty not offended) in respect of the day-star.

Now further to insinuate to your Grace of what matters the writers, whose lives I have congested into four books, have treated of , I may right boldly say, that besides the cognition of the three tongues, in the which part of them have excelled, that there is no kind of liberal science, or any feat concerning learning, in the which they have not shown certain arguments of great felicity of wit; yea and concerning the interpretation of holy Scripture, both after the ancient form, and sins in the scholastical trade, they have reigned in a certain excellency.

And as touching historical knowledge there has been to the number of a full hundred, or more, that from time to time have with great diligence, and no less faith, would to God with like eloquence, prescribed the acts of your most noble predecessors, and the fortunes of this realm, so incredibly great, that he that has not seen and thoroughly read their works can little pronounce in this part.

Wherefore after that I had perpended [i.e., pondered] the honest and profitable studies of these historiographies, I was totally inflamed with a love to see thoroughly all those parts of this your opulent and ample realm, that I had read of in the aforesaid writers: in so much that all my other occupations intermitted I have so traveled in your dominions both by the sea coasts and the middle parts, sparing neither labor nor costs, by the space of these six years past, that there is almost neither cape, nor bay, haven, creek or pier, river or confluence of rivers, breches, waschis, lakes, meres, fenny waters, mountains, valleys, moors, heaths, forests, [chases, ] woods, cities, burges, castles, principal manor places, monasteries, and colleges, but [that] I have seen them and noted in so doing a whole world of things very memorable.

Thus instructed I trust shortly to see the time that like as [Charlemagne] had among his treasures three large and notable tables of silver richly enameled, one of the site and description of Constantinople, another of the site and figure of the magnificent city of Rome, and the third of the description of the world; so shall your majesty have this your world and empire of England so set forth in a quadrate table of silver, if God sends me life to accomplish my beginnings, that your grace shall have ready knowledge at the first sight of many right delectable, fruitful, and necessary pleasures, by the contemplation thereof, as often as occasion shall move you to the sight of it. And because that it may be more permanent, and further known than to have it engraved in silver or brass, I intend (by the leave of God) within the space of twelve months following, such a description to make of your realm in writing, that it shall be no mastery after [ward] for the graver or painter to make a like [ness] by a perfect example.

Yea and to wade further in this matter, whereas now almost no man can well guess at the shadow of the ancient names of havens, rivers, promontories, hills, woods, cities, towns, castles, and [the] variety of kind[r] eds of people, that Caesar, Livy, Strabo, Diodorus, Fabius Pictor, Pomponius Mela, Pliny, Cornelius Tacitus, Ptolemy, Sextus Rufus, Ammianus Marcellinus, Solinus, Antoninus, and diverse others make mention of, I trust so to open this window that the light be seen so long, that is to say, by the space of a whole thousand years, stopped up, and the old glory of your renouned Britain to reflourish through the world.

This done, I have matter at plenty already prepared to this purpose, that is to say to write a history, to the which I intend to ascribe this title, De Antiquitate Britannica, or else Civilis Historia. And this work I intend to divide into so many books as there be shires in England, and sheres and great dominions in Wales. So that I esteem that this volume will include fifty books, whereof each one severally shall contain the beginnings, increases, and memorable acts of the chief towns and castles of the province allotted to it…

And to superadd a work as an ornament and a right comely garland to the enterprises aforesaid, I have selected stuff to be distributed into three books, the which I propose to entitle, De Nobilitate Britannica. Whereof the first shall declare the names of kings, queens, with their children, dukes, earls, lords, captains and rulers in this realm to the coming of the Saxons and their conquest. The second shall be of the Saxons and Danes to the victory of King William the Great. The third from the Normans to the reign of your most noble grace, descending lineally of the Britain, Saxon and Norman kings. So that all noble men shall clearly perceive their lineal parentage.

Now if it shall be the pleasure of Almighty God that I may live to perform these things that are already begun and in a great forwardness, I trust that this your realm shall be so well known, once painted with its native colors, that the renown thereof shall give place to the glory of no other region; and my great labors and costs, proceeding from the most abundant fountain of your infinite goodness toward me, your poor scholar and most humble servant, shall be evidently seen to have not all only pleased but also profited the studious, gentle, and equal read ers.

This is the brief declaration of my laborious journey, taken by motion of your highness, so much studying at all hours the fruitful preferment of good letters and ancient virtues.

Christ continue your most royal estate, and the prosperity with succession in kingly dignity of your deer and worthily beloved son Prince Edward, Granting you a number of princely sons by the most gracious, benign, and modest lady your Queen.




Restore Antiquity to England and England to Antiquity
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William Camden (1551-1623), English antiquarian and educationist. Born into a London painter's family, Camden attended St Paul's School before going to Oxford (1566-71). Patrons in London then supported his antiquarian researches until his appointment as second master at Westminster School (1575). This post, and his subsequent headmastership (1593-97) left him free time for extensive journeys researching his monumental topographical work Britannia (1586; 6th edition, much enlarged, 1607). This county-by-county survey was written in Latin and translated by Philemon Holland into English in 1610. In 1597 Camden was made Clarenceux King of Arms. He died at Chislehurst after a long illnes. Besides Britannia, his life's work, he also published Annales (1615).




As all the Regions with the whole worlds frame, and all therein was created by the Almightie, for his last and most perfect worke that goodly, upright, provident, subtile, wittie, and reasonable creature, which the Greekes call [anthropos], for his upright looke the Latines Homo, for that he was made of Molde; and we with the Germains, call Man of his principall part, the mind, being the verie image of God, and pettie world within himselfe: so he assigned in his divine providence, this so happy and worthy region to men of answerable worth, if not surpassing, yet equaling the most excellent inhabitants of the earth, both in the endowments of minde, lineaments of bodie, and their deportment both in peace and warre, as if I would enter into this discourse I could very easily skew.

But overpassing their naturall inclination by heavenly influence answerable to the disposition of Aries, Leo, and Sagittary, & Jupiter, with Mars Dominators for this Northwest part of the world, which maketh them impatient of servitude, lovers of liberties, martiall and couragious, I will only in particular note some what, and that summarily of the Britaines, Scottish, and English the three principall inhabitants.

The Britaines, the most ancient people of this Isle inhabited the same from sea to sea, whose valor and prowes is renowned both in Latine and Greek monuments, and may appear in these two points which I will heere onely note. First that the most puissant Roman forces, when they were at the highest, could not gaine of them, being then a half e-naked people, in thirty whole yeares the countries from the Thames to Striviling. And when they had gained them, and brought them into forme of a province, they found them so warlike a people, that the Romanes levied as many Cohorts, companies, and ensignes of Britans from hence for the service of Armenia, Aegypt, Illyricum, their frontire Countries, as from any other of their Provinces whatsoever. As for those Britans which were farther North, and after as is most probable, called Pictes, (for that they still painted themselves when the Southerne parts were brought to Civilities) they not onely most couragiously defended their libertie, but offended the Romans with continuall and most dangerous incursions. The other remainder of the Britans, which retyred themselves to the west parts, now called Wales, with like honour of fortitude, for many hundred years, repelled the yoake both of the English and Norman slaverie…

And since they were admited to the imperiall Crowne of England, they have, to their just praise, performed all parts of dutifull loyalties and allegiance most faithfully therunto; plentifully yeelding Martiall Captaines, judicious Civillians, skilfull common Lawyers, learned Divines, complete Courtiers, and adventrous Souldiers. In which commendations their cousins the Cornishmen do participate proportionally, although they were sooner brought under the English command.

Great also is the glorie of those Britons, which in most dolefull time of the English invasion, withdrew themselves into the West parts of Gallia, then called Armorica; For they not onely seated themselves there, maugre the Romans, (then indeede low, and neare setting,) and the French: but also imposed their name to the countrey, held and defended the same against the French, untill in our grandfathers memorie, it was united to France by the sacred bonds of matrimonie.

Next after the Britans, the Scottishmen comming out of Ireland, planted themselves in this Isle on the North side of Cluid, partly by force, partly by favor of the Pictes, with whom a long time they annoyed the Southerne parts, but after many blody battels amongst themselves, the Scottishmen subdued them, and established a kingdome in those parts, which with manlike courage and warlike prowesse, they have not onely maintained at home, but also hath purchased great honor abroad. For the French cannot but acknowledge they have seldome atchieved any honorable acts without Scottish hands, who therefore are deservedly to participate the glorie with them. As also divers parts of France, Germany, and Suitzerland, cannot but confesse, that they owe to the Scottish Nation, the propagation of good letters and Christian religion amongst them.

After the Scottishmen, the Angles, Englishmen or Saxons, by Gods wonderfull providence were transplanted hither out of Germanie. A people composed of the vallant Angles, Jutes, and Saxons, then inhabiting Jutland, Holsten, and the sea coasts along to the river Rhene, who in short time subduing the Britans, and driving them into the mountainous Westerne parts, made themselves by a most compleate conquest, absolute Lords of all the better soyle thereof, as farre as Orkeney. Which cannot be doubted of, when their English tongue reacheth so farre along the East coast, unto the farthest parts of Scotland, and the people thereof are called by the Highland-men, which are the true Scots, by no other name than Saxons, by which they also call us the English.

This warlike, victorious, stids, stowt, and rigorous Nation, after it had as it were taken roote heere about one hundred and sixtie years, and spread his branches farre and wide, being mellowed and mollified by the mildeness of the soyle and sweete aire, was prepared in fulnes of time for the first spirituall blessing of God, I meane our regeneration in Christ, and our ingrafting into his mysticall bodie by holy baptisme. Which Beda our Ecclesiastical Historian recounteth in this manner, and I hope you will give it the reading. Gregorie the Great Bishop of Rome, on a time saw beautifull boyes to be sold in the market at Rome, & demanded from whence they were; answer was made him, out of the Isle of Britain. Then asked he againe, whither they were Christians or no? They said no. "Alas for pittie" said Gregorie, "that the foule fiend should be Lord of such faire folkes; and that they which carrie such grace in their countenance, should be voide of grace in their hearts." Then he would know of them by what name their Nation was called, and they told him "Angleshmen. And justly be they so called" (quoth he, ) "for they have Angelike faces, and seeme meete to be made coheires with the Angells in heaven."

Since which time, they made such happy progresse in the Christian profession both of faith and works, that if I should but enter into consideration thereof, I should be over-whelmed with many tides of matter. Many and admirable monuments thereof, do every where at home present themselves to your view, erected in former times, (and no small number in our age, although few men note them, ) not for affectation of fame, or ostentation of wealth, but to the glorie of God, increase of fath, of learning and to maintenance of the poore. As for abroad, the world can testifie that foure Englishmen have converted to Christianitie, eight nations of Europe. Winfrid alias Boniface, the Denshire-man converted the German Saxons, Franconians, Hessians, and Thuringians. Willebrod the Northern man, the Frisians and Hollanders. Nicholas Brakspere of Middlesex, who was after called Pope Hadrian the Norwegians, and not long since, Thomas of Walden of Essex, the Lithuanians. Neither will I heere note which strangers have noted, that England hath bred more Princes renowned for sanctitie, than any Christian Nation whatsoever.

It doth also redound to the eternall honour of England, that our countrimen have twice beene schoolemaisters to France. First when they taught the Gaules the discipline of the Druides; and after, when they and the Scottishmen first taught the French the liberall Arts, and perswaded Carolus magnus to found the Universitie of Paris. They also brought into Fraunce the best lawes which the Parlament of Paris and Burdeaux have now in use. They at the lowest ebbe of learning, amazed the world with their excellent knowledge in Philosophie, and Divinitie: for that I may not particulate of "Alexander of Hales, the Irrefragable Doctor," Schoolemaster to the "Angelique" Doctor "Thomas Aquinas," one Colledge in Oxford brought forth in one age those foure lights of learning: "Scotus the Subtile, Bradwardine the Profound, Okham the Invincible, and Burley the Perspicuous," and as some say, "Baconthorpe the Resolute"; which Titles they hadde by the common consent of the judiciall and learned of that and the succeeding ages.

Yet their militarie glorie hath surpassed all, for they have terrified the whole world with their Armes in Syria, Aegypt, Cyprus, Spaine, Sicill, and India.

They have traversed with most happy victories both France and Scotland, brought away their Kings captives, conquered Ireland and the Isle of Cyprus, which King Richard the first gave frankly to Guie of Lusignian, and lately with a maidens hand, mated the mightiest Monarch in his owne Countries. They beside many other notable discoveries, twice compassed the whole globe of the earth with admirable successe, which the Spaniards have yet but once performed. Good Lord, how spaciously might a learned pen walke in this argument!
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Jacques-Auguste de Thou (1553-1617), French historian and magistrate. As a member of the Parlement of Paris, Thou rendered outstanding service to Henry Ⅳ. The first volumes of his great History of His Own Times (1604-8, in Latin), covering the Wars of Religion of the 16th cent., aroused Roman Catholic opposition because of his strictures against the Catholic League and his Gallican leanings. The complete work was published at Geneva in 1620 (tr., 2 vol., 1724-34). His son, Fran? ois Auguste de Thou, 1607-42, played a minor role in the conspiracy of his friend Cinq Mars, but was executed for failing to reveal it to the authorities.




Sire, when the design of writing a history of these times first engaged my thoughts, it did not escape me that such a work, however executed, would be exposed to various censures; but I knew that ambition was not my motive, and consoled myself with the reward to be derived only from a good conscience. I hoped also that, in proportion as time gradually abated personal animosities, a love of truth might succeed, especially under the government of your Majesty; who, by the signal favor of Providence, after crushing the monstrous brood of rebellion, and extinguishing faction in its embers, have given peace to France, and at the same time united liberty and regal power, two things usually thought incompatible.

The passions of aspiring men then formed a constant source of civil war, and all hopes of peace were excluded from the public councils of the realm. Such a conjuncture I lamented for the sake of my country, but it appeared propitious to the historian, who, avoiding detraction, wished to write with freedom. On this point, however, my sentiments have altered with the times. I was induced, as I have said, to begin to write in camps, in the midst of sieges and the noise of arms, when my mind was engrossed by the variety and importance of events, and sought, in composition, a relief from public calamity. My work has been continued andcompleted in your Majesty's court, amongst the oppressive labours of the law, foreign journies, and other avocations; and, upon reflection, I have become apprehensive that what might have pleased, or at least have been excused in tumultuous times, may now give less satisfaction, and even offend certain morose persons. For, by the infirmity of our nature, we are more inclined to do ill, than to hear of what we have ill done.

It is the first law of history to fear to record what is false, and, in the next place, not to want courage in relating the truth. And I can affirm that I have taken sincere pains to discover, to extricate, to display the truth, when obscured or buried under party contentions, and on all occasions to deliver it with unblemished integrity to posterity. I should have been ashamed to prevaricate in a cause so honorable, and through an absurd affectation of prudence, do in justice to the singular happiness of your Majesty's times, in which every one is allowed to think what he pleases, and to speak what he thinks.

With respect to myself, I trust all who know me (and I have not lived in obscurity) know how far I am from dissimulation. Since, by your Majesty's clemency, we have been all restored to favor, I have utterly discarded all sense of any private injuries, and may, with justice, be confident that no person, however prejudiced, will accuse me of want of candor and temper, in all that relates to past transactions. I may appeal to the testimony of those very persons, whose names occur often in these books, who have always found me ready to do them all honorable service, according to the extent of the powers, entrusted to me by your Majesty.

What upright judges ought to do in determining of the fortunes and lives of men, that I have done in this work, interrogating myself at different times, whether or not any personal pique might operate to give my opinion a wrong bias. I have sometimes covered the harshness of actions with gentle expressions, continually repressed my own judgment, and abstained from digressions. Lastly I have aimed to acquire a plain and simple style, the image of a mind averse from vain and ostentatious ornament, equally free from asperity and adulation.

In return I request of my readers to lay aside private prejudices, and forbear to decide upon my history, until they have perused it with attention.

The undertaking is perhaps beyond my abilities, and my imperfections will be manifest on many occasions. But the public good, and an ardent desire to merit the good opinion of mine own age and of posterity have so far prevailed, that I had rather be thought wanting in caution, than in my affection for their service.

I am not so much in pain about my fidelity, of which I am thoroughly conscious. My industry, too, has been such, as will perhaps meet with indulgence from your Majesty, and the candid reader. But what unfortunately constitutes the greatest part of my work, will, I fear, prove offensive and unpalatable to many, who, being removed (as they think) from danger in their own persons, want both feeling and justice, in estimating the calamities of others.

I allude to the religious dissensions, which, in addition to other evils, have infested this corrupt age. This malady has for a century afflicted the Christian world, and will continue to afflict it, unless seasonable remedies, and therefore different from such as have been hitherto used, be applied by those whose province it is. Experience has taught us, that fire and sword, exile and proscription, rather irritate than heal the distemper, that has its seat in the mind. These only affect the body; but judicious and edifying doctrine, gently instilled, descends into the heart.

Other things are regulated at the discretion of the civil magistrate, and consequently of the sovereign. Religion alone is not subject to command, but is infused into well prepared minds from a pre-conceived opinion of the truth, with the concurrence of divine grace. Tortures have no influence over her: in fact, they rather tend to make men obstinate, than to subdue or persuade them. What the stoics boasted, with so much parade, of their wisdom, applies with far more justice to religion. Affliction and pain have no power over the religion man…

…Tortures therefore by no means repress the ardor of innovators in religion: but their minds are rather hardened by them, to suffer and attempt more. From the ashes of those who perished, others arose; and as their numbers encreased, patience was converted into fury. Those who had been suppliants for mercy, began to expostulate, to make demands with importunity: those who had fled from punishment, now boldly betook themselves to arms.

France has now witnessed this visitation for forty years, and the Netherlands nearly as long. The evil is become so aggravated, that it cannot now be rooted out, as it perhaps might have been originally, by one or two public acts of punishment. It has pervaded whole countries, whole nations, and in fact the greater part of Europe: and now, not the secular arm of the magistracy, but the sword of the Lord only can avail. Mild persuasion and amicable conference may still conciliate those, whom force cannot subdue…

This mild system prevailed till the time of the Vaudois. Persecution had then no ffect: but the wound rankled under this improper treatment. The number of sectaries dally encreased, complete armies were raised by their party; and at length, a crusade, no less important than that which our ancestors headed against the Saracens, was decreed against them. What ensued? They were defeated, put to flight, slain, spoiled of property and honors, but they were not so convinced of their error as to be brought to a sound mind. By arms they defended themselves—by arms they were subdued, and, fleeing into Provence, and the Alps bordering upon France, found there an asylum for their lives and opinions. Part retired to Calabria, and kept themselves there even till the pontificate of Pius Ⅳ. Some passed into Germany, and others found a refuge in England. From the remnant of this sect, John Wicliff is supposed to have sprung. He taught long at Oxford; and, about three hundred years ago, after many religious contentions, died there a natural death. The secular punishment only affected his dead body; and, long after his decease, his bones were publicly burnt.

A succession of contests continued until our own age, in which, after an unhappy attempt at punishment, what began in dissension terminated in open war and revolt in Germany, England, and France. A schism being thus made and confirmed, and too long neglected by those who could and ought to have remedied it, it is uncertain whether the public tranquility, or religion itself, has been the greater sufferer.

I do not wish to revive the old question of punishing heretics. That controversy would ill suit my time of life or condition. But I am desirous to shew that those princes have acted with prudence, and, conformably to the institutions of the ancient church, who have judged it right to appease religious contests even upon disadvantageous terms, rather than suppress them by force of arms…

The progress of events brings me now to our own times: and I am preparing to handle a sore, barely to touch with, I fear, will be to my prejudice. But since I have entered on this topic, I will dismiss it in one word, and ingenuously say, (under your Majesty's reign this may be done) that war is not the legitimate mode of removing schism from the church…

Your Majesty then exercised that moderation and lenity, the benefit of which you had in your own person experienced. The edicts published against the Protestants, contrary to the will of your predecessor, were revoked, and after making peace at home and abroad with great honor, you confirmed two decrees successively made in their favor by a third, which reinstated them in their estates and good name. Many were advanced to the first places of dignity: and you judged that thus concord would be more commodiously cemented, and the ferment in the minds of men subsiding, the clouds of passion and prejudice would disperse, and they would discern what is the best, that is, the most ancient religious constitution…

Taught, therefore, by experience, and your Majesty's example, I have abstained from opprobrious language, and have always made honorable mention of the Protestants, especially those who excelled in learning. Neither have I concealed the faults of our own party; for I think, as the best men have thought, that the manifold heresies, which agitate the world at this day, have gathered strength, not more from the malice and intrigues of their supporters, than from our vices…

The education I received from my father, (an excellent man, as is well known, and very tenacious of the old religion); the traditionary lesson, if I may so speak, delivered from my grandfather and great-grandfather, and my own disposition upon taking a part in public affairs, all have concurred to make the love of my country, next to reverence of the supreme Being, the strongest passions of my heart. I do not put in competition with it private affections, and private gratifications. I entirely adopt the sentiment of the ancients, that our country is a second God, and the laws of our country other deities. Whoever violates them, whatever color of piety he may assume, is sacrilegious, and a parricide.

These rights, these laws, are the foundation upon which France has raised herself to her present extent of dominion, and eminence of grandeur.

If there be any (and I wish there were not) who would by degrees subvert these by mines and secret engines, aware that open force would not avail, we should not be good citizens, we should be unworthy of the name of Frenchmen, if we did not make resistance unto death.

It is the voice of our ancestors, men eminent for piety, that the preservation of the laws is the heavenly pledge of public safety, the palladium of our country. While we keep it in custody, we may defy foreign machinations; but if it be lost, we are no longer secure. If through our cowardice or remissness this should ever be stolen, there is no doubt but the robber, another Ulysses skilled in Grecian wiles, will, by suborning some Sinon, introduce into France a fatal horse pregnant with foreign soldiers. Then will this most flourishing part of Europe be laid waste by a conflagration, like that which leveled Troy with the ground.

God grant us a better fate! Nor have we this to fear, while your Majesty and the Dauphin are preserved to us…

…Terrible in war, you assume the most amiable character during peace. The fine arts regard you as their patron: and those immense edifices, raised with incredible celerity, with all their costly magnificence of tapestry, painting, sculpture, in the most exquisite workmanship, are monuments of the greatness of your mind, and of your attachment to peace, which no time will deface.

What is more than all, the muses, driven from their ancient seats by the rage of war, congratulate you as their restorer. Under your auspices, the university of Paris has revived; and by the accession of Isaac Casaubon, that luminary of the age, to the custody of your Majesty's truly royal library, it has lately acquired a splendid ornament.

Thus it is plain that the uninterrupted course of so many triumphs did not serve so much as a state of progression to more ambitious projects, as it inspired you with the resolution of cultivating peace with your neighbours, and giving rest to your weary harassed people. Proceed, Sire, in this generous design; pursue the plan of confirming the peace, purchased at the expense of so many labors, by restoring vigour and authority to the laws. Assure yourself that the life and soul and judgment and understanding of the country center in the laws; and that a state without law, like a body deprived of its animating principle, is defunct and lifeless in its blood and members. Magistrates and judges are ministers and interpreters of the laws; and in fine, WE ARE ALL SERVANTS OF THE LAWS, THAT WE MAY BE FREE.

In the confidence of enjoying this freedom, I have composed my history, the first part of which I here present to the public, and dedicate it to your august name, for many just reasons, which concern both the author and the subject matter itself.

It would be ingratitude for me to forget the addition made by your Majesty to that honor, which I first received at the hands of your predecessor of blessed memory. In the course of my services in courts and in camps, I have been entrusted with many negociations of importance; and have thus obtained much of the knowledge requisite for a work of this kind. Profiting by my intercourse with several illustrious persons, who had grown old in the court, I have reduced to the scale of truth many things that have appeared in scattered publications, or on uncertain authority. Whilst I formed part of your Majesty's retinue, I exerted my diligence on this object, until the obligation of my office confined me to this slavery of the bar…

…Another reason for inscribing this history to you is, that, as I have undertaken a work full of dangerous hazard, I stood in need of powerful patronage to screen me from the calumnious and malevolent; and also of that discerning judgment which your Majesty displays in the conduct of national affairs, to examine the truth of my relations.
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John Milton




John Milton (1608-1674) was born and bred to be a poet. Educated at Cambridge, he spent the years from 1632 to 1638 in independent study at his father's estate at Horton in Berkshire. Although he wrote poetry—Comus, Lycidas, and others—he thought himself not ready for his great work, which was to be an epic. But these plans were interrupted by the religious civil wars of the seventeenth century. Milton sided passionately with Cromwell and the Puritans. From 1641 to 1660 he devoted himself almost entirely to pamphleteering for civil and religious freedom. With the Restoration and the accession of Charles Ⅱ, Milton, now blind, retired to a rather obscure private life. Here he dictated Paradise Lost and his other great poems. He also composed a History of Britain, which was published in 1670, and from which the following selection is taken.




I am now to write of what befell the Britans from fifty and three years before the Birth of our Savior, when first the Romans came in, till the decay and ceasing of that Empire; a story of much truth, and for the first hundred years and somewhat more, collected without much labor. So many and so prudent were the Writers, which those two, the civilest, and the wisest of European Nations, both Italy and Greece, afforded to the actions of that Puissant Citty. For worthy deeds are not often destitute of worthy relaters: as by a certain Fate great Acts and great Eloquence have most commonly gon hand in hand, equaling and honoring each other in the same Ages. 'Tis true that in obscurest times, by shallow and unskilful Writers, the indistinct noise of many Battles, and devastations, of many Kingdoms over-run and lost, hath come to our Eares. For what wonder, if in all Ages, Ambition and the love of rapine hath stirr'd up greedy and violent men to bold attempts in wasting and ruining Warrs, which to posterity have left the work of Wild Beasts and Destroyers, rather then the Deeds and Monuments of men and Conquerors. But he whose just and true valour uses the necessity of Warr and Dominion, not to destroy but to prevent destruction, to bring in liberty against Tyrants, Law and Civility among barbarous Nations, knowing that when he Conquers all things else, he cannot Conquer Time, or Detraction, wisely conscious of this his want as well as of his worth not to be forgott'n or conceal'd, honors and hath recourse to the aid of Eloquence, his freindliest and best supply; by whose immortal Record his noble deeds, which else were transitory, becoming fixt and durable against the force of Yeares and Generations, he fails not to continue through all Posterity, over Envy, Death, and Time, also victorious. Therefore when the esteem of Science, and liberal study waxes low in the Common-wealth, wee may presume that also there all civil Vertue, and worthy action is grown as low to a decline: and then Eloquence, as it were consorted in the same destiny, with the decease and fall of vertue corrupts also and fades; at least resignes her office of relating to illiterat and frivolous Historians; such as the persons themselves both deserv, and are best pleas'd with; whilst they want either the understanding to choose better, or the innocence to dare invite the examining, and searching stile of an intelligent, and faithfull Writer to the survay of thir unsound exploits, better befreinded by obscurity then Fame. As for these, the only Authors wee have of Brittish matters, while the power of Rome reach'd hither, (for Gildas affirms that of the Roman times noe Brittish Writer was in his daies extant, or if any ever were, either burnt by Enemies, or transported with such as fled the Pictish and Saxon invasions) these therefore only Roman Authors there bee who in the English Tongue have laid together, as much, and perhaps more then was requisite to a History of Britain. So that were it not for leaving an unsightly gap so neer to the beginning, I should have judg'd this labor, wherin so little seems to be requir'd above transcription, almost superfluous. Notwithstanding since I must through it, if ought by diligence may bee added, or omitted, or by other disposing may be more explain'd, or more express'd, I shall assay.

Juilius Cæsar (of whome, and of the Roman Free State, more then what appertains, is not here to be discours'd) having subdu'd most part of Gallia, which by a potent faction, he had obtain'd of the Senat as his Province for many years, stirr'd up with a desire of adding still more glory to his name, and the whole Roman Empire to his ambition, som say, with a farr meaner and ignobler, the desire of Brittish Pearls, whose bigness he delighted to ballance in his hand, determins, and that upon no unjust pretended occasion, to trie his Force in the Conquest also of Britain.
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Marc-Antoine Muret




Marc-Antoine Muret (1526-1585), French humanist scholar. Born at Muret, near Limoges, Muret attracted the attention of Julius Caesar Scaliger and soon made a reputation for himself as a teacher of Latin. He was also friendly with members of the Pléiade and sympathetic towards their poetic programme. His early success, notably a course of lectures in Paris in the early 1550s attended by a numerous audience that included the French king, brought him many enemies and he was thrown into prison. From 1555 he made his home in Italy, settling in Rome in 1559 under the patronage of Cardinal Ippolito d'Este. Apart from a brief return visit to France (1561-63) he remained in Rome for the rest of his life, lecturing and building up an immense reputation as a Latin stylist. Montaigne, a student of his, called him le meilleur orateur du temps. As a classical scholar he wrote commentaries on Cicero, Sallust, Plautus, and the elegiac poets, and his Variae lectiones was published in Venice in 1559.




Cicero in his first book on Invention gives this definition of history: "History is a thing done but removed from the memory of our age." Now in this definition (though it accords with that written by Cornificius or whoever was the author of the Rhetoric to Herennius) there are almost as many faults as there are words. In the first place history is not a "thing done" but rather an exposition or narration of what has been done. For the conspiracy of Cataline and the war made by Jugurtha are our history, and it is not what these authors meant to say and does not express properly what they had in mind. This one may indeed excuse and attribute to carelessness, but one should not be negligent in a definition. As for what they added (that it is not history if not something remote from the memory), of what relevance is that? For if someone writes today about Romulus and Remus, should we admit that he writes history and yet, if he puts into writing the wars between Charles Ⅴ and Francis Ⅰ, should we deny that he writes history because these things are not "removed from the memory of our age"? Or indeed should we say that they are not yet histories but only made such when they find somebody who remembers those things? Thus it would seem that he does not now write a history, and yet those who read his writings read a history. Even Thucydides did not write history in this sense, nor Xenophon in his book on the wars of Cyrus the younger or on the affairs of Greece, nor Sallust when he wrote about the conspiracy of Cataline or the wars of Jugurtha. One would have to say of Livy, that he wrote history when he pursued ancient things, but that in his last books, comprising what was done in his time, he ceased to write history…

How should we define history? The word "history" signifies not only the description and exposition of things done but also a account of what they were. Aristotle, treating the nature and affection of animals, called his book a "history of animals", and Theophrastus called his book on plants a "history". But the books in which one investigates the causes and principles of things or in which one gives the principles of a discipline, cannot properly be called "history"…, except where one describes and exposes something in a simple way. This is why a certain book (misattributed to Galen), in which the opinions of ancient philosophers on each subject are recited plainly without being analyzed, is justly called "philosophical history". The same description may be given to the books on the same subject which are attributed to Plutarch concerning the opinions and views of philosophers…For it should be understood that what is written about a subject in general is not called history if it does not treat each thing specially and individually. This being so, we do not take for our discourse the name of history in a large and general sense. Thus reducing the force and meaning to close and narrow limits, we judge it necessary to give this definition: "History is a narration, diffuse and continuous, of things done publicly."
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Tommaso Campanella




Tommaso Campanella (1568-1639), Italian philosopher. Born in Stilo, Calabria, he entered the Dominican order in 1583, and taught at Rome and Naples. He evolved an empirical, anti-Scholastic philosophy, presented in his work Philosophia sensibus demonstrata (1591, "Philosophy Demonstrated by the Senses"), for which he was imprisoned and tortured by the Inquisition. He was arrested again in 1599 for heresy and conspiracy against Spanish rule, and was not finally released until 1626. From prison he wrote his famous utopian work, La Città del Sole (c.1602, City of the Sun), as well as other religious works and some poetry. He eventually fled to Paris in 1634, as a proté gé of Cardinal Richelieu.




Chapter 1. What historiography is and how it provides the basis of all sciences, though it forms the fifth part of Rational Philosophy. Article 1. Historiography is the art of writing history well (as the name indicates) to establish the foundation of all sciences.

Explanation. Each science has its basis in what we derive from the senses. The senses both of ourselves and of others are in a way the reporter and witness of the soul, which is the inventor, constructor, and master of the sciences. [Science] arises from the description of things, as they exist in one way or another, in order to indicate their purpose, cause, and origin, and what they are like; then to judge, define, and determine. Judgments and definitions are the principles of speculative and doctrinal science after the last stage of experience: moral judgments and precepts, the determination of practical decisions according to the cognitive understanding, appetite, and will, which are the extensions into primal nature, as we have stated in our Physiology. For philosophers do not understand or determine what something is if they have not first apprehended it by their senses or those of another… Political scientists, economists, and moral philosophers do not arrive at a conclusion if they have not first observed through their own or another's senses.

Thus, since customs are not corporeal, the study of the moral sciences is less attractive to the young than that of physical science. The orator and judge base their questions and judgments on history, as I have shown in my Rhetoric, because narration is the most important part of oratory. [And so it is with medical doctors, poets, theologians, and others.]

Article 2. What history is and its main conditions. History is narrative discourse, variously formed, truthful, honest, clear, sufficient for the basis of science.

Explanation. First on "discourse" generally. "Narration" differs from a discourse which expresses desire or dislike and one which does not narrate facts but expresses sentiments and passions of the soul and does not create a basis for science except as it contains particular notions, as is stated in my Logic. And it is different from a dialogue or polemical discourse, which indicates and demonstrates, and from rhetoric, which persuades, praises, accuses, etc., but does not narrate as such.

[History] is said to be variously formed, as distinguished from other categories, which are formed only of a subject, predicate, and connective in order to express something, but not to narrate what is necessary to know historically, and serves rather as a principle in the explanation of a science than as its basis. It is said to be "truthful." In fact, if it is false, it is not history but either error pure and simple or a fable created to suggest something different than what is signified by the word. It is said to be "frank" because it has no other signification than what the word expresses directly, and in this differs from a parabolic expression, which indicates one thing by saying another. And it is said to be "clear," for it can be simple in a sense but enigmatic and confused if what is placed first should really come later, so that the order, style, and excessive emphasis [gravity] are causes of obscurity…

Article 3. Conditions of a good historiographer. There are three requirements for a good historiographer: above all he should be well informed about the matters he narrates; then he should have a decisive mind, not giving way to timidity or inclining to mendacity; third, he should be honest and desirous of truth. In no case should direct testimony be rejected for mere opinion, as I have shown in my Metaphysics. So we should not reject apostolic testimony for the opinions of the Jews or the Machiavellians; nor can modern historians criticize ancient histories, except by means of something also ancient, shown in the same way through the agreement of things, places, and times. This is why we cannot accept as historians either Scaliger, for his fabulous history of the church, or Mahomet, for his history of Moses and Christ. For truth cannot contradict truth.… The second requirement warns the historian not to be corrupted by love of father or friend, money or flattery: it serves little to know if things are not told as they are. This is why Poggio [Bracciolini] was ridiculed by Sannazzaro for having praised his Florence:





He was neither a bad citizen,

Nor a good historian.





The third condition is necessary. In fact the corrupt man is pleased with his lies and has no scruples about deceiving the world. This is why Berosus would not be considered a historian except by official historiographers, but so these flatterers affirm. Once in Judaism only the prophets wrote…, but without divine revelation honesty without science is of little use. Giovanni Villani, certainly an honest man, wrote a kind of fable about the founding of Florence by a certain Florinus [Fiorino], though Tacitus attributed it to the Romans and Ennius to more ancient peoples…Argument founded on etymology is only conjecture, not testimony, unless it can be confirmed in another way.

The disagreement of dates, places, and persons of medieval historians, or those of an earlier age, and of other essential circumstances, reveals the falsity of the historian; but the use of words, the turn of phrase, the disagreement with adversaries, the rejection of commonplaces of authority, and other accidental circumstances are not enough to discredit a historian, as I have shown in my Topics and Predicaments. This is why [Melchior] Cano has not argued successfully in rejecting Berosus, nor Torquemada in demonstrating to be false the letter of St. Clement and other older popes: even on the apostles he brings suspicions, though not criticisms.





Chapter 2. The three kinds of history. Article 1. History has three genera: divine, which narrates the appearances of God and the things done by him among men, the creation of the world and the miracles of his saints, such as the story of Moses; the second, natural history, such as that of Pliny concerning all the things of nature and Aristotle on the animals; and the third, civil history, which narrates the deeds of men, such as Livy, Sabellico, etc.

Article 2. Sacred history is based on theology. The first part narrates the things man has learned from God, such as the discourses of the prophets, the letters of the apostles, the laws of Moses, and most of the Gospel… The second part narrates the deeds of divine men, and what God himself did in human form… To the third genus belongs those who write the lives of the saints and the history of the church, such as Surius, Baronius, Eusebius, etc.

Article 3. Natural history [universal and particular]…

Article 4. Human history. Human history is essential for political scientists, moral philosophers, orators, poets, and those who know what, good or bad, the ancients have done in the art of governing the state, the family, children. We learn what is useful or not useful, how to derive rules from so much experience, and are able to reform science and laws and learn how one should act with particular peoples. So Homer, Odyssey 1. 3: "He who saw the customs of many men and many cities". This is why one who knows well the history of all the nations from the origin of the world to his own age has the advantage of having seen the earth from earliest times down to today…

One kind of history is universal, which narrates from the origin of the world to our day the beginnings, progresses, deeds, declines, changes, and clashes of all nations, as did Sabellico, Tarcagnota, and Pineda, though the latter wrote under a false title ("ecclesiastical monarchy"). Another sort is particular history, which concerns a particular nation, as Josephus writing of Jewish history, Corio that of Milan, Villani of Florence, Sansovino that of Venice. One tells the story of the whole life of a republic or kingdom, such as Florence; another concerns only one epoch, as Thucydides describing the Peloponnesian War, and Guicciardini the events occurring in Italy as a result of the entry of King Charles Ⅶ of France, still another a single event, as Xenophon narrating the expedition of Cyrus the Younger or Sallust the wars of Jugurtha and that of Cataline, and yet another the life of a single man, as Curtius of Alexander and Tranquilla the twelve Caesars…

It is essential that the historian know geography well in order to show when and how the facts he narrates occur, and to know the genealogy of the principal families and the origins of nations. He should write in a concise, clear, and unaffected style to leave as few questions as possible to posterity. He will neither praise nor blame anyone, being a reporter and not a judge, and will refer the judgment to other men of the time…

Article 5.… One who writes the universal history of men will divide the work into five or six millenia, and each millenium into ten centuries, the centuries into decades, the decades into years… He who writes particular history will divide it according to centuries, years, etc.
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Daniel Heinsius




Daniel Heinsius (1580-1655), Dutch classicist, poet and scholar, born in Gent, NW Belgium. He studied law and became professor in poetry at Leiden University, writing Latin verse, emblemata, historical works, and satire. He was the first Dutch poet to write in the classicist tradition, thus becoming a precursor of the literature of the 17th Century. His son Nicolaas (1620-81) and his grandson Nicolaas jr (1656-1718) were also literary scholars. His grandson wrote the picaresque novel Den vermakelijken avonturier (The A musing A dventurer, 1695).




The name of Themistocles is illustrious in the annals of the Greeks, and the shrewdest of historians bears witness to his accuracy in judgment of the present, and keenness in divining the future. At the age of a hundred and seven years, they say, seeing the imminence of death, he boldly reproached Nature, because he must depart from life when, through long experience of affairs, he had learned to live. He reckoned it harsh, forsooth, that this celestial animal, on which they have bestowed the name of man because it presents, as it were, a kind of earthly copy of divine Providence, founds and establishes cities, wages wars, regulates peace, examines and considers the diversities of events, and from them determines what may be of use to itself and others: that this being should live for one moment, but ever after abide in the darkness of death, while all its deeds end and perish with it. There was in his great and lofty spirit a glowing ardent desire for immortality. This desire took its origin and beginning, not from the perishable body, which, deprived of vital heat, returns to earth of its own accord, like the boughs and fruits of trees, but from that graft of the divine. A man worthy of that immortality to which he so strongly aspired, he saw that practical wisdom, the rule and pattern of human life, has its seat upon a lofty height, that one cannot attain to it except by certain steps; and that these steps are the deeds of men. Unless these are preserved, and set forth in clear light for all to see, necessarily men must ever live as tiros, and depart from this life in ignorance of the purposes for which they are born.

Now if some god should grant mortals this privilege, that, before they enter upon the management of affairs, the government of cities, the administration of office, they might, in order that they may not make the wonted complaint of the brevity of life, the variety of peoples and understandings, their condition and the incertitude of events, the power of fortune in human affairs, and other matters, to which men are hardly able to attain without examples, singly and once ascend a steep cliff, whence they might behold and survey the peoples of the whole earth, of all ages and generations, and their manners and character, the wars of princes, the laws of the prudent, the situation of countries and cities, all counsels, all action and their results: truly, gentlemen, they would think themselves fortunate indeed! Truly that fretful animal, whom we call man, because in life itself he ever touches only the fringes of life, would for once acquit of blame that Supreme Divinity, whose greatness he does not understand, and whose kindness he is quick to accuse.

He would be freed from the limits of time and space. Unhampered by the difficulties of travel, he would approach everything, he would be present without danger at all wars and events, he would gather into one focus the immeasurably great vastness of ages and generations. He would view in a moment an infinite multitude of matters and affairs. He would scan the affairs of the Egyptians, which are considered the most ancient, of the Persians, thought to have been richest, of the Romans, justly reckoned to have been the greatest. He would still behold Themistocles, whom we know to have been active more than two thousand years ago. The trophies of Miltiades, which did not allow Themistocles to sleep, he would see in their pristine freshness. He would attend the assemblies of the Athenians, the deliberations of the Lacedaemonians, the Roman Senate. To him nothing would be hidden by time, inaccessible through distance, closed by situation. The designs, too, and the secrets of empire, which lie concealed in the minds of kings and princes as in a hidden shrine, he would gather directly from the event, exactly like a physician who conducts a post mortem examination upon the human body. He would cast his mental eye upon the inner counsels and arts of war, which the Greeks call stratagems.

This privilege, gentlemen, not to lead you too far away, is History. History, surest pledge of the kindness of God to man, mother of truth, pattern of life, preserver of actions, and, as one among the Greeks says, metropolis of practical wisdom. History renders man contemporary with the universe. She transmits to posterity the likeness, not of the body, but of the life, the counsels, the soul, and presents it to the view of all, copied not in bronze or iron, not by the aid of picture or statue, but in monuments of letters, by the imperishable resources of facts and words...

Political science belongs wholly to History. The historian seeks material only from his own field. On the other hand, political science, without History, is tortured and almost wasted away by tasteless, disgusting, and pedantic distinctions and minute divisions of philosophers. Separated also from human actions, exiled from her home, she is not read in states, where her kingdom is, but perishes where she had her birth, in the dust of the schools...

They who are versed in the majestic and austere science of the law rightly exalt it, but they unjustly disparage other sciences, or consider them unworthy of a man of weight. Of them we do not ask that they appraise History in the light of the dependence upon it of Jurisprudence herself We are not beggars, we demand only our own. But we do ask that they look to their laws to the best of their ability, leaving History to us and to princes. With pride we say it: If History have no professorship, if all universities be closed, she will always have a hospitable reception in palaces and in the innermost chambers of kings and princes. She is the inseparable companion of their minds, their counsels, and their deeds. In camps, amid trumpets and the clash of arms, as witness Scipio, where laws, as the proverb tells us, must be silent, she will find place. For I must make it clear that the exposition of History made for the benefit of kings and princes is not the same as that which we make to you. For you, we must sometimes stick closely to details, we must continually examine antiquities, we must sometimes cite parallel passages of authors. But he who would undertake before kings and princes the exposition of a great historian, such as, e. g., Polybius or Livy, would certainly resolve upon a quite different system. He would take all civil and military knowledge as his province. He would treat of the education and training of a prince, of the best order and manner of ruling, of the function and office of an ambassador. On this there was a whole section, a great part of which has survived, in the Pandects of Porphyrogenitus, which the great emperor, imitating Justinian, compiled from the historians...

O divine power and dignity of letters! O preserver of men, preserver of men's deeds, preserver of chronology, preserver of all the centuries, of all years and generations the preserver, History! In thee Greece applies herself to philosophy, in thee Rome still rules, in thee likewise she waxes and flowers, begins and ends: Brutus overthrows the kingdom, Romulus founds it: Codes plucks out the bridge, Mucius burns his hand: Cloelia swims, Lucretia is outraged. Hannibal lays waste Italy, Scipio, Carthage: Crassus is slain among the Parthians, Pompey in Egypt, Caesar in the Senate Chamber by the armed citizens, Cato gives his life for liberty. Through thee whatever has been, is, while whatever is, never ceases to be. Through thee the people has its customs, the soothsayers their sacred rites, the magistrates their badges of office. Through thee the city has its regions, aqueducts, blocks, and streets; only in thee it has its walls and boundaries. The very patron deities also, and mother Vesta, and the eternal fires, and Tarpeian Jupiter, and the Seven Hills, are never seen except in History...

Let us cherish this brief time, this moment, which God hath prepared for the cultivation of this great trust, History. In her reside for us and for almost all created things glory, memory, and dignity, and finally the destined keystone of eternity itself. So in surpassing the law of our mortality under the will and favor of God immortal, we may seem to have conferred life and eternity upon all others. This must be looked for from History almost alone.
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Jean Bodin




Jean Bodin (c. 1530-1596), French political philosopher. He was born and educated in Angers, where he pursued a successful legal career and was also active politically. He visited Great Britain (1581) as secretary to the Duke of Alen? on, who sought the hand of Queen Elizabeth I of England. His major work, Les Six Livres de la République (1576, The Six Bookes of a Commonweale, 1606), expounds the belief that property and the family form the basis of society, and that a limited monarchy is the best possible form of government. His Colloqium Heptaplomeres (1587) presented a plea for religious tolerance through the device of a conversation between a Jew, a Muslim, a Lutheran, a Zwinglian, a Roman Catholic, an Epicurean and a Theist. Despite his enlightened views he shared the general belief of the time in sorcery and witchcraft, which he propounded in his influential Démonomanie des sorciers (1580, "Demonomania of Sorcerers"). He died of the plague.





Ⅰ. The Reasons for Studying History


In history the best part of universal law lies hidden; and what is of great weight and importance for the best appraisal of legislation-the customs of the peoples, and the beginnings, growth, conditions, changes, and decline of all states-are obtained from it. The chief subject matter of this Method consists of these facts, since no rewards of history are more ample than those usually gathered about the governmental form of states...

Although history has many eulogists, who have adorned her with honest and fitting praises, yet among them no one has commended her more truthfully and appropriately than the man who called her the "Master of life." This designation, which implies all the adornments of all virtues and disciplines, means that the whole life of man ought to be shaped accordingly to the sacred laws of history... From [past days] not only are present-day affairs readily interpreted but also future events are inferred, and we may acquire reliable maxims for what we should seek and avoid. So it seemed to me remarkable that no one has compared famous histories of our forbears with each other and with the account of deeds done by the ancients... This, then, is the greatest benefit of historical books, that some men, at least, can be incited to virtue and others can be frightened away from vice.





But of what value is it that this branch of learning is the inventor and preserver of all the arts, and chiefly of those which depend upon action? Whatever our elders observe and acquire by long experience is committed to the treasure-house of history; then men of a later age join the observations of the past reflections for the future and compare the causes of obscure things, studying the efficient causes and the ends of each as if they were placed beneath their eyes. Moreover, what can be for the greater glory of immortal God or more really advantageous than the fact that sacred history is the means of inculcating piety to Cod, reverence to parents, charity to individuals, and justice to all?...

To ease is added the pleasure that we take in following the narrative of virtue's triumphs ... What is more delightful than to contemplate through history the deeds of our ancestors placed before our eyes, as in a picture? What more enjoyable than to envisage their resources, their troops, and the very clash of their lines of battle?... I go on to the utility. How great it is, not only in the most accurate narratives, but even in those where only a likeness to actual fact and some glimmer of truth shines, I shall make plain... There is no example more recent or more famous than that of Selim, prince of the Turks. Although his ancestors had always avoided history on the ground that it is false, he himself first had the deeds of Caesar translated into the vernacular, and by imitating that general in a short time he joined a great part of Asia Minor and of Africa to the dominion of his ancestors. Moreover, what drove Caesar himself to such valor, if not emulation of Alexander? When he read of his victories, he wept copious tears because at an age when his hero had conquered all the world be himself had not yet done anything. Like-wise, what was the cause of so many victories for Alexander, if not the valor of Achilles?... [What] brought Emperor Charles Ⅴ to such glory, if not emulation of Louis Ⅺ, king of the French, from the book of Comines?... What sort of reward must we hope from history? Since this teaches us clearly not only the arts necessary for living but also those objectives which at all costs must be sought, what things to avoid, what is base, what is honorable, which laws are most desirable, which state is the best, and the happiest kind of life. Finally, since if we put history aside the cult of God, religion and prophecies grow obsolete with the passing of centuries; therefore, on account of the inexpressible advantage of such knowledge, I have been led to write this book, for I noticed that while there was a great abundance and supply of historians, yet no one has explained the art and method of the subject. Many recklessly and incoherently confuse the accounts, and none derives any lessons therefrom.


Ⅱ. Classification of History and Historians


Of history, that is, the true narration of things, there are three kinds: human, natural, and divine. The first concerns man, the second, nature; the third, the Father of nature... [Thus] it is probable, inevitable, and holy—and the same number of virtues are associated with it, that is to say, prudence, knowledge, and faith. The first virtue distinguishes base from honorable; the second, true from false; the third, piety from impiety... From these three virtues together is created true wisdom, man's supreme and final good...

Therefore it would follow that we should turn our first inquiries to the history of divine things. But since in man mother nature engenders first the desire for self-preservation, then little by little due to awe of Nature's workings drives him to investigate their causes, and since from these interests she draws him to an understanding of the very Arbiter of all things—for this reason it seems that we must begin with the subject of human affairs as soon as there shall have dawned in the minds of children perceptions of God, the All-Highest, not only probable but also inevitable for belief. So it shall come about that from thinking first about ourselves, then about our family, then about our society we are left to examine nature and finally to the true history of Immortal God, that is, to contemplation...

Since eminent and learned men have expressed concisely in written works this threefold classification of the subject, I have proposed to myself just this—that I may establish an order and a manner of reading these and of judging carefully between them, especially in the history of human affairs... But because human history mostly flows from the will of mankind, which ever vacillates and has no objective, nay, rather, each day new laws, new customs, new institutions, new manners confront us—so, in general, human actions are invariably involved in new errors unless they are directed by nature as leader. That is, they err if they are not directed by correct reasoning or if, when the latter has deteriorated, they are not guided without the help of secondary causes by that divine foresight which is closer to the principle of their origin...

Since for acquiring prudence nothing is more important or more essential than history, because episodes in human life sometimes recur as in a circle, repeating themselves, we judge that attention must be given to this subject, especially by those who do not lead a secluded life, but are in touch with assemblies and societies of human beings. So of the three types of history, let us for the moment abandon the divine to the theologians, the natural to the philosophers, while we concentrate long and intently upon human actions and the rules governing them.


Ⅲ. The Relation between Climate and History


Since, however, the disagreement among historians is such that some not only disagree with others but even contradict themselves, either from zeal or anger or error, we must make some generalizations as to the nature of all peoples or at least of the better known, so that we can test the truth of histories by just standards... Let us seek characteristics drawn, not from the institutions of men but from nature, which are stable, and are never changed unless by great force or long training, and even if they have been altered, nevertheless, eventually return to their pristine character. About this body of knowledge the ancients could write nothing, since they were ignorant of regions and places which not so long ago were opened up; instead, each man advanced as far as he could by inference of probabilities.

...I have, however, a firm conviction that astrological regions and celestial bodies do not have power to exercise ultimate control (a belief wrong even to entertain), yet men are so much influenced by them that they cannot overcome the law of nature except through divine aid or their own continued self-discipline... The ancients report, therefore, almost unanimously that the men living to the north are larger and stronger in body; to the south, on the other hand, they are weaker, yet they exceed the others in ability. Of course this was learned by long-continued experience, because observation of the fact is easy; but how far the power of the north and of the south goes, what defines the east and the west, or what ought to be thought about the traits and the innate nature of each, it is difficult to say.

...Let us establish four quarters of this hemisphere: the southern in the circle of the equator, the northern on the vertex of the pole, the eastern in the Moluccas, the western in the isles of the Hesperides... For the present it suffices to place the meeting of the east and the west in America, because this region is removed by boundless distances from India and Africa. Then the dividing line between north and south is the equator, which reaches around the world. In turn, the middle of the northern hemisphere on this side of the equator is marked by the 45th parallel of latitude, so that whatever lies above towards the pole is classified as northern, and the rest, lying below, as southern.





Let us therefore adopt this theory, that all who inhabit the area from the 45th parallel to the 75th toward the north grow increasingly warmer within, while the southerners, since they have more warmth from the sun, have less from themselves. In winter the heat is collected within, but in summer it flows out, whereby it happens that in winter we are more animated and robust, in summer more languid.

...The greatest empires always have spread southward-rarely from the south toward the north. The Assyrians defeated the Chaldeans; the Medes, the Assyrians; the Greeks, the Persians; the Parthians, the Greeks; the Romans, the Carthaginians; the Goths, the Romans; the Turks, the Arabs; and the Tartars, the Turks. The Romans, on the contrary, were unwilling to advance beyond the Danube... The French often suffered serious defeat at the hands of the English in France itself and almost lost their territory; they could never have penetrated into England, had they not been invited by the inhabitants. The English, on the other hand, were frequently overwhelmed by the Scots, and although they fought for control for more than 1200 years, yet they could not drive the Scots from a small part of the island, even when in resources and numbers they were as much superior to the Scots as they were inferior to the French.





Those who occupy the middle region are impatient of both cold and heat, since the mean contends with each extreme; [further Spain, France, Italy, upper Germany to the Main, the Balkans and much of Asia]. Southerners nearer to us, then, are Spanish, Sicilians [Arabs, Persians, Indians] and the Americans who inhabit Florida... The northerners, in turn are those who inhabit the land from the 50th parallel to the 60th: [Britain, Ireland, Denmark, part of Gothland, Lower Germany from the Main and the Bug river even to farthest Scythia and Tartary]... The Mediterranean peoples, then, as far as concerns the form of the body, are cold, dry, hard, bald, weak, swarthy, small in body, crisp of hair, black-eyed and clear-voiced. The Baltic peoples, on the other hand, are warm, wet, hairy, robust, white, large-bodied, soft-fleshed, with scanty beards, bluish grey eyes, and deep voices. Those who live between the two show moderation in all respects.

...We have given enough about the form of body from which the habits of mind are inferred and a correct judgment of history is developed. Since the body and the mind are swayed in opposite directions, the more strength the latter has, the less has the former; and the more effective a man is intellectually, the less strength of body be has, provided the senses are functioning. It is plain, therefore, that the southerners excel in intellect, the Scythians in body.
 

〔28〕





...[Aristotle] believed that those to whom [God] allotted moderate strength excelled the remainder in humanity and justice, a trait which in Questions he attributed to a temperate climate. "Why," said he, "are people who suffer from too great cold or heat uncivilized?" Is it because the best climate makes the best customs? In that case why do all historians praise so highly the innocence and justice of the Scythians and execrate the customs of the southerners? Here I seek a decision in history, in order that we may not have disagreement between philosophers and historians.

Now, since the mind does excel the body and greater force of genius exists in the souththan in the north, there is no doubt that the more able part of the world extends to the south and that greater virtues are in the southerners than among the Scythians. The greater vices likewise are found wherever the former migrate. Hence we shall easily understand a judgment from the history of Livy. After he had commemorated the virtues of Hannibal, be said, "The many great virtues of the man were equalled by monstrous vices: inhuman cruelty, perfidy more than Punic, no truthfulness, no respect for holiness, no fear of the gods, no regard for oaths, no reverence." What Machiavelli wrote is false—that men at the last cannot be extremely wicked, quoting the example of Paul Baghoni, the tyrant of Perugia, who although be could easily have killed Pope Julius along with his escort, preferred to lose control rather than perpetrate such a crime. Hannibal would not have acted in this way. The same Machiavelli called the Italians, the Spanish and the French the wickedest of all races. In one passage he extolled the justice and sagacity of the Germans in a most remarkable way. Elsewhere he attacked their perfidy, avarice, and haughtiness. These contradictions have developed from ignorance of the customs and nature of each people.
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Pierre Droit De Gaillard (fl. late sixteenth century) wrote various historical chronologies and, in the wake of Bodin's work, published his own Method for the Reading if Histry in 1574, celebrating the self-knowledge and understanding of human culture which the study of histories of all sorts provides.




Preface containing the explication of the oracle "Know Thyself," and that self knowledge which consists mainly in the principle of the immortality of the soul, and of its excellent function.

Among the apothegms and proverbs proposed by the ancients, even those apparently enlightened only by the light of nature, I think there is none more remarkable than that of the Lacedaemonium Chilon, one of the seven sages—a statement which for its excellence and divinity was attributed to the wisest of gods, Apollo, and which contains two words: GNOTHI SEAUTON: Know thyself. For this includes all that a man can learn to guide his actions well and to conduct his life happily, prudently warning of his purpose: the question so obscurely and diversely treated by philosophers, of which Varro (as we learn from Saint Augustine) repeats two or three hundred opinions.

This sentence warns man to understand first how many miseries and calamities his life is subject to in order to remove himself from pride and arrogance. The great God has created an infinite number of things, of which man is perhaps the least, as Pliny well observed, following the divine Plato and many other Greek, Latin, and barbarian philosophers...

But such speculations fail badly if they contemplate only the misery of man and not his dignity and excellence, which is the other part of his knowledge and all the weightier because of his reasonable soul and intellect, which alone belong wholly to man. If then we consider man in the state in which God first created him, he was his masterpiece in the creation of the universe, and everything was created for man (as the Scoics learnedly taught), so that he would be glorified as the most noble of all creatures. But if we consider man in the state of general corruption passed on to all the posterity of Adam, we will see his soul, monstrous, hideous, de formed, subject to many irregularities, deprived of blessedness, impotent, variable, hypocritical, in short, the slave of sin, in which he is born and conceived... This is what, at least in part, the Oracle recommends: Know thyself, which cannot be done without first knowing God to honor and to serve him, in whom is the end, happiness, and sovereign good of man.

Now this knowledge depends on history, sacred as well as profane (in which we include natural history), universal as well as particular, of which I have made a little collection in the form of an "institution," containing what is most memorable in the best authors, Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and others, and leading as by the hand the lovers of antiquity in the reading of these...

Definition and division of history, with a discourse on the words "witness of times," which contains the order and continuation of all historiographers.

Following the path of the most learned and observing the precepts left by those three excellent preceptors, Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero, we propose first the definition of history, which alone shows us ("with finger and eye") its dignity, utility, and all the fruits which we can gather from it. History thus is as Cicero defines it truly and gravely.

Let us see the meaning of the first phrase or part of the definition, "witness of times." Certainly, as the great God has created this great and beautiful theater of the world, the sky, sun, moon, stars, elements, planets, animals, and all other things to be contemplated and considered by us (which consideration is called "natural history"), that by this contemplation we may see some vestiges of his divine bounty and wisdom, so he wants us to remark the order and continuation of the times, the great and admirable things which he has accomplished in the deeds of men, especially in the church, from the beginning of the world... And all this we know through the gift of history, especially sacred history. For these admirable facts are for the most part unknown to the other [profane history], whose principal purpose is to describe the beginning, progress, and ruin of kingdoms and republics of the world, the causes, counsels, and deliberations of great and illustrious personages in peace as well as in war, with an account of various political and moral virtues... Is not the principal point of difference between us and the brute beasts that, by memory of past things, their causes, occasions, progress, and consequences, by comparison of past and present, we may foresee the future?

...As for the other parts of the definition ("light of truth, life of memory, messenger of antiquity"), all this seems to signify the same thing... Who is so ignorant or lacking in spirit asto deny the title, "messenger of antiquity"? Without the benefit of history, how could we know the deeds of the ancients by which we might be incited to virtue and deflected from vice?

...Let us discuss a little the phrase by which [history] assumes the quality of "mistress of life." Certainly, this phrase is the greatest which one can make, and we should attribute it to God and to the law [Decalogue] containing his will...

Comparison of history with other disciplines.

And in this [demonstration of virtues and vices] history infinitely surpasses moral philosophy... As for jurisprudence, it has emerged from history, as is sufficiently witnessed by the jurists Gaius and Pomponius, speaking of its origin. For it consists in ancient laws, decrees of the people, sentences and decisions of the senate, ordinances of the prince, edicts of the pretor, and responses of the wise men and jurisconsults. And what is the source of all this if not history?... And to put it in a word, all disciplines take their source and the origin of their principles, which we have from nature, as from an overflowing fountain.
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Thomas Blundeville (fl. late sixteenth century) was a popularizer of European ideas. In this The True Order and Method of Writing and Reading Histories, he summarizes the art of history as viewed in the Italianate Artes historicae, especially that of Francesco Patrizi.




A history ought to declare the things in such order as they were done. And because everything has its beginning, augmentation, state, declination, and end; the writer ought therefore to tell the things so as thereby a man may perceive and discern that which appertains to every degree, and that not only as touching the country or city but also as touching the rule or dominion thereof. For the beginning, augmentation, state, declynation, and end of a country or city, and of the empire thereof, be not all one but diverse things.

Four things would be dispersed throughout the history: that is to say, the trade of life, the public revenues, the force, and the manner of government. By knowing the trade of life, the country and city in every time and season has used, we learn how to have like in like times. Again, by knowing the revenues and what things have been done therewith, we come to know what the country or city is able to do. The force consists in soldiers, in the manner of the military discipline, in the navies, in munition, and instruments of war. And the writer must not forget to show whither the soldiers be hired foreigners or home soldiers, for lack whereof Polybius has given great cause of wonder unto this age, because all Italy at this present [time] is not able to levy the tenth part of the number of soldiers which the Romans levied in his time, enjoying all that time neither Liguria, Lombardy, Romania, nor Marcapiana. And yet as the foresaid Polybius writes, they were able to set forth four score thousand footmen and three score thousand horsemen. And in their first wars against Carthage, being only lords of Italy, they did send a navy to the sea of three hundred and thirty great galleys, called Quinqueremi, and now the Turk for all his greatness is scant able to fend to the sea so many small galleys.

The writer also must show what kind of government the country or city had in its beginning, augmentation, state, declination, and end. And whither there were any change[s] of government, for what cause, and how the same was done, and what good or evil ensued thereof.

Histories be made of deeds done by a public weal, or against a public weal, and such deeds be either deeds of war, of peace, or else of sedition and conspiracy. Again, every deed, be it private or public must needs be done by some person for some occasion in some time and place with means and order and with instruments, all which circumstances are not to be forgotten of the writer, and specially those that have accompanied and brought the deed to effect. Every deed that man does springs either of some outward cause, as of force or fortune (which properly ought not to be referred to man), or else of some inward cause belonging to man, of which causes there are two: that is, reason and appetite. Of reason springs counsel and election, in affairs of the life, which not being letted do cause deeds to ensue. Of appetite does spring passions of the mind, which also does cause men to attempt enterprises... Again, if there be a principal doer there is also a principal cause, ruling all other inferior causes, and also a principal time, place, mean, and instrument. And as deeds have outwardly belonging unto them all the aforesaid circumstances, so inwardly they do comprehend three special things which do run throughout all the circumstances from the beginning to the ending. And they be these: possibility, occasion, and success, Which things the writer must declare, even as they were.

...Now as touching the time, the writer ought to show the very moment as well of the beginning as of the ending of the deed, to the intent that the reader may know the continuance of the principal deed, and also of the inferior deeds...

The place may be either general, special, or particular, as England, Norfolk, and Norwich. The means be diverse, for everything is done either secretly or openly, orderly or without order. And hereto appertains all means and ways that be used in governing states, in making laws, in creating magistrates, in deliberating, in judging, in appointing places, in providing victuals, in gathering up the public revenues, and a thousand such like things, of all which things it behooves that the writer have consideration, and when need is, that he declare the same at large...

What profit histories do yield. Every city and country stands upon three principal points, unto one of which all public actions do appertain: that is, peace, sedition, and war, and the first is the end of the two last, in the which end, the happiness...[through] out life consists and [also] the accomplishment of three desires which we naturally have: first, to live; secondly, to live contentedly or blessedly; and thirdly, to live always in that happiness so far is as possible to man's nature, which three things the Latins do briefly utter in this sort: esse, bene esse, and semper esse...

Of the duty and office of historiographers and what order and disposition in writing histories they ought to use. Of those that make anything, some do make much of nothing, as God did when creating the world [out] of naught, and as poets in some respect also do while they fein fables and make thereof their poesies and poetical histories; some again of more do make less, as carvers and gravers of images, and other such like artificers, some of little do make much and of much little, as the orators why left sometime they extol small things and sometime abase great things. And some do make of so much as much, as true philosophers and historiographers, whose office is to tell things as they were done without either augmenting or diminishing them or swerving one iota from the truth. Whereby it appears that the historiographers ought not to fein any orations nor any other thing but truely to report every such speach and deed, even as it was spoken or done.

What order and method is to be observed in reading histories. Who is so desirous to know how histories are to be read had need first to know the ends and purposes for which they are written. Whereof though there be diverse [ends and purposes] as some to win fame to the writer and some to delight the reader's ears that read only to pass away the time and such like; yet in my opinion there are but three chief and principal [ones]. First, that we may learn thereby to acknowledge the providence of God. whereby all things are governed and directed. Secondly, that by the examples of the wise we may learn wisdom wisely to behave our selves in all our actions, as well private and public, both in time of peace and war.

Thirdly, that we may be stirred by example of the good to follow the good and by example of the evil to flee the evil.
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Francis Bacon (1561-1626), Philosopher and statesman, born in London, UK, the younger son of Sir Nicholas Bacon. He studied at Cambridge and Gray's Inn (1576), and was called to the bar in 1582. Becoming an MP in 1584, he was knighted by James I in 1603. He was in turn solicitor general (1607), attorney general (1613), privy counsellor (1616), Lord Keeper (1617), and Lord Chancellor (1618). He became Baron Verulam in 1618, and was made viscount in 1621. However, complaints were made that he accepted bribes from suitors in his court, and he was publicly accused before his fellow peers, fined, imprisoned, and banished from parliament and the court. Although soon released, and later pardoned, he never returned to public office, and he died in London, deeply in debt. His philosophy is best studied in The Advancement of Learning (1605) and Novum Organum (1620). His stress on inductive methods gave a strong impetus to subsequent scientific investigation.




History is Natural, Civil, Ecclesiastical, and Literary; whereof the three the first I allow as extant, the fourth I note as deficient. For no man hath propounded to himself the general state of learning to be described and represented from age to age, as many have done the works of nature and the state civil and ecclesiastical; without which the history of the world seemeth to me to be as the statue of Polyphemus with his eye out; that part being wanting which doth most shew the spirit and life of the person. And yet I am not ignorant that in divers particular sciences, as of the jurisconsults, the mathematicians, the rhetoricians, the philosophers, there are set down some small memorials of the schools, authors, and books; and so likewise some barren relations touching the invention of arts or usages. But a just story of learning, containing the antiquities and originals of knowledges, and their sects; their inventions, their traditions; their diverse administrations and managings; their flourishings, their oppositions, decays, depressions, oblivions, removes; with the causes and occasions of them; and all other events concerning learning, throughout the ages of the world; I may truly affirm to be wanting. The use and end of which work I do not so much design for curiosity, or satisfaction of those that are the lovers of learning; but chiefly for a more serious and grave purpose, which is this in few words, that it will make learned men wise in the use and administration of learning. For it is not St. Augustine's or St. Ambrose's works that will make so wise a divine, as ecclesiastical history thoroughly read and observed; and the same reason is of learning.


The Division of Civil History into Ecclesiastical, Literary, and Civil (which retains the name of the Genus) and that the History of Literature is wanting. Precepts for the Construction of it.


Civil History may rightly be divided into three species. First, Sacred or Ecclesiastical; next, that which we call Civil History (using the generic name specially); lastly, the History of Learning and the Arts. I will begin with the kind last—mentioned; for the two former are extant, while the latter—the History of Learning—(without which the history of the world seems to me as the statue of Polyphemus without the eye; that very feature being left out which most marks the spirit and life of the person), I set down as wanting. Not but I know that in the particular sciences of the jurisconsults, mathematicians, rhetoricians, philosophers, we have some slight mention or some barren narrations about the sects, schools, books, authors, and successions belonging to them; also that there exist some meagre and unprofitable memoirs of the inventors of arts and usages; but I say that a complete and universal History of learning is yet wanting. Of this therefore I will now proceed to set forth the argument, the method of construction, and the use.

The argument is no other than to inquire and collect out of the records of all time what particular kinds of learning and arts have flourished in what ages and regions of the world; their antiquities, their progresses, their migrations (for sciences migrate like nations) over the different parts of the globe; and again their decays, disappearances, and revivals. The occasion and origin of the invention of each art should likewise be observed; the manner and system of transmission, and the plan and order of study and practice. To these should be added a history of the sects, and the principal controversies in which learned men have been engaged, the calumnies to which they have been exposed, the praises and honours by which they have been rewarded; an account of the principal authors, books, schools, successions, academies, societies, colleges, order, -in a word, everything which relates to the state of learning. Above all things (for this is the ornament and life of Civil History) I wish events to be coupled with their causes. I mean, that an account should be given of the characters of the several regions and peoples; their natural disposition, whether apt and suited for the study of learning, or unfitted and indifferent to it; the accidents of the times, whether adverse or propitious to science; the emulations and infusions of different religions; the enmity or partiality of laws; the eminent virtues and services of individual persons in the promotion of learning, and the like. Now all this I would have handled in a historical way, not wasting time, after the manner of critics, in praise and blame, but simply narrating the fact historically, with but slight intermixture of private judgment.

For the manner of compiling such a history I particularly advise that the matter and provision of it be not drawn from histories and commentaries alone; but that the principal books written in each century, or perhaps in shorter periods, proceeding in regular order from the earliest ages, be themselves taken into consultation; that so (I do not say by a complete perusal, for that would be an endless labour, but) by tasting them here and there, and observing their argument, style, and method, the Literary Spirit of each age may be charmed as it were from the dead.

With regard to the use of the work, it is not so much to swell the honour and pomp of learning with a profusion of images; nor because out of my exceeding love for learning I wish the inquiry, knowledge, and preservation of everything that relates thereto to be pursued even to curiosity; but chiefly for a purpose more serious and important; which, in a word, is this: I consider that such a history as I have described would very greatly assist the wisdom and skill of learned men in the use and administration of learning; that it would exhibit the movements and perturbations, the virtues and vices, which take place no less in intellectual than in civil matters; and that from the observation of these the best system of government might be derived and established. For the works of St. Ambrose or St. Augustine will not make so wise a bishop or divine as a diligent examination and study of Ecclesiastical History; and the History of Learning would be of like service to learned men. For everything is subject to chance and error which is not supported by examples and experience. And so much for the History of Learning.


On the Dignity and Difficulty of Civil History


I come next to Civil History, properly so called, whereof the dignity and authority are pre-eminent among human writings. For to its fidelity are entrusted the examples of our ancestors, the vicissitudes of things, the foundations of civil policy, and the name and reputation of men. But the difficulties no less than the dignity. For to carry the mind in writing back into the past, and bring it into sympathy with antiquity; diligently to examine, freely and faithfully to report, and by the light of words to place as it were before the eyes, the revolutions of times, the characters of persons, the fluctuations of counsels, the courses and currents of actions, the bottoms of pretences, and the secrets of governments; is a task of great labour and judgment—the rather because in ancient transactions the truth is difficult to ascertain, and in modern it is dangerous to tell. Hence Civil History is beset on all sides with faults; some (and these are the greater part) write only barren and commonplace narratives, a very reproach to relations and trifling memoirs; others merely run over the heads of events: others, on the contrary, go into all the minutest particularities, and such as have no relation to the main action; some indulge their imaginations in bold inventions; while others impress on their works the image not so much of their minds as of their passions, ever thinking of their party, but no good witness as to facts; some are always inculcating their favourite political doctrines, and idly interrupting the narrative by going out of the way to display them; others are injudiciously prolix in reporting orations and harangues, and even in relating the actions themselves; so that, among all the writings of men, there is nothing rarer than a true and perfect Civil History. But my present purpose in this division of learning is to mark omissions, and not to censure faults. I will now pursue the divisions of Civil History, and those of the different kinds; for the species will be exhibited more clearly under several heads than under one head curiously traced through all its members.


The First Division of Civil History into Memorials, Antiquities, and Perfect History


Civil History is of three kinds, not unfitly to be compared with the three kinds of pictures or images. For of pictures and images we see some are unfinished, and wanting the last touch; some are perfect; and some are mutilated and defaced by age. So Civil History (which is a kind of image of events and times) may be divided into three kinds, corresponding to these,—Memorials, Perfect History, and Antiquities. For Memorials are history unfinished, or the first rough drafts of history; and Antiquities are history defaced, or remnants of history which have casually escaped the shipwreck of time.

Memorials, or Preparatory History, are two sorts, whereof the one may be termed Commentaries, the other Registers. Commentaries set down a bare continuance and tissue of actions and events without the causes and pretexts, the commencements and occasions, the counsels and orations, and other passages of action. For this is the true nature of a commentary to the best history extant. But Registers have a twofold character; for they either contain titles of things and persons in order of time, such as are called Annals and Chronologies; or collections of public acts, such as edicts of princes, decrees of councils, judicial proceedings, public speeches, letters of state, and the like, without a perfect continuance or contexture of the thread of the narration.

Antiquities, or remnants of histories, are (as was said) like the spars of a shipwreck; when, though the memory of things be decayed and almost lost, yet acute and industrious persons, by a certain perseverance and scrupulous diligence, contrive out of genealogies, annals, titles, monuments, coins, proper names and styles, etymologies of words, proverbs, traditions, archives and instruments as well public as private, fragments of histories scattered about in books not historical,—contrive, I say, from all these things or some of them, to recover somewhat from the deluge of time; a work laborious indeed, but agreeable to men, and joined with a kind of reverence; and well worthy to supersede the fabulous accounts of the origins of nations, and to be substituted for fictions of that kind; entitled however to the less authority, because in things which few people concern themselves about, the few have it their own way.

In these kinds of Imperfect History I think no deficiency is to be assigned; for they are things, as it were, imperfectly compounded, and therefore any deficiency in them is but their nature. As for epitomes (which are certainly the corruptions and moths of histories) I would have them banished, whereto likewise most men of sound judgment agree, as being things that have fretted and corroded the bodies of many most excellent histories, and wrought them into base and unprofitable dregs.
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Jean Mabillon (1623-1707), French historian. He joined the Benedictines (1653). From 1664 he edited huge numbers of manuscripts at the abbey of St Germain-des-Prés in Paris. The result was Acta Sanctorum ordinis Sancti Benedicti (1668-1702), his monumental history of the order. His De Re Diplonmatica (1681) is an important contribution to Latin palaeography.




Those who attempt to diminish the authority and trustworthiness of ancient documents and records do harm to the study of literature and, in my opinion, attack and undermine constitutional law, not to mention legal privilege. For, in fact, from these sources each individual obtains his rights and without them there is no security in civil matters. Consider history: the knowledge we have of the Middle Ages and following periods will be uncertain and incomplete if it is not supported and supplemented by these documents. For, I ask, what will become of the Gallia Christiana, the Italia Sacra, the Sicilia Sacra, and other similar histories; what will become of the Annales Historici Francorum, not to mention the Annales Baroniani, if anyone should disparage and undermine these records? All these historical works will be not more than a badly confused catalogue of names and various events resembling a skeleton...

...One cannot help seeing how important the treatment of this subject is, for it concerns not only literature and antiquities, but also churches, monasteries, and noblemen as well; in short, the status of one and all is at stake. Consequently, those who strive to diminish either in whole or in large part the trustworthiness and authority of ancient documents of that kind on very slight grounds or because of minor difficulties do great harm and damage to the entire commonwealth.

But, you say, most manuscripts of this kind are spurious or, at least, interpolated; and they make the authenticity of all the others suspect. First of all, I utterly deny that there are as many false or interpolated documents in churches or monasteries as critics charge. On the contrary, Peter Francis Chissleti of the Society of Jesus, the Bollandist, states that he very rarely found interpolated documents when he investigated the archives of a large number of churches. I do not deny that in fact some documents are false and others are interpolated, but all of them should not be dismissed for that reason. Rather, it is necessary to devise and hand down rules for distinguishing genuine manuscripts from those that are false and interpolated. This, to be sure, was my purpose or, at least, in what measure I succeeded. If I may estimate from the favorable judgment I have received from most scholars thus far, it seems that they not only approved of my work but were enthusiastic about it. Moreover, and this I can state without boasting, I spared no effort in investigating this difficult and little—discussed subject. For I did not undertake this task with only my own intelligence and judgment to guide me, nor did I rely upon the random inspection of a few documents or a hasty and cursory examination of them, nor did I spend only a few days reading them. Rather, I undertook this task after long familiarity and daily experience with these documents. For almost twenty years I had devoted my studies and energies to reading and examining ancient manuscripts and archives, and the published collections of ancient documents. Finally, I have carefully examined the ancient books, records, and authentic documents not of just one church, monastery, or province but of many churches and regions; and I compared and weighed them with one another that I might be able to compile a body of knowledge which was not merely scanty and meager, but as accurate and as well-tested as possible in a field which had not been previously investigated.

Furthermore, since the archive of the royal monastery of St. Denis, which I think is more famous and has more documents than any other archive, at least in France, was more accessible to me, I did not rely upon the evidence of my own eyes or upon my own judgment. Rather, I asked the most learned men in Paris to examine diligently and carefully the authentic documents of that sacred place and in particular the manuscripts which I wanted to use in this work, and to tell me frankly and openly their opinion about them. Their unanimous opinion was that they should be considered genuine and authentic documents, and that I could use them as such to examine and judge others...

At this point perhaps someone may object and say that there is no certain method, no sure arguments by which genuine documents can be distinguished from spurious ones; and, therefore, that these documents cannot be used in historical matters with certainty and freedom from error. And although we cannot use them, the loss is not serious since it can be made up for more than satisfactorily from other records, namely from the works of ancient authors. And, you will say, what certain and proved marks of authenticity can be used for distinguishing these documents? No argument can be based upon the material on which the document is written, whether it be papyrus or paper or vellum, or upon the type of script, or the style, or the dates, or the subscriptions, seals, or any other characteristics, because any one of these could be duplicated by a skilled forger and imposter.

But, granted that each and any one of these characteristics can be duplicated, the genuineness and trustworthiness of ancient documents depends not upon these things considered separately, but upon the total interconnection of all of them. And all these characteristics cannot be duplicated by any forger, no matter how skilled, without there being some indication of spuriousness which can be detected by an experienced and accomplished antiquarian. Real and genuine ancient documents have a kind of appearance of genuineness stamped upon them which those who are experienced often distinguish true gold from the false by touch alone; painters distinguish originals from copies at a glance; and those who know coins always distinguish the genuine from the false simply at sight. But if any of these things has been so skillfully forged that they very closely resemble the genuine, a skilled man will in the end detect the forgery by a careful examination. He does this not so much by arguments and methods as by experience. This experience is, as it were, the touchstone by which goldsmiths detect real gold, and anyone who does not have it will easily fall into error.

The same method of judgment should be applied to the art of distinguishing genuine documents from spurious or interpolated ones and of determining their dates. All who are experienced in this matter agree that this art cannot be learned except through constant comparison of manuscripts which give a certain indication of their date with others that do not. It is agreed that manuscripts written in capital letters are ancient. What is the reason? Even the great Sirmond, who especially liked that script, would give no other reason than that he knows this from experience.

The state of preservation of ancient works on any subject is no better. In fact, there is no class of author in which false and spurious works are not found mixed with true and genuine ones. Neither historical works, nor the writings of the Fathers, nor decretal letters, nor the records of Councils, nor the lives of the Saints—out of reverence I will not mention Scripture —were immune from this type of corruption. In what way will you distinguish the spurious from the genuine? Only by the testimony of the ancient authors, by the comparison of suspect works with genuine ones; and, finally, by a certain taste which is acquired by constantly reading the genuine works of each author. For in this way the genuine works of the Fathers are separated from the suppositions, genuine epistolary decrees are distinguished from spurious ones; and the genuine acts of the martyrs and other Saints are separated from the forgeries...

...To put it briefly, for deciding a question of this kind one should not require a metaphysical reason or demonstration, but rather a moral one of the kind which can be applied in these matters, and which is no less certain in its own right than a metaphysical demonstration. For in these matters, just as in moral matters, we deal with falsehood and error as well as truth. Beyond a doubt moral certitude cannot be acquired without long and constant observation of all the coincidences and circumstances which can lead to attaining the truth. In exactly this way the authenticity or spuriousness of ancient documents can be demonstrated. It is specified by law, and all intelligent judges of these documents agree that a document which cannot be proved spurious by any certain and invincible arguments must be considered authentic and genuine. Many fines have been imposed upon those who for no good reason accused an ancient document of spuriousness. Let those who capriciously deny the authenticity of all ancient documents see what others receive as their punishment. No one ever attempted to do this unless he was a complete novice who had no experience at all in antiquities, and who did not understand how useful and necessary such documents are not only to the study of literature but also to the commonwealth.

Therefore, those who wish to learn the art of criticizing ancient documents must consider themselves experts only after careful and thorough preparation. For if it is difficult for someone without experience in this field to give an authoritative judgment about one single document, how much more arduous and dangerous will it be for him to judge all kinds of documents if he does not have as his guide that experience which cannot be acquired without long familiarity with documents of this kind? The liberal arts, the study of finished oratory, and the constant reading of the classical authors are not enough to produce this ability to judge documents; rather, these studies are a great obstacle if the same elegance or purity or diction is expected in those ancient documents. For in rejecting and disputing those documents the student would be guided by his own fancy because he is so familiar with those polished authors. The stylistic niceties of these authors must in some way be unlearned so that the mind may become more accustomed to the vulger Latin of these documents. And yet often those who are so familiar with the classical authors arrogantly claim expertise in judging ancient documents, and they ridicule those who disagree with their judgments. Therefore, the same must be required of those who wish to call themselves experts in diplomatics as Quintilian demanded of children's tutors: "Either they should be completely educated or they should realize their deficiencies."
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Walter Raleigh




Sir Walter Raleigh (1552-1618), Courtier and explorer. In the 1580s he organized several voyages of discovery along the Atlantic seaboard of North America, but an attempt to colonize a region named Virginia (in honour of Queen Elizabeth, the Virgin Queen) was unsuccessful. In 1592 Raleigh fell out of favour with the queen after marrying Elizabeth Throgmorton, one of her ladies in waiting, and in 1595 set off on a fruitless search for the legendary Eldorado supposedly to be found in Guyana. On his return he played a distinguished part in the Cádiz expedition (1596) and also fought the Spanish in the Azores (1597). In 1603, however, Raleigh was accused of conspiring against James I and was imprisoned in the Tower. There he remained until 1616, when he was released for the purpose of undertaking a second voyage in search of Eldorado. The expedition ended in the English destruction of a Spanish settlement, and on his return to England Raleigh was executed. His literary works include The Discovery of the Empire of Guyana (1596), the History of the World (1614), and poetry.




How unfit, and how unworthy a choice I have made of my self, to undertake a worke of this mixture; mine owne reason, though exceeding weake, hath sufficiently resolved me. For had it beene begotten then with my first dawne of day, when the light of common knowledge began to open it selfe to my younger yeares: and before any wound received, either from Fortune or Time: I might yet well have doubted, that the darkenesse of Age and Death would have covered over both It and Mee, long before the performance. For, beginning with the Creation: I have proceeded with the History of the World; and lastly purposed (some few sallies excepted) to confine my Discourse, with this our renowned Iland of Great Brittaine. I confesse that it had better sorted with my dissability, the better part of whose times are run out in other travailes; to have set together (as I could) the unojynted and scattered frame of our English affaires, that of the universall: in whome had there beene no other defect, (who am all defect) then the time of the day, it were enough; the day of a tempestuous life, drawne on to the very evening ere I began. But those inmost, and soule-peircing wounds, which are ever aking while uncured: with the desire to satisfie those few friends, which I have tried by the fire of adversitie; the former enforcing, the latter perswading; have caused mee to make my thoughts legible, and my selfe the Subject of every opinion wise or weake.

To me it belongs in the first part of this praeface, following the common and approved custome of those who have left the memories of time past to after ages; to give, as neare as I can, the same right to History which they have done. Yet seeing therein I should but borrow other mens wordes; I will not trouble the Reader with the repetition. True it is, that among many other benefits, for which it hath beene honored; in this one it triumpheth over all humane knowledge, That it hath given us life in our understanding, since the world it selfe had life and beginning, even to this day; yea it hath triumphed over time, which besides it, nothing but eternity hath triumphed over: for it hath carried our knowledge over the vast and devouring space of many thousands of yeares, and given so faire and peircing eies to our minde; that we plainely behould living now, as if we had lived then, that great World, Magni Dei sapiens opus, the wise worke (saith Hermes) of a great GOD, as it was then, when but new to it selfe. By it I say it is, that we live in the very time when it was created: we behold how it was governed: how it was covered with waters, and againe repeopled: How Kings and kingdomes have florished and fallen; and for what vertue and piety GOD made prosperous; and for what vice and deformity he made wretched, both the one and the other. And it is not the least debt which we owe unto History, that it bath made us acquainted with our dead Ancestors; and, out of the depth and darkenesse of the earth, delivered us their memory and fame. In a word, wee may gather out of History a policy no lesse wise than eternall; by the comparison and application of other mens fore-passed miseries, with our owne like errours and ill deservings.

But it is neither of Examples the most lively instructions, nor the words of the wisest men, nor the terror of future torments, that hath yet so wrought in our blind and stupified mindes; as to make us remember, That the infinite eye and wisdome of GOD doth peirce through all our pretences; as to make us remember, That the justice of GOD doth require none other accuser, than our owne consciences: which neither the false beauty of our apparent actions, nor all the formallitie, which (to pacifie the opinions of men) we put on; can in any, or the least kind, cover from his knowledge. And so much did that Heathen wisdome confesse, no way as yet qualified by the knowledge of a true GOD. If any (saith Eurypides) having in his life committed wickednesse, thinke hee can hide it from the everlasting gods, he thinkes not well.

For seeing the first bookes of the following story, I have undertaken the discourse of the first Kings and Kingdomes: and that it is impossible for the short life of a Preface, to travaile after and over-take farr-off Antiquity, and to iudge of it; I will, for the present, examine what profit hath beene gathered by our owne Kings, and their Neighbor Princes: who having beheld, both in divine and humane letters, the successe of infidelitie, iniustice, and crueltie; have (notwithstanding) planted after the same patterne...

But it is now time to sound a retrait; and to desire to be excused of this long pursuit: and withall, that the good intent, which hath moved me to draw the picture of time past (which we call Historie) in so large a table, may also be accepted in place of a better reason.

The examples of divine providence, every where found (the first divine Histories being nothing else but a continuation of such examples) have perswaded me to fetch my beginning from the beginning of all things, to wit, Creation. For though these two glorious actions of the Almightie be so neare, and (as it were) linked together, that the one necessarily implyeth the other: Creation, inferring Providence, (for what Father forsaketh the child that he hath begotten?) and Providence presupposing Creation: Yet many of those that have seemed to excell in worldly wisedome, have gone about to disioyne this coherence; the Epicure denying both Creation & Providence, but granting that the world had a beginning, the Aristotelian granting Providence, but denying both the Creation and the Beginning...

But for my selfe, I shall never been perswaded, that GOD hath shut up all light of Learning within the lanthorne of Aristotles braines: or that it was ever said unto him, as unto Esdras, Accendam in Cordc tuo Lucernam intellectust that GOD hath given invention but to the Heathen; and that they onely have invaded Nature, and found the strength and bottome thereof; the same nature having consumed all her store, and left nothing of price to after-ages...

Generally concerning the order of the worke, I have onelv taken consaile from the Argument. For of the Assyrians, which after the downefall of Babel take up the first part, and were the first great kings of the World, there came little to the view of posterity: some few enterprises, greater in fame than faith, of Ninus and Semiramis excepted.

It was the story of the Hebrewes, of all before the Olympiads, that over came the consuming disease of time, and preserved it self e, from the very cradle and beginning to this day: and yet not so entire, but that the large discourses thereof (to which in many Scriptures wee are referred) are no where found. The Fragments of other Stories, with the actions of those Kings and Princes which shot up here and there in the same time. I am driven to relate by way of digression: of which we may say with Virgil.





Apparent rari nantes in gurgite vasto;

They appeare here and there floting in the great gulf e of time.





To the same first Ages do belong the report of many Inventions therein found, and from them derived to us, though most of the Authors Names, have perished in so long a Navigation: For those Ages had their Lawes; they had diversity of Government, they had Kingly rule, Nobilitie, Pollicie in warre; Navigation, and all, or the most of needful Trades. To speake therefore of these (seeing in a generall Historie we should have left a great deale of Nakednesse, by their omission) it cannot properly bee called a digression. True it is that I have also made many others: which if they shall be layd to my charge, I must cast the fault into the great heape of humane error. For seeing wee digresse in all the wayes of our lives: yea seeing the life of man is nothing else but digression; I may the better bee excused, in writing their lives and actions. I am not altogether ignorant in the Lawes of Historie, and of the Kindes.

The same hath beenc taught by many, but by no man better, and with greater brevity, than by that excellent learned Gentleman, Sir Francis Bacon. Christian Lawes are also taught us by the Prophets and Apostles; and every day preacht unto us. But wee still make large digressions: yea the teachers themselves do not (in all) keepe the path which they poynt out to others.

For the rest after such time as the Persians had wrested the Empire from the Chaldaeans, and had raised a great Monarchie, producing ac- tions of more importance than were else—where to be found f it was agreeable to the Order of Story, to attend this Empire; whilest it so florished, that the affaires of the nations adjoyning had reference thereunto. The like observance was to bee used towards the fortunes of Greece, when they againe began to get around upon the Persians, as also towards the affaires of Rome, when the Romans grew more mighty than the Greekes.

As for the Medes, the Macedonians, the Sicilians, the Carthaginians, and other Nations, who resisted the beginnings of the former Empires, and afterwards became but parts of their composition and enlargement: it seemed best to remember what was knowne of them from ther severall beginnings, in such times and places, as they in their flourishing estates opposed those Monarchies, which in the end swallowed them up. And herein I have followed the best Geographers: who seldome give names to those small brookes, whereof many, joined together, make great Rivers, till such time as they become united, and runne in a maine streame to the Ocean Sea. If the Phrase be weake, and the Stile not every—where lit it else: the first, shewes their legitimation and true Parent, the second, will excuse it self e upon the Variety of matter. For Virgill, who wrote his Eclogues, gracili auena, used stronger pipes when he sounded the warres of Aeneas. It may also bee layd to my charge that I use divers Hebrew words in my first booke, and else where f in which language others may thinke, and I myself acknowledge it, that I am altogether ignorant but it is true, that some of them I finde in Montanus; others in lattaine Caracter in S. Senensis, and of the rest I have borrowed the interpretation of some of my learned friends. But say I had been beholding to neither yet were it not bee wondred at having had an eleven years leasure, to attaine the knowledge of that, or of any other tongue; How-so-ever, I know that it will bee said by many, That I might have beene more pleasing to the Reader, if I had written the Story of mine owne times; having been permitted to draw water as neare the Well-head as another. To this I answere, that who-so-ever in writing a moderne Historie, shall follow truth too neare the heeles, it may happily strike out his teeth. There is no mistresse or Guide, that hath led her followers and servants into greater miseries. He that goes after her too farre off, looseth her sight, and looseth himself: and hee that walkes after her at a middle distance, I know not whether I should call that kind of course Temper or Basenesse. It is true, that I never travailed after men's opinions, when I might have made the best use of them: and I have now too few daies remayning, to imitate those, that either out of extreme ambition, or extreme cowardise, or both, doe yet, (when death hath them on his shoulders) flatter the world, betweene the bed and the grave. It is enough for me (being in that state I am) to write of the eldest times: wherein also why may it not be said, that in speaking of the past, I point at the present, and taxe the vices of those that are yet lyving, in their persons that are long since dead, and have it laid to my charge. But this I cannot helpe, though innocent. And certainely if there be any, that finding themselves spotted like the Tigers of old time, shall finde fault with me for painting them over a new, they shall therein accuse themselves justly, and me falsly.

For I protest before the Majesty of God, That I malice no man under the Sunne. Impossible I know it is to please all f seeing few or none are so pleased with themselves, or so assured of themselves, by reason of their subjection to their private passions, but that they seeme diverse persons in one and the same day. Seneca hath said it, and so doe If Vnus mihi pro populo erat: and to the same effect Epicurus, Hoc ego non multis sed tibi, or (as it hath since lamentably fallen out) I may borrow the resolution of an ancient Philosopher, Satis est nullus. For it was for the service of that inestimable Prince Henry, the successive hope, and one of the greatest of the Christian World, that I undertooke this Worke. It pleased him to peruse some part thereof, and to pardon what was amisse. It is now left to the world without a Maister: from which all that is presented, hath received both blows & thanks. Eadem probamus, eadem reprehendimust hic exitus est omnis iudici, in quo lis secundum plures datur. But these discourses are idle. I know that as the charitable will judge charitably: so against those, qui gloriantur in malitia, my present adversitie hath disarmed mee. I am on the ground already; and therefore have not farre to fall: and for rysing againe, as in the Naturall privation their is no recession to habit; so is it seldome seene in the privation politique. I doe therefore for-beare to stile my Readers Gentle, Courteous, and Friendly, thereby to beg their good opinions, or to promise a second and third volume (which I also intend) if the first receive grace and good acceptance. For that which is already done, may be thought enough; and too much: and it is certaine, let us claw the Reader with never so many courteous phrases; yet shall we ever-more be thought fooles, that write foolishly. For conclusion; all the hope I have lies in this, That I have already found more ungentle and uncurteous Readers of my Love towards them, and well-deserving of them, than ever I shall doe againe. For had it beene otherwise, I should hardly have had this leisure, to have made myself e a foole in print.
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James Ussher




James Ussher (1581-1656), Irish prelate. In 1605, he drew up the Articles of Doctrine for the established Protestant Church of Ireland. In 1620 he was made Bishop of Meath, in 1623 Privy Councillor for Ireland, and in 1625 Archbishop of Armagh, in succession to his uncle Henry Ussher (c. 1550-1631). He went to England (1640), and for about eight years was preacher at Lincoln's Inn. He was constant in his loyalty to the throne, yet was treated with favor by Cromwell. Of his numerous writings, the best known is the Annales Veteris et Novi Testamenti (1650-4), which fixed the Creation precisely at 4004BC.




Censorinus, in his little book, written to Q. Cerellius of one's birthday, having in hand the Explications of Times Intervals, thought good thus to preface it:...If the origin of the world had been known unto man, I would thence have taken my beginning. And a little after, speaking of this time,...says he,...whether time had a beginning, or whether it always was, the certain number of years cannot be comprehended. Therefore Ptolemaeus, from astronomical supputations, thus renounces this epoch of the world as a thing most remote from the knowledge of man.

...Nor, truely is it strange that heathens, altogether of holy writ, should thus despair of ever attaining the knowledge of the world's rise; when as even among Christians, that most renowned chronographer Dionysius Petavius, being about to declare his opinion concerning the creation of the world and the number of years from thence down to us, first made...this resolution before his discourse:...that the number of years from the beginning of the world to these our days can by no reasons be certainly concluded nor any way found out without devine revelation. From whose opinion Philastrius Brixiensis did very much dissent, denoting it heresay...to affirm the number of years from the beginning of the world uncertain and that men knew not the spaces of time. And Lactantius Firmianus, whose assertion in his Divine Institutions, is somewhat more bold:...We whom the holy scriptures do train up to the knowledge of truth know both the beginning and the end of the world. For whatsoever may be done of things past, we are taught that the...Father hath reserved the knowledge of things future in his own power. Nor is there any mortal to whom the whole continuance of time is known, whither that [expression] of the Son of Sirac is thought to tend:...The sands of the sea, the drops of rain, and the days of the world, who can number? Which Lyranus thinking to have been spoken of time past (when as others interpret it here and in Chapter XVIII. ii of the days of eternity) draws thence this erroneous conclusion: that the days from the beginning of the world were never by any man cast up certainly and precisely.

The first Christian writer (that I have had a view of) who attempted from holy writings to deduce the age of the world was Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch, who,... concerning this whole account, thus generally declares:...All times and years are made known to them who are willing to obey the truth. But concerning the exactness of this calculation he thus afterwards proceeds:...And haply we may not be able to give an exact account of every year, because in the Holy Scriptures there is no mention of the months and days current.

...But if any one, well seen in the knowledge not only of sacred and exotic history but of astronomical calculation and the old Hebrew calendar, shall apply himself to these studies, I judge it indeed difficult but not impossible for such a one to attain not only the number of years but even of days from the creation of the world... But in regard, in diverse ages and nations, diverse epochs of time were used and [also] several forms of years. Here it's necessary that some common and known account should be observed, to which the diversity of the rest may most appositely be reduced. And to us there is no measure of time more known and more accommodatious to the common collation of times than the form of the Julian years and months, deduced from the middle of the night beginning the Calends of January, of the first year of the common account from Christ; with those three cycles by which being joined every year is distinguished from all other years whatsoever.

...We find moreover that the year of our forefathers and the years of the ancient Egyptians and the Hebrews were of the same quantity with the Julian, consisting of twelve equal months, every [one] of them containing thirty days (for it cannot be proved that the Hebrews did use lunary months before the Babylonian Captivity) adjoining to the end of the twelfth month the addition of five days and every forth year six.

...The difficulties of chronologers, perplexed by that [philoueikia], or love of contention, so termed by Basil, being at last over-passed I encline to this opinion, that from the evening ushering in the first day of the world, to that midnight which began the first day of the Christian era, there was 4003 years, seventy days, and six temporary hours; and that the true nativity of our Savior was full four years before the beginning of the vulgar Christian era, as is demonstrable by the time of Herod's death.

...And whereas amongst a multitude of Historians, which were before Julius Caesar's time, the malice of time left only four remaining: Herodotus, Thucididies, Xenophon, and Polibius (and him also lame and imperfect in the general part of him), these, notwithstanding, I esteemed the most authentic for their antiquity.
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Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet




Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet (1627-1704), French churchman and pulpit orator. Born in Dijon, he was educated in the Jesuits' School there and at the Collège de Navarre in Paris. He received a canonry at Metz in 1652, in 1661 preached before Louis XIV, and in 1669 delivered the funeral oration for Henrietta Maria. His reputation as an orator spread over France, and he became a very influential figure at court. As Bishop of Meaux (1681) he took a leading part in settling the Gallican controversy, between Louis XIV and the pope (1682). His greatest works are the Histoire Universelle, regarded by many as the first attempt at a philosophy of history, the Oraisons funèbres (1669, "Funeral Orations") and the Histoire des variations des églises protestantes (1688, "History of the Variations in Protestant Churches"). His Politique tirée de l'écriture sainte (1709, "Statecraft Drawn from the Holy Scriptures") upholds the divine right of kings.




Even if history were useless to other men, princes should be made to read it. For there is no better way to show them what is wrought by passions and interest, time and circumstance, good and bad advice. Histories deal only with the deeds that concern princes, and everything in them seems to be made for their use. If they need experience to acquire the prudence of a good ruler, nothing is more useful for their instruction than to add the examples of past centuries to the experiences they have every day. While ordinarily they learn to evaluate the dangers they encounter only at the expense of their subjects and their own glory, history will help them form their judgment on the events of the past without any risk. Seeing even the most hidden vices of princes exposed to everyone's sight, despite the spurious praise they receive during their life, they will be ashamed of the vain pleasure they take in flattery and will understand that true glory comes only with merit.

Furthermore, it would be shameful not only for a prince but for any gentleman in general to be ignorant of the human race and of the memorable changes the passage of time has wrought in the world. He who has not learned from history to distinguish different ages will represent men under the law of Nature or under written law as they are under the law of the Gospel; he will speak of the vanquished Persians under Alexander as he speaks of the victorious Persians under Cyrus; he will make the Greeks as free at the time of Philip as at the time of Themistocles or Miltiades, the Roman people as proud under Diocletian as under Constantine, and France during the upheavals of the civil wars under Charles Ⅸ and Henry Ⅲ as powerful as at the time of Louis XIV, when, united under that great king, France alone triumphs over all of Europe.

It was in order to avoid these pitfalls, Monseigneur, that you have read so much ancient and modern history. Above all, it was necessary to make you read in the Scriptures the history of God's people, the foundation of religion. Nor were you left ignorant of Greek and Roman history; and, even more important for you, you were carefully taught the history of this great kingdom which you are obliged to make happy. But lest these histories, and those you will still have to learn, become confused in your mind, it is of the first importance to put before you distinctly, but in a condensed form, the entire course of the centuries.

This kind of universal history is to the history of every country and of every people what a world map is to particular maps. In a particular map you see all the details of a kingdom or a province as such. But a general map teaches you to place these parts of the world in their context; you see what Paris or the Ile-de-France is in the kingdom, what the kingdom is in Europe, and what Europe is in the world.

In the same manner, particular histories show the sequences of events that have occurred in a nation in all their detail. But in order to understand everything, we must know what connection that history might have with others; and that can be done by a condensation in which we can perceive, as in one place, the entire sequence of time.

Such a condensation, Monseigneur, will afford you a grand view. You will see all preceding centuries developing, as it were, before your very eyes in a few hours; you will see how empires succeeded one another and how religion, in its different states, maintains its stability from the beginning of the world to our own time.

It is the progression of these two things, I mean religion and empires, that you must impress upon your memory. And since religion and political government are the two points around which human affairs revolve, to see what is said about them in a condensation and thus to discover their order and sequence is to understand in one's mind all that is great in mankind and, as it were, to hold a guiding line to all the affairs of the world.

Just as, looking at a world map, you leave your native country and the place that holds you to travel all over the habitable world, seeing it in your mind with all its oceans and its lands; so also, looking at a chronological condensation, you leave the narrow confines of your age and extend yourself through all the centuries.

But just as, to help our memory in the knowledge of places, we must retain certain principal towns around which to place the others according to their distance, so also, in the succession of centuries, we must have certain times marked by some great event to which we can relate all the rest.

That is what we call an epoch, from a Greek word meaning to stop, because we stop there in order to consider, as from a resting place, all that has happened before or after, thus avoiding anachronisms, that is, the kind of error that confuses ages.

We must begin by firmly establishing a small number of epochs, such as they are found in the time of ancient history:





Adam, or the Creation

Noah, or the Flood

The Calling of Abraham, or the Beginning of the Covenant

between God and Man

Moses, or the Written Law

The Fall of Troy

Solomon, or the Foundation of the Temple

Romulus, or the Building of Rome

Cyrus, or the Deliverance of the Chosen People from the

Babylonian Captivity

Scipio, or the Fall of Carthage

The Birth of Jesus Christ

Constantine, or the Peace of the Church

Charlemagne, or the Establishment of the New Empire





I offer you the establishment of the new empire under Charlemagne as the end of ancient history, because it is here that you will see the conclusive end of the ancient Roman Empire. That is why I shall make you pause at such an important point of universal history. The sequence will be given you in a second part, which will bring you up to the century we see illuminated by the immortal actions of the king, your father, and in which your ardor in following his great example gives rise to hopes of further luster.

Having explained the plan of this work in general, I must do three things to make it as useful as I would hope it to be.

First, I must take you through the epochs I mentioned, and, briefly explaining the principal events belonging to each of them, I must accustom your mind to putting these events in their place without paying attention to anything but the sequence of time. But since my principal aim is to show you, in this progression of time, the course of religion and of great empires, I shall first treat the facts concerning these two things in chronological order and then treat separately, with appropriate reflections, first those facts that show us the perpetual duration of religion and finally those that show us the causes of the great changes in empires.

After that, whatever part of ancient history you may read, everything will be useful to you. You will see no fact without perceiving its consequences. You will admire the continuous direction of God in matters of religion; you will also see how human affairs are bound together. Hence, you will know with how much care and foresight they have to be conducted...





First Epoch

Adam, or the Creation. First Age of the World The first　epoch begins with a grand spectacle: God creating heaven and earth through his word and making man in his image (1 A. M. [anno mundi], 4004 B. C.). This is where Moses, the first historian, the most sublime philosopher, and the wisest of legislators, begins.

On this foundation he builds his history as well as his teaching and his laws. Then he shows us all men within one man, even his wife fashioned from him; harmony in marriage and human society built on that foundation; the perfection and power of man so long as he bears the image of God in its entirety; his domination over the animals; his innocence and also his happiness in Paradise, whose memory is preserved in the Golden Age of the poets; the divine precept given to our first parents; the malice of the tempting spirit and his appearance in the form of the serpent; the fall of Adam and Eve, so fateful to all their posterity; the first man justly punished in all his children and God's curse on the human race; the first promise of redemption and the future victory over the demon that was his downfall.

The earth begins to be populated, and crime increases (129 A. M., 3875 B. C.). Cain, the first child of Adam and Eve, shows the nascent world the first tragic action, and already virtue is beginning to be persecuted by vice. The contrasting ways of life of the two brothers appear: the innocence of Abel, his pastoral life, and his pleasing sacrifices; and those of Cain rejected, his rapacity, his impiety, his parricide, and his envy, the mother of murder; the punishment of that crime and the constant terror in the criminal's conscience, the building of the first town by that evildoer, who was seeking asylum from the hatred and horror of mankind. We see the invention of a few skills by his children; the tyranny of the passions and the prodigious depravity of the human heart, which is always ready to do evil. We also see the posterity of Seth, faithful to God despite that depravity; the pious Enoch (987 A. M., 3017 B. C.), miraculously taken from a world unworthy of him; the distinction between the children of man and those of God, meaning those that live according to the flesh and those that live according to the spirit; their mingling and the universal corruption of the world; the destruction of man decided by a just judgment of God (1536 A. M., 2468 B. C.); the announcement of his wrath to the sinners by his servant Noah; their hardhearted impenitence that was finally chastised in the Flood (1656 A. M., 2348 B. C.); Noah and his family, who were saved for the preservation of mankind.

This much happened in 1,656 years. Such is the beginning of all history, and here we discover the omnipotence, wisdom, and kindness of God; the happy innocence under his protection, his justice in punishing crime but also his patience in waiting for the conversion of sinners; the greatness and dignity of man in his first state; the nature of mankind since its corruption; man's natural bent toward envy and the secret causes of violence and war—in a word we discover all the cornerstones of religion and ethics.

Along with mankind, Noah preserved the arts—those that were basic to human existence, having been known from the beginning, as well as those that had been invented later. The arts that men learned first, apparently from their Creator, are agriculture, animal husbandry, and the art of making clothing and perhaps also that of finding shelter. That is why we seek the beginning of these arts in the East, the region whence mankind spread out.

The tradition of the great deluge is found everywhere on earth. The ark in which the last of mankind took refuge has always been famous in the East, especially around the place where it came to rest after the Flood. Several other circumstances relating to this famous event can be found in the annals and traditions of ancient peoples; their chronology tallies, and everything fits together as well as can be expected for a past so remote...

There is no need to give you a detailed account of the causes for the fall of the kingdoms fashioned from the ruins of Alexander's empire, namely, Syria, Macedonia, and Egypt. All of them fell because they had to yield to a stronger power, the power of Rome. But if we were to consider the situation of these monarchies toward their end, we could easily recognize the immediate causes for their fall. Among other things, we would see that the most powerful among them, Syria, seriously weakened already by the effeminacy and luxury of the nation, was dealt the final blow by the division among its princes...

Finally, we have come to the great empire which has engulfed all of the world's empires and has given rise to the greatest kingdoms of our world—the empire whose laws we still respect and which we consequently should know better than any other. You are aware, of course, that I am speaking of the Roman Empire. You have studied the entire course of its long and memorable history. But in order to gain a full understanding of the reasons for the rise of Rome and the great changes it underwent, you should carefully study not only the ways of the Romans but also the ages which gave rise to all the vicissitudes of that vast empire.

The world has never seen a prouder and bolder, but also a more steadfast and tradition-bound, as well as more astute, industrious, and patient people than those of Rome.

These traits created the best militia and the most farsighted, firm, and consistent policy that ever existed.

The very essence of a Roman, so to speak, was his attachment to his liberty and to his country. These feelings reinforced each other; for because he loved his liberty, he also loved his country as a mother who constantly fostered his generosity and his liberty.

To the Romans, as to the Greeks, the word liberty meant a state in which no one was subject to anything but the law and where the law was more powerful than men.

I might add that, although Rome was born under a royal government, the liberty it enjoyed even under its kings is not suitable to a monarchy as we know it. For not only was the king elected, and elected by all the people; it also fell to the assembled people to confirm the laws and to make decisions concerning war and peace. In certain cases, kings deferred even ultimate judgments to the people, as on the occasion when Tullus Hostilius, not daring either to condemn or to absolve Horatius—who was both honored for defeating the Curiatii and despised for killing his sister—had him judged by the people. Thus, properly speaking, the kings were responsible only for the command of the armies, and their authority was restricted to convoking lawful assemblies, where they proposed the measures to be taken, and to maintaining the laws and executing the public decrees...

Liberty, then, was a treasure to them, and they preferred it to all the riches of the world. And you have seen how, early in their history and for a long time thereafter, they did not consider poverty an evil. On the contrary, they saw it as a means of preserving their most complete liberty; for who is freer or more independent than a man who is able to make do with very little and who, not expecting anything from anyone's protection or liberality, counts only on his own industry and his own work for his livelihood?

That is what the Romans did. They raised livestock, worked the land, denied themselves as much as they could, and lived by thrift and hard work. That was their life; and that is how they supported their families, whom they brought up to similar occupations.

Livy was correct when he said that there never was a people to hold frugality, thrift, and poverty in esteem for so long a time...

Now you can easily perceive the causes of the rise and fall of the Roman Empire.

You can see that this state—founded as it was on war and therefore naturally inclined to encroach upon its neighbors-subjugated the world because it had brought political and military science to the highest point of perfection.

You see that the divisions within the republic and its eventual fall were caused by the jealousy of its citizens and by a love of liberty that was carried to an excessive and intolerable degree of sensitivity.

It is no longer difficult for you to recognize all the ages of Rome, whether you wish to consider it in itself or in relation to other nations; and you see what changes were bound to follow from the configuration of issues in each age.

Examining Rome in itself, you see it first in a monarchical state, which was based on its original laws; then in its liberty; and finally subject again to a monarchical rule, but this time by force and violence.

It is easy to understand how the popular state developed from the rudiments that had existed even at the time of the monarchy; and it is equally evident that the basis of the new monarchy was gradually forming during the time of liberty...

These are the noteworthy ages which mark the changes in the Roman state considered in itself. Those which show us its situation in relation to others are equally easy to discern.

There was the age of its struggle against equals, during which Rome was in danger. This lasted for a little over 500 years and ended with the annihilation of the Gauls in Italy and of the Carthaginian Empire.

There was the age of struggle from a position of superior strength, which presented no danger to Rome, however great the wars undertaken. It lasted for 200 years and continued until the establishment of the Caesars.

There was the age in which Rome preserved its empire and its majesty. This lasted for 400 years and ended with the reign of Theodorus I, the Great.

There was the age, finally, when the empire, losing ground on all its sides, gradually declined. This stage, which also lasted for 400 years, began with the children of Theodosius and came to a definitive end with Charlemagne.

I am fully aware, Monseigneur, that many specific incidents could be added to the causes for the fall of Rome. The rigorous treatment of debtors by their creditors, for example, frequently stirred up great upheavals. The prodigious number of gladiators and slaves, of whom there were entirely too many in Rome and Italy, caused dreadful violence and even savage wars. Exhausted by a long period of civil and foreign wars, Rome created so many new citizens—who were admitted either by conniving or for good reasons—that it could hardly recognize itself in the throng of naturalized foreigners. The senate became filled with barbarians; Roman blood lost its purity; love of the fatherland, which had enabled Rome to rise above all the world's nations, did not come naturally to citizens of foreign origin; and the others were tainted by this admixture. More and more factions resulted from the great number of new citizens; and unruly elements used them as a new means for creating disturbances and for their own advancement.

Meanwhile, the number of poor was growing endlessly, because luxury, debauchery, and sloth had crept into Rome. Those who found themselves ruined found redress only in sedition; in any case, it was of little concern to them that their actions might lead to the collapse of the entire society. It is well known that this attitude prompted the Catalinian conspiracy. Men of great ambition, together with the wretched poor, who have nothing to lose, always favor change. These two kinds of citizens were the most numerous in Rome; and since the middle class, the only one which can create an equilibrium in a popular state, was weak, the republic was bound to fall.

To this we might also add the character and special aptitudes of those who brought about the great changes; I mean the Gracchi, Marius, Sulla, Pompey, Julius Caesar, Anthony, and Augustus. I have gone into this to a certain extent, but I have mainly focused your attention on the universal causes and the true root of the evil, namely, the jealousy between the two estates, since it is important that you see this with all its consequences.
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Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz




Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716), German philosopher and mathematician. His philosophy is summarized in his books New Essays on the Human Understanding (c. 1705) and Theodicy (1710) and numerous essays. Leibniz' best-known doctrine is that the universe consists of an infinite set of independent substances (monads) in each of which a life force is present. In creating the world, God took account of the wishes of monads and this led to a rational harmony in the best of all possible worlds—a view satirized in Voltaire's Candide. As a rationalist Leibniz founded the distinction between the logically necessary and the merely contingent truth. His claim to have invented the calculus was disputed by Newton.




To judge history distinctly, one may compare it to the body of an animal, where the bones support everything, the nerves form the connection, the spirit which moves the machine, the humors which consist of nourishing juices, and finally the flesh which gives completion to the whole mass. The parts of history correspond thus: chronology to bones, genealogy to nerves, hidden motives to invisible spirits, useful examples to juices, and the detail of circumstances to the whole mass of flesh. I consider, accordingly, chronology or the knowledge of time as the basis or skeleton of the whole body, which forms the foundation and support of all the rest. The genealogy of illustrious persons corresponds, in my opinion, to the nerves and tendons of history, for since history records what has passed among men, it is necessary that it pay attention to the natural connections among men, which consist of cosanguinity. And since succession has always given power and authority,...it follows that histories of nations, of kingdoms and of principalities depend much on connections, changes and families, whence came wars, unions of many countries to form a great monarchy, and the pretensions of one prince on another...

Since history without truth is a body without life, it is necessary that one try to assert nothing without a basis of fact, and that gradually one purge history of fables, which have crept into it... It is also necessary to admit that not all parts of history are equally susceptible to exactitude, for who could assure us of hidden motives reported in ancient history?




THE ENLIGHTENMENT
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Ephraim Chambers




Ephraim Chambers (c. 1680-1740), English encyclopedist. He was born in Kendal, Cumbria, and while apprenticed to a globemaker in London he conceived the idea of a Cyclopaedia, or Universal Dictionary of Arts and Sciences (2 folio vols, 1728). A French translation inspired Denis Diderot's great French Encyclopédie.




History, a recital or description of things as they are, or have been; in a continued, orderly narration of the principal facts, and circumstances thereof. See A nnals.

The word is Greek,...historia, and literally denotes a search of curious things, or a desire of knowing, or even a rehearsal of things we have seen; being formed of the verb [historein], which properly signifies to know a thing by having seen it. Though the idea appropriated to the term history, is now very much more extensive; and we apply it to a narration of divers memorable things, even though the relation only takes them from a report of others...

History is divided, with regard to its subject, into the history of nature, and the history of actions. History with regard to actions, is a continual relation of a series of memorable events, in the affairs, either of a single person, a nation, or several persons and nations; and whether included in a great, or little space of time.

Sacred history, is that which lays before us the mysteries and ceremonies of religion, visions or appearances of the Deity, etc. miracles, and other supernatural things, whereof God alone is the author.

Civil history, is that of peoples, states, republics, communities, cities, etc.—Such as those of Thucydides, Halicarnassus, Livy, Polybius, Mezeray, F. Daniel, Buchanan, etc. (also Personal History, Singular History, Simple History, Figurate History, Mixed History, romance...)

Figurate History is that which is farther enriched with ornaments, by the art, ingenuity, and address of the historian—Such are the political, and moral histories of the Greeks, Romans, and most of the moderns. The latter is a kind of rational history; which is without stopping at the shell or outside, the appearance of things, discovers the springs and movements of the several events; enters into the thoughts, the breasts of the persons concerned therein; discovers their inventions and views; and by the result of enterprises, and undertakings, discovers the prudence or weakness, wherewith they were laid, conducted, etc.

These are much the more useful, and entertaining histories.—To this class, may peculiarly be referred the histories and annals of Tacitus, Thuanus, and bishop Burnet, among the moderns.
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Claude-François Menestrier




Claude-François Menestrier (1631-1705) wrote Les Divers Caracteres des ouvrages historiques (1694), which is cited by Chambers's Cyclopaedia for its further subdivision of the field of history.




Reasoned history is not only political and moral; it is one which reasons about all the natural things which it describes, which discusses causes and effects and properties and which teaches the uses [of historical knowledge, such as] the history of tea, coffee, chocolate..., many illnesses, earthquakes [etc.].

Critical history is what proposes to justify some particular action or the conduct of certain persons by reporting the facts and circumstances...and by undeceiving the public about the suspicions they may have about such persons. Those who are engaged in great negotiations are often obliged to write apologetic relations.

Authorized history is that which, besides the ornaments of "figured history," has proofs taken from "simple history" and which offers without art to support what is described with artistry and display. This sort of writing is especially evident in this century, which loving truth no less than flew invention, has found the means of joining to "reasoned" and "figured" narrative the titles, charters, and extracts from chronicles and memoirs which serve to support it. Many things have contributed to this sort of history, the edition of old chronicles and ancient histories, with notes and other illustrations.
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Voltaire




Voltaire (1694-1778), pseudonym of François-Marie Arouet, who wrote under the pen name of Voltaire, was a French philosopher, playwright, satirist, historian, poet, and wit. In trouble all his life because of his freethinking opinions and his attacks upon vested authority, not to mention his sometimes libelous lampoons of specific individuals, he spent a good deal of his life outside Paris, from which he was continually being banned. He once spent three years in England and at another period in his life staved at the court of Frederick of Prussia. Having attained considerable wealth. He finally settled down on an estate in Geneva. He and Rousseau who was also living in Geneva, corresponded, at first amicably. Voltaire is one of the first of the modern historians in that he took all history to be his province and brought a skeptical rationalism to bear on history and historical evidence. History becomes no longer the unfolding of God's will, or the parade of the earth's monarchs, or the Juggling of myths, but the story of mankind.




You are at length resolved, then, to surmount the disgust you conceived from reading the "Modern History" since the decay of the Roman Empire, and to receive a general idea of the nations which inhabit and ravage the face of the earth. All that you seek to learn in this immensity of matter, is only that which deserves to be known; the genius, the manners and customs of the principal nations, supported by facts, of which no intelligent person should be ignorant. The aim of such an inquiry is not to know the precise year in which the brutal sovereign of a barbarous people was succeeded by a prince unworthy of historical notice. If a man could have the misfortune to encumber his head with the chronological series of all the dynasties which have existed, all his knowledge would be a jumble of words. As it is laudable to know the great actions of those sovereigns who have improved their subjects, and rendered them more happy; so is it reasonable to remain in ignorance of vulgar events in reigns, which serve only to burden the memory. What advantage can you derive from the minute detail of a number of petty interests and connections which no longer subsist; of families long extinct, that contested the possession of provinces now swallowed up in mighty kingdoms? Every individual city now boasts its own particular history, whether true or false, more voluminous and circumstantial than that of Alexander the Great. There is more writing in the archives of a single convent, than in the annals of the Roman Empire.

A reader must confine himself to certain limits, and select only the choice parts from those immense collections which the study of one person cannot possibly comprehend. They constitute a vast magazine, from whence you take what is necessary for your own occasions.

The illustrious Bossuet, who, in his treatise on one part of the "Universal History," displays the true spirit of a historian, has left off at the reign of Charlemagne. Your design is, by beginning with this era, to form to yourself a picture of mankind: but you must often trace back your inquiry to times of greater antiquity. That great writer, in briefly mentioning the Arabians, who founded such a mighty empire, and established such a flourishing religion, speaks of them as a deluge of barbarians. He expatiates indeed on the Egyptians; but wholly suppresses the Indians and Chinese, who are at least as ancient and considerable as the people of Egypt.

Regaled as we are by the produce of their country, clothed with their stuffs, amused by the games which they invented, nay, even instructed by the morality of their ancient fables, why should we neglect to learn the genius of those nations which our European traders have constantly visited, ever since they first found out the way to their coasts?

In your philosophical inquiries touching the concerns of this globe, you naturally direct your first attention to the East, the nursery of the arts, to which the western world owes everything which it now en joys. The oriental and southern climes inherit every advantage immediately from nature; wheras we, in these northern regions, owe all to time, to commerce, and to tedious industry.

The countries anciently possessed by the Celts, Allobroges, Picts, Germans, Sarmatians, and Scythians, produced nothing but wild fruits, rocks, and forests. Sicily, indeed, is said to have afforded a small quantity of oats; but as for wheat, rice, and the fruits of delicate taste and flavor, they grew on the borders of the Euphrates, in China, and in India. The most fertile countries were first inhabited, and their inhabitants first regulated by police. The whole Levant, from Greece even to the extremities of our hemisphere, was famous in history even long before we knew so much of it as to be sensible of our own barbarity. If we want to know anything of our ancestors, the Celts, we must have recourse to the Greeks and Romans, nations of a much later date than those who inhabit the continent of Asia.

For example: Though the Gauls bordering on the Alps, in conjunction with the inhabitants of these mountains, settled on the banks of the Po, from whence they penetrated to Rome about three hundred and sixty years after the foundation of that city, and even besieged the capitol; we should never have known of this expedition, but for the Roman historians. Though another swarm of the same people, about one hundred years after this enterprise, invaded Thessaly and Macedonia, and advanced to the coast of the Euxine Sea: all the information we have of this adventure, is from the Greeks; and they have neither told us who those Gauls were, nor what route they followed. In our own country there is not the least memorial of these migrations, in which our forefathers resembled the Tartars: they only prove that we were a numerous and uncivilized people. The Grecian colony that founded Marseitles six hundred years before the Christian era, found it impracticable to polish the Gauls: the Greek language did not extend beyond their own territory. Neither Gauls, Germans, Spaniards, Britons, nor Sarmatians, know anything of their own ancestors that happened above eighteen centuries ago, except the little they learn from the records of their conquerors. We are even destitute of fables, as if we had not courage to invent an origin: for those vain conceits importing that all the West was peopled by Gomer, the son of Japhet, are fictions of the East. If the ancient Tuscans, who instructed the first inhabitants of Rome, knew something more than the other nations of the West, they either owed that knowledge to the Greek colonies that settled among them, or it was the peculiar' property of that soil to produce men of genius; as the territory of Athens was more fruitful of the arts than were those of Thebes and Lacedmon. But, after all, what monuments have we now remaining of ancient Tuscany? None at all. We exhaust ourselves in vague conjectures on some unintelligible inscriptions which have escaped the injuries of time. As for the other nations of Europe, not one inscription remains in any language which they anciently used.

The coast of Spain was discoveredby the Phoenicians, as the Spaniards have since discovered America. The Tyrians, the Carthaginians, and the Romans, were in their turns enriched by the treasures of the earth, which that country produced. The Carthaginians found their advantage in mines as rich as those of Mexico and Peru; mines which time has exhausted, as it will exhaust the treasures of the new world. Pliny gives us to understand, that the Romans, in the space of nine years, drew from thence eight thousand marks of gold, and about twenty thousand of silver. It must be owned, that those pretended descendants of Gomer made a very bad use of the various advantages which their country produced; seeing they were successively subdued by the Carthaginians, the Romans, the Goths, the Vandals, and the Arabians.

What we learn of the Gauls from Julius Caesar and other Roman authors, gives us the idea of a people that stood in need of being subdued by a civilized nation. The dialects of the Celtic language were altogether frightful. The emperor Julian, in whose reign it was still spoken, says they resembled the croaking of ravens. In Caesar's time, their language was not more barbarous than their manners. Their druids, a set of the greatest impostors, though well enough adapted to the people whom they governed, used to sacrifice human victims, whom they burned in large and hideous wicker statues. The female druids plunged their knives into the hearts of the prisoners, and predicted future events from the flowing of the blood. The vast stones which appear a little hollowed on the confines of Gaul and Germany, are said to be the altars on which those sacrifices were offered. These arc the only monuments of ancient Gaul. Those who inhabited the coasts of Biscay and Gascony, sometimes fed on human flesh. We must turn our eyes with horror from the contemplation of those savage times, which are indeed a disgrace to human nature.

Let us reckon among the extravagances of the human imagination, the notion entertained in our days, that the Celts were descended from the Hebrews. They sacrificed their own species, say those visionaries, because Jephthah sacrificed his daughter. The druids were clad in white, in imitation of the Jewish priests: like these, they had a high priest; and the female druids were representatives of Moses' sister and Deborah. The poor wretch pampered at Marseilles, and offered as a sacrifice, crowned with flowers, and loaded with curses, was an allusion to the scape-goat. They go so far as to find some resemblance between a few Celtic and Hebrew words, equally ill pronounced; and thence conclude that the Jews and the Celts are of the same family. Thus reason is insulted in our universal histories, and the little knowledge we might have of antiquity stifled under a heap of over-strained conjectures.

The Germans nearly resembled the Gauls in their morals: like them they sacrificed human victims; like them they decided their private disputes by single combat; the only difference was, that the Germans were more simple and less industrious than their neighbors. Their families lived in wretched cottages, at one end of which the father, mother, sisters, brothers, and children, lay huddled together, naked, upon straw; while the other end was reserved for their cattle. These, however, are the same people whom we shall soon see in possession of Rome!

When Caesar invaded Britain, he found that island still more savage than Germany: the natives were scarcely at the trouble to conceal their nakedness with skins: the women belonged in common to all the men of the same district. They had no other habitations than willow cabins: and the ornaments of both sexes were figures painted on their bodies, by pricking the skin, and pouring in the juice of herbs; an art still practised by the Indians in America.

That human nature was for a long series of ages plunged in this state so nearly resembling that of the brute creation, and even inferior to it in many respects, is a truth but too well confirmed. The reason is this: it is not in the nature of man to desire what he does not know. He required not only a prodigious space of time, but also a number of lucky circumstances for raising himself above the level of mere animal life.

You have, therefore, great reason for resolving to make one stride to those nations which were first civilized. Long before the empires of China and India commenced, perhaps the world produced nations that were knowing, polished, and powerful; and these were, perhaps, in the sequel, plunged again, by deluges of barbarians, into that original ignorance and brutality which is called the state of nature.

The sack of Constantinople was alone sufficient to annihilate the spirit of ancient Greece. The Goths destroyed the genius of the Romans. The coast of Africa, heretofore so rich and flourishing, is nothing now but the haunt of pirates and banditti. Changes still more extraordinary must have happened in less favorable climates. Physical and moral causes must have conjoined; for although the ocean cannot have entirely changed its bed, certain it is, vast tracts of lands have been by turns overflowed and forsaken by the sea. Nature must have been exposed to many plagues and vicissitudes: revolutions must have been frequent; though we are ignorant of these events. With respect to us, mankind is a new species.

Besides, you begin your inquiries at the time when the chaos of Europe begins to assume a form after the fall of the Roman Empire. Let us then make the tour of this globe together: let us see the condition in which it then was, by surveying it in the same manner as it seems to have been civilized; that is, from the eastern countries to these western climes: and let us direct our first attention to a people who had a regular history, written in a language already fixed, at a time when we knew not the use of letters.




Pagan Beliefs and Christianity
 


〔40〕










Edward Gibbon




Edward Gibbon (1735-1794), historian. Gibbon was born in Putney, near London, and was educated at the University of Oxford. For a short time he became a Roman Catholic, but by 1754 he had returned to Protestantism. Of private means, he dedicated himself to scholarship and he is chiefly remembered for his monumental Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. This learned study is in seven volumes and it prompted the somewhat philistine King George Ⅲ to remark, "Scribble, scribble, scribble, Mr Gibbon!" Gibbon argued that the fall of the Roman Empire was the result of the "triumph of religion and barbarism". He was particularly scathing about the rapid acceptance of the Christian religion in the ancient world, which he believed was due to the intolerant zeal of the early Christians, their promise of a future life, the apparent miracles in the Church, the ethical standard of Church members and the internal discipline of the institution. His approach was consistently ironical, sceptical, humane and civilised. Decline and Fall remains a classic of English literature and historical scholarship.




In the course of this important, though perhaps tedious, inquiry, I have attempted to display the secondary causes which so efficaciously assisted the truth of the Christian religion. If among these causes we have discovered any artificial ornaments, any accidental circumstances, or any mixture of error and passion, it cannot appear surprising that mankind should be the most sensibly affected by such motives as were suited to their imperfect nature. It was by the aid of these causes, exclusive zeal, the immediate expectation of another world, the claim of miracles, the practice of rigid virtue, and the constitution of the primitive church, that Christianity spread itself with so much success in the Roman empire. To the first of these the Christians were indebted for their invincible valour, which disdained to capitulate with the enemy whom they were resolved to vanquish. The three succeeding causes supplied their valour with the most formidable arms. The last of these causes united their courage, directed their arms, and gave their efforts that irresistible weight which even a small band of well-trained and intrepid volunteers has so often possessed over an undisciplined multitude, ignorant of the subject, and careless of the event of the war. In the various religions of Polytheism, some wandering fanatics of Egypt and Syria, who addressed themselves to the credulous superstition of the populace, were perhaps the only order of priests that derived their whole support and credit from their sacerdotal profession, and were very deeply affected by a personal concern for the safety or prosperity of their tutelar deities. The ministers of Polytheism, both in Rome and in the provinces, were, for the most part, men of a noble birth, and of an affluent fortune, who received, as an honourable distinction, the care of a celebrated temple, or of a public sacrifice, exhibited, very frequently at their own expense, the sacred games, and with cold indifference performed the ancient rites, according to the laws and fashion of their country. As they were engaged in the ordinary occupations of life, their zeal and devotion were seldom animated by a sense of interest, or by the habits of an ecclesiastical character. Confined to their respective temples and cities, they remained without any connexion of discipline or government; and, whilst they acknowledged the supreme jurisdiction of the senate, of the college of pontiffs, and of the emperor, those civil magistrates contented themselves with the easy task of maintaining, in peace and dignity, the general worship of mankind. We have already seen how various, how loose, and how uncertain were the religious sentiments of Polytheists. They were abandoned, almost without control, to the natural workings of a superstitious fancy. The accidental circumstances of their life and situation determined the object, as well as the degree, of their devotion; and, as long as their adoration was successively prostituted to a thousand deities, it was scarcely possible that their hearts, could be susceptible of a very sincere or lively passion for any of them.

When Christianity appeared in the world, even these faint and imperfect impressions had lost much of their original power. Human reason, which, by its unassisted strength, is incapable of perceiving the mysteries of faith, had already obtained an easy triumph over the folly of Paganism; and, when Tertullian or Lactantius employ their labours in exposing its falsehood and extravagance, they are obliged to transcribe the eloquence of Cicero or the wit of Lucian. The contagion of these sceptical writings had been diffused far beyond the number of their readers. The fashion of incredulity was communicated from the philosopher to the man of pleasure or business, from the noble to the plebeian, and from the master to the menial slave who waited at his table, and who eagerly listened to the freedom of his conversation. On public occasions the philosophic part of mankind affected to treat with respect and decency the religious institutions of their country; but their secret contempt penetrated through the thin and awkward disguise; and even the people, when they discovered that their deities were rejected and derided by those whose rank or understanding they were accustomed to reverence, were filled with doubts and apprehensions concerning the truth of those doctrines to which they had yielded the most implicit belief. The decline of ancient prejudice exposed a very numerous portion of human kind to the danger of a painful and comfortless situation. A state of scepticism and suspense may amuse a few inquisitive minds. But the practice of superstition is so congenial to the multitude that, if they are forcibly awakened, they still regret the loss of their pleasing vision. Their love of the marveleous and supernatural, their curiosity with regard to future events, and their strong propensity to extend their hopes and fears beyond the limits of the visible world, were the principal causes which favoured the establishment of Polytheism. So urgent on the vulgar is the necessity of believing that the fall of any system of mythology will most probably be succeeded by the introduction of some other mode of superstition. Some deities of a more recent and fashionable cast might soon have occupied the deserted temples of Jupiter and Apollo, if, ill the decisive moment, the wisdom of Providence had not interposed a genuine revelation, fitted to inspire the most rational esteem and conviction, whilst, at the same time, it was adorned with all that could attract the curiosity, the wonder, and the veneration of the people. In their actual disposition, as many were almost disengaged from their artificial prejudices, but equally susceptible and desirous of a devout attachment; an object much less deserving would have been sufficient to fill the vacant place in their hearts, and to gratify the uncertain eagerness of their passions. Those who are inclined to pursue this reflection, instead of viewing with astonishment the rapid progress of Christianity, will perhaps be surprised that its success was not still more rapid and still more universal.

It has been observed, with truth as well as propriety, that the conquests of Rome prepared and facilitated those of Christianity. In the second chapter of this work we have attempted to explain in what manner the most civilized provinces of Europe, Asia, and Africa were united under the dominion of one sovereign, and gradually connected by the most intimate ties of laws, of manners, and of language. The Jews of Palestine, who had fondly expected a temporal deliverer, gave so cold a reception to the miracles of the divine prophet that it was found unnecessary to publish, or at least to preserve, any Hebrew gospel. The authentic histories of the actions of Christ were composed in the Greek language, at a considerable distance from Jerusalem, and after the Gentile converts were grown extremely numerous. As soon as those histories were translated into the Latin tongue, they were perfectly intelligible to all the subjects of Rome, excepting only to the peasants of Syria and Egypt, for whose benefit particular versions were afterwards made. The public highways, which had been constructed for the use of the legions, opened an easy passage for the Christian missionaries from Damascus to Corinth, and from Italy to the extremity of Spain or Britain; nor did those spiritual conquerors encounter any of the obstacles which usually retard or prevent the introduction of a foreign religion into a distant country. There is the strongest reason to believe that before the reigns of Diocletian and Constantine, the faith of Christ had been preached in every province, and in all the great cities of the empire; but the foundation of the several congregations, the numbers of the faithful who composed them, and their proportion to the unbelieving multitude, are now buried in obscurity, or disguised by fiction and declamation. Such imperfect circumstances, however, as have reached our knowledge concerning the increase of the Christian name in Asia and Greece, in Egypt, in Italy, and in the West, we shall now proceed to relate, without neglecting the real or imaginary acquisitions which lay beyond the frontiers of the Roman empire.

The rich provinces that extend from the Euphrates to the Ionian sea were the principal theatre on which the apostle of the Gentiles displayed his zeal and piety. The seeds of the gospel, which he had scattered in a fertile soil, were diligently cultivated by his disciples; and it should seem that, during the two first centuries, the most considerable body of Christians was contained within those limits. Among the societies which were instituted in Syria, none were more ancient or more illustrious than those of Damascus, of Beroea or Aleppo, and of Antioch. The prophetic introduction of the Apocalypse has described and immortalized the seven churches of Asia—Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamus, Thyatira, Sardes, Laodicea, and Philadelphia; and their colonies were soon diffused over that populous country. In a very early period, the islands of Cyprus and Crete, the provinces of Thrace and Macedonia, gave a favourable reception to the new religion; and Christian republics were soon founded in the cities of Corinth, of Sparta, and of Athens. The antiquity of the Greek and Asiatic churches allowed a sufficient space of time for their increase and multiplication, and even the swarms of Gnostics and other heretics serve to display the flourishing condition of the orthodox church, since the appellation of heretics has always been applied to the less numerous party. To these domestic testimonies we may add the confession, the complaints, and the apprehensions of the Gentiles themselves. From the writings of Lucian, a philosopher who had studied mankind, and who describes their manners in the most lively colours, we may learn that, under the reign of Commodus, his native country of Pontus was filled with Epicureans and Christians. Within fourscore years after the death of Christ, the humane Pliny laments the magnitude of the evil which he vainly attempted to eradicate. In his very curious epistle to the emperor Trajan, he affirms that the temples were almost deserted, that the sacred victims scarcely found any purchasers, and that the superstition had not only infected the cities, but had even spread itself into the villages and the open country of Pontus and Bithynia.

A perpetual stream of strangers and provincials flowed into the capacious bosom of Rome. Whatever was strange or odious, whoever was guilty or suspected, might hope, in the obscurity of that immense capital, to elude the vigilance of the law. In such a various conflux of nations, every teacher, either of truth or of falsehood, every founder, whether of a virtuous or a criminal association, might easily multiply his disciples or accomplices. The Christians of Rome, at the time of the accidental persecution of Nero, are represented by Tacitus as already amounting to a very great multitude, and the language of that great historian is almost similar to the style employed by Livy, when he relates the introduction and the suppression of the rites of Bacchus. After the Bacchanals had awakened the severity of the senate, it was likewise apprehended that a very great multitude, as it were another people, had been initiated into those abhorred mysteries. A more careful inquiry soon demonstrated that the offenders did not exceed seven thousand: a number, indeed, sufficiently alarming, when considered as the object of public justice. It is with the same candid allowance that we should interpret the vague expressions of Tacitus, and in a former instance of Pliny, when they exaggerate the crowds of deluded fanatics who had forsaken the established worship of the gods. The church of Rome was undoubtedly the first and most populous of the empire; and we are possessed of an authentic record which attests the state of religion in that city, about the middle of the third century, and after a peace of thirty-eight years. The clergy, at that time, consisted of a bishop, forty-six presbyters, seven deacons, as many sub-deacons, forty-two acolytes, and fifty readers, exorcists, and porters. The number of widows, of the infirm, and of the poor, who were maintained by the oblations of the faithful, amounted to fifteen hundred. From reason, as well as from the analogy of Antioch, we many venture to estimate the Christians of Rome at about fifty thousand. The populousness of that great capital cannot, perhaps, be exactly ascertained; but the most modest calculation will not surely reduce it lower than a million of inhabitants, of whom the Christians might constitute at the most a twentieth part.

The progress of Christianity was not confined to the Roman empire; and, according to the primitive fathers, who interpret facts by prophecy, the new religion within a century after the death of its divine author, had already visited every part of the globe. "There exists not," says Justin Martyr, "a people, whether Greek or barbarian, or any other race of men, by whatsoever. appellation or manners they may be distinguished, however ignorant of arts or agriculture, whether they dwell under tents, or wander about in covered waggons, among whom prayers are not offered up in the name of a crucified Jesus to the Father and Creator of all things." But this splendid exaggeration, which even at present it would be extremely difficult to reconcile with the real state of mankind, can be considered only as the rash sally of a devout but careless writer, the measure of whose belief was regulated by that of his wishes. But neither the belief nor the wishes of the fathers can alter the truth of history. It will still remain an undoubted fact that the barbarians of Scythia and Germany who afterwards subverted the Roman monarchy were involved in the darkness of paganism; and that even the conversion of Iberia, of Armenia, or of? thiopia, was not attempted with any degree of success till the sceptre was in the hands of an orthodox emperor. Before that time the various accidents of war and commerce might indeed diffuse an imperfect knowledge of the gospel among the tribes of Caledonia, and among the borderers of the Rhine, the Danube, and the Euphrates. Beyond the last-mentioned river, Edessa was distinguished by a firm and early adherence to the faith. From Edessa the principles of Christianity were easily introduced into the Greek and Syrian cities which obeyed the successors of Artaxerxes; but they do not appear to have made any deep impression on the minds of the Persians, whose religious system, by the labours of a well-disciplined order of priests, had been constructed with much more art and solidity than the uncertain mythology of Greece and Rome.

From this impartial, though imperfect, survey of the progress of Christianity, it may, perhaps, seem probable that the number of its proselytes has been excessively magnified by fear on the one side and by devotion on the other. According to the irreproachable testimony of Origen, the proportion of the faithful was very inconsiderable when compared with the multitude of an unbelieving world; but, as we are left without any distinct information, it is impossible to determine, and it is difficult even to conjecture, the real numbers of the primitive Christians. The most favourable calculation, however, that can be deduced from the examples of Antioch and of Rome will not permit us to imagine that more than a twentieth part of the subjects of the empire had enlisted themselves under the banner of the cross before the important conversion of Constantine. But their habits of faith, of zeal, and of union seemed to multiply their numbers; and the same causes which contributed to their future increase served to render their actual strength more apparent and more formidable.

Such is the constitution of civil society that, whilst a few persons are distinguished by riches, by honours, and by knowledge, the body of the people is condemned to obscurity, ignorance, and poverty. The Christian religion, which addressed itself to the whole human race, must consequently collect a far greater number of proselytes from the lower than from the superior ranks of life. This innocent and natural circumstance has been improved into a very odious imputation, which seems to be less strenuously denied by the apologists than it is urged by the adversaries of the faith; that the new sect of Christians was almost entirely composed of the dregs of the populace, of peasants and mechanics, of boys and women, of beggars and slaves; the last of whom might sometimes introduce the missionaries into the rich and noble families to which they belonged. These obscure teachers (such was the charge of malice and infidelity) are as mute in public as they are loquacious and dogmatical in private. Whilst they cautiously avoid the dangerous encounter of philosophers, they mingle with the rude and illiterate crowd, and insinuate themselves into those minds, Whom their age, their sex, or their education has the best disposed to receive the impression of superstitious terrors.

This unfavourable picture, though not devoid of a faint resemblance, betrays, by its dark colouring and distorted features, the pencil of an enemy. As the humble faith of Christ diffused itself through the world, it was embraced by several persons who derived some consequence from the advantages of nature or fortune. Aristides, who presented an eloquent apology to the emperor Hadrian, was an Athenian philosopher. Justin Martyr had sought divine knowledge in the schools of Zeno, of Aristotle, of Pythagoras, and of Plato, before he fortunately was accosted by the old man, or rather the angel, who turned his attention to the study of the Jewish prophets. Clemens of Alexandria had acquired much various reading in the Greek, and Tertullian in the Latin, language. Julius Africanus and Origen possessed a very considerable share of the learning of their times; and, although the style of Cyprian is very different from that of Lactantius, we might almost discover that both those writers had been public teachers of rhetoric. Even the study of philosophy was at length introduced among the Christians, but it was not always productive of the most salutary effects; knowledge was as often the parent of heresy as of devotion, and the description which was designed for the followers of Artemon may, with equal propriety, be applied to the various sects that resisted the successors of the apostles. "They presume to alter the holy scriptures, to abandon the ancient rule of faith, and to form their opinions according to the subtile precepts of logic. The science of the church is neglected for the study of geometry, and they lose sight of Heaven while they are employed in measuring the earth. Euclid is perpetually in their hands. Aristotle and Theophrastus are the objects of their admiration; and they express an uncommon reverence for the works of Galen. Their errors are derived from the abuse of the arts and sciences of the infidels, and they corrupt the simplicity of the Gospel by the refinements of human reason.

Nor can it be affirmed with truth that the advantages of birth and fortune were always separated from the profession of Christianity. Several Roman citizens were brought before the tribunal of Pliny, and he soon discovered that a great number of persons of every order of men in Bithynia had deserted the religion of their ancestors. His unsuspected testimony may, in this instance, obtain more credit than the bold challenge of Tertullian, when he addresses himself to the fears as well as to the humanity of the proconsul of Africa, by assuring him that, if he persists in his cruel intentions, he must decimate Carthage, and that he will find among the guity many persons of his own rank, senators and matrons of noblest extraction, and the friends or relations of his most intimate friends. It appears, however, that about forty years afterwards the emperor Valerian was persuaded of the truth of this assertion, since in one of his rescripts he evidently supposes that senators, Roman knights, and ladies of quality were en gaged in the Christian sect. The church still continued to increase its outward splendour as it lost its internal purity; and in the reign of Diocletian the palace, the courts of justice, and even the army concealed a multitude of Christians who endeavoured to reconcile the interests of the present with those of a future life.

And yet these exceptions are either too few in number, or too recent in time, entirely to remove the imputation of ignorance and obscurity which has been so arrogantly cast on the first proselytes of Christianity. Instead of employing in our defence the fictions of later ages, it will be more prudent to convert the occasion of scandal into a subject of edification. Our serious thoughts will suggest to us that the apostles themselves were chosen by providence among the fishermen of Calilee, and that, the lower we depress the temporal condition of the first Christians, the more reason we shall find to admire their merit and success. It is incumbent on us diligently to remember that the kingdom of heaven was promised to the poor in spirit, and that minds afflicted by calamity and the contempt of mankind cheerfully listen to the divine promise of future happiness; while, on the contrary, the fortunate are satisfied with the possession of this world; and the wise abuse in doubt and dispute their vain superiority of reason and knowledge.

We stand in need of such reflections to comfort us for the loss of some illustrious characters, which in our eyes might have seemed the most worthy of the heavenly present. The names of Seneca, of the elder and the younger Pliny, of Tacitus, of Plutarch, of Calen, of the slave Epictetus, and of the emperor Marcus Antoninus, adorn the age in which they flourished, and exalt the dignity of human nature. They filled with glory their respective stations, either in active or contemplative life; their excellent understandings were improved by study; Philosophy had purified their minds from the prejudices of the popular superstition; and their days were spent in the pursuit of truth and the practice of virtue. Yet all these sages (it is no less an object of surprise than of concern) overlooked or rejected the perfection of the Christian system. Their language or their silence equally discover their contempt for the growing sect, which in their time had diffused itself over the Roman empire. Those among them who condescend to mention the Christians consider them only as obstinate and perverse enthusiasts, who exacted an implicit submission to their mysterious doctrines, without being able to produce a single argument that could engage the attention of men of sense and learning.

It is at least doubtful whether any of these philosophers perused the apologies which the primitive Christians repeatedly published in behalf of themselves and of their religion; but it is much to be lamented that such a only as obstinate and perverse enthusiasts, who exacted an implicit submission wit and eloquence the extravagance of Polytheism. They interest our compassion by displaying the innocence and sufferings of their injured brethren. But, when they would demonstrate the divine origin of Christianity, they insist much more strongly on the predictions which announced, than on the miracles which accompanied, the appearance of the Messiah. Their favourite argument might serve to edify a Christian or to convert a Jew, since both the one and the other acknowledge the authority of those prophecies, and both are obliged, with devout reverence, to search for their sense and their accomplishment. But this mode of persuasion loses much of its weight and influence, when it is addressed to those who neither understand nor respect the Mosaic dispensation and the prophetic style. In the unskill ful hands of Justin and of the succeeding apologists, the sublime meaning of the Hebrew oracles evaporates in distant types, affected conceits, and cold allegories; and even their authenticity was rendered suspicious to an unenlightened Gentile by the mixture of pious forgeries, which, under the names of Orpheus, Hermes, and the Sibyls, were obtruded on him as of equal value with the genuine inspirations of Heaven. The adoption of fraud and sophistry in the defence of revelation too often reminds us of the injudicious conduct of those poets who load their invulnerable heroes with a useless weight of cumbersome and brittle armour.

But how shall we excuse the supine inattention of the Pagan and philosophic world to those evidences which were presented by the hand of Omnipotence, not to their reason, but to their senses? During the age of Christ, of his apostles, and of their first disciples, the doctrine which they preached was confirmed by innumerable prodigies. The lame walked, the blind saw, the sick were healed, the dead were raised, daemons were expelled, and the laws of Nature were frequently suspended for the benefit of the church. But the sages of Greece and Rome turned aside from the awful spectacle, and, pursuing the ordinary occupations of life and study, appeared unconscious of any alterations in the moral or physical government of the world. Under the reign of Tiberius, the whole earth, or at least a celebrated province of the Roman empire, was involved in a praeternatural darkness of three hours. Even this miraculous event, which ought to have excited the wonder, the curiosity, and the devotion of mankind, passed without notice in an age of science and history. It happened during the lifetime of Seneca and the elder Pliny, who must have experienced the immediate effects, or received the earliest intelligence, of the prodigy. Each of these philosophers, in a laborious work, has recorded all the great phenomena of Nature, earthquakes, meteors, comets, and eclipses, which his indefatigable curiosity could collect. Both the one and the other have omitted to mention the greatest phenomenon to which the mortal eye has been witness since the creation of the globe. A distinct chapter of Pliny is designed for eclipses of an extraordinary nature and unusual duration; but he contents himself with describing the singular defect of light which followed the murder of Caesar, when, during the greatest part of the year, the orb of the sun appeared pale and with out splendour. This season of obscurity, which cannot surely be compared with the praeternatural darkness of the Passion, had been already celebrated by most of the poets and historians of that memorable age.
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David Hume (1711-1776), a philosopher, historian, economist, and essayist, was born in Scotland. He is most noted for his work as a philosopher, especially his Treatise on Human Nature (1739-1740). But in his own day he was even more renowned as a historian. His History of England (1754-1762) covers the history of England from Caesar's invasion to 1688; between Hume's death and 1894 at least fifty editions of the history were published. Like Gibbon, Hume is one of the first of the modern historians. His point of view, as is evident from his attitude toward Charles Ⅱ was conservative.




The curiosity, entertained by all civilized nations, of inquiring into the exploits and adventures of their ancestors, commonly excites a regret that the history of remote ages should always be so much involved in obscurity, uncertainty, and contradiction. Ingenious men, possessed of leisure, are apt to push their researches beyond the period in which literary monuments are framed or preserved; without reflecting that the history of past events is immediately lost or disfigured when intrusted to memory and oral tradition; and that the adventures of barbarous nations, even if they were recorded, could afford little or no entertainment to men born in a more cultivated age. The convulsions of a civilized state usually compose the most instructive and most interesting part of its history; but the sudden, violent, and unprepared revolutions incident to barbarians are so much guided by caprice, and terminate so often in cruelty, that they disgust us by the uniformity of their appearance; and it is rather fortunate for letters that they are buried in silence and oblivion. The only certain means by which nations can indulge their curiosity in researches concerning their remote origin, is to consider the language, manners, and customs of their ancestors, and to compare them with those of the neighbouring nations. The fables which are commonly employed to supply the place of true history ought entirely to be disregarded; or if any exception be admitted to this general rule, it can only be in favour of the ancient Grecian fictions, which are so celebrated and so agreeable, that they will ever be the objects of the attention of mankind. Neglecting, therefore, all traditions, or rather tales, concerning the more early history of Britain, we shall only consider the state of the inhabitants as it appeared to the Romans on their invasion of this country: we shall briefly run over the events which attended the conquest made by that empire, as belonging more to Roman than British story: we shall hasten through the obscure and uninteresting period of Saxon annals: and shall reserve a more full narration for those times when the truth is both so well ascertained and so complete as to promise entertainment and instruction to the reader.

All ancient writers agree in representing the first inhabitants of Britain as a tribe of the Gauls or Celtae, who peopled that island from the neighbouring continent. Their language was the same; their manners, their government, their superstition, varied only by those small differences, which time or communication with the bordering nations must necessarily introduce. The inhabitants of Gaul, especially in those parts which lie contiguous to Italy, had acquired, from a commerce with their southern neighbours, some refinement in the arts, which gradually diffused themselves northwards, and spread but a very faint light over this island. The Greek and Roman navigators or merchants (for there were scarcely any other travellers in those ages) brought back the most shocking accounts of the ferocity of the people, which they magnified, as usual, in order to excite the admiration of their countrymen. The south-east parts, however, of Britain had already, before the age of Caesar, made the first and most requisite step towards a civil settlement; and the Britons, by tillage and agriculture, had there increased to a great multitude. The other inhabitants of the island still maintained themselves by pasture: they were clothed with skins of beasts. They dwelt in huts, which they reared in the forests and marshes, with which the country was covered: they shifted easily their habitation, when actuated either by the hopes of plunder, or the fear of an enemy: the convenience of feeding their cattle was even a sufficient motive for removing their seats: and as they were ignorant of all the refinements of life, their wants and their possessions were equally scanty and limited.

The Britons were divided into many small nations or tribes; and being a military people, whose sole property was their arms and their cattle, it was impossible, after they had acquired a relish for liberty, for their princes or chieftains to establish any despotic authority over them. Their governments, though monarchical, were free, as well as those of all the Celtic nations; and the common people seem even to have enjoyed more liberty among them than among the nations of Gaul, from whom they were descended. Each state was divided into factions within itself: it was agitated with jealousy or animosity against the neighbouring states: and while the arts of peace were yet unknown, wars were the chief occupation, and formed the chief object of ambition among the people.
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Henry St. John, first Viscount Bolingbroke (1678-1751), politician and literary artist, retired in the 1730s to France, where he gained the acquaintance of Voltaire, Montesquieu, and others, and wrote a series of letters expressing the Enlightenment (and, more remotely, the humanist) conception of history, emphasizing its moral, educational, political, and philosophical value in contrast to narrow scholarship of the antiquarian tradition.





Concerning the True Use and Advantages of the Study of History


Letter 2 Let me say something of history, in general, before I descend into the consideration of particular parts of it, or of the various methods of study, or of the different views of those that apply themselves to it, as I had begun to do in my former letter.

The love of history seems inseparable from human nature, because it seems inseparable from self-love. The same principle in this instance carries us forward and backward, to future and to past ages. We imagine that the things, which affect us, must affect posterity: this sentiment runs through mankind, from Caesar down to the parish-clerk in Pope's Miscellany. We are fond of preserving, as far as it is in our frail power, the memory of our own adventures, of those of our own time, and of those that preceded it. Rude heaps of stones have been raised, and ruder hymns have been composed, for this purpose, by nations who had not yet the use of arts and letters. To go no farther back, the triumphs of Odin were celebrated in runic songs, and the feats of our British ancestors were recorded in those of their bards. The savages of America have the same custom at this day: and long historical ballads of their huntings and their wars are sung at all their festivals. There is no need of saying how this passion grows, among civilized nations, in proportion to the means of gratifying it: but let us observe that the same principle of nature directs us as strongly, and more generally as well as more early, to indulge our own curiosity, instead of preparing to gratify that of others. The child hearkens with delight to the tales of his nurse: he learns to read, and he devours with eagerness of fabulous legends and novels: in riper years he applies himself to history, or to that which he takes for history, to authorised romance: and, even in age, the desire of knowing what has happened to other men, yields to the desire alone of relating what has happened to ourselves. Thus history, true or false, speaks to our passions always. What pity is it, my lord, that even the best should speak to our understandings so seldom? That it does so, we have none to blame but ourselves. Nature has done her part. She has opened this study to every man who can read and think: and what she had made the most agreeable, reason can make the most useful, application of our minds. But if we consult our reason, we shall be far from following the examples of our fellow-creatures, in this as in most other cases, who are so proud of being rational. We shall neither read to soothe our indolence, nor to gratify our vanity: as little shall we content ourselves to drudge like grammarians and critics, that others may be able to study with greater ease and profit, like philosophers and statesmen; as little shall we affect the slender merit of becoming great scholars at the expense of groping all our lives in the dark mazes of antiquity. All these mistake the true drift of study, and the true use of history. Nature gave us curiosity to excite the industry of our minds; but she never intended it should be made the principal, much less the sole object of their application. The true and proper object of this application is a constant improvement in private and in public virtue. An application to any study that tends neither directly nor indirectly to make us better men and better citizens, is at best but a specious and ingenious sort of idleness, to use an expression of Tillotson: and the knowledge we acquire by it is a creditable kind of ignorance, nothing more. This creditable kind of ignorance is, in my opinion, the whole benefit which the generality of men, even of the most learned, reap from the study of history: and yet the study of history seems to me, of all other, the most proper to train us up to private and public virtue.

Your lordship may very well be ready by this time, and after so much bold censure on my part, to ask me, what then is the true use of history? In what respects may it serve to make us better and wiser? and what method is to be pursued in the study of it, for attaining these great ends? I will answer you by quoting what I have read some where or other, in Dionysiou Halicarn [assus], I think, that history is philosophy teaching by example. We need but to cast our eyes on the world, and we shall see the daily force of example: we need but to turn them inward, and we shall soon discover why example has this force. "Pauci prudentia," says Tacitus, "honesta abdeterioribus, utilia ab noxiis discernunt: lures aliorum eventis docentur." Such is the imperfection of human understanding, such is the frail temper of our minds, that abstract or general propositions, though ever so true, appear obscure or doubtful to us very often, till they are explained by examples; and that the wisest lessons in favor of virtue go but a little way to convince the judgment, and determine the will, unless they are enforced by the same means; and we are obliged to apply to ourselves what we see happen to other men...

...The school of example, my lord, is the world: and the masters of this school are history and experience. I am far from contending that the former is preferable to the latter. I think upon the whole otherwise; but this I say, that the former is absolutely necessary to prepare us for the latter, and to accompany us whilst we are under the discipline of the latter, that is, through the whole course of our lives. No doubt some few men may be quoted, to whom nature gave what art and industry can give to no man. But such examples will prove nothing against me because I admit that the study of history, without experience, is insufficient, but assert, that experience itself is so without genius. Genius is preferable to the other two; but I would wish to find the three together: for how great soever a genius may be, and how much soever he may acquire new light and heat, as he proceeds in his rapid course, certain it is that he will never shine with the full lustre, nor shed the full influence he is capable of, unless to his own experience he adds the experience of other men and other ages...

There is another advantage, worthy of our observation, that belongs to the study of history...that the examples which history presents to us, both of men and of events, are generally complete: the whole example is before us, and consequently the whole lesson, or sometimes the various lessons, which philosophy proposes to teach us by this example. For first, as to men; we see them at their whole length in history; and we see them generally there through a medium less partial at least than that of experience...

Thus again, as to events that stand recorded in history, we see them all, we see them as they followed one another, or as they produced one another, causes or effects, immediate or remote. We are cast back, as it were, into former ages: we live with the men who lived before us, and we inhabit countries that we never saw. Place is enlarged, and time prolonged, in this manner; so that the man who applies himself early to the study of history, may acquire in a few years, and before he sets his foot abroad in the world, not only a more extended knowledge of mankind, but the experience of more centuries than any of the patriarchs saw...





Letter 3 Mr. Locke, I think, recommends the study of geometry even to those who have no design of being geometricians: and he gives a reason for it, that may be applied to the present case. Such persons may forget every problem that has been proposed, and every solution that they or others have given; but the habit of pursuing long trains of ideas will remain with them, and they will pierce through the mazes of sophism, and discover a latent truth, where persons who have not this habit will never find it.

In this manner the study of history will prepare us for action and observation. History is the ancient author: experience is the modern language. We form our taste on the first, we translate the sense and reason, we transfuse the spirit and force; but we imitate only the particular graces of the original; we imitate them according to the idiom of our own tongue, that is, we substitute often equivalents in the lieu of them, and are far from affecting to copy them servilely. To conclude, as experience is conversant about the present, and the present enables us to guess at the future; so history is conversant about the past, and by knowing the things that have been, we become better able to judge of the things that are...

...You see, my lord, not only how late profane history began to be written by the Greeks, but how much later it began to be written with any regard to truth; and consequently what wretched materials the learned men, who arose after the age of Alexander had to employ, when they attempted to form systems of ancient history and chronology. We have some remains of that laborious compiler Diodorus Siculus, but do we find in him any thread of ancient history, I mean, that which passed for ancient in his time? What complaints, on the contrary, does he not make of former historians? how frankly does he confess the little and uncertain light he had to follow in his researches? Yet Diodorus, as well as Plutarch, and others, had not only the older Greek historians, but the more modern antiquaries, who pretended to have searched into the records and registers of nations, even at the time renowned for their antiquity...

Of Sacred History. What memorials therefore remain to give us light into the originals of ancient nations, and the history of those ages, we commonly call the first ages? The Bible, it will be said; that is, the historical part of it in the Old Testament. But, my lord, even these divine books must be reputed insufficient to the purpose, by every candid and impartial man who considers either their authority as histories, or the matter they contain. For what are they? and how come they to us? At the time when Alexander carried his arms into Asia, a people of Syria, till then unknown, became known to the Greeks: this people had been slaves to the Egyptians, Assyrians, Medes, and Persians, as the several empires prevailed: ten parts in twelve of them had been transplanted by ancient conquerors, and melted down and lost in the east, several ages before the establishment of the empire that Alexander destroyed: the other two parts had been carried captive to Babylon a little before the same era. This captivity was not indeed perpetual, like the other; but it lasted so long, and such circumstances, whatever they were, accompanied it, that the captives forgot their country, and even their language, the Hebrew dialect at least and character...

In attributing the whole credibility of the Old Testament to the authority of the Jews, and in limiting the authenticity of the Jewish Scriptures to those parts alone that concern law, doctrine, and prophecy, by which their chronology and the far greatest part of their history are excluded, I will venture to assure your lordship that I do not assume so much, as is assumed in every hypothesis that affixes the divine seal of inspiration to the whole canon; that rests the whole proof on Jewish veracity; and that pretends to account particularly and positively for the descent of these ancient writings in their present state...





Letter 4 I agree, then, that history has been purposely and systematically falsified in all ages, and that partiality and prejudice have occasioned both voluntary and involuntary errors, even in the best. Let me say without offence, my lord, since I may say it with truth and am able to prove it, that ecclesiastical authority has led the way to this corruption in all ages, and all religions. How monstrous were the absurdities that the priesthood imposed on the ignorance and superstition of mankind in the Pagan world, concerning the originals of religions and governments, their institutions and rites, their laws and customs? What opportunities had they for such impositions, whilst the keeping the records and collecting the traditions was in so many nations the peculiar office of this order of men? A custom highly extolled by Josephus, but plainly liable to the grossest frauds, and even a temptation to them. If the foundations of Judaism and Christianity have been laid in truth, yet what numberless fables have been invented to raise, to embellish, and to support these structures, according to the interest and taste of the several architects? That the Jews have been guilty of this will be allowed: and, to the shame of Christians, if not of Christianity, the fathers of one church have no right to throw the first stone at the fathers of the other. Deliberate, systematical lying has been practised and encouraged from age to age; and among all the pious frauds that have been employed to maintain a reverence and zeal for their religion in the minds of men, this abuse of history has been one of the principal and most successful: an evident, an experimental proof, by the way, of what I have insisted upon so much, the aptitude and natural tendency of history to form our opinions, and to settle our habits...

This lying spirit has gone forth from ecclesiastical to other historians: and I might fill many pages with instances of extravagant fables that have been invented in several nations to celebrate their antiquity, to ennoble their originals, and to make them appear illustrious in the arts of peace and the triumphs of war. When the brain is well heated, and devotion or vanity, the semblance of virtue or real vice, and, above all, disputes and contests, have inspired that complication of passions we term zeal, the effects are much the same, and history becomes very often a lying panagyric or a lying satire; for different nations or different parties in the same nation, belie one another without any respect for truth, as they murder one another without any regard to right or sense of humanity. Religious zeal may boast this horrid advantage over civil zeal, that the effects of it have been more sanguinary, and the malice more unrelenting. In another respect they are more alike, and keep a nearer proportion: different religions have not been quite so barbarous to one another as sects of the same religion; and, in like manner, nation has had better quarter from nation, than party from party. But in all these controversies, men have pushed their rage beyond their own and their adversaries' lives: they have endeavored to interest posterity in their quarrels, and by rendering history subservient to this wicked purpose, they have done their utmost to perpetuate scandal, and to immortalise their animosity...

What has been said concerning the multiplicity of histories, and of historical memorials, wherewith our libraries abound since the resurrection of letters happened, and the art of printing began, puts me in mind of another general rule, that ought to be observed by every man who intends to make a real improvement, and to become wise as well as better, by the study of history. I hinted at this rule in a former letter, where I said that we should neither grope in the dark, nor wander in the light. History must have a certain degree of probability and authenticity, or the examples we find in it would not carry a force sufficient to make due impressions on our minds, nor to illustrate nor to strengthen the precepts of philosophy and the rules of good policy. But besides, when histories have this necessary authenticity and probability, there is much discernment to be employed in the choice and the use we make of them. Some are to be read, some are to be studied; and some may be neglected entirely, not only without detriment, but with advantage...

He who reads with discernment and choice, will acquire less learning, but as more knowledge is collected with design, and cultivated with art and method, it will be at all times of immediate and ready use to himself and others...

He who reads without this discernment and choice, and, like Bodin's pupil, resolves to read, will not have time, no, nor capacity neither, to do any thing else. He will not be able to think, without which it is impertinent to read; nor to act, without which it is impertinent to read; nor to act, without which it is impertinent to think...

Whatever political speculations, instead of preparing us to be useful to society, and to promote the happiness of mankind, are only systems for gratifying private ambition, and promoting private interests at the public expense; all such, I say, deserve to be burnt, and the authors of them to starve, like Machiavel, in a jail.





Letter 5 The age in which Livy flourished abounded with such materials as these: they were fresh, they were authentic; it was easy to procure them, it was safe to employ them. How he did employ them in executing the second part of his design, we may judge by his execution of the first: and, I own to your lordship, I should be glad to exchange, if it were possible, what we have of this history for what we have not. Would you not be glad, my lord, to see, in one stupendous draught, the whole progress of that government from liberty to servitude? the whole series of causes and effects, apparent and real, public and private? those which all men saw, and all good men lamented and opposed at the time; and those which were so disguised to the prejudices, to the partialities of a divided people, and even to the corruption of mankind, that many did not, and that many could pretend they did not, discern them, till it was too late to resist them? I am sorry to say it, this part of the Roman story would be not only more curious and more authentic than the former, but of more immediate and more important application to the present state of Britain. But it is lost: the loss is irreparable, and your lordship will not blame me for deploring it...

There have been lawyers that were orators, philosophers, historians: there have been Bacons and Clarendons, my lord. There will be none such any more, till, in some better age, true ambition or the love of fame prevails over avarice; and till men find leisure and encouragement to prepare themselves for the exercise of this profession, by climbing up to the "vantage ground," so my Lord Bacon calls it, of science; instead of groveling all their lives below, in a mean but gainful application to all the little arts of chicane. Till this happen, the profession of the law will scarce deserve to be ranked among the learned professions: and whenever it happens, one of the vantage grounds, to which men must climb, is metaphysical, and the other historical knowledge. They must pry into the secret recesses of the human heart, and become well acquainted with the whole moral world, that they may discover the abstract reason of all laws: and they must trace the laws of particular states, especially of their own, from the first rough sketches to the more perfect draughts; from the first causes or occasions that produced them, through all the effects, good and bad, that they produced.
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William Robertson (1721-1793), Scottish historian. His reputation was established with his History of Scotland during the Reigns of Queen Mary and of James Ⅵ (1759), and he was appointed Historiographer Royal for Scotland 1764. His History of the Reign of the Emperor Charles Ⅴ (1769) was followed by a History of America (1777). Although much of his work is now outdated, Robertson was the first British historian to attempt a wide general view of history. He was born in Borthwick, Midlothian, studied at Edinburgh University, and was minister in Dalkeith 1741-43, of Gladsmuir 1743-56, and Edinburgh 1758-62. He played a prominent part in the debates of the General Assembly, and in 1763 was elected moderator. He was appointed principal of Edinburgh University 1762.




No period in the history of one's own country can be considered as altogether uninteresting. Such transactions as tend to illustrate the progress of its constitution, laws, or manners, merit the utmost attention. Even remote and minute events are objects of a curiosity, which, being natural to the human mind, the gratification of it is attended with pleasure.

But with respect to the history of foreign states, we must set other bounds to our desire of information. The universal progress of science during the last two centuries, the art of printing, and other obvious causes, have filled Europe with such a multiplicity of histories, and with such vast collections of historical materials, that the term of human life is too short for the study of even the perusal of them. It is necessary, then, not only for those who are called to conduct the affairs of nations, but for such as inquire and reason concerning them, to remain satisfied with a general knowledge of distant events, and to confine their study of history in detail chiefly to that period, in which the several States of Europe having become intimately connected, the operations of one power so felt by all, as to influence their councils, and to regulate their measures.

Some boundary, then, ought to be fixed in order to separate these periods. An aera should be pointed out, prior to which, each country, little connected with those around it, may trace its own history apart; after which, the transactions of every considerable nation in Europe become interesting and instructive to all. With this intention I undertook to write the history of the Emperor Charles V. It was during his administration that the powers of Europe were formed into one great political system, in which each took a station, wherein it has since remained with less variation than could have been expected after the shocks occasioned by so many internal revolutions, and so many foreign wars. The great events which happened then have not hitherto spent their force. The political principles and maxims, then established, still continue to operate. The ideas concerning the balance of power, then introduced or rendered general, still influence the councils of nations.

The age of Charles Ⅴ may therefore be considered as the period at which the political state of Europe began to assume a new form. I have endeavored to render my account of it, an introduction to the history of Europe subsequent to his reign. While his numerous Biographers describe his personal qualities and actions; while the historians of different countries relate occurrences the consequences of which were local or transient, it hath been my purpose to record only those great transactions in his reign, the effects of which were universal, or continue to be permanent.

As my readers could derive little instruction from such a history of the reign of Charles Ⅴ without some information concerning the state of Europe previous to the sixteenth century, my desire of supplying this had produced a preliminary volume, in which I have attempted to point out and explain the great causes and events, to whose operation all the improvements in the political state of Europe, from the subversion of the Roman Empire to the beginning of the sixteenth century, must be ascribed. I have exhibited a view of the progress of society in Europe, not only with respect to interior government, laws and manners, but with respect to the command of the national force requisite in foreign operations; and I have described the political constitution of the principal states in Europe at the time when Charles Ⅴ began his reign.

In this part of my work I have been led into several critical disquisitions, which belong more properly to the province of the lawyer or antiquary, than to that of the historian. These I have placed at the end of the first volume, under the title of Proofs and Illustrations. Many of my readers will, probably, give little attention to such researches. To some they may, perhaps appear the most curious and interesting part of the work. I have carefully pointed out the sources from which I have derived information, and have cited the writers on whose authority I rely with a minute exactness, which might appear to border upon ostentation, if it were possible to be vain of having read books, many of which nothing but the duty of examining with accuracy whatever I laid before the publick, could have induced me to open. As my inquiries conducted me often into paths which were obscure or little frequented, such constant recourse to the authors who have been my guides, was not only necessary for authenticating the facts which are the foundations of my reasonings, but may be useful in pointing out the way to such as shall hereafter hold the same course, and in enabling them to carry on their researches with greater facility and success.

Every intelligent reader will observe one omission in my work, the reason of which it is necessary to explain. I have given no account of the conquests of Mexico and Peru, or of the establishment of the Spanish colonies in the continent and islands of America. The history of these events I originally intended to have related at considerable length. But upon a nearer and more attentive consideration of this part of my plan, I found that the discovery of the new world; the state of society among its ancient inhabitants; their character, manners, and arts; the genius of the European settlements in its various provinces, together with the influence of these upon the systems of policy or commerce in Europe, were subjects so splendid and important, that a superficial view of them could afford little satisfaction; to treat of them as extensively as they merited, must produce an episode, disproportionate to the principal work. I have therefore reserved these for a separate history; which, if the performance now offered to the publick shall receive is approbation, I propose to undertake.

Though, by omitting such considerable but detached articles in the reign of Charles Ⅴ I have circumscribed my narration within more narrow limits, I am yet persuaded, from this view of the intention and nature of the work which I thought it necessary to lay before my readers, that the plan must still appear to them too extensive, and the undertaking too arduous. I have often felt them to be so. But my conviction of the utility of such a history prompted me to persevere. With what success I have executed it, the publick must now judge. I wait, in sollicitude, for its decision; to which I shall submit with a respectful silence.
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Giambattista Vico (1668-1744), Italian historical philosopher. Born in Naples, he lived there for most of his life, apart from a period when he was tutor to the Rocca family at the castle of Vatolla, south of Salerno (1686-95). Devoted to literature, history and philosophy, he became Professor of Rhetoric at Naples (1699). His published work was extremely wide-ranging, but his major work is the Scienza Nuova (1725, "The New Science") which presents an original, and often strikingly modern, view of the methods and presuppositions of historical enquiry. He explains the fundamental distinctions between scientific and historical explanation, rejects the idea of single, fixed, human nature invariant over time, and argues that the recurring cyclical developments of history can only be understood by a study of the changing expressions of human nature through language, myth and culture. It is now recognized as a landmark in European intellectual history. His other works include the Autobiography (published 1818), De nostri temporis studiorum ratione (1709, "On method in contemporary fields of study"), De antiquissima Italorum sapientia (1710, "On the ancient wisdom of the Italians"), and two volumes jointly titled On Universal Law (1720-22).





Ⅰ. Idea of the Work


2. ...Until now, the philosophers, contemplating Divine Providence only through the natural order, have shown only a part of it. Accordingly men offer worship, sacrifices and other divine honors to God as to the Mind which is the free and absolute sovereign of nature, because by His eternal counsel He has given us existence through nature, and through nature preserves it to us. But the philosophers have not yet contemplated His Providence in respect of that part of it which is most proper to men, whose nature has this principal property: that of being social. In providing for this property God has so ordained and disposed human affairs that men, having fallen from complete justice by original sin, and while intending almost always to do something quite different and often quite the contrary—so that for private utility they would live alone like wild beasts—have been led by this same utility and along the aforesaid different and contrary paths to live like men in justice and to keep themselves in society and thus to observe their social nature. It will be shown in the present work that this is the true nature of man, and thus that law exists in nature. The conduct of divine providence in this matter is one of the things whose rationale is a chief business of our Science, which becomes in this respect a rational civil theology of divine providence.


Ⅳ. The Relation between History and Mind


331. ...In the night of thick darkness enveloping the earliest antiquity, so remote from ourselves, there shines the eternal and never-failing light of a truth beyond all question: that the world of civil society has certainly been made by men, and that its principles are therefore to be found within the modifications of our own human mind. Whoever reflects on this cannot but marvel that the philosophers should have bent all their energies to the study of the world of nature, which, since Cod made it, He alone knows; and that they should have neglected the study of the world of nations or civil world, which since men had made it, men could hope to know...

332. Now since this world of nations has been made by men, let us see in what things all men agree and always have agreed. For these things will be able to give us the universal and eternal principles (such as every science must have) on which all nations were founded and still preserve themselves.

333. We observe that all nations, barbarous as well as civilized, though separately founded because remote from each other in time and space, keep these three human customs: all have some religion, all contract solemn marriages, all bury their dead. And in no nation, however savage and crude, are any human activities celebrated with more elaborate ceremonies and more sacred solemnity than religion, marriage and burial. For by the axiomthat "uniform ideas, born among peoples unknown to each other, must have a common ground of truth," it must have been dictated to all nations that from these three institutions humanity began among them all, and therefore they must be most devoutly observed by them all, so that the world should not again become a bestial wilderness. For this reason we have taken these three eternal and universal customs as three first principles of this Science.

341. But men because of their corrupted nature are under the tyranny of self-love, which compels them to make private utility their chief guide. Seeking everything useful for themselves and nothing for their companions, they cannot bring their passions under control to direct them toward justice. We thereby establish the fact that man in the bestial state desires only his own welfare; having taken wife and begotten children, he desires his own welfare along with that of his family; having entered upon civil life, he desires his own welfare along with that of his city; when its rule is extended over several peoples, he desires his own welfare along with that of the nation; when the nations are united by wars, treaties of peace, alliances and commerce, he desires his own welfare along with that of the entire human race. In all these conditions man desires principally his own utility. Therefore it is only by Divine Providence that he can be held within these orders to practice justice as a member of the society of the family, the state, and finally of mankind. Unable to attain all the utilities he wishes, he is constrained by these orders to seek those which are his due; and this is called just. That which regulates all human justice is therefore divine justice, which is administered by Divine Providence to preserve human society.

342. ...It is this that makes up the first and principal part of the subject matter of jurisprudence, namely the divine things which make up its other and complementary part. Our new Science must therefore be a demonstration, so to speak, of the historical fact of Providence, for it must be a history of the forms of order which, without human discernment or intent, and often against the designs of men, Providence has given to this great city of the human race. For although this world has been created in time and particular, orders established therein by Providence are universal and eternal.

347. In search of these natures of human things our Science proceeds by a severe analysis of human thoughts about the human necessities or utilities of social life, which are the two perennial springs of the natural law of nations... In its second principal aspect, our Science is therefore a history of human ideas, on which it seems the metaphysics of the human mind must proceed. This queen of sciences, by the axiom that "the sciences must begin where their subject matters began," took its start when the first men began to think humanly, and not when the philosophers began to reflect on human ideas...

348. To determine the times and places for such a history, that is, when and where these human thoughts were born, and thus to give it certainty by means of its own (so to speak) metaphysical chronology and geography, our Science applies a likewise metaphysical art of criticism with regard to the founders of these same nations, in which it took more than a thousand years for these writers to come forward with whom philological criticism has hitherto been occupied. And the criterion our criticism employs, in accordance with an axiom above stated is that taught by Divine Providence, and common to all nations, namely the common sense of the human race, determined by the necessary harmony of human things, in which all the beauty of the civil world consists. The decisive sort of proof in our Science is therefore this: that, once these orders were established by Divine Providence, the course of the affairs of the nations had to be, must now be and will have to be such as our Science demonstrates, even if infinite worlds were produced from time to time through eternity, which is certainly not the case.

349. Our Science therefore comes to describe at the same time an ideal eternal history traversed in time by the history of every human nation in its rise, progress, maturity, decline and fall. Indeed we go so far as to assert that whoever meditates this Science tells himself this ideal eternal history only so far as he makes it by proof "it had, has, and will have to be." For the first indubitable principle above posited is that this world of nations has certainly been made by men, and its guise must therefore be found within the modifications of our own human mind. And history cannot be more certain than when he who creates the things also describes them. Thus our Science proceeds exactly as does geometry, which, while it constructs out of its elements or contemplates the world of quantity, itself creates it; but with a reality greater in proportion to that of the orders having to do with human affairs, in which there are neither points, lines, surfaces, nor figures. And this very fact is an argument, O reader, that these proofs are of a kind divine, and should give thee a divine pleasure; since in God knowledge and creation are one and the same thing.

360. From all that has been set forth in general concerning the establishment of the principles of this science, we conclude that since its principles are Divine Providence, moderation of the passions by marriage, and immortality of human souls [witnessed] by burial, and since the criterion it uses is that what is felt to be just by all men or by the majority must be the rule of social life (and on these principles and this criterion there is agreement between the vulgar wisdom of all lawgivers and the esoteric wisdom of the philosophers of greatest repute), these must be the bounds of human reason. And let him who would transgress them beware lest be transgress all humanity.


Ⅴ. The Golden Age


544. ...When [the early Greeks] called the ears of grain golden apples, these must have been the only gold in the world. For at that time metallic gold was still unmined, and they did not know how to extract it in crude masses, to say nothing of shining and burnishing it; nor indeed, when men still drank the water of springs, could the use of gold have been at all prized. It was only later, from the metal's resemblance in color to the most highly prized food of those times, that it was metaphorically called gold ...

546. These ears of grain must then have been the golden apples which Hercules was the first to bring (or harvest) from Hesperia...

547. From all of which we derive this great corollary: that the division of the four ages of the world—that is, the ages of gold, silver, copper and iron—was invented by the poets of degenerate times. For it was this poetic gold, namely, grain, that among the Greeks lent its name to the golden age, whose innocence was but the extreme savagery of the Cyclopes...who lived separately and alone in their eaves with their wives and children...
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Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803), critic and poet, born in Mohrungen, Germany. He studied at Königsberg, and there made the acquaintance of Kant. He was a teacher and pastor in Riga (1764-9), and met Goethe in Strasbourg (1769). He was appointed court preacher at Bü ckeburg (1770), and first preacher in Weimar (1776). His love for the songs of the people, for unsophisticated human nature, found expression in Volkslieder (1778-9, Folk Songs), a treatise on the influence of poetry on manners (1778), in oriental mythological tales, in parables and legends, in his version of the Cid (1805), and in several other works. The supreme importance of the historical method is recognized in a work on the origin of language (1772), and especially in his masterpiece, Ideen zur Geschichte der Menschheit (1784-91, Outlines of a Philosophy of the History of Man), which is remarkable for its anticipations of evolutionary theories. He is best remembered for the influence he exerted on Goethe and the growing German Romanticism.





Ⅰ. Man's Place in the Universe


At an early age, when the dawn of science appeared to my sight, the thought frequently occurred to me whether, since everything in the world has its philosophy and science, there must not also be a philosophy and science of what concerns us most, the history of mankind. Everything forced this on my mind: metaphysics and morals, physics and natural history, and religion above all. Shall He who has ordered everything in nature, I asked myself, by number, weight and measure; who has regulated according to them the essence of things, their forms and relations, their course and subsistence, so that only one wisdom, goodness and power, prevails from the system of the universe to the grain of sand, from the power that supports the worlds and suns to the texture of a spider's web; who has so wonderfully and divinely weighted everything in our body and in the faculties of our mind that, when we try to reflect on the only-wise even the least bit, we lose ourselves in an abyss of his purposes; would that God depart from his wisdom and goodness in the general destiny of our species, and act in them without a plan? Or can he have intended to keep us in ignorance of this, while he has displayed to us so much of his eternal purpose in the lower part of the creation, in which we are much less concerned? (Preface)

If our philosophy of the history of man is in any way to deserve its name, it must begin from heaven. For as our dwelling, the earth, is in itself nothing, but derives its structure and constitution, its power of forming organized beings, and preserving them, when formed, from the heavenly powers that pervade the whole universe, so we must first consider it not only by itself, but as part of the system of the worlds in which it is placed… When I open the great book of the universe and see before me an immense palace, which the Deity alone can fill in every part, I reason as closely as I can from the whole to its parts, and from its parts to the whole…All being is alike an indivisible idea; in the greatest, as well as the least things, it is founded on the same laws. Thus the structure of the universe confirms the eternity of the core of my being, of my intrinsic life. Wherever or whatever I may be, I shall be, as I now am, a power in the universal system of powers, a being in the inconceivable harmony of some world of God. (Book I, Chapter 1)

I wish I could extend the meaning of the word "humanity" to include everything I have said so far on the noble conformation of man to reason and liberty, to finer senses and appetites, the most delicate yet strong health, and the population and rule of the earth; for man has no more dignified word for his destiny than what expresses himself. In him the image of the Creator lives imprinted as visibly as it can be here. Man's structure is less adapted for attack than defense, since he needs the assistance of skill, in which he is by nature the most powerful creature on earth. Thus his very form teaches him to live in peace, not to addict himself to deeds of blood and rapine; and this constitutes the first characteristic of humanity. (Ⅳ, 6)

Everything in nature is connected: one state pushes forward and prepares another. If then man is the last and highest link, closing the chain of earthly organization, he must begin the chain of a higher order of creatures as its lowest link, and is thus probably the middle ring between two adjoining systems of the creation… This view, which is supported by all the laws of nature, gives us the key to the wonderful phenomenon of man, and at the same time to the only philosophy of his history.

Thus the singular inconsistency of man's condition becomes clear. As an animal he tends to the earth, and is attached to it as his habitation; as a man he has within him the seeds of immortality, which must be planted in another soil. His situation, since it is the last on this earth, is the first in another sphere of existence, with respect to which he appears here as a child making his first attempts. Thus he is the representative of two worlds at once, and hence the apparent ambiguity of his nature…

Since therefore we are of a middle species between two orders, and in some ways partake of both, I cannot conceive that the future state is so remote from the present, and so incommunicable with it, as the animal part of man is apt to suppose, and indeed, many steps and events in the history of the human race are incomprehensible without the operation of higher influence. For instance, that man should have made his own improvement possible, and invented language and the first science without higher guidance, appears to me inexplicable; and the more so, the longer he is supposed to have remained in a rude animal state. A divine guidance has certainly ruled over the human species from its origin, and led him into his course the best way. But the more the human powers have been exercised, the less they required this higher assistance, or the less they were influenced by it; though more recently the greatest events have arisen in the world from inexplicable causes, or have been accompanied with circumstances we cannot explain. (V, 6)


Ⅴ. The Laws of History


What is the chief law we have observed in all the great occurrences of history? In my opinion it is this: everywhere on our earth whatever could be has been, according to the situation and wants of the place, the circumstances and occasions of the times, and the native or generated character of the people. Admit active human powers, in a fixed relation both to the age and to their place on the earth, and all the changes and chances in the history of mankind will ensue. Here kingdoms and states crystallize into shape; there they dissolve, and assume other forms… Time, place, and national character alone, in short the general cooperation of active powers in their most definite individuality, govern all the events that happen among mankind, as well as all the occurrences in nature. Let us place this predominant law of creation in a suitable light.

1. Active human powers are the springs of human history; and as man originates from and in one race, his structure, education and mode of thinking are thus genetic. Hence that striking national character which, deeply imprinted on the most ancient people, is plainly displayed in all their actions…If every one of these [ancient] nations had remained in its place, the earth might have been like a garden, where in one spot one human national plant, in another, another kind, bloomed in its proper structure and nature…

But as men are not firmly rooted plants, the calamities of famine, earthquakes, war, and so on, must in time remove them from their place to some other more or less different. And though they might cling to the manners of their forefathers with an obstinacy almost equal to the instinct of the brutes, and even call their new mountains, rivers, towns, and establishments by the names of their primitive land, it would be impossible for them to remain eternally the same in every respect, under any considerable change of soil and climate… Thus even in unmixed nations the computations of history are so confusing, because of geographical and political conditions, that it requires a mind wholly free from hypothesis to trace the clue. This clue is most easily lost by one with whom a particular race is a favorite, and who despises everything in which this race has no concern. The historian of mankind must see with eyes as impartial as those of the creator of the human race, or the genius of the earth, and judge completely without bias.

2. If the quality of a kingdom thus depends chiefly on the time and place in which it arose, the parts that composed it, and the external circumstances it was surrounded by, we can see that the major part of its fate springs from these things too. A monarchy set up by wandering tribes, whose political system is a continuation of their former mode of life, will scarcely last long; it ravages and subjugates, till at last it is itself destroyed; the capture of the metropolis, or frequently the death of a king alone, is sufficient to drop the curtain on the predatory scene.

It is not so with states which springing up from a root, rest on themselves; they may be subdued, but the nation remains. Thus it is with China [and other Oriental states]. Hence we can infer the reason why ancient political constitutions laid so much stress on the formation of manners by education; their internal strength depended wholly on it. Modern kingdoms are built on money or on mechanical politics, the ancient ones on the general way of thinking of a nation from its infancy; and as nothing has a greater influence on children than religion, most of the ancient states, particularly those of Asia, were more or less theocratic… This form of government is not only adapted to the infancy of the human race, but necessary to it; otherwise it would neither have extended so far, nor have maintained itself so long. And as every religion is more successful politically the more its objects, its gods and heroes, and their various actions, are indigenous, so we find that every firmly rooted ancient nation has adapted its cosmology and mythology to the country it inhabited.

3. Finally, we see how transitory all human structures are, and how oppressive the best institutions become in the course of a few generations. The plant blossoms and fades; your fathers have died and mouldered into dust… can a political constitution, a system of government or religion, erected solely on them, endure for ever?… Tradition itself is an excellent institution of nature, indispensible to the human race; but when it fetters the intellect both in politics and education, and prevents all progress of the mind and all the improvements that new times and circumstances demand, it is the real narcotic of the mind, to nations and sects as well as to individuals. (Ⅻ, 6)
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From the beginning these three faculties form the three general divisions of our system and the three general objects of human understanding: History, which is related to memory; Philosophy, which is the fruit of reason; and the Fine Arts, which are born of imagination. Placing reason before imagination produces an order which seems well-founded and in agreement with the natural progress of the operations of the human mind, because imagination is a creative faculty, and the mind, before it thinks of creating, begins by reasoning about what it sees and knows. Another motive which should require placing reason before imagination is that in imagination the other two are to some extent brought together, so that reason is joined to memory. The mind creates and imagines objects only insofar as they are similar to those that it has known by direct ideas and by sensations: the more remote it is from these objects, the more bizarre and unpleasant are the beings that it forms. Thus, in the imitation of Nature, invention itself is subject to certain rules that are the principal basis of the philosophical part of the Fine Arts, which part is until now still rather imperfect because it can be the work only of genius, and genius would rather create than discuss.

Finally, if we examine the progress of reason in its successive operations, we will be persuaded that it should precede imagination in the ordering of our faculties, because in a way reason leads to imagination by the last operations which it makes on objects; for these operations consist entirely in, as it were, creating general beings which are no longer within the province of our senses, being separated from their subject by abstraction. Thus Metaphysics and Geometry are, of all the sciences that pertain to reason, those in which imagination plays the greatest part. I ask pardon of those fine spirits who are detractors of geometry, no doubt they do not regard themselves as close to it, although perhaps all that separates them from it is metaphysics. Imagination acts no less in a geometer who creates than in a poet who invents. It is true that the two operate differently on their object. The first strips imagination down and analyzes it, the second puts it together and embellishes it. It is true also that these different ways of operating belong to different sorts of minds, and for this reason the talents of a great geometer and those of a great poet will perhaps never be found together; but whether or not they are mutually exclusive, they have no right to scorn one another. Of all the great men of antiquity, Archimedes is perhaps the only one who deserves to be placed beside Homer. I hope that this digression by a geometer who loves his art will be pardoned and that he will not be accused of being an extravagant admirer, and I return to my subject.

The general distribution of beings into spiritual and material provides a subdivision of the three general branches. History and Philosophy are each occupied with these two kinds of beings, while the imagination deals only with purely material beings—a new reason for placing it last in the ordering of our faculties. At the head of the spiritual beings is God, who must hold the first rank because of His nature and of our need to know Him, below this supreme being are the created spiritual beings whose existance is taught us by Revelation, then comes man, who, composed of two principles, belongs because of his soul to the spiritual beings and because of his body to the material world, and finally comes this vast universe which we call the corporeal world or nature. We do not know why the celebrated author [Bacon] who serves as our guide to this arrangement has placed nature before man in his system. On the contrary, it seems that everything requires us to put man in the passage that separates God and spiritual beings from bodies.

History, insofar as it is related to God, includes either revelation or tradition, and from these two points of view it is divided into sacred history and ecclesiastical history. The history of man has for its object either his actions or his understanding, and consequently it is either civil or literary; that is, it is divided between the great nations and the great geniuses, between the kings and the men of letters, between the conquerors and the philosophers. Finally, the history of Nature is the history of the innumerable productions that we observe in it, and it forms a quantity of branches almost equal in number to those diverse productions. Among these different branches, a distinct place should be given to the history of the arts, which is nothing else than the history of the use which men have for the productions of Nature to satisfy their needs or their curiosity.

Such are the principal objects of memory. Let us now turn to the faculty that reflects and reasons. Since the beings, both spiritual as well as material, on which that faculty acts have some general properties, such as existence, possibility, and duration, the examination of these properties constitutes from the beginning this branch of philosophy from which all others in part borrow their principles. This is called ontology, or the science of being, or general metaphysics. We descend from there to the different particular beings, and the divisions which make possible the knowledge of these different beings are formed on the same plan as the knowledge of history.
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Man is born with the ability to receive sensations; to perceive them and to distinguish between the various simple sensations of which they are composed, to remember, recognize and combine them; to compare these combinations, to apprehend what they have in common and the ways in which they differ; to attach signs to them all in order to recognize them more easily and to allow for the ready production of new combinations.

This faculty is developed in him through the action of external objects, that is to say, by the occurrence of certain composite sensations whose constancy or coherence in change are independent of him, through communication with other beings like himself; and finally through various artificial methods which these first developments have led him to invent.

Sensations are attended by pleasure or pain; and man for his part has the capacity to transform such momentary impressions into permanent feelings of an agreeable or disagreeable character, and then to experience these feelings when he either observes or recollects the pleasures and pains of other sentient beings.

Finally, as a consequence of this capacity and of his ability to form and combine ideas, there arise between him and his fellow-creatures ties of interest and duty, to which nature herself has wished to attach the most precious portion of our happiness and the most painful of our ills.

If one confines oneself to the study and observation of the general facts and laws about the development of these faculties, considering only what is common to all human beings, this science is called metaphysics. But if one studies this development as it manifests itself in the inhabitants of a certain area at a certain period of time and then traces it on from generation to generation, one has the picture of the progress of the human mind. This progress is subject to the same general laws that can be observed in the development of the faculties of the individual, and it is indeed no more than the sum of that development realized in a large number of individuals joined together in society. What happens at any particular moment is the result of what has happened at all previous moments, and itself has an influence on what will happen in the future.

So such a picture is historical, since it is a record of change and is based on the observation of human societies throughout the different stages of their development. It ought to reveal the order of this change and the influence that each moment exerts upon the subsequent moment, and so ought also to show, in the modifications that the human species has undergone, ceaselessly renewing itself through the immensity of the centuries, the path that it has followed, the steps that it has made towards truth or happiness.

Such observations upon what man has been and what he is today, will instruct us about the means we should employ to make certain and rapid the further progress that his nature allows him still to hope for.

Such is the aim of the work that I have undertaken, and its result will be to show by appeal to reason and fact that nature has set no term to the perfection of human faculties, that the perfectibility of man is truly indefinite, and that the progress of this perfectibility, from now onwards independent of any power that might wish to halt it, has no other limit than the duration of the globe upon which nature has cast us. This progress will doubtless vary in speed, but it will never be reversed as long as the earth occupies its present place in the system of the universe, and as long as the general laws of this system produce neither a general cataclysm nor such changes as will deprive the human race of its present faculties and its present resources.

The first stage of civilization observed amongst human beings is that of a small society whose members live by hunting and fishing, and know only how to make rather crude weapons and household utensils and to build or dig for themselves a place in which to live, but are already in possession of a language with which to communicate their needs, and a small number of moral ideas which serve as common laws of conduct, living in families, conforming to general customs which take the place of laws, and even possessing a crude system of government.

The uncertainty of life, the difficulty man experiences in providing for his needs, and the necessary cycle of extreme activity and total idleness do not allow him the leisure in which he can indulge in thought and enrich his understanding with new combinations of ideas. The means of satisfying his needs are too dependent on chance and the seasons to encourage any occupation whose progress might be handed down to later generations, and so each man confines himself to perfecting his own individual skill and talent.

Thus the progress of the human species was necessarily very slow; it could move forward only from time to time when it was favoured by exceptional circumstances. However, we see hunting, fishing and the natural fruits of the earth replaced as a source of subsistence by food obtained from animals that man domesticates and that he learns to keep and to breed. Later, a primitive form of agriculture developed; man was no longer satisfied with the fruits or plants that he came across by chance, but learnt to store them, to collect them around his dwelling, to sow or plant them, and to provide them with favourable conditions under which they could spread.

Property, which at first was limited to the animals that a man killed, his weapons, his nets and his cooking utensils, later came to include his cattle and eventually was extended to the earth that he won from its virgin state and cultivated. On the death of the owner this property naturally passed into the hands of his family, and in consequence some people came to possess a surplus that they could keep. If this surplus was absolute, it gave rise to new needs; but if it existed only in one commodity and at the same time there was a scarcity of another, this state of affairs naturally suggested the idea of exchange, and from then onwards, moral relations grew in number and increased in complexity. A life that was less hazardous and more leisured gave opportunities for meditation or, at least, for sustained observation. Some people adopted the practice of exchanging part of their surplus for labour from which they would then be absolved. In consequence there arose a class of men whose time was not wholly taken up in manual labour and whose desires extended beyond their elementary needs. Industry was born; the arts that were already known, were spread and perfected; as men became more experienced and attentive, quite casual information suggested to them new arts; the population grew as the means of subsistence became less dangerous and precarious, agriculture, which could support a greater number of people on the same amount of land, replaced the other means of subsistence; it encouraged the growth of the population and this, in its turn, favoured progress; acquired ideas were communicated more quickly and were perpetuated more surely in a society that had become more sedentary, more accessible and more intimate. Already, the dawn of science had begun to break; man revealed himself to be distinct from the other species of animals and seemed no longer confined like them to a purely individual perfection.

As human relations increased in number, scope and complexity, it became necessary to have a method of communicating with those who were absent, of perpetuating the memory of an event with greater precision than that afforded by oral tradition, of fixing the terms of an agreement with greater certainty than that assured by the testimony of witnesses, and of registering in a more enduring manner those respected customs according to which the members of a single society had agreed to regulate their conduct. So the need for writing was felt, and writing was invented. It seems to have been at first a genuine system of representation, but this gave way to a more conventional sign to every idea, to every word, and so by extension, to every modification of ideas and words.

And so mankind had both a written and spoken language, both of which had to be learnt and between which an equivalence had to be established.

Certain men of genius, humanity's eternal benefactors, whose names and country are for ever buried in oblivion, observed that all the words of a language were nothing but the combinations of a very limited number of primary sounds, but that their number, though very limited, was enough to form an almost limitless number of different combinations. They devised the notion of using visible signs to designate not the ideas or the words that corresponded to ideas, but the simple elements of which words are composed. And here we have the origin of the alphabet; a small number of signs sufficed to write everything, just as a small number of sounds sufficed to say everything. The written language was the same as the spoken language, all that was necessary was to know how to recognize and reproduce these few signs, and this final step assured the progress of the human race for ever…

All peoples whose history is recorded fall somewhere between our present degree of civilization and that which we still see amongst savage tribes; if we survey in a single sweep the universal history of peoples we see them sometimes making fresh progress, sometimes plunging back into ignorance, sometimes surviving somewhere between these extremes or halted at a certain point, sometimes disappearing from the earth under the conqueror's heel, mixing with the victors or living on in slavery, or sometimes receiving knowledge from some more enlightened people in order to transmit it in their turn to other nations, and so welding an uninterrupted chain between the beginning of historical time and the century in which we live, between the first peoples known to us and the present nations of Europe.

So the picture that I have undertaken to sketch falls into three distinct parts.

In the first our information is based on the tales that travellers bring back to us about the state of the human race among the less civilized peoples, and we have to conjecture the stages by which man living in isolation or restricted to the kind of association necessary for survival, was able to make the first steps on a path whose destination is the use of a developed language. This is the most important distinction and indeed, apart from a few more extensive ideas of morality and the feeble beginnings of social order, the only one separating man from the animals who like him live in a regular and continuous society. We are therefore in this matter forced to rely upon theoretical observations about the development of our intellectual and moral faculties.

In order to carry the history of man up to the point where he practises certain arts, where knowledge of the sciences has already begun to enlighten him, where trade unites the nations and where, finally, alphabetical writing is invented, we can add to this first guide the history of the different societies which have been observed in all their intermediary stages, although none can be traced back far enough to enable us to bridge the gulf which separates these two great eras of the human race.

Here the picture begins to depend in large part on a succession of facts transmitted to us in history, but it is necessary to select them from the history of different peoples, to compare them and combine them in order to extract the hypothetical history of a single people and to compose the picture of its progress.

The history of man from the time when alphabetical writing was known in Greece to the condition of the human race at the present day in the most enlightened countries of Europe is linked by an uninterrupted chain of facts and observations; and so at this point the picture of the march and progress of the human mind becomes truly historical. Philosophy has nothing more to guess, no more hypothetical surmises to make; it is enough to assemble and order the facts and to show the useful truths that can be derived from their connections and from their totality.

When we have shown all this, there will remain one last picture for us to sketch: that of our hopes, and of the progress reserved for future generations, which the constancy of the laws of nature seems to assure them. It will be necessary to indicate by what stages what must appear to us today a fantastic hope ought in time to be come possible, and even likely; to show why, in spite of the transitory successes of prejudice and the support that it receives from the corruption of governments or peoples, truth alone will obtain a lasting victory, we shall demonstrate how nature has joined together indissolubly the progress of knowledge and that of liberty, virtue and respect for the natural rights of man; and how these, the only real goods that we possess, though so often separated that they have even been held to be incompatible, must on the contrary become inseparable from the moment when enlightenment has attained a certain level in a number of nations, and has penetrated throughout the whole mass of a great people whose language is universally known and whose commercial relations embrace the whole area of the globe. Once such a close accord had been established between all enlightened men, from then onwards all will be the friends of humanity, all will work together for its perfection and its happiness.

We shall reveal the origin and trace the history of those widespread errors which have somewhat retarded or suspended the progress of reason and which have, as often as forces of a political character, even caused man to fall back into ignorance.

The operations of the understanding that lead us into error or hold us there, from the subtle paralogism which can deceive even the most enlightened of men, to the dreams of a madman, belong no less than the methods of right reasoning or of discourse to the theory of the development of our individual faculties; on the same principle, the way in which general errors are insinuated amongst peoples and are propagated, transmitted and perpetuated is all part of the historical picture of the progress of the human mind. Like the truths that perfect and illuminate it, they are the necessary consequences of its activity and of the disproportion that for ever holds between what it knows, what it wished to know and what it believes it needs to know.

It can even be observed that, according to the general laws of the development of our faculties, certain prejudices have necessarily come into being at each stage of our progress, but they have extended their seductions or their empire long beyond their due season, because men retain the prejudices of their childhood, their country and their age, long after they have discovered all the truths necessary to destroy them.

Finally, in all countries at all times there are different prejudices varying with the standard of education of the different classes of men and their professions. The prejudices of philosophers harm the progress of truth; those of the less enlightened classes retard the propagation of truths already known; those of certain eminent or powerful professions place obstacles in truth's way: here we see three enemies whom reason is obliged to combat without respite and whom she vanquishes often only after a long and painful struggle. The history of these struggles, of the birth, triumph and fall of prejudices will occupy a great part of this work and will be neither the least important nor the least useful section of it.
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Hegel




Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831), a German metaphysician. Born in Stuttgart, 1770, became, in 1801, a lecturer in Jena University. His work, following on that of Immanuel Kant, Johann Gottlieb Fichte, and F. W. Schelling, marks the pinnacle of post-Kantian German idealism. Inspired by Christian insights and possessing a fantastic fund of concrete knowledge, Hegel found a place for everything — logical, natural, human, and divine —in a dialectical scheme that repeatedly swung from thesis to antithesis and back again to a higher and richer synthesis. His panoramic system engaged philosophy in the consideration of all the problems of history and culture, none of which could any longer be deemed foreign to its competence. At the same time, it deprived all the implicated elements and problems of their autonomy, reducing them to symbolic manifestations of the one process, that of the Absolute Spirit's quest for and conquest of its own self. His influence has been as fertile in the critical reactions he precipitated as in his positive impact. His principal works are Phenomenology of Mind (1807), Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1817), and Philosophy of Right (1821). He is regarded as the last of the great philosophical system builders.




The only thought which philosophy brings with it to the contemplation of history is the simple conception of Reason; that Reason is the sovereign of the world; that the history of the world, therefore, presents us with a rational process. This conviction and intuition is a hypothesis in the domain of history as such. Reason…is substance, as well as infinite power; its own infinite material underlying all the natural and spiritual life which it originates, as also the infinite form—that which sets this material in motion. On one hand, Reason is the substance of the universe, ie that by which and in which all reality has its being and subsistence. On the other hand, it is the infinite energy of the universe; since Reason is not so powerless as to be incapable of producing anything but a mere ideal, a mere intention—having its place outside reality, nobody knows where; something separate and abstract, in the heads of certain human beings. It is the infinite complex of things, their entire essence and truth. It is its own material which it commits to its own active energy to work up; not needing, as finite action does, the conditions of an external material of given means from which it may obtain its support, and the objects of its activity. It supplies its own nourishment, and is the object of its own operations. While it is exclusively its own basis of existence, and absolute final aim, it is also the energizing power realizing this aim; developing it not only in the phenomena of the natural, but also of the spiritual universe—the history of the world. That this "Idea" or "Reason" is the true, the eternal, the absolutely powerful essence; that it reveals itself in the world, and that in that world nothing else is revealed but this and its honor and glory—is the thesis which, as we have said, has been proved in philosophy, and is here regarded as demonstrated.

But even regarding history as the slaughter bench at which the happiness of peoples, the wisdom of states, and the virtue of individuals have been victimized—the question involuntarily arises: to what principle, to what final aim these enormous sacrifices have been offered. From this point the investigation usually proceeds to that which we have made the general beginning of our inquiry. Starting from this, we pointed out those phenomena which made up a picture so suggestive of gloomy emotions and thoughtful reflections—as the very field which we, for our part, regard as exhibiting only the means for realizing what we assert to be the essential destiny—the absolute aim, or—which comes to the same thing—the true result of the world's history…

The first remark we have to make is that what we call principle, aim, destiny, or the nature and idea of Spirit, is something merely general and abstract. Principle—plan of existence—law—is a hidden, undeveloped essence, which as such—however true in itself—is not completely real. Aims, principles, etc, have a place in our thoughts, in our subjective design only; but not yet in the sphere of reality. That which exists for itself only is a possibility, a potentiality; but has not yet emerged into existence. A second element must be introduced in order to produce actuality—ie, actuation, realization; and whose motive power is the will—the activity of man in the widest sense. It is only by this activity that that Idea, as well as abstract characteristics generally, are realized, actualized; for of themselves they are powerless. The motive power that puts them in operation, and gives them determinate existence, is the need, instinct, inclination, and passion of man…

The history of the world occupies a higher ground than that on which morality has properly its position; which is personal character—the conscience of individuals—their particular will and mode of actions; those have a value, imputation, reward or punishment proper to themselves. What the absolute aim of Spirit requires and accomplishes—what Providence does—transcends the obligations, and the liability to imputation and the description of good and bad motives, which attach to individuality in virtue of its social relations. They who on moral grounds, and consequently with noble intention, have resisted that which the advance of the spiritual Idea makes necessary, stand higher in moral worth than those whose crimes have been turned into the means—under the direction of a superior principle—of realizing the purposes of that principle. But in such revolutions both parties generally stand within the limits of the same circle of transient and corruptible existence… The deeds of great men, who are the individuals of world history, thus appear not only justified in view of that intrinsic result of which they were not conscious, but also from the point of view occupied by the secular moralist. But looked at from this point, moral claims that are irrelevant must not be brought into collision with world-historical deeds and their accomplishment.

It is the concrete spirit of a people which we have distinctly to recognize, and since it is Spirit it can only be comprehended spiritually, that is, by thought. It is this alone which takes the lead in all the deeds and tendencies of that people, and which is occupied in realizing itself—in satisfying its ideal and becoming self-conscious—for its great business is self-production. But for spirit, the highest attainment is self-knowledge; an advance not only to the intuition, but to the thought—the clear conception of itself. This it must and is also destined to accomplish; but the accomplishment is at the same time its dissolution, and the rise of another spirit, another world-historical people, another epoch of universal history. This transition and connection lead us to the connection of the whole—the idea of the world's history as such—which we have now to consider more closely, and of which we have to give representation.




General Introduction to the History of Civilization in England





Henry Thomas Buckle




Henry Thomas Buckle (1821-1862), English historian. Contemptuous of the historical writing of his day, with its intense concern with politics, wars, and heroes, Buckle undertook the ambitious plan of writing a history of civilization, treating people in relation to each other and to the natural world. At the time of his death, he had completed only the first two volumes of his panoramic History of Civilization. in England (1857-61). In his attempt to make his field a science, Buckle arrived at various laws of history (e.g., the law of climate, by which he demonstrated that only in Europe could humans reach high levels of civilization) that were in fact rationalizations of his own progressive and liberal views. The effect his book had in shaping English liberal thought was nonetheless immediate and huge. It profoundly influenced later scientific historians and helped to fasten attention on masses rather than individuals, on all life rather than politics, and on the interrelations of people and nature rather than people and morals.




Chapter 1. Statement of the resources for investigating history, and proofs of the regularity of human actions. These actions are governed by mental and physical laws: therefore both sets of laws must be studied, and there can be no history without the natural sciences.





Of all the great branches of human knowledge, history is that upon which most has been written, and which has always been most popular. And it seems to be the general opinion that the success of historians has, on the whole, been equal to their industry; and that if on this subject much has been studied, much also is understood.

This confidence in the value of history is very widely diffused, as we see in the extent to which it is read, and in the share it occupies in all plans of education. Nor can it be denied that, in a certain point of view, such confidence is perfectly justifiable. It cannot be denied that materials have been collected which, when looked at in the aggregate, have a rich and imposing appearance. The political and military annals of all the great countries in Europe, and of most of those out of Europe, have been carefully compiled, put together in a convenient form, and the evidence on which they rest has been tolerably well sifted. Great attention has been paid to the history of legislation, also to that of religion: while considerable, though inferior, labour has been employed in tracing the progress of science, of literature, of the fine arts, of useful inventions, and, latterly, of the manners and comforts of the people. In order to increase our knowledge of the past, antiquities of every kind have been examined; the sites of ancient cities have been laid bare, coins dug up and deciphered, inscriptions copied, alphabets restored, hieroglyphics interpreted, and, in some instances, long-forgotten languages reconstructed and rearranged. Several of the laws which regulate the changes of human speech have been discovered, and, in the hands of philologists, have been made to elucidate even the most obscure periods in the early migration of nations. Political economy has been raised to a science, and by it much light has been thrown on the causes of that unequal distribution of wealth which is the most fertile source of social disturbance. Statistics have been so sedulously cultivated, that we have the most extensive information, not only respecting the material interests of men, but also respecting their moral peculiarities; such as, the amount of different crimes, the proportion they bear to each other, and the influence exercised over them by age, sex, education, and the like. With this great movement physical geography has kept pace; the phenomena of climate' have been registered, mountains measured, rivers surveyed and tracked to their source, natural productions of all kinds carefully studied, and their hidden properties unfolded: while every food which sustains life has been chemically analyzed, its constituents numbered and weighed, and the nature of the connexion between them and the human frame has, in many cases, been satisfactorily ascertained. At the same time, and that nothing should be left undone which might enlarge our knowledge of the events by which man is affected, there have been instituted circumstantial researches in many other departments; so that in regard to the most civilized people, we are now acquainted with the rate of their mortality, of their marriages, the proportion of their births, the character of their employments, and the fluctuations both in their wages and in the prices of the commodities necessary to their existence. These and similar facts have been collected, methodized, and are ripe for use. Such results, which form, as it were, the anatomy of a nation, are remarkable for their minuteness; and to them there have been joined other results less minute, but more extensive. Not only have the actions and characteristics of the great nations been recorded, but a prodigious number of different tribes in all parts of the known world have been visited and described by travellers, thus enabling us to compare the condition of mankind in every stage of civilization, and under every variety of circumstance. When we moreover add, that this curiosity respecting our fellow-creatures is apparently insatiable; that it is constantly increasing; that the means of gratifying it are also increasing, and that most of the observations which have been made are still preserved; when we put all these things together, we may form a faint idea of the immense value of that vast body of facts which we now possess, and by the aid of which the progress of mankind is to be investigated.

But if, on the other hand, we are to describe the use that has been made of these materials, we must draw a very different picture. The unfortunate peculiarity of the history of man is, that although its separate parts have been examined with considerable ability, hardly any one has attempted to combine them into a whole, and ascertain the way in which they are connected with each other. In all the other great fields of inquiry, the necessity of generalization is universally admitted, and noble efforts are being made to rise from particular facts in order to discover the laws by which those facts are governed. So far, however, is this from being the usual course of historians, that among them a strange idea prevails, that their business is merely to relate events, which they may occasionally enliven by such moral and political reflections as seem likely to be useful. According to this scheme, any author who from indolence of thought, or from natural incapacity, is unfit to deal with the highest branches of knowledge, has only to pass some years in reading a certain number of books, and then he is qualified to be an historian; he is able to write the history of a great people, and his work becomes an authority on the subject which it professes to treat.

The establishment of this narrow standard has led to results very prejudicial to the progress of our knowledge. Owing to it, historians, taken as a body, have never recognized the necessity of such a wide and preliminary study as would enable them to grasp their subject in the whole of its natural relations. Hence the singular spectacle of one historian being ignorant of political economy; another knowing nothing of law; another nothing of ecclesiastical affairs and changes of opinion; another neglecting the philosophy of statistics, and another physical science; although these topics are the most essential of all, inasmuch as they comprise the principal circumstances by which the temper and character of mankind have been affected, and in which they are displayed. These important pursuits being, however, cultivated, some by one man, and some by another, have been isolated rather than united: the aid which might be derived from analogy and from mutual illustration has been lost; and no disposition has been shown to concentrate them upon history, of which they are, properly speaking, the necessary components…

Our acquaintance with history being so imperfect, while our materials are so numerous, it seems desirable that something should be done on a scale far larger than has hitherto been attempted, and that a strenuous effort should be made to bring up this great department of inquiry to a level with other departments, in order that we may maintain the balance and harmony of our knowledge. It is in this spirit that the present work has been conceived. To make the execution of it fully equal to the conception is impossible: still I hope to accomplish for the history of man something equivalent, or at all events analogous, to what has been effected by other inquirers for the different branches of natural science. In regard to nature, events apparently the most irregular and capricious have been explained, and have been shown to be in accordance with certain fixed and universal laws. This has been done because men of ability, and, above all, men of patient, untiring thought, have studied natural events with the view of discovering their regularity: and if human events were subjected to a similar treatment, we have every right to expect similar results. For it is clear that they who affirm that the facts of history are incapable of being generalized, take for granted the very question at issue. Indeed they do more than this. They not only assume what they cannot prove, but they assume what in the present state of knowledge is highly improbable. Whoever is at all acquainted with what has been done during the last two centuries, must be aware that every generation demonstrates some events to be regular and predictable, which the preceding generation had declared to be irregular and unpredictable: so that the marked tendency of advancing civilization is to strengthen our belief in the universality of order, of method, and of law. This being the case, it follows that if any facts, or class of facts, have not yet been reduced to order, we, so far from pronouncing them to be irreducible, should rather be guided by our experience of the past, and should admit the probability that what we now call inexplicable will at some future time be explained. This expectation of discovering regularity in the midst of confusion is so familiar to scientific men, that among the most eminent of them it becomes an article of faith; and if the same expectation is not generally found among historians, it must be ascribed partly to their being of inferior ability to the investigators of nature, and partly to the greater complexity of those social phenomena with which their studies are concerned.

Both these causes have retarded the creation of the science of history. The most celebrated historians are manifestly inferior to the most successful cultivators of physical science: no one having devoted himself to history who in point of intellect is at all to be compared with Kepler, Newton, or many others that might be named. And as to the greater complexity of the phenomena, the philosophic historian is opposed by difficulties far more formidable than is the student of nature; since, while on the one hand, his observations are more liable to those causes of error which arise from prejudice and passion, he, on the other hand, is unable to employ the great physical resource of experiment, by which we can often simplify even the most intricate problems in the external world.

It is not, therefore, surprising that the study of the movements of Man should be still in its infancy, as compared with the advanced state of the study of the movements of Nature. Indeed the difference between the progress of the two pursuits is so great, that while in physics the regularity of events, and the power of predicting them, are often taken for granted even in cases still unproved, a similar regularity is in history not only not taken for granted, but is actually denied. Hence it is that whoever wishes to raise history to a level with other branches of knowledge, is met by a preliminary obstacle; since he is told that in the affairs of men there is something mysterious and providential, which makes them impervious to our investigations, and which will always hide from us their future course. To this it might be sufficient to reply, that such an assertion is gratuitous; that it is by its nature incapable of proof; and that it is moreover opposed by the notorious fact that everywhere else increasing knowledge is accompanied by an increasing confidence in the uniformity with which, under the same circumstances, the same events must succeed each other. It will, however, be more satisfactory to probe the difficulty deeper, and inquire at once into the foundation of the common opinion that history must always remain in its present empirical state, and can never be raised to the rank of a science. We shall thus be led to one vast question, which indeed lies at the root of the whole subject, and is simply this: Are the actions of men, and therefore of societies, governed by fixed laws, or are they the result either of chance or of supernatural interference? The discussion of these alternatives will suggest some speculations of considerable interest…





Nor is it merely the crimes of men which are marked by this uniformity of sequence. Even the number of marriages annually contracted, is determined, not by the temper and wishes of individuals, but by large general facts, over which individuals can exercise no authority. It is now known that marriages bear a fixed and definite relation to the price of corn; and in England the experience of a century has proved that, instead of having any connexion with personal feelings, they are simply regulated by the average earnings of the great mass of the people: so that this immense social and religious institution is not only swayed, but is completely controlled, by the price of food and by the rate of wages. In other cases, uniformity has been detected, though the causes of the uniformity are still unknown. Thus, to give a curious instance, we are now able to prove that the aberrations of memory are marked by this general character of necessary and invariable order. The post-offices of London and of Paris have latterly published returns of the number of letters which the writers, through forgetfulness, omitted to direct; and, making allowance for the difference of circumstances, the returns are year after year copies of each other. Year after year the same proportion of letter-writers forget this simple act; so that for each successive period we can actually foretell the number of persons Whose memory will fail them in regard to this trifling and, as it might appear, accidental occurrence.

To those who have a steady conception of the regularity of events, and have firmly seized the great truth that the actions of men, being guided by their antecedents, are in reality never inconsistent, but, however capricious they may appear, only form part of one vast scheme of universal order, of Which we in the present state of knowledge can barely see the outline,—to those who understand this, which is at once the key and the basis of history, the facts just adduced, so far from being strange, will be precisely what would have been expected, and ought long since to have been known. Indeed, the progress of inquiry is becoming so rapid and so earnest that I entertain little doubt that before another century has elapsed, the chain of evidence will be complete, and it will be as rare to find an historian who denies the undeviating regularity of the moral world, as it now is to find a philosopher who denies the regularity of the material world.

It will be observed, that the preceding proofs of our actions being regulated by law, have been derived from statistics; a branch of knowledge which, though still in its infancy, has already thrown more light on the study of human nature than all the sciences put together. But although the statisticians have been the first to investigate this great subject by treating it according to those methods of reasoning which in other fields have been found successful; and although they have, by the application of numbers, brought to bear upon it a very powerful engine for eliciting truth,—we must not, on that account, suppose that there are no other resources remaining by which it may likewise be cultivated; nor should we infer that because the physical sciences have not yet been applied to history, they are therefore inapplicable to it. Indeed, when we consider the incessant contact between man and the external world, it is certain that there must be an intimate connexion between human actions and physical laws; so that if physical science has not hitherto been brought to bear upon history, the reason is, either that historians have not perceived the connexion, or else that, having perceived it, they have been destitute of the knowledge by which its workings can be traced. Hence there has arisen an unnatural separation of the two great departments of inquiry, the study of the internal, and that of the external: and although, in the present state of European literature, there are some unmistakable symptoms of a desire to break down this artificial barrier, still it must be admitted that as yet nothing has been actually accomplished towards effecting so great an end. The moralists, the theologians, and the metaphysicians, continue to prosecute their studies without much respect for what they deem the inferior labors of scientific men; Whose inquiries, indeed, they frequently attack, as dangerous to the interests of religion, and as inspiring us with an undue confidence in the resources of the human understanding. On the other hand, the cultivators of physical science, conscious that they are an advancing body, are naturally proud of their own success; and, contrasting their discoveries with the more stationary position of their opponents, are led to despise pursuits the barrenness of which has now become notorious.

It is the business of the historian to mediate between these two parties, and reconcile their hostile pretensions by showing the point at which their respective studies ought to coalesce. To settle the terms of this coalition, will be to fix the basis of all history. For since history deals with the actions of men, and since their actions are merely the product of a collision between internal and external phenomena, it becomes necessary to examine the relative importance of those phenomena; to inquire into the extent to which their laws are known; and to ascertain the resources for future discovery possessed by these two great classes, the students of the mind and the students of nature. This task I shall endeavor to accomplish in the next two chapters; and if I do so with anything approaching to success, the present work will at least have the merit of contributing something towards filling up that wide and dreary chasm, which, to the hindrance of our knowledge, separates subjects that are intimately related, and should never be disunited…
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Johann Gustav Droysen




Johann Gustav Droysen (1808-1884), German historian and politician whose belief in Prussia's destiny to lead Germany influenced German unification, which he lived to see. Ironically, his ardent Prussian patriotism did not save him from falling into disfavour after the revolutionary events of 1848, because his other views were generally liberal and individualistic. Droysen's devotion to Prussia began in his boyhood, during the War of Liberation against Napoleonic rule. While professor of classical philology at Berlin (1835-40), he wrote on Alexander the Great and used the term Hellenism to describe the diffusion of Greek culture over the eastern Mediterranean and Middle East in the 4th - 1st centuries BC. After the revolution of 1848 Droysen became a member of the Frankfurt Parliament and secretary of its constitutional committee. After the Prussian king Frederick William Ⅳ refused the German imperial crown in 1849, Droysen, disappointed, retired from politics. As professor of history at Kiel 1840-51), however, he collaborated in 1850 with Carl Samwer in writing a history of relations between Denmark and the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein from 1806, a work that affected the opinions of many Germans on the then-acute dispute with Denmark. He supported the rights of the duchies so prominently that in 1851, after Holstein passed to Denmark, he prudently left Kiel to teach at Jena, where he finished a biography (1851-52) of Graf Yorck von Wartenburg, Prussian general in the War of Liberation. He spent his remaining years on his great work, Geschichte der preussischen Politik, 14 vol. (1855-86; "History of Prussian Politics" poses the goal of German unification as the dominant theme of Prussian history). This history, unfinished at Droysen's death, ends at the year 1756.




Poetry was composed before poetics arose, as people talked before there were grammar and rhetoric. Practical needs had taught men to mix and analyze materials and to apply the powers of nature to human purposes, before chemistry and physics had methodically investigated nature and expressed its laws in scientific form.

Recollections also belong to humanity's deepest nature and needs. However narrow or wide the circles which they may embrace, they are never in any wise wanting to men. In the highest degree personal as they at first appear, they yet form a bond between the souls which meet in them. No human community is without them. Each possesses in its previous life and history the image of its being, a common possession of all participants, which makes their relationships so much the firmer and more intimate.

We can believe that the memories of highly gifted peoples are embellished in their sagas, and become types for the expression of the ideals to which the spirit of the people is directed. We can suppose also that their faith gets for them its basis in the form of sacred stories, which present the contents of it to the eye as actual occurrences, and that such myths grow along with the sagas. But when this restlessly living fusion, finally satiated, comes to an end in the form of great epics, myths will no longer belong to the naive faith alone…





Only after the natural sciences, sure and conscious of their way, had established their method and thereby made a new beginning in scientific thought, did the notion emerge of finding a methodical side even for the "methodless matter" of History. To the time of Galileo and Bacon belongs Jean Bodin; to that of Huygens and Newton, Pufendorff and also Leibnitz, the thinker who broke paths in all directions at once. Then the English Enlightenment, if it is permitted thus to name the period of the so-called deists, took up this question. To its representations was due the first effort to divide our science according to its problems or departments. They spoke of the History of the World, the History of Humanity, Universal History, the History of States, of peoples, and so on. Voltaire, the pupil and continuator of this English tendency, contributed to it the unclear designation "philosophie de l'histoire." The Göttingen historical school developed a kind of system among the newly created sciences and associate sciences in their field, and began to infuse its spirit even into branches but remotely connected with History. More than one of the great poets and thinkers of our nation went deep into the theoretical question of historical certitude; and there developed in historical labor and investigation itself a habit of sharp and certain criticism, which produced entirely new and surprising results in every realm of History where it was applied. In this historical criticism the German nation has ever since Niebuhr outstripped all others; and the style or technique of investigation maintained in the splendid labors of German savants seemed to need only expression in general and theoretical propositions in order to constitute the historical method.

To be sure, the great public was not at once served by this application of our historical toil. It wished to read, not to study, and complained that we set before it the process of preparing food instead of the food itself. It called the German method in history pedantic, exclusive, unenjoyable. How much more agreeable to read were Macaulay's Essays than these learned and tiresome investigations! How the accounts of the French Revolution in Thiers's splendid delineation caught on! In this way it came to pass that not only German historical taste but German historical judgment, and consequently in no slight degree also German political judgment, being all formed and guided for three or four centuries by the foreign style of making History, were dominated by the rhetorical superiority of other nations.

This is not all. While such rhetorical art takes weighty and tremendous events, with the difficult entanglements in which they are usually wrought out or at least prepared for, and sadly metamorphoses them, as it depicts the horror of men's unchained passions and fanatic persecutions, the false representation, though discordant enough artistically, yet has a thrilling and dramatic effect when read. Composition is certain to be so much the more comprehensible and persuasive for being of that kind. It is able to make even the less intelligent reader acquainted with things which in their actual course demanded from the contemporary who wished to understand them in never so moderate a degree, a thousand points of previous knowledge, besides much experience and a calm and collected judgment. Historical art knows how in the most felicitous manner to avoid all this, so that the attentive reader, when he has perused his Thiers or Macaulay to the end, is permitted to believe himself the richer by the great experiences of the revolutions, party-wars, and constitutional developments of which they treat. "Experiences," forsooth! when they lack the best of what makes experiences fruitful, the earnestness of actual men hard at work, responsibility for irrevocable decisions, the sacrifice which even victory demands, the failure which treads under foot the most righteous cause! The art of the historian lifts the reader above thought of any such side issues. It fills his fancy with representations and views which embrace but the splendidly illuminated tips of the broad, hard, tediously slow reality. It persuades him that these sum up all the particular events and constitute the truth of the realities not dwelt upon. It helps in its way the limitless influence of public opinion, leading people to measure the reality according to their ideas and to call upon reality to form or transform itself accordingly. Readers demand this the more impatiently the easier custom has made it for them to think of such a reversal of things. We Germans, too, already boast an historical literature answering the popular need. Among us as elsewhere the insight is attained or the confession made that "History is at once art and science." At the same time the question of method, which is what we are concerned with here, is falling into obscurity anew.

What then, in works of an historical kind, is the mutual relation between art and science? For instance, is the fact that History is marked by "criticism and learning" enough to give it a scientific character? Is that incumbent on art which the historian ought in any event to do? Should the historian's studies actually have no other aim than that he may write a few books? Should they have no application but to entertain by instructing and to instruct by entertaining?

History is the only science enjoying the ambiguous fortune of being required to be at the same time an art, a fortune which, in spite of Platonic dialogues, not even philosophy shares with it. It would not be without interest to inquire the reason for this peculiarity of History.

We, however, pass to another side of the question. In artistic labors, according to an old manner of expression, technique and Muses' work go hand in hand. It belongs to the nature of art that its productions make you forget the defects which inhere in its means of expression. Art can do this in proportion as the idea which it wishes to bring out in given forms, upon such and such materials, and with this technique, vivifies and illumines all these. What is created in such a manner is a totality, a world in itself. Muses' work has the power to make the observer or hearer fully and exclusively receive and feel in a given expression what that work was meant to express.

It is different with the sciences. Particularly the empirical ones have no more imperative duty than to make clear the gaps which are based in the objects of their search; to control the errors which arise out of their technique; to inquire the scope of their methods, recognizing that they can give right results only within the limits essentially pertaining to them.

Perhaps the greatest service of the critical school in History, at least the one most important in respect to method, is to have given rise to the insight that the groundwork of our studies is the examination of the "sources" from which we draw. In this way the relation of History to past events is placed at the point which yields a scientific rule. This critical view that past events lie before us no longer directly, but only in a mediate manner, that we can not restore them "objectively," but can only frame out of the "sources" a more or less subjective apprehension, view, or copy of them, that the apprehensions and views thus attainable and won are all that it is possible for us to know of the past, that thus "History" exists not outwardly and as a reality, but only as thus mediated, studied out, and known,—this, so it seems must be our point of departure if we will cease to "naturalize" in history.

What is before us for investigation is not past events, as such, but partly remnants of them, partly ideas of them. The remnants are such only for historical consideration. They stand as wholes and on their own account in the midst of this present, many of them, fragmentary and widowed as they are, instantly reminding us that they were once different, more alive and important than now; others transformed and still in living and practical application; others changed almost beyond recognition and fused in the being and life of the present. The present itself is nothing else but the sum of all the remnants and products of the past. Furthermore, views of what was and happened are not always from contemporaries, those acquainted with the facts, or impartial witnesses, but often views of views, at third or fourth hand. And even when contemporaries tell what happened in their time, how much did they personally see and hear of what they relate? One's own eye-sight and hearing embrace after all but a part, a side, a tendency of the occurrences. And so on.

In point of method the character of these two kinds of materials is so extraordinarily different that one does well to keep them separate even in technical nomenclature; and it behooves such as wish their writings to be sources to name their sources even when in most respects they are like the other remnants, being literary remains of the time in which they arose.

The now usual method or technique of historical investigation was developed from the study of times which have transmitted, at least for political history, nothing or little but the sort of views above characterized, from more or less contemporary narrators. Much for which we should like to seek and inquire, these accounts do not touch at all. To the question how our emperors when they crossed the Alps on their journeys to Rome cared for thousands of men and horses, to the question in what form the commerce of the Mediterranean was carried on after the revolution which Alexander the Great effected over all Asia, the sources give us no information.

How superficial, how unreliable our knowledge of earlier times is, how necessarily fragmentary and limited to particular points the view which we can now gather therefrom, we become conscious even when we study times from which the archives offer us something more than the "original documents" of closed public law cases; giving us diplomatic reports, reports of administrative authorities and state papers of all kinds. And further, how vividly prominent in such study is the difference between the "views" of the foreign ambassadors or of the domestic authorities, and the remains that survive of the actual course of diplomacy, the deliberations back and forth, the protocols of the negotiations, and so on. Certainly these state documents do not as a rule, like those narrations, lay before us an already formed idea of the case, a preliminary historical picture of what had just happened. They are remnants of that which happened; they are pieces of the transaction and of the course it pursued, which still lie directly before our eyes. And if I may give the expression so wide an application, it is as a "transaction," in the broad maze of the present, conditioned and conditioning in a thousand ways, that those events come to pass which we afterwards apprehend successively as History. We thus look at them in a quite different way from that in which they occurred, and which they had in the wishes and deeds of those who enacted them. So it is not a paradox to ask how History (Geschichte) comes out of transactions (Geschften), and what it is which with this transfer into another medium, as it were, is added or lost.

I may be permitted to offer a single remark in conclusion. I have in another place sought to refute the contention made against our science by those who view the method of natural science as the only scientific one, and who think that History must be raised to the rank of a science through the application of that method. Just as if in the realm of the historical, that is, of the moral life, only analogy were worthy of regard and not also anomaly, the individual, free-will, responsibility, genius. As if it were not a scientific task to seek ways of investigation, of verification, of understanding for the movements and effects of human freedom and of personal peculiarities, however high or low the estimate which may be placed upon them.

We certainly possess immediately and in subjective certainty, an understanding of human things, of every expression and impression of man's creation or behavior which is perceptible to us, so far as it is perceptible. What we have to do is to find methods, in order to secure objective rules and control for this immediate and subjective grasp of events, especially as we now have before us, to represent the past, only the views of others or fragments of that which once existed. We need to ground, sound and justify our subjective knowledge. Only this seems able to assert itself as the sense of the historical objectivity so often named.

We are to discover methods. There is need of different ones for different problems, and often a combination of several is required for the solution of one problem. So long as History was believed to be essentially political history, and the task of the historian was just to recount in new presentation and connection what had been transmitted about revolutions, wars, state events, etc., it might suffice to take for us from the best sources, which had perhaps been critically authenticated as the best, the material to be wrought into a book, a lecture or the like. But since the insight has been awakened that also the arts, jural formations, everything of human creation, all the formations characterizing the moral world, can and must be investigated in order to deduce that which is from that which was, demands of a very different kind are made upon our science. It has to investigate formations according to their historical connection, formations of which perhaps only individual remnants are preserved, to open fields hitherto not considered or treated as historical, least of all by those who lived in the midst of them. Thus questions are pressing upon History from all sides, questions touching things for the most part incomparably weightier than the often very superficial and accidental accounts which have hitherto passed for History. Is investigation to lay down its arms here?

When we enter a collection of Egyptian antiquities, we have at once the subjective view of their wonderful ancientness, and the accompanying strange impression; but at least in certain directions we can by investigation come to more positive results. Here are these colors, these woven fabrics. What tools, what metals were required to work such hard stone? What mechanical contrivances were needed to raise such masses out of the quarry and put them aboard ship? How were these colors prepared chemically? Out of what materials are these fabrics made and whence did they come? In the way of such technological interpretation of remains, facts are made out which in numerous and important directions fill up our meagre tradition concerning ancient Egypt; and these facts possess a certainty so much the greater for the indirectness of the manner in which they were deduced.

Many think it the part of criticism, touching, for instance, the constitution of ancient Rome or Athens before the Persian wars, to allow only that to pass as good history which is explicitly transmitted and attested. The reader's fancy will not fail to combine these scanty notices and thus to fill them out into a picture; only, this filling out is commonly a play of the fancy, and the picture more or less artificial. Is it not possible to find methods which will regulate the process of such filling out, and give it a foundation? In the pragmatic nature exhibited by things of this kind — and writers should leave off misapprehending Polybius's expression "pragmatic" — lie elements, conditions, necessities, traces of which, provided we look more sharply, may perhaps be re-recognized in what still lies before us. The hypothetical line which enabled us to trace that pragmatic nature of things then confirms itself, since this or that fragment exactly fits into it.

When it was necessary to work out the history of art during the times of Raphael and Dürer, not much advance could be made with the "sources" and the criticism of sources, although in Vasari and others, at least for the Italian masters, was found just the external information that was desired. In their works and those of their German contemporaries, however, was found something entirely different, exactly the material for investigation, though confessedly of a nature which required in the investigator who was to derive exact results from it, an outfit of an especial kind. He was obliged to know the technique of painting, in order to distinguish that of the different artists, the tint of each one's tone, his chiaroscuro, his brush stroke. He was obliged to be sure how Albrecht Dürer's eye envisaged the human form, else he could not show whether a given crucifix was from his hand. In order finally to decide whether this or that important portrait head was by Leonardo da Vinci or Holbein, he had to bring to his work, so to speak, a learned apparatus of etchings, hand sketches, etc. He must be familiar with the mode of looking at things in that age, the range of its general knowledge, its common convictions, ecclesiastical and profane, its local and daily history, that he might be able rightly to interpret what was presented in the works of art or in things related thereto. He was called upon not only aesthetically to feel but persuasively to point out the artist's deeper or more superficial view or intention.

The same in all other departments. Only the deep and manysided technical and special knowledge, according as it is art, law, commerce, agriculture, or the State and politics that is to be historically investigated, will put the investigator in condition to ascertain the methods demanded for the given case, and to work with them. Just so new methods are continually found out in the natural sciences to unlock dumb nature's mysteries.

All such methods which come into play in the realm of historical studies move within then same periphery and have the same determining center. To unite them in their common thought, to develop their system and their theory, and so to establish, not the laws of objective History but the laws of historical investigation and knowledge, this is the task of Historik.
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Numa Denis Fustel de Coulanges (1830-1889), French historian, the originator of the scientific approach to the study of history in France. He was born in Paris and was professor at Amiens, Paris, and Strasbourg; in 1870 he was appointed to the Ecole Normale, Paris, and afterwards became a professor at the Sorbonne. Fustel's historical thought had two main tenets: the importance of complete objectivity and the unreliability of secondary sources. By his teaching and example he thus established the modern idea of historical impartiality at a time when few people had any qualms about combining the careers of historian and politician. His insistence on the use of contemporary documents led to the very full use of the French national archives in the 19th century. Fustel, however, was no paleographer, and his fondness for manuscript sources was occasionally responsible for major errors of judgment. Apart from La Cité antique (1864; "The Ancient City"), a study of the part played by religion in the political and social evolution of Greece and Rome, most of Fustel's work was related to the study of the political institutions of Roman Gaul and the Germanic invasions of the Roman empire.




According to the regulation which governs our faculties a professor of history must change each year the subject of his lectures. He must lecture successively on ancient, medieval and modern times. Whatever his own inclinations, or even those of his listeners, may be, he is not allowed to linger for several years at a time with any one of these historical periods. Without a break he must recommence the cycle. Thus, as I have talked to you of modern history last year, I must offer you ancient history this year.

I am not complaining. I should add that the regulation even strikes me as utterly sensible, since it provides that the teaching of history shall not be confined to a single period but shall survey successively all epochs and all ages of mankind.

History, I think, fulfills its task only when it covers a long series of centuries. If one restricts one's study to a limited period, one can tell a story full of anecdotes and details which will satisfy the curiosity and occasionally amuse; this would be a pretty picture, a charming tale, but I find it difficult to convince myself that it would be true history.

I want it clearly understood, gentlemen, that history is something more than a pastime, that it is not pursued merely in order to entertain our curiosity or to fill the pigeonholes of our memory.

History is and should be a science. Its object, surely one of the most sublime that could be suggested for the study of man, is man himself—man, who to be wholly known, requires several sciences for himself. The physiologist studies his body, the psychologist and the historian share the study of his soul. The psychologist determines what is immutable in him—his nature, his faculties, his intellectual power, his conscience; the historian observes what changes, what is variable in man's soul—his beliefs, the trends and changes of his ideas—along with the things that are transformed with these ideas—i.e., laws, institutions, art, and science.

In man all these things are in flux. Other beings obey laws which leave them no freedom and permit them no change. But by his native faculties, by the prerequisites of his existence, by the deeds and the progress he has accomplished, man stands alone, distinct from the rest of creation. He alone can act spontaneously, can will, can command himself; the peculiar power to mould oneself and to exercise mastery over oneself has been given to man alone.

He also is the only creature that works. God does not work, for we cannot suppose that he had to exert himself to create the earth, to maintain and govern it. Nor does nature work. The plant which produces its fruit does not work at producing it; the animal digests its food and assimilates it: that is no work, since it is not an act of will or intelligence. But man exerts himself at every moment of his existence. Merely to live amidst the other creatures he must accomplish prodigious feats of dexterity and energy; and self-defense, which for other beings is an instinctual act, is for him an art. If he wants to improve his living conditions and satisfy his unbounded urge for happiness, he must wrestle with all the elements; weak though he is, he must subdue fierce animals and press all nature in his service-he who is so small and frail beside her. Of every obstacle he had to make a tool; of every enemy, a servant.

He wants to live in society, and so he must incessantly struggle against his own personal interest, submit either to force or law, silence his natural hatred of discipline, and make constant sacrifices to the welfare of all. He is born selfish and must somehow forget himself; he is born with powerful desires and with evil passions, and he must repress these desires and turn his passions to good. Nor is that all. When his existence is secure, happy, peaceful, well-governed, he is still dissatisfied, and he embarks on new efforts to seek knowledge; he questions everything; he puts himself face to face with nature, with himself, with his creator, and he attains each particle of knowledge by patient inquiry and by efforts of which he keeps no accounting. Thus he alone knows the law of work, that is to say, the struggle against external obstacles and against his own propensities.

With such remarkable gifts and such energy man cannot remain immutable. In the course of centuries everything changes in him—his form of life, his social condition, the conception of his intelligence, his ideas on law and his morality. The science which studies man cannot therefore apply the same operations as does botany or physiology. The botanist takes a plant. and when he has carefully observed it he is sure to see it as it always has been; its leaves have the same shape today as they had five thousand years ago; its sap runs with the same force; its fruit ripens at the same time of year. But man is not today what he was three thousand years ago; he does not think what he thought then, he does not live as he then lived. Therefore, to know fully that variable and perfectible being one must study it in all the stages of its existence; other beings can be studied by simple observations; man can be known only through history.

But history thus conceived cannot be content to examine a single period in minute detail, to recount a brilliant biography, to select, in short, those events whose recital will delight or move us the most. One must go back to antiquity, one must understand the institutions of peoples that have ceased to exist, one has to breathe life into the ancient generations that are no longer even dust. Where history has no written records, it must force dead languages to yield their secrets; in their grammatical forms and in their very words it divines the thoughts of the men who spoke them. It must probe the fables and myths, the dreams induced by man's imagination, all the old falsehoods beneath which it must discover something very real—the beliefs of man. Wherever man has lived, wherever he has left some feeble imprint of his life and his intelligence, there is history. History should encompass all centuries, since it is the traditional book in which the human soul inscribes its variations and its progress.

This, gentlemen, is why the regulation which I spoke of before compels me to lecture to you on antiquity. This regulation, beneath its laconic and imperious form, teaches us a great and very profound truth: that history is not entertainment but science, and that its aim is not to have us make a pleasant acquaintance with such and such a period of our choice but to have us know man completely in all the phases of his existence.

Thus antiquity will be our field for this year. I must tell you from the outset of our meetings that among the ancient peoples I shall focus particularly on the Greeks and Romans. The reason for my preference is that these two peoples have exerted a more powerful influence on the destiny of mankind than any other, be it as originators, be it as propagators of truths. Still, the very nature of my subject will often compel me to cast a glance at other nations: I shall have to talk sometimes of the Italian peoples, the Etruscans, occasionally even of the Celts or the Thracians. I shall even have to call your attention to the Orient, and above all to India, where we shall find men who belonged to the same race as the Greeks and Romans. Many of the institutions of Greece and Rome can be explained to you only by the institutions of the ancient Hindus; actually the similarities, and even the differences which we will encounter will throw a sharp light on our study.

Among the lofty subjects which Rome and Greece suggest for our study and for your contemplation I have chosen the family and the state in particular—that is to say, the domestic institutions, civil and political, and the different parts of the law which are related to them. This will be the subject of our talks, at least on Saturdays.

One does not have to be very familiar with these ancient peoples to know that their institutions were very different from ours. All of you have heard talk of cities and republics, of liberty, of the senate and of popular assemblies, of consuls or of archons, occasionally of kings, sometimes of tyrants, of aristocracy and democracy; all matters, gentlemen, in which it is extremely important to obtain the right idea and in which there is a great danger of making mistakes; for in each of these words there is material for several errors.

From childhood we have been raised on Greece and Rome. These were almost the first words we heard in school, and they were the most frequently repeated. As Montaigne said, we know the Capitol before we know the Louvre, and the Tiber before the Seine. And yet, gentlemen, it does not take much serious thought to understand that this history presents us with innumerable problems and difficulties. I do not speak only of the uncertainty of primitive times; that is, as far as I am concerned, only a secondary point; I am referring to institutions, and I feel that even the most fully authenticated and best documented institutions, as soon as they are scrutinized closely, seem obscure and incomprehensible. Open any work on Roman history or, still more, on Greek history, and you will' tumble over contradictions and difficulties on every page; and it is almost inevitable that at each of the terms that I listed a moment ago-consul, senate, assembly, republic, liberty, democracy—you will find yourselves surprised and bewildered and will ask yourselves, can this really be the truth, and do we understand it properly?

On this point, permit me to talk of my own experience; you might perhaps derive some benefit from my confessions. It was not so very long ago that I, then as young as the youngest among you, upon leaving the schools filled with the rather light staples one gets there, though full of the discipline they train into us, began reflecting on ancient history. At each step I was hampered by facts which struck me as odd, which upset my ideas, and which I could not make clear to myself.

Thus I had often heard the liberty of ancient cities talked of, and I saw that the Athenian citizen, for instance, was neither master of his fortune which he had to be ready to sacrifice unconditionally as soon as the lot had designated him to supply a ship by himself or support a choir in the theatre, nor of his body, since he owed military service to the state for thirty-three years; nor of his speech or beliefs, since he could at any moment be arraigned in court on the charge of disloyalty to the state; nor of his conscience, for he had to believe in and worship the deities of the state and he was not allowed to think that there was only one God. And I began to wonder where was that liberty I had heard spoken of so often.

As far as Rome was concerned I had read countless times that the Tarquins had been ousted and liberty put in their place. I had believed it: imagine my surprise when the first Roman historian I happened to pick up taught me that three months after their expulsion the large majority of the Romans lamented them and the liberty that they had lost with them. Why did they oust them, I asked myself, and what was the real intention of those who then changed the form of government?

I had been told of the patricians and the plebeians as if one fine day all the men having duly assembled, nine-tenths of them had taken their places on the right and the remaining tenth, staying on the left had said to the rest: "Let us agree that from this day on we shall be the patricians and you the plebeians, that we shall have all the political rights and you shall have none, that we shall live under civil laws and that these laws shall not exist for you, that we shall hold the offices of state and religion and that you shall be neither magistrates nor priests. You shall not be our slaves exactly, but you will be our clients." And these distinctions, whose origin and nature I could not account for, struck me as very odd. I was still more puzzled when I found these same distinctions outside Rome, in nearly every one of the ancient cities. Everywhere I found popular assemblies as well, and these assemblies were pictured, depending on the personal views of several historians, sometimes as the ideal of good government, sometimes as the most advanced type of political disorder; but neither the one side nor the other thought of explaining how they functioned.

Everybody used to talk to me of democracy as something always good or always bad, and it did not take very much penetration for me to realize that the democracy of one period did not resemble that of another and to draw the inference that two very different parties or classes might be concealed from me under the identical tag.

I had read, both in historians and jurists, that Rome had invented the Civil Law—that that law, which until that time had been unknown to the world, was conceived by the genius of the Romans. Nevertheless it occurred to me that, if the Romans had needed such laws for living in society, the other cities of Italy and of Greece could hardly have done without them, and that since they were older than Rome, there was reason to suppose that they had had a civil law before Rome. Even within the body of Roman Law there were laws—for example, those dealing with inheritance-which puzzled me in the extreme, and I was much surprised to find these same laws, which appeared so odd, with other peoples, particularly with the Athenians. Nor could I explain why the Romans drew such a sharp distinction between possession and property, and I understood nothing of their agrarian laws.

I was not any better off with the history of Sparta. For according to what I had been taught, Sparta had never changed, her laws had been immutable, her institutions had remained the same. For Sparta, in short, time had stood still. And although my experience with human affairs and their ceaseless mobility was still quite limited it seemed to me very unlikely that a people could remain static for such a long time. I could easily believe that their internal revolutions had remained hidden from us; that, having been effected peacefully, they had not captured the imagination like those which break out suddenly in a tremendous upheaval and compel men to remember them for a long time; but that there had been no revolution at all, this I thought impossible.

However, what troubled me the most and inclined me to skepticism was that the majority of those who talked to me about the Romans and the Greeks seemed to be talking of the French or the English of their own time. They nearly always imagined these people as living in the same social conditions as we do and as thinking like us on nearly all issues. Having thus pictured them as similar to us, they told me abruptly, "This is how they governed themselves." So that my first thought naturally was, "Why aren't we governed like them?" In fact, they did not explain to me how these forms of government had developed, to what social needs they had responded, under what conditions they had been able to exist—in short, what ideas or what customs had given them authority over the minds of men and had made it possible for these institutions to exercise mastery over individual wills and to make men happy.

Gentlemen, I shall not enumerate all the difficulties I thus encountered. It was a whole series of insoluble problems. Even as far as the most authenticated facts are concerned, this history seemed to me incomprehensible, and yet the mystery aroused my curiosity.

I then resolved to have no other teachers on Greece than Greeks, nor on Rome than Romans, and I boldly resolved to read the ancient authors. I say boldly: there was courage only in the resolve, and I assure you none was required for the execution. For this was sustained by a greater pleasure than I had imagined; it was easy, and it did not cause me a single moment of distaste or boredom. I encountered these writers in their magnificent diversity and their ever refreshing charm; historians took turns with orators, orators with poets; sometimes the tribune and sometimes the stage. I discovered that I had condemned myself to the most delightful reading of the world. And for three years I enjoyed the greatest pleasure that can be afforded a man: to read great works and to discover truth.

Little by little I got better acquainted with the ancients; I saw their customs, their beliefs, their needs, their laws. Minor points, seemingly insignificant and unnoticed, illuminated their institutions for me. It did not take me long to see that if these institutions are often misunderstood by us, this happens because we study them by themselves as abstractions without reckoning with the exigencies of the environment in which they originated, and above all without giving thought to the state of mind and to the beliefs of the men for whom these institutions were made. Convinced that the external and visible laws which appear among men are only the signs and symptoms of moral facts which originate in our souls, I applied myself to the study of the beliefs of Greeks and Romans, and before long I thought I could see that between beliefs and institutions there is such a close bond that the one explains the other.

From then on the facts became clearer to me. Going back to the first stages of that race, [the Greeks and the Romans] I was struck by the remarkable conception which man at that time had formed of himself, of his nature, of his soul, and of some kind of life after death. I thought it obvious that the opinion that man forms of human nature must in every society have a great influence on the manner in which he lives and governs himself. If man looks on himself simply as a material being, living his short life on earth with nothing beyond it, it is probable that his institutions are merely the result of force or, at best, of enlightened self-interest. But if, in a particular period and by a particular race, man is conceived of as an immortal being, who after this existence would not in truth go to live in another world but always stay in this one, invisible but present and powerful, a shadow, a spirit, a divine guardian watching over his descendants, I should think that the domestic institutions would have had to be the fruit of this belief or at least would have had to be closely connected with it. Indeed, I discovered that this general conception of man, having become a real religion in Greece and in Italy, as it had with the ancient Hindus, was the basis of the Greek and Roman family, had set up the marriage customs, had determined the bonds of kinship in a manner somewhat different from ours, had founded the right of property, and had finally consecrated the right of inheritance in accordance with the very order of succession which had appeared to me so strange at first and since then very logical. I saw afterwards that that same cluster of beliefs, having broadened and extended the family, founded a larger association, the city. Family and city had in fact the same constitution, the same laws, the same customs; and that is why in this study I have brought the two together as being inseparable. Then I caught a glimpse of the constitution, at once political and religious, of these cities: the state was the object of religious worship; customs were sacred rituals; feasts were holy ceremonies; priests were magistrates; and there was an aristocracy of warrior-priests—in short a religion was so completely mingled with government that it was no longer possible to distinguish between them. As you can see, all this led me far away from the ways and thoughts we moderns are accustomed to, but it explained the institutions and the customs of the ancients. Besides, once this basic structure is understood, the subsequent series of revolutions are seen to unfold in a natural order. The cities gradually became transformed according to an almost uniform pattern and for readily perceivable causes. As the beliefs of which I have just spoken to you underwent changes in time, the political institutions, the civil laws, and even private law changed with them, and social change regularly followed the changing mentality.

Please note, gentlemen, that it is not altogether unimportant whether one has the right or the wrong conception of antiquity; the problem is not as immaterial as one would think. The destinies of modern peoples have at times depended on the way in which they understood antiquity, and great misfortunes have been the consequence of a historical error. The generation which lived in France eighty years ago had studied antiquity with an abiding prejudice of admiration; it talked endlessly of the forum and the senate, of consuls and tribunes. It sang the praises of the ancient virtues and put back into circulation the term citizen. To that generation Rome, Athens, Sparta appeared as the most perfect models by which to be guided. From admiration to imitation it is a short step indeed. When the old institutions of France fell by themselves and from natural causes Which I need not discuss here, when France found itself almost without institutions, our ancestors, instead of looking for those institutions that would serve us best, dreamt of giving us those of the Romans and the Greeks, which they thoroughly misunderstood. Above all, they did not ask themselves whether these institutions were consonant with the material or moral conditions of modern man. They disinterred them without thinking that they belonged to another epoch, that while they had lived in one epoch, they had no chance to live in ours. From this derived the most exasperating contradictions and the most regrettable errors. In the name of liberty the old charge of disloyalty was reintroduced. In the name of liberty the state was made omnipotent and a dictatorship was established; and because the ancients put to death anyone who was deemed an enemy of the state, one believed that it was a matter of duty and virtue to kill one's political enemies. The inept imitation of antiquity led to the Reign of Terror. Indeed, if antiquity had been better studied one would have discovered so many of the great differences between antiquity and ourselves, between their ideas and ours, between their social structure and ours, that one would not have been tempted to borrow their thoughts, their language, or their forms of government. Especially the democrats, i.e., those who were the most fervent admirers of antiquity, would have been much surprised, I suppose, if au impartial view of the facts had shown them in Rome and Sparta, in other words in the very objects of their nave enthusiasm, the most imperious, the most tenacious, the most oppressive aristocracy that ever existed. No doubt their admiration would have diminished. Certainly it would have been very desirable if antiquity had been studied without prejudice or partisanship—not in order to revive it in our midst but simply from a historical and philosophical point of view, to know what these ancients thought of matters of government and civil law, and thus to understand one of the strangest ages of mankind.

This is certainly a study that should be undertaken and one which could be profitable in many respects. Whoever is concerned with political questions would see that, whatever his opinions, he ought not to support them by appealing to antiquity. Anyone who specializes in the study of law and consults history as a legist would become convinced of the close tie that necessarily exists between our laws and the state of our soul, and he would see how much the one changes with the other. Finally, he who observes the historical facts philosophically and simply in order to understand man, would learn from such a study how man shapes his own beliefs, how from his beliefs he derives his institutions, what path his thought and his laws have followed, how much the historians of the ancient world differed from ours, and what road mankind has traversed in thirty centuries.

I certainly do not presume to know the answers to all these vast questions. I shall only put them before you and I shall present to you the facts which could help you to resolve them, and I shall submit these problems to your contemplation.
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Christian Matthias Theodor Mommsen (1817-1903), German historian and Nobel Prize winner. Born in Garding, Schleswig-Holstein, he studied at Kiel for three years, examined Roman inscriptions in France and Italy for the Berlin Academy (1844-47), and in 1848 was appointed to a chair of law at Leipzig, of which he was deprived two years later for the part he took in politics. In 1852 he became Professor of Roman Law at Zurich, and in 1854 at Breslau, and in 1858 Professor of Ancient History at Berlin. He edited the monumental Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, helped to edit the Monumenta Germaniae Historica, and from 1873 to 1895 was permanent secretary of the Academy. In 1882 he was tried and acquitted on a charge of slandering Bismarck in an election speech. His greatest works include Romische Geschichte(3 vols, 1854-55, Engtrans The History of Rome). He abandoned the fourth volume, but the fifth was translated as The Provinces of the Roman Empire(1885). He was awarded the Nobel Prize for literature in 1902.




History is one of those academic subjects which cannot be directly acquired through precept and learning. For that, history is in some measure too easy and in some measure too difficult.

The elements of the historical discipline cannot be learned for every man is already endowed with them. History, after all, is nothing but the distinct knowledge of actual happenings, consisting on the one hand of the discovery and examination of the available testimony, and on the other of the weaving of this testimony into a narrative in accordance with one's understanding of the men who shaped the events and the conditions that prevailed. The former we call the critical study of historical sources and the latter, the pragmatic writing of history. But we historians are not the only ones to pursue this kind of activity: for everyone of you gentlemen, every thinking man generally, is a searcher after sources and a pragmatic historian. You must be both in order to understand any event that takes place before your eyes; every businessman who handles a complicated transaction, every lawyer who considers a case, is a searcher after sources and a pragmatic historian. The elements of historical discipline are, I think still simpler and more self-evident than those of philology and mathematics, and that is why they are neither teachable nor instructive.

In some ways, of course, it is possible to say of every discipline or science that it proceeds from the self-evident. But history distinguishes itself from its sister disciplines by its inability to bring its elements into a proper theoretical exposition. Where the intellectual ability on which history rests—the immediate perspicacity for it, as it is aptly called—exists at all, it can without question be substantially enhanced by further education, not indeed through theoretical precepts, but only through practical exercises. The correct evaluation of the available testimony, the correct connection of the seemingly unrelated and contradictory material to establish the actual order of events exhibits in every case such an infinite simplicity of principles and such an infinite diversity of application that every theory turns out to be either trivial or transcendental. That hearsay evidence possesses only as much validity as the authority from which it derives is just about the only precept which the critical method can boast of. The intuitive certainty of judgment, which marks the outstanding historian, is nine times out of ten nothing more than the unconscious application of this precept to a complicated problem. The stroke which forges a thousand links, the insight into the uniqueness of men and peoples, evinces such high genius as defies all teaching and all learning. The historian has perhaps greater affinity with the artist than with the scholar.

That is why it is a mistake to assign to the study of history, to critical pragmatic research, any but a secondary place in the University. The future historian unquestionably derives real benefit from early, well-directed practice in his field; though practice alone does not make the master, no one has yet become a master without long and arduous practice. But in the brief period spent at the University a student does not have time for this kind of training. It is moreover a dangerous and harmful illusion for the professor of history to believe that historians can be trained at the University in the same way as philologists or mathematicians most assuredly can be. One can say with more justification of the historian than of the mathematician or the philologist that he is not trained but born, not educated, but self-educated.

If this were merely a question of the greater or smaller value attributed to historical study at the University, then in the last analysis a dispute about it would be fairly insignificant. But the inflated value which is put upon direct historical study leads to very practical, detrimental consequences since, because of it, the really necessary preparation for history is often overlooked. In this way a certain, very definite kind of historical pseudo-preparation is engendered which corrodes true history like a cancerous growth.

There is, of course, a preliminary training indispensable for the historian; only it is not the direct training in history itself, but an indirect one: the study of the language and of the law of a particular period. It may seem foolish to make a special point of this, but alas, it is not superfluous. Among scholars, too, there are some historical fanatics who believe they can get along with the so-called systematic treatment of sources, even if one's mastery of the language of these sources is poor or non-existent. The theory is sometimes advanced that the exact understanding of the sources is a specifically philological task and that for the historian it suffices if he can follow their general drift: and the practice of indolence welcomes this theory all too readily. The final result of this tendency is those monstrous histories of the Jews or the Assyrians that are written by men who confess without the least inhibition that they do not understand the pertinent languages. That there are countless historians who do not really understand Greek, Latin or German, is only too well known to the initiate. The greatest evil which comes from this is not the individual misunderstandings which result, but the lack of intellectual penetration of the subject. A people's language is always its greatest, most enduring and most multifarious monument. Take Rome: anyone who is unable to empathize with Ennius and Horace, with Petronius and Papinian will forever talk of Roman life as a blind man of color, however accurate his pragmatic inquiry into the source may be.

A similar situation exists in the study of law; by which I do not mean primarily jurisprudence itself, but the knowledge of public law, of the constitution of a given state which is, of course, in turn entirely inseparable from the knowledge of the civil law of that people. There can be no question but that history is itself precisely this constitution with its changes, and that of course no historian can properly ignore it. But there are two essentially different ways of pursuing this study: you can study either the constitution as a whole as a more or less enduring system, or a particular detail as it concretely affects actual events. The first is the correct way though the second is generally followed. How many of those who discourse about archons and generals, about consuls and praetors, have ever seriously considered these magistracies in the totality of their constitutional positions? How many of those who deal extensively with bishops and electors have the Roman-canonical and the German imperial law for these institutions clearly in mind? Yet the writing of pragmatic history may only be undertaken by someone who has a clear conception of these, its most important elements. The same superficiality which in philology characterizes pseudo-history appears in the field of constitutional law. Here also people talk too often of what they do not understand, or still worse, of what they only half-understand, superficially repeating vague tradition.

Let me confess, gentlemen, that when I see on your records the notation "student of history," I become disturbed. It can of course mean that the young man seeks to acquire the necessary introductory knowledge of the language and political institutions needed particularly for a certain field of historical study, and I know that this is what it signifies for quite a few of you. But it can also signify the belief that one can pretty much do without these things, that one can find in history a refuge from the hardships of rigorous philology, that one can manage with systematic source study and systematic historical pragmatism. When the latter is meant, nemesis will follow swiftly. The critical study of sources becomes that mechanical dissection of the material, which at most requires patience and not the inspired patience of the scholar who divines the distant goal, but the workaday patience of the laborer. The study of historical fact then becomes either pedantry or fraud. Retribution always follows the lack of genuine training, since the false training becomes either pedestrian or fanciful, or both. In either case the historical sense vanishes.

I recommend to you, my young fellow historians, the example set by jurisprudence. The task of practicing lawyers is essentially similar to the historian's, but it has never occurred to anyone to suggest that the great art of the practising lawyer could be acquired primarily from university study. The University can prepare a student for the correct understanding of the individual law case, but it cannot give him that understanding by direct instruction. Likewise the historian should use his university years to prepare himself indirectly and not directly for his future work. Anyone who leaves the University with a thorough knowledge of Greek, Latin and German, and of the political institutions of these peoples, is prepared to become a historian. Anyone lacking this knowledge is not so prepared. After you have striven for this necessary preparation, the critical method and the pragmatic presentation of history will come to you by themselves, just as surely as the heavy cloud is bound to send down rain. And if you do not acquire this preparation, you are gathering fruit that has rotted before it is picked. Through sham accomplishments you will only increase that already excessively long line of men who thought they could learn history as a craft and discovered later, to their horror, that it is an art.

I could proceed with censure and complaint. But it ill fits this occasion to specify and describe the black clouds which hang over the future of the German Universities. They shall not and they will not spoil either our share of the general rejoicing at what has already been attained nor the high spirits with which we face the future. Our German youth will not abandon its traditions; when the time comes, it will carry on if need be under more exacting conditions, the work which we hand down, and will prepare itself even now for this responsibility. For this, you possess what you need above all else: the full freedom of learning. No formal rule prescribes how you should spend your academic years; no interim examination tries to find out what use, if any, you have made of these years. No other nation in the world puts the same faith in its youth as does ours; and our academic youth has so far justified this faith. Continue to go your way and if the path should sometimes lead into the wilderness and you should think it a wrong path—remember that more often than we could dare hope, we have seen that different ways can lead to the same desired goal. Every man of strong individual bent does his best when he follows his own path and for each of you that path is open.

And now, gentlemen, let us begin our common work of teaching and learning, in full awareness of the difficulties of the task and with the full and wholehearted determination to master it. For the presence of danger is a challenge to honor. There are easier ways of entering life than the one that leads through our lecture halls; that is why the best follow the academic path. For the German student, his matriculation is still a patent of nobility by which he joins the ranks of the volunteer fighters for right and truth, and for the freedom of the human spirit. But it is an obligation of indebtedness as well; whoever assumes it, pledges himself to hold his own in this struggle and not to succumb to the evil enemies of all spiritual growth—indolence, officiousness and sham learning. You gentlemen have received, or are about to receive, this patent of nobility. You have assumed or are about to assume this obligation. Show yourselves worthy of it, each in his place, for the honor and welfare of our country.
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Barthold Georg Niebuhr (1776-1831), German historian, born in Copenhagen, Denmark; son of Karsten Niebuhr. He served in the Danish and, after 1806, in the Prussian civil service, took part in the foundation of the University of Berlin, and was (1816-23) Prussian ambassador to the Holy See. From 1823 to his death he taught at the Univ. of Bonn. Niebuhr's Romische Geschichte (3 vol., 1811-32) may be said to have inaugurated modern scientific historical method. His main work based on the constructive analysis of historical source material, marked him out as a founder of the 19th Century school of German historical scholarship. His ideas and methods influenced many scholars, including Theodor Mommsen. Niebuhr related individual events to the political and social institutions of ancient Rome; he sought to recreate the past in terms understandable to the modern reader. An admirer of the Roman republic, he favored agrarianism as the basis of a well-balanced state. He regarded Prussia as a modern parallel of the Roman state and advocated Prussian leadership in the unification of Germany. His liberalism was antirevolutionary, and he was sympathetic to reforms instituted from above.




This portion of a Roman history, and a second which will follow soon, originated in lectures which I gave last winter at this University. They were begun with no thought of the general public beyond that of the lecture hall: when I decided upon publication, I had at first planned on a title taken from the original lectures, and thus it was provisionally announced. It became evident, however, that the change and enlargement of the audience necessitated a thorough revision; thus the original title, though preferable because of its unpretentiousness, had to be replaced by one that imposes on the work the burden of justifying. a high-sounding name. Therefore I have left at the beginning of the book an indication of the original scope of this history of Rome which, however, applies only to the lectures. Indeed, I intend to carry these lectures to the point where the Middle Ages completely overwhelmed Rome and extinguished the last glimmering sparks of antiquity. The book, if fate allows me to complete it, will terminate where Gibbon's history commenced. His work surely renders a new treatment superfluous and foolhardy; and as for the more remote period, where Gibbon's work was and could afford to be deficient, the gaps can be filled without presuming to compete, by monographs on the constitution and administration of Rome, and similar subjects…

The history of the first four centuries of Rome is admittedly uncertain and falsified. Yet it would be foolish to blame Livy for nevertheless having depicted them, with but a few reservations, as strictly historical. The excellence of his narrative is his justification, and in this respect as in others it is most fitting to compare him to Herodotus. We, however, have a different view of history and different requirements. Either we must give up writing the early history of Rome or we must do it differently, and not attempt a task which is doomed from the start, that of retelling what Livy had elevated to the level of historical credibility. We must try to eliminate fiction and forgery and to strain our vision in order to recognize the features of truth beneath all these incrustations.

The critic might be content with the excision of fiction, the destruction of fraud: he only seeks to expose a specious history and he is content to advance a few conjectures, leaving the greater part of the whole in ruins. But the historian demands something positive: he must discover at least with some probability the general connectedness of events, and by a more credible story replace that which he has sacrificed to his better judgment. If he omits from his work those investigations which he thought had led him to evoke the spirits of times past, then he must either renounce the use of these results or run the risk of appearing as if he wanted to give out, arrogantly and insolently, as historic truth a mere hypothesis or a questionable possibility—a heavy price to pay for greater elegance in composition.

The events of history presuppose the constitution and the fundamental laws as embodying the ethos of the nation; but the knowledge of these for the ancient period is all the more obscure and muddled because the events themselves have been falsified. One can perhaps attain the truth of these fundamental laws and of the constitution with greater clarity than is usually possible for history in the stricter sense. But that truth which is reached only through inferences—even though proven—can, without further detailed evidence, only be accepted as historical if it already had once before been generally accepted and confirmed by the common persuasion of many scholars. This, as a matter of fact, furnishes the same reinforced verification as would new sources of evidence.

These new sources, too, will be treated differently by different people—in the same way as people differ in judging another's work and method. Some restrict themselves to the collection of truncated fragments of reports from antiquity without attempting to solve their underlying riddles; they resist the impulse to strain their view in order to see the form of the whole to which the pieces belonged. Such a lifeless compilation of fragments is of no use; yet only a person who is completely satisfied with such a compilation has a right to criticize the attempt to discover meaning and structure where assuredly these once existed and where they could be discovered through some traces—even if the success of these efforts appears doubtful. No one else can demand that the limitations which he draws or accepts for himself should be generally binding.

Neither in my earlier studies nor during the course of my lectures did I use the more recent works on Roman history. Thus I was not tempted to engage in controversies which would have been inappropriate to this work and which in any case are of little benefit to science; they should be replaced by as complete an analysis as possible. If the hypothesis advanced is proven to be correct or most probable, then it does not require the explicit refutation of opposite opinions. Wherever, as indeed was the case in Beaufort's critical study, identical investigations yielded identical results, the specific mention of the other author was sometimes impossible, and sometimes superfluous. For I read Beaufort's study only when a part of this volume had already gone to press; and for the rest, as well as for the next volume, the identity of views arose quite independently for I made no direct or indirect use of Beaufort, so that he was more a corroborator than a precursor…

A book which claims to be a work of science rather than a work of art can plead for a gentle judgment of its diction and presentation. Even a master might have found it difficult to lessen the clumsiness inherent in such diffuse inquiries and to give a fluent expression to this collection of isolated parts. Irregularities of spelling and punctuation, which are certainly present in this volume, are in themselves trifles which offend only those eyes accustomed to the regularity of printed works but which to an older generation appear quite insignificant. An author, conscious of having sought the truth, of having written without partisanship or polemical intention, can demand attentive and disinterested examination and judgment of his work.

There is an enthusiasm which is engendered by the presence and the association of beloved friends; an immediate influence, whereby the muses appear to us, awakening joy and strength in us, and brightening our vision: to this I have all my life owed whatever was best in me. Thus it is to the friends in whose midst I returned to studies long abandoned or feebly pursued, that I owe thanks if the work is successful. Therefore I bless the beloved memory of my departed Spalding: therefore, too, allow me openly to express my thanks to you, Savigny, Buttmann, and Heindorf, without whom, and without our late friend [Spalding], I should certainly never have had the courage to undertake this work, without whose affectionate sympathy and enlivening presence it would hardly have been accomplished…
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Leopold von Ranke (1795-1886), German historian whose quest for objectivity in history had great impact on the discipline. His attempts to explain "how it really was" dominated both German and outside historical thought until 1914 and beyond. His Weltgeschichte/World History (nine volumes, 1881-88) exemplified his ideas. Ranke pioneered empirical research and the analysis of sources. His ideas were often regarded as the beginning of 'modern' history. He published extensively on a wide range of topics, including the development of the German peoples and Die romischen Papste, ihre Kirche und ihr Staat im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert/History of the Popes in the 16th and 17th Centuries (1834-36). He was professor of history at Berlin University from 1825 until his death.




It has often been noted that a certain kind of antagonism exists between an immature philosophy and history. From a priori ideas one used to infer what must be. Without realizing that these ideas are exposed to many doubts, men set out to find them reflected in the history of the world. From the infinitude of facts, one then selected those which seemed to confirm these ideas. And this has been called the philosophy of history. One of these ideas which the philosophy of history presses time and again, as an irrefutable claim, is that the human race moves along a course of uninterrupted progress, in a steady development towards perfection. Fichte, one of the foremost philosophers in this field, assumes the existence of five epochs, a world plan, as he puts it: the dominion of reason as instinct; the dominion of reason as [external] authority; emancipation from the [external] authority of reason; reason as science; reason as art; or as stages which could occur in the life of an individual as well: innocence; the beginning of sin; the consummation of sinfulness; the beginning of justification; and the consummation of justification. If this or a similar pattern were to some extent true, then general history would have to investigate the progress which mankind makes in the indicated direction from century to century; in that case the scope of history would consist in tracing the development of these concepts in their appearance, their manifestation in the world. But this is by no means true. First of all, the philosophers themselves entertain entirely diverse opinions about the nature and selection of these, supposedly dominant, ideas. Furthermore they very wisely restrict their views to only a few nations in the history of the world, while regarding the life of all the others as naught, as a mere supplement. Otherwise it could not be overlooked for a moment that from the beginning to the present day the nations of the world have developed in the most diverse manner.

There are really only two ways of acquiring knowledge about human affairs: through the perception of the particular or through abstraction; the latter is the method of philosophy, the former of history. There is no other way, and even revelation comprehends both abstract doctrines and history. One must distinguish clearly between these two sources of knowledge. Nevertheless those historians are also mistaken who consider history simply an immense aggregate of particular facts, which it behooves one to commit to memory. Whence follows the practice of heaping particulars upon particulars, held together only by some general moral principle. I believe rather that the discipline of history—at its highest—is itself called upon, and is able, to lift itself in its own fashion from the investigation and observation of particulars to a universal view of events, to a knowledge of the objectively existing relatedness.

Two qualities, I think, are required for the making of the true historian: first he must feel a participation and pleasure in the particular for itself. If he has a real affection for this human race in all its manifold variety to which we ourselves belong, an affection for this creature that is always the same yet forever different, so good and so evil, so noble and so bestial, so cultured and so brutal, striving for eternity yet enslaved by the moment, so happy and so wretched, content with so little and yet craving so much! If he feels this affection for the living being as such, then he will—without considering the progress of events—enjoy seeing how man has perennially contrived to live. He will readily follow the virtues which man sought, the faults which could be detected in him, his fortune and misfortune, the development of his nature under such diverse conditions, his institutions and his morals, and—so as to encompass everything—also the kings under whom men have lived, the sequence of events, and the development of major enterprises—and all this he will try to follow without any purpose beyond the pleasure in individual life itself. Just as one takes delight in flowers without thinking to what genus of Linnaeus or to what order and family of Oken they belong; in short, without thinking how the whole manifests itself in the particular.

Still, this does not suffice; the historian must keep his eye on the universal aspect of things. He will have no preconceived ideas as does the philosopher; rather, while he reflects on the particular, the development of the world in general will become apparent to him. This development, however, is not related to universal concepts which might have prevailed at one time or another, but to completely different factors. There is no nation on earth that has not had some contact with other nations. It is through this external relationship, which in turn depends on a nation's peculiar character, that the nation enters on the stage of world history, and universal history must therefore focus on it. Some nations on earth were armed with this power before others and these came to exert a preeminent influence on the rest. The transformations which, for better or for worse, the world has experienced, will be seen to have originated chiefly in these nations. Hence we ought not to focus our attention on those general concepts which to some men appear as the dominant forces, but on those nations themselves that have played a preeminent, active role in history. We should concern ourselves with the influence which these nations have had on one another, with the struggles 'they have waged with one another, with their development in peace and war. For it would be completely wrong to see in the struggles of historic powers solely the operation of brute force and thus to seize only upon the ephemeral element of the phenomenon; for no state has ever subsisted without a spiritual base and a spiritual substance. In power itself there appears a spiritual substance, an original genius, which has a life of its own, fulfills conditions more or less peculiar to itself, and creates for itself its own domain. The task of history is the observation of this life which cannot be characterized through One thought or One word; the spirit which manifests itself in the world is not to be so confined; its presence suffuses the bounds of its existence; nothing is accidental in it, its appearance has its grounds in everything.
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Jacques Nicolas Augustin Thierry (1795-1856), French historian of the Romantic school. On leaving school he became secretary to Claude Saint-Simon, at whose suggestion he published his first work, De la reorganisation de la societe europeenne/Reorganization of European Society (1814). He became blind in 1826, but continued his historical studies. His Histoire de la Conquete de L'Angleterre par les Normands/History of the Norman Conquest of England was published in 1825. Thierry belongs to the now unfashionable school of Romantic historians, but his accurate scholarship makes his work of lasting value, in spite of its somewhat florid style. He was born at Blois. His other works include Lettres sur l'histoire de France/Writings on French History (1820); Dix ans d'etudes historiques/Ten Years of Historical Studies (1834); Recits des temps merovingiens, and Recueil des Monuments inedits de l'histoire du Tiers Etat (1850-70).




In this era of political passions, at a time when an active mind can scarcely avoid taking part in the general ferment, I believe that I have found a way to peace in the serious study of history. By this I do not mean that the contemplation of the past and the experience of the ages have led me to write off as a youthful illusion the love of liberty with which I had set out: quite the contrary, I am becoming more and more attached to it. I still cherish liberty, but with a less impatient love. I remind myself that at all times, in all places, many men could be found who felt the same aspirations that I feel, even though their situations and opinions were different from mine, but that most of them died before they could witness the fulfillment of what they had anticipated in thought. The labors of this world are accomplished slowly, and each successive generation merely adds one more stone to the construction of the edifice dreamt of by ardent minds. This conviction of mine, which is sober rather than sad, does not free the individual from his obligation to keep within a straight path and to ignore the temptations of self-interest and vanity; nor does it release a people from its duty to maintain its national dignity. Indeed, if it is merely a misfortune to suffer oppression imposed by the force of circumstances, it is shameful to display servility.

I may be mistaken, but I believe that our patriotism would gain a great deal both in selflessness and in steadfastness if the knowledge of history, and particularly of French history, were more widely diffused among us and were to become in a certain sense more popular. If our eyes could sweep over that long-traveled road along which we are following our fathers, we would detach ourselves from the quarrels of the day, from the resentments of personal ambition and of partisanship, from petty fears and petty hopes. Our sense of security, our confidence in the future would be strengthened if we all realized that even in the most difficult times this country never lacked champions of justice and liberty. The spirit of independence is as firmly stamped on our history as on that of any other nation, ancient or modern. Our forefathers understood the meaning of liberty, they desired it as strongly as we do, and if they have failed to hand it down to us in its fullness and entirety, the fault was not theirs but that of human imperfection, for they overcame more obstacles than we shall ever encounter.

But is there a history of France which faithfully reproduces the ideas, the emotions, the social life of the men whose names we bear and whose destinies shaped ours? I think not. The study of our antiquities has convinced me of the exact opposite, and this want of a national history may have helped to prolong the instability of our opinions and the irritability of our minds. The true history of our nation, the history which would deserve to become popular, still lies buried in the dust of contemporary chronicles. No one has had the thought of rescuing it from there, and the inexact, falsified, and colorless compilations which, for lack of a better word, we honor by the name of "histories of France" continue to be reprinted. In those vague and pompous narratives, in which a few privileged personages monopolize the historic stage while the mass of the whole nation is hidden behind the mantles of the courtiers, we find neither serious instruction, nor any lessons applicable to ourselves, nor that sympathy which in general interests men in the fate of those who resemble them. Our provinces, our towns, all the things which each of us subsumes in his affections under the name of fatherland, should be shown such as they were in each century of the fatherland's existence; instead, we get nothing but the domestic annals of the ruling dynasty, births, marriages, deaths, palace intrigues, and wars that are indistinguishable from one another and whose episodes, invariably told with inadequate detail, lack life and color.

I have no doubt that many readers are beginning to become aware of the faults inherent in the methods of our modern historians. Under the delusion that history is something that comes all ready-made, these writers are content to accept their material such as they find it in the works of their immediate predecessors, whom they try to surpass only as literary craftsmen, by the splendor and purity of their style. I believe that the first historians courageous enough to set a new course and to go back to the very sources of history will find the public disposed to encourage and to follow them. But the labor of assembling into a single narrative body all the scattered or unknown details of our real history will be a long and arduous one; it will require great gifts and rare sagacity, and I hasten to say that I am not so presumptuous as to undertake it. Though drawn toward the study of history by an irresistible attraction, I am careful not to mistake the fire of my enthusiasm for a sign of talent. Deep inside, I bear the firm conviction that we do not yet possess a history of France, and my sole ambition is to share my conviction with the public; for I am certain that out of so vast a concourse of perceptive and active minds someone will soon emerge who will be worthy of fulfilling this sublime task—to be the historian of our country. Yet whoever would wish to attain this goal will have to test his powers thoroughly before he begins. A mere capacity for admiring so-called heroes is not enough: a broader basis of feeling and judgment is needed—love of people as people, regardless of fame or social rank, and a lively enough sensibility to enable him to attach himself to the destiny of a whole nation and to follow it through the centuries as one follows a friend in a perilous voyage.

This sensibility, which is the soul of history, was lacking in the writers who, up to this day, have written ours. They lacked the quickening sympathy which goes out to the mass of humanity and which embraces, as it were, entire nations. Their marked preference for certain historic figures, certain ways of life, certain classes, deprives their accounts of the true individuality of the nation. We vainly look to their writings if we want to discover our ancestors without distinction of rank or birth. Now, Heaven forbid that I should expect the history of France to trace the genealogy of each family. What I expect is that it should seek out the root of the interests, the passions, the ideas that are agitating us, uniting us, or dividing us; that it should uncover and trace to their origin the tracks of those irresistible emotions which pull each of us into one or the other of the several political parties and which exalt or lead astray our minds. There is nothing entirely new in anything we have witnessed in the past fifty years; and just as our names and descent enable us to trace our links with the Frenchmen who lived before the eighteenth century, just so our ideas and hopes and desires would link us to them, if only their thoughts and actions were faithfully reproduced for us.

Our distant predecessors in our quest for political freedom were the medieval townsmen [bourgeois] who six hundred years ago restored the walls and the civilization of the ancient municipalities. Let there be no mistake: these were worthy men, and the most numerous and most forgotten class of our nation deserves a new life in our history. It should not be imagined that the middle class or the common people awakened but yesterday to patriotism and action. If one lacks the courage to recognize the grandeur and generosity that animated the insurrections which from the eleventh to the thirteenth century resulted in the rise of communes throughout France, the revolts of the burgher class, and even the Jacqueries of the fourteenth century—even then he need but choose some other period, not of civil strife but of foreign invasion, and he will see that on the score of self-sacrifice and enthusiasm the Third Estate [le dernier ordre de l'état] never lagged behind the others. Whence came the succor which chased the English out of France and restored Charles Ⅶ to his throne when everything seemed lost and when all the military talent of the Dunois and Lahires could accomplish was to organize orderly retreats and avoid disaster? Was it not from an upsurge of patriotic fanaticism in the ranks of the poor hirelings and of the town and village militias? The religious aspect which this glorious revolution assumed was merely its form-the most vigorous symbol of popular inspiration. It is not to our historical classics but to the memoirs of the period that we must go in order to read about the na?ve though bizarre aspects assumed by that inspiration of the mass—the mass which always acts impulsively, rarely gives the appearance of wisdom, and yet sweeps everything before it.
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Thomas Carlyle




Thomas Carlyle (1795-1881), Historian and Popular Philosopher. Carlyle was educated at the University of Edinburgh in Scotland. He was the author of several well-received works of history—The French Revolution, Oliver Cromwell and Frederick the Great. He strongly opposed the materialism of his age and he also produced several quasi-religious works—Sartor Resartus, On Heroes and Hero Worship and Past and Present. These were highly influential and Carlyle was regarded as a sage in his lifetime. He taught a gospel of action and heroism; although he rejected organized Christianity, he firmly maintained that the "religious principle lies unseen at the heart of all good men".




…History, as it lies at the root of all science, is also the first distinct product of man's spiritual nature; his earliest expression of what can be called Thought. It is a looking both before and after; as, indeed, the coming Time already waits, unseen, yet definitely shaped, predetermined, and inevitable, in the Time come; and only by the combination of both is the meaning of either completed. The Sibylline Books, though old, are not the oldest. Some nations have prophecy, some have not; but of all mankind, there is no tribe so rude that it has not attempted History, though several have not arithmetic enough to count Five. History has been written with quipo-threads, with feather-pictures, with wampum-belts; still oftener with earth-mounds and monumental stone-heaps, whether as pyramid or cairn; for the Celt and the Copt, the Red man as well as the White, lives between two eternities, and warring against Oblivion, he would fain unite himself in clear conscious relation, as in dim unconscious relation he is already united, with the whole Future and the whole Past.

A talent for History may be said to be born with us, as our chief inheritance. In a certain sense all men are historians. Is not every memory written quite full with Annals, wherein joy and mourning, conquest and loss manifoldly alternate; and, with or without philosophy, the whole fortunes of one little inward Kingdom, and all its politics, foreign and domestic, stand ineffaceably recorded? Our very speech is curiously historical. Most men, you may observe, speak only to narrate; not in imparting what they have thought, which indeed were often a very small matter, but in exhibiting what they have undergone or seen, which is a quite unlimited one, do talkers dilate. Cut us off from Narrative, how would the stream of conversation, even among the wisest, languish into detached handfuls, and among the foolish utterly evaporate! Thus, as we do nothing but enact History, we say little but recite it, nay, rather, in that widest sense, our whole spiritual life is built thereon. For, strictly considered, what is all Knowledge too but recorded Experience, and a product of History; of which, therefore, Reasoning and Belief, no less than Action and Passion, are essential materials?

Under a limited, and the only practicable shape, History proper, that part of History which treats of remarkable action, has, in all modern as well as ancient times, ranked among the highest arts, and perhaps never stood higher than in these times of ours. For whereas, of old, the charm of History lay chiefly in gratifying our common appetite for the wonderful, for the unknown; and her office was but as that of a Minstrel and Story-teller, she has now farther become a School-mistress, and professes to instruct in gratifying. Whether with the stateliness of that venerable character, she may not have taken up something of its austerity and frigidity; whether in the logical terseness of a Hume or Robertson, the graceful ease and gay pictorial heartiness of a Herodotus or Froissart may not be wanting, is not the question for us here. Enough that all learners, all inquiring minds of every order, are gathered round her footstool, and reverently pondering her lessons, as the true basis of Wisdom. Poetry, Divinity, Politics, Physics, have each their adherents and adversaries; each little guild supporting a defensive and offensive war for its own special domain; while the domain of History is as a Free Emporium, where all these belligerents peaceably meet and furnish themselves; and Sentimentalist and Utilitarian, Sceptic and Theologian, with one voice advise us: Examine History, for it is "Philosophy teaching by Experience."

Far be it from us to disparage such teaching, the very attempt at which must be precious. Neither shall we too rigidly inquire: How much it has hitherto profited? Whether most of what little practical wisdom men have, has come from study of professed History, or from other less boasted sources, whereby, as matters now stand, a Marlborough may become great in the world's business with no History save what he derives from Shakspeare's Plays? Nay, whether in that same teaching by Experience, historical Philosophy has yet properly deciphered the first element of all science in this kind: What the aim and significance of that wondrous changeful Life it investigates and paints may be? Whence the course of man's destinies in this Earth originated, and whither they are tending? Or, indeed, if they have any course and tendency, are really guided forward by an unseen mysterious Wisdom, or only circle in blind mazes without recognisable guidance? Which questions, altogether fundamental, one might think, in any Philosophy of History, have, since the era when Monkish Annalists were wont to answer them by the long-ago extinguished light of their Missal and Breviary, been by most philosophical Historians only glanced at dubiously and from afar; by many, not so much as glanced at.

The Truth is, two difficulties, never wholly surmountable, lie in the way. Before Philosophy can teach by Experience, the Philosophy has to be in readiness, the Experience must be gathered and intelligibly recorded. Now, overlooking the former consideration, and with regard only to the latter, let any one who has examined the current of human affairs, and how intricate, perplexed, unfathomable, even when seen into with our own eyes, are their thou sandfold blending movements, say whether the true representing of it is easy or impossible. Social Life is the aggregate of all the individual men's Lives who constitute society; History is the essence of innumerable Biographies. But if one Biography, nay, our own Biography, study and recapitulate it as we may, remains in so many points unintelligible to us; how much more must these million, the very facts of which, to say nothing of the purport of them, we know not, and cannot know!

Neither will it adequately avail us to assert that the general inward condition of Life is the same in all ages; and that only the remarkable deviations from the common endowment and common lot, and the more important variations which the outward figure of Life has from time to time undergone, deserve memory and record. The inward condition of Life, it may rather be affirmed, the conscious or half-conscious aim of mankind, so far as men are not mere digesting-machines, is the same in no two ages; neither are the more important outward variations easy to fix on, or always well capable of representation. Which was the greatest innovator, which was the more important personage in man's history, he who first led armies over the Alps, and gained the victories of Cannæ and Thrasymene; or the nameless boor who first hammered out for himself an iron spade? When the oak-tree is felled, the whole forest echoes with it; but a hundred acorns are planted silently by some unnoticed breeze. Battles and war-tumults, which for the time din every ear, and with joy or terror intoxicate every heart, pass away like tavern-brawls; and, except some few Marathons and Morgartens, are remembered by accident, not by desert. Laws themselves, political Constitutions, are not our Life, but only the house wherein our Life is led: nay, they are but the bare walls of the house: all whose essential furniture, the inventions and traditions, and daily habits that regulate and support our existence, are the work not of Dracos and Hampdens, but of Phœnician mariners, of Italian masons and Saxon metallurgists, of philosophers, alchymists, prophets, and all the long-forgotten train of artists and artisans; who from the first have been jointly teaching us how to think and how to act, how to rule over spiritual and over physical Nature. Well may we say that of our History the more important part is lost without recovery; and,—as thanksgivings were once wont to be offered "for unrecognized mercies,"—look with reverence into the dark untenanted places of the Past, where, in formless oblivion, our chief benefactors, with all their sedulous endeavours, but not with the fruit of these, lie entombed.

So imperfect is that same Experience, by which Philosophy is to teach. Nay, even with regard to those occurrences which do stand recorded, which, at their origin have seemed worthy of record, and the summary of which constitutes what we now call History, is not our understanding of them altogether incomplete; is it even possible to represent them as they were? The old story of Sir Walter Raleigh's looking from his prison-window on some street tumult, which afterwards three witnesses reported in three different ways, himself differing from them all, is still a true lesson for us. Consider how it is that historical documents and records originate; even honest records, where the reporters were unbiased by personal regard; a case which, were nothing more wanted, must ever be among the rarest. The real leading features of a historical Transaction, those movements that essentially characterise it, and alone deserve to be recorded, are nowise the foremost to be noted. At first, among the various witnesses, who are also parties interested, there is only vague wonder, and fear or hope, and the noise of Rumour's thousand tongues; till, after a season, the conflict of testimonies has subsided into some general issue; and then it is settled, by majority of votes, that such and such a "Crossing of the Rubicon," an "Impeachment of Strafford," a "Convocation of the Notables," are epochs in the world's history, cardinal points on which grand world-revolutions have hinged. Suppose, however, that the majority of votes was all wrong; that the real cardinal points lay far deeper: and had been passed over unnoticed, because no Seer, but only mere Onlookers, chanced to be there! Our clock strikes when there is a change from hour to hour; but no hammer in the Horologe of Time peals through the universe when there is a change from Era to Era. Men understand not what is among their hands: as calmness is the characteristic of strength, so the weightiest causes may be most silent. It is, in no case, the real historical Transaction, but only some more or less plausible scheme and theory of the Transaction, or the harmonised result of many such schemes, each varying from the other and all varying from truth, that we can ever hope to behold.

Nay, were our faculty of insight into passing things never so complete, there is still a fatal discrepancy between our manner of observing these, and their manner of occurring. The most gifted man can observe, still more can record, only the series of his own impressions; his observation, therefore, to say nothing of its other imperfections, must be successive, while the things done were often simultaneous; the things done were not a series, but a group. It is not in acted, as it is in written History: actual events are nowise so simply related to each other as parent and offspring are; every single event is the offspring not of one, but of all other events, prior or contemporaneous, and will in its turn combine with all others to give birth to new: it is an ever-living, ever-working Chaos of Being, wherein shape after shape bodies itself forth from innumerable elements. And this Chaos, boundless as the habitation and duration of man, unfathomable as the soul and destiny of man, is what the historian will depict, and scientifically gauge, we may say, by threading it with single lines of a few ells in length! For as all Action is, by its nature, to be figured as extended in breadth and in depth, as well as in length; that is to say, is based on Passion and Mystery, if we investigate its origin; and spreads abroad on all hands, modifying and modified; as well as advances towards completion,—so all Narrative is, by its nature, of only one dimension; only travels forward towards one, or towards successive points: Narrative is linear, Action is solid. Alas for our "chains," or chainlets, of "causes and effects," which we so assiduously track through certain hand-breadths of years and square miles, when the whole is a broad, deep Immensity, and each atom is "chained" and complected with all! Truly, if History is Philosophy teaching by Experience, the writer fitted to compose History is hitherto an unknown man. The Experience itself would require All-knowledge to record it,—were the All-wisdom needful for such Philosophy as would interpret it, to be had for asking. Better were it that mere earthly Historians should lower such pretensions, more suitable for Omniscience than for human science; and aiming only at some picture of the things acted, which picture itself will at best be a poor approximation, leave the inscrutable purport of them an acknowledged secret; or at most, in reverent Faith, far different from that teaching of Philosophy, pause over the mysterious vestiges of Him, whose path is in the great deep of Time, whom History indeed reveals, but only all History, and in Eternity, will clearly reveal.

Such considerations truly were of small profit, did they, instead of teaching us vigilance and reverent humility in our inquiries into History, abate our esteem for them, or discourage us from unweariedly prosecuting them. Let us search more and more into the Past; let all men explore it, as the true fountain of knowledge; by whose light alone, consciously or unconsciously employed, can the Present and the Future be interpreted or guessed at. For though the whole meaning lies far beyond our ken; yet in that complex Manuscript, covered over with formless inextricably-entangled unknown characters—nay, which is a Palimpsest, and had once prophetic writing, still dimly legible there—some letters, some words, may be deciphered; and if no complete Philosophy, here and there an intelligible precept, available in practice, be gathered; well understanding, in the mean while, that it is only a little portion we have deciphered; that much still remains to be interpreted; that History is a real Prophetic Manuscript, and can be fully interpreted by no man.

But the Artist in History may be distinguished from the Artisan in History; for here, as in all other provinces, there are Artists and Artisans; men who labour mechanically in a department, without eye for the Whole, not feeling that there is a Whole; and men who inform and ennoble the humblest department with an Idea of the Whole, and habitually know that only in the Whole is the Partial to be truly discerned. The proceedings and the duties of these two, in regard to History, must be altogether different. Not, indeed, that each has not a real worth, in his several degree. The simple husbandman can till his field, and by knowledge he has gained of its soil, sow it with the fit grain, though the deep rocks and central fires are unknown to him: his little crop hangs under and over the firmament of stars, and sails through whole untracked celestial spaces, between Aries and Libra; nevertheless it ripens for him in due season, and he gathers it safe into his barn. As a husbandman he is blameless in disregarding those higher wonders; but as a thinker, and faithful inquirer into Nature, he were wrong. So likewise is it with the Historian, who examines some special aspect of History; and from this or that combination of circumstances, political, moral, economical, and the issues it has led to, infers that such and such properties belong to human society, and that the like circumstances will produce the like issue; which inference, if other trials confirm it, must be held true and practically valuable. He is wrong only, and an artisan, when he fancies that these properties, discovered or discoverable, exhaust the matter: and sees not, at every step, that it is inexhaustible.

However, that class of cause-and-effect speculators, with whom no wonder would remain wonderful, but all things in Heaven and Earth must be computed and "accounted for"; and even the Unknown, the Infinite in man's Life, had under the words enthusiasm, superstition, spirit of the age and so forth, obtained, as it were, an algebraical symbol and given value,—have now wellnigh played their part in European culture; and may be considered, as in most countries, even in England itself where they linger the latest, verging towards extinction. He who reads the inscrutable Book of Nature as if it were a Merchant's Ledger, is justly suspected of having never seen that Book, but only some school Synopsis thereof; from which, if taken for the real Book, more error than insight is to be derived.

[Historian v. Gazetteer]

Doubtless also, it is with a growing feeling of the infinite nature of History, that in these times, the old principle, division of labour, has been so widely applied to it. The Political Historian, once almost the sole cultivator of History, has now found various associates, who strive to elucidate other phases of human Life; of which, as hinted above, the political conditions it is passed under are but one, and though the primary, perhaps not the most important, of the many outward arrangements. Of this Historian himself, moreover, in his own special department, new and higher things are beginning to be expected. From of old, it was too often to be reproachfully observed of him, that he dwelt with disproportionate fondness in Senate-houses, in Battle-fields, nay, even in Kings' Antechambers; forgetting that far away from such scenes, the mighty tide of Thought and Action was still rolling on its wondrous course, in gloom and brightness; and in its thousand remote valleys, a whole world of Existence, with or without an earthly sun of Happiness to warm it, with or without a heavenly sun of Holiness to purify and sanctify it, was blossoming and fading, whether the "famous victory" were won or lost. The time seems coming when much of this must be amended; and he who sees no world but that of courts and camps; and writes only how soldiers were drilled and shot, and how this ministerial conjuror outconjured that other, and then guided, or at least held, something which he called the rudder of Government, but which was rather the spigot of Taxation, wherewith, in place of steering, he could tap, and the more cunningly the nearer the lees,—will pass for a more or less instructive Gazetteer, but will no longer be called a Historian.

However, the Political Historian, were his work performed with all conceivable perfection, can accomplish but a part, and still leaves room for numerous fellow-labourers. Foremost among these comes the Ecclesiastical Historian; endeavouring, with catholic or sectarian view, to trace the progress of the Church; of that portion of the social establishments, which respects our religious condition; as the other portion does our civil, or rather, in the long-run, our economical condition. Rightly conducted, this department were undoubtedly the more important of the two; inasmuch as it concerns us more to understand how man's moral well-being had been and might be promoted, than to understand in the like sort his physical well-being; which latter is ultimately the aim of all Political arrangements. For the physically happiest is simply the safest, the strongest; and, in all conditions of Government, Power (whether of wealth as in these days, or of arms and adherents as in old days) is the only outward emblem and purchase-money of Good. True Good, however, unless we reckon pleasure synonymous with it, is said to be rarely, or rather never, offered for sale in the market where that coin passes current. So that, for man's true advantage, not the outward condition of his life, but the inward and spiritual, is of prime influence; not the form of Government he lives under, and the power he can accumulate there, but the Church he is a member of, and the degree of moral elevation he can acquire by means of its instruction. Church History, then, did it speak wisely, would have momentous secrets to teach us: nay, in its highest degree, it were a sort of continued Holy Writ; our Sacred Books being, indeed, only a History of the primeval Church, as it first arose in man's soul, and symbolically embodied itself in his external life. How far our actual Church Historians fall below such unattainable standards, nay, below quite attainable approximations thereto, we need not point out. Of the Ecclesiastical Historian we have to complain, as we did of his Political fellow-craftsman, that his inquiries turn rather on the outward mechanism, the mere hulls and superficial accidents of the object, than on the object itself: as if the Church lay in Bishops' Chapter-houses, and Ecumenic Council-halls, and Cardinals' Conclaves, and not far more in the hearts of Believing Men; in whose walk and conversation, as influenced thereby, its chief manifestations were to be looked for, and its progress or decline ascertained. The History of the Church is a History of the Invisible as well as of the Visible Church; which latter, if disjoined from the former, is but a vacant edifice; gilded, it may be, and overhung with old votive gifts, yet useless, nay, pestilentially unclean; to write whose history is less important than to forward its downfall.

Of a less ambitious character are the Histories that relate to special separate provinces of human Action; to Sciences, Practical Arts, Institutions, and the like; matters which do not imply an epitome of man's whole interest and form of life; but wherein, though each is still connected with all, the spirit of each, at least its material results, may be in some degree evolved without so strict a reference to that of the others. Highest in dignity and difficulty, under this head, would be our histories of Philosophy, of man's opinions and theories respecting the nature of his Being, and relations to the Universe Visible and Invisible: which History, indeed, were it fitly treated, or fit for right treatment, would be a province of Church History; the logical or dogmatical province thereof; for Philosophy, in its true sense, is or should be the soul, of which Religion, Worship is the body; in the healthy state of things the Philosopher and Priest were one and the same. But Philosophy itself is far enough from wearing this character; neither have its Historians been men, generally speaking, that could in the smallest degree approximate its thereto. Scarcely since the rude era of the Magi and Druids has that same healthy identification of Priest and Philosopher had place in any country: but rather the worship of divine things, and the scientific investigation of divine things, have been in quite different hands, their relations not friendly but hostile. Neither have the Brückers and Bü hles, to say nothing of the many unhappy Enfields who have treated of that latter department, been more than barren reporters, often unintelligent and unintelligible reporters, of the doctrine uttered; without force to discover how the doctrine originated, or what reference it bore to its time and country, to the spiritual position of mankind there and then. Nay, such a task did not perhaps lie before them, as a thing to be attempted.

Art also and Literature are intimately blended with Religion; as it were, outworks and abutments, by which that highest pinnacle in our inward world gradually connects itself with the general level, and becomes accessible therefrom. He who should write a proper History of Poetry, would depict for us the successive Revelations which man had obtained of the Spirit of Nature; under what aspects he had caught and endeavoured to body forth some glimpse of that unspeakable Beauty, which in its highest clearness is Religion, is the inspiration of a Prophet, yet in one or the other degree must inspire every true Singer, were his theme never so humble. We should see by what steps men had ascended to the Temple; how near they had approached; by what ill hap they had, for long periods, turned away from it, and grovelled on the plain with no music in the air, or blindly struggled towards other heights. That among all our Eichhorns and Wartons there is no such Historian, must be too clear to every one. Nevertheless let us not despair of far nearer approaches to that excellence. Above all, let us keep the Ideal of it ever in our eye; for thereby alone have we even a chance to reach it.

Our histories of Laws and Constitutions, wherein many a Montesquieu and Hallam has laboured with acceptance, are of a much simpler nature; yet deep enough if thoroughly investigated; and useful, when authentic, even with little depth. Then we have Histories of Medicine, of Mathematics, of Astronomy, Commerce, Chivalry, Monkery; and Goguets and Beckmanns have come forward with what might be the most bountiful contribution of all, a History of Inventions. Of all which sorts, and many more not here enumerated, not yet devised and put in practice, the merit and the proper scheme may, in our present limits, require no exposition.

In this manner, though, as above remarked, all Action is extended three ways, and the general sum of human Action is a whole Universe, with all limits of it unknown, does History strive by running path after path, through the Impassable, in manifold directions and intersections, to secure for us some oversight of the Whole; in which endeavour, if each Historian look well around him from his path, tracking it out with the eye, not, as is more common, with the nose, she may at last prove not altogether unsuccessful. Praying only that increased division of labour do not here, as elsewhere, aggravate our already strong Mechanical tendencies, so that in the manual dexterity for parts we lose all command over the whole, and the hope of any Philosophy of History be farther off than ever,—let us all wish her great and greater success.
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Thomas Babington Macaulay




Thomas Babington Macaulay (1800-1859), English historian, essayist, politician and poet. He was actively on the Whig side politically; that is to say, without being a radical reformer, he had strong faith in the virtue of British parliamentary institutions. He was, from the publication of his essay on the poet John Milton (1608-74) in 1825, a constant contributor to the main Whig periodical, the Edinburgh Review, and his History of England (1848 and 1855) is strongly marked by his political convictions. He was trained as a lawyer and became an eloquent orator; his writing has corresponding qualities of persuasiveness and vividness. As a historian he was best at impressionistic reconstruction of the past, and the same gift served him in his biographical essays on writers John Bunyan (1628-88), Oliver Goldsmith (1730-74), Samuel Johnson (1709-84), Fanny Burney (1752-1840) and the younger William Pitt. He represented the most optimistic strain of feeling in mid-19th-century England-its faith in the march of progress. Macaulay's Lays of Ancient Rome (1842) were an attempt to reconstruct legendary Roman history in a way that might resemble the lost ballad poetry of ancient Rome. Though not major poetry, they are very vigorous verse with the kind of appeal that is to be found in effective ballad poetry.




To write history respectably—that is, to abbreviate despatches, and make extracts from speeches, to intersperse in due proportion epithets of praise and abhorrence, to draw up antithetical characters of great men, setting forth how many contradictory virtues and vices they united, and abounding in withs and withouts—all this is very easy. But to be a really great historian is perhaps the rarest of intellectual distinctions. Many scientific works are, in their kind, absolutely perfect. There are poems which we should be inclined to designate as faultless, or as disfigured only by blemishes which pass unnoticed in the general blaze of excellence. There are speeches, some speeches of Demosthenes particularly, in which it would be impossible to alter a word without altering it for the worse. But we are acquainted with no history which approaches to our notion of what a history ought to be—with no history which does not widely depart, either on the right hand or on the left, from the exact line.

The cause may easily be assigned. This province of literature is a debatable land. It lies on the confines of two distinct territories. It is under the jurisdiction of two hostile powers; and, like other districts similarly situated, it is ill defined, ill cultivated, and ill regulated. Instead of being equally shared between its two rulers, the Reason and the Imagination, it falls alternately under the sole and absolute dominion of each. It is sometimes fiction; it is sometimes theory.

History, it has been said, is philosophy teaching by examples. Unhappily, what the philosophy gains in soundness and depth the examples generally lose in vividness. A perfect historian must possess an imagination sufficiently powerful to make his narrative affecting and picturesque. Yet he must control it so absolutely as to content himself with the materials which he finds, and to refrain from supplying deficiencies by additions of his own. He must be a profound and ingenious reasoner. Yet he must possess sufficient selfcommand to abstain from casting his facts in the mould of his hypothesis. Those who can justly estimate these almost insuperable difficulties will not think it strange that every writer should have failed, either in the narrative or in the speculative department of history.

It may be laid down as a general rule, though subject to considerable qualifications and exceptions, that history begins in novel and ends in essay. Of the romantic historians Herodotus is the earliest and the best. His animation, his simple-hearted tenderness, his wonderful talent for description and dialogue, and the pure sweet flow of his language, place him at the head of narrators. He reminds us of a delightful child. There is a grace beyond the reach of affectation in his awkwardness, a malice in his innocence, an intelligence in his nonsense, an insinuating eloquence in his lisp. We know of no writer who makes such interest for himself and his book in the heart of the reader. At the distance of three-and-twenty centuries, we feel for him the same sort of pitying fondness which Fontaine and Gay are said to have inspired in society. He has written an incomparable book. He has written something better, perhaps, than the best history; but he has not written a good history; he is, from the first to the last chapter, an inventor. We do not here refer merely to those gross fictions with which he has been reproached by the critics of later times. We speak of that colouring which is equally diffused over his whole narrative, and which perpetually leaves the most sagacious reader in doubt what to reject and what to receive. The most authentic parts of his work bear the same relation to his wildest legends which Henry the Fifth bears to the Tempest. There was an expedition undertaken by Xerxes against Greece, and there was an invasion of France. There was a battle at Platæa, and there was a battle at Agincourt. Cambridge and Exeter, the Constable and the Dauphin, were persons as real as Demaratus and Pausanias. The harangue of the Archbishop on the Salic Law and the Book of Numbers differs much less from the orations which have in all ages proceeded from the right reverend bench than the speeches of Mardonius and Artabanus from those which were delivered at the councilboard of Susa. Shakspeare gives us enumerations of armies, and returns of killed and wounded, which are not, we suspect, much less accurate than those of Herodotus. There are passages in Herodotus nearly as long as acts of Shakespeare, in which everything is told dramatically, and in which the narrative serves only the purpose of stage-directions. It is possible, no doubt, that the substance of some real conversations may have been reported to the historian. But events which, if they ever happened, happened in ages and nations so remote that the particulars could never have been known to him, are related with the greatest minuteness of detail. We have all that Candaules said to Gyges, and all that passed between Astyages and Harpagus. We are, therefore, unable to judge whether, in the account which he gives of transactions respecting which he might possibly have been well informed, we can trust to anything beyond the naked outline; whether, for example, the answer of Gelon to the ambassadors of the Grecian confederacy, or the expressions which passed between Aristides and Themistocles at their famous interview, have been correctly transmitted to us. The great events are, no doubt, faithfully related. So, probably, are many of the slighter circumstances; but which of them it is impossible to ascertain. The fictions are so much like the facts, and the facts so much like the fictions, that, with respect to many most interesting particulars, our belief is neither given nor withheld, but remains in an uneasy and interminable state of abeyance. We know that there is truth, but we cannot exactly decide where it lies.

The faults of Herodotus are the faults of a simple and imaginative mind. Children and servants are remarkably Herodotean in their style of narration. They tell everything dramatically. Their says hes and says shes are proverbial. Every person who has had to settle their disputes knows that, even when they have no intention to deceive, their reports of conversation always require to be carefully sifted. If an educated man were giving an account of the late change of administration, he would say—"Lord Goderich resigned; and the King, in consequence, sent for the Duke of Wellington." A porter tells the story as if he had been hid behind the curtains of the royal bed at Windsor: "So Lord Goderich says, 'I cannot manage this business; I must go out.' So the King says—says he, 'Well, then, I must send for the Duke of Wellington—that's all.'" This is in the very manner of the father of history…





The history of Thucydides differs from that of Herodotus as a portrait differs from the representation of an imaginary scene; as the Burke or Fox of Reynolds differs from his Ugolino or his Beaufort. In the former case the archetype is given, in the latter it is created. The faculties which are required for the latter purpose are of a higher and rarer order than those which suffice for the former, and, indeed, necessarily comprise them. He who is able to paint what he sees with the eye of the mind will surely be able to paint what he sees with the eye of the body. He who can invent a story, and tell it well, will also be able to tell, in an interesting manner, a story which he has not invented. If, in practice, some of the best writers of fiction have been among the worst writers of history, it has been because one of their talents had merged in another so completely that it could not be severed; because, having long been habituated to invent and narrate at the same time, they found it impossible to narrate without inventing.

Some capricious and discontented artists have affected to consider portrait-painting as unworthy of a man of genius. Some critics have spoken in the same contemptuous manner of history. Johnson puts the case thus: The historian tells either what is false or what is true: in the former case he is no historian; in the latter he has no opportunity for displaying his abilities: for truth is one; and all who tell the truth must tell it alike.

It is not difficult to elude both the horns of this dilemma. We will recur to the analogous art of portrait-painting. Any man with eyes and hands may be taught to take a likeness. The process, up to a certain point, is merely mechanical. If this were all, a man of talents might justly despise the occupation. But we could mention portraits which are resemblances—but not mere resemblances; faithful—but much more than faithful; portraits which condense into one point of time, and exhibit at a single glance the whole history of turbid and eventful lives—in which the eye seems to scrutinise us, and the mouth to command us—in which the brow menaces, and the lip almost quivers with scorn—in which every wrinkle is a comment on some important transaction. The account which Thucydides has given of the retreat from Syracuse is, among narratives, what Vandyck's Lord Strafford is among paintings.

Diversity, it is said, implies error: truth is one, and admits of no degrees. We answer that this principle holds good only in abstract reasonings. When we talk of the truth of imitation in the fine arts, we mean an imperfect and a graduated truth. No picture is exactly like the original; nor is a picture good in proportion as it is like the original. When Sir Thomas Lawrence paints a handsome peeress, he does not contemplate her through a powerful microscope, and transfer to the canvas the pores of the skin, the blood-vessels of the eye, and all the other beauties which Gulliver discovered in the Brobdingnagian maids of honour. If he were to do this, the effect would not merely be unpleasant, but, unless the scale of the picture were proportionably enlarged, would be absolutely false. And, after all, a microscope of greater power than that which he had employed would convict him of innumerable omissions. The same may be said of history. Perfectly and absolutely true it cannot be; for, to be perfectly and absolutely true, it ought to record all the slightest particulars of the slightest transactions-all the things done and all the words uttered during the time of which it treats. The omission of any circumstance, however insignificant, would be a defect. If history were written thus, the Bodleian library would not contain the occurrences of a week. What is told in the fullest and most accurate annals bears an infinitely small proportion to what is suppressed. The difference between the copious work of Clarendon and the account of the civil wars in the abridgment of Goldsmith vanishes when compared with the immense mass of facts respecting which both are equally silent.

No picture, then, and no history, can present us with the whole truth: but those are the best pictures and the best histories which exhibit such parts of the truth as most nearly produce the effect of the whole. He who is deficient in the art of selection may, by showing nothing but the truth, produce all the effect of the grossest falsehood. It perpetually happens that one writer tells less truth than another, merely because he tells more truths. In the imitative arts we constantly see this. There are lines in the human face, and objects in landscape, which stand in such relations to each other that they ought either to be all introduced into a painting together or all omitted together. A sketch into which none of them enters may be excellent; but, if some are given and others left out, though there are more points of likeness, there is less likeness. An outline scrawled with a pen, which seizes the marked features of a countenance, will give a much stronger idea of it than a bad painting in oils. Yet the worst painting in oils that ever hung at Somerset House resembles the original in many more particulars. A bust of white marble may give an excellent idea of a blooming face. Colour the lips and cheeks of the bust, leaving the hair and eyes unaltered, and the similarity, instead of being more striking, will be less so.

History has its foreground and its background; and it is principally in the management of its perspective that one artist differs from another. Some events must be represented on a large scale, others diminished; the great majority will be lost in the dimness of the horizon; and a general idea of their joint effect will be given by a few slight touches.

In this respect no writer has ever equalled Thucydides. He was a perfect master of the art of gradual diminution. His history is sometimes as concise as a chronological chart; yet it is always perspicuous. It is sometimes as minute as one of Lovelace's letters; yet it is never prolix. He never fails to contract and to expand it in the right place.

Thucydides borrowed from Herodotus the practice of putting speeches of his own into the mouths of his characters. In Herodotus this usage is scarcely censurable. It is of a piece with his whole manner. But it is altogether incongruous in the work of his successor, and violates, not only the accuracy of history, but the decencies of fiction. When once we enter into the spirit of Herodotus, we find no inconsistency. The conventional probability of his drama is preserved from the beginning to the end. The deliberate orations and the familiar dialogues are in strict keeping with each other. But the speeches of Thucydides are neither preceded nor followed by anything with which they harmonise. They give to the whole book something of the grotesque character of those Chinese pleasure-grounds in which perpendicular rocks of granite start up in the midst of a soft green plain. Invention is shocking where truth is in such close juxtaposition with it.

Thucydides honestly tells us that some of these discourses are purely fictitious. He may have reported the substance of others correctly. But it is clear from the internal evidence that he has preserved no more than the substance. His own peculiar habits of thought and expression are everywhere discernible. Individual and national peculiarities are seldom to be traced in the sentiments, and never in the diction. The oratory of 'the Corinthians and Thebans is not less Attic, either in matter or in manner, than that of the Athenians. The style of Cleon is as pure, as austere, as terse, and as significant as that of Pericles.

In spite of this great fault, it must be allowed that Thucydides has surpassed all his rivals in the art of historical narration, in the art of producing an effect on the imagination, by skilful selection and disposition, without indulging in the license of invention. But narration, though an important part of the business of a historian, is not the whole. To append a moral to a work of fiction is either useless or superfluous. A fiction may give a more impressive effect to what is already known, but it can teach nothing new. If it presents to us characters and trains of events to which our experience furnishes us with nothing similar, instead of deriving instruction from it, we pronounce it unnatural. We do not form our opinions from it, but we try it by our preconceived opinions. Fiction, therefore, is essentially imitative. Its merit consists in its resemblance to a model with which we are already familiar, or to which at least we can instantly refer. Hence it is that the anecdotes which interest us most strongly in authentic narrative are offensive when introduced into novels; that what is called the romantic part of history is in fact the least romantic. It is delightful as history, because it contradicts our previous notions of human nature, and of the connection of causes and effects. It is, on that very account, shocking and incongruous in fiction. In fiction, the principles are given, to find the facts: in history, the facts are given, to find the principles; and the writer who does not explain the phenomena as well as state them performs only one half of his office. Facts are the mere dross of history. It is from the abstract truth which interpenetrates them, and lies latent among them like gold in the ore, that the mass derives its whole value: and the precious particles are generally combined with the baser in such a manner that the separation is a task of the utmost difficulty…
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Historische Zeitschrift, Revue Historique, English Historical Review




The French Journal des scavans (1665-1792), edited by "Sieur de Hedouville" (Denis de Sallo), is considered to have been the first periodical. A literary, scientific, and art weekly, it was widely imitated in Europe. German periodicals began late in the 18th cent. as information magazines in dialogue form, later evolving into literary and scientific journals. The English Historical Review (1886) is the oldest journal of historical scholarship in the Eeglish-speaking world.





PREFACE: Historische Zeitschrilft


In order to describe to our readers more closely the point of view and the direction which the enterprise started herewith wishes to adhere to, we quote the following passages from the prospectus which we submitted to our collaborators:

"This periodical should, above all, be a scientific one. Its first task should, therefore, be to represent the true method of historical research and to point out the deviations therefrom.

"On this basis we plan a historical periodical, not an antiquarian or a political one. On the one hand, it is not our aim to discuss unresolved questions of current politics, nor to commit ourselves to one particular political party. It is not contradictory, however, if we indicate certain general principles, which will guide the political judgment of this periodical. Viewed historically, the life of every people, governed by the laws of morality, appears as a natural and individual evolution, which—out of intrinsic necessity—produces the forms of state and culture, an evolution which must not arbitrarily be obstructed or accelerated, nor made subject to extrinsic rules. This point of view precludes feudalism, which imposes lifeless elements on the progressive life; radicalism, which substitutes subjective arbitrariness for organic development; ultramontanism, which subjects the national and spiritual evolution to the authority of an extraneous Church.

"On the other hand, we do not want to establish an antiquarian Journal. We, therefore, wish to deal preferably with such material and such relationships in the material, which still have a vital link with present-day life. If the recognition of the lawfulness and unity of all life and processes is the foremost task of historical contemplation, then there is no clearer way to express that recognition than by proving that the past is still contemporaneous, and has a determining influence in us. It is not only the attraction of the piquant, it is an intellectually justified urge that the public should, with decided preference, reach for material of the above description, and that books on such subjects should everywhere have the most important influence. We think it only appropriate that this periodical should in its book review section as well prefer to examine such works in great detail. It is relevant to add here that discussions, which clearly and sharply illuminate the characteristic differences between German and foreign ways of writing history in our days, will be most welcome. For our science has fortunately attained such significance during the present that its existence and progress have become part of our national life. From the foregoing the following general rules emerge for the editors:

"They should generally devote more space to modern history than to the earlier periods, and more to German than to foreign history.

"This periodical will examine equally all the various fields of historical study. Contributions in legal, constitutional, literary and church history—if in keeping with the general principles of our organ—will be presented just as much as works dealing with political history proper."

For general information each issue of the journal will include a bibliographical review of all historical works newly published in Europe, accompanied—as far as possible—by brief comments as to the contents method and point of view of the major works.


PREFACE: Revue historique


The study of history in our times is becoming increasingly important, and it is more and more difficult, even for the professional scholar, to keep up to date with all the discoveries and with all the new research which is being produced every day in this vast field. Also, we believe that we are fulfilling the desires of a great part of the literary public by creating a periodical entitled Revue historique which has as its purpose the publishing of original research on the various aspects of history, and providing exact and complete information on historical research in foreign countries as well as in France.

Along with the specialized Reviews, such as the Revue Archélogique or the Bibliothèque de l'Ecole des Chartes, which seek to clarify the particular aspects of ancient or medieval history, we should like to create a Review of general history which is intended for a larger public, but which applies to these more varied questions the' same severity of methodology and of criticism, and the same impartiality. We should like to present a common field for work to all those who, whatever their special tendencies, cherish history for its own sake, and who do not use history as a weapon in defense of their religious or political ideas. While we leave to our collaborators freedom and the responsibility of their personal opinions, we ask them to avoid contemporary controversies, to treat the subjects they are working on with the methodological rigidity and absence of partisanship which science demands, and not to seek arguments for or against doctrines which are only indirectly involved.

We will create, therefore, neither a work of polemics nor a work of vulgarization, nor will our Review be a collection of pure erudition. The Review will accept only original contributions, based on original sources, which will enrich science either with their basic research or with the results of their conclusions; but while we demand from our contributors strictly scientific' methods of exposition, with each assertion accompanied by proof, by source references and quotations, while we severely exclude vague generalities and rhetoric, we shall preserve in the Revue historique that literary quality which scholars as well as French readers justly value so highly.

Our framework will not exclude any phase of history, although our Review will chiefly be devoted to European history from the death of Theodosius (395) to the fall of Napoleon I (1815). It is particularly in that period that our archives and libraries preserve so many unexplored treasures; and we want as much as possible to remain apart from all contemporary polemics…

We hope that the Revue historique will be accorded a sympathetic reception not only by those who make a special study of history, but also by all those who are interested in intellectual affairs. France has always honored historical research; if today she no longer claims the incontestable superiority which she formerly had in this branch of human knowledge, it appears all the more necessary to favor a project intended to aid and encourage serious scholars. Moreover, the study of France's past, which shall be our principal task, is today of national importance. We can give to our country the unity and moral strength she needs by revealing her historical traditions and, at the same time, the transformations these traditions have undergone.


PREFATORY NOTE: The English Historical Review


It has long been a matter of observation and regret that in England, alone among the great countries of Europe, there does not exist any periodical organ dedicated to the study of history. Although the number of persons engaged in this study is large and constantly increasing; although the work done is as thorough in quality as that even of the Germans, and probably larger in quantity than that of the French or Italians; although historical schools of much promise have lately been developed at our universities, English historians have not yet, like those of other countries, associated themselves in the establishment of any academy or other organisation, nor founded any journal to promote their common object. Besides the thirty-five millions of the United Kingdom, there is in America and the British colonies and dependencies an English-speaking population of nearly seventy millions, who form, for the purpose of literature, learning, and science, virtually one people with the inhabitants of the old country. Among these outlying English also (though America has periodicals treating of her own history) there is no organ which concerns itself with history in general, or appeals to an audience of the whole race. The need of some such journal is therefore evident; and there is a corresponding prospect of usefulness and success for one which shall bring to a focus the light now scattered through many minor publications, none of them devoted to this special purpose, which shall present a full and critical record of what is being accomplished in the field of history, and become the organ through which those who desire to make known the progress of their researches will address their fellow-labourers.

The principles by which the promoters of the Historical Review are guided, and the methods whereby they seek to apply those principles, will best appear from the contents of the first few issues. But there are several questions likely to be asked by the readers of the present number, to which an answer may properly be given at the outset.

One of these questions relates to the conception which the promoters form of history. Is the Review intended to deal with political history only, or also with the development of various branches of civilisation—with the history, for example, of religion and the church, of language, literature, and art, of metaphysics and the sciences of nature?

Two views prevail concerning the scope of history. One regards it, to use the expression of an eminent living writer, as being concerned solely with states, so that (in the words of another distinguished contemporary) "history is past politics, and politics is present history." The other, which has found illustrious exponents from Herodotus downwards, conceives it to be a picture of the whole past, including everything that man has either thought or wrought. Of these views the former appears to us narrow, and therefore misleading; the latter so wide as to become vague, fixing no definite limit to the province of history as bordering on other fields of learning. It seems better to regard history as the record of human action, and of thought only in its direct influence upon action. States and politics will therefore be the chief part of its subject, because the acts of nations and of the individuals who have played a great part in the affairs of nations have usually been more important than the acts of private citizens. But when history finds a private citizen who, like Socrates or St. Paul or Erasmus or Charles Darwin, profoundly influences other men from his purely private station, she is concerned with him as the source of such influence no less than with a legislator or general. History therefore occupies herself with theology or metaphysics or natural science not as independent branches of inquiry, but only in their bearing on the acts of men. She deals with language as an evidence of the relations of races to one another, or as a force in uniting or disjoining them. She finds in literature and art illustrations of the productive power and the taste of a nation, and notes the effect they exercise in developing national life. An historical review ought therefore, it is submitted, by no means to limit itself to mere political history, but to receive from the students of each special department such light as they can throw upon the whole life of man in the past. Nor is it difficult in practice to draw the line between what belongs to general history, thus conceived, and what is proper for a specialist journal. For instance, a minute account of the diggings at Troy or Tiryns would be fitter for an archaeological magazine than for these pages, but we should be prompt to notice any discovery which bore upon the worth of Homer's evidence regarding prehistoric Greece. A discussion of the meaning of a passage in Cicero about the constitution of Rome would fall within our province if the point involved were of importance to a knowledge of that constitution, but not if it merely brought out some peculiarity in Latin syntax or in the use of Latin words. An article setting forth the views of Aquinas or Occam on the relations of the civil to the ecclesiastical power might be accepted, while one dealing with the metaphysics or theology of those thinkers would be deemed unsuitable. It need scarcely be added that we should draw no distinction between ancient and modern history, nor (subject to the above limitation as to theology) between civil and ecclesiastical.

How will the Historical Review avoid the suspicion of partisanship in such political or ecclesiastical questions as are still burning questions, because they touch issues presently contested?

It will avoid this danger by refusing contributions which argue such questions with reference to present controversy. The object of history is to discover and set forth facts, and he who confines himself to this object, forbearing acrimonious language, can usually escape the risk of giving offence. Some topics it will be safer to eschew altogether. In others fairness may be shown by allowing both sides an equal hearing. But our main reliance will be on the scientific spirit which we shall expect from contributors likely to address us. An article on the character and career of Sir Robert Peel will be welcome, so long as it does not advocate or deprecate the policy of protective tariffs; and President Andrew Jackson may properly be praised or blamed if the writer's purpose be neither to assail nor to recommend, with President Cleveland in his eye, the system of party appointments to office. Recognizing the value of the light which history may shed on practical problems, we shall not hesitate to let that light be reflected from our pages, whenever we can be sure that it is dry light, free from any tinge of partisanship.

Will the Historical Review address itself to professed and, so to speak, professional students of history, or to the person called the "general reader"?□

It will address itself to both, though its chief care will be for the former. It will, we hope and intend, contain no article which does not, in the Editor's judgment, add something to knowledge, i.e. which has not a value for the trained historian. No allurements of style will secure insertion for a popular ré chauffé of facts already known or ideas already suggested. On the other hand, an effort will be made to provide in every number some articles, whether articles on a question, an epoch, or a personage, or reviews of books, which an educated man, not specially conversant with history, may read with pleasure and profit. We shall seek to accomplish this not so much by choosing topics certain to attract as by endeavouring to have even difficult topics treated with freshness and point. So far from holding that true history is dull, we believe that dull history is usually bad history, and shall value those contributors most highly who can present their researches in a lucid and effective form. More than in any other countries there is a public in England and America which, without possessing an exact knowledge of history, heartily enjoys it and desires to be set in the way of understanding its critical processes. We believe that history, in an even greater degree than its votaries have as yet generally recognized, is the central study among human studies, capable of illuminating and enriching all the rest. And this is one of the reasons why we desire, while pursuing it for its own sake in a calm and scientific spirit, to make this Review so far as possible a means of interesting thinking men in historical study, of accustoming them to its methods of inquiry, and of showing them how to appropriate its large results.

The Historical Review belongs to and represents no particular school of opinion or set of men. It has received promises of aid from nearly all the most zealous and famous labourers in the field it has chosen. It invites the cooperation of all who love historic truth and are striving to find it. Although Englishmen and Americans are chiefly occupied with the history of their own countries, yet the annals of the Mediterranean nations of antiquity, of the nearer and farther East, of the whole foreign world, mediaeval and modern, will be duly cared for; and the help of eminent historians in Germany, France, Italy, and the Scandinavian countries will be welcomed to complete the universal record which the Historical Review will endeavour to lay before its readers.
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John Bagnell Bury




John Bagnell Bury (1861-1927), British classical scholar and historian. The range of Bury's scholarship was remarkable: he wrote about Greek, Roman, and Byzantine history; classical philology and literature; and the theory and philosophy of history. His works are considered to be among the finest illustrations of the revival of Byzantine studies. Bury regarded history as a methodological science, though involving factors sufficiently fortuitous to discourage inference of general laws or of didactic guidance. His skepticism, however, was limited; in general, he represented the Victorian generation and its ultimate faith in the growth of reason and its capacity to elucidate the European past and make intelligible the present. His History of Freedom of Thought probably best expresses his conception of history as the record of man's rational struggles and progress. In addition to providing high standards of scholarly excellence, he was one of the first English historians to participate in the revival of Byzantine studies, including philosophy, art, culture, and architecture, as valid representations of a civilization's history. He wrote a monumental History of the Later Roman Empire (1889) at the age of 28, and other major histories of Greece and Rome, and edited Pindar and Edward Gibbon.




Old envelopes still hang tenaciously round the renovated figure, and students of history are confused, embarrassed, and diverted by her old traditions and associations. It has not yet become superfluous to insist that history is a science, no less and no more; and some who admit it theoretically hesitate to enforce the consequences which it involves. It is therefore, I think, almost incumbent on a professor to define, at the very outset, his attitude to the transformation of the idea of history which is being gradually accomplished; and an inaugural address offers an opportunity which, if he feels strongly the importance of the question, he will not care to lose.

And moreover I venture to think that it may be useful and stimulating for those who are beginning historical studies to realise vividly and clearly that the transformation which those studies are undergoing is itself a great event in the history of the world—that we are ourselves in the very middle of it, that we are witnessing and may share in the accomplishment of a change which will have a vast influence on future cycles of the world. I wish that I had been enabled to realise this when I first began to study history. I think it is important for all historical students alike—not only for those who may be drawn to make history the special work of their lives, but also for those who study it as part of a liberal education—to be fully alive and awake to the revolution which is slowly and silently progressing. It seems especially desirable that those who are sensible of the importance of the change and sympathise with it should declare and emphasise it; just because it is less patent to the vision and is more perplexed by ancient theories and traditions, than those kindred revolutions which have been effected simultaneously in other branches of knowledge. History has really been enthroned and ensphered among the sciences; but the particular nature of her influence, her time honoured association with literature, and other circumstances, have acted as a sort of vague cloud, half concealing from men's eyes her new position in the heavens.

……

And here I may interpolate a parenthesis, which even at this hour may not be quite superfluous. I may remind you that history is not a branch of literature. The facts of history, like the facts of geology or astronomy, can supply material for literary art; for manifest reasons they lend themselves to artistic representation far more readily than those of the natural sciences; but to clothe the story of a human society in a literary dress is no more the part of a historian as a historian, than it is the part of an astronomer as an astronomer to present in an artistic shape the story of the stars.

……

The principle of continuity and the higher principle of development lead to the practical consequence that it is of vital importance for citizens to have a true knowledge of the past and to see it in a dry light, in order that their influence on the present and future may be exerted in right directions. For, as a matter of fact, the attitude of men to the past has at all times been a factor in forming their political opinions and determining the course of events. It would be an instructive task to isolate this influence and trace it from its most rudimentary form in primitive times, when the actions of tribes were stimulated by historical memories, through later ages in which policies were dictated or confirmed by historical judgments and conceptions. But the clear realisation of the fact that our conception of the past is itself a distinct factor in guiding and moulding our evolution, and must become a factor of greater and increasing potency, marks a new stage in the growth of the human mind. And it supplies us with the true theory of the practical importance of history.
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George Macaulay Trevelyan




George Macaulay Trevelyan (1876-1962), English historian; son of Sir George Otto Trevelyan. Educated at Cambridge, he became professor of modern history there in 1927 and was master of Trinity College from 1940 to 1951. He was a master of the so-called literary school of historical writing, and his reaction against scientific history has had tremendous influence. He did not, however, ignore the scientific aspects of historical scholarship; rather he asserted that the historian must elucidate his subject through imaginative speculation, based on all possible evidence, and present it by means of highly developed literary craftsmanship. His most ambitious works are an extended study of Garibaldi (3 vol., 1907-11) and a history of England under Queen Anne (3 vol., 1930-34). He is perhaps better known for his one-volume History of Englamd (1926), his British History in the Nineteenth Century (1922), and England under the Stuarts (1907). Other works include biographies of John Bright (1913), Lord Charles Grey (1920), his father, Sir George Otto Trevelyan (1932), and Lord Grey of Fallodon (1937); The English Revolution, 1688-1689 (1938); English Social History (1942; pub. in an illustrated version in 4 vol., 1949-52); and An Autobiography and Other Essays (1949).




The last fifty years have witnessed great changes in the management of Clio's temple. Her inspired prophets and bards have passed away and been succeeded by the priests of an established church; the vulgar have been excluded from the Court of the Gentiles; doctrine has been defined; heretics have been excommunicated; and the tombs of the aforesaid prophets have been duly blackened by the new hierarchy. While these changes were in process the statue of the Muse was seen to wink an eye. Was it in approval, or in derision?

Two generations back, history was a part of our national literature, written by persons moving at large in the world of letters or politics. Among them were a few writers of genius, and many of remarkable talent, who did much to mould the thought and inspire the feeling of the day. Of recent years the popular influence of history has greatly diminished. The thought and feeling of the rising generation is but little affected by historians. History was, by her own friends, proclaimed a "science" for specialists, not "literature" for the common reader of books. And the common reader of books has accepted his discharge.

That is one half of the revolution. But fortunately that is not all. Whereas fifty years ago history had no standing in higher education, and even twenty years ago but little, to-day Clio is driving the classical Athene out of the field, as the popular Arts course in our Universities. The good results attained by University historical teaching, when brought to bear on the raw product of our public schools, is a great fact in modern education. But it means very hard work for the History Dons, who, in the time they can spare from these heavy educational tasks, must write the modern history books. Fifty years ago there were no such people; to-day they are a most important but sadly overworked class of men.

Such is the double aspect of the change in the status of history. The gain in the deeper, academic life of the nation must be set off against the loss in its wider, literary life. To ignore either is to be most partial. But must we always submit to the loss in order to secure the gain? Already during the last decade there are signs in the highest quarters of a reconciling process, of a synthesis of the scientific to the literary view of history. Streaks of whitewash have been observed on the tombs of those bards and prophets whose bones Professor Seeley burned twenty years ago. When no less an authority than Professor Firth thinks it worth while to edit Macaulay; when Mr. Gooch in his History of Historians can give an admirable appreciation of Carlyle, times are evidently changing a little in those high places whence ideas gradually filter down through educational England. Isis and Camus, reverend sires, foot it slow—but sure. It is then in no cantankerous spirit against the present generation of academic historians, but in all gratitude, admiration and personal friendship towards them, that I launch this "delicate investigation" into the character of history. What did the Muse mean when she winked?

These new History Schools, still at the formative period of their growth, are to the world of older learning what Western Canada is to England to-day. Settlers pour into the historical land of promise who, a generation back, would have striven for a livelihood in the older "schools" and "triposes." The danger to new countries with a population rapidly increasing is lest life there grow up hastily into a raw materialism, a dead level of uniform ambition all directed to the mere acquisition of dollars. In the historical world the analogue of the almighty dollar is the crude document. If a student digs up a new document, he is happy, he has succeeded; if not, he is unhappy, he has failed. There is some danger that the overwhelming rush of immigrants into the new History Schools may cause us to lose some of the old culture and the great memories. But I hope that we shall not be forgetful of the Mother Country.

And who is the Mother Country to Anglo-Saxon historians? Some reply "Germany," but others of us prefer to answer "England." The methods and limitations of German learning presumably suit the Germans, but are certain to prove a strait waistcoat to English limbs and faculties. We ought to look to the free, popular, literary traditions of history in our own land. Until quite recent times, from the days of Clarendon down through Gibbon, Carlyle and Macaulay to Green and Lecky, historical writing was not merely the mutual conversation of scholars with one another, but was the means of spreading far and wide throughout all the reading classes a love and knowledge of history, an elevated and critical patriotism and certain qualities 01 of mind and heart. But all that has been stopped, and an attempt has been made to drill us into so many Potsdam Guards of learning.

We cannot, however, decide this question on a mere point of patriotism. It is necessary to ask a priori whether the modern German or the old English ideal was the right one. It is necessary to ask, "What is history and what is its use?" We must "gang o'er the fundamentals," as the old Scotch lady with the ear trumpet said so alarmingly to the new minister when he entered her room on his introductory visit. So I now ask, what is the object of the life of man quâ historian? Is it to know the past and enjoy it forever? Or is it to do one's duty to one's neighbour and cause him also to know the past? The answer to these theoretic questions must have practical effects on the teaching and learning, the writing and reading of history.

The root questions can be put in these terms:—"Ought history be merely the Accumulation of facts about the past? Or ought it also to be the Interpretation of facts about the past? Or, one step further, ought it to be not merely the Accumulation and Interpretation of facts, but also the Exposition of these facts and opinions in their full emotional and intellectual value to a wide public by the difficult art of literature?"

The words in italics raise another question, which can be put thus:—"Ought emotion to be excluded from history on the ground that history deals only with the science of cause and effect in human affairs?"

It will be well to begin the discussion by considering the alleged "science of cause and effect in human affairs." This alleged "science" does not exist, and cannot ever exist in any degree of accuracy remotely deserving to be described by the word "science."

The idea that the facts of history are of value as part of an exact science confined to specialists is due to a misapplication of the analogy of physical science. Physical science would still be of immense, though doubtless diminished value, even if the general public had no smattering thereof, even if Sir Robert Ball had never lectured, and Huxley had never slaughtered bishops for a Roman holiday.

The functions of physical science are mainly two. Direct utility in practical fields; and in more intellectual fields the deduction of laws of "cause and effect." Now history can perform neither of these functions.

In the first place it has no practical utility like physical science. No one can by a knowledge of history, however profound, invent the steam-engine, or light a town, or cure cancer, or make wheat grow near the arctic circle. For this reason there is not in the case of history, as there is in the case of physical science, any utilitarian value at all in the accumulation of knowledge by a small number of students, repositories of secrets unknown to the vulgar.

In the second place history cannot, like physical science, deduce causal laws of general application. All attempts have failed to discover laws of "cause and effect" which are certain to repeat themselves in the institutions and affairs of men. The law of gravitation may be scientifically proved because it is universal and simple. But the historical law that starvation brings on revolt is not proved; indeed the opposite statement, that starvation leads to abject submission, is equally true in the light of past events. You cannot so completely isolate any historical event from its circumstances as to be able to deduce from it a law of general application. Only Politicians adorning their speeches with historical arguments have this power; and even they never agree. An historical event cannot be isolated from its circumstances, any more than the onion from its skins, because an event is itself nothing but a set of circumstances, none of which will ever recur.

To bring the matter to the test, what are the "laws" which historical "science" has discovered in the last forty years, since it cleared the laboratory of those wretched "literary historians"? Medea has successfully put the old man into the pot, but I fail to see the fine youth whom she promised us.

Not only can no causal laws of universal application be discovered in so complex a subject, but the interpretation of the cause and effect of any one particular event cannot rightly be called "scientific." The collection of facts, the weighing of evidence as to what events happened, are in some sense scientific; but not so the discovery of the causes and effects of those events. In dealing even with an affair of which the facts are so comparatively well known as those of the French Revolution, it is impossible accurately to examine the psychology of twenty-five million different persons, of whom—except a few hundreds or thousands-he lives and motives are buried in the black night of the utterly forgotten. No one, therefore, can ever give a complete or wholly true account of the causes of the French Revolution. But several imperfect readings of history are better than none at all; and he will give the best interpretation who, having discovered and weighed all the important evidence obtainable, has the largest grasp of intellect the warmest human sympathy, the highest imaginative powers. Carlyle, at least in his greatest work, fulfilled the last two conditions, and therefore his psychology of the mob in the days of mob rule, his flame-picture of what was in very fact a conflagration, his portraits of individual characters—Louis, Sieyès, Danton, Marat, Robespierre—are in the most important sense more true than the cold analysis of the same events and the conventional summings up of the same persons by scientific historians who, with more knowledge of facts, have less understanding of Man. It was not till later in his life that Carlyle went mad with Hero-worship and ceased to understand his fellow-men with that all-embracing tolerance and sympathy which is the spiritual hall-mark of his French Revolution…





But the fatal weakness even of that great book is that its author knew nothing in detail about the ancient régime an the "old French Form of Life." He described the course of the fire but he knew nothing of the combustibles or of the match.

How indeed could history be a "science"? You can dissect the body of a man, and argue thence the general structure of the bodies of other men. But you cannot dissect a mind; and if you could, you could not argue thence about other minds. You can know nothing scientifically of the twenty million minds of a nation. The few facts we know may or may not be typical of the rest. Therefore, in the most important part of its business, history is not a scientific deduction, but an imaginative guess at the most likely generalizations.

History is only in part a matter of "fact." Collect the "facts" of the French Revolution! You must go down to Hell and up to Heaven to fetch them. The pride of the physical scientist is attacked, and often justly. But what is his pride compared with the pride of the historian who thinks that his collection of "facts" will suffice for a scientific study of cause and effect in human affairs? "The economist," said Professor Marshall, "needs imagination above all to put him on the track of those causes of events which are remote or lie below the surface." Now if, as Professor Marshall tells us, imagination is necessary for the economist, by how much more is it necessary for the historian, if he wishes to discover the causes of man's action, not merely as a bread-winning individual, but in all his myriad capacities of passion and of thought. The man who is himself devoid of emotion or enthusiasm can seldom credit, and can never understand, the emotions of others, which have none the less played a principal part in cause and effect. Therefore, even if history were a science of cause and effect, that would be a reason not for excluding but for including emotion as part of the historian's method.

It was no unemotional historian, but the author of Sartor Resartus who found out that Cromwell was not a hypocrite. Carlyle did not arrive at this result by a strictly deductive process, but it was none the less true, and, unlike many historical discoveries, it was of great value. Carlyle, indeed, sometimes neglected the accumulation of facts, and the proper sifting of evidence. He is not to be imitated as a model historian, but he should be read and considered by all historical students, because of his imaginative and narrative qualities. While he lacks what modern historical method has acquired, he possesses in the fullest degree what it has lost.

Carlyle uses constantly an historical method which Gibbon and Maitland use sometimes, and other historians scarcely at all—humor. The "dignity of history," whether literary or scientific, is too often afraid of contact with the comic spirit. Yet there are historical situations, just as there are domestic and social situations, which can only be treated usefully or even truthfully by seeing the fun of them…





I conclude, therefore, that the analogy of physical science has misled many historians during the last thirty years right away from the truth about their profession. There is no utilitarian value in knowledge of the past, and there is no way of scientifically deducing causal laws about the action of human beings in the mass. In short, the value of history is not scientific. Its true value is educational. It can educate the minds of men by causing them to reflect on the past.

Even if cause and effect could be discovered with accuracy, they still would not be the most interesting part of human affairs. It is not man's evolution but his attainment that is the great lesson of the past and the highest theme of history. The deeds themselves are more interesting than their causes and effects, and are fortunately ascertainable with much greater precision. "Scientific" treatment of the evidence (there only can we speak to some extent of "science") can establish with reasonable certainty that such and such events occurred, that one man did this and another said that. And the story of great events is itself of the highest value when it is properly treated by the intellect and the imagination of the historian. The feelings, speculations and actions of the soldiers of Cromwell's army are interesting in themselves, not merely as part of a process of "cause and effect." Doubtless, through the long succeeding centuries the deeds of these men had their effect, as one amid the thousand confused waves that give the impulse to the world's ebb and flow. But how great or small their effect was, must be a matter of wide speculation; and their ultimate success or failure, whatever that may have been, was largely ruled by incalculable chance. It is the business of the historian to generalise and to guess as to cause and effect, but he should do it modestly and not call it "science" and he should not regard it as his first duty, which is to tell the story. For, irrespective of "cause and effect," we want to know the thoughts and deeds of Cromwell's soldiers, as one of the higher products and achievements of the human race, a thing never to be repeated, that once took shape and was. And so, too, with Charles and his Cavaliers, we want to know what they were like and what they did, for neither will they ever come again. On the whole, we have been faithfully served in this matter by Carlyle, Gardiner and Professor Firth.

It is the tale of the thing done, even more than its causes and effects, which trains the political judgment by widening the range of sympathy and deepening the approval and disapproval of conscience; that stimulates by example youth to aspire and age to endure; that enables us by the light of what men once have been, to see the thing we are, and dimly to descry the form of what we should be. "Is not Man's history and Men's history a perpetual evangel?"

It is because the historians of to-day were trained by the Germanising hierarchy to regard history not as an "evangel" or even as a "story," but as a "science," that they have so much neglected what is after all the principal craft of the historian—the art of narrative. It is in narrative that modern historical writing is weakest, and to my thinking it is a very serious weakness—spinal in fact. Some writers would seem never to have studied the art of telling a story. There is no "flow" in their events, which stand like ponds instead of running like streams. Yet history is, in its unchangeable essence, "a tale." Round the story, as flesh and blood round the bone, should be gathered many different things—character drawing, study of social and intellectual movements, speculations as to probable causes and effects, and whatever else the historian can bring to illuminate the past. But the art of history remains always the art of narrative. That is the bed rock…





One day, as I was walking along the side of Great Gable, thinking of history and forgetting the mountains which I trod, I chanced to look up and see the top of a long green ridge outlined on the blue horizon. For half a minute I stood in thoughtless enjoyment of this new range, noting upon it forms of beauty and qualities of romance, until suddenly I remembered that I was looking at the top of Helvellyn! Instantly, as by magic, its shape seemed to change under my eyes, and the qualities with which I had endowed the unknown mountain to fall away, because I now knew what like were its hidden base and its averted side, what names and memories clung round it. The change taking place in its aspect seemed physical, but I suppose it was only a trick of my own mind. Even so, if we could forget for a while all that had happened since the Battle of Waterloo, we should see it, not as we see it now, with all its time-honoured associations and its conventionalised place in history, but as our ancestors saw it first, when they did not know whether the "Hundred Days," as we now call them, would not stretch out for a Hundred Years. Every true history must, by its human and vital presentation of events, force us to remember that the past was once real as the present and uncertain as the future. Even in our personal experience, we have probably noticed the uncanny difference between events when they first appear red hot, and the same events calmly reviewed, cold and dead, in the perspective of subsequent happenings…





To recover some of our ancestors' real thoughts and feelings is the hardest, subtlest and most educative function that the historian can perform. It is much more difficult than to spin guesswork generalisations, the reflex of passing phases of thought or opinion in our own day. To give a true picture of any country, or man or group of men in the past requires industry and knowledge, for only the documents can tell us the truth, but it requires also insight, sympathy and imagination of the finest, and last but not least the art of making our ancestors live again in modern narrative. Carlyle, at his rare best, could do it…





But since history has no properly scientific value, its only purpose is educative. And if historians neglect to educate the public, if they fail to interest it intelligently in the past, then all their historical learning is valueless except in so far as it educates themselves.





What, then, are the various ways in which history can educate the mind?

The first, or at least the most generally acknowledged educational effect of history, is to train the mind of the citizen into a state in which he is capable of taking a just view of political problems. But, even in this capacity, history cannot prophesy the future; it cannot supply a set of invariably applicable laws for the guidance of politicians; it cannot show, by the deductions of historical analogy, which side is in the right in any quarrel of our own day. It can do a thing less, and yet greater than all these. It can mould the mind itself into the capability of understanding great affairs and sympathising with other men. The information given by history is valueless in itself, unless it produce a new state of mind. The value of Lecky's Irish history did not consist in the fact that he recorded in a book the details of numerous massacres and murders, but that he produced sympathy and shame, and caused a better understanding among us all of how the sins of the fathers are often visited upon the children, unto the third and fourth generations of them that hate each other. He does not prove that Home Rule is right or wrong, but he trains the mind of Unionists and Home Rulers to think sensibly about that and other problems…





But history should not only remove prejudice, it should breed enthusiasm. To many it is an important source of the ideas that inspire their lives. With the exception of a few creative minds, men are too weak to fly by their own unaided imagination beyond the circle of ideas that govern the world in which they are placed. And since the ideals of no one epoch can in themselves be sufficient as an interpretation of life, it is fortunate that the student of the past can draw upon the purest springs of ancient thought and feeling. Men will join in associations to propagate the old-new idea, and to recast society again in the ancient mould, as when the study of Plutarch and the ancient historians rekindled the breath of liberty and of civic virtue in modern Europe; as when in our own day men attempt to revive mediaeval ideals of religious or of corporate life, or to rise to the Greek standard of the individual. We may like or dislike such revivals, but at least they bear witness to the potency of history as something quite other than a science. And outside the circle of these larger influences, history supplies us each with private ideals, only too varied and too numerous for complete realisation. One may aspire to the best characteristics of a man of Athens or a citizen of Rome; a Churchman of the twelfth century, or a Reformer of the sixteenth; a Cavalier of the old school, or a Puritan of the Independent party; a Radical of the time of Castlereagh, or a public servant of the time of Peel. Still more are individual great men the model and inspiration of the smaller. It is difficult to appropriate the essential qualities of these old people under new conditions; but whatever we study with strong loving conception, and admire as a thing good in itself and not merely good for its purpose or its age, we do in some measure absorb.

This presentation of ideals and heroes from other ages is perhaps the most important among the educative functions of history. For this purpose, even more than for the purpose of teaching political wisdom, it is requisite that the events should be both written and read with intellectual passion. Truth itself will be the gainer, for those by whom history was enacted were in their day Passionate.

Another educative function of history is to enable the reader to comprehend the histori's cal aspect of literature proper. Literature can no doubt be enjoyed in its highest aspects even if the reader is ignorant of history. But on those terms it cannot be enjoyed completely, and much of it cannot be enjoyed at all. For much of literature is allusion, either definite or implied. And the allusions, even of the Victorian age, are by this time historical. For example, the last half dozen stanzas of Browning's Old Pictures in Florence, the fifth stanza of his Lovers' Quarrel, and half his wife's best poems are already meaningless unless we know something of the continental history of that day. Political authors like Burke, Sydney Smith, and Courier, the prose of Milton, one-half of Swift, the best of Dryden, and the best of Byron his satires and letters) are enjoyed ceteris paribus, in exact proportion to the amount we know of the history of their times. And since allusions to classical history and mythology, and even to the Bible, are no longer, as they used to be, familiar ground for all educated readers, there is all the more reason, in the interest of literature, why allusions to modern history should be generally understood. History and literature cannot be fully comprehended, still less fully enjoyed, except in connection with one another. I confess I have little love either for "Histories of Literature," or for chapters on "the literature of the period," hanging at the end of history books like the tail from a cow. I mean, rather, that those who write or read the history of a period should be soaked in its literature, and that those who read or expound literature should be soaked in history. The "scientific" view of history that discouraged such interchange and desired the strictest specialisation by political historians, has done much harm to our latter-day culture. The mid-Victorians at any rate knew better than that…





The value and pleasure of travel, whether at home or abroad, is doubled by a knowledge of history. For places, like books, have an interest or a beauty of association, as well as an absolute or aesthetic beauty. The garden front of St. John's, Oxford, is beautiful to every one; but, for the lover of history, its outward charm is blent with the intimate feelings of his own mind, with images of that same College as it was during the Great Civil War. Given over to the use of a Court whse days of royalty were numbered, its walks and quadrangles were filled, as the end came near, with men and women learning to accept sorrow as their lot through life, the ambitious abandoning hope of power, the wealthy hardening themselves to embrace poverty, those who loved England preparing to sail for foreign shores, and lovers to be parted forever…





St. John's College is not mere stone and mortar, tastefully compiled, but an appropriate and mournful witness between those who see it now and those by whom it once was seen. And so it is, for the reader of history, with every ruined castle and ancient church throughout the wide, mysterious lands of Europe.

Battlefield hunting, a sport of which my dear master, Edward Bowen, was the most strenuous and successful patron, is one of the joys that history can afford to every walker and cyclist, and even to the man in the motor, if he can stir himself to get out to see the country through which he is whirled. The charm of an historic battlefield is its fortuitous character. Chance selected this field out of so many, that low wall, this gentle slope of grass, a windmill, a farm or straggling hedge, to turn the tide of war and decide the fate of nations and of creeds. Look on this scene, restored to its rustic sleep that was so rudely interrupted on that one day in all the ages; and looking, laugh at the "science of history." But for some honest soldier's pluck or luck in the decisive onslaught round yonder village spire, the lost cause would now be hailed as "the tide of inevitable tendency" that nothing could have turned aside! How charmingly remote and casual are such places as Rosbach and Valmy, Senlac and Marston Moor. Or take the case of Morat. There, over that green hill beneath the lowland firwood, the mountaineers from alp and glacier-foot swept on with thundering feet and bellowing war horns, and at sight of their levelled pikes the Burgundian chivalry, arrayed in all the gorgeous trappings of the Renaissance armourers, fled headlong into Morat lake down there. From that day forward, Swiss democracy, thrusting aside the Duke of Savoy, planted itself on the Genevan shore, and Europe, therefore, in the fulness of time, got Calvin and Rousseau. A fine chain of cause and effect, which I lay humbly at the feet of "science"!

The skilled game of identifying positions on a battlefield innocent of guides, where one must make out everything for oneself—best of all if one has ever done it properly before —is almost the greatest of out-door intellectual pleasures. But the solution of the military problem is not all. If the unsentimental tourist thinks of the men who fought there merely as pawns in a game of chess, if the moral issues of the war are unknown to him or indifferent, he loses half that he might have had…





In this vexed question whether history is an art or a science, let us call it both or call it neither. For it has an element of both. It is not in guessing at historical "cause and effect" that science comes in; but in collecting and weighing evidence as to facts, something of the scientific spirit is required for an historian, just as it is for a detective or a politician.

To my mind, there are three distinct functions of history, that we may call the scientific, the imaginative or speculative, and the literary. First comes what we may call the scientific, if we confine the word to this narrow but vital function, the day-labour that every historian must well and truly perform if he is to be a serious member of his profession — the accumulation of facts and the sifting of evidence. "Every great historian has been his own Dry-as-dust," said Stubbs, and quoted Carlyle as the example. Then comes the imaginative or speculative, when he plays with the facts that he has gathered, selects and classifies them, and makes his guesses and generalisations. And last but not least comes the literary function, the exposition of the results of science and imagination in a form that will attract and educate our fellow-countrymen. For this last process I use the word literature, because I wish to lay greater stress than modern historians are willing to do, both on the difficulty and also on the importance of planning and writing a powerful narrative of historical events. Arrangement, composition and style are not as easily acquired ars the at of type-writing. Literature never helps any man at his task until, to obtain her services, he is willing to be her faithful apprentice. Writing is not, therefore, a secondary but one of the primary tasks of the historian.

Another reason why I prefer to use the word "literature" for the expository side of the historian's work, is that literature itself is in our day impoverished by these attempts to cut it off from scholarship and serious thought. It would be disastrous if the reading public came to think of literature not as a grave matron, but as a mere fine de joie. Until near the end of the nineteenth century, literature was held to mean not only plays, novels and belles lettres, but all writing that rose above a certain standard of excellence. Novels, if they are bad enough, are not literature. Pamphlets, if they are good enough, are literature—for example, the pamphlets of Milton, Swift and Burke. Huxley's essays and Maine's treatises are literature. Even Maitland's expositions of mediaeval law are literature. Maitland, indeed, wrote well rather by force of genius, by natural brilliancy, than by any great attention paid to composition, form and style. But for us little people it is just that conscious attention to book-planning, composition and style that I would advocate.

All students who may some day write history, and in any case will be judges of what is written, should be encouraged to make a critical study of past masters of English historical literature. Yet there were many places a little time ago where it was tacitly accepted as passable and even praiseworthy in an historical student to know nothing of the great English historians prior to Stubbs. And, for all I know, there are such places still.

In France historical writing is on a higher level than in England, because the Frenchman is taught to write his own language as part of his school curriculum. The French savant is bred, if not born, a prose writer. Consequently when he arrives at manhood he already writes well by habit. The recent union effected in France of German standards of research with this native power of composition and style, has produced a French historical school that turns out yearly a supply of history books at once scholarly and delightful…





The idea that histories which are delightful to read must be the work of superficial temperaments, and that a crabbed style betokens a deep thinker or conscientious worker, is the reverse of the truth. What is easy to read has been difficult to write. The labour of writing and rewriting, correcting and recorrecting, is the due exacted by every good book from its author, even if he knows from the beginning exactly what he wants to say. A limpid style is invariably the result of hard labour, and the easily flowing connection of sentence with sentence and paragraph with paragraph has always been won by the sweat of the brow.

Now in the case of history, all this artistic work is superimposed on the labours of scholarship, themselves enough to fill a lifetime. The historical architect must quarry his own stones and build with his own hands. Division of labour is only possible in a limited degree. No wonder then that there have been so few historians really on a level with the opportunities of their great themes, and that, except Gibbon, every one of them is imperfect either in science or in art. The double task, hard as it is, we little people must shoulder as best we may, in the temporary absence of giants. And if the finest intellects of the rising generation can be made to realise how hard is the task of history, more of them will become historians.

Writing history well is no child's-play. The rounding of every sentence and of every paragraph has to be made consistent with a score of facts, some of them known only to the author, some of them perhaps discovered or remembered by him at the last moment to the entire destruction of some carefully erected artistic structure. In such cases there is an undoubted temptation to the artist to neglect such small, inconvenient pieces of truth. That, I think, is the one strong point in the scholar's outcry against "literary history"; but if we wish to swim we must go into the water, and there is little use in cloistered virtue, nor much more in cloistered scholarship. In history, as it is now written, art is sacrificed to science ten times for every time that science is sacrificed to art…





Gibbon was scarcely in the grave when a genius arose in Scotland who once and probably for ever transformed mankind's conception of itself from the classical to the romantic, from the uniform to the variegated. Gibbon's cold, classical light was replaced by the rich mediaeval hues of Walter Scott's stained glass. To Scott each age, each profession, each country, each province had its own manners, its own dress, its own way of thinking, talking and fighting. To Scott a man is not so much a human being as a type produced by special environment whether it be a border-farmer, a mediaeval abbot, a cavalier, a covenanter, a Swiss pike man, or an Elizabethan statesman. No doubt Scott exaggerated his theme as all innovators are wont to do. But he did more than any professional historian to make mankind advance towards a true conception of history, for it was he who first perceived that the history of mankind is not simple but complex, that history never repeats itself but ever creates new forms differing according to time and place. The great antiquarian and novelist showed historians that history must be living, many-coloured and romantic if it is to be a true mirror of the past. Macaulay, who was a boy while Scott's poems and novels were coming out, and who knew much of them by heart, was not slow to learn this lesson.

Then followed the Victorian age, the period when history in England reached the height of its popularity and of its influence on the national mind. In the eighteenth century the educated class had been numerically very small, though it had been a most powerful and discriminating patron of letters and learning, above all of history. No country house of any pretension was without its Clarendon, Robertson, Hume, and Gibbon, as can be seen in many an old neglected private library to-day, where now the inhabitants, in the intervals of golf and motoring, wear off the edge of their intellects on magazines and bad novels…





Indeed, in the period immediately following on Macaulay's death, history seemed to be coming to her own. His works and Carlyle's continued to be read, and those of Motley, Froude, Lecky, Green, Symonds, Spencer Walpole, Leslie Stephen, John Morley and others carried on the tradition that history was related to literature. The foundations of a broad, national culture, based upon knowledge of our history and pride in England's past, seemed to be securely laid. The coming generation of historians had only to build upon the great foundation of popularity laid for them by their predecessors, erecting whatever new structures of political or other opinion they wished, but preserving the basis of literary history, of history as the educator of the people. But they preferred to destroy the foundations, to sever the tie between history and the reading public. They gave it out that Carlyle and Macaulay were "literary historians" and therefore ought not to be read. The public, hearing thus on authority that they had been "exposed" and were "unsound," ceased to read them—or anybody else. Hearing that history was a science, they left it to scientists. The craving for lighter literature which characterised the new generation combined with the academic dead-set against literary history to break the public of its old habit of reading history books.

At the present moment the state of affairs seems to me both better and worse than it was twenty years ago when I came to Cambridge as an undergraduate, and was solemnly instructed by the author of Ecce Homo that Macaulay and Carlyle did not know what they were writing about and that "literary history" was a thing of nought. The present generation of historians at Oxford and Cambridge have ceased, so far as I am aware, to preach this fanatical crusade; they recognise that history has more than one function and are ready to welcome various kinds of historians. There is therefore much hope for the future, because ideas on such matters in the end spread down from the Universities to the schools and the country, and gradually permeate opinion far away.

But for the present things in the country at large are scarcely better than they were twenty years ago. We are still suffering the consequence of the anti-literary campaign carried on by the historical chiefs of the recent past…I have more than once come across the case of schoolboys being positively forbidden to read Macaulay, who, whether he be a guide for grown-ups or not, is certainly an admirable stimulus to the sluggish Youthful mind, none too apt to develop enthusiasm either for history or for literature. And I have known a history book condemned by a reviewer on the ground that it would read aloud well! Often, when recommending some readable and stimulating history, I have been answered: "Oh! but has not his view been proved incorrect?" Or "Is he not out of date? I am told one ought not to read him now." And so, the "literary historians" being ruled out by authority, the would-be student declines on some wretched textbook, or else reads nothing at all.

This attitude of mind is not only disastrous in its consequences to the intellectual life of the country, but radically unsound in its premises. For it assumes that history—"scientific history"—has "proved" certain views to be true and others to be false. Now history can prove the truth or falsehood of facts but not of opinions. When a man begins with the pompous formula—"The verdict of history is—"suspect him at once, for he is merely dressing up his own opinions in big words. Fifty years ago the "verdict of history" was mainly Whig and Protestant; twenty years ago mainly Tory and Anglo-Catholic; to-day it is, fortunately, much more variegated. Each juror now brings in his own verdict—generally with a recommendation of everyone to mercy. There is even some danger that history may encourage the idea that all sides in the quarrels of the past were equally right and equally wrong.

There is no "verdict of history," other than the private opinion of the individual. And no one historian can possibly see more than a fraction of the truth; if he sees all sides, he will probably not see very deeply into any one of them. The only way in which a reader can arrive at a valuable judgment on some historical period is to read several good histories, whether contemporary or modern, written from several different points of view, and to think about them for himself. But too often the reading of good books and the exercise of individual judgment are shirked, while some vacuous text-book is favoured on the ground that it is "impartial" and "up-to-date." But no book, least of all a text-book, affords a short cut to the historical truth. The truth is not grey, it is black and white in patches. And there is nothing black or white but thinking makes it so.

The dispassionateness of the historian is a quality which it is easy to value too highly, and it should not be confused with the really indispensable qualities of accuracy and good faith. We cannot be at too great pains to see that our passion burns pure, but we must not extinguish the flame. Dispassionateness—nil admirari—may betray the most gifted historian into missing some vital truth in his subject. In Creighton's treatment of Luther, all that he says is both fair and accurate, yet from Creighton alone you would not guess that Luther was a great man or the German Reformation a stirring and remarkable movement. The few pages on Luther in Carlyle's Heroes are the proper complement to this excessively dispassionate history. The two should be read together…





The public has ceased to watch with any interest the appearance of historical works, good or bad. The Cambridge Modern History is indeed bought by the yard to decorate bookshelves, but it is regarded like the Encyclopaedia Britannica as a work of reference; its mere presence in the library is enough. Publishers, meanwhile, palm off on the public books manufactured for them in Grub Street,—"publisher's books," which are neither literature nor first-hand scholarship. This is the type generically known as "Criminal Queens of History," spicy memoirs of dead courts and pseudo-biographical chatter about Napoleon and his family, how many eggs he ate and how many miles he drove a day. And Lady Hamilton is a great stand-by. The public understands that this kind of prurient journalism is history lightly served up for the general appetite, whereas serious history is a sacred thing pinnacled afar on frozen heights of science, not to be approached save after a long novitiate.

By itself, this picture of our present discontents would be exaggerated and one-sided. There is much truth in it, I fear, but on the other hand there is much good in the present and more hope in the future. For a new public has arisen, a vast democracy of all classes from "public" school and "council" school alike, taught to read but not knowing what to read; men and women of this new democracy of intellect, from millionaire to mechanic, refuse to be bored in a world where the means of amusement have been brought to every door; but subject to that condition, the best of them, the natural leaders of the rest, are athirst for thought and knowledge if only it be presented to them in an interesting form…





If, as we have so often been told with such glee, the days of "literary history" have gone never to return, the world is left the poorer. Self-congratulation on this head is but the mood of the shorn fox in the fable. History as literature has a function of its own, and we suffer to-day from its atrophy. Fine English prose, when devoted to the serious exposition of fact and argument, has a glory of its own, and the civilisation that boasts only of creative fiction on one side and science on the other may be great but is not complete. Prose is seldom equal to poetry either in the fine manipulation of words or in emotional content, yet it can have great value in both those kinds, and when to these it adds the intellectual exactness of argument or narrative that poetry does not seek to rival, then is it sovereign in its own realm. To read sustained and magnificent historical narrative educates the mind and the character; some even, whose natures, craving the definite, seldom respond to poetry, find in such writing the highest pleasure that they know. Unfortunately, historians of literary genius have never been plentiful, and we are told that there will never be any more. Certainly we shall have to wait for them, but let us also wish for them and work for them. If we confess that we lack something, and cease to make a merit of our chief defect, if we encourage the rising generation to work at the art of construction and narrative as a part of the historian's task, we may at once get a better level of historical writing, and our children may live to enjoy modern Gibbons, judicious Carlyles and skeptical Macaulays.
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Lord Acton




John Emerich Edward Dalberg Acton, 1st Baron (1834-1902), English historian, born in Naples. Denied entrance into Cambridge because of his Roman Catholicism, he traveled to Munich, where he studied with French Johann Joseph Ignaz von Döllinger. Acton became (1859) a Liberal member of Parliament and editor of the Rambler, a Roman Catholic monthly. William E. Gladstone, his close friend, nominated him to the peerage (1869), and in 1892, Acton was made lord-in-waiting. Acton's genuine and ardent liberalism gave frequent offense to Roman Catholic authorities. His hatred of arbitrary power and all forms of absolutism led him to oppose the syllabus of errors issued by Pius Ⅸ and the promulgation of the dogma of papal infallibility, but he accepted them after their pronouncement rather than risk excommunication. In 1895 Acton was appointed professor of modern history at Cambridge and in the following years planned the Cambridge Modern History, of which only the first volume appeared before his death. Acton never completed a book. Rather, his influence was felt through his lectures, his writings for periodicals, and his personal contacts with the leading historians of his time. Many articles, essays, and lectures were brought together after his death in Lectures on Modern History (1906), History of Freedom (1907), and Historical Essays and Studies (1907). Some of these were reprinted in Essays on Freedom and Power (1948) and Essays on Church and State (1952). His impressive personal library, consisting of more than 59,000 volumes, was bought by Andrew Carnegie after his death and donated to Cambridge.




1. Our purpose is to obtain the best history of modern times that the published or unpublished sources of information admit.

The production of material has so far exceeded the use of it in literature that very much more is known to students than can be found in historians, and no compilation at second hand from the best works would meet the scientific demand for completeness and certainty.

In our own time, within the last few years, most of the official collections in Europe have been made public, and nearly all the evidence that will ever appear is accessible now.

As archives are meant to be explored, and are not meant to be printed, we approach the final stage in the conditions of historical learning.

The long conspiracy against the knowledge of truth has been practically abandoned, and competing scholars all over the civilised world are taking advantage of the change.

By dividing our matter among more than one hundred writers we hope to make the enlarged opportunities of research avail for the main range of modern history.

Froude spoke of 100,000 papers consulted by him in manuscript, abroad and at home; and that is still the price to be paid for mastery, beyond the narrow area of effective occupation.

We will endeavour to procure transcripts of any specified documents which contributors require from places out of reach.

2. It is intended that the narrative shall be such as will serve all readers, that it shall be without notes, and without quotations in foreign languages.

In order to authenticate the text and to assist further research, it is proposed that a selected list of original and auxiliary authorities shall be supplied in each volume, for every chapter or group of chapters dealing with one subject.

Such a bibliography of modern history might be of the utmost utility to students, and would serve as a substitute for the excluded references.

We shall be glad if each contributor will send us, as early as he finds it convenient, a preliminary catalogue of the works on which he would rely; and we enclose a specimen, to explain our plan, and to show how we conceive that books and documents might be classified.

3. Our scheme requires that nothing shall reveal the country, the religion, or the party to which the writers belong.

It is essential not only on the ground that impartiality is the character of legitimate history, but because the work is carried on by men acting together for no other object than the increase of accurate knowledge.

The disclosure of personal views would lead to such confusion that all unity of design would disappear.

4. Some extracts from the editor's Report to the Syndics will show the principles on which the Cambridge History has been undertaken.

"The entire bulk of new matter which the last forty years have supplied amounts to many thousands of volumes. The honest student finds himself continually deserted, retarded, misled by the classics of historical literature, and has to hew his own way through multitudinous transactions, periodicals, and official publications, where it is difficult to sweep the horizon or to keep abreast. By the judicious division of labour we should be able to do it, and to bring home to every man the last document, and the ripest conclusions of international research…

"All this does not apply to our own time, and the last volumes will be concerned with secrets that cannot be learned from books, but from men…

"The recent Past contains the key to the present time. All forms of thought that influence it come before us in their turn, and we have to describe the ruling currents, to interpret the sovereign forces, that still govern and divide the world…

"By Universal History I understand that which is distinct from the combined history of all countries, which is not a rope of sand, but a continuous development, and is not a burden on the memory, but an illumination of the soul. It moves in a succession to which the nations are subsidiary. Their story will be told, not for their own sake, but in reference and subordination to a higher series," according to the time and the degree in which they contribute to the common fortunes of mankind…

"If we treat History as a progressive science, and lean specially on that side of it, the question will arise, how we justify our departure from ancient ways, and how we satisfy the world that there is reason and method in our innovations…

"To meet this difficulty we must provide a copious, accurate, and well-digested catalogue of authorities…

"Our principle would be to supply help to students, not material to historians. But in critical places we must indicate minutely the sources we follow, and' must refer not only to the important books, but to articles in periodical works, and even to original documents, and to transcripts in libraries. The result would amount to an ordinary volume, presenting a conspectus of historical literature, and enumerating all the better books, the newly acquired sources, and the last discoveries. It would exhibit in the clearest light the vast difference between history, original and authentic, and history, antiquated and lower than high-water mark of present learning…

"We shall avoid the needless utterance of opinion, and the service of a cause.

"Contributors will understand that we are established, not under the Meridian of Greenwich, but in Long. 30°W.; that our Waterloo must be one that satisfies French and English, Germans and Dutch alike; that nobody can tell, without examining the list of authors, where the Bishop of Oxford laid down the pen, and whether Fairbairn or Gasquet, Liebermann or Harrison took it up."
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Henri Berr




Henri Berr (1863-1954), French historian and philosopher who founded a series of Parisian institutes and journals dedicated to the synthesis of historical and scientific scholarship. Educated at the École Normale Supérieure in Paris (1881-84), Berr taught for several years in Douai and Tours and between 1896 and 1925 was a professor at the Lycée Henri Ⅳ in Paris, meanwhile earning his doctorate in 1899 with a thesis on philosophy and history. In 1900 he founded the Revue de synthèse historique, a journal devoted to the integration of history and the social sciences, and in 1924 he founded the Centre International de Synthèse in Paris. Meanwhile, he undertook the enormous task of editing a cooperative enterprise entitled L'Évolution de l'humanité, 100 vol. (65 published between 1920 and 1954), a series of historical monographs intended as a synthetic survey of civilization from prehistory to the present. Berr himself developed a rather complicated theory of historical synthesis based on a distinction of three types of causal relations: the succession of facts, constant relations or necessity, and the internal or rational connection of facts. His other contributions included the establishment of another journal, Science, in 1936; a series of books on the question of Alsace-Lorraine and Germany; and a philosophical novel, L'Hymne à la vie (1942; "Hymn to Life").




Our project is very broad, some will say excessively so. It has seemed desirable to give some indication of what a journal of historical synthesis might be expected to include. Among living seeds only a small number ever develop. Among ideas, in like wise, an inevitable process of selection takes place; and a program must be too rich in order to be sufficiently so. It is through the development of the Revue that we shall see what is fated to prosper and what has no future. Nothing rigid here, but rather the flexibility of life itself: it is possible that at some point the interest of a given section of the program may be exhausted, and that one kind of article may make way for another, previously neglected.

Studies in theory will perhaps abound to begin with: but unless we repeat ourselves, this is a vein that will not be slow to exhaust itself. Furthermore the word "theory" should not give alarm: it does not presuppose, it absolutely does not presuppose, vague, excessively general speculations put forth by thinkers who have never been working historians. We should particularly like to have, and expect to obtain, a series of articles on the method of the various historical sciences. To set forth what political history, economic history, history of religion, and what histories of philosophy, science, and art have in common and what distinguishes each from the other: to collect in one place the results of work done, the reflections of the great minds that have applied themselves successfully to this or that portion of historical study: to induce philosophers to define more precisely one important section of the logic of science which has remained unclear and incomplete even in the best writings on the subject, is perhaps not without its usefulness. It does not appear that a science enjoys better conditions in being abandoned to routine and empiricism. And if, generally speaking, theory only sanctions practice, a concern to arrive at a theory can, on the other hand, lead to advances in practice.

More than the section on theory, the part of the program devoted to historical psychology seems destined to be gradually enriched. Articles in this field will attract others. To come via history to psychology—here is a process absolutely necessary but infinitely delicate. This Revue, in calling for works of this nature, is not attempting to conceal the difficulties involved: it is not anxious to encourage fantasies unrelated to science. It would like to submit to synthesis the results of sound scholarly research, not merely by comparing them but also by giving them depth and unity; it hopes, in short, to obtain writings in historical psychology—but specific, and therefore methodical and controlled.

But this historical synthesis, this psychology to which the new Revue aspires, how is it related to sociology? This is the question on which we must make our position clear if we are to satisfy the truly critical. It is a matter of defining the scientific position of the Revue. The indications given below will be designedly slight. We must not appear to be providing answers from the very first, When we propose above all to uncover problems in order that all may here strive to solve them gradually and systematically.

A short historical aside will not, as we shall see, be amiss at this point.

A period in the evolution of historical studies in France began around 1870—it would not be entirely accurate to say after the events of 1870-71. The founding of the Ecole des Hautes Etudes under the Duruy ministry, the creation of the Revue Critique (1866) show that the need for radically altering our higher education, for restoring our science, had become apparent before our disaster. The conviction, prevalent after the war, that Germany's victory was in fact the triumph of German science, served only to widen the scope of the reform already undertaken.

Information on the state of history in France during this period is to be found in the important introduction written by M. Monod in 1876 for the Revue Historique: "We have," said he, "understood the danger of premature generalizations, of great a priori systems that Claim to cover everything and explain everything. We have sensed that history should be the object of a slow methodical process of investigation in which one moves gradually from the particular to the general, from details to the whole; where all obscure points are successively illuminated in order to have the whole picture and to be able to base general ideas, susceptible to proof and verification, upon groups of established facts."

Now if we consider the nature of historical work in this last third of the century, this cautious and intentionally limited effort, this preoccupation with a "good method" to be applied rather than sweeping results to be arrived at, we are better able to understand the rapid advances of sociology and the popularity that it enjoys. There are doubtless many reasons for this success: by far the most important is the soundness of the idea that there is something social in history, that society is a factor in the interpretation of history: such an idea, furthermore, was too closely related to practical concerns of the moment not to find favor as soon as it was brought to light. But it appears that for many people sociology had above all the virtue of satisfying an abiding taste for general concepts: it served to bring philosophy back into history—more particularly so since the earliest sociologists were theoreticians renewing in their own way the vague and contradictory efforts of German or French philosophers of the end of the 18th and beginning of the 19th century. They derived arbitrary or fanciful consequences from a sound and fertile concept just as others earlier had done with the concept of race or the concept of environment—both of them useful and fertile too. Moreover, they were absorbing all of history into sociology.

But, without wishing to deny the interest inherent in certain considerations and speculations of social philosophy, we believe that sociology, to establish itself as a discipline, must be primarily a study of what is social in history; we believe that its point of departure must be the concrete data of history. It seems to us, that among French sociologists, the great merit of M. Durkheim and his group—a merit that is not to be denied even by those who dispute this or that general concept of the founder of the Année Sociologique—is to have applied a precise, experimental, comparative method to historical facts…





For all the importance and legitimacy of sociology, is it the whole of history? We do not think so. But whatever our personal convictions, it must be acknowledged that there is a real problem here. Sociology is the study of what is social in history: but is everything social? The role of individual men, the role of the great historical figures, with whom comparative sociolo gy need not concern itself, is it, slight though it may be, worthy of no attention at all?

There is a first stage of historical studies, crude scholarship, wherein facts are critically examined. Proven facts, the raw material of history, can subsequently be handled in one of two ways: either grouped as they relate to certain units—great men, peoples, eras, institutions—in separate categories, so to speak; or compared in order to know what is universal in history, to discover the general in the sequence of particular events, in the diversity of individuals and of peoples. It is necessary—and it may seem more scientific—that the historian study what, being in the highest degree social, is invariable and universal, that he look for stages, if there are any, which recur invariably and universally in the evolution of societies. But it is no less necessary, perhaps, that the historian give some attention to the individual peculiarities that make for the variations in history and that explain even the most general transformations of societies. And the more we study the most highly developed forms of societies, the more, perhaps—at least up to a certain level of development—does the "individual" importance of what is distinctive grow, by very reason of the advancement of the societies. It is interesting to note that whereas the sociology of religion is already contending with undeniable difficulties, no one has heretofore attempted to establish a sociology of philosophy. It is not, in truth, that the development of philosophy is unaffected by any social action, but rather that the history of ideas depends in large part upon individual men, and has also, perhaps, some special characteristics that render it not readily accessible to the straight sociologist.

It appears thus that the study of history may be approached in various ways. It is doing a real service to the sociologist—and to the anthropologist and the ethnographer as well—to invite him to be more specific, to limit his efforts, instead of allowing him to grapple with anything and to solve all historical problems, both great and small, from his own point of view. Historical synthesis is not intended to confuse what was beginning to be clear, but to induce the various teams, together, each to perform its particular function and to be of greater mutual assistance through a clearer conception of the common task.

And it seems also that these various undertakings, amalgamated through historical synthesis, must lead ultimately to psychology. The comparative study of societies must lead to social psychology and to a knowledge of the basic needs to which institutions and their changing manifestations are the response.

The study of historical categories must lead to the psychology of great men of thought and action, of ethnic groups, and of historical crises. And it is an important and delicate psychological problem to arrive at a clear picture of the role of the intellectual element in history.

Upon the aggregate of these studies, and upon the further development of historical psychology depends not only our understanding of the past but also our control of the future. It is rightly said that the biologist neglects the particular characteristics of each individual organism. The same could not be said of the doctor. He must be acquainted with both the general and the particular—or even better, with the individual. This is true also of the ideal statesman: and the ideal statesman is the perfect historian.

Some of what has been sketched in these pages needs either proof or qualification. Let us say once more, the foregoing is not laid down as a fundamental principle, but rather put forth for the purpose of discussion. Friends of this Revue will in time show us the truth in its pages. It will, moreover, have irreconcilable adversaries only among those who are frightened or angered by the mere word synthesis. There are minds of undeniable merit who cannot think of science except in terms of detailed researches, and who, since detail is infinite, push forward this research of theirs only to see the goal retreat before them. They pity the rash souls who wish to move outside the limits of what they themselves have studied and aspire to a comprehensive view, albeit of a field that remains limited. They feel that the human mind is periodically seized with a terrible craving for synthesis, to the detriment of patient analytical work. Every thirty or forty years, they say, thinking humanity gives way to a temporary insanity that it mistakes for a normal activity.

If this need does manifest itself at regular intervals, it undoubtedly does so because it is deep-seated. Myriad facts are nothing. There is no science, as the old adage has it, but general science. Searching pages in this Revue will be evidence that analysis and synthesis are logically inseparable. In fact one or the other prevails. Premature generalization engenders a return to analysis. Over-emphasis on analysis engenders a return to synthesis. These returns to synthesis serve to remind the scientist of his role. If science were only the satisfying of a curiosity for retrospective reporting, it would be singularly futile. The collector of facts is no more admirable than the collector of stamps or shells. Synthesis is useful, even morally, in giving us a conception of the dignity of science.

And perhaps each time there is a new attempt at synthesis, conditions are more favorable; it is both more legitimate and more cautious. Instead of compensating for the deficiencies of analysis, it completes it. Here the organization of the historical journals and the names of the authors they represent would suffice to demonstrate the firmness of the foundation upon which the loftier structure of synthesis will henceforth rest. To establish how far the work has progressed, what has been done, but above all what is yet to be done, is not prematurely to conclude research, but rather to organize it, to obtain a better distribution of effort. If one's hope is that the spirit of synthesis should penetrate progressively deeper into analysis in order to make it more effective, more aware, more joyous, one can likewise wish that the precision, the rigor of analytical work should carry over into the experiments in synthesis.

Let no one fear a return of the philosophy of history, by which is meant—for the word itself is not intrinsically bad—a priori, metaphysics, clouds in theory and, consequently, utopias in practice. It would be unfortunate to confuse generalizations born of fantasy or ratiocination with those based on acquired knowledge. It is science that we wish to practice here, true science, science in its entirety. None may enter here who does not bring with him a sound method.

Moreover, we must not promise too much. There will be in this undertaking, as in all human endeavor, unevenness and failure. In the beginning, especially, we shall perhaps Witness some groping. Whoever approves the plan will be tolerant of its attempted execution. It depends, moreover, upon whosoever believes in the project to help it succeed by bringing to it his good will, his suggestions and his objections from which we may profit. We shall have here a science laboratory, where, if mistakes are made, we shall work together to correct them. This Revue is open to all who are interested in its objective. And the idea from which it proceeds is a good one to unify efforts: namely that in the human sciences there is an urgent and a good task to be performed—one that, over and beyond the men of science, will serve mankind.
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James Harvey Robinson




James Harvey Robinson (1863-1936), American historian, was the central figure in the New History movement, which attempted to use history to understand contemporary problems. Born in Bloomington, Illinois, he taught European history at Pennsylvania (1891-95) and Columbia (1895-1919). He wrote highly acclaimed textbooks, collaborating with Charles Beard in The Development of Modern Europe (1907), and published The New History (1911), in which he called for history to reflect all of human experience, including scientific, environmental, intellectual, cultural and social concerns. His major work was a study of human understanding, The Mind in the Making (1921).




In its amplest meaning History includes every trace and vestige of everything that man has done or thought since first he appeared on the earth. It may aspire to follow the fate of nations or it may depict the habits and emotions of the most obscure individual. Its sources of information extend from the rude flint hatchets of Chelles to this morning's newspaper. It is the vague and comprehensive science of past human affairs. We are within its bounds whether we decipher a mortgage on an Assyrian tile, estimate the value of the Diamond Necklace, or describe the over-short pastry to which Charles Ⅴ was addicted to his undoing. The tragic reflections of Eli's daughter-in-law, when she learned of the discomfiture of her people at Ebenezer, are history; so are the provisions of Magna Charta, the origin of the doctrine of trans-substantiation, the fall of Santiago, the difference between a black friar and a white friar, and the certified circulation of the New York World upon February 1 of the current year. Each fact has its interest and importance; all have been carefully recorded.

Now, when a writer opens and begins to peruse the thick, closely written volume of human experience, with a view of making an abstract of it for those who have no time to study the original work, he is immediately forced to ask himself what he shall select to present to his readers' attention. He finds that the great book from which he gains his information is grotesquely out of perspective, for it was compiled by many different hands, and by those widely separated in time and in sentiment—by Herodotus, Machiavelli, Eusebius, St. Simon, Otto of Freising, Pepys, St. Luke, the Duchess of Abrantés, Sallust, Cotton Mather. The portentously serious alternates with the lightest gossip. A dissipated courtier may be allotted a chapter and the destruction of a race be left unrecorded. It is clear that in treating history for the general reader the question of selection and proportion is momentous. Yet when we turn to our more popular treatises on the subject, the obvious and pressing need of picking and choosing, of selecting, reselecting, and selecting again, would seem to have escaped most writers. They appear to be the victims of tradition in dealing with the past. They exhibit but little appreciation of the vast resources upon which they might draw, and unconsciously follow, for the most part, an established routine in their selection of facts. When we consider the vast range of human interests, our histories furnish us with a sadly inadequate and misleading review of the past, and it might almost seem as if historians had joined in a conspiracy to foster a narrow and relatively unedifying conception of the true scope and intent of historical study. This is apparent if we examine any of the older standard outlines or handbooks from which a great part of the public has derived its notions of the past, either in school or later in life.

The following is an extract from a compendium much used until recently in schools and colleges: "Robert the Wise (of Anjou) (1309-1343), the successor of Charles Ⅱ of Naples, and the champion of the Guelphs, could not extend his power over Sicily where Frederick Ⅱ (1296-1337), the son of Peter of Aragon, reigned. Robert's granddaughter, Joan I, after a career of crime and misfortune, was strangled in prison by Charles Durazzo, the last male descendant of the house of Anjou in Lower Italy (1382), who seized on the government. Joan Ⅱ, the last her of Durazzo (1414-1435), first adopted Alfonso V, of Aragon, and then Louis Ⅲ, of Anjou, and his brother, René. Alfonso, who inherited the crown of Sicily, united both kingdoms (1435), after a war with René and the Visconti of Milan."

This is not, as we might be tempted to suspect, a mere collection of data for contingent reference, no more intended to be read than a table of logarithms. It is a characteristic passage from the six pages which a distinguished scholar devotes to the Italy of Dante, Petrarch, and Lorenzo the Magnificent. In preparing a guide for more advanced pupils and the general reader, the author's purpose was, he tells us, "that it should present the essential facts of history in due order,…that it should point out clearly the connection of events and of successive eras with one another; that through the interest awakened by the natural, unforced view gained of this unity of history and by such illustrative incidents as the brevity of the narrative would allow to be wrought into it, the dryness of a mere summary should be so far as possible relieved." Now, in treating the Italian Renaissance, this writer has chosen barely to mention the name of Francesco Petrarca, but devotes a twelfth of the available space to the interminable dynastic squabbles of southern Italy. We may assume that this illustrates his conception of "the essential facts of history presented in due order," for the extracts quoted above can hardly be an example of "illustrative incidents" wrought in to relieve the dryness of a mere summary…





Hitherto writers have been prone to deal with events for their own sake; a deeper insight will surely lead us, as time goes on, to reject the anomalous and seemingly accidental occurrences and dwell rather upon those which illustrate some profound historical truth. And there is a very simple principle by which the relevant and useful may be determined and the irrelevant rejected. Is the fact or occurrence one which will aid the reader to grasp the meaning of any great period of human development or the true nature of any momentous institution? It should then be cherished as a precious means to an end, and the more engaging it is, the better; its inherent interest will only facilitate our work, not embarrass it. On the other hand, is an event seemingly fortuitous, isolated, and anomalous,—like the story of Rienzi, the September massacres, or the murder of Marat? We should then hesitate to include it on its own merits,—at least in a brief historical manual—for, interesting as it may be as an heroic or terrible incident, it may mislead the reader and divert his attention from the prevailing interests, preoccupations and permanent achievements of the past.

If we have not been unfair in our review of the more striking peculiarities of popular historiography, we find them to be as follows:

1. A careless inclusion of mere names, which can scarcely have any meaning for the reader and which, instead of stimulating thought and interest, merely weigh down his spirit.

2. A penchant more or less irresistible to recite political events to the exclusion of other matters often of far greater moment.

3. The old habit of narrating extraordinary episodes, not because they illustrate the general trend of affairs or the prevailing conditions of a particular time, but simply because they are conspicuous in the annals of the past. This results in a ludicrous disregard of perspective which assigns more importance to a demented journalist like Marat than to so influential a writer as Erasmus.

Ⅱ

The essay which immediately follows this will be devoted to a sketch of the history of history, and will explain more fully the development of the older ideals of historical composition. It will make clear that these ideals have changed so much from time to time that it is quite possible that an essentially new one may in time prevail. History is doubtless

Anorchard bearing several trees

And fruits of different tastes.

It may please our fancy, gratify our serious or idle curiosity, test our memories, and, as Bolingbroke says, contribute to "a creditable kind of ignorance." But the one thing that it ought to do, and has not yet effectively done, is to help us to understand ourselves and our fellows and the problems and prospects of mankind. It is this most significant form of history's usefulness that has been most commonly neglected.

It is true that it has long been held that certain lessons could be derived from the past,—precedents for the statesman and the warrior, moral guidance and consoling instances of providential interference for the commonalty. But there is a growing suspicion, which has reached conviction in the minds of most modern historians, that this type of usefulness is purely illusory. The present writer is anxious to avoid any risk of being regarded as an advocate of these supposed advantages of historical study. Their value rests on the assumption that conditions remain sufficiently uniform to give precedents a perpetual value, while, as a matter of fact, conditions, at least in our own time, are so rapidly altering that for the most part it would be dangerous indeed to attempt to apply past experience to the solution of current problems. Moreover, we rarely have sufficient reliable information in regard to the supposed analogous situation in the past to enable us to apply it to present needs. Most of the appeals of inexpensive oratory to "what history teaches" belong to this class of assumed analogies which will not bear close scrutiny. When I speak of history enabling us to understand ourselves and the problems and prospects of mankind, I have something quite different in mind, which I will try to make plain by calling the reader's attention to the use that he makes of his own personal history.

We are almost entirely dependent upon our memory of our past thoughts and experiences for an understanding of the situation in which we find ourselves at any given moment. To take the nearest example, the reader will have to consult his own history to understand why his eyes are fixed upon this particular page. If he should fall into a sound sleep and be suddenly awakened, his memory might for the moment be paralyzed, and he would gaze in astonishment about the room, with no realization of his whereabouts. The fact that all the familiar objects about him presented themselves plainly to his view would not be sufficient to make him feel at home until his memory had come to his aid and enabled him to recall a certain portion of the past. The momentary suspension of memory's functions as one recovers from a fainting fit or emerges from the effects of an anaesthetic is sometimes so distressing as to amount to a sort of intellectual agony. In its normal state the mind selects automatically, from the almost infinite mass of memories, just those things in our past which make us feel at home in the present. It works so easily and efficiently that we are unconscious of what it is doing for us and of how dependent we are upon it. It supplies so promptly and so precisely what we need from the past in order to make the present intelligible that we are beguiled into the mistaken notion that the present is self-explanatory and quite able to take care of itself, and that the past is largely dead and irrelevant, except when we have to make a conscious effort to recall some elusive fact.

What we call history is not so different from our more intimate personal memories as at first sight it seems to be; for very many of the useful and essential elements in our recollections are not personal experiences at all, but include a multitude of things which we have been told or have read; and these play a very important part in our life. Should the reader of this page stop to reflect, he would perceive a long succession of historical antecedents leading up to his presence in a particular room, his ability to read the English language, his momentary freedom from pressing cares, and his inclination to center his attention upon a discussion of the nature and value of historical study. Were he not vaguely conscious of these historical antecedents, he would be in the bewildered condition spoken of above. Some of the memories necessary to save him from his bewilderment are parts of his own past experience, but many of them be long to the realm of history, namely, to what he has been told or what he has read of the past.

I could have no hope that this line of argument would make the slightest impression upon the reader, were he confined either to the immediate impressions of the moment, or to his personal experiences. It gives one something of a shock, indeed, to consider what a very small part of our guiding convictions are in any way connected with our personal experience. The date of our own birth is quite as strictly historical a fact as that of Artaphernes or of Innocent Ⅲ; we are forced to a helpless reliance upon the evidence of others for both events.

So it comes about that our personal recollections insensibly merge into history in the ordinary sense of the word. History, from this point of view, may be regarded as an artificial extension and broadening of our memories and may be used to overcome the natural bewilderment of all unfamiliar situations. Could we suddenly be endowed with a Godlike and exhaustive knowledge of the whole history of mankind, far more complete than the combined knowledge of all the histories ever written, we should gain forthwith a Godlike appreciation of the world in which we live, and a Godlike insight into the evils which mankind now suffers, as well as into the most promising methods for alleviating them, not because the past would furnish precedents of conduct, but because our conduct would be based upon a perfect comprehension of existing conditions founded upon a perfect knowledge of the past. As yet we are not in a position to interrogate the past with a view to gaining light on great social, political, economic, religious, and educational questions in the manner in which we settle the personal problems which face us—for example, whether we should make such and such a visit or investment, or read such and such a book,—by unconsciously judging the situation in the light of our recollections. Historians have not as yet set themselves to furnish us with what lies behind our great contemporaneous task of human betterment. They have hitherto had other no tions of their functions, and were they asked to furnish answers to the questions that a person au courant with the problems of the day would most naturally put to them, they would with one accord begin to make excuses. One would say that it had long been recognized that it was the historian's business to deal with kings, parliaments, constitutions, wars, treaties, and territorial changes; another would declare that recent history cannot be adequately written and that, therefore, we can never hope to bring the past into relation with the present, but must always leave a fitting interval between ourselves and the nearest point to which the historian should venture to extend his researches; a third will urge that to have a purpose in historical study is to endanger those principles of objectivity upon which all sound and scientific research must be based. So it comes about that our books are like very bad memories which insist upon recalling facts that have no assignable relation to our needs, and this is the reason why the practical value of history has so long been obscured.

In order to make still clearer our dependence upon history in dealing with the present, let the reader remember that we owe most of our institutions to a rather remote past, which alone can explain their origin. The conditions which produced the Holy Roman Apostolic Church, trial by jury, the Privy Council, the degree of LL. D., the Book of Common Prayer, "the liberal arts," were very different from those that exist today. Contemporaneous religious, educational, and legal ideals are not the immediate product of existing circumstances, but were developed in great part during periods when man knew far less than he now does. Curiously enough our habits of thought change much more slowly than our environment and are usually far in arrears. Our respect for a given institution or social convention may be purely traditional and have little relation to its value, as judged by existing conditions. We are, therefore, in constant danger of viewing present problems with obsolete emotions and of attempting to settle them by obsolete reasoning. This is one of the Chief reasons why we are never by any means perfectly adjusted to our environment.

Our notions of a church and its proper function in society, of a capitalist, of a liberal education, of paying taxes, of Sunday observance, of poverty, of war, are determined only to a slight extent by what is happening today. The belief on which I was reared, that God ordained the observance of Sunday from the clouds of Sinai, is an anachronism which could not spontaneously have developed in the United States in the nineteenth century; nevertheless, it still continues to influence the conduct of many persons. We pay our taxes as grudgingly as if they were still the extortions of feudal barons or absolute monarchs for their personal gratification, although they are now a contribution to our common expenses fixed by our own representatives. Few have outgrown the emotions connected with war at a time when personal prowess played a much greater part than the Steel Trust. Conservative college presidents still feel obliged to defend the "liberal arts" and the "humanities" without any very clear understanding of how the task came to be imposed upon them. To do justice to the anachronisms in conservative economic and legal reasoning would require a whole volume.

Society is today engaged in a tremendous and unprecedented effort to better itself in manifold ways. Never has our knowledge of the world and of man been so great as it now is; never before has there been so much general good will and so much intelligent social activity as now prevails. The part that each of us can play in forwarding some phase of this reform will depend upon our understanding of existing conditions and opinion, and these can only be explained, as has been shown, by following more or less carefully the processes that produced them. We must develop historical-mindedness upon a far more generous scale than hitherto, for this will add a still deficient element in our intellectual equipment and will promote rational progress as nothing else call do. The present has hitherto been the willing victim of the past; the time has now come when it should turn on the past and exploit it in the interests of advance.

The "New History" is escaping from the limitations formerly imposed upon the study of the past. It will come in time consciously to meet our daily needs; it will avail itself of all those discoveries that are being made about mankind by anthropologists, economists, psychologists, and sociologists—discoveries which during the past fifty years have served to revolutionize our ideas of the origin, progress, and prospects of our race. There is no branch of organic or inorganic science which has not undergone the most remarkable changes during the last half century, and many new branches of social science, even the names of which would have been unknown to historians in the middle of the nineteenth century, have been added to the long list. It is inevitable that history should be involved in this revolutionary process, but since it must be confessed that this necessity has escaped many contemporaneous writers, it is no wonder that the intelligent public continues to accept somewhat archaic ideas of the scope and character of history.

The title of this little volume has been chosen with the view of emphasizing the fact that history should not be regarded as a stationary subject which can only progress by refining its methods and accumulating, criticizing, and assimilating new material, but that it is bound to alter its ideals and aims with the general progress of society and of the social sciences, and that it should ultimately play an infinitely more important role in our intellectual life than it has hitherto done.




The Significance of History
 


〔16〕










Frederick Turner




Frederick Jackson Turner (1861-1932), Historian, born in Portage, Wisconsin, USA. Taking his PhD from Johns Hopkins (1890), he taught at the University of Wisconsin (1889-1910) and at Harvard (1910-24). When he delivered a paper, "The Significance of the Frontier in American History", at the American Historical Association's meeting at Chicago World's Columbian Exposition (1893), he gained almost overnight prominence among his colleagues as well as the subject of his life's work. His paper was printed in 1894, and after he had spent his career developing and supporting it, he presented its final form in the Pulitzer Prize-winning Significance of Sections in American History (1932). His thesis, simply stated, is that Americans' history, culture, and psychology derived less from their European heritage and more from their distinctive frontier—the free land and its resources that allowed for new kinds of interactions among the emerging nation's inhabitants. He spent the next 40 years exploring and teaching his thesis, and won several generations of specialists and observers over to it. Although it would eventually come under attack from revisionists, "the frontier" remains one of the touchstones of American history and indissolubly associated with Turner.




The conceptions of history have been almost as numerous as the men who have written history. To Augustine Birrell history is a pageant; it is for the purpose of satisfying our curiosity. Under the touch of a literary artist the past is to become living again. Like another Prospero the historian waves his wand, and the deserted streets of Palmyra sound to the tread of artisan and officer, warrior gives battle to warrior, ruined towers rise by magic, and the whole busy life of generations that have long ago gone down to dust comes to life again in the pages of a book. The artistic prose narration of past events—this is the ideal of those who view history as literature. To this class belong romantic literary artists who strive to give to history the coloring and dramatic action of fiction, who do not hesitate to paint a character blacker or whiter than he really was, in order that the interest of the page may be increased, who force dull facts into vivacity, who create impressive situations, who, in short, strive to realize as an ideal the success of Walter Scott. It is of the historian Froude that Freeman says: "The most winning style, the choicest metaphors, the neatest phrases from foreign tongues would all be thrown away if they were devoted to proving that any two sides of a triangle are not always greater than the third side. When they are devoted to proving that a man cut off his wife's head one day and married her maid the next morning out of sheer love for his country, they win believers for the paradox." It is of the reader of this kind of history that Seeley writes: "To him, by some magic, parliamentary debates shall be always lively, officials always men of strongly marked, interesting character. There shall be nothing to remind him of the bluebook or the law book, nothing common or prosaic; but he shall sit as in a theater and gaze at splendid scenery and costume. He shall never be called upon to study or to judge, but only to imagine and enjoy. His reflections, as he reads, shall be precisely those of the novel reader; he shall ask: Is this character well drawn? is it really amusing? is the interest of the story well sustained, and does it rise properly toward the close?"

But after all these criticisms we may gladly admit that in itself an interesting style, even a picturesque manner of presentation, is not to be condemned, provided that truthfulness of substance rather than vivacity of style be the end sought. But granting that a man may be the possessor of a good style which he does not allow to run away with him, either in the interest of the artistic impulse or in the cause of party, still there remain differences as to the aim and method of history. To a whole school of writers, among whom we find some of the great historians of our time, history is the study of politics, that is, politics in the high signification given the word by Aristotle, as meaning all that concerns the activity of the state itself. "History is past politics and politics present history," says the great author of the Norman Conquest. Maurenbrecher of Leipzig speaks in no less certain tones: "The bloom of historical studies is the history of politics"; and Lorenz of Jena asserts: "The proper field of historical investigation, in the closer sense of the word, is politics." Says Seeley: "The modern historian works at the same task as Aristotle in his Politics." "To study history is to study not merely a narrative but at the same time certain theoretical studies." "To study history is to study problems." And thus a great circle of profound investigators, with true scientific method, have expounded the evolution of political institutions, studying their growth as the biologist might study seed, bud, blossom, and fruit. The results of these labors may be seen in such monumental works as those of Waitz on German institutions, Stubbs on English constitutional history, and Maine on early institutions.

There is another and an increasing class of historians to whom history is the study of the economic growth of the people, who aim to show that property, the distribution of wealth, the social conditions of the people, are the underlying and determining factors to be studied. This school, whose advance guard was led by Roscher, having already transformed orthodox political economy by its historical method, is now going on to rewrite history from the economic point of view. Perhaps the best English expression of the ideas of the school is to be found in Thorold Rogers' Economic Interpretation of History. He asserts truly that "very often the cause of great political events and great social movements is economical and has hitherto been undetected…





Viewed from this position, the past is filled with new meaning. The focal point of modern interest is the fourth estate, the great mass of the people. History has been a romance and a tragedy. In it we read the brilliant annals of the few. The intrigues of courts, knightly valor, palaces and pyramids, the loves of ladies, the songs of minstrels, and the chants from cathedrals pass like a pageant, or linger like a strain of music as we turn the pages. But history has its tragedy as well, which tells of the degraded tillers of the soil, toiling that others might dream, the slavery that rendered possible the "glory that was Greece," the serfdom into which decayed the "grandeur that was Rome"—these as well demand their annals. Far oftener than has yet been shown have these underlying economic facts affecting the breadwinners of the nation been the secret of the nation's rise or fall, by the side of which much that has passed as history is the merest frippery…





Today the questions that are uppermost, and that will become increasingly important, are not so much political as economic questions. The age of machinery, of the factory system, is also the age of socialistic inquiry.

It is not strange that the predominant historical study is coming to be the study of past social conditions, inquiry as to landholding, distribution of wealth, and the economic basis of society in general. Our conclusion, therefore, is that there is much truth in all these conceptions of history: history is past literature, it is past politics, it is past religion, it is past economics.

Each age tries to form its own conception of the past. Each age writes the history of the past anew with reference to the conditions uppermost in its own time. Historians have accepted the doctrine of Herder. Society grows. They have accepted the doctrine of Comte. Society is an organism. History is the biography of society in all its departments. There is objective history and subjective history. Objective history applies to the events themselves; subjective history is man's conception of these events. "The whole mode and manner of looking at things alters with every age," but this does not mean that the real events of a given age change; it means that our comprehension of these facts changes.

History, both objective and subjective, is ever becoming, never completed. The centuries unfold to us more and more the meaning of past times. Today we understand Roman history better than did Livy or Tacitus, not only because we know how to use the sources better but also because the significance of events develops with time, because today is so much a product of yesterday that yesterday can only be understood as it is explained by today. The aim of history, then, is to know the elements of the present by understanding what came into the present from the past. For the present is simply the developing past, the past the undeveloped present. As well try to understand the egg without a knowledge of its developed form, the chick, as to try to understand the past without bringing to it the explanation of the present; and equally well try to understand an animal without study of its embryology as to try to understand one time without study of the events that went before. The antiquarian strives to bring back the past for the sake of the past; the historian strives to show the present to itself by revealing its origin from the past. The goal of the antiquarian is the dead past; the goal of the historian is the living present. Droysen has put this true conception into the statement, "History is the 'Know Thyself' of humanity—the self-consciousness of mankind."

If, now, you accept with me the statement of this great master of historical science, the rest of our way is clear. If history be, in truth, the self-consciousness of humanity, the "self-consciousness of the living age, acquired by understanding its development from the past," all the rest follows.

First we recognize why all the spheres of man's activity must be considered. Not only is this the only way in which we can get a complete view of the society, but no one department of social life can be understood in isolation from the others. The economic life and the political life touch, modify, and condition one another. Even the religious life needs to be studied in conjunction with the political and economic life, and vice versa. Therefore, all kinds of history are essential—history as politics, history as art, history as economics, history as religion—all are truly parts of society's endeavor to understand itself by understanding its past.

Next we see that history is not shut up in a book—not in many books. The first lesson the student of history has to learn is to discard his conception that there are standard ultimate histories. In the nature of the case this is impossible. History is all the remains that have come down to us from the past, studied with all the critical and interpretative power that the present can bring to the task. From time to time great masters bring their investigations to fruit in books. To us these serve as the latest words, the best results of the most recent efforts of society to understand itself—but they are not the final words. To the historian the materials for his work are found in all that remains from the ages gone by—in papers, roads, mounds, customs, languages; in monuments, coins, medals, names, titles, inscriptions, charters; in contemporary annals and chronicles; and, finally, in the secondary sources, or histories in the common acceptance of the term. Wherever there remains a chipped flint, a spearhead, a piece of pottery, a pyramid, a picture, a poem, a coliseum, or a coin, there is history.

Says Taine: "What is your first remark on turning over the great stiff leaves of a folio, the yellow sheets of a manuscript, a poem, a code of laws, a declaration of faith? This, you say, was not created alone. It is but a mold, like a fossil shell, an imprint like one of those shapes embossed in stone by an animal which lived and perished. Under the shell there was an animal, and behind the document there was a man. Why do you study the shell except to represent to yourself the animal? So do you study the document only in order to know the man. The shell and the document are lifeless wrecks, valuable only as a clue to the entire and living existence. We must reach back to this existence, endeavor to recreate it."

But observe that when a man writes a narration of the past he writes with all his limitations as regards ability to test the real value of his sources, and ability rightly to interpret them. Does he make use of a chronicle? First he must determine whether it is genuine; then whether it was contemporary, or at what period it was written; then what opportunities its author had to know the truth; then what were his personal traits; was he likely to see clearly, to relate impartially? If not, what was his bias, what his limitations? Next comes the harder task—to interpret the significance of events; causes must be understood, results seen. Local affairs must be described in relation to affairs of the world—all must be told with just selection, emphasis, perspective; with that historical imagination and sympathy that does not judge the past by the canons of the present, nor read into it the ideas of the present. Above all the historian must have a passion for truth above that for any party or idea. Such are some of the difficulties that lie in the way of our science. When, moreover, we consider that each man is conditioned by the age in which he lives and must perforce write with limitations and prepossessions, I think we shall all agree that no historian can say the ultimate word.

Another thought that follows as a corollary from our definition is that in history there is a unity and a continuity. Strictly speaking, there is no gap between ancient, medieval, and modern history. Strictly speaking, there are no such divisions. Baron Bunsen dates modern history from the migration of Abraham. Bluntschli makes it begin with Frederick the Great. The truth is, as Freeman has shown, that the age of Pericles or the age of Augustus has more in common with modern times than has the age of Alfred or of Charlemagne. There is another test than that of chronology; namely, stages of growth. In the past of the European world peoples have grown from families into states, from peasantry into the complexity of great city life, from animism into monotheism, from mythology into philosophy; and have yielded place again to primitive peoples who in turn have passed through stages like these and yielded to new nations. Each nation has bequeathed something to its successor; no age has suffered the highest content of the past to be lost entirely. By unconscious inheritance, and by conscious striving after the past as part of the present, history has acquired continuity. Freeman's statement that into Rome flowed all the ancient world and out of Rome came the modern world is as true as it is impressive. In a strict sense imperial Rome never died. You may find the eternal city still living in the Kaiser and the Czar, in the language of the Romance peoples, in the codes of European states, in the eagles of their coats of arms, in every college where the classics are read, in a thousand political institutions.

Even here in young America old Rome still lives. When the inaugural procession passes toward the Senate chamber, and the president's address outlines the policy he proposes to pursue, there is Rome! You may find her in the code of Louisiana, in the French and Spanish portions of our history, in the idea of checks and balances in our constitution. Clearest of all, Rome may be seen in the titles, government, and ceremonials of the Roman Catholic church; for when the Caesar passed away, his scepter fell to that new Pontifex Maximus, the Pope, and that new Augustus, the Holy Roman Emperor of the Middle Ages, an empire which in name at least continued till those heroic times when a new imperator recalled the days of the great Julius, and sent the eagles of France to proclaim that Napoleon was king over kings.

So it is true in fact, as we should presume a priori, that in history there are only artificial divisions. Society is an organism, ever growing. History is the self-consciousness of this organism. "The roots of the present lie deep in the past." There is no break. But not only is it true that no country can be understood without taking account of all the past; it is also true that we cannot select a stretch of land and say we will limit our study to this land; for local history can only be understood in the light of the history of the world. There is unity as well as continuity. To know the history of contemporary Italy we must know the history of contemporary France, of contemporary Germany. Each acts on each. Ideas, commodities even, refuse the bounds of a nation. All are inextricably connected, so that each is needed to explain the others. This is true especially of our modern world with its complex commerce and means of intellectual connection. In history, then, there is unity and continuity. Each age must be studied in the light of all the past; local history must be viewed in the light of world history.

Now, I think, we are in a position to consider the utility of historical studies. I will not dwell on the dignity of history considered as the self-consciousness of humanity; nor on the mental growth that comes from such a discipline; nor on the vastness of the field; all these occur to you, and their importance will impress you increasingly as you consider history from this point of view. To enable us to behold our own time and place as a part of the stupendous progress of the ages; to see primitive man; to recognize in our midst the undying ideas of Greece; to find Rome's majesty and power alive in present law and institution, still living in our superstitions and our folklore; to enable us to realize the richness of our inheritance, the possibility of our lives, the grandeur of the present—these are some of the priceless services of history.

But I must conclude my remarks with a few words upon the utility of history as affording a training for good citizenship. Doubtless good citizenship is the end for which the public schools exist. Were it otherwise there might be difficulty in justifying the support of them at public expense. The direct and important utility of the study of history in the achievement of this end hardly needs argument.

In the union of public service and historical study Germany has been preeminent. For certain governmental positions in that country a university training in historical studies is essential. Ex-President Andrew D. White affirms that a main cause of the efficiency of German administration is the training that officials get from the university study of history and politics. In Paris there is the famous School of Political Sciences which fits men for the public service of France…





Nor does England fail to recognize the value of the union of history and politics, as is exemplified by such men as Macaulay, Dilke, Morley, and Bryce, all of whom have been eminent members of Parliament as well as distinguished historical writers. From France and Italy such illustrations could easily be multiplied.

When we turn to America and ask what marriages have occurred between history and statesmanship, we are filled with astonishment at the contrast. It is true that our country has tried to reward literary men: Motley, Irving, Bancroft, Lowell held official positions, but these positions were in the diplomatic service. The "literary fellow" was good enough for Europe. The state gave these men aid rather than called their services to its aid. To this statement I know of but one important exception—George Bancroft. In America statesmanship has been considered something of spontaneous generation, a miraculous birth from our republican institutions. To demand of the statesmen who debate such topics as the tariff, European and South American relations, immigration, labor and railroad problems, a scientific acquaintance with historical politics or economics would be to expose one's self to ridicule in the eyes of the public. I have said that the tribal stage of society demands tribal history and tribal politics. When a society is isolated it looks with contempt upon the history and institutions of the rest of the world. We shall not be altogether wrong if we say that such tribal ideas concerning our institutions and society have prevailed for many years in this country. Lately historians have turned to the comparative and historical study of our political institutions. The actual working of our constitution as contrasted with the literary theory of it has engaged the attention of able young men. Foreigners like Von Holst and Bryce have shown us a mirror of our political life in the light of the political life of other peoples. Little of this influence has yet attracted the attention of our public men. Count the roll in Senate and House, cabinet and diplomatic service—to say nothing of the state governments—and where are the names famous in history and politics? It is shallow to express satisfaction with this condition and to sneer at "literary fellows." To me it seems that we are approaching a pivotal point in our country's history…





Again, consider the problems of socialism brought to our shores by European immigrants. We shall never deal rightly with such problems until we understand the historical conditions under which they grew. Thus we meet Europe not only outside our borders but in our very midst. The problem of immigration furnishes many examples of the need of historical study. Consider how our vast Western domain has been settled. Louis XIV devastates the Palatinate, and soon hundreds of its inhabitants are hewing down the forests of Pennsylvania. The Bishop of Salzburg persecutes his Protestant subjects, and the woods of Georgia sound to the crack of Teutonic rifles. Presbyterians are oppressed in Ireland, and soon in Tennessee and Kentucky the fires of pioneers gleam. These were but advance guards of the mighty army that has poured into our midst ever since. Every economic change, every political change, every military conscription, every socialistic agitation in Europe, has sent us groups of colonists who have passed out onto our prairies to form new self-governing communities, or who have entered the life of our great cities. These men have come to us historical products, they have brought to us not merely so much bone and sinew, not merely so much money, not merely so much manual skill, they have brought with them deeply inrooted customs and ideas. They are important factors in the political and economic life of the nation. Our destiny is interwoven with theirs; how shall we understand American history without understanding European history? The story of the peopling of America has not yet been written. We do not understand ourselves.

One of the most fruitful fields of study in our country has been the process of growth of our own institutions, local and national. The town and the county, the germs of our political institutions, have been traced back to old Teutonic roots. Gladstone's remark that "the American constitution is the most wonderful work ever struck off at a given time by the brain and purpose of man," has been shown to be misleading, for the constitution was, with all the constructive powers of the fathers, still a growth; and our history is only to be understood as a growth from European history under the new conditions of the New World.

Says Dr. H. B. Adams: "American local history should be studied as a contribution to national history. This country will yet be viewed and reviewed as an organism of historic growth, developing from minute germs, from the very protoplasm of state-life. And some day this country will be studied in its international relations, as an organic part of a larger organism now vaguely called the World-State, but as surely developing through the operation of economic, legal, social, and scientific forces as the American Union, the German and British empires are evolving into higher forms… The local consciousness must be expanded into a fuller sense of its historic worth and dignity. We must understand the cosmopolitan relations of modern local life, and its own wholesome conservative power in these days of growing centralization."

If any added argument were needed to show that good citizenship demands the careful study of history, it is in the examples and lessons that the history of other peoples has for us. It is profoundly true that each people makes its own history in accordance with its past. It is true that a purely artificial piece of legislation, unrelated to present and past conditions, is the most short-lived of things. Yet it is to be remembered that it was history that taught us this truth, and that there is, within the limits of the constructive action possible to a state, large scope for the use of this experience of foreign peoples.

I have aimed to offer, then, these considerations: History, I have said, is to be taken in no narrow sense. It is more than past literature, more than past politics, more than past economics. It is the self-consciousness of humanity—humanity's effort to understand itself through the study of its past. Therefore it is not confined to books; the subject is to be studied, not books simply. History has a unity and a continuity; the present needs the past to explain it; and local history must be read as a part of world history. The study has a utility as a mental discipline, and as expanding our ideas regarding the dignity of the present. But perhaps its most practical utility to us, as public school teachers, is its service in fostering good citizenship.

The ideals presented may at first be discouraging. Even to him who devotes his life to the study of history the ideal conception is impossible of attainment. He must select some field and till that thoroughly, be absolute master of it; for the rest he must seek the aid of others whose lives have been given in the true scientific spirit to the study of special fields. The public school teacher must do the best with the libraries at his disposal. We teachers must use all the resources we can obtain and not pin our faith to a single book; we must make history living instead of allowing it to seem mere literature, a mere narration of events that might have occurred on the moon. We must teach the history of a few countries thoroughly, rather than that of many countries superficially‥ The popularizing of scientific knowledge is one of the best achievements of this age of book-making. It is typical of that social impulse which has led university men to bring the fruits of their study home to the people. In England the social impulse has led to what is known as the university extension movement. University men have left their traditional cloister and gone to live among the working classes, in order to bring to them a new intellectual life. Chautauqua, in our own country, has begun to pass beyond the period of superficial work to a real union of the scientific and the popular. In their summer school they offer courses in American history. Our ownstate university carries on extensive work in various lines. I believe that this movement in the direction of popularizing historical and scientific knowledge will work a real revolution in our towns and villages as well as in our great cities.

The schoolteacher is called to do a work above and beyond the instruction in his school. He is called upon to be the apostle of the higher culture to the community in which he is placed. Given a good school or town library—such a one is now within the reach of every hamlet that is properly stimulated to the acquisition of one—and given an energetic, devoted teacher to direct and foster the study of history and politics and economics, we would have an intellectual regeneration of the state. Historical study has for its end to let the community see itself in the light of the past, to give it new thoughts and feelings, new aspirations and energies. Thoughts and feelings flow into deeds. Here is the motive power that lies behind institutions. This is therefore one of the ways to create good politics; here we can touch the very "age and body of the time, its form and pressure." Have you a thought of better things, a reform to accomplish? "Put it in the air," says the great teacher. Ideas have ruled, will rule. We must make university extension into state life felt in this country as did Germany. Of one thing beware. Avoid as the very unpardonable sin any one-sidedness, any partisan, any partial treatment of history. Do not misinterpret the past for the sake of the present. The man who enters the temple of history must respond devoutly to that invocation of the church, Sursum corda, lift up your hearts. No looking at history as an idle tale, a compend of anecdotes; no servile devotion to a textbook; no carelessness of truth about the dead that can no longer speak must be permitted in its sanctuary. "History," says Droysen, "is not the truth and the light; but a striving for it, a sermon on it. a consecration to it."
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Carl Lotus Becker (1873-1945), American historian, b. Blackhawk co., Iowa. He taught history at Dartmouth College (1901-2), at the Univ. of Kansas (1902-16), and at Cornell Univ. (1917-41). After retirement he was professor emeritus and university historian at Cornell. Among his early works were monographs such as his History of Political Parties in the Province of New York, 1760-1776 (1909), but his real forte was the analysis of thought and philosophy in action, exemplified by his studies on the American Revolutionary period (e.g., The Declaration of Independence, 1922) and in the broader study, The Heavenly City of the Eighteenth-Century Philosophers (1932). His deep concern with the use of history for the improvement of international relations and the quality of life was shown in his How New Will the Better World Be? (1944). His works are remarkable as much for the quiet originality of his thought as for the purity and lucidity of his impeccable literary style.




History is a venerable branch of knowledge, and the writing of history is an art of long standing. Everyone knows what history is, that is, everyone is familiar with the word and has a confident notion of what it means. In general history has to do with the thought and action of men and women who lived in past times. Everyone knows what the past is too. We all have a comforting sense that it lies behind us, like a stretch of uneven country we have crossed; and it is often difficult to avoid the notion that one could easily, by turning round, walk back into this country of the past. That, at all events, is what we commonly think of the historian as doing: he works in the past, he explores the past in order to find out what men did and thought in the past. His business is to discover and set forth the "facts of history".

When anyone says "facts" we are all there. The word gives us a sense of stability. We know where we are when, as we say, we "get down to the facts"—as, for example, we know where we are when we get down to the facts of the structure of the atom, or the incredible movement of the electron as it jumps from one orbit to another. It is the same with history. Historians feel safe when dealing with the facts. We talk much about the "hard facts" and the "cold facts", about "not being able to get around the facts", and about the necessity of basing our narrative on a "solid foundation of fact." By virtue of talking in this way, the facts of history come in the end to seem something solid, something substantial like physical matter (I mean matter in the common sense, not matter defined as "a series of events in the ether"), something possessing definite shape, and clear persistent outline—like bricks or scantlings; so that we can easily picture the historian as he stumbles about in the past, stubbing his toe on the hard facts if he doesn't watch out. That is his affair of course, a danger he runs; for his business is to dig out the facts and pile them up for someone to use. Perhaps he may use them himself; but at all events he must arrange them conveniently so that someone—perhaps the sociologist or the economist—may easily carry them away for use in some structural enterprise.

Such (with no doubt a little, but not much, exaggeration to give point to the matter) are the common connotations of the words "historical facts", as used by historians and other people. Now, when I meet a word with which I am entirely unfamiliar, I find it a good plan to look it up in the dictionary and find out what someone thinks it means. But when I have frequently to use words with which everyone is perfectly familiar—words like "cause" and "liberty" and "progress" and "government"—when I have to use words of this sort which everyone knows perfectly well, the wise thing to do is to take a week off and think about them. The result is often astonishing; for as often as not I find that I have been talking about words instead of real things. Well, "historical fact" is such a word; and I suspect it would be worthwhile for us historians at least to think about this word more than we have done. For the moment therefore, leaving the historian moving about in the past piling up the cold facts, I wish to inquire whether the historical fact is really as hard and stable as it is often supposed to be.

And this inquiry I will throw into the form of three simple questions. I will ask the questions, I can't promise to answer them. The questions are: (1) What is the historical fact? (2) Where is the historical fact? (3) When is the historical fact? Mind I say is, not was. I take it for granted that if we are interested in, let us say, the fact of the Magna Carta, we are interested in it for our own sake and not for its sake; and since we are living now and not in 1215 we must be interested in the Magna Carta, if at all, for what it is and not for what it was.

This is the case of the historian. The only external world he has to deal with is the records. He can indeed look at the records as often as he likes, and he can get dozens of others to look at them: and some things, some "facts", can in this way be established and agreed upon, as, for example, the fact that the document known as the Declaration of Independence was voted on July 4, 1776. But the meaning and significance of this fact cannot be thus agreed upon, because the series of events in which it has a place cannot be enacted again and again, under varying conditions, in order to see what effect the variations would have. The historian has to judge the significance of the series of events from the one single performance, never to be repeated, and never, since the records are incomplete and imperfect, capable of being fully known or fully affirmed. Thus into the imagined facts and their meaning there enters the personal equation. The history of any event is never precisely the same thing to two different persons and it is well known that every generation writes the same history in a new way, and puts upon it a new construction.

The reason why this is so—why the same series of vanished events is differently imagined in each succeeding generation—is that our imagined picture of the actual event is always determined by two things: (1) by the actual event itself insofar as we can know something about it; and (2) by our own present purposes, desires, prepossessions, and prejudices, all of which enter into the process of knowing it. The actual event contributes something to the imagined picture; but the mind that holds the imagined picture always contributes something too. This is why there is no more fascinating or illuminating phase of history than historiography—the history of history: the history, that is, of what successive generations have imagined the past to be like. It is impossible to understand the history of certain great events without knowing what the actors in those events themselves thought about history. For example, it helps immensely to understand why the leaders of the American and French Revolutions acted and thought as they did if we know what their idea of classical history was. They desired, to put it simply, to be virtuous republicans, and to act the part. Well, they were able to act the part of virtuous republicans much more effectively because they carried around in their heads an idea, or ideal if you prefer, of Greek republicanism and Roman virtue. But of course their own desire to be virtuous republicans had a great influence in making them think the Greek and Romans, whom they had been taught to admire by reading classics in school, were virtuous republicans too. Their image of the present and future and their image of the classical past were inseparable, bound together—were really one and the same thing.

In this way the present influences our idea of the past, our idea of the past influences the present. We are accustomed to say that "the present is the product of all the past"; and this is what is ordinarily meant by the historian's doctrine of "historical continuity." But it is only a half truth. It is equally true, and no mere paradox, to say that the past (our imagined picture of it) is the product of all the present. We build our conceptions of history partly out of our present needs and purposes. The past is a kind of screen upon which we project our vision of the future; and it is indeed a moving picture, borrowing much of its form and colour from our fears and aspirations. The doctrine of historical continuity is badly in need of overhauling in the light of these suggestions; for that doctrine was itself one of those pictures which the early nineteenth century threw upon the screen of the past in order to quiet its deep-seated fears—fears occasioned by the French Revolution and the Napoleonic wars.
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Oswald Spengler (1880-1936), German philosopher of history. Born in Blankenburg, Harz, he studied at Halle, Munich and Berlin, and taught mathematics in Hamburg (1908) before devoting himself entirely to the compilation of the morbidly prophetic Untergang des Abendlandes (2 vols, 1918-22, Eng trans The Decline of the West, 1926-29), which argues, by analogy, that all civilizations or cultures are subject to the same cycle of growth and decay in accordance with predetermined "historical destiny". The soul of Western civilization is dead. The age of soulless expansionist Caesarism is upon us. It is better for Western man, therefore, to be engineer rather than poet, soldier rather than artist, politician rather than philosopher. Unlike Arnold Joseph Toynbee, whom he influenced, he was concerned with the present and future rather than with the origins of civilizations. Despite a certain amount of affinity between his political ideas and Nazi dogma, Spengler both criticized and was criticized by the National Socialist Party. Another work attempted to compare Prussianism with socialism (1920).




… Every Culture has its own Civilization. In this work, for the first time the two words, hitherto used to express an indefinite, more or less ethical, distinction, are used in a periodic sense, to express a strict and necessary organic succession. The Civilization is the inevitable destiny of the Culture, and in this principle we obtain the viewpoint from which the deepest and gravest problems of historical morphology become capable of solution. Civilizations are the most external and artificial states of which a species of developed humanity is capable. They are a conclusion, the thing-become succeeding the thing-becoming, death following life, rigidity following expansion, intellectual age and the stone-built, petrifying world-city following mother-earth and the spiritual childhood of Doric and Gothic. They are an end, irrevocable, yet by inward necessity reached again and again.

So, for the first time, we are enabled to understand the Romans as the successors of the Greeks, and light is projected into the deepest secrets of the late-Classical period. What, but this, can be the meaning of the fact—which can only be disputed by vain phrases—that the Romans were barbarians who did not precede but closed a great development? Unspiritual, unphilosophical, devoid of art, clannish to the point of brutality, aiming relentlessly at tangible successes, they stand between the Hellenic Culture and nothingness. An imagination directed purely to practical objects—they had religious laws governing godward relations as they had other laws governing human relations, but there was no specifically Roman saga of gods—was something which was not found at all in Athens. In a word, Greek soul-Roman intellect; and this antithesis is the differentia between Culture and Civilization.

A boundless mass of human Being, flowing in a stream without banks; upstream, a dark past wherein our time-sense loses all powers of definition and restless or uneasy fancy conjures up geological periods to hide away an eternally unsolvable riddle, downstream, a future even so dark and timeless—such is the groundwork of the Faustian picture of human history.

Over the expanse of the water passes the endless uniform wave-train of the generations. Here and there bright shafts of light broaden out, everywhere dancing flashes confuse and disturb the clear mirror, changing, sparkling, vanishing. These are what we call the clans, tribes, peoples, races which unify a series of generations within this or that limited area of the historical surface. As widely as these differ in creative Power, so widely do the images that they create vary in duration and plasticity, and when the creative power dies out, the physiognomic, linguistic and spiritual identification-marks vanish also and the phenomenon subsides again into the ruck of the generations. Aryans, Mongols, Germans, Kelts, Parthians, Franks, Carthaginians, Berbers, Bantu's are names by which we specify some very heterogeneous images of this order. But over this surface, too, the great Cultures accomplish their majestic wave-cycles. They appear suddenly, swell in splendid lines, lessen again and vanish, and the face of the waters is once more a sleeping waste.

A Culture is born in the moment when a great soul awakens out of the proto-spirituality of ever-childish humanity, and detaches itself, a form from the formless, a bounded and mortal thing from the boundless and enduring. It blooms on the soil of an exactly-definable landscape, to which plant-wise it remains bound. It dies when the soul has actualized the full sum of its possibilities in the shape of peoples, languages, dogmas, arts, states, sciences, and reverts into the proto-soul. But its living existence, that sequence of great epochs which define and display the stages of fulfillment, is an inner passionate struggle to maintain the Idea against the powers of Chaos without and the unconscious muttering deep-down within. It is not only the artist who struggles against the resistance of the material and the stifling of the idea within him. Every Culture stands in a deeply-symbolical, almost in a mystical, relation to the Extended, the space, in which and through which it strives to actualize itself. The aim once attained—the idea, the entire content of inner possibilities, fulfilled and made externally actual—the Culture suddenly hardens, it mortifies, its blood congeals, its force breaks down, and it becomes Civilization, the thing which we feel and understand in the words Egyptianism, Byzantinism, Mandarinism. As such they may, like a worn-out giant of the primeval forest, thrust their decaying branches towards the sky for hundreds or thousands of years, as we see in China, in India, in the Islamic world. It was thus that the Classical Civilization rose gigantic, in the Imperial age, with a false semblance of youth and strength and fullness, and robbed the young Arabian Culture of the East of light and air.

This—the inward and outward fulfillment, the finality, that awaits every living Culture—is the purport of all the historic "declines," amongst them that decline of the Classical world which we know so well and fully, and another decline, entirely comparable to it in course and duration, which will occupy the first centuries of the coming millennium but is heralded already and sensible in and around us today—the decline of the West. Every Culture passes through the age-phases of the individual man. Each has its childhood, youth, manhood and old age…

It is a young and trembling soul, heavy with misgivings, that reveals itself in the morning of Romanesque and Gothic. It fills the Faustian landscape from the Provence of the troubadours to the Hildesheim cathedral of Bishop Bernward. The spring wind blows over it. "In the works of the old-German architecture," says Goethe, "one sees the blossoming of an extraordinary state. Anyone immediately confronted with such a blossoming can do no more than wonder; but one who can see into the secret inner life of the plant and its rain of forces, who can observe how the bud expands, little by little, sees the thing with quite other eyes and knows what he is seeing." Childhood speaks to us also—and in the same tones—out of early-Homeric Doric, out of early-Christian (which is really early-Arabian) art and out of the works of the Old Kingdom in Egypt that began with the Fourth Dynasty. There a mythic world-consciousness is fighting like a harassed debtor against all the dark and daemonic in itself and in Nature, while slowly ripening itself for the pure, day-bright expression of the existence that it will at last achieve and know.

The more nearly a Culture approaches the noon culmination of its being, the more virile, austere, controlled, intense the form-language it has secured for itself, the more assured its sense of its own power, the clearer its lineaments. In the spring all this had still been dim and confused, tentative, filled with childish yearning and fears—witness the ornament of Romanesque-Gothic church porches of Saxony and southern France, the early-Christian catacombs, the Dipylon vases.

But there is now the full consciousness of ripened creative power that we see in the time of the early Middle Kingdom of Egypt, in the Athens of the Pisistratidae, in the age of Justinian, in that of the Counter-Reformation, and we find every individual trait of expression deliberate, strict, measured, marvelous in its ease and self-confidence. And we find, too, that everywhere, at moments, the coming fulfillment suggested itself in such moments were created the head of Amenemhet Ⅲ (the so-called "Hyksos Sphinx" of Tanis), the domes of Hagia Sophia, the paintings of Titian. Still later, tender to the point of fragility, fragrant with the sweetness of late October days, come the Cnidian Aphrodite and the Hall of the Maidens in the Erechtheum, the arabesques on Saracen horseshoe-arches, the Zwinger of Dresden, Watteau, Mozart.

At last, in the gray dawn of Civilization the fire in the Soul dies down. The dwindling powers rise to one more, half-successful, effort of creation, and produce the Classicism that is common to all dying Cultures. The soul thinks once again, and in Romanticism looks back piteously to its childhood; then finally, weary, reluctant, cold, it loses its desire to be, and, as in Imperial Rome, wishes itself out of the overlong daylight and back in the darkness of protomysticism in the womb of the mother in the grave. The spell of a "second religiousness" comes upon it, and Late-Classical man turns to the practice of the cults of Mithras, of Isis, of the Sun—those very cults into which a soul just born in the East has been pouring a new wine of dreams and fears and loneliness.

In the midst of the land lie the old world-cities, empty receptacles of an extinguished soul, in which a history—less mankind slowly nests itself… Only with the end of grand History does holy, still Being reappear. It is a drama noble in its aimlessness, noble and aimless as the course of the stars, the rotation of the earth, and alternance of land and sea, of ice and virgin forest upon its face. We may marvel at it or we may lament it—but so it is.
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Karl Jaspers (1883-1969), Philosopher. Jaspers was educated at the University of Heidelberg, Germany. He stayed on at the university to teach until he was forced to resign by the Nazis. Although he was reinstated after the Second World War, he ended his career at the University of Basle. He is remembered as a Christian existentialist. Influenced by the writings of both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, he described philosophy as a "way of thought by which man seeks to become himself" and as a means of illuminating "the Ground within us and beyond us, where we can find meaning and guidance". He did not accept that Jesus Christ was the sole means of salvation, but he insisted that religious myths serve the function of bringing humanity in touch with the transcendent. Among his works translated into English are Myth and Christianity (written with Rudolf Bultmann), Truth and Symbol and Philosophical Faith and Revelation.




Culture is an acquired state. That man is cultured who has been shaped by a given historical ideal. A coherent system of associations, gestures, values, ways of putting things, and abilities have become second nature to him. The Greek conception of culture was physical beauty combined with the continuous achievement of excellence; the Roman's, conduct characterized by self-control and consciousness of duty; the Englishman's, the ideal of the gentleman. These cultural ideals may set their bearers apart from other men in one of four different ways. They may differentiate them according to their social class origin: knight, priest, monk, burgher; they may express the intellectual sphere which sets the tone: man of the world, artist and poet, or scholar; they may express the chief area of competence: training in poetry and sports, scholastic learning and competence, training in language and literature, knowledge of technology and the natural sciences; finally, they may express the institution in which this education was acquired: the Greek gymnasium and place of assembly, the princely court, the French salon, or the German university. Common to all these cultural ideals is the feeling for form and self-discipline and the sense that culture must become one's second nature through practice, as if all were inborn rather than acquired.

In contrast to the general education of the whole man, what we call specialized training is only one aspect of education. This is training for a specific occupation requiring specialized knowledge and skills.

Social privilege though not identical with education is one of its consequences. In Hellenistic Egypt it was solely his gymnastic education as a Greek ephebe which qualified an Egyptian for public office. Lists were kept of all those so educated. The passing of examinations qualified the Chinese for the privilege of belonging to the caste of literates and of becoming mandarins. The German is called educated only if he has graduated from one of the higher schools, formerly the Latin school alone. Without graduating from one of these schools he cannot enter a university and qualify himself for certain professions.

At times an entire nation has adopted the cultural ideal of a particular class, thus making it general. In this way, the set and uniform characteristics of the English gentleman or the Frenchman became possible, while in Germany no one class had developed a cultural ideal of sufficient suggestive power. Because of this the German lacks a uniform national culture; as a mere member of his nation he remains barbarian. For the German, culture is always a purely personal matter.

As far as culture originates at the university, it takes the form of scholarly and scientific discipline. This is the function of the scientific outlook and of the particular subjects emphasized.

The scholarly and scientific outlook is more than specialized knowledge and competence. It is the ability to suspend temporarily one's own values for the sake of objective knowledge, to set aside bias and special interests for the sake of an impartial analysis of data. In doing this we not only achieve essentially impartial knowledge, but also our personal bias is put in a new light. Fanaticism and blindness are eliminated. The very experience of our limitation creates the basis for true objectivity. The insoluble problems which we confront and which point beyond themselves for their solution teach us to seek the real answers beyond the data at hand. The scientific outlook stands for more than specific factual knowledge. It involves the transformation of our whole person in accordance with reason.

The scientific method calls for objectivity, for devotion to the task, for careful weighing, searching out of contrary possibilities, self-criticism. It does not permit one to think as one pleases and to forget everything else at the whim of the moment. It is characterized by a skeptical and questioning attitude, by caution when drawing general conclusions, by testing the limits and conditions of our assertions.

Without the continuous exercise of reason in the sciences, education in accordance with a fixed ideal will prove rigid and confining. When education trains us to apply reason to every problem and achieve the flexibility of reason in our life as a whole, then it will truly humanize.

A further characteristic of scientific education derives from the special disciplines to which the scholar has dedicated himself. The educational value of the natural sciences and the liberal arts is very different in character. The "realism" of natural science, on the one hand, and humanism, on the other, seem like two distinct cultural ideals. Both rely on scientific research, the one through familiarity with natural phenomena observed and experimented upon, the other through familiarity with books and the works of man subjected to analysis.

The liberal arts study the spirit of man. Understanding here involves a meeting of minds across the centuries. We confine ourselves to what we can understand: the men, the works, the period. Only rarely do we touch upon the geographical, racial, and natural premises of the products of the human mind, which elude explanation. All of our life, however, is permeated by these imponderables, which natural science seeks to understand. In the liberal arts we acknowledge these facts as something we explain as outsiders but do not understand intrinsically.

Scholar and scientist each tend to claim that their own discipline is the only true one. Natural science, with its particular knowledge of that reality with which our entire intellectual being is involved, blocks the tendency to ascribe all to spirit. Conversely, the liberal arts oppose the reduction of spirit to matter and biology, with the knowledge that the human spirit cannot be reduced in this way but that it has its own independent origin.

An educational ideal in which humanism and the realism of the natural sciences are joined to one another for their mutual enlightenment has not been realized so far.

The liberal arts are valuable educationally because they allow a realization of the substance of the human past, a participation in tradition, a knowledge of the breadth of human possibilities. Even where the manner of discovery has been forgotten (this is studied by philology) the result as such retains its importance. To assimilate the myths, images and works of a great past has in itself educational value. The educational value of the natural sciences lies in the training for exact observation. The subject matter itself has educational value to a far lesser degree than that of the liberal arts. In physics and chemistry the results are relatively unimportant, whereas the method through which they were obtained has educational value. The natural scientist who knows nothing except results has an essentially dead and meaningless knowledge. He is abetting a distortion of science into dogma and authority.

What most people take to be all-important, the dogmatic unification of scientific results into a system, is precisely what has least educational value for the natural scientist. An item of knowledge the validity of which I cannot independently verify not only lacks all positive educational value but is in fact destructive. The net effect of these systems always false in principle equals that of myths in former times. The only difference is this, that in place of the mythical world of former times we now have a barren system of abstractions. Thus, an abundantly rich and substantial whole is replaced by one infinitely poor. Then as now a world view is accepted on faith, in this case as revealed by the authority of science. Empty scientific abstractions replace a living visual intimacy with nature.

Such is the predicament of the natural sciences. They accomplish the maximum in scientific precision and neatness, create the utmost clarity covering the assumptions implicit in their own knowledge. They confirm Kant's thesis that science is science only to the extent that it maintains mathematical rigor. Here, too, everything hinges on our understanding the successive steps of investigation, hardly anything on our acceptance of results. The natural sciences, however, include a wider field. Even the realm of the inorganic includes an infinite variety of mineral forms. Yet how much more enigmatic and impenetrable a reality manifests itself in organic life! What Kant has written is still valid today: "It is quite certain that we cannot adequately comprehend much less explain organic life and its internal potentialities according to causalmechanistic principles. So certain is this that one may boldly assert that it would be absurd if men so much as plan or even hope for another Newton to arise who could explain the growth of even a single blade of grass by natural laws which are not themselves ordered according to some further end."

Today the sciences of organic life are engaged in continuing expansion. The subject matter comes close to having independent educational value. For we have obtained insights into a new world of infinite variety, which broaden, clarify and deepen our native intimacy with nature. Consequently, a substitute-religion founded on a biological world view is not quite as bad as one founded on a world view as the one provided by a mechanistic thought-model. What educational value there is in either depends solely upon the extent to which the knowledge of results is translated into actual observation, contemplation, and assimilation of the world about us. To the extent that this knowledge becomes a dogmatic Weltanschauung, its educational value diminishes. Thus, even if dogmatizations in one form or another really are unavoidable, an authentic mythology full of wonder and magic would still be preferable educationally to any other.
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Robin George Collingwood (1889-1943), English philosopher, historian and archaeologist. Born in Coniston, Cumbria, the son of William Gershom Collingwood and educated at Rugby and Oxford, he taught at Oxford and was Professor of Philosophy there (1934-41). He was an authority on the archaeology of Roman Britain, and much of his philosophical work was concerned with the relations of history and philosophy. At first a follower of Hegel and Benedetto Croce, increasingly he saw philosophy as an irreducibly historical discipline, always influenced by its own time and culture. He was intellectually an unfashionable figure in his lifetime but was recognized as a writer of great style, originality and learning. His many books include: Speculum Mentis (1924), Roman. Britain and the English Settlements (1936), The Principles of Art (1937), Autobiography (1939), Essay on Metaphysics (1940), The New Leviathan (1942), and two posthumous works The Idea of Nature (1945) and The Idea of History (1946).




What history is, what it is about, how it proceeds, and what it is for, are questions which to some extent different people would answer in different ways. But in spite of differences there is a large measure of agreement between the answers. And this agreement becomes closer if the answers are subjected to scrutiny with a view to discarding those which proceed from unqualified witnesses. History, like theology or natural science, is a special form of thought. If that is so, questions about the nature, object, method, and value of this form of thought must be answered by persons having two qualifications.

First, they must have experience of that form of thought. They must be historians. In a sense we are all historians nowadays. All educated persons have gone through a process of education which has included a certain amount of historical thinking. But this does not qualify them to give an opinion about the nature, object, method, and value of historical thinking. For in the first place, the experience of historical thinking which they have thus acquired is probably very superficial; and the opinions based on it are therefore no better grounded than a man's opinion of the French people based on a single week-end visit to Paris. In the second place, experience of anything whatever gained through the ordinary educational channels, as well as being superficial, is invariably out of date. Experience of historical thinking, so gained, is modeled on text-books, and text-books always describe not what is now being thought by real live historians, but what was thought by real live historians at some time in the past when the raw material was being created out of which the text-book has been put together. And it is not only the results of historical thought which are out of date by the time they get into the text-book. It is also the principles of historical thought: that is, the ideas as to the nature, object, method, and value of historical thinking. In the third place, and connected with this, there is a peculiar illusion incidental to all knowledge acquired in the way of education: the illusion of finality. When a student is in statu pupillari with respect to any subject whatever, he has to believe that things are settled because the text-books and his teachers regard them as settled. When he emerges from that state and goes on studying the subject for himself he finds that nothing is settled. The dogmatism which is an invariable mark of immaturity drops away from him. He looks at so-called facts with a new eye. He says to himself. "My teacher and text-book. told me that such and such was true; but is it true? What reasons had they for thinking it true, and were these reasons adequate?" On the other hand, if he emerges from the status of pupil without continuing to pursue the subject he never rids himself of this dogmatic attitude. And this makes him a person peculiarly unfitted to answer the questions I have mentioned. No one, for example, is likely to answer them worse than an Oxford philosopher who, having read Greats in his youth, was once a student of history and thinks that this youthful experience of historical thinking entitles him to say what history is, what it is about, how it proceeds, and what it is for.

The second qualification for answering these questions is that a man should not only have experience of historical thinking but should also have reflected upon that experience. He must be not only an historian but a philosopher; and in particular his philosophical thought must have included special attention to the problems of historical thought. Now it is possible to be a quite good historian (though not an historian of the highest order) without thus reflecting upon one's own historical thinking. It is even easier to be a quite good teacher of history (though not the very best kind of teacher) without such reflection. At the same time, it is important to remember that experience comes first, and reflection on that experience second. Even the least reflective historian has the first qualification. He possesses the experience on which to reflect; and when he is asked to reflect on it his reflections have a good chance of being to the point. An historian who has never worked much at philosophy will probably answer our four questions in a more intelligent and valuable way than a philosopher who has never worked much at history.

I shall therefore propound answers to my four questions such as I think any present-day historian would accept. Here they will be rough and ready answers, but they will serve for a provisional definition of our subject-matter and they will be defended and elaborated as the argument proceeds.

(a) The definition of history. Every historian would agree, I think, that history is a kind of research or inquiry. What kind of inquiry it is I do not yet ask. The point is that generically it belongs to what we call the sciences: that is, the forms of thought whereby we ask questions and try to answer them. Science in general, it is important to realize, does not consist in collecting what we already know and arranging it in this or that kind of pattern. It consists in beg upon something we do not know, and trying to discover it. Playing patience with things we already know may be a useful means towards this end, but it is not the end itself. It is at best only the means. It is scientifically valuable only in so far as the new arrangement gives us the answer to a question we have already decided to ask. That is why all science begins from the knowledge of our own ignorance: not our ignorance of everything, but our ignorance of some definite thing—the origin of parliament, the cause of cancer, the chemical composition of the sun, the way to make a pump work without muscular exertion on the part of a man or a horse or some other docile animal. Science is finding things out: and in that sense history is a science.

(b) The object of history. One science differs from another in that it finds out things of a different kind. What kind of things does history find out? I answer, res gestae: actions of human beings that have been done in the past. Although this answer raises all kinds of further questions many of which are controversial, still, however they may be answered, the answers do not discredit the proposition that history is the science of res gestae, the attempt to answer questions about human actions done in the past.

(c) How does history proceed? History proceeds by the interpretation of evidence: where evidence is a collective name for things which singly are called documents, and a document is a thing existing here and now, of such a kind that the historian, by thinking about it, can get answers to the questions he asks about past events. Here again there are plenty of difficult questions to ask as to what the characteristics of evidence are and how it is interpreted. But there is no need for us to raise them at this stage. However they are answered, historians will agree that historical procedure, or method, consists essentially of interpreting evidence.

(d) Lastly, what is history for? This is perhaps a harder question than the others; a man who answers it will have to reflect rather more widely than a man who answers the three we have answered already. He must reflect not only on historical thinking but on other things as well, because to say that something is "for" something implies a distinction between A and B, where A is good for something and B is that for which something is good. But I will suggest an answer, and express the opinion that no historian would reject it, although the further questions to which it gives rise are numerous and difficult.

My answer is that history is "for" human self-knowledge. It is generally thought to be of importance to man that he should know himself: where knowing himself means knowing not his merely personal peculiarities, the things that distinguish him from other men, but his nature as man. Knowing yourself means knowing, first, what it is to be a man; secondly, knowing what it is to be the kind of man you are; and thirdly, knowing what it is to be the man you are and nobody else is. Knowing yourself means knowing what you can do; and since nobody knows what he can do until he tries, the only clue to what man can do is what man has done. The value of history, then, is that it teaches us what man has done and thus what man is.




Challenge and Response in History
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Arnold Joseph Toynbee




Arnold Joseph Toynbee (1889-1975) has made the most ambitious attempt of the twentieth century to write a universal history and to explain the genesis of the various civilizations of which that history is composed. In the history of the world, according to Toynbee, there have been twenty-six civilizations, some of which, like that of the Eskimo, are really "arrested" civilizations. The successful civilizations discussed in the following account are the Egyptiac (Nile River valley, 4000B.C.); the Sumeric (lower Tigris-Euphrates valley, 3500 B.C.), the Sinic (lower valley of the Yellow River, in China, 1500 B.C.); the Mayan (Panama), A.D. c. 455; the Andean (South America), A. D. c. 300; and the Minoan (Aegean Islands in the Mediterranean, 3000 B. C. ). What Toynbee calls "Affiliated Civilizations" are those that develop from a pre-existing one, as Babylonia developed out of Sumeric civilization. Briefly, Toynbee's thesis is that civilizations develop by responding successfully to challenges under the leadership of creative minorities. Correspondingly, they decline when the challenge is not met. Toynbee's A Study of History (1934-1954) came out in ten volumes; an abridgment of the first six volumes by D. C. Somervell was published in 1947. The following selection is Chapter V, "Challenge and Response," of the 1947 abridgment.




In our search so far for the positive factor in the geneses of civilization we have been employing the tactics of the classical school of modem physical science. We have been thinking in abstract terms and experimenting with the play of inanimate forces—race and environment. Now that these man oeuvres have ended in our drawing blank, we may pause to consider whether our failures may not have been due to some mistake of method. Perhaps, under the insidious influence of the spirit of an outgoing age, we have fallen victims to what we will call the "apathetic fallacy." Ruskin warned his readers against the "pathetic fallacy" of imaginatively endowing inanimate objects with life; but it is equally necessary for us to be on our guard against the converse error of applying to historical thought, which is a study of living creatures, a scientific method devised for the study of inanimate nature. In our final attempt to solve the riddle let us follow Plato's lead and try the alternative course. Let us shut our eyes, for the moment, to the formulae of science in order to open our ears to the language of mythology.

It is clear that if the geneses of civilization are not the result of biological factors or of geographical environment acting separately, they must be the result of some kind of interaction between them. In other words, the factor which we are seeking to identify is something not simple but multiple, not an entity but a relation. We have the choice of conceiving this relation either as an interaction between two inhuman forces or as an encounter between two superhuman personalities. Let us yield our minds to the second of these two conceptions. Perhaps it will lead us towards the light.

An encounter between two superhuman personalities is the plot of some of the greatest dramas that the human imagination has conceived. An encounter between Yahweh and the Serpent is the plot of the story of the Fall of Man in the Book of Genesis; a second encounter between the same antagonists, transfigured by a progressive enlightenment of Syriac souls, is the plot of the New Testament which tells the story of the Redemption; an encounter between the Lord and Satan is the plot of the Book of Job; an encounter between the Lord and Mephistopheles is the plot of Goethe's Faust; an encounter between Gods and Demons is the plot of the Scandinavian Voluspa; an encounter between Artemis and Aphrodite is the plot of Euripides' Hippolytus.

We find another version of the same plot in that ubiquitous and ever-recurring myth—a "primordial image" if ever there was one—of the encounter between the Virgin and the Father of her Child. The characters in this myth have played their allotted parts on a thousand different stages under an infinite variety of names: Danae and the Shower of Gold; Europa and the Bull; Semele the Stricken Earth and Zeus the Sky that launches the thunderbolt; Creusa and Apollo in Euripides' Ion; Psyche and Cupid; Cretchen and Faust. The theme recurs, transfigured, in the Annunciation. In our own day in the West this protean myth has re-expressed itself as the last word of our astronomers on the genesis of the planetary system, as witness the following credo:





We believe… that some two thousand million years ago… a second star, wandering blindly through space, happened to come within hailing distance of the Sun. Just as the Sun and Moon raise tides on the Earth, this second star must have raised tides on the surface of the Sun. But they would be very different from the puny tides which the small mass of the Moon raises in our oceans; a huge tidal wave must have traveled over the surface of the Sun, ultimately forming a mountain of prodigious height, which would rise ever higher and higher as the cause of the disturbance came nearer and nearer. And, before the second star began to recede, its tidal pull had become so powerful that this mountain was torn to pieces and threw off small fragments of itself, much as the crest of a wave throws off spray. Those small fragments have been circulating round their parent sun ever since. They are the planets, great and small, of which our Earth is one.
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Thus out of the mouth of the mathematical astronomer, when all his complex calculations are done, there comes forth, once again, the myth of the encounter between the Sun Goddess and her ravisher that is so familiar a tale in the mouths of the untutored children of nature.

The presence and potency of this duality in the causation of the civilizations whose geneses we are studying is admitted by a Modern Western archaeologist whose studies begin with a concentration on environment and end with an intuition of the mystery of life:





Environment… is not the total causation in culture-shaping… It is, beyond doubt, the most conspicuous single factor… But there is still an indefinable factor which may best be designated quite frankly as x, the unknown quantity, apparently psychological in kind… If x be not the most conspicuous factor in the matter, it certainly is the most important, the most fateladen.
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In our present study of history this insistent theme of the superhuman encounter has asserted itself already. At an early stage we observed that "a society… is confronted in the course of its life by a succession of problems" and that "the presentation of each problem is a challenge to undergo an ordeal."





Let us try to analyse the plot of this story or drama which repeats itself in such different contexts and in such various forms.

We may begin with two general features: the encounter is conceived of as a rare and sometimes as a unique event; and it has consequences which are vast in proportion to the vastness of the breach which it makes in the customary course of nature.

Even in the easy-going world of Hellenic mythology, where the gods saw the daughters of men that they were fair, and had their way with so many of them that their victims could be marshaled and paraded in poetic catalogues, such incidents never ceased to be sensational affairs and invariably resulted in the births of heroes. In the versions of the plot in which both parties to the encounter are superhuman, the rarity and momentousness of the event are thrown into stronger relief. In the Book of Job, "the day when the Sons of God came to present themselves before the Lord, and Satan came also among them," is evidently conceived of as an unusual occasion; and so is the encounter between the Lord and Mephistopheles in the "Prologue in Heaven" (suggested, of course, by the opening of the Book of Job) which starts the action of Goethe's Faust. In both these dramas the consequences on Earth of the encounter in Heaven are tremendous. The personal ordeals of Job and Faust represent, in the intuitive language of fiction, the infinitely multiple ordeal of mankind; and, in the language of theology, the same vast consequence is represented as following from the superhuman encounters that are portrayed in the Book of Genesis and in the New Testament. The expulsion of Adam and Eve from the Garden of Eden, which follows the encounter between Yahweh and the Serpent, is nothing less than the Fall of Man; the passion of Christ in the New Testament is nothing less than Man's Redemption. Even the birth of our planetary system from the encounter of two suns, as pictured by out modern astronomer, is declared by the same authority to be "an event of almost unimaginable rarity."

In every case the story opens with a perfect state of Yin.
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 Faust is perfect in knowledge; Job is perfect in goodness and prosperity; Adam and Eve are perfect in innocence and ease; the Virgins—Gretchen, Danae and the rest—are perfect in purity and beauty. In the astronomer's universe the Sun, a perfect orb, travels on its course intact and whole. When Yin is thus complete, it is ready to pass over into Yang.
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 But what is to make it pass? A change in a state which, by definition, is perfect after its kind can only be started by an impulse or motive which comes from outside. If we think of the state as one of physical equilibrium, we must bring in another star. If we think of it as one of psychic beatitude or nirvana, we must bring another actor on to the stage: a critic to set the mind thinking again by suggesting doubts; an adversary to set the heart feeling again by instilling distress or discontent or fear or antipathy. This is the role of the Serpent in Genesis, of Satan in the Book of Job, of Mephistopheles in Faust, of Loki in the Scandinavian mythology, of the Divine Lovers in the Virgin myths.

In the language of science we may say that the function of the intruding factor is to supply that on which it intrudes with a stimulus of the kind best calculated to evoke the most potently creative variations. In the language of mythology and theology, the impulse or motive which makes a perfect Yin-state pass over into new Yang-activity comes from an intrusion of the Devil into the universe of God. The event can best be described in these mythological images because they are not embarrassed by the contradiction that arises when the statement is translated into logical terms. In logic, if God's universe is perfect, there cannot be a Devil outside it, while, if the Devil exists, the perfection which he comes to spoil must have been incomplete already through the very fact of his existence. This logical contradiction, which cannot be logically resolved, is intuitively transcended in the imagery of the poet and prophet, who give glory to an omnipotent God yet take it for granted that He is subject to two crucial limitations.

The first limitation is that, in the perfection of what He has created already, He cannot find an opportunity for further creative activity. If God is conceived of as transcendent, the works of creation are as glorious as ever they were but they cannot "be changed from glory into glory." The second limitation on God's power is that when the opportunity for fresh creation is offered to Him from outside He cannot but take it. When the Devil challenges Him He cannot refuse to take the challenge up. God is bound to accept the predicament because He can refuse only at the price of denying His own nature and ceasing to be God.

If God is thus not omnipotent in logical terms, is He still mythologically invincible? If He is bound to take up the Devil's challenge, is He also bound to win the ensuing battle? In Euripides' Hippolytus, where God's part is played by Artemis and the Devil's by Aphrodite, Artemis is not only unable to decline the combat but is foredoomed to defeat. The relations between the Olympians are anarchic and Artemis in the epilogue can console herself only by making up her mind that one day she will play the Devil's role herself at Aphrodite's expense. The result is not creation but destruction. In the Scandinavian version destruction is likewise the outcome in Ragnarök—when "Gods and Demons slay and are slain"—though the unique genius of the author of Voluspa makes his Sibyl's vision pierce the gloom to behold the light of a new dawn beyond it. On the other hand, in another version of the plot, the combat which follows the compulsory acceptance of the challenge takes the form, not of an exchange of fire in which the Devil has the first shot and cannot fail to kill his man, but of a wager which the Devil is apparently bound to lose. The classic works in which this wager motif is worked out are the Book of Job and Goethe's Faust.

It is in Goethe's drama that the point is most clearly made. After the Lord has accepted the wager with Mephistopheles in Heaven, the terms are agreed on Earth, between Mephistopheles and Faust, as follows:

FAUST.

Comfort and quiet!—no, no! none of these

For me—I ask them not—I seek them not.

If ever I upon the bed of sloth

Lie down and rest, then be the hour in which

I so lie down and rest my last of life.

Canst thou by falsehood or by flattery

Delude me into self-complacent smiles,

Cheat me into tranquility? Come then,

And welcome, life's last day—be this our wager.

MEPH.

Done.

FAUST.

Done, say I: clench we at once the bargain.

If ever time should flow so calmly on,

Soothing my spirits in such oblivion

That in the pleasant trance I would arrest

And hail the happy moment in its course,

Bidding it linger with me…

Then willingly do I consent to perish.
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The bearing of this mythical compact upon our problem of the geneses of civilizations can be brought out by identifying Faust, at the moment when he makes his bet, with one of those 'awakened sleepers' who have risen from the ledge on which they had been lying torpid and have started to climb on up the face of the cliff. In the language of our simile, Faust is saying: "I have made up my mind to leave this ledge and climb this precipice in search of the next ledge above. In attempting this I am aware that I am leaving safety behind me. Yet, for the sake of the possibility of achievement, I will take the risk of a fall and destruction."

In the story as told by Goethe the intrepid climber, after an ordeal of mortal dangers and desperate reverses, succeeds in the end in scaling the cliff triumphantly. In the New Testament the same ending is given, through the revelation of a second encounter between the same pair of antagonists, to the combat between Yahweh and the Serpent which, in the original version in Genesis, had ended rather in the manner of the combat between Artemis and Aphrodite in the Hippolytus.

In Job, Faust and the New Testament alike it is suggested, or even declared outright, that the wager cannot be won by the Devil; that the Devil, in meddling with God's work, cannot frustrate but can only serve the purpose of God, who remains master of the situation all the time and gives the Devil rope for the Devil to hang himself. Then has the Devil been cheated? Did God accept a wager which He knew He could not lose? That would be a hard saying; for if it were true the whole transaction would have been a sham. An encounter which was no en counter could not produce the consequences of an encounter—the vast cosmic consequence of causing Yin to pass over into Yang. Perhaps the explanation is that the wager which the Devil offers and which God accepts covers, and thereby puts in real jeopardy, a part of God's creation but not the whole of it. The part really is at stake; and, though the whole is not, the chances and changes to which the part is exposed cannot conceivably leave the whole unaffected. In the language of mythology, when one of God's creatures is tempted by the Devil, God Himself is thereby given the opportunity to re-create the World. The Devil's intervention, whether it succeeds or fails on the particular issue—and either result is possible—has accomplished that transition from Yin to Yang for which Cod has been yearning.

As for the human protagonist's part, suffering is the keynote of it in every presentation of the drama, whether the player of the part is Jesus or Job or Faust or Adam and Eve. The picture of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden is a reminiscence of the Yin-state to which primitive man attained in the food-gathering phase of economy, after he had established his ascendancy over the rest of the flora and fauna of the Earth. The fall, in response to the temptation to eat of the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil, symbolizes the acceptance of a challenge to abandon this achieved integration and to venture upon a fresh differentiation out of which a fresh integration may—or may not—arise. The expulsion from the Garden into an unfriendly world in which the Woman must bring forth children in sorrow and the Man must eat bread in the sweat of his face, is the ordeal which the acceptance of the Serpent's challenge has entailed. The sexual intercourse between Adam and Eve, which follows, is an act of social creation. It bears fruit in the birth of two sons who impersonate two nascent civilizations: Abel the keeper of sheep and Cain the tiller of the ground.

In our own generation, one of our most distinguished and original-minded students of the physical environment of human life tells the same story in his own way:





Ages ago a band of naked, houseless, fireless savages started from their warm home in the torrid zone and pushed steadily northward from the beginning of spring to the end of summer. They never guessed that they had left the land of constant warmth until in September they began to feel an uncomfortable chill at night. Day by day it grew worse. Not knowing its cause, they travelled this way or that to escape. Some went southward, but only a handful returned to their former home. There they resumed the old life, and their descendants are untutored savages to this day. Of those who wandered in other directions, all perished except one small band. Finding that they could not escape the nipping air, the members of this band used the loftiest of human faculties, the power of conscious invention. Some tried to find shelter by digging in the ground, some gathered branches and leaves to make huts and warm beds, and some wrapped themselves in the skins of the beasts that they had slain. Soon these savages had taken some of the greatest steps towards civilization. The naked were clothed; the houseless sheltered; the improvident learnt to dry meat and store it, with nuts, for the winter; and at last the art of preparing fire was discovered as a means of keeping warm. Thus they subsisted where at first they thought that they were doomed. And in the process of adjusting themselves to a hard environment they advanced by enormous strides leaving the tropical part of mankind far in the rear.
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A classical scholar likewise translates the story into the scientific terminology of our age:





It is… a paradox of advancement that, if Necessity be the mother of Invention, the other parent is Obstinacy, the determination that you will go on living under adverse conditions rather than cut your losses and go where life is easier. It was no accident, that is, that civilization, as we know it, began in that ebb and flow of climate, flora and fauna which characterizes the four-fold Ice Age. Those primates who just "got out" as arboreal conditions wilted retained their primacy among the servants of natural law, but they forewent the conquest of nature. Those others won through, and became men, who stood their ground when there were no more trees to sit in, who "made do" with meat when fruit did not ripen, who made fires and clothes rather than follow the sunshine; who fortified their lairs and trained their young and vindicated the reasonableness of a world that seemed so reasonless.
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The first stage, then, of the human protagonist's ordeal is a transition from Yin to Yang through a dynamic act—performed by Cod's creature under temptation from the Adversary—which enables God Himself to resume His creative activity. But this progress has to be paid for; and it is not God but God's servant, the human sower, who pays the price. Finally, after many vicissitudes, the sufferer triumphant serves as the pioneer. The human protagonist in the divine drama not only serves God by enabling Him to renew His creation but also serves his fellow men by pointing the way for others to follow.




History as a System
 


〔29〕










José Ortega y Gasset




José Ortega y Gasset (1883-1955), Spanish essayist and philosopher. He studied in Germany and was influenced by neo-Kantian thought. He called his philosophy the metaphysics of vital reason, and he sought to establish the ultimate reality in which all else was rooted. In 1910 he became a professor of metaphysics at the Univ. of Madrid. In Meditaciones del Quijote (1914) and Espaa invertebrada (1921) he compared Germanic and Mediterranean cultures. The Modern Theme (1923, tr. 1931) is one of his best philosophical books. Many of the essays in El Espectador (8 vol., 1916-34) first appeared in the Revista de Occidente, a review he founded (1923) and directed. But it was with The Revolt of the Masses (1929, tr. 1932) that Ortega gained international fame. He held that unless the masses can be directed by an intellectual minority, chaos will result. Although he supported the republic, he fled at the outbreak (1936) of the civil war, first to France and then to Argentina. After World War Ⅱ he returned to Madrid, where he founded the Institute of Humanities. His other collections translated into English include Toward a Philosophy of History (1941), The Mission of the University (1944), Concord and Liberty (1946), The Dehumanization of Art (1948), Man and People (1957), and Man and Crisis (1958).




Here, then, awaiting our study, lies man's authentic "being"—stretching the whole length of his past. Man is what has happened to him, what he has done. Other things might have happened to him or have been done by him, but what did in fact happen to him and was done by him, this constitutes a relentless trajectory of experiences that he carries on his back as the vagabond his bundle of all he possesses. Man is a substantial emigrant on a pilgrimage of being, and it is accordingly meaningless to set limits to what he is capable of being. In this initial illimitableness of possibilities that characterizes one who has no nature there stands out only one fixed, pre-established, and given line by which he may chart his course, only one limit: the past. The experiments already made with life narrow man's future. If we do not know what he is going to be, we know what he is not going to be. Man lives in view of the past.

Man, in a word, has no nature; what he has is… history. Expressed differently: what nature is to things, history, res gestae, is to man. Once again we become aware of the possible application of theological concepts to human reality. Deus, cui hoc est natura quod fecerit… says St. Augustine. Man, likewise, finds that he has no nature other than what he has himself done.

History is the systematic science of that radical reality, my life. It is therefore a science of the present in the most rigorous and actual sense of the word. Were it not a science of the present, where should we find that past that is commonly assigned to it as theme? The opposite —and customary—interpretation is equivalent to making of the past an abstract, unreal something lying lifeless just where it happened in time, whereas the past is in truth the live, active force that sustains our today. There is no actio in distans. The past is not yonder, at the date when it happened, but here, in me. The past is I—by which I mean my life.

Until now history has been the contrary of reason. In Greece the two terms "reason" and "history" were opposed. And it is in fact the case that scarcely anyone up till now has set himself to seek in history for its rational substance. At most, attempts have been made to impose on it a reason not its own, as when Hegel injected into history the formalism of his logic or Buckle his physiological and physical reason. My purpose is the exact reverse: to discover in history itself its original, autochthonous reason. Hence the expression "historical reason" must be understood in all the rigor of the term: not an extrahistorical reason which appears to be fulfilled in history but, literally, a substantive reason constituted by what has happened to man, the revelation of a reality transcending man's theories and which is himself, the self underlying his theories.

Until now what we have had of reason has not been historical and what we have had of history has not been rational.

Historical reason is, then, ratio, logos, a rigorous concept. It is desirable that there should not arise the slightest doubt about this. In opposing it to physico-mathematical reason there is no question of granting a licence to irrationalism. On the contrary, historical reason is still more rational than physical reason, more rigorous, more exigent. Physical reason does not claim to understand what it is that it is talking about. It goes farther, and makes of this ascetic renunciation its formal method, the result being that the term "understanding" takes on a paradoxical sense against which Socrates already protested in the Phaedo when describing to us his intellectual education. The protest has been repeated by every subsequent philosopher down to the establishment of empirical rationalism at the end of the seventeenth century. We can understand in physics the analytical operation it performs in reducing complex facts to a repertory of simpler facts. But these elemental, basic facts of physics are unintelligible. Impact conveys exactly nothing to intellection. And this is inevitable since it is a fact. Historical reason, on the contrary, accepts nothing as a mere fact: it makes every fact fluid in the fieri whence it comes, it sees how the fact takes place. It does not believe it is throwing light on human phenomena by reducing them to a repertory of instincts and "faculties"—which would, in effect, be crude facts comparable to impact and attraction. Instead it shows what man does with these instincts and faculties and even expounds to us how these facts—the instincts and faculties—have come about: they are, of course, nothing more than ideas—interpretations—that man has manufactured at a given juncture of his life.




Values and Causalities in History
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Friedrich Meinecke




Friedrich Meinecke (1862-1954), German historian who endeavoured to combine intellectual and political history and produce a synthesis of cultural and political values. His book Cosmopolitanism and the National Stale (1908) is an account of how the Enlightenment's ideals gave way to the nationalism of the romantics. Meinecke worked in the Prussian State Archives for 14 years before becoming a professional historian. His works include Machiavellism (1924), concerned with the ideas of statecraft and their development from the 15th century to the time of Frederick the Great, and Historicism (1936), which deals with the beginnings and development of historicism from the Italian philosopher Giambattista Vico onwards. Meinecke's critical reaction and opposition to the Nazi state are explained in his book The German Catastrophe (1946).




At the present stage in the development of the historical sciences we can distinguish two great tendencies which do not, however, act in isolation since each contains elements of the other in greater or less degree. Neither of these tendencies can be pursued one-sidedly; each needs the other to achieve post for the other. The search for causalities is one of these tendencies; the comprehension and exposition of values is the other. The search for causalities in history is impossible without reference to values; the comprehension of values is impossible without investigation of their causal origins.

What are causalities? What are values?

From the standpoint of direct historical observation, we can distinguish three modes of causality—the mechanistic, the biological, and the spiritual-moral. The mechanistic involves the complete equality of cause and effect (causa aequat effectum). The biological seemingly permits the effect to grow beyond its cause through the full unfolding of a life in embryo to a life developed—with its own structure, purpose, and lawfulness. The spiritual-moral breaks through the purely mechanistic causal complex even more. Spontaneous and purposive impulses of personality—to be explained neither mechanistically nor biologically—affect the activities of men and thereby interrupt a mechanistic complex which otherwise appears to our thought as all-prevailing and continuous, excluding any interruption.

Miracle on miracle! Each of the three causalities remains at bottom an enigma. Our thought is thus beset by contradictions which it cannot solve or can solve only in appearance and deceptively. Each of the three causalities irresistibly imposes itself upon the open-minded scholar as a real force in the life of history. And he is constantly forced to deal with all of them. If he seeks the reasons for the poverty and wealth of nations, their victories and defeats in battle, he will come up against a set of causes that are purely mechanistic in their operation and are to be mechanistically conceived—and these will have to be investigated. His interest will mount when a process of crystallization is seen to be working in events, when distinct forms and shapes of the human community appear before his eyes, unfold, develop, and flourish of themselves, and then decline. At last it seems to him that every phenomenon of history, indeed human existence as a whole, is determined morphologically. And yet not morphologically alone. For beyond the contingent operation of mechanistic causalities the spontaneous acts of men may now intervene to interrupt, divert, intensify, or weaken the morphology of events and so impart to history that complexity and singularity which makes a mockery of all attempts to explain it by invariable laws.

Three different seals are thus stamped upon the face of history and the signature, the image, left by any one of them is overlaid by the imprint of the others. Only the dilettante would think himself capable of distinguishing these signs and images sharply and unexceptionably. Simplest and clearest, and least contestable, is the imprint of the first seal, that of mechanistic causalities. But in distinguishing the second or the third it is only too easy to make the mistake of tending to read only one of them and ignoring both the others.

The older historiography up through the enlightenment saw history primarily as the effect of individual-personal decisions and actions and then, as "pragmatic" historiography, sought to order the welter of these actions according to the rationality or irrationality of their motives. Modern historiography, on the other hand, expanded its horizon to include supra-individual causalities and processes. But here again there was a tendency, especially among the rash or dilettantish, to underrate the independent influence of the individual and to consider him merely as the organ of greater collective forms and forces. These forces, in turn, could be represented as more or less endowed with life, as primarily mechanistic or primarily organic in their source and operation. Positivism inclined to a more, although never exclusively, mechanistic conception of collective forces; the most modern tendency, oriented more to the organic and culminating in Spengler, presumes to explain all individual historical phenomena through the various biological laws of formation underlying each great culture.

Against all this, the scientific approach to history which stems from Ranke eschewed any unequivocal and general causal explanation. It therefore left itself open to the charge that it lacked the essential attributes of science. But for this very reason it saw the interaction and interpenetration of mechanistic, biological, and individual-personal causality all the more vividly and immediately. It too could not evade the attempt to distinguish the three elements and to establish now the one, now the other, as the greater influence. But it bore a kind of inborn aversion lest any one of these causes be overpowered and extinguished by the others. In explaining individual phenomena and assembling them in larger sequences and structures it preferred to be guided more by indefinable finesse than by an explicit and principled position. It regarded artistic intuition and the artistic-intuitive shaping of events not only as a beautiful, but more or less superfluous, embellishment of an historical substance discovered purely causally, but as an essential and indispensable technique in view of the only partially, never completely, decipherable manner in which the three imprints interpenetrate.

Science here reaches out to the instruments of art. It seeks to supplement knowledge through means that lie outside the field of knowledge proper. In other words it does not remain pure science, which seeks only causal explanation, but passes over into something else. In the formal sense, therefore, the charge "unscientific," which positivism raises against historiography in Ranke's sense, is not entirely wrong. But the latter can reply in justification that the very nature of things, the complicated sources of history in its larger aspects, requires such procedures. The attempt to master historical materials exclusively with causal means, when it is carried out with radical imprudence, does violence to the stuff of history, leads to the extinction of one causal imprint by the others—and when it is undertaken with tactful prudence must soon stand helpless before the stuff of reality. Only a path no longer purely scientific, that is, no longer purely causal, can lead us a step further into the depths of reality. And although it, too, can never fully reveal these depths, it can give us an intuitive understanding of them, can give us a sympathetic sense of them through unmediated seeing. Where science fails it is wiser for history to use these supra-scientific means than to apply scientific means where their application must lead inevitably to false results.

But the right to use supra-scientific means in history has an even deeper basis than the impossibility of mastering the interpenetration of the three causal imprints in any other way. For if history should wish to remain a purely causal science it would be obliged to accept the totality of human events as its domain and in principle at least to master all of them. This history obviously does not do. From the huge and unencompassed mass it selects only the tiniest segment, that, namely, which is held to be essential, and rightly regards occupation with unessential human happenings as idle microscopic curiosity. But what is the meaning of essential? Only causally essential? Only what has affected the fate of men and peoples in an especially pervasive and decisive way? Sometimes this is what is meant, and it is argued that only what has been "influential" to an unusual degree merits the historian's attention. But as Rickert has correctly put it, "Degree of influence alone can never provide the criterion for that which is historically essential." Considered purely causally the crude physical conditions and necessities of life, the soil and the sun, hunger and love, are the "most influential" factors in human events. But the historian, the non-materialist historian at least, usually takes all these for granted as causal presuppositions for those events which interest him, and pays attention to such factors only when they come into play in some special way and unusual degree.

Furthermore, along with these basic factors of human life the great decisions arising from the power struggles of nations and states are also highly "influential" causally and have always commanded the historian's attention even in the most primitive historical writing. So also the whole range of institutions of state and society which rightly interests all schools of modern history in common—positivist and idealist, political as well as cultural.

But in this practice of singling out the "influential" as "essential" and therefore pushing aside other masses of human events as unessential, two different uses of the word "influential" are usually combined. Sometimes it means anything which has exerted a causal influence on human life and thus refers only to the realm of pure causality. But it may also mean something of enduring influence which still operates on us who are alive today. And this kind of influence has both causal and supra-causal meaning. Causal meaning, in that mighty events of the past, the founding of the Roman empire for example, causally determines our present existence through a thousand after-effects. Supra-causal meaning, in that the chain of causality is not only of purely scientific interest since we wish to derive profit from it for our lives. Whether this gain be practical in character, thereby enabling us to act more effectively in life, or whether it subsist in the pure realm of contemplation free of all immediate and practical concerns, it is values, life-values, that we win from history in either case. In either case—and later we must discuss this more precisely—history gives us the content, wisdom and signposts of our lives' And it is the need for this, along with and beyond the pure will to causal knowledge, which at bottom has drawn men to history in every age, and in modern times especially.

Now only do we fully understand why causal inquiry, in seeking to unravel the interpenetration of the three imprints, is at bottom led by the most personal of motives to reach beyond the arsenal of purely causal means of gaining knowledge and like the artist to seek closer contact with historical phenomena through intuition and through living form. It is history's value for ourselves and for our lives that we wish to conquer in this way.

The theoretical need for causal knowledge and the need for values in our life are thus closely, indeed indissolubly, bound together in our interest in history. Is not the theoretical need as such simultaneously a need for value, the value of truth? Every science, to be sure, should serve the search for truth, the search for true causalities, consistently and rigorously, undisturbed by practical distractions. But for us who are servants of science, life could not be full were it not filled with this pure aspiration towards the truth. We deepen life and heighten it through this, and our theory, in this, is transformed into a culture and a way of life. But the practical tendency must not intrude too soon and prematurely influence investigation of causalities. The road of causality must first be traveled to its utmost limits. Then only one may, nay must, call on supra-causal means to satisfy the need for values arising from one's depths.

That the "essential" in history involves not only causalities but values may be illustrated by a hypothetical example. Suppose the work of an unknown author of the past has been discovered, that it is of great depth and spiritual power, but that it was completely unknown to its contemporaries and was thus entirely devoid of influence in its own times. Would we, for this reason, declare such a wok historically unessential and uninfluenced? It could affect us very strongly, and thus begin to operate causally through us, but only because it presents us with a value. The value, then, is central to our interest and realizes itself in us in the only way it can, through causality. But what counts here for our historical interest is not the analysis of this causality but the comprehension and resurrection of a great spiritual value of the past. This attempt at comprehension must naturally rely on causal means and must seek to ascertain the causal origins of such a work—but here again the causal inquiry is only the means to the end of a complete restoration of a spiritual value.

A fanatic for causality might object that indeed one may and must investigate a work without causal influence in its own times, but that it merits investigation only because it is a product of causalities, only because it brings to light hitherto unknown energies of the period which could produce such a work. The answer, however, is that these causalities would not interest us at all were we not in the presence of a major value which is prepossessing in and of itself and offers enrichment to our lives.

No, behind the search for causalities there always lies, directly or indirectly, the search for values, the search for what is called culture in the highest sense, i.e. break-throughs and revelations of the spiritual within the causal complex of the natural. It is the third of the three causal imprints that produces these values. And our choice of what is worth investigating among the huge mass of events depends, as Rickert has shown, on the relationship of these events to the major cultural values. The historian, he tells us, investigates only value-related facts and the historian's task, he adds, is merely to inquire and exposit, and to make no evaluations of his own if he would remain within the boundaries of his discipline. The first thesis is correct, and merely corroborates a point which historians have always more or less consciously accepted. The second thesis arises from a concern to preserve the scientific character of history, to prevent the intrusion of subjective tendencies. But can this second condition be fulfilled? It cannot be. Even the mere selection of value-related facts is impossible without an evaluation. It would only be possible if the values to which the facts related subsisted, as Rickert thinks, solely in general categories like religion, state, law, etc. But the historian selects his material not only according to general categories like these but also according to his living interest in the concrete content of material. He lays hold of it as something having more or less of value, and in this he is evaluating it. The Presentation and exposition of culturally important facts is utterly impossible without a lively sensitivity for the values they reveal. Although the historian may, in form, abstain from value-judgments of his own, they are there between the lines and act as such upon the reader. The effect then, as in Ranke for example, is often more profound and more moving than if the evaluation were to appear directly in the guise of moralizing, and therefore it is even to be recommended as an artifice The historian's implicit value-judgment arouses the reader's own evaluating activity more strongly than one which is explicit. In that, seemingly, causalities alone are offered, the element of value, the revelation of a spiritual power in the midst of a network of causality, comes through more immediately and more productively.

But even direct evaluation is often not to be avoided, if the value of events is to be fully clarified. It is to be found in certain forms of religious service where holy silence and the words of the priest alternate in praise of the divine. History, too, is divine service in the broadest sense. One wishes to see the spiritual goals one feels to be one's own confirmed by revelation in the world. One seeks to become conscious of the strength and continuity of the stream of spiritual life which wells up within the individual self, to find the path by which man came and to anticipate the path that he will take. One wishes to revere the powers that have brought our existence from a state of servitude to nature to the freedom of the spirit. However one conceives divinity, he will look for it in history.

Even those researchers, who admit only a causal complex emptied of divinity and will therefore look for nothing but causalities within it, are, as we have shown, driven by the need for a supreme inclusive value, be it only the value of truth as such. The natural scientist, too, of course, is motivated by the value of truth, and it may still be possible for him to carry on his work without regard to any other values. But of the three functions of "distinguishing, choosing, and judging," which constitute humanity specifically, only distinguishing is used in his domain. The scientist of culture has to use all three because the events that he investigates stem from the whole range of human nature, come into existence through "distinguishing, choosing, and judging," and are understandable only in these terms. Whereas the natural scientist can work apart from values, the scientist of culture, even when he would deal with history through the methods of natural science alone, is bound to values by his work. Even the mere complier of material is rarely able to escape this.

It is now clear that there can be two main tendencies in writing history: one of them attracted by causalities, yet never able to escape from values and hardly ever from its own intrinsic value; the other attracted by values without being able to dispense with causalities. Both are thus bipolar. Nuances and shadings, varying admixtures, of one tendency are always possible and present in the other.

Greater clarity in the distinction between these tendencies could only come when history began to be more strictly scientific, and the question of the essence of history and the task of the historian was posed in deeper terms. Ancient political historiography, in its epic recital of events, confused naively felt values with causalities. Enlightenment history wished to show that the cultural values of the developing enlightenment were the only worthwhile subjects for historical writing. But the mass of political events, which could not simply be ignored, resisted permeation by these values, so that the two elements were only related inorganically by placing one beside the other. History with a political bias has a special interest in demonstrating values, namely, those of its political ideals. But, from our point of view, this must be completely rejected because the concept of historical value in our sense embraces not only one's own ideals, political or otherwise, but every significant revelation of authentically spiritual existence and therefore the ideals of one's opponents as well.

Wilhelm von Humboldt was perhaps the first to call for history in our sense—a history oriented to all of mankind's spiritual values (for this is What is meant by his Ideas) and founded on the investigation of all knowable causalities. The fulfillment came with Ranke who, in ideal fashion, organically connected the exposition of value to causal inquiry, and in the last analysis, therefore, sought God in history. Hence he may be claimed, for that tendency which gravitates to values as the final and decisive basis.

The positivism of the later 19th century brought a countermovement in the demand for a value-neutral, purely causal history. Although it was able to penetrate the practice of scientific history in full measure only at isolated points, it strengthened a tendency to put causal investigation in the forefront. The result was a tremendously specialized, detailed investigation, which still goes on today. In the process hitherto unknown values of the past came to light everywhere among the facts that were causally investigated. But due to the division of labor inherent in the enterprise, the research was so mechanistic and the number of discoveries so great that these values have not yet been assimilated and appreciated spiritually.

Hence there developed a reaction, still in progress, towards a stronger and more impassioned sensitivity to values, a tendency to refine and to condense, to repress the lower values and to heighten and even exaggerate the higher cultural ones. In all of this, of course, the need for a solid foundation in causal investigation is accepted in principle, but here and there in the practice of the younger men there is already a disturbing tendency to neglect this on occasion. With the catchword "synthesis" they seek to rise above the trivia of causal inquiry to the majestic values of life and of the past. Subjectivist and mystical impressions are aroused, and drive towards immediate unification with the spirit of the past without traveling the wearisome detours of detailed inquiry. The aim, as they prefer to put it, is to extract the "eternal" and the "timeless" from the past, allowing its historical conditioning in time to fade from view. One constructs the past, more or less without induction, from a few striking hints in the tradition and with an excessive addition of one's own ideals. The result is that one ends by embracing a self-created phantasy. This aspiration towards the highest cultural values finds its most peculiar expression in the so-called Georgite school, the followers of Stefan George. Due to the rigid standards they set for themselves their best works are free from the errors of slovenly procedures and are often of a high degree of formal perfection. But there is a tendency to over-refine and rarefy the spiritual atmosphere, allowing the rude, earthy causalities to be dissolved.

The work of the profession proper is still relatively unaffected by these tendencies, but anyone who knows the feelings of the younger generation is aware that among them these tendencies are often immoderately strong. These tendencies have been produced by the whole spiritual constellation of our times. They are a reaction of the soul, as one may call it, against the threat of a mechanistic civilization and against the monstrous mass forces which broke loose in the world war and the Collapse of 1918. Therefore they are presumably a rising current and will undoubtedly become an important factor in the future of historical science. And since my own efforts also move in this direction, I speak from my most intimate experience in saying that I feel the great inner necessity of this tendency as well as its dangers.

Ossified academicism, subjectivism run riot—these are the rocks on which our discipline could founder in the coming generation. The safeguard will always be the same: no causalities without values, no values without causalities. Without a strong desire for values, causal inquiry becomes a lifeless task—no matter how much technical virtuosity is lavished on it. Without immediate delight in concrete reality and its gross and subtle complexes of causality the exposition of ideal values loses contact with the soil in which it is nourished and becomes vacuous and arbitrary. Balance in these tendencies will no longer be achieved, as matters stand today, with the same perfection that was possible for Ranke, for modern problems and modern ways of thinking have destroyed the harmonies which he experienced inwardly and outwardly. It seems as if only a certain one-sidedness can protect contemporary men of thought from the overwhelming pressure and disarray of their environment. But the aspiration towards harmony must continue as an impulse, and could only die out if our culture were completely to decay or to collapse.

Ⅱ

When Rickert published his pioneering work on cultural values and made this concept central to the craft of history, Alfred Dove spoke suspiciously and skeptically of its "eely slipperiness." A man who had studied directly under Ranke, who habitually placed intuition above conceptual understanding, and who therefore had always lived and breathed cultural values, needed no name for something which was second nature. And yet conceptual thinking follows closely on intuitive thinking, and will not be dissuaded from its attempt to delimit more sharply what has only been intuited. If now, as in the case before us, it must be said that the more intuitive way of thinking does not really reach its goal, brings more obscurity than clarity to the problem now at issue, it may well excuse itself in terms of the poverty of language which compels the use of an ambiguous term; and yet perhaps it must still attempt to remedy the indistinctness of this new concept by more precise and specific definition.

This is what we wish to try. How often has it not turned out that an originally glittering catchphrase, born of experience, develops unsuspected fruitfulness in that it promotes the unification of scattered individual phenomena into larger complexes. Clarification and delimitation, insofar as these are possible, can in such cases only follow gradually. Humanity, humanism, nationality, nationalism, historism, individualism, etc.—originally ambiguous and slippery concepts and catch phrases—are nonetheless indispensable and fruitful. And they have gradually, if never perfectly, been deepened and clarified through usage.

Determination of the essence of values is the chief concern of modern philosophy. The historian may seek to learn from this discussion, but he need not and cannot refrain from forming an idea of the essence of values based upon his own experience. From the standpoint of the philosopher, this idea will appear to be all too sketchy, ambiguous, and therefore insufficient. But because it is drawn from the practice of historical inquiry, it will possess more instinctive certainty, perhaps, than one which arises from more logical-abstract procedures.

Along with Troeltsch we distinguish the lower, purely animal values, which the historian can only deal with as causalities, from the higher spiritual or cultural values which constitute the historian's authentic field of interest and whose comprehension is his highest goal. By spirit we do not mean the psychic generally but, as in the older meaning, the more highly developed psychic life, namely that which produces culture by "distinguishing, choosing, and judging." Culture is thus the revelation and the breakthrough of a spiritual element within the general complex of causality.

Between cultural and natural existence lies a middle realm which participates in both. Using a term which is becoming increasingly current, we call this the sphere of civilization, and distinguish it from higher, fully spiritual culture. There is however a less precise, but very widespread, usage which treats these two concepts interchangeably.

Civilization lifts itself above pure nature; the latter is reshaped by the intellect which is driven by the will to live and focused on the useful. The whole range of technical invention belongs primarily to this domain. As inventions, as achievements of a spiritually productive and original brain, they are also contributions to culture. But one can also explain them biologically in terms of what is called "adaptation." The act of inventing thus has a biological and a cultural aspect. And once accomplished, applied, and popularized, it threatens to sink back to the level of mere nature unless sustained by an independent spiritual existence. For applied technology is also found among the animals.

In my work on raison d'état, I have attempted to present an example of this utilitarian middle region. The historian will have to deal with it continually, not only because by far the greatest number of causalities which he investigates belong here, but because occurrences in this domain can become cultural achievements through an often imperceptible process of enhancement. The soul itself is swept along—there is no other way to put it—when the merely useful becomes something beautiful or good. Otherwise the technical remains but a soulless, spiritless product of the intellect, civilization merely and not culture.

Culture enters only when man takes up the struggle against nature with all his inner powers, not only with his will and intellect; only when his acts have value in the higher sense, i.e. when he creates or seeks something good or beautiful for its own sake or for its own sake seeks the truth. All evaluating action in this sense is valuable to the historian as well. It assures him of the continuity and fertility of the spiritual element in history and shows him the course of its unfolding up to his own day. But to understand it fully he must, as we have said, also investigate the root domains of causal processes which have nothing to do with culture for the most part. Therefore, in an historical account which has been conscientiously performed, as in life itself, the valued and the valuable will glitter only here and there like a rare blossom among ordinary growths.

But rare as they may be in, comparison to the general mass of human events, these cultural achievements and values are immeasurably numerous in history. For every human soul is capable of creating cultural values, be it only the simple performance of duty for the sake of doing good. By what principles, then, is a selection to be made by the historian? One, certainly, is causal influence. Ail cultural achievements which have strongly and continuously influenced the preservation and further development of culture are worthy of research and exposition. The borderline between the important and the unimportant is fluid, therefore, and will vary with the finesse and the perspective of the historian. It varies with his perspective, in that he will sift the factual material differently as he focuses on a more limited or on a more encompassing historical formation. Thus, in writing the history of a city, for example, facts will be studied as important which, on a higher plane, as in the history of a nation, must be accounted insignificant. Equally fluid and dependent on finesse is the application of the second criterion for selecting cultural achievements which we have already mentioned in another connection: the inner and authentically cultural value of historical phenomena. Great cultural achievements and revelations of the spiritual element may never under any circumstances be assessed solely by their degree of causal influence on the course of culture. They also stand upon their own, quite independently of whether they have influenced their time or not, and they are worth research, exposition, and reverence solely for their own sake. What the poet said of the antique lamp, which was no longer useful but enchanted him, would also apply to them: "Whatever is beautiful seems to be blessed in itself." This is a point which has not yet penetrated the ordinary notions of the historian as to what is worth investigation. Trioeltsch and I have often talked about the "overestimation of causalities" which still predominates in the selection of material.

Causalities are overestimated, namely, when the individual moment in the genesis of cultural values is not properly recognized, and thus those causalities are neglected which stem from the spontaneity of spiritual-moral, personal activity and are therefore not so easily ordered in the causal complex as are causalities of a mechanistic or biological nature. Cultural values arise only from the breakthrough of a unique spiritual power into the mechanistically or biologically determined causal series. Everything spiritual, each cultural value, is unique, individual, irreplaceable. To savor its individuality is also to have a feeling for its value, and therefore to esteem it not only as an important link within the causal chain, but also for its own sake. There is also indifferent and value' neutral individuality—every object has something of this. Historical individualities, however, include only those phenomena which exhibit some tendency towards the good, the beautiful, or true, and thereby become meaningful and valuable to us. And they are all the more valuable, the more strongly this tendency joins with the more self-affirming and survival tendency of human structures and ennobles them.

The deeper understanding of individuality, both in the single personality and in trans-per sonal human structures, is the great advance which came in Germany through idealism and romanticism and which created modern historism. This understanding brought with it a correct estimate of evolutionary thinking, which is often incorrectly taken as the key criterion of modern historism, but which is much too ambiguous and versatile for this. The evolution of the human foetus is a biological, not an historical evolution. The latter type occurs only when the spontaneous factor of human action for the sake of values intervenes, and thereby produces something unique and individual. With this an historical individuality "evolves," and all things that evolve historically are always individualities and through evolution alone are they revealed. Even world-history—understood about in Ranke's sense—for with a few corrections and reservations we may still accept his viewpoint—is but a single great individuality filled with countless other individualities great and small. All the cultural values of this history are likewise historical individualities encased in various higher individualities up to the highest of them all which is world-history. Hence each of them is fully understandable only in terms of its connections to world-history.

Everything that lives strives towards form and structure and is driven by the laws of formation and of structure. This morphological insight, represented most extremely and one-sidedly in history by Spengler, increasingly predominates in modern thought. Of value to history, however, are only those forms and structures of human life which serve not only the necessities of life, but an ideal of some sort and spiritual-moral values. As soon as something spiritual and individual becomes apparent in a form, it awakens the historian's interest in values. Where this is lacking, the form remains in the biological realm of mere survival and can be taken into account by the historian only as a causal element in explaining other values, not as a value in itself.

But for human eyes at least the sphere of the biological and the sphere of spiritual-moral values are not clearly and unambiguously divided, but often merge with each other imperceptibly. We showed how this occurs—and I again refer to the exposition in my book on raison d'état—in the intermediate realm of the utilitarian. It is really this fact, the absence of any sharp boundaries between the two spheres, which has evoked all the differences of opinion in the modern sciences of culture (Geisteswissenschalten). For these boundaries may be differently interpreted and drawn, may be recognized or not recognized at all.

This is the most agonizing question imposed on the historian. Only too often must he wrestle with uncertainty as to whether this or that fact which he is studying is to be explained by the mere necessities of life and nature or by spiritual-moral and valuative factors. Moreover, the necessities of life and nature, biological causalities, flow through every vein of even the human agent committed to values and threaten to impair the purity of values, to mirror illusory values in the place of true ones. Most staggering of all is the fact that both spheres are linked by a very close causal bond, the fact that great and blessed cultural values often have a commonplace and impure origin and have struggled upwards from depths of darkness, so that it sometimes seems as though God needed the devil to realize Himself. Then, when one is again attuned to believe in the unity of the divine nature in Goethe's sense, these relationships appear in a more comforting light. Where the processes natural to human life do not contradict the commands of ethics, do not become sinful, therefore, they may appear as an indispensable, congenial, and nourishing subsoil for the genesis of noble fruits. Did not Goethe himself allow his sensuality to work freely in his great art—the question whether there was sin in this or not retreating completely in the background?

It is peculiar that in this question even that type of historical investigation which is usually more oriented to causalities, slights causalities for values. That is, confronted with great cultural achievements, it ignores or veils their often frightful and repulsive origins. Very few historians possess the acute perception Burckhardt had when he revealed the political and social bases of Renaissance culture in all their frightfulness and showed how it was even inwardly affected by its connection to daemonic forces. The great results of power politics, which have reshaped culture and revitalized its life, are more than ever recorded with a certain equanimity, and their Machiavellian basis and by-effects treated merely as conditio sine qua non. They are this, too, of course—but to treat them thus is to lose all feeling for the tragedy of history.

Culture based on spontaneity, on a causality generative of spiritual-moral values, and yet bound to causalities of a biological and mechanistic type—this is the enigma that the historian can never solve. Culture and nature, we might say God and nature, are undoubtedly a unity, but a unity divided in itself. God struggles loose from nature in agony and pain, laden with sin, and in danger, therefore, of sinking back at any moment. For the ruthless and honest observer, this is the final word—and yet it cannot be accepted as the final word. Only a faith which, however, has become ever more universal in its content and must struggle endlessly with doubt, holds out the solace of a transcendental solution to the problem, insoluble for us, of life and culture. But we have lost our faith that any philosopher has given, or can ever give us, this transcendental solution.

Thus the value of philosophic systems and ideologies as truth is dubious—while their cultural value is undoubted. The thought constructions of the great thinkers are all but the highest towerings of spirit amid the nature which sustains it, all but the highest achievements of a poor, truth-thirsting, ever-erring mankind. Only the work of great religious figures and the perfected work of art rank higher still.

Two types of cultural values now emerge from all that has been said. One set is deliber ately created through effort previously directed to that goal—religious and philosophical, political and social, thought constructions, the work of art, science. The others grow immediately and without premeditation from the necessities of concrete, practical existence. In the former man seeks the most direct and most precipitous ascent from nature up to culture. In the latter he remains upon the plane of nature but with glance lifted upward to the guiding peaks of value. In satisfying life's necessities he seeks a way of satisfaction which will allow the values of the true or the good or the beautiful to be realized simultaneously. In this Aristotle's saying about the state applies—it arose to make life possible but it exists to make life beautiful. And it is in the state, above all, that nature becomes culture in this manner, that is, by a rotation of the axis.

In all cases, whether the work of building culture be direct or indirect, spiritual entities arise, historical individualities, whose causal genesis and impact and whose value the historian investigates together. The subjectivism, which in fact is always bound up with evaluation, is repressed, at least in part, by the fact that priority is given to the value which the phenomenon possesses in itself, as a unique and irreplaceable manifestation of spiritual existence. This means to enter into the very souls of those who acted, to consider their works and cultural contributions in terms of their own premises and, in the last analysis, through artistic intuition to give new life to life gone by—which cannot be done without a transfusion of one's own life blood. Thus only a tolerant and loving sensitivity to all humanity will achieve that degree of objectivity which is possible. At this point Troeltsch's doctrine of value-relativity is relevant. "Value-relativity is not relativism, anarchy, accident, arbitrariness. It signifies rather a fusion of the factual and normative, which is ever moving and newly created and cannot, therefore, be determined universally and timelessly." Value-relativity, in other words, is nothing other than individuality in the historical sense. It is the unique and intrinsically valuable imprint of an unknown absolute—for this kind of absolute will be acknowledged by faith as the creative ground of all values—upon that which is relative and bound to time and nature.

From the inherent value of historical individualities we can logically distinguish their value for us and for our lives. In the determination of this element of value the subjective need will naturally be of greater influence. The desire to derive lessons, examples, or admonitions from history belongs among the ineradicable basic motives which have always led to historical writing. From this come the greatest dangers to its scientific character—tendentious distortion, idealization, or misrepresentation. A purified historical sense, which would do justice both to the scientific and supra-scientific character of historical writing, will concede that we indeed wish to learn something for our own lives from history. The very study of causalities in history yields practical lessons in abundance. Whatever has occurred in history due to general, typical, and recurring causes can also recur in the present and can be handled in the light of the experience of bygone times. On the other hand, the individual, inimitable, and irreplaceable in history offers no such practical utility. But it can become a spiritual content, an ideal model, for those who possess a related and receptive individuality, and it can help to deepen and enrich their culture. Whole ages and generations can draw nourishment from the cultural values of a particular period in the past which is specifically related to them. Late cultures, as a rule, normally require props like this. But there is always the danger of epigonal dependency, of succumbing inwardly to the spirits of the past. Conversely, a strong spirit like Max Weber could motivate his unrealistic project of value-neutral historical research with the most value-laden goals: "I wish to see how much I can endure."

The finest and highest instruction that history can give, however, is surely that which springs unsought from the pure appreciation of historical individualities as such, in the way we have described above. It is then history's own value which becomes valuable to us. It consists in nothing else than the corroboration of the infinitely creative power of the spirit, which although it does not guarantee us rectilinear progress, yet promises an eternally new birth of valuable historical individualities within the bounds of nature. And since all these are causally connected and together form the great overall individuality of world history, the specific historical individuality—the nation, state, society, church, etc., in which we presently live and which we help to influence—becomes conscious of being rooted in the total process. And precisely this consciousness can then develop ethical forces of the greatest strength. The tradition which, unaided and unconsciously, like a natural process one might say, operated as the link of generations and the guardian of acquired cultural values, now becomes truly spiritualized, becomes a cultural value in the fullest sense.

And so the living substance wins

New strength from stage to stage.

It follows from all that has been said that history is nothing but the history of culture, culture signifying the production of unique spiritual values, of historical individualities. The dispute between the partisans of political history and cultural history could only arise because neither side was clear as to the relationship of values and causalities in history. Political historiography saw the state as the central factor in historical life—which is perfectly correct in causal terms since the strongest causal influences even on cultural life have always emanated from the state. And since the investigation of cultural values needs the most extensive causal basis, there is yet another reason why the state must always remain at the center of historical inquiry. But is the state also the highest possible cultural value? Since Hegel there has been a certain inclination to raise it to this height, although this was always limited by the healthy sentiment, that religion is superior in value. The state cannot be the highest value because it is more strongly bound than almost any other historical individuality to natural, biological necessities and is thereby prevented from becoming fully spiritual and moral. Religion in its purest form, and art in its highest expressions—these are the highest cultural values. And the next rank may be claimed by philosophy and science.

But, it will be asked, is not the active and productive life of man thus depreciated in favor of purely contemplative and spiritual activities? Shall flight from life, which is surely bound up with the latter in some degree, rank higher than attempts to shape life?

The answer is not a simple yes or no. The intertwining of values is most characteristically revealed here. If one asks for the realms in which man can raise himself highest over nature, these are undoubtedly the realms of religion, of art, of philosophy and science. Productive life binds man to nature more closely. The cultural values which he creates in this domain contain more of earthly stuff, are muddier and less pure than those of the more contemplative and world-escaping realms. But the task of producing them is not only more burdensome; it is also more urgent and insistent than that which brings forth the cultural values of the purely spiritual realms. Even the task of producing the cultural value of religion attains its full urgency and insistency only when religion does not remain the mystic enjoyment of divinity but penetrates productive life and becomes a ferment in it. It is the same with the other contemplatively created cultural values of art, philosophy, and science. Of them, too, it may be justly demanded that they fructify productive life, not directly, to be sure, but indirectly, for all the highest cultural values are duty-bound to serve this life. Productive life itself we may now formulate it, does not, to be sure, create the highest cultural values, but the first and most urgent of tasks is to create cultural values in it and upon it. Contemplative life forms only images of life, not life itself. For this reason it produces more perfectly, more spiritually than does productive life. These images can and should serve as guiding lights to productive life in its struggle for cultural values. The attention of the historian must thus always be directed most intensely to the question how far and in what degree that aspect of life which is bound to the necessities of nature has been reshaped and transformed into culture.

These considerations, we think, establish the central place of political history in the historical sciences more profoundly than any of the arguments hitherto adduced. Political history deals with less perfect values than the history of religion, art, etc. It does not begrudge them their good fortune in moving among the heights of humanity. But in studying the state, the causally most influential factor of historical life, and in probing at the same time for the values the state is able to produce, it takes account of both the depths and heights of life, and in order to do this, must reflectively place itself at the center of life.

Of all historical sciences, political history is closest to life. Whether economic or social history are even closer can be argued differently according to the concept of historical life which one holds. We understand this concept as the interpenetration of nature and culture. The more intense, the more heated the war between these two, the greater the measure of historical existence. And most intensively we see this dualism working in the state. The state does not achieve the highest victories of culture, but it does provide the most impressive and striking spectacle of culture wrestling with nature. Next to the elevation of one's own personality spiritually and morally, the attempt to spiritualize and moralize the state in which one lives, even when one knows that this cannot be attained completely, is the highest demand that can be laid upon ethical activity. For the state will always constitute the most influential and extensive community of life, and the man who aspires to perfection can breathe freely only in a state which aspires to perfection. And it is precisely the problematic, the uncertain, and the precarious in the cultural Values of the state which, with magnetic power, has attracted the political historian, unconsciously for the most part, to the great statesmen of world-history in whom this struggle of nature with culture becomes grandiose.

There still remains a middle realm between political history, which exhibits the struggle for cultural values in political life, and the history of cultural values produced in contemplation. This is the realm of political ideas. Here the vita activa merges with vita contemplativa. From the very needs of active political life there arises the impulse to form images of this life in which reality and ideal are interwoven. In the hopes of their creator they are designed to react on life directly—and not only indirectly as with the images formed by art and science. When this is their result, they become the preludes to real historical processes, and for this reason alone are already worth investigation as significant causalities. With what zeal have men traced the beginnings of the idea of popular sovereignty and of the socialist ideal! But the authentic cultural value of these ideas lies in an attempt, as direct and as precipitous as for the men of the vita contemplativa, to rise above the purely nature-bound and to spiritualize the state at least in phantasy. Hence they too are to be considered for their own sake, for the sake of their own individual value, and not only for the sake of their causal influence; they too are to be relived and represented with all the life blood that one can pour back into them.

And although others may be more affected by other characteristics of historical life, as for me I do not hesitate to say that the vista of individual ideas, awakened in the clashes of the rude earthly powers of political life and striving for deliverance from their oppressive weight, has always moved me most deeply. They, too, are more earth-bound, more commingled with realities, than the spiritual products of the pure vita contemplativa. Therefore they are to be all the more vividly appreciated as the nourishing subsoil in natural reality without which no spiritual creation, not even the highest, would be possible.

Political ideas combine the smell of earth with the scent of the spirit. States themselves may also do this if, as Ranke bas taught us, they reach the level of real spiritual entities. Where, then, shall the greater source of cultural value be located—in the state itself or in the ideas of the minds that soar above it; in the Greek city-state, for example, or in the Platonic ideal which grew out of it? To decide this in each instance would be pedantic. Sometimes it is unquestionably the state, at other times the political idea arising from the state to affirm it or deny it, which represents the higher spiritual achievement. And in many other instances, like the one invoked above, evaluation ought to be withheld The ranking of cultural values must in general be done summarily. This is demanded by their individual character which makes a mockery of any single universal standard. In taking cultural values as individualities, one summarily senses their relative spiritual potency or bondage to nature without being able to calculate degrees precisely. The very impenetrability of the intermediate zone between nature and culture already bars the way to complete precision.

Individuum est ineffabile. On this very fact depends the infinite fascination of the historical world, which secretly, yet openly, is constantly creating new spiritual entities, and yet does not arrange them in a progression of ascending rank. For every epoch, said Ranke, is immediate to God.

We close with the words that followed on this sentence for, taken precisely, they state all that we have sought to establish in our battle against an opinion widespread in our profession. "Its value lies not at all in what comes forth from it, but in its own existence, in its authentic self."
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Charles A. Beard (1874-1948), Beard was Professor of Politics at Columbia (1907-17) and Director of the Training School for Public Service in New York City (1917-22). He was both active in administration and in publishing. His works, translated into many languages, sold over ten million copies. During his postgraduate research in Britain he helped to found Ruskin College, Oxford. In his time in New York he played an important part in the drive against waste and inefficiency. Yet it is as a controversialist that Beard is most famous. He was convinced of the important part industrial and commercial groups played in politics. Although never a Marxist, his work gave great offence to more traditional interpreters of US history and politics. His works include The Economic Basis of Politics (1912); An Interpretation of the Constitution of the United States (1913); and Economic Origins of Jeffersonian Democracy (1915). He collaborated with his wife on several major books, starting with The Rise of American Civilization (1927), which emphasized economic forces on American history. In the 1930s he somewhat conditionally endorsed Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal domestic policies, but he definitely rejected Roosevelt's foreign policies and sided with the isolationists, even charging Roosevelt with having manoeuvered Japan into attacking the USA. In his final years he modified his earlier views on the influence of economics on history, and lost some of his standing, but he remains one of the noted American historians.




In a thought-provoking paper read at the last meeting of the American Historical Association Mr. Theodore Clarke Smith laid his colleagues under a deep obligation. His essay is not only significant for its intrinsic merits; it indicates an interest in problems of historiography that have been long neglected. If it had been merely expository, it might well be accepted without further analysis as opening the way for an extension of thought along the same lines. But it is in spirit and declaration challenging as well as descriptive, monitory as well as narrative. Mr. Smith makes a division between, scholars affiliated with the Association. He insists that they must be, broadly speaking, grouped under two banners and that there is a gulf between them which cannot be bridged. One group, with which he ranges himself, had "a noble dream," and produced sound, creditable, and in many cases masterly works on American history. Although he does not say that the opposition is ignoble, unsound, discreditable, and weak, that implication lurks in the dichotomy which he makes.

The issues presented by Mr. Smith transcend personalities and call for the most thoughtful consideration that the intelligence of the Association can bring to bear upon them. Is there in fact a deep-seated division in the Association? Has a battle line been drawn in such a fashion that members must align themselves on the one side or the other? Is it impossible to find a synthesis that will reconcile apparent contradictions or suggest a suspension of judgment, at least for the time being? Are the facts employed by Mr. Smith to illustrate his thesis so precisely accurate in every case as to be beyond amendment in a quest for "objective truth"? Surely these questions are of more than passing importance. They concern the young members of the Association and the fate of the society. They invite us to stop for a moment to review the assumptions on which historical work is to be done in the future; and perhaps answers to them may reveal some overarching hypothesis or suggest a healing difference, at least.

The division which Mr. Smith makes in the Association seems to be positive and sharp. On the one side are the scholars who have made "the impressive output of sound, creditable, and in many cases masterly, works' on American history during the period under review" [1884-1934]. The works of this class of scholars "are dominated, from monograph to many-volumed work, by one clear-cut ideal—that presented to the world first in Germany and later accepted everywhere, the ideal of the effort for objective truth." Theirs was "a noble dream," now threatened with extinction, and the hope is expressed that members of this school may go down, if necessary, "with our flags flying." "In that case, it will be time for the American Historical Association to disband, for the intellectual assumptions on which it is founded will have been taken away from beneath it." Here then is a clear-cut ideal, a noble dream, and the American Historical Association was "founded" on it. And who are the men who threaten this ideal, dream, and Association? They are writers who do not consider it necessary to be impartial or even fair." They are partial and doctrinaire. Especially doctrinaire are those who resort to an economic interpretation of history. Among the menaces to the old and true faith, mentioned by Mr. Smith, is James Harvey Robinson who once flatly declared that what is called "objective history" is simply history without an object, and proposed that historical knowledge be used to throw light on "the quandaries of our life today"—to facilitate "readjustment and reform." Here are the contending parties of light and darkness.

The dichotomy so presented seems to involve ideal, method, and belief in the possibility of achievement. Scholars of the Old Guard desired above all things to search for "objective truth." Were the men whom Mr. Smith puts on the other side of the fence opposed to the ideal of the search for truth? Is the scholar who seeks knowledge useful to contemporaries wrestling with "the quandaries of our life today" unconcerned about the truth of that knowledge? His end may be different but surely he does not seek falsehood or believe that false history can be serviceable to the cause posited. Nor can it be said that the student who tries to penetrate the pageant of politics to the economic interest behind the scenes is necessarily hostile to the ideal of the search for truth. Conceivably he might be as much interested in truth as the scholar who ignores or neglects the economic aspects of history. As far as method goes, those scholars who are placed in opposition to the noble dream may be as patient in their inquiries and as rigorous in their criticism and use of documentation as the old masters of light and leading. In intentions and methods, therefore, no necessary antagonism appears to arise.

Now we come to achievement—to the possibility of finding and stating the objective truth of history. Here we encounter something more difficult to fathom than intentions or methods. We encounter questions which run deeply into the nature of the human mind, the substance of history as actuality, and the power of scholarship to grasp history objectively. Beyond doubt, scholars of competence can agree on many particular truths and on large bodies of established facts. But is it possible for men to divest themselves of all race, sex, class, political, social, and regional predilections and tell the truth of history as it actually was? Can Mr. Smith's noble dream, his splendid hope, be realized in fact? That is the fundamental issue at stake.

This theory that history as it actually was can be disclosed by critical study, can be known as objective truth, and can be stated as such, contains certain elements and assumptions. The first is that history (general or of any period) has existed as an object or series of objects outside the mind of the historian (a Gegenüber separated from him and changing in time). The second is that the historian can face and know this object or series of objects and can describe it as it objectively existed. The third is that the historian can, at least for the purposes of research and writings, divest himself of all taint of religious, political, philosophical, social, sex, economic, moral, and aesthetic interests, and view this Gegenüber with strict impartiality, somewhat as the mirror reflects any object to which it is held up. The fourth is that the multitudinous events of history as actuality had some structural organization through inner (perhaps causal) relations, which the impartial historian can grasp by inquiry and observation and accurately reproduce or describe in written history. The fifth is that the substances of this history can be grasped in themselves by purely rational or intellectual efforts, and that they are not permeated by or accompanied by anything transcendent—God, spirit, or materialism. To be sure the theory of objective history is not often so fully stated, but such are the nature and implications of it.

This theory of history and of human powers is one of the most sweeping dogmas in the recorded history of theories. It condemns philosophy and throws it out of doors. As practiced, it ignores problems of mind with which philosophers and theologians have wrestled for centuries and have not yet settled to everybody's satisfaction. As developed into Historicism (it may be well to Anglicize Historismus), it takes on all the implications of empiricism, positivism, and, if not materialism, at least that rationalism which limits history to its purely experiential aspects. If sound and appealing, it is nonetheless an all-embracing philosophy of historiography, even though it denies philosophy.

Although Ranke contributed powerfully to the growth of this historical theory, and claimed to be writing history as it actually had been, he did not in fact follow the logic of his procedure to its empirical conclusion. He opposed the philosophic method of Hegel—that powerful thinker who boldly attempted to grasp the scheme entire—and at the same time Ranke conceived history as, in some strange manner, "a revelation of God." But he did not openly employ this belief in selecting and arranging "objectively" the facts of history as it actually had been. He did not think that man could know God as history, but he imagined that man could see "God's finger" in human affairs and dimly grasp God's handiwork in history. In history, as Ranke conceived it, God stood there "wie eine heilige Hieroglyphe, an seinem Aeussersten aufgefasst und bewahrt." History was "der Gang Gottes in der welt." In the true spirit of Lutheran piety, Ranke flung himself down before the impenetrable mystery of things: "Allgewaltiger, Einer und DreifaItiger, du hast mich aus dem Nichts gerufen. Hier liege ich vor deines Thrones Stufen." Yet he fain would write history, so enclosed in mystery, as it actually had been, impartially, from the critical study of written documents. He rejected philosophy, proclaimed positive history, and still was controlled by a kind of Pantheismus.

Ranke could write history, certainly, with a majestic air of impartiality and say that he had written as it actually had been. For example, he could write of popes in a manner pleasing to both Catholics and Protestants of the upper classes. He doubtless believed that he was telling this history of the popes as it actually had been. Did he realize his claim? There is stark validity in the Jesuit objection that Ranke avoided the chief actuality of the story: Was the papacy actually what it affirmed itself to be, "an institution of the Son of God made man," or was it a combination of false claims, craft, and manmade power? How could Ranke avoid that question and yet even claim to be writing history as it actually was?

I make no pretensions to knowing Ranke as he actually was or his motives in writing the kind of history he chose to write. But records are available to establish the fact that he did not abstain entirely from those hot political controversies which are supposed to warp the pure thought of the empirical historian. In directing the Historisch-Politische Zeitschrift he chose a way between French constitutionalism and that extreme Prussian conservatism which would yield not a point to democratic aspirations. After the July Revolution Ranke favored a confederate law against the political press and political literature—a proposition that must have pleased Metternich and Gentz, who opened their archives to him. After the March upheaval of 1848 Ranke came vigorously to the support of Frederick William Ⅳ in resistance to popular demands for a constitution based on democratic principles. On this occasion the "impartial" historian proved to be a bulwark for Prussian authoritarianism—against which so many "impartial" historians in the United States wrote vigorously in 1917-1918. Ranke also rejoiced in the events of 1870-1871 "as the victory of conservative Europe over the Revolution," showing that he could not completely separate his political from his historical conceptions. Persistently neglecting social and economic interests in history, successfully avoiding any historical writing that offended the most conservative interests in the Europe of his own time, Ranke may be correctly characterized as one of the most "partial" historians produced by the nineteenth century.

Whether Ranke was fully conscious of what he was doing himself, he was able to see that other historians were writing from some angle of vision. He once said to George Bancroft: "I tell my hearers, that your history is the best book ever written from the democratic point of view. You are thoroughly consistent; adhere strictly to your method, carry it out in many directions but in all with fidelity, and are always true to it." In making his statement, Ranke expressed the hope that it would not make Bancroft angry. Bancroft was not certain that this was "high praise." Shortly afterward he declared: "I deny the, charge; if there is democracy in history it is not subjective, but objective as they say here, and so has necessarily its place in history and gives its colour as it should…" Is it possible that Ranke, who was quick to discover subjective ideas in Bancroft's writings, was totally unaware of the fact that he might be writing from the point of view of the conservative reaction in Europe? If he never applied the criterion to himself, then he was doubly "partial" and utterly devoid of any sense for reality and humor.

If, as Mr. Smith says, the "objective" method of Ranke and his school was "accepted everywhere," it is due to history as it was to record that the conception was subjected all along to a running fire of criticism by German historians, even by those "von Fach." Leaving aside the penetrating skepticism of Schopenhauer (who certainly was no mean thinker) and the critique of Eugen Dühring, we find searching examinations of the theory and logic of Historicism by German scholars in the early issues of the Historische Zeitschrift, and in the writings of Droysen, Ottokar Lorenz, Bernheim, and Lamprecht, for instance. There were not wanting at that time historians "die in naiver, selbstgewisser Technik ihre Historie trieben, ohne zu ahnen, an welchen theoretischen Abgrü nden sie sich bewegten," but many German scholars early went behind Ranke's formula and challenged its validity. They did this long before a host of critical thinkers fell upon it during the opening years of the twentieth century.

And if the Ranke formula or theory of history was accepted in the United States by members of the American Historical Association, as Mr. Smith states, it is not quite in line with the facts in the case to say that it was "everywhere" accepted. Was it in reality adopted as the official creed of the Association in the good old days before ignoble, doctrinaire, and partial students appeared upon the scene? Surely the creed was never drawn up and signed by all faithful members. Whether the majority were acquainted with the philosophical discussion that had long raged around it and threw themselves positively on the Ranke side seems to be a statistical problem not yet solved. Hence judgment should be suspended.

Pending the determination of this historical fact by research, one item in the story may be cited—the presidential address delivered at the opening session of the American Historical Association in 1884 by Andrew D. White. Ranke was yet living. Did Mr. White commit himself or the Association to Historicism or the Ranke formula? Emphatically, he did not, as any member can discover by reading again that noteworthy address. In fact Mr. White, with mature wisdom, recognized both sides of the problem of historiography: the special, the detailed, the verified, the documented—and the philosophical. He said categorically: "While acknowledging the great value of special investigations… to historical knowledge in individual nations, it is not too much to say that the highest effort and the noblest result toward which these special historical investigations lead is the philosophical synthesis of all special results in a large, truth-loving, justice-loving spirit."

"Bearing on this point, Buckle, in a passage well worthy of meditation, has placed observation at the foot of the ladder, discovery next above it, and philosophical method at the summit." In this spirit Mr. White declared that at the annual meetings of the Association there ought to be a session or sessions dealing with special studies, and also a session or sessions "devoted to general history, the history of civilization, and the philosophy of history." He recognized the dangers of the latter—"looseness and vagueness"—but thought that the consideration of both aspects of history would contribute to a sounder development of each. "These difficulties," Mr. White warned us, "the Association must meet as they arise."

Nor did the first President, Andrew D. White, see in the use of history as an instrument of "social control" the perils to scholarship lamented by Mr. Smith. On the contrary, Mr. White closed with an exordium in line with the thought later expressed by James Harvey Robinson, whose ideal Mr. Smith puts on the other side of the fence from "a noble dream." Mr. White proposed no neutral, value-free history. "Certainly," he said near the close of his address, "a confederation like this—of historical scholars… ought to elicit most valuable work in both fields [special and philosophical], and to contribute powerfully to the healthful development on the one hand of man as man, and on the other to the opening up of a better political and social future for the nation at large." This is asking historians to do what James Harvey Robinson suggested: bring historical knowledge to bear "on the quandaries of our life today."

Henry Adams was also once President of the American Historical Association. He cannot be placed among those who have recently invaded the circle of the pure faith and threatened to destroy the Association by "the final extinction of a noble dream," driving Mr. Smith and his adherents to consider the frightful alternative of going down "with our flags flying." Did Henry Adams limit the function and thought of the historian to Historicism, the Ranke formula, or neutrality in the face of life's exigent forces? Members who care to know before they take sides in a discussion of the theory of history must read the letter which Henry Adams, as President of the Association, wrote to his colleagues as long ago as 1894. There he invited the members to consider what a science of history would look like and the devastating challenge which it would make to the church, state, property, or labor. Mr. Adams, with amazing foresight, predicted a crisis in Western economy and thought, and warned his colleagues that they "may at any time in the next five years be compelled to find an answer, 'Yes' or 'No,' under the pressure of the most powerful organizations the world has ever known for the suppression of influences hostile to its safety."

One more colleague may be mentioned. Mr. Smith has referred to H. L. Osgood as holding to the "high ideals" of the school which now seems to be threatened by doctrinaire writers. Mr. Osgood was, as Mr. Smith says, expository, analytical, and for the most part impersonal. Did Mr. Osgood imagine himself to be writing history as it actually was? His ambition was more limited. He sought to tell the truth, as best he could, about certain aspects of history. Did he imagine himself to stand outside the Zeitgeist? Not for a moment. Mr. Osgood had been one of my masters, and shortly after I presented him with a copy of my Economic Interpretation of the Constitution I asked him whether it offended him or appeared to be ultra vires? His response was positive. He said in effect: "Men of my generation grew up in the midst of great constitutional and institutional debates and our interest turned to institutional history. Profound economic questions have now arisen and students of the younger generation, true to their age, will occupy themselves with economic aspects of history." Far from deeming this interest reprehensible, Mr. Osgood regarded it as "natural" and proper. Near the end of his life he spoke to me of the heavy hand of time that lies upon all our work, dating us, revealing our limitations.

How many other members of the older generation did in fact think their way through the assumptions and convictions enclosed in Mr. Smith's "noble dream" and accept it whole heartedly? The data for answering that question are not at hand. How many watched carefully the development of the critical attitude toward Historicism in Europe at the turn of the century, and especially after 1914? Materials for answering that query are not available either. Judging by the files of the American Historical Review and the programs of annual meetings such philosophical issues have received scant consideration, little exploration and examination. Judging by the writings of American historians slight attention has been given to the intellectual problems involved in the choice of subjects, the selection of facts, and the construction of monographs and many-volumed works. If there has been any real searching of historical minds and hearts in the United States, any fearless and wide-reaching inquiry into preliminary assumptions, tacit or deliberate, any procedure save on the level of ingenuous convictions, historical literature bears only a few evidences of its fruits. If engines of skepticism and verification have been mercilessly applied to what passes for constructive thought, as distinguished from eclecticism and documentation, news of the fact has not spread far and wide enough in the American Historical Association to make a profound impression upon its proceedings. Some countervailing evidence may be cited, no doubt, but the exceptions would seem merely to prove the rule. It may be that the major portion of American scholars in the good old days imagined that they could discover and know the objective truth of history as it actually was, but there is good reason for thinking that a large number of them did not labor under that impression respecting their activities and powers.

Having indicated some grounds for holding that Historicism is not and never has been "accepted everywhere" as the official creed of the American Historical Association, it is now appropriate to inquire whether the Ranke formula is valid in itself. Can the human mind discover and state the "objective truth" of history as it actually was? Space does not admit even a brief summation of the voluminous literature dealing with this conception and demonstrating, if not its delusive character, its rejection by scholars and thinkers of high competence in Europe. Those American students who care to examine the history and nature of the European revolt against Historicism may find guidance in Croce, History: its Theory and Practice, in Heussi, Die Krisis des Historismus, and in the numerous works cited by Heussi as supporting evidence. In these volumes is presented the development of historical thought which culminated in the rejection of the Ranke theory and its formulation as Historicism.

At this point only a bare outline of the argument is possible, but it may be given, very inadequately, in the following propositions:

1. The idea that history took place in the past as actuality outside the mind of the contemporary historian is accepted as the commonsense view.

2. The historian is not an observer of the past that lies beyond his own time. He cannot see it objectively as the chemist sees his test tubes and compounds. The historian must "see" the actuality of history through the medium of documentation. That is his sole recourse.

3. The documentation (including monuments and other relics) with which the historian must work covers only a part of the events and personalities that make up the actuality of history. In other words multitudinous events and personalities escape the recording. of documentation. To realize the significance of this, as Heussi says, it is only necessary to consider an effort to describe the bathe of Leipzig alone, to say nothing of the Napoleonic wars or the history of the Roman Empire.

4. Not only is the documentation partial. In very few cases can the historian be reasonably sure that he has assembled all the documents of a given period, region, or segment. In most cases he makes a partial selection or a partial reading of the partial record of the multitudinous events, and personalities involved in the actuality with which he is dealing.

5. Since the history of any period embraces all the actualities involved, and since both documentation and research are partial, it follows that the total actuality is not factually knowable to any historian, however laborious, judicial, or faithful he may be in his procedures. History as it actually was, as distinguished, of course from particular facts of history, is not known or knowable, no matter how zealously is pursued "the ideal of the effort for objective truth."

6. The idea that there was a complete and actual structurization of events in the past, to be discovered through a partial examination of the partial documentation, is pure hypothesis, as Th. Lessing shows in his Geschichte als Sinngebung des Sinnlosen.

7. The events and personalities of history in their very nature involve ethical and aesthetic considerations. They are not mere events in physics and chemistry inviting neutrality on the part of the "observer."

8. Any overarching hypothesis or conception employed to give coherence and structure to past events in written history is an interpretation of some kind, something transcendent. And as Croce says, "transcendency is always transcendency, whether it be thought of as that of a God or of reason, of nature, or of matter."

9. The historian seeking to know the past, or about it, does not bring to the partial documentation with which he works a perfect and polished neutral mind in which the past streaming through the medium of documentation is mirrored as it actually was. Whatever acts of purification the historian may perform he yet remains human, a creature of time, place, circumstance, interests, predilections, culture. No amount of renunciation could have made Andrew D. White into a Frederick Jackson Turner or either of them into a neutral mirror.

10. Into the selection of topics, the choice and arrangement of materials, the specific his torian's "me" will enter. It may enter with a conscious clarification of philosophy and purpose or, as Croce says surreptitiously, without confession or acknowledgment.

11. The validity of the Ranke formula and its elaboration as Historicism is destroyed by internal contradictions and rejected by contemporary thought. The historian's powers are limited. He may search for, but he cannot find, the "objective truth" of history, or write it, "as it actually was."

Now we come to the validity of an antithesis of the Ranke formula—the economic interpretation of history. Is it partial, in the sense that it does not cover all the events of history? It certainly is. Surely none will contend that it could be otherwise than partial in its scope. Is it "the correct" interpretation of history? If the word interpretation is taken to mean "explanation," then neither it nor any other historical hypothesis can be regarded as valid and final, on the ground that in the nature of things—documentation and the human mind—the past as it actually was cannot be known. If the word be taken, however, in a manner equally admissible under linguistic usage, to mean simply the writer's version, construction, or conception of his subjects, then an economic interpretation is merely what it professes to be—a version, not the absolute truth, of history.

Seekers after truth in particular and general have less reason to fear it than they have to fear any history that comes under the guise of the Ranke formula or Historicism. It bears its own warning. A book entitled An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution, like every other book on history, is a selection and an organization of facts; but it serves advance notice on the reader, telling him what to expect. A book entitled The Formation of the Constitution or The Making of the Constitution is also a selection and organization of facts, hence an interpretation or conception of some kind, but it does not advise the reader at the outset concerning the upshot to be expected.

Does an economic interpretation, open and avowed, violate the "ideal of the effort for objective truth"? Not necessarily. The historian who searches out and orders economic aspects of life, events, and interests may possibly be as zealous in his search for truth as any other historian searching out and ordering facts in his way. Is the student who seeks an economic interpretation more partial, in the sense of partisanship, or more doctrinaire than the historian, who assumes that he can know the past as it actually has been? Not necessarily. He may conceivably view the structure of classes, their ideologies, formulas, projects, and conflicts as coldly and impartially as any disciple of Ranke that the American Historical Association has furnished.

Did the economic interpretation of history, as Mr. Smith alleges, have "its origin, of course, in the Marxian theories"? I cannot speak for others, but so far as I am concerned, my conception of the economic interpretation of history rests upon documentation older than Karl Marx—Number Ⅹ of the Federalist, the writings of the Fathers of the Republic, the works of Daniel Webster, the treatises of Locke, Hobbes, and Machiavelli, and the politics of Aristotle—as well as the writings of Marx himself.

Yet I freely pay tribute to the amazing range of Marx's scholarship and the penetrating character of his thought. It may be appropriate to remind those who may be inclined to treat Marx as a mere revolutionary or hot partisan that he was more than that. He was a doctor of philosophy from a German university, possessing the hallmark of the scholar. He was a student of Greek and Latin learning. He read, besides German, his native tongue, Greek, Latin, French, English, Italian, and Russian. He was widely read in contemporary history and economic thought. Hence, however much one may dislike Marx's personal views, one cannot deny to him wide and deep knowledge—and a fearless and sacrificial life. He not only interpreted history, as everyone does who writes any history, but he helped to make history. Possibly he may have known something. At least the contemporary student, trying to look coldly and impartially on thought and thinkers in the field of historiography, may learn a little bit, at least from Karl Marx.

But that does not mean that any economic interpretation of history must be used for the purposes which Marx set before himself. It may well be used for opposite purposes. It has been. It may be again. Or it may be employed as the basis for impartiality and inaction on the ground that a conflict of mere material interests cannot be a matter of concern to virtue itself. In other words there is nothing in the nature of an economic interpretation of history that compels the interpreter to take any partisan or doctrinaire view of the struggle of interests. In fact such an interpretation of the Constitution is less liable to invite a surge of feeling than Mr. Smith's interpretation that the formation and adoption of the Constitution was "a contest between sections ending in the victory of straight-thinking national-minded men over narrower and more local opponents." An economic interpretation does not inquire whether men were straight-thinking or crooked-thinking. It inquires not into their powers of mind or virtues, but into the nature and effects of their substantial possessions. Nor is it necessarily in conflict with Mr. Smith's conclusions. It pushes the inquiry one step further than he does. It asks how it happened that some men were national-minded and others were local-minded, and perhaps throws some light upon the subject.

What conclusions, then, may be drawn from this excursion, hurried and cursory, into historiography, for members of the American Historical Association? In my opinion, they are as follows: The formula of Ranke and its extension as Historicism do not and have never formed an official creed for the Association. From Andrew D. White down to the present moment there have been members who have believed that the wider and deeper philosophic questions involved in the interpretation of history should be considered as having an importance equal to, if not greater than, the consideration of documentation, special studies, and writings done on the assumption that history "wie es eigenuich gewesen ist" can be known and expounded by historians. The Ranke formula and Historicism are not the official creed of the Association and ought not to be, for they now lie amid the ruins of their own defeat. Nor are the other creeds placed in antithesis to the "noble dream" by Mr. Smith deemed official. They should not be. No school that makes pretensions to exclusive omniscience or exclusive virtue, that claims to know history as it actually was can long escape the corroding skepticism that search and thought bring to it. It is undesirable to invite the Association to split over two absolutes. It is not necessary for any member, fraction, or group, however large or small, to feel that a war to the hilt is on and that the one or the other must go down with, or without, "flying colors."

The task before the American Historical Association seems to be something other than that of deepening a division artificially made. The collection, preservation, and publication of archives must be carried on with ever increasing zeal. An the engines of criticism, authentication, and verification, so vigorously used by the German school, must be employed with all the powers of intelligence available. Monographic studies must be promoted. But this is not enough.

The philosophic side of historiography, as Andrew D. White warned the Association, must also receive the consideration required for all constructive work in historical writing. The effort to grasp at the totality of history must and will be continued, even though the dream of bringing it to earth must be abandoned. This means a widening of the range of search beyond politics to include interests hitherto neglected—economic, racial, sex, and cultural in the most general sense of the term. Certainly by this broadening process the scholar will come nearer to the actuality of history as it has been. The distinction between particular facts that may be established by the scientific method and the "objective" truth of history must be maintained, if illusions are to be dispelled.

Still more pressing, because so generally neglected, is the task of exploring the assumptions upon which the selection and organization of historical facts proceed. In the nature of things they proceed upon some assumption, concerning the substance of history as actuality. We do not acquire the colorless, neutral mind by declaring our intention to do so. Rather do we clarify the mind by admitting its cultural interests and patterns—interests and patterns that will control, or intrude upon, the selection and organization of historical materials. Under what formulas is it possible to conceive history? What types of controlling patterns are to be found in the declarations of historical writers, in the diverse opinions of the world at large, and in the works of historians already before us? Instead of waging a war, followed by victory or defeat, we need to provide for the Association's annual meetings a section or sections dealing with the assumptions and procedures of historiography. What do we think we are doing when we are writing history? What kinds of philosophies or interpretations are open to us? Which interpretations are actually chosen and practiced? And Why? By what methods or processes can we hope to bring the multitudinous and bewildering facts of history into any coherent and meaningful whole? Through the discussion of such questions the noble dream of the search for truth may be brought nearer to realization, not extinguished; but in the end the members of the American Historical Association will be human beings, not immortal gods.
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The word "history" is very old—so old that at men have sometimes grown weary of it. It is true that they have rarely gone so far as to wish to erase it from the vocabulary entirely. Even the sociologists of the Durkheim school make room for it. They do so, to be sure, only in order to relegate it to one poor corner of the sciences of man—a sort of secret dungeon in which, having first reserved for sociology all that appears to them susceptible of rational analysis, they shut up the human facts which they condemn as the most superficial and capricious of all.

Here, on the contrary, we shall preserve the broadest interpretation of the word "history." The word places no a priori prohibitions in the path of inquiry, which may turn at will toward either the individual or the social, toward momentary convulsions or the most lasting developments. It comprises in itself no credo; it commits us, according to its original meaning, to nothing other than "inquiry." Assuredly, since its first appearance on the lips of men, more than two millenniums ago, its content has changed a great deal. Such is the fate of all truly living terms in a language. If the sciences were obliged to find a new name each time they made an advance—what a multitude of christenings! and what a waste of time for the academic realm!…

It is no less true that, faced with the vast chaos of reality, the historian is necessarily led to carve out that particular area to which his tools apply; hence, to make a selection—and, obviously, not the same as that of the biologist, for example, but that which is the proper selection of the historian. Here we have an authentic problem of action. It will pursue us throughout our study.


History and Men


It is sometimes said: "History is the science of the past." To me, this is badly put.

For, to begin with, the very idea that the past as such can be the object of science is ridiculous. How, without preliminary distillation, can one make of phenomena, having no other common character than that of being not contemporary with us, the matter of rational knowledge? On the reverse side of the medal, can one imagine a complete science of the universe in its present state?

Doubtless, in the origins of historiography, the old annalists were scarcely embarrassed by these scruples. They narrated pell-mell events whose only connection was that they had happened about the same time: eclipses, hailstorms, and the sudden appearance of astonishing meteors along with battles and the deaths of kings and heroes. But into these early reminiscences of humanity, as garbled as the observations of a small child, a sustained effort of analysis has gradually introduced the necessary classification. It is true that our language, fundamentally conservative, freely retains the name of history for any study of a change taking place in time. The custom is harmless, for it deceives no one. In that sense, there is a history of the solar system, because the stars which compose it have not always been as we now see them. It belongs to the province of astronomy. There is a history of volcanic eruptions which is, I am sure, of most lively interest as regards the composition of the earth. It does not concern the history of historians.

Or, at least, it does so only in so far as its observations chance to coincide with the specific preoccupations of our history. How, then, is the division of labor determined in practice? To understand this, a single example will be worth more than a thousand words.

In the tenth century AD, a deep gulf, the Zwin, indented the Flemish coast. It was later blocked up with sand. To what department of knowledge does the study of this phenomenon belong? At first sight, anyone would suggest geology. The action of alluvial deposit, the operation of ocean currents, or, perhaps, changes in sea level: was not geology invented and put on earth to deal with just such as these? Of course. But at close range, the matter is not quite so simple. Is there not first a question of investigating the origin of the transformation? Immediately, the geologist is forced to ask questions which are no longer strictly within his jurisdiction. For there is no doubt that the silting of the gulf was at least assisted by dyke construction, changing the direction of the channel, and drainage—all activities of man, founded in collective needs and made possible only by a certain social structure. At the other end of the chain there is a new problem: the consequences. At a little distance from the end of the gulf, and communicating with it by a short river passage, rose a town. This was Bruges. By the waters of the Zwin it imported or exported the greatest part of the merchandise which made of it, relatively speaking, the London or New York of that day. Then came, every day more apparent, the advance of the sand. As the water receded, Bruges vainly extended its docks and harbor further toward the mouth of the river. Little by little, its quays fell asleep. To be sure, this was not the sole cause of its decline. (Does the physical ever affect the social, unless its operations have been prepared, abetted, and given scope by other factors which themselves have already derived from man?) But this was certainly at least one of the most efficacious of the links in the causal chain.

Now, the act of a society remodeling the soil upon which it lives in accordance with its needs is, as any one recognizes instinctively, an eminently "historical" event. It is the same with the vicissitudes of a powerful seat of trade. Hence, in an example entirely characteristic of the topography of learning, we see, on the one hand, an area of overlap, where the union of two disciplines is shown to be indispensable to any attempt at explanation; on the other, a point of transition, where when a phenomenon has been described with the sole exception that its consequences remain undetermined, it is, in some definitive way, yielded up by one discipline to another. What is it that seems to dictate the intervention of history? It is the appearance of the human element.

Long ago, indeed, our great forebears, such as Michelet or Fustel de Coulanges, taught us to recognize that the object of history is, by nature, man. Let us say rather, men. Far more than the singular, favoring abstraction, the plural which is the grammatical form of relativity is fitting for the science of change. Behind the features of landscape, behind tools or machinery, behind what appear to be the most formalized written documents, and behind institutions, which seem almost entirely detached from their founders, there are men, and it is men that history seeks to grasp. Failing that, it will be at best but an exercise in erudition. The good historian is like the giant of the fairy tale. He knows that wherever he catches the scent of human flesh, there his quarry lies.

From the character of history as the knowledge of men derives its peculiar situation as regards the problem of expression. Is it "science" or "art"? About 1800, our great-grandfathers delighted in solemn debates on this question. Later, about 1890, saturated with the aura of a rather primitive positivism, the methodologists were indignant that the public should attach an excessive importance to what they called "form" in historical works. Art versus science, form versus matter: the history of scholarship abounds with such fine debates!

There is no less beauty in a precise equation than in a felicitous phrase, but each science has its appropriate aesthetics of language. Human actions are essentially very delicate phenomena, many aspects of which elude mathematical measurement. Properly to translate them into words and, hence, to fathom them rightly (for can one perfectly understand what he does not know how to express?), great delicacy of language and precise shadings of verbal tone are necessary. Where calculation is impossible we are obliged to employ suggestion. Between the expression of physical and of human realities there is as much difference as between the task of a drill operator and that of a lutemaker: both work down to the last millimeter, but the driller uses precision tools, while the lutemaker is guided primarily by his sensitivity to sound and touch. It would be unwise either for the driller to adopt the empirical methods of the lutemaker or for the lutemaker to imitate the driller. Will anyone deny that one may not feel with words as well as with fingers?


Historical Time


We have called history "the science of men." That is still far too vague. It is necessary to add: "of men in time." The historian does not think of the human in the abstract. His thoughts breathe freely the air of the climate of time.

There is, then, just one science of men in time. It requires us to join the study of the dead and of the living. What shall we call it? I have already explained why the ancient name, "history," seemed to me the best. It is the most comprehensive, the least exclusive, the most electric with stirring reminders of a more than age-old endeavor. In proposing to extend history down to the present (contrary to certain prejudices which are not so old as history itself), I have no wish to expand the claims of my own profession. Life is too short, and science too vast, to permit even the greatest genius a total experience of humanity. Some men will always specialize in the present, as others do in the Stone Age or in Egyptology. We simply ask both to bear in mind that historical research will tolerate no autarchy. Isolated, each will understand only by halves, even within his own field of study; for the only true history, which can advance only through mutual aid, is universal history.

A science, however, is not to be defined entirely in terms of its object. Its limits can be fixed quite as well by the character of its appropriate methods.

It remains to be seen whether the techniques of inquiry should be considered fundamentally different according as the investigation approaches or recedes from the present. This, in its turn, suggests the entire problem of historical observation.
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Written History contains a very patchy and incomplete record of what mankind has accomplished in parts of the world during the last five thousand years. The period surveyed is at best about one hundredth part of the time during which men have been active on our planet. The picture presented is frankly chaotic; it is hard to recognize in it any unifying pattern, any directional trends. Archaeology surveys a period a hundred times as long. In this enlarged field of study it does disclose general trends, cumulative changes proceeding in one main direction and towards recognizable results.

Aided by archaeology, history with its prelude prehistory becomes a continuation of natural history. The latter studies in the geological record the evolution of various species of living creatures as the result of natural selection—the survival and multiplication of those bodily adapted to their environments. Man is the last great species to emerge; in the geological record his fossil remains would occur in the topmost layers so that in this literal sense man is the highest product of the process. Prehistory can watch the survival and multiplication of this species through improvements in artificial and detachable equipment that secure the adaptation of human societies to their environments—and of their environments to them. And archaeology can trace the same process in historical times with the additional aid of written records as well as in regions where the dawn of written history has been retarded. Without any change of method it can follow down to the present day the working out of trends discerned already in prehistory.

Our species, man in the widest sense, has succeeded in surviving and multiplying chiefly by improving his equipment for living, as I have explained at length in Man Makes Himself. As with other animals, it is chiefly through his equipment that man acts on and reacts to the external world, draws sustenance therefrom and escapes its perils—in technical language adapts himself to his environment or even adjusts his environment to his needs. Man's equipment, however, differs significantly from that of other animals. These carry, their whole equipment about with them as parts of their bodies; the rabbit carries paws to dig with, the lion claws and teeth for tearing his prey, the beaver carpenter's tusks, most beasts hairy or furry coats to keep in warmth—the tortoise even carries his house on his back. Man has very little equipment of this sort and has discarded some that he started with during prehistoric times. It is replaced by tools, extracorporeal organs that he makes, uses and discards at will; he makes picks and shovels for digging, weapons for killing game and enemies, adzes and axes for cutting wood, clothing to keep him warm in cold weather, houses of wood, brick or stone to provide shelter. Some very early "men" indeed had projecting canine teeth set in very massive jaws that would be quite dangerous weapons, but these have disappeared in modern man whose dentures will not inflict mortal wounds.

As with other animals, there is of course a bodily physiological basis to man's equipment. It may be summed up in two words, hands and brains. Relieved of the burden of carrying our bodies, our forefeet have developed into delicate instruments capable of an amazing variety of subtle and accurate movements. To control the latter and to link them up with impressions from outside received by the eye and other sense organs we have become possessed of a peculiarly complicated nervous system and an exceptionally big and complicated brain.

The detachable and extracorporeal character of the rest of human equipment has obvious advantages. It is more convenient and more adaptable than other animals' equipment. The latter fits its possessor for living in a particular environment under special conditions. The mountain hare passes the winter comfortably and safely on the snow-clad hills thanks to his changeable coat; he would be dangerously conspicuous in the warmer valleys. Men can discard their warm clothing if they move to a hotter climate and can adjust their costume to the landscape. A rabbit's paws are good digging tools, but cannot compete with a cat's as weapons, while feline paws are poor spades. Men can make both tools and weapons. In brief an animal's herditary equipment is adapted to performing a limited number of operations in a particular environment. Man's extracorporeal equipment can be adjusted to an almost infinite number of operations in almost any environment—"can be," note, not "is."

As against these advantages man has to learn not only to use but also to make his equipment. A chick soon finds itself equipped with feathers, wings, beak and claws. It certainly has to learn their use—how to keep its feathers clean for instance. But this is very simple and will not take long. A human infant arrives with no such outfit and it will not grow spontaneously. The round pebbles on the ground do not in themselves suggest knives. Many processes and stages must intervene before the wallaby's skin can be transferred to the child's back as a coat.

Even the simplest tool made out of a broken bough or a chipped stone is the fruit of long experience—of trials and errors, impressions noticed, remembered and compared. The skill to make it has been acquired by observation, by recollection and by experiment. It may seem an exaggeration, but it is yet true to say that any tool is an embodiment of science. For it is a practical application of remembered, compared and collected experiences of the same kind as are systematized and summarized in scientific formula, descriptions and prescriptions.

Happily the individual infant is not left to accumulate in its own person the requisite experience or itself to make all the trials and mistakes. A baby does not indeed inherit at birth a physical mechanism of nerve paths stamped in the germ plasm of the race and predisposing it to make automatically and instinctively the appropriate bodily movements. But it is born heir to a social tradition. Its parents and elders will teach it how to make and use equipment in accordance with the experience gathered by ancestral generations. And the equipment it uses is itself just a concrete expression of this social tradition. A tool is a social product and man is a social animal.

Because it has so much to learn, a human infant is peculiarly delicate and helpless, and its helplessness lasts longer than with the young of other animals. The physical counterpart of learning is the storing of impressions and the building up of connexions between the various nerve centers in the brain. Meanwhile the brain must keep on growing. To allow of such growth the skull bones protecting the infant's brain remain very loosely joined together; only slowly do the junctions (or sutures) knit up. While the brain is thus unprotected it is very vulnerable; an infant can be killed terribly easily.

Helpless infancy being prolonged by these interrelated causes, if the species is to survive, at least one social group must keep together for several years until the infants are reared. In our species the natural family of parents and children is a more stable and durable association than among species whose young mature faster. In practice, however, human families seem generally to live together in larger societies comparable to the herds and packs of gregarious animals. Indeed man is to some extent a gregarious animal.

Now in human, as in animal, societies the elder generations transmit by example to the younger the collective experience accumulated by the group—what they in turn have learned in like fashion from their elders and parents. Animal education can all be done by example; a chick learns how to peck and what to peck at by copying the hen. For human infants who have so much to learn the imitative method would be fatally slow. In human societies instruction is by precept as well as by example. Human societies have gradually devised tools for communication between their members. In so doing they have brought forth a new sort of equipment which can conveniently be labeled spiritual.

Owing to the structure of the larynx, tongue muscles and other organs, human beings in common with some other creatures are capable of emitting a very large range of noises that are technically called articulate sounds. Living in societies and possessing expansive brains, men have been able to invest these sounds with conventional meanings. By agreement sounds become words, signals for action and symbols for objects and events familiar to other members of the group. (Note incidentally that gestures too can be given meanings in the same way though less conveniently.) The cries of birds and the bleats of sheep have meanings in this sense; on hearing the signal all members of the flock act in the appropriate way. It means to them at least action and provokes an appropriate response in the creatures behavior. Among men spoken words (and of course also gestures) fulfil the same function, but on a tremendously richer scale.

Men's first words may perhaps have carried their meanings on the face of them. Our word "peewit" simulates the cry of the bird thus named. Paget suggests that the shape assumed by the lips in pronouncing a word may pictorially mimic the thing indicated. In any case such self-explanatory noises would not carry us very far. Most words used even by the lowest savages bear no recognizable similarity to what they denote. They are purely conventional; that is, meanings have to be attached to them artificially by some sort of tacit agreement between members of the society using them. The process becomes explicit when a conference of chemists agrees on the name for a new element. It is usually far more subtle.

It is just because the meanings of words are thus conventional that children have to be taught to talk. Learning to talk means essentially learning what meanings the society to which the child belongs attaches to noises that it can make. Incidentally this is a substantial addition to the formidable list of things a poor human infant has to learn. It certainly has a physical counter part localized in well-defined tracts of the brain. (When these are injured, the victim cannot understand what is said to him, i.e., cannot remember the meanings attached to the noises he hears.) Even the earliest "human" skulls bear marks of a swelling of the brain in the speech regions so that language seems as old and universal a human trait as toolmaking.

Language transforms the process of social tradition; precept accelerates education. By example a mother can show her offspring what to do when a savage beast appears. But many young things find such concrete lessons fatal! By precept, she can explain in advance what to do if the savage beast does appear—a method of instruction much more economical of life! In general by imitating your fellows you learn how to act in a concrete case actually present. With the aid of language you can be taught how to meet an emergency before it arrives. Language is the vehicle for the transmission of the social heritage of experience; by its means experience—the results of trials and errors, what may happen and what to do—is collected and transmitted. Through social inheritance the young partake not only of the experience gained by their physiological ancestors—which might conceivably be transmitted "in the blood" by biological inheritance—but also that of all their group. Not only can parents describe to their descendants the crises of their lives and how they countered them: all the members of a society using the same conventions in language can tell their fellows what they have seen, heard, suffered and done. Human experience can be pooled. In learning to make and use your equipment you are being initiated into this pooled experience.

Language is more than a mere vehicle of tradition. It affects what is transmitted. The socially accepted meaning of a word (or other symbol) is almost necessarily somewhat abstract. The word "banana" stands for a class of objects having in common certain visible, tangible, odorous and above all edible qualities. In using it we make abstraction of, that is, we ignore as irrelevant, details—the number of spots on its skin, its position on a tree or in a trap, and so on—that are qualities of any real individual banana. Every word, however gross and material its meaning, possesses something of this abstract character. By its very nature language involves classification. On the practical side, by example you learn to imitate accurately and in detail a particular set of manipulative movements. By precept you can be taught the sort of movements to perform, but you are still left a little room for variation. In engineering the contrast between apprenticeship and a university education really goes back to this. Language makes tradition rational.

Reasoning has been defined as "the ability to solve problems without going through a physical process of trial and error." Instead of trying to do a thing with your hands and perhaps burning your fingers, you do it in your head using ideas—images or symbols of the actions which would be involved. Other animals than men certainly behave as if they reasoned in this sense, Faced with a banana midway up a tube, open at both ends but too long to reach up, a chimpanzee discovered how to push the banana with a stick from one end and then grab it from the other, without going through a number of futile movements, by sitting and "reasoning." The ape must have imagined the banana in various non-existent positions before it hit upon the trick. But it did not have to go very far from the concrete situation with which it was actually confronted. What is distinctive of human reasoning is that it can go immensely farther from the actual present situation than any other animal's reasoning ever seems to get it. In this distinctive advance language has surely been a very great help.

Reasoning and all that we call thinking, including the chimpanzee's, must involve mental operations with what psychologists call images. A visual image, a mental picture of say a banana is always liable to be a picture of a particular banana in a particular setting. A word on the contrary is, as explained, more general and abstract, having eliminated just those accidental features that give individuality to any real banana. Mental images of words (pictures of the sound or of the muscular movements entailed in uttering it) form very convenient counters for thinking with. Thinking with their aid necessarily possesses just that quality of abstractness and generality that animal thinking seems to lack. Men can think, as well as talk, about the class of objects called "bananas," the chimpanzee never gets further than "that banana in that tube." In this way the social instrument termed language has contributed to what is grandiloquently described as "man's emancipation from bondage to the concrete."

To reason is to operate with symbols "in the head" and not with things or actions in the external world. Conventional words are symbols, though by no means the only kind. You can put such symbols together and combine them in all sorts of ways in your head without moving a muscle. The term "idea" is generally used for what words and other symbols denote, mean, or refer to. In a sense "banana" does not refer to anything you can see, touch, smell, or even eat, but only to an idea—the "ideal banana." Still this idea is happily represented by plenty of substantial edible bananas even if none of them quite come up to the standard of the ideal banana. But in society men make names for and talk about ideas which cannot in fact be seen, smelt, handled or tasted like bananas—ideas such as two-headed eagle, mana, electricity, cause. All these are social products like the words that express them. Societies behave as if they stood for real things. In fact men seem to be impelled to far more strenuous and sustained action by the idea of two-headed eagle, immortality or freedom than by the most succulent bananas!

Without going in for any metaphysical subtleties, socially approved and sustained ideas that inspire such action must be treated by history as just as real as those which stand for the more substantial objects of archaeological study. In practice ideas form as effective an element in the environment of any human society as do mountains, trees, animals, the weather and the rest of external nature. Societies, that is, behave as if they were reacting to a spiritual environment as well as to a material environment. To deal with this spiritual environment they behave as if they needed a spiritual equipment just as much as they need a material equipment of tools.

This spiritual equipment is not confined to ideas which can be—and are—translated into tools and weapons that work successfully in controlling and transforming external nature, nor yet to the language which is the vehicle for ideas It includes also what is often termed society's ideology—its superstitions, religious beliefs, loyalties and artistic ideals. Apparently in pursuit of ideologies and inspired by ideas, men perform actions of a kind never observed among other animals. At least 50,000 years ago those strange-looking creatures termed Neanderthal men ceremonially buried their dead children and relatives, and provided them with food and tools. Every known human society today, however savage, performs rites—often quite painful—and abstains from pleasures that are available to them. The motives for—and stimuli to—these actions and abstentions to-day, and presumably in the past too, are socially sanctioned ideas of the sort denoted by our words "immortality," "magic," "god." Such actions are strange to the rest of the animal kingdom, presumably because brutes do not use a language symbolism and hence cannot form such abstract ideas.

Flints over a hundred thousand years old seem to have been fashioned with more care and delicacy than was requisite for mere utilitarian efficiency. It looks as if their author had wanted to make an implement that was not only serviceable but also beautiful. More than 15,000 years ago people began painting their bodies and hanging round their necks shells and beads, made with considerable labor. Today all over the world we find people knocking out their teeth, binding their feet, deforming their bodies with corsets, or submitting to some other mutilation in obedience to the dictates of fashion. Such behavior again seems peculiar to the human species. It results from and gives expression to an ideology.

So with the aid of abstract ideas men have evolved and come to need new stimuli to action beyond the universal urges of hunger, sex, anger and fear. And these new ideal motives come to be necessary for life itself. An ideology, however remote from obvious biological needs, is found in practice to be biologically useful—that is, favorable to the species' survival. Without such spiritual equipment not only do societies tend to disintegrate, but the individuals composing them may just stop bothering to keep alive. The "destruction of religion" among primitive peoples is always cited by experts as a major cause in their extinction in contact with white civilization. Of the Eddystone Islanders Rivers write: "By stopping the practice of head-hunting the new (i.e. British) rulers were abolishing an institution which had its roots in the religious life of the people. The natives have responded to that by becoming apathetic. They have ceased to increase sufficiently to prevent the diminution of the island's population."

Evidently societies of men "cannot live by bread alone." But if "every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God" does not directly or indirectly promote the growth, the biological and economic prosperity of the society that sanctifies them, that society and its god with it will vanish ultimately. It is this natural selection that guarantees that in the long run the ideals of a society the "just translations and inversions in men's minds of the material." The religion of the Eddystone Islanders provided a motive for living and kept an economic system functioning. But in practice head-hunting kept down the numbers of the islanders. So it made improvement in material equipment superfluous, and eventually left the islanders a prey to British conquerors. It is from the standpoint of the social group that an ideology is judged by historical selection. But the verdict may be long delayed.

An ideology is evidently a social product. Not only are the words which support its ideas produced by life in society and unthinkable apart therefrom; the ideas, too, owe their reality, their power to influence action, to their acceptance by society. Seemingly absurd beliefs can win and maintain credence provided every member of the group accepts them and has been taught to believe in them from childhood. It will never occur to anyone to question a belief universally held. Few of us have any better grounds for believing in germs than for believing in witches. Our society inculcates the former belief and ridicules the latter, but other societies reverse the judgments. Of course a number of acknowledged experts have seen germs under the microscope. But still more experts in medieval Europe and in Negro Africa have seen witches functioning. The superiority of our belief is in the long run established if antiseptics and vaccines succeed better in preventing deaths, and so permitting social growth, than do incantations and witch-burnings.

Not the least important function of an ideology is to hold society together and lubricate its workings. And in this guise at least ideology reacts on technology and material equipment. For, like spiritual equipment, material equipment is a social product not only in the sense that it springs from social tradition. In practice the production and use of tools also requires cooperation between members of a society. Today it is self-evident that modern Europeans and Americans get food, housing, clothing and satisfaction for other needs only as a result of the co-operation of a vast and highly complicated productive organization or economy. Cut off from this we should be very uncomfortable and should probably starve. Theoretically primitive man, with simpler wants and more rudimentary equipment, could shift for himself alone. In practice even the rudest savages live in groups organized to co-operate in getting food and preparing equipment as well as in performing ceremonies. Among the Australian aborigines, for instance, we find a division of labor between the sexes in hunting and gathering as well as in making implements and vessels. There is also a division of the product of this co-operative activity.

Even the student of material culture has to study a society as a co-operative organization for producing means to satisfy its needs, for reproducing itself—and for producing new needs. He wants to see its economy working. But its economy affects, and is affected by, its ideology. The materialist concept of history asserts that the economy determines the ideology. It is safer and more accurate to repeat in other words what has been stated already: in the long run an ideology can survive only if it facilitates the smooth and efficient functioning of the economy. If it hampers that, the society—and with it the ideology—must perish in the end. But the reckoning may be long postponed. An obsolete ideology can hamper an economy and impede its change for longer than Marxists admit.

Ideally social tradition is one: the man of today is theoretically heir to all the ages, and inherits the accumulated experience of all his forerunners. This ideal is, however, far from realization. Mankind does not form one society today, but is divided into many distinct societies; all the available evidence suggests that this division was not less but even greater in the past as far as archaeology can penetrate. Each society may have not only different language conventions, but also equally different conventions about spiritual and even material equipment; for each has preserved, transmitted and built up its own peculiar traditions.

The babel of tongues is painfully obvious to-day; it will suffice here to recall that each language is the product of a social tradition, and itself reacts upon other traditional modes of behaving and of thinking. Less familiar is the way in which divergences of tradition affect even material culture. Americans use knives and forks differently from Englishmen, and the difference in usage finds concrete expression in subtle differences in the shapes of the knives and forks themselves. In Ireland and Wales rural workers use longhandled shovels; in England and Scotland the handles are much shorter. The work accomplished is in each case the same, though the handling of the tool is, of course, different. The differences are purely conventional. They reflect divergences in the social tradition. As such divergences are concretely expressed in the forms of the tools employed, they fall within the purview of archaeology, and can be followed into a remote past when no written records permit the recognition of linguistic differences.

Manlike creatures appear some four to five hundred thousand years ago dispersed from England to China, and from Germany to the Transvaal. We can only assume that they lived in social groups and that these were small, sparsely scattered and mutually isolated. Under such conditions we should expect that each would develop rather different traditions in accordance with the varying climatic and other environmental conditions with which they had to contend. And, in fact, among the earliest undoubted products of human handiwork in the oldest certain tools, regional differences in the methods of shaping stones and in the forms given to the resultant implements can be detected. They are seemingly arbitrary, not conditioned either by the nature of the material or by the use to which the product must be put. Like knives and forks in England and America, and shovels in England and Wales, these differences in technique and form must correspond to divergent traditions developed and practised by distinct societies—bands, hordes, troops, clans, tribes, or what you will. As time goes on and the archaeological record becomes fuller, more and more differences can be detected and affect an ever widening range of concrete products. One of the principal aims of prehistoric archaeology has been to define the several social traditions expressed in the differences among their relics.

Archaeologists classify the objects of their study not only by function into knives, axes, huts, tombs and so on, but also into different types of knives, axes, dwellings and graves. The several types of knife or tomb each fulfil roughly the same function; the differences between them repose upon divergences in the social tradition prescribing the methods of their preparation and use. In each functional class archaeologists can distinguish a variety of types current over a restricted area at a given period in archaeolgists time. The totality of recognized types current simultaneously in a given area is termed a "culture." Archaeobgy, is liable to become a study of cultures rather than of culture!

The variety of types is testimony to the multiplicity of social traditions governing their manufacture and employment. The remarkable uniformity of types in a given local and chronological group or culture just discloses the uniformity and rigidity of the traditions actuating their makers. As the peculiarities of the component types are determined by convention rather than by function, the culture must correspond to a social group which sanctifies the distinctive conventions and carries the social tradition. It would be rash to try to define precisely what sort of social group corresponds to the archaeologist's culture. Since language is such an important vehicle in the formation and transmission of social tradition, the group distinguished by possession of a distinct culture might be expected also to speak a distinct language.

Now it is a priori likely that divergences in linguistic conventions are at least as old as divergences in material equipment or burial rites. The extraordinary multiplicity of distinct languages or mutually incomprehensible dialects among savages who have remained near the economic level of pleistocene men gives some positive justification for this assumption. The aboriginal Australians, estimated as some 200,000 in all, spoke no less than five hundred languages. In the 150,000 square miles of California Kroeber distinguishes thirty-one families of languages and at least 135 dialects. Again, when the first written documents began to reveal men's speech, we find several widely divergent linguistic traditions established in the tiny areas we call at first survey—Egyptian, Sumerian, Semitic (Akkadian), and Elamite, with hints of others in personal and geographical names. As writing spreads, ever new tongues are revealed—Nasili, Luvian, Hurrian, Proto-Hattic, Phoenician, Chinese, Greek, Persian, Urartian, Etruscan, Latin, Celtic… to name only the most notable. The tendency for the traditional conventions of language to diverge is still observable even where the English language is standarized by a widely circulated printed literature. "Next Friday" in England becomes "Friday first" in Scotland, when you cross the Atlantic "lorry" must be translated "truck." The tenden cy which call resist the standardizing effect of writing and the unprecedented facilities for travel, must have worked more rapidly and more effectively before writing and regular means of communication were available. Linguistic divergences must he just as old as the cultural divergences traceable directly in the archaeological record.

Nevertheless culture and language need not coincide. The differences in equipment between Denmark, England, France and Germany are in significant in comparison with the differences between Danish, English, French and German. Material equipment is more permanent than spoken words; its preparation and use can be learned by example as well as by precept. Useful devices can—and do—leap linguistic frontiers. But if the culture does not necessarily represent a linguistic group, It is generally a local group occupying a continuous geographical area.

Regarding cultures as geographical units, the differences between them appear less arbitrary and more significant. They can be partially explained as adjustments to different environment. The various species of lower animals are generally adapted to life under particular conditions of climate, soil, and plant life; many of their differentiae, the features that distinguish one species from another, have been established by natural selection precisely because they proved favorable to survival under such a specific set of geographical conditions' that, for in stance, is obviously true of the mountain hare with his variable coat, and the lowland hares that do not turn white in winter. The human species is not physiologically adapted to any particular environment. Its adaptation is secured by its extracorporeal equipment of tools, clothes, houses and the rest. By devising suitable equipment a human society can fit itself to live under almost all conditions. Fire, clothing, houses and an appropriate diet enable men to endure arctic cold and tropic heat equally well.

Material culture is thus largely a response to an environment' it consists of the devices evolved to meet needs evoked by particular climatic conditions, to take advantage of local sources of food and to secure protection against wild beasts, floods or other nuisances infesting a given region. Different societies have been prompted to invent different devices and to discover how to use different natural substances for food, fuel, shelter and tools. Forest dwellers can develop woodworking, carpenters' tools, log cabins and carved ornaments; steppe folk must make larger use of bone, basketry and leather, can do without axes and dwell perforce in skin tents or in subterranean shelters.

In response to the promptings of its own peculiar environment, each society may be expected to evolve distinctive processes and devices. But luckily the appropriate inventions and discoveries are not confined to the regions where they were evolved. Societies may migrate to regions which have evoked other responses in other societies. The migrant society does not throw away its traditional equipment to adopt that appropriate to its new home; more usually the immigrant and the native traditions blend. Again inventions and discoveries do transgress the boundaries of locality and linguistic convention; they can be—and are—diffused from one society to another, despite all obstacles of space and language. The richness of our own cultural tradition is due very largely to diffusion, to the adoption by our progressive societies of ideas created by many distinct groups in response to the diverse conditions and opportunities of many regions. For instance, as staple vegetable foods we have added to the wheat, barley and fruits of Hither Asia, rice from East Asia, corn, potatoes, squash and other plants from North America, bananas from tropical Africa, and so on; our alimentary tradition has been enriched from every quarter of the globe.

Prehistory and history do indeed show how culture grows more and more diversified through the differentiation of societies in response to special stimuli—geographical, technical or ideological. What is, however, even more striking is the growth of intercourse and interchange between societies. If the streams of cultural tradition go on multiplying, they nonetheless tend to converge more and more, and to flow into a single river. A main stream with ever-growing emphasis dominates the whole drainage system to canalize the waters of fresh springs. Cultures are tending to merge into culture.

If our own culture can claim to be on the main stream, it is only because our cultural tradition has captured and made tributary a larger volume of once parallel traditions. While in historical times the main stream flows from Mesopotamia and Egypt through Greece and Rome, Byzantium and Islam to Atlantic Europe and America, it has been repeatedly swollen by the diversion into it of currents from Indian, Chinese, Mexican and Peruvian civilizations, and from countless barbarisms and savageries. Chinese and Indian civilizations have indeed not failed to absorb currents from one another and from further west. But, on the whole, they have hitherto discharged these into placid unchanging backwaters. The civilizations of the Mayas and the Incas, on the other hand, have ceased to run altogether save in so far as their waters are carried on in the main stream of modern Atlantic civilization. In the sequel we shall be frankly concerned primarily with the course of the main stream, even though we have to diverge from time to time to trace its enrichment from lateral tributaries.

If the whole long process disclosed in the archaeological and literary records be surveyed, a single directional trend is most obvious in the economic sphere in the methods whereby the most progressive societies secure a livelihood. In this domain it will be possible to recognize radical and indeed revolutionary innovations, each followed by such increases in population that, were reliable statistics available, each would be reflected by a conspicuous kink in the population graph. These revolutions can accordingly be used to mark off phases or stages in the historical process which may be summarized in advance as follows.

1. The story begins perhaps 500,000, perhaps 250,000, years ago with man emerging as a rare animal and a food gatherer, that lived like any other beast of prey a parasite on other creatures by catching and collecting what food nature happened to provide. This gathering economy, corresponding to what Morgan terms savagery, provided the sole source of livelihood open to any human society during nearly 98 per cent of humanity's sojourn on this planet throughout the whole of what archaeologists call the Pal olithic or Old Stone Age, and geologists name the pleistocene. It is still practised by a few backward and isolated societies in the jungles of Malaya or Central Africa, in the deserts of northwestern Australia and South Africa, and in the arctic regions.

2. Perhaps not more than 10,000 years ago, some societies, first apparently in the Near East, by actively co-operating with nature began to increase the supplies of food available by cultivating plants and often also by breeding domestic animals. The new food-producing economy is distinctive of what Morgan calls barbarism, and is represented in its simplest form in what archaeologists term the Neolithic or New Stone Age. But in the economic scene, at least, neolithic does not correspond to a period of time, since the Maoris of New Zealand were still neolithic in equipment and economy in 1800 A.D. Moreover, many societies that economically are still barbarian have learned to use iron or bronze tools and weapons, although the full industrial use, at least, of bronze was only possible after the next economic revolution.

3. This was initiated in the alluvial valleys of the Nile, the Tigris-Euphrates, and the Indus about five thousand years ago with the transformation of some riverside villages into cities. Society persuaded or compelled the farmers to produce a surplus of foodstuffs over and above their domestic requirements, and by concentrating this surplus used it to support a new urban population of specialized craftsmen, merchants, priests, officials, and clerks. Writing was, as will be shown, a necessary by-product of this urban revolution which ushers in civilization and initiates the historical record.

(a) The first two thousand years of civilization coincide with what archaeologists describe as the Bronze Age, because copper and bronze were the only metals used for tools and weapons. Both were so expensive as normally to be available only to gods, kings, chiefs and the employees of temples and states. The social surplus, derived primarily from subsistence agriculture by irrigation, was concentrated in the hands of a relatively narrow circle of priests and officials, whose limited expenditure limited also the growth of the urban industrial and commercial population.

(b) The Early Iron Age, initiated by the divulgation of an economical method of producing wrought iron about 1200 B.C., meant the popularization of metal equipment. At the same time in the Near East the invention of an alphabetical script popularized writing, which had hitherto been a mystery confined to a small class of learned clerks, while after 700 B.C. small change in coined money facilitated retail transactions. In the classical or Greece-Roman economy, using these popular innovations combined with the facilities for cheap transport offered by the Mediterranean, the surplus, now partly derived from specialized farming, was more widely distributed among an upper middle class of merchants, financiers and capitalist farmers. This permitted a notable growth of population, at least in the Mediterranean basin, which was however ultimately checked by the relative impoverishment or actual enslavement of the primary producers and artisans.

(c) Feudalism in Europe tied to the soil the hitherto semi-nomadic barbarian cultivator, ultimately increasing the productivity of the temperate forest zone. But it emancipated him from chattel slavery of the Roman pattern, while the guild system secured to the artisan as well as to the merchant not only freedom but an unprecedented economic status. So eventually trade and industry, superimposed upon a more intensive and settled agriculture and now using water power, promoted an unparalleled growth in the European population.

(d) Finally the discovery of the New World and of seaways to India and the Far East opened to Atlantic Europe a world market. In exchange for mass-produced popular goods, societies on the Atlantic seaboard were enabled to draw upon the food stock of the whole world, itself augmented by an increasingly scientific rural economy. The sharp upward bend of the population graph in England between 1750 and 1800 not only testifies to the biological success of the new bourgeois capitalist economy, but also justifies applying the term industrial revolution to its first phases.
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The foregoing remarks on the nature of historical knowledge seemed to lead to the discovery of a train of weak-nesses necessarily accompanying the process of acquiring that historical knowledge. These ideas were discussed in order: that history is pre-eminently an inexact science, that its concept of causality is extremely defective, that it resists the formulation of laws, that the concept of historical evolution can be considered valid only with great reservations and can be applied only so far as one accepts the organic analogy.

A closer examination reveals that at the root of all these problems lies the age-old antinomy of a realistic versus a nominalistic world-view. To what extent may one isolate from the eternal flux of disparate units, specific, consistent groups as entity, as phenomena, and subject them to the intellect? In other words, in the historical world, where the simplest thing is always endlessly complex, what are the units, the self-contained wholes (to give the German Ganzheiten an English equivalent)?

Are they individual men? But an individual man is himself a phenomenon of infinite complexity; moreover, man as such, in his individuality, is never an historical phenomenon, an historical object. He is a unit, biologically and intellectually, but in neither the first nor the second respect is he an object of history. He becomes an historical unit only by his involvement in life, by his relation to his environment and his time, by his dealings with his fellow-men, by the resolution of his fate. And his environment is limitless and indeterminable.

Our intelligence, however, requires that that inevitable nominalism—which makes us continually split and dissolve every image, every idea, even down to the atom, into its components—be supplemented by an equally inevitable realism. We must conceive of eternal variety in terms of self-contained wholes; from the welter of perceptible things we must mark off certain composite units to which we give names and assign forms—in short, which are ideas. We are forced to make abstractions.

This once accepted, in the limitation of such wholes there is no reason to stop at the biologically separate individual or at the single fact defined in space and time. It is well-known that where the lower forms of life are concerned, the biologist cannot draw the line between the individual and the colony. On the intellectual level the same applies to the historian. The group, the institution, the state live their historical lives as units, and it is as units that the science of history must consider and analyze them.

The justification in the study of history of the doctrine of ideas is indispensable and inevitable, just as it is in daily, personal, and social life. Man cannot live by a consistent nominalism, at least not spiritually. The need to give form to the particulars of existence, either in the present or in the past, entails certain further consequences.

The historical observer never confronts a bare and simple fact unrelated to a broader general context. Even the smallest fact has significance for him only because it fits into a system of ideas he has already formed, to which in some way or other it corresponds. An historical fact is particular only insofar as it can be included in a more general frame. As Othmar Spann, who has so clearly set forth these matters, correctly says, "History is unthinkable without theory." And thereby history simply proves anew its close connection with the forms of thought of ordinary human life, which also would be impossible without general categories into which intelligence organizes phenomena.

What bearing has this fundamental reflection on historical method? We began by doubting whether the science of history can approach its objective, the past, with the tools of concept, of formula, and of analysis. We have denied to history even the capacity precisely to delineate and determine its object; though afterwards we had to accept the fact that history is nevertheless constantly required to consider its materials within ideal limitations. Does this mean that we have once more subjected history to the demands of a normative discipline? Does it mean that history is sentenced to reduce and to limit its material to mere schemes and formulas after all?

No. The particular quality of history that gives it its real worth, that places it more than any other discipline at the center of life, shall always lie in just this fact: that history conceives of and treats its material as events, not as organisms. The sociologist and the psychologist are concerned mainly that the facts of a case conform to a system of ideas; for the historian this conformity has little or no importance— indeed, the term "case" does not belong in history at all. It is the facts in psychology, jurisprudence, sociology, that are conceived of as "cases"; for the historian the facts will always be "a series of events that happened at a given time."

And, it must be added, that could have happened differently. Here perhaps the root of the difference in point of view becomes even clearer. The sociologist, etc., deals with his material as if the outcome were given in the known facts: he simply searches for the way in which the result was already determined in the facts. The historian, on the other hand, must always maintain towards his subject an indeterminist point of view. He must constantly put himself at a point in the past at which the known factors still seem to permit different outcomes. If he speaks of Salamis, then it must be as if the Persians might still win; if he speaks of the coup d'état of Brumaire, then it must remain to be seen if Bonaparte will be ignominiously repulsed. Only by continually recognizing that possibilities are unlimited can the historian do justice to the fulness of life.

With this we gradually approach a certain insight into the task of historical scholarship' The historian tries to discover some sense in the remains of a certain period in human society. To express this "sense" he must organize historical phenomena according to the categories with which his Weltanschauung, his intellect, his culture provide him. I want to stress at this point (and shall revert to it later) that I do not mean to preach a relativism allowing all interpretations of history an equal truth so long as they simply correspond to the conviction from which they arise. I state only that an historical narrative is always dependent on the culture in which and from which it springs.

The historian thus recognizes in the phenomena of the past certain ideal forms that he tries to describe. He does not define them, for definition is the task of the sociologist. He exhibits them in the definite context of a unique historical course of events. What he sees are forms of society, economy, religion, justice and law, of thought, of artistic and literary expression, of political and civil life—in a word, of culture. And he always sees these forms in action. Each of them is a form of life, and therefore each form has a function. Once more, the historian does not try to reduce to formulas these functions of life or culture, or to organize them systematically, but to show them in their visible operation in time, place and context. The way in which they manifest themselves is almost always that of conflict: clash of arms and clash of opinions are the constant themes of history. Fundamentally history is always epic or dramatic, however weak at times these aspects may be.

It goes almost without saying that in this approach the boundaries between the historical and sociological points of view are often crossed. To make his picture intelligible, the historian must make repeated use of the terms and methods of the systematic social sciences, particularly in dealing with special aspects of culture, such as the history of religion, art, or law, where the dividing line between the descriptive and the formulative is hazy.

The following remains to be said of the ideal units or the wholes of historical knowledge. They always concern a change taking place in complex phenomena at a certain time. We have come to accept a terminology designating form as organism and function as evolution. The ideas of organism and evolution imply the recognition of a goal or a destiny. The historical context we posited, the creation of our mind, has sense only insofar as we grant it a goal, or rather a course toward a specific outcome, whether that outcome be glorious perfection or decay and ruin, whether that goal be thought of as set by human will, by blind necessity, or by God's providence and continual act of creation.

Therefore historical thinking is always teleological. Though the past supplies our material and compels our attention, though the mind realizes that not one minute of the future can be predicted, none the less it is the eternal future that moves our mind. The widespread and persistent opinion that history should deal with our understanding of the present rests on a misconception: a "present" is as little known to historical thought as it is to philosophical thought. For history the question is always "Whither?" History must be granted to be the teleologically-oriented discipline par excellence.





A dramatic interpretation based on a morphology of human society would probably in the final analysis provide the most balanced definition for expressing the nature of history, as long as it places special emphasis upon its unsystematic, descriptive character and upon the necessity of seeing its object in action. As soon as history loses sight of these two considerations, it overshoots its mark. We shall try to illustrate the necessity for utmost care by calling attention to several dangers obstructing the acquisition of sound historical knowledge. I call these dangers inflation of terms, use of stereotypes, and anthropomorphism. The last is the most important and the most basic, and should be dealt with first.

We began with a recognition of the intellectual necessity for a certain "realism" in ideas: which is to say, that in order to express our thoughts about the world and about life, we must attribute unity and existence to phenomena that our nominalistic understanding tends to analyze into an infinity of atoms and functions of atoms. This "realism," in the scholastic sense, inevitably implies a certain slight degree of anthropomorphism—i.e., the attribution of human qualities to ideas which in the strict sense do not allow it. When I say, "Society refuses," or "Honesty demands," I express myself anthropomorphically—strictly speaking, I do so when I say, "The spring uncoils." All this is part of the unavoidable and plain anthropomorphism without which our capacity to express ourselves would cease to exist.

It is clear that whenever I warn against the danger of historical anthropomorphism, I take the suffix "-ism" in its common sense of the excessive use of certain devices in themselves correct or useful. I should have asked the critic who once reproached me for my committing the very fault against which I issued this warning if he would also accuse me of alcoholism because I sometimes enjoy a glass of wine.

By historical anthropomorphism, then, I understand the tendency to attribute to an abstract notion behavior and attitudes implying human consciousness. As I have said, language inevitably entails such metaphorical expressions. The danger lies in the fact that a metaphor can, as it were, become the basis for further constructions and that the slightly humanized figure of speech thus can turn into a phantom, allowing a mythological conception to steal into the place of a scientific one. This happens continually wherever an historical presentation is fraught with passion, whether political, social, religious, or some other kind. An abstract concept like "Capitalism" is seen as a diabolical being full of cruelty and cunning; "Revolution" may be seen first as an idea, but it soon becomes an almost living being.

Only one step separates anthropomorphism from rhetorical and allegorical personification. In many cases rhetoric renders anthropomorphism harmless: a strong rhetoric functions like the skull-and-crossbones on a poison-bottle. When "the Throne" casts a shadow or "Revolution" is given a torch and, with mouth open, crosses the barricades, it is a warning that metaphors are at work.

Anthropomorphism is dangerous when beneath the metaphors the claim somehow remains that the figure of speech is still to be taken philosophically or scientifically. That is nowhere clearer than in Oswald Spengler's Decline of the West. The genius of his correlation, the depth of his observation, the brilliant perspectives that he revealed cannot make up for the basic flaw of that great book. Spengler forced world history into a scheme in which everything that did not suit his fancy (for example, Christianity, America, the Latin peoples) was either neglected or planed down. Nor is this all: while he tyrannically assigned his cultures to their places, he gave them human form, attributed to them a biological life-cycle, and in this way did violence to history.

But has not the sound historical sense of the civilized world actually triumphed in this matter? Spengler's great mind has had its effect, certainly, but who now, before even twenty years have passed, speaks of his series of cultures; outside Germany where has anyone accepted the "Faustian man" as a useful historical term?

The danger is even greater where from historical material purely political aims form ideal conceptions then offered up as "new myth"—i.e., as a sacred system of thought forced upon the common man. Our vision is deliberately obscured here by a horrible and totally hypocritical confusion of religion, mythology and science. The historical conscience of our time must beware lest in the name of history blood-thirsty idols be raised that devour culture.

But let us return to the serene field of historical scholarship. I spoke of a danger that I called inflation of terms. I shall illustrate my meaning at once by its most striking example. In the first half of the nineteenth century the term "Renaissance" took its place in historical thought as a reference to a clearly-circumscribed intellectual movement, marking a definite period. Later it was discovered, first, that the nature, range and time of this movement could by no means be precisely marked off; second, that similar movements had occurred at other times and in other places. The use of the word Renaissance was broadened in an unprecedented way. One allowed the Renaissance to begin as early as the thirteenth century and to last until the seventeenth; one began to hear of a Carolingian Renaissance and of renaissances in general. With this, though, the word had imperceptibly lost its pith, its flavor, its value. For an historical term preserves its value only so long as it smacks of a very definite historical past that can be evoked in characteristic images. When I say "Italian Renaissance," I want to see everything between Donatello and Titian, but nothing more.

The concept of the Renaissance had become inflated. The same thing happened later to the terms Gothic and Baroque. Both originally referred to a style of architecture, including sculpture. Then it was discovered that certain characteristics of these styles were common to the intellectual production of the whole period. Then the term came to designate the entire culture of the period, and was finally elevated to an abstract concept of style in general. To some extent this can be justified, but meanwhile for the historian the word has lost its savor. It has become a surgical instrument instead of a blooming branch.

I called the third danger the stereotype, to which, just because of its unsystematic and inexact character, history is highly vulnerable. It is forced to work with general terms by which it can encompass a great deal. At the same time, history is prevented from actually testing the strict validity of those general terms by the very heterogeneity, selective nature, incomparableness and limitlessness of all its particular ideas. There is a great temptation to apply as a stereotype a concept once found useful to data that really require a rethinking and a new specific qualification. I am thinking now of the all-too ready application of almost all the general terms produced by the study of social and political phenomena and institutions: terms like capitalism, feudalism, reaction, bourgeoisie, democracy, and countless others. History can do without none of them, but the historian who is serious about presenting a living and accurate reflection of the past must be wary of using those terms, loaded as they are with feeling and ill-feeling.

This is perhaps the place to say a word about the merits of the great schematic division that makes us speak of Antiquity, the Middle Ages, and the Modern Period.

Grafted upon the trunk of classical civilization, Christianity saw the course of history as a pattern of successive empires, of which the Roman Empire was to be the last. The humanists first provided a new conception of the sequence periods that was ultimately to become the general basis of the periodization of history. They saw Antiquity in a great splendor; they thought that they had recaptured its perfection. A great new period had dawned for them, and they called the period of barbarism and darkness that separated them from ancient glory aetas or medium aevum, that is, the middle period, the period between, an entirely negative term. Only much later, about 1700, the triad Antiquity-Middle Ages-Modern Period was accepted as an academic classification in the study of history. An emotional content, however, soon began to be attached to each of these terms, in themselves purely chronological. "Antiquity" maintained the original glory attributed to it from the beginning. The "Middle Ages" became the term for cultural decay, ignorance and terror. The "Modern Period" implied the conquest of the New World, printing, a renovation in art and religion, the rise of science and much more. Finally Romanticism gave the Middle Ages too, a lustre of beauty and nostalgia, so that each of the three terms acquired the value of a cultural idea with positive content.

As soon as these chronological divisions gained such a lively perspective, their chronological inadequacy had to be reckoned with. The so-called end of the Roman Empire in the West in 476 was as little a cultural frontier as was the discovery of America and the conquest of Granada in 1492. And now the need for these once-useful terms, with their positive cultural implications, became stronger than the realization of their lack of chronological motivation. There have been and are still occasional conflicts over the question of whether or not to set the end of the Middle Ages at 1600. Nor is this all: the term "Middle Ages" as an idea of a period has been applied to totally different cultures, such as the Greek, the Indian, and the Japanese.

The recognition of the inadequacy of this general division cannot prevent the historian from using the terms. He knows that they are simply aids to understanding. But the most important fact remains: history so needs to characterize a general complex by a specific term, however vague, that a phrase like the "Middle Ages," in itself meaningless, could assume so specific a flavor, could conjure up a picture as full of life as history is able to confer.





We constantly return to that series of polarities between which historical thought must operate. Does history strive after knowledge of the particular or of the general, of the concrete or of the abstract, of the unique or of the repetitive? Does historical knowledge consist in graphic presentation or in concepts? Is the aim of historical method analysis or synthesis, its subject the individual or the mass, particular actions or collective?

And, in the end, by reason of its natural bent historical sense always inclines toward the particular, the graphic, the concrete, the unique, the individual. The historian's gaze must always be directed at various events themselves in their changing course. Knowledge that has lost sight of actual men and actual events may be worthwhile, but it is no longer history.

On the other hand, we have already seen that for historical understanding, indeed, for an understanding of life itself, the particular must always relate to something more general, that it is always general compared with the still more particular. The unique event is comprehensible only in its general context. For a person with no knowledge of history the murders of Floris Ⅴ and the De Witts are entirely equivalent miscellaneous items. The concrete can be distinguished only be means of the abstract. Presentation and idea are not diametrically opposed.

Once this polarity of historical knowledge is thoroughly understood, it is easy to answer a number of questions that have given rise to lively disputes and heated arguments. To all these apparently contradictory questions,—which is right, this or that?—the answer is clear. Both, the one contained within the other.

Is the aim of history knowledge of particular facts or of large phenomena and contexts? Of both. In particular facts great contexts are recognized; without knowledge of the particular, that of general phenomena becomes dry and lifeless. At just one point in time, in the Roman Empire shortly before the dawn of Christianity, Caesar lived. But Caesar is comprehensible to me only because I can compare him with Alexander and Napoleon. Was I looking for a comparison, the Emperor-general as such? If that were so, I might lay aside Caesar, Alexander, and Napoleon at the end of my research just as the biologist throws away the remains of his experiment. I was looking for the figure of Caesar in its uniqueness, in its difference from countless other figures, in its likeness to a few.

The recognition that the presentation of a proper development hardly holds good in history implies also the necessity of knowing the particular facts. For at no point can the incalculable fate of the individual, who may divert or cause the destruction or the birth of a world, be lost sight of in the process of acquiring historical knowledge.

Loud and long the cry has been heard—of which I spoke earlier—"Stop giving us heroes and tyrants, stop describing mortal lives from the cradle to the grave, stop searching for what motivated the individual. Give us the life of the masses, their toil and suffering, their hopes and their delusions, their passion and their violent deeds!" Good, but you will never understand all that, understand it historically, without seeing the picture of the individuals who first formed ideas, who found the courage to perform deeds; who risked and won or who witnessed and suffered where the masses despaired.

The spirit of the modern period, with its new respect for collectivism, with its hatred of all individualism, has cried out with great conviction: "It is not heroes, the few, who make history; it is groups, classes, peoples, races." Certainly, and that would be all there was to say about it, if the components of these groups or peoples were the simple and identical quantities of the bushel of grain about which Heraclitus asked this question: "Which single grain causes the roar of their fall, the first or the thousandth?"

Observe: Heraclitus did not draw the conclusion that the single grains caused it all togeth er, and that's an end to it. With this question he pointed out the logical fault of every generalization in those cases where each unit in the event is a microcosm. The question of whether the individual or the group makes history is logically unanswerable and is irrelevant for the historian.

But the purely methodological question remains. Is it the historian's task to analyze or to synthesize? Here again the answer (the same one, by the way, for every discipline) is, to do both.

Doubtless history, perhaps more than any other discipline, has sinned and continues sinning daily by an excess of analytical work, in which all too often any sense of the larger context of events, any realization that beyond a certain point details lose their interest, seems to be missing.

But there is a threefold excuse, even justification, for the historian. The first is this: by the nature of its materials history is a discipline in which its practitioners are constrained to work independently and to meet with each other only rarely. The material—and I repeat at this point—is endlessly varied and endlessly complicated. A living knowledge can be acquired only by penetration into the particular, and this is not always necessarily followed by a reduction to general principles.

In the second place, as I have already remarked, it must not be forgotten that no knowledge of the particular is possible without its being understood within a general frame. This does not mean that each researcher into local history must always keep world history in mind, but that his modest work must certainly be directed toward a totality of knowledge, within his limited range toward synthesis. By assiduously entering into detail, he lets us see a city, a village, a guild, a monastery, a family—alive in its past. And if we carry this over to the larger complexes—an area, a people, a state, a continent—where is the borderline between the unimportant and the merely interesting? There is none. Every historical fact opens immediately into eternity. If it is important to perceive a state in its past, then it is as important for a village and so on. It is not the size of the subject that determines the importance of a study: the student of a world-shaking conflict can produce the most short-sighted analysis. The important thing is the spirit in which the work is undertaken. It may sound paradoxical, but in history synthesis occurs to a certain extent in the act of analysis itself, since historical knowledge is primarily a view of something—much as people passing through a landscape absorb its beauty as they go.

Meanwhile our argument of the local historian has raised a point that till now we have not touched upon: that is, the fact that history is not the same thing for everybody, that the very choice of a particular field is determined by attraction, attachment, congeniality. I know that in every discipline one specializes in one's preference, but in historical interests, preference for a particular period of the past is bound up with a variety of feelings far exceeding purely scholarly aspirations. Imagination plays a large part, temperament a still larger one. Interest in history is a love of the past, a desire to see dead things revived and warm with life.

This is the justification for all those small historical undertakings that countless people in all countries are daily devoting to a limited subject of their choice. Nietzsche was entirely wrong in his scornful judgment of this impulse toward the small things of the past as mere antiquarian interest. It is a respectable form of the lust for knowledge.

And it is also the proper sphere for the historical amateur, where he is indispensable. In no area is he so useful and welcome as in history, free as it is for everyone.

These considerations lead us back to one more antithesis that we have earlier met, but which has assumed threatening proportions now: that of the subjective and objective elements of the practice of history. In describing the nature of historical activity and knowledge, have we not attributed so much space to the subjective that the degree of certainty of historical knowledge has become quite dubious?

This degree of certainty must be thoroughly considered as the conclusion to this chapter.

Let us sum up what has already been said about the subjective element of all historical knowledge. It is always present, at work even in the posing of questions. Depending on the question, one thinks of different facts, makes different connections, different interpretations. Whenever connections are seen, they are based on a value attributed to things by the person thinking about them. Historical knowledge is dead and worthless that has not as its sounding-board and its measuring-rod the historian's personal intellectual and spiritual life.

The point is this: how far does personal evaluation control judgment and permit criticism? The more cherished one's personal view of life, the more passionately professed one's own ideas, the more historical judgment is likely to be led astray. A gentle slope leads from an unavoidably subjective approach to problems down to crass prejudice and partisanship.

Given these facts, how do we defend ourselves against a far-reaching scepticism that calls the whole pageant of history a "fable convenue," a shaky and worthless knowledge? Perhaps we can take comfort from history itself.

Historical scepticism, not to be equated with general philosophical scepticism, is an old disease. It is by no means a product of modern learning or of the critical method, neither did it spring from ancient Pyrrhonism. It seems to arise whenever a powerful new trend of thought forces a period to redefine its point of view with regard to history. Humanism brings with it such an access of scepticism, of which Vives and Agrippa of Nettesheim are examples; the seventeenth century met it in Pierre Bayle and Fontenelle. Scepticism appears both in a more refined and a coarser form; the latter denies outright the authenticity of sources. Thus about 1700 the French Jesuit Jean Hardouin pronounced the whole classical tradition, together with that of the early Middle Ages, deliberately falsified so as to injure Christianity. The more refined form of scepticism does not a priori deny the authenticity of sources, but denies the possibility that factual evidence, even that of contemporaries and eye-witnesses, can be correct. This is the substance of the story told of Sir Walter Raleigh, who watched a tumult in the courtyard of his prison and afterwards heard the affair described by the jailer who brought him food, and who then, troubled by the discrepancies between his own observation and that of another eye-witness, is said to have flung his newly-finished History of the World into the fire.

There is sufficient reason for doubt of this kind. We know that psychology, especially in the service of the courts, amazingly confirms Raleigh's experience every day. If one stages a disturbance, planned in advance, in a lecture-hall and asks the eye-witnesses, each quite unaware that it is planned, to write down their versions of the affair, it turns out that their observations are hopelessly divergent. The conclusion is obvious: if the untrustworthiness of every witness' evidence can so easily be demonstrated in simple cases of everyday life, how far can we trust the indirect, often partisan, often embroidered accounts of the past?—The man who permits himself to be misled by this basic historical scepticism usually forgets the following: first, that modern critical historical scholarship does not by preference draw its information from deliberately biassed narrative sources but rather from direct survivals of the past, material or literary; and moreover, that its method has taught it to examine historical sources critically. Furthermore, the laboratory of the courtroom that demonstrated the limited value of each wit ness at the same time offers the counterproof. When the contradictory evidence was placed in the hands of an experienced judge, he was usually able to reconstruct the actual event, as previously recorded, from the faulty materials.

The following, too, must be noted. It is just the hypercritical historical scholar, the sceptic par excellence, who is usually forced into fantastic constructions for his own aberrant presentation of the facts; and who having started from critical doubt, thus ends up by falling into the profoundest credulity.

The strongest argument against historical scepticism, however, is this: the man who doubts the possibility of correct historical evidence and tradition cannot then accept his own evidence, judgment, combination and interpretation. He cannot limit his doubt to his historical criticism, but is required to let it operate on his own life. He discovers at once that he not only lacks conclusive evidence in all sorts of aspects of his own life that he had quite taken for granted, but also that there is no evidence whatever. In short, he finds himself forced to accept a general philosophical scepticism along with his historical scepticism. And general philosophical scepticism is a nice intellectual game, but one cannot live by it.

Here again history shows its relation to life itself. We live, we form opinions, we continually act on the basis of evidence—i.e., of clear appearances sufficient to convince. For history, too, evidence is the degree of certainty at its disposal. In accepting evidence, history is stricter than ordinary life, for its method permits taking very little on faith.

Reliance upon authentic documents, the comparative method, systematic criticism, have all decreased the danger of sceptical despondency. Careful observation, able to reject the false and unreliable on the basis of experience and comparison, raises the value and certainty of things proved true and correct. The trained historian feels sure enough in his use of criteria; only the untrained are inclined now to accept flagrantly false versions, now to reject the most authenticated. The critical historical faculty makes three demands: common sense, practice, and above all an historical sense, a high form of that discrimination by which a connoisseur knows a true work of art from a false one, knows one style from another.

In our time every educated person shares a certain historical discrimination. Everyone has some sense of the difference between periods, styles, cultures, can project himself at will into the atmosphere of Antiquity, of the Middle Ages, of the Renaissance, of the eighteenth century. To a high degree our spirit and our culture accommodate history. Historical thinking has entered our very blood.
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Jack H. Hexter




Jack H. Hexter (1910-1996) was an American historian, a specialist in Tudor and seventeenth century British history, and well known for his comments on historiography. Hexter's scholarly reputation probably owes as much to his historiographical critiques as to his body of research. He is noted for his distinction between "splitters" and "lumpers" of historical material, and his 1975 attack on Christopher Hill (as a "lumper" of selectively read sources). More to Hexter's fancy was the "splitter" who saw his responsibility to the full range of particulars and the ambiguity of historical sources. "Lumping" was the tendency that, according to Hexter, threatened to bind historians to overreaching generalizations, of which he suggested Marxism was the most typical and intellectually pernicious. Nonetheless, his essay appeared to argue that both tendencies (analysis and synthesis) were intellectually necessary.




I never did see Braudel, Pocock, and Stone together in my mind's eye. Therefore I was not in the least tempted to imagine that they were or should be minds marching together in exemplification of the Main Trends in Contemporary Historiography. I was able to start where I ought, reading each book for the great enjoyment that was in it, with no thought beyond finding what it was about so I could write about it. For an inveterate splitter like myself, that is where coming to grips with a major historical work and a major historian should start. It seems to me that books like these three ought to be licensed to put on their covers in bold type Pay attention! Listen to me! Follow along! Have fun! Books as lively, as intelligent, as clever, as bubbling with ideas as these deserve to be read for themselves and for the intellectual excitement they generate, and the first obligation of one who writes about them, both to himself and to his readers, is to catch and convey some of that excitement. He may believe that he has other obligations, but that one he must fulfil first or he will fulfil any others meagerly and poorly. If one is hooked on using history writing as a clue to the zeitgeist, it is better to use the dull historians who reflect only the zeitgeist because they have nothing to reflect in themselves. To use historians of true stature for historiographic games before one has taken the trouble to grapple with and grasp their work is a cheap kind of exploitation, a seizure of labour that good men have put their hearts into, a rip-off of bits of powerful minds in the hope that the bits can be squeezed into a silly puzzle and that no one will notice that the minds themselves are missing. It is the same spirit that makes small-minded historians collapse universal individuals into "typical men"—St. Louis into "the feudal monarch," Thomas More into "the medieval saint" or "the protoliberal," Edward Coke into "the judicial herald of the triumphant middle class." It is not the sort of thing one wants to do to great books, once one has really got to know them, or through them to know the minds of their authors.

So much for the historians this book is about and the history they have written. So much, too, for general rules about writing about other historians, prescriptive rules in historiography. A general rule is implicit in the previous section: if you cannot get yourself, your prejudices and preconceptions, out of the way of the historians whose works are historiography completely enough to avoid throwing your shadow on them, if you will not see the few freestanding ones as freestanding, then stay out of historiography; you lack the first indispensable aptitude for it.
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Alan Bullock




Alan Louis Charles Bullock (1914-2004), was a British historian. He studied at Oxford, was appointed censor of St Catherine's Society, Oxford (1952-62), and became Vice-Chancellor of Oxford University (1969-73), and Master of St Catherine's College, Oxford (1960-80). He was chairman of the Schools Council (1966-9), and also of the Committee on Reading and Other Uses of the English Language (1972-4), the "Bullock Report" being published as A Language for Life in 1975. He is also the author of numerous works on 20th-century Europe, including studies of Hitler, Bevin, and Stalin, and co-edited (with Oliver Stallybrass) the Fontana Dictionary of Modern Thought (1977).




The historian, of course, does not live on a desert island. He is sensitive to the interests and problems of the society in which he lives. Marc Bloch tells a story of Pirenne, the great Belgian mediaevalist, when they went together to an historical congress at Stockholm. As soon as they had unpacked, Pirenne wanted to go out. "Qu 'allons-nous voir d'abord? It parait qu'il y a un Hotel de Ville tout neuf. Com-mencons par lui. "When Marc Bloch expressed his surprise at such a choice, Pirenne retorted: "Si j'etais un antiquaire je n'aurais d'yeux que pour les vieilles choses. Mais je suis un historien. C'est pourquoi j'aime la vie." It is often the preoccupations and experiences of his own time which suggest to an historian the particular subject or period which he takes up. But once he begins work, the question he is trying to answer is: What happened? His interest is in the past, not in the present or the future.

The historian finds his satisfaction in three things. First, in searching for and discovering new material to use as evidence. Second, in handling his material when he has found it, trying to discover whether it is authentic or a forgery—if so, why it was forged; whether the man who wrote this document is telling the truth or lies—if so, why he lied; trying to make it yield unexpected evidence. The third and supreme satisfaction is to put the evidence together, to produce not only an account of what happened, but a connected account, illuminating the motives and ideas of the actors, the influence of circumstances, the play of chance and the unforeseen. What the historian finds fascinating is to come as close as he can to the concrete and the individual, to try and get inside the skin of this man or group of men, Napoleon, Cromwell, the Jacobins, or the Bolsheviks; to trace the causes, the connections and consequences of this particular revolution of 1848, or a particular series of events like the famines and plagues of the Middle Ages, or the rise of the English cotton industry.

This is not to identify history with historical research: that makes as little sense as to confuse literature with textual criticism. To borrow another quotation from Pirenne: "Historical criticism, or historical erudition, is not the whole of history. It does not exist for its own sake… Its sole purpose is the discovery of facts… Criticism provides materials for what is properly called history… Important and indeed essential though it be, its role remains subordinate. Once the authenticity of texts has been established, the sources criticized, the chronology of events fixed, there still remains the task of making history… Without hypothesis or synthesis, history remains a pastime for antiquarians; just as without criticism and erudition it loses itself in the realm of fantasy."

Still less am I putting forward an argument in favour of reducing history to chronology, a bare recital of facts. History is always an attempt to explain the sequence and connection of events, to explain why, after the events of 1789, there followed the Revolutionary Wars, the execution of the King, the Jacobin dictatorship, the Terror and the Thermidorian Reaction. Not why they had to follow—that is prediction in reverse, and the historian has no business with prediction—but why in fact they followed.

Now, the moment the historian begins to explain, he is bound to make use of general propositions of all kinds—about human behaviour, about the effect of economic factors and the influence of ideas and a hundred other things; It is impossible for the historian to banish such general propositions; they are smuggled in by the back door, even when he refuses to admit it. He cannot begin to think or explain events without the help of the preconceptions, the assumptions, the generalization of experience which he brings with him—and is bound to bring with him—to his work. When Mathiez for example began to work on the history of the French Revolution, his mind was not a blank, it was full of views and prejudices about revolutions and their causes, about the way people behave in times of revolution, about how much importance to attach to economic, how much to intellectual factors. The historian gives a false account of his activity if he tries to deny the part a general ideas and assumptions play in his work.

In such work it is obvious that the first rule of the historian must be to keep a critical eye on his own assumptions and pre-conceptions, lest these should lead him to miss the importance of some piece of evidence, the existence of some connection. His whole training teaches him to break down rather than build up generalizations, to bring the general always to the touchstone of particular, concrete instances. His experience of this discipline and its results makes him cautious and sceptical about the possibility of establishing uniformities and regularities of sufficient generality to bear the weight of the conclusions then built up on them. Probabilities, yes—rules of thumb, the sort of thing you can expect to happen—but not more than this…
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Pieter Geyl




Pieter Catharinus Arie Geyl (1887-1966) was a Dutch historian well known for his studies in early modern Dutch history and in historiography. Geyl's most famous book was Napoleon For and Against, an account of how French historians of different ages and views have regarded the French Emperor. From Napoleon's time to the present, French historians have presented Napoleon as either a Corsican adventurer who brought death and destruction to France or as a patriotic Frenchman who brought glory and prosperity. Geyl used his book to advance his view that all historians are influenced by the present when writing history and thus all historical writing is transitory. In Geyl's view, there never can be a definitive account for all ages because every age has a different view of the past. For Geyl, the best that historians could do was to critically examine their beliefs and urge their readers to do likewise. Geyl felt that history was a progress of "argument without end", but did not feel that this meant that an "anything goes" interpretation of history was acceptable.




But the historian cannot evade his responsibility. To ascertain the bare facts or factors, sometimes a difficult job in all conscience, is only the first stage of his work: if he is to give an intelligible account, if he will to his own satisfaction understand, he must use his material by choosing from it, ordering it, and interpreting it. In doing so he is bound to introduce an element of subjectivity; that is, he will tamper with or detract from the absolute, unchanging truth. "I shall stick to the facts," "I shall let the facts speak for themselves"—these well-known turns of speech are often permissible enough, but they are apt to be as misleading as that other favorite phrase: "History shows." Behind the facts, behind the goddess History, there is a historian. Clio may be in possession of the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, but to the historian (the young, middleaged, or old lady or gentleman rummaging among papers in the archive or writing at a desk) she will at best, in exchange for their labour and devotion, vouchsafe a glimpse. Never will she surrender the whole of her treasure. The most that we can hope for is a partial rendering, an approximation, of the real truth about the past.

The historian merely preserves, but the members of the community use the material preserved as and when it suits them. Yet as I see it, the historian often and rightly plays a more active part, shaping the material, suggesting, if only by implication, conclusions of importance for the present. Even so, the collective memory of the public, largely the product of the historians' teaching, is much more defective and erratic than the individual's memory of his experiences.

I wish that it were possible to draw a simple contrast between myth and history. Myth—the past arranged, without any hampering inhibition, so as to suit the prejudice of its adherents, their national or religious loyalty or intolerance, their party feeling; history—the past shown as it really was. I have said too much, and you knew too much before I said it, about the shortcomings and delinquencies of historians to pretend anything so childish. History and myth are almost inextricably mixed.

What I do say is that it has always been the ideal of historians to separate the two and that in their attempts to make their accounts conform to demonstrable, palpable truth they have done an enormous amount of useful sifting and in one field after another helped intelligible order to overcome confusion. This order, however, will always retain an element of arbitrariness, because it is to some extent dependent on human minds. And such as it is, the history of the historians will have no more than a restricted influence on the community. Not only will the public's notions on history always lag behind those of scholarship; there sometimes seems to be downright incapacity to adopt them, largely due, no doubt, to lack of attention, though often inattention is a disguise for active reluctance. Man, after all, is not governed by reason alone, and the myth, springing from affections or hatreds, has a vitality of its own. It is a form of life.

When dealing with historical myths, traditions, or misconceptions, in the past, the historian has to accept them as manifestations of the politics or civilisation of the generation to which they belong; he will extend to them the understanding, the discriminating sympathy that all manifestations of life claim from him. But the doctrine of the useful myth is, to him, of no application to the present. No doubt the historian can be so wrapped up in a myth of his own day that he does not recognise it as such; his history will suffer from it, but it does not necessarily destroy his excellence, or greatness, as a historian.

And I think I may add that not I personally but all professional historians do possess a kind of familiarity with the past that should not be unheard in that great argument. We do not claim to have Clio's only authentic message, but we know that we devote ourselves to the deciphering of it with a single-minded devotion. Enthusiasm and abstract thinking, too, are stating their case, supported, most likely, by mythical readings of the past. Even if we wanted to, we could not suppress those voices or prevent others from listening to them; we shall ourselves at times find in them delight and inspiration. Meanwhile, events will proceed on their mysterious course as they have always done, and to the shaping of it how much the past contributes, and how much the urge that is in man's creative powers, we can only guess. But shall historians therefore keep silent? No, we must fulfil our function, which is, to the best of our ability, to show up the myths and tell the world all we can find about past reality—in short to promote legitimate use and check the abuse of history.
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Fernand Braudel




Fernand Braudel (1902-85), French historian. He studied under Lucien Febvre and was a founder of the Annales school of historiography. As a German prisoner-of-war during World War Ⅱ, he wrote his monumental The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip Ⅱ (1949). After the war, he was professor at the Collè ge de France in Paris (1949-72), editor of the journal Annales, a founder (1963) of the Maison des Sciences de l'Homme, and president of the Ⅵth Section of the Ecole des Hautes Etudes (1952-56).




There can be no civilizations without the societies that support them and inspire their tensions and their progress. Hence the first inevitable question: was it necessary to invent the word "civilization" and encourage its academic use, if it remains merely a synonym for "society"? Arnold Toynbee continually used the word "society" in place of "civilization". And Marcel Mauss believed that "the idea of civilization is certainly less clear than that of society, which it presupposes".

Society and civilization are inseparable: the two ideas refer to the same reality. Or, as Claude Lévi-Strauss put it, "they do not represent different objects, but two complementary views of a single object, which can perfectly well be described by either term according to one's point of view."

The idea of "society" implies a wealth of content. In this it closely resembles that of civilization, with which it is so often linked. The Western civilization in which we live, for example, depends on the "industrial society" which is its driving force. It would be easy to characterize Western civilization simply by describing that society and its component parts, its tensions, its moral and intellectual values, its ideals, its habits, its tastes, etc. —in other words by describing the people who embody it and who will pass it on.

If a society stirs and changes, the civilization based on it stirs and changes too. This point is made in a fine book by Lucien Goldmann, The Hidden God (Le Dieu caché, 1955), which deals with the France of Louis XIV. Every civilization, Goldmann explains, draws its essential insights from the "view of the world" it adopts. And in every case this view of the world is coloured, if not determined, by social tensions. Civilization simply reflects them like a mirror.

The age of Jansenism, Racine, Pascal, the abbé de Saint-Cyran and the abbé Barcos, whose fascinating letters Goldmann has rediscovered, was as The Hidden God shows an impassioned moment in the history of France; and the tragic view of the world that prevailed then had originated with the parliamentary upper middle classes, disillusioned by the monarchy with which they were at odds. The tragedy of their fate, their awareness of it, and their intellectual ascendancy all combined to imbue the period with their own dominant mood.

In a quite different spirit, Claude Lévi-Strauss also identifies civilizations with societies when he argues the difference between primitive and modern societies—or, as most anthropologists put it, between cultures and civilizations. Cultures in this sense are societies which producelittle disorder—what doctors call "entropy"—and tend to remain indefinitely as they originally were: which is why they look to us like societies that lack both history and progress. Whereas our societies (those that correspond to modern civilizations)…are powered bya difference of electrical pressure, as it were, expressed in various forms of social hierarchy… Such societie shave managed to establish within them a social imbalance which they use to produce both much greater order—we have societies that work like machines—and much greater disorder, much less entropy, in relations between people.

For Lévi-Strauss, then, primitive cultures are the fruit of egalitarian societies, where relations between groups are settled once and for all and remain constant, whereas civilizations are based on hierarchical societies with wide gaps between groups and hence shifting tensions, social conflicts, political struggles, and continual evolution.

The most obvious external sign of these differences between "cultures" and "civilizations" is undoubtedly the presence or absence of towns. Towns proliferate in civilizations: in cultures they remain embryonic. There are of course intermediate stages and degrees. What is Black Africa but a group of traditional societies-of cultures-embarked on the difficult and sometimes cruel process of fostering civilization and modern urban development? African cities, taking their models from abroad in a style now international, remain islands amid the stagnation of the countryside. They prefigure the society and the civilization to come.

The most brilliant societies and civilizations, however, presuppose within their own borders cultures and societies of a more elementary kind. Take, for example, the interplay of town and country, never to be underestimated. In no society have all regions and all parts of the the midst of a civilization.

The West's first success was certainly the conquest of its countryside—its peasant "cultures"—by the towns. In the Islamic world, the duality remains more visible than in the West. Islamic towns were quicker to arise—were more precociously urban, so to speak—than in Europe, while the countryside remained more primitive, with vast areas of nomadic life. In the Far East, that contrast is still the general rule: its "cultures" remain very isolated, living by themselves and on their own resources. Between the most brilliant cities lie tracts of countryside whose way of life is almost self-sufficient, at subsistence level, and sometimes actually barbaric.

Given the close relationship between civilization and society, there is a case for adopting the sociological mode when looking at the long history of civilizations. As historians, however, we should not simply confuse societies with civilizations. We shall explain in the next chapter what we believe the difference to be: in terms of the time-scale, civilization implies and embraces much longer periods than any given social phenomenon. It changes far less rapidly than the societies it supports or involves. But this is not yet the moment to go fully into that question. One thing at a time.
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Jacques Barzun (1907- ), educator, cultural critic, and writer, born in Créteil, Paris, France. Arriving in the USA in 1920, he studied at Columbia University (1932 PhD), joined the faculty of Columbia (1927), and remained there as a professor of history and dean (emeritus 1967). A man of wide-ranging interests, his major professional areas were 19th Century European cultural history, music, and the history of ideas. His many published works, most aimed at a broader public than his professional colleagues, include Teacher in America (1945), Berlioz and the Romantic Century (1950), Music in American Life (1956), A Catalogue of Crime (1971), and Clio and the Doctors (1974). His book The Modern Researcher (1970) is recognized as a classic study of historical method. Among his many historical works is Romanticism and the Modern Ego (1943). His massive, sweeping, and critically acclaimed historical survey, From Dawn to Decadence: 500 Years of Western Cultural Life, 1500 to the Present (2000), was a surprise bestseller. He served as a consultant or adviser on various publishing projects and was a firm, if sometimes cantankerous, upholder of traditional standards of language usage and educational approaches. He never hesitated to write a letter to the editor, an article, or a book attacking what he regarded as deplorable intellectual trends, not only within his own discipline of history but also in science, the arts, and the publishing world.




Every reader today understands the meaning of the term Cultural History and could indicate its bearing. The idea of culture has not only been popularized by History's sister disciplines, Sociology and Anthropology, but men of letters have also made use of the word and the idea to explain the literature and the temper of recent times. "Our culture" is an entity to reckon with.

But thirty years ago, in the mid-twenties, when I began my training in history, cultural history meant little or nothing outside professional circles. And there the phrase, taken as a literal translation of the German Kulturgeschichte, carried a taint of fraud. Good men sincerely doubted whether the thing denoted by it could be history at all. With a few exceptions, solid historians feared that a dangerous kind of philosophy lurked behind any professed history of culture. How could it deal with tested and tangible facts? And if it did not, it must dabble in ideas and "forms"; it must talk of the spirit of an age; it must reduce the past to essences and pursue the Zeitgeist by means which, strictly considered, would prove incommunicable.

The recognized traditions of historiography in the period I speak of were few. The oldest was the political. It dated from the beginning of the nineteenth century and took its motto from Edward Freeman, who had said in the later "scientific" phase of the tradition that history was "past politics." Buttressing political history was diplomatic and military history. But a second, newer tradition proclaimed the shallowness of these state-ridden histories and regarded its events as being but the surface manifestation of underlying economic forces. The influence of Karl Marx was at work in this departure from "standard" history, but he himself had in fact been jolted out of his Hegelian historical philosophy by the writings of the Saint-Simonians and other socialists, as well as by the histories of Sismondi, Guizot, and Louis Blanc; so that he was not the sole cause of the new departure. It had taken a century for the acknowledged economic element in human affairs to generate a specialized form of research and writing. We can judge of its unfamiliarity to American readers when we remember the hostile reception given Beard's An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution in 1913.

The first world war, coming soon afterwards, brought about a great change in public opinion. The war itself was visibly an industrial effort and the postwar generation was led by writers of note to believe that such catastrophes were the work of bankers, cartels, and munition makers. Historians who could not be dismissed as popularizers wrote as if men and nations were "pawns" in a perpetual struggle of "interests." Imperialism, which so regularity brought about wars, was the product of that same capitalist greed to which every other movement in society was but a "cloak." In the Europe of the twenties the historical assumptions roughly summed up here seemed to be verified by the success of socialism and communism, which renewed the vogue of Marx and Engels' writings and prepared the post-depression cult of "Marxist Science."

But although the economic interpretation made earlier histories seem narrow, it did not prevail for long. To be sure, it left a valuable residue of economic studies free from doctrine. But other considerations made the tendentious view seem narrow in its turn, and more than narrow—mechanical and dogmatic in ways alien to the very method of history. In the first place, the war had brought many Americans to Europe, of whom an influential part returned there as soon as they could after demobilization. Amid the pleasures of Paris or Capri they began that elementary cultural criticism which consisted in satirizing their native land through novels and plays; and in doing this they consciously or unconsciously denied the first premise of economic causation: the capitalist systems of Europe and America might be identical in form and purpose, the two cultures felt very different.

When the depression came, repatriating the exiles and luring them into Marxist study groups, their awareness of cultural fact was doubtless obscured, but it was replaced by a new concern which is still with us, the preoccupation with ideas that we call ideology. Though Marxist in origin, this concern also worked against the materialist conception of history. For in both immersions, in foreign culture and in ideology, the mind is led away from the tangible elements of society expressible in laws, battles, statistics, and toward the imponderable influence of habits, assumptions, and beliefs.

In the late twenties, the interest in these last was made systematic through the flowering of new disciplines that had been founded or reconceived by great innovators around 1900: the cultural anthropology of Franz Boas, the sociology of Durkheim, and the psychiatry of Freud. The culture pattern, the social group, the unconscious mind were beginning to be talked of as real forces—almost as independent beings—which made election returns and the price of wheat seem futilities by comparison. Indeed, a revulsion of feeling against the practical and business life took place in the United States in the thirties, which quite transcended the resentment against an economic system that had broken down. It was as if the articulate had made over the image of modern industrial man. Hard work and the emblems of success were rejected as civilized goals and replaced by the aims and rewards of the artist—leisure for sensation and the fine arts.

This recurrence of a mood which had swept Western Europe during the nineties was accompanied by ponderings on the fate of civilizations. Spengler's Decline of the West appeared in 1918 and inspired critics and imitators, from Egon Friedell to Arnold Toynbee. Thoughtful readers were taken back to earlier prophets of doom or decay—Tocqueville, Gobineau, Nietzsche, Burckhardt, Flinders Petrie—and without abandoning their interest in the local and contemporary, came to feel that mere events, however great or striking, were trivial compared with the rise and fall of whole cultures. As the second world war swept the entire world into another maelstrom, it seemed as if we were witnessing at once the fulfillment of nineteenth-century prophecy and the spectacle of our new historical interest: old cultures sinking in the West and new ones rising in the East.

Today, therefore, anyone who thinks at all is something of a cultural historian. He thinks with the notions of cultural force, cultural crisis, cultural trend perpetually in mind. Newspapers and magazines are one mass of cultural "analysis," and books of every kind, not excepting fiction, make a large place for "the cultural context" as something far more intimate and compelling than the old economic base, the physical environment, or the still older "manners and morals."

These very remarks of mine, though hasty and incomplete, are an act of cultural retrospect testifying to the receptivity which can be assumed in the modern reader: the ground has been prepared and the demand is there. But a general and fragmentary résumé of this sort differs from cultural history in the scholarly or professional sense. In that domain, the difficulties foreseen by the earlier skeptics subsist, and always will, though the skepticism itself has been gradually overcome by a combination of boldness with intelligent trial-and-error. The chief obstacles are: the indefiniteness of "ideas" when considered as historical agents and the apparent remoteness of the arts from the main stream of history. Clearly, if cultural history cannot embrace aft and thought, it makes an empty claim; without them, we might as well content ourselves with politico-economic history, seasoned with a dash of "social history" whenever some powerful movement of feeling disturbs familiar customs.

I remember being counseled, when I began in my graduate studies to show a taste for cultural affairs, to keep such things is an avocation. Fortunately, there existed in the Columbia University History Department a tradition that countenanced specializing in the history of thought. James Harvey Robinson, then retired, had made his reputation by a course and a textbook on the intellectual development of modern Europe, and some of his successors—notably David Muzzey and Carlton J. H. Hayes, continued to teach such kindred subjects as the history of ancient thought and culture and the rise of modern nationalism. It was on these foundations that Hayes built to prepare his students for the doctorate, and it was under his guidance and protection that my eccentric determination grew.

My purpose was of course not original or unique but reflected another tendency then expressing itself in the movement that was to be known later as General Education. In the twenties this meant chiefly the possibility of uniting some parts at least of philosophy, history, and the arts in an intelligible account of our past as thinking beings. In this endeavor George Edward Woodberry, Frederick J. E. Woodbridge, and John Erskine had played leading roles, and their success could be measured a decade later, when Hayes in 1932-1934 transformed his Political and Social History of Modern Europe into a Political and Cultural History. Students and teachers across the country were evidently ready for the full sections on art and the numerous, admirably chosen illustrations which proved wordlessly to the eye that culture does change in determinate ways. When about the same time the Harper Series on modern history was being planned under the editorship of William L. Langer, a versatile diplomatic historian, each volume was designed to contain at least one chapter on thought and culture.

These innovations were in fact a return. At the critical period when American universities were being fashioned around or out of the former colleges, that is to say in the 1880's, the proponents of specialized graduate study assumed that undergraduate education would remain untouched. They did not foresee that by their very success in scholarship all subject-matters would split, after which every fragment would enlarge into a specialty, so that in time the unity of knowledge would disappear. We have the words of a representative university builder, John W. Burgess, to show how unsuspecting of future harm that generation was: we may assume, says Burgess in effect, that every young man who comes to our graduate school will have previously acquired the elements of general literature and universal history.

Whether the old classical education did in fact impart this knowledge of cultural history is of no moment here. It was an ideal which could no longer be followed when men gave up omnicompetence for specialization and resigned professorial chairs carved out of half a dozen branches of learning in order to become masters of one subbranch or period. For fifty years, as we saw, it seemed both undesirable and impossible to reconstruct the fabric of cultural history. But it was not for want of warnings. Philosophical minds saw the danger of atomized knowledge, however exact, and none expressed it more clearly than William James when he said:





You can give humanistic value to almost anything by teaching it historically. Geology, economics, mechanics, are humanities when taught with reference to the successive achievements of the geniuses to which these sciences owe their being. Not taught thus, literature remains grammar, art a catalogue, and natural science a sheet of formulas and weights and measures.





But for the reasons noted earlier, the sponsorship of philosophy was still suspect. Hegel was a menace and Buckle a solemn caution. History having painfully achieved the status of science must not fall back into the incertitude of ideas, even if it was occasionally forced to take account of such ideas as patriotism, nationalism, and imperialism. These must be reduced to causes that were facts, or history lost its virtue. Thus matters stood, until changes working within history itself, within culture, brought the public and the profession face to face with a desire and a capacity for cultural history.

Ⅱ

To say that now we all more or less take cultural history for granted does not, of course, mean that we all understand it in the same way. Its wide acceptance is less a common intellectual conclusion than a sign of the self-consciousness which characterizes our times: we love to talk about our culture as we do about our psyches. The genre also records a shift from the last century's individualism to the collective awareness imposed on ours. Everything inclines us to believe that no man and no part of a man exists independently of the rest, and that consequently in history no single element is a prime mover, no single kind of clue an explanation of everything else.

But for the reader of cultural history or criticism—and all the more for the writer—many fundamental questions remain, questions that must be clearly put even if no hope exists of final answers. To begin with, what is "culture"? It is not for the historian what it is for the anthropologist. For him culture is an all-inclusive term covering everything from pots and pans to religion. But the historian writing about his own culture obviously need not describe for his readers what they know from daily use. Indeed he must not, or he will swamp his valuable new thoughts under tedious detail. Yet the historian cannot, either, take culture in its purely honorific sense of "things of the mind." The highbrow's culture is too likely to be a very thin slice of life—all butter and no bread—and as such incapable of standing by itself. It requires what we call background and might better be called underpinning. Given the task of appreciating all that is historically wrapped up in a Cavalier lyric, one must know what a Cavalier was, how he looked, whence he drew his ideas of honor and to what wars he was going when he bade farewell to Lucasta. Immediately, the historian is face to face with King Charles's head, the ritual of knighthood, Puritanism, and the origin of the fashion for men to wear long hair in curls. All this and more is necessary for an historical understanding of the unique cultural product from which we quote "I could not love thee, dear, so much…" Conversely, the poem preserves an historical moment and can help us reconstruct the cultural, that is to say at once the factual and emotional, past.

The cultural historian, in other words, must steer a middle course between total description (which is possible only to the anthropologist working on a limited tribal culture) and circumscribed narrative (which is the task of the specialist in the institutionalized products of culture: poetry or metaphysics or old silver). No one can say, not even the cultural historian himself, what class of facts he may be called on to bring into his narrative in order to make it intelligible. For example, writing of the 1840's in England or the 1860's in the United States, he would surely have to say a good deal about railroads, for they were diversely new and influential in the culture. In a history of the 1940's or 60's he might neglect railroads altogether. The intelligibility of the whole, the relevance of the part are his sole criteria. This means that the cultural historian selects his material not by fixed rule but by the esprit de finesse that Pascal speaks of, the gift, namely, of seeing a quantity of fine points in a given relation without ever being able to demonstrate it. The historian in general can only show, not prove; persuade, not convince; and the cultural historian more than any other occupies that characteristic position.

In his private, shifting definition of culture the historian must moreover have regard to his audience. A cultural history of Japan for Western readers must include much that is useless to the Japanese; and even a cultural history of England written for the English will need supplementing for Americans. This is as much as to say that cultural facts do not unmistakably exist as such—a corollary from our elastic understanding of culture. Unlike a political, diplomatic, or economic fact, a cultural fact is generally not singled out for us by gross visible consequences. The publication of The Origin of Species in 1859 may resemble a political fact in the uproar it provoked, but we know that evolutionary theory and the belief in it do not date from 1859. This imposes on the cultural historian the delicate task of telling us how and where Evolution existed as a cultural fact for a century before 1859.

Contrast again the clear-cut overturn of a dynasty or the defeat of a government at the polls with the gradual destruction of a moral order such as Victorianism. When does it take place? It begins in the mind, in many minds, but how do we date and measure its progress? Is it from Samuel Butler's conception of The Way of All Flesh, finished in 1885, but not published till 1903? Or earlier, from the time when Dr. Clifford Allbutt began to give private lectures on sexual hygiene and Swinburne shocked all decent people with the sensuality of Poems and Ballads? In short how does the moral atmosphere change so that Fitzgerald's Omar Khayyam, a complete failure in the 1860's, is everybody's bedside book in 1900, by which time almost all the respectable beards and stovepipe hats have disappeared, decadence is fashionable and woman is emancipated? And to add some material factors, how do the bicycle, the typewriter, and the automobile fit into this great cultural revolution? Has the vogue of outdoor sports anything to do with it? And what of the Boy Scout Movement and the prevalence of appendicitis?

All the questions that might be asked raise the one great problem of assessing connectedness and strength of influence—again a task for the esprit de finesse and often a grievance to the student. The beginner is impatient and wants "the facts"; he contrasts unfavorably what he calls "straight history" with the apparently crooked ways of cultural history; and in a certain sense he is right. The ways of cultural history are devious and uncertain to the degree that there can never be a handbook which will list all the valuable facts, and no short cut to arrive at an understanding of relationships. Political and diplomatic history may be intricate in detail but they are emotionally simple—just like war, which they replace and resemble. But cultural life is both intricate and emotionally complex. One must be steeped in the trivia of a period, one must be a virtual intimate of its principal figures, to pass judgment on who knew what, who influenced whom, how far an idea was strange or commonplace, or so fundamental and obvious as to pass unnoticed.

This kind of expertise does not of course exclude the use of statistics when these are available—the numbers of people who attended the Handel Festivals in the 18th century, who welcomed Jenny Lind to the United States in 1850, or who visited the Crystal Palace the following year. But most often counting merely confirms; or else—as in the record of a book's sales—the figures themselves need confirmation. When, for example, we refer quantitatively to the great dissemination of Toynbee's Study of History in full and abridged forms, we must look elsewhere to make sure of what we are asserting: is it the acceptance of the author's thesis, and if so is it assent to the whole or to some part? Is it a generalized understanding of his tendency, or do the figures indicate a mere interest in the subject, coupled with a vague wish to believe some of the writer's conclusions—conclusions often derived from secondhand reports and preceding the purchase of the book? In a word, what is being counted? Whatever account future historians give of the vogue of Toynbee, the fact of mere interest is what a present historian would assert about the comparable diffusion of, say, Herbert Spencer's works. The verdict would then be that his influence was extensive rather than deep, symptomatic rather than creative. Yet large sales do not always signify the same thing. In the success of Byron's Childe Harold, for example, real novelty fell in with a public appetite created by the circumstances of English isolation; and the new work, instead of ending with itself, inspired hundreds of artists for the better part of a century.

That these discriminations are not idle should be apparent. They have to be made in assigning magnitudes within the constellations of those who made the past, and they are the very substance of biography. In making such distinctions it is clear that nothing can supersede insight and judgment, neither the sending of questionnaires to the living nor the measuring of radioactivity from the tombs of the dead. And because this is true the skeptic at this point enters a caveat against cultural history. He deems it the most unreliable of historical genres, the farthest removed from the official, literal documents and figures that other kinds of history are directly based on. "You admit," says the skeptic, "that you cannot measure and demonstrate the influence of ideas, the effect of art forms, the impact of social change, yet you expect us to believe that "the culture" of France or Germany or the American Colonies two centuries ago was as you describe it. Why, the chances are a thousand to one against there being any connection between your so-called evidence— apitiful heap of books and letters and music and furniture—and the vast reality you pretend to reconstruct. What culture leaves to the historian is but vestiges of the doings of a very few. The more articulate your sources, the less likely that they are representative. You fill in and sketch out with your imagination and in the light of your present-day concerns. How can you honestly set forth the cultural history of so recent a time and so near a place as eighteenth-century Europe and America?"

This looks like a formidable indictment, but there is a sufficient answer to it. In the first place, culture has continuity; it lives on as other kinds of facts do not. We have to learn what happened in the election of 1888 but we do not have to learn what is meant by progress, patriotism, natural science, or grand opera. The cultural historian therefore deals in large part with the modifications, the combinations, the rearrangements of ideas, feelings and sensations familiar to all who lead a conscious existence. This is what enables him to have insight, much in the manner of the anthropologist, who begins to feel the force of minute events once he has gained familiarity with the culture he has been living in. The cultural historian lives imaginatively in his own culture and also in that he has made his own by study; if at home in both, he is as trustworthy about the one as about the other, no more, no less.

As to the objection that cultural history is restricted to the doings of the highly conscious part of the population, it must be answered that the same objection applies to political and diplomatic history. And if the rejoinder is that the latter activities, led by the few, nevertheless affect the entire people, then the same must be said of cultural affairs. The new ideas of a handful of men in one generation become the fashionable thoughts of the upper class in the next, and the common beliefs of the common man in the third. Everybody now repeats as platitudes what were fresh thoughts in the minds of Jefferson and Franklin; and men of affairs who outside their business seldom give admittance to an idea without a struggle are now convinced that things first said by Adam Smith are self-evident propositions.

Nor is this descent-with-modification limited to opinions. The folk tune is often the art song of an earlier composer, and designs that originate in sophisticated minds and places wind up on wallpaper and chintzes by the yard. In short, regardless of cultural starting points, social groups and classes and nations exist in history through their conscious activities, through the distinctive forms, the characteristic combining of features, by which they strike the observer, contemporary or subsequent. "Exist in history" could be translated "are memorable," for in the definitive words of 1066 and All That, "history is what you can remember." Just as in biography we take for granted the subject's daily routine of hair-combing and tooth-brushing, so in history we take for granted the great dull uniformities of vegetative behavior.

Hence it is beside the point to argue that millions of our fellow men live and die without bothering their heads about the work of Einstein or Freud or Bernard Shaw. Either the indifferent masses will ultimately feel the impact—the bomb will explode over their heads—or their existence is demonstrably related to mankind's articulate thought through their acting as background, subject matter, or chief obstacle. For the makers of culture do not make it in a vacuum, and whether they are hindered by the conservative third-hand culture of the mass, or draw the inspiration of their work from pondering over the vast stream of unconscious life, they are part of it, shaped by it. The example of a work such as Hegel's Philosophy of History shows how unimportant can be the gap between rarefied thought and its raw material—in this in stance the philosopher's difficult vision encompassing the dumb travail of Europe's millions during the Napoleonic wars. It is the same miracle which in Goya's drawings of the same period turns the casual disasters of war—pillage, rape, hanging and shooting—into spiritual treasure. The unrecordable comes to exist for history through a cultural product of the most deliberate and elevated kind.

Ⅲ

It follows from this reciprocal dependence of the articulate and the inarticulate in life that cultural history differs greatly from intellectual history or the history of ideas narrowly defined. Cultural history cannot dwell upon the logic or lack of it in the various conceptions of philosophy, religion, or art without losing its historical character and distorting theirs. The study of these relations has value, but it is historical only in a limited sense, for it rests on exact definitions; and the outstanding characteristic of history as of life is indefiniteness; which is why, again, the esprit de finesse is required to grasp it. In communicating his vision the historian does indeed make an apparently hopeless confusion graspable by a certain amount of defining, grouping, and tidying up; but the moment the picture begins to look like a checkerboard, he has overshot the mark; he is no longer on earth but on Mars, where everything is canals.

On earth, for instance, the periods of culture have troublesome historical names—Renaissance, Baroque, Puritan, Classical, Romantic and the like—which cover multitudinous manifestations of spirit. In using these names to denote men or periods, one cannot avoid trying to disentangle appearance from reality and prejudice from fact. But there is danger to truth in wanting things too clear; in wanting to make the names cover absolutely homogeneous ideas or persons. I for one see no use and great harm in those refined distinctions that profess to sort out eighteen kinds of Romanticism, or Humanism, or Pragmatism. I doubt whether the maker of such distinctionscould himself respect them in an extended narrative; and supposing that he could, I fail to see what he would accomplish as a historian—unless it were to reduce the battle of ideas to a regulated ballet. To put intellectual order in place of the intelligible disorder of history is to apply the geometrical spirit to a subject that calls for the spirit of finesse.

The very point of tracing an idea to its source is that we then see it at work, meeting a problem or paradox, misunderstood, struggling for life like a newborn infant—not as we shall see it later, washed and dressed up for the photographer. The idea's obscurity or strangeness then has a meaning, and we can all the better gauge its force and do justice to the mind that brought it into the world. We are then not bothered by his inconsistency, because for the first time we are in a position to discern what he was thinking of and why he set it forth just so: we see him and it in history, pragmatically moving toward an unknown future, instead of as an event already classified—a pioneer, or a sad case, or an imperfect product of his times, now assimilated as one more institution in the body of all institutions we call our cultural heritage.

When we scan that heritage and its growth in any given stretch of time, one of the plainest sights afforded the observer is the extraordinary coherence and striking family likeness among the products of the age. This might in fact be made the test of the cultural historian's knowledge—not how much bibliography he can remember but how infallibly he recognizes a sample of prose, music, or painting, or even a particular deed. For acts too carry their dates engraved upon them, regardless of the motives which, abstractly considered, are eternal.

The historian familiar with the forms will therefore keep all the names of periods and schools as they are given him by history and concentrate on the rationale of their successive styles—a term by which he means a good deal more than the outward marks of a fashion. For unless he does mean more, he can hardly encompass the diverse tendencies and warring schools of one age which he knows belong together. Some fifteen years ago, in a series of Lowell Lectures on Romanticism later gathered into a book, I offered as an explanation of the internal unity of cultural periods that it came not from the ideas and forms themselves but from the problems to which these ideas and forms offered answers. On that view it becomes obvious how liberals like Byron and Hazlitt can be Romanticists equally with conservatives like Scott and Joseph de Maistre: they radiate from one center, which is to them no matter of choice but of time's compulsion. And this explanation, if true, also helps to mark off the part in cultural effort that is individual and creative from that which is "given," a product or resultant of anonymous forces.

Having seen my notion accepted as a commonplace in professional circles, I am emboldened to amplify it in hopes of making another lucky hit. As it stands, the source of unity I have suggested is abstract. Retracing it helps us to understand the convergence of opposites in science, philosophy, and political thought. It may even be stretched to cover the technical problems of the fine arts. In either realm, it presupposes the intellectual ability to find and state what these problems are. But what is it that gives to the products of an age their common feel and texture—the quality I have called their family likeness, which has nothing to do with intellect, cuts across genres, and unites things strictly not comparable? We feel, for example, that there is a kinship between the early music of Mozart and the prose of Voltaire—a prose that notoriously does not sing—and we wonder why these twins go so well with Louis XVI furniture. Is it an acquired association of ideas or is there some organizing principle at work? In short, is style explicable or arbitrary?

Since we cannot believe in a Zeitgeist invisibly at work like Ariel on Prospero's Isle, I submit that style, too, is an answer to a common want; but not so much to formulated problems as to felt difficulties of an emotional kind. Style will vary, of course, with the materials that give it body, but forget the stuff of verse or dress or chairs and an attitude remains: style is fundamentally a pose, a stance, at times a self-delusion, by which the people of any period meet the peculiar dilemmas of their day. In bad times the pose is sheer self-defense. At other moments, being creatures of ambition, men want to "be themselves" by repudiating their fathers—and imitating their grandfathers. Energetic and insatiable they want to make the best of both worlds—be gay yet profound, loyal yet canny, heroic yet safe, and so on—resisting choice while strength lasts. In the end they have to adopt the look which affords them the best chance of appearing as they wish to be. They take, as we say, a line; they form a style. Style is the solvent in which incompatibles are meant to merge. If it fits, it catches on and is imitated, to the point of absurdity and paradox—which is why, at least once, every historical style is suddenly seen to be ridiculous. It is then repudiated and a new one devised.

If this genesis of styles is accurate, we can account for a good many curious combinations of human characteristics that are periodic in both senses—time-bound and recurrent; for instance Roman gravitas mingled with the satirical spirit, which recurs in England's Augustan age; the boastfulness and gloom of epic heroes from Homer to Beowulf, the elegant frivolity mixed with false tears and real sadness of the late eighteenth century, the demonism and melancholy of the nineteenth, the sentimental toughness and lowbrow pretentions of our own. To ourselves we have no style—we just are—but posterity will smile just the same.

The advantage (and the test) of this hypothesis is that it makes genuine at last the connection between style in cultural products and the oft-invoked "existing conditions." These material elements, forces, states of being, are rightly named: conditions, not sole causes; but they cease to be vague and begin to yield to analysis only when we see them as namable facts arousing the emotions reflected in style.

A further corollary is of even more immediate importance to the practitioner. I refer to the present vogue of Revisionism in the history of ideas. It is no doubt excellent to keep delving back into the past for origins. Men and ideas are all too easily overlooked, and our evolving interests also demand that we revalue what earlier workers neglected. It is moreover useful, as time clears the view, to correct overemphatic distinctions between periods—for example, between the Enlightenment and Romanticism. We should no longer say that the Enlight—enment had no sense of history in the face of great researchers like the Benedictines of St. Maur and of great historians such as Voltaire, Gibbon, Hume, and Robertson. In fact, with his Essay on the Manners and Customs of Nations, plumb in the middle of the century, Voltaire is the fountainhead of every succeeding movement to create a new and encyclopedic history.

But let us not forget style, and in our zeal to discredit a black-and-white contrast, let us not assume that gray has but one shade. The eighteenth century cultivated history, granted, and Voltaire was a pioneer cultural historian, but there is still a profound difference between the emotion that led him to choose four periods of civilization as alone worthy of record and the emotion behind Ranke's dictum that all periods are immediately before God and equal in His sight. There is an abyss between Gibbon's contempt for the barbarous centuries, his ironic pomp without circumstance, and Michelet's tender, eloquent intimacy with the Middle Ages. They are, we are, all are cultural historians together, but by their styles we may know them apart.

And though by style I explicitly mean more than words, I do not intend to exclude them. They are often the diagnostic signs of "period style" in the sense I have in mind. Depending more on written sources than on any other kind, the modern historian must in all his visions and revisions pay the closest attention to words, making sure that he does not betray them any more than they betray him. This vigilance can save him from the excesses of the root-and-branch revisionists, who would translate all continuity into identity. If he knows, for example, what "genius" meant to Addison, and what it meant to Goethe, he will not fall into the error of supposing that the principles of Romantic literary criticism were already germinating in The Tatler. Or if, again, Tocqueville's claim to having introduced the word "individualism" in 1840 arouses the researcher's skepticism, he may properly look for the antecedents of the idea. But it must be that idea, in its concreteness and time-born accidents. It will not do to go back to the early Renaissance and exhume Petrarch's introspection as a first fact. That will only challenge others to find in Jacques de Vitry and Robert Sorbon still earlier proofs of soul-searching. Soon we are reading Abelard and mustering heretics—all strong individualists before God. But none—to the candid eye—resemble Tocqueville's model any more than Fenimore Cooper's heroes of free enterprise resemble Mr. Herbert Hoover.

Nor should our concentration on like products within a cultural cycle blind us to the radically unlike which co-exists with the dominant forms, though submerged by them, or subdued. Every period has its minority interests, which the discerning eye must note even when the minority does not enlarge into the majority of the next generation. The burden of diagnosis is then to say what the dissonant note contributed to the harmony, how it came to be part of it, and what fresh, unsuspected, general problem its resolution would imply. The motions of the whirligig of taste present a multitude of riddles—why did the geometrical Spinoza languish in the century of geometry and flourish in the biological century of Goethe? Why are there so few avowed Pragmatists today, when pragmatic doctrine oozes out of the pores of all our straining existentialists and positivists? These questions, like the rest, will not be evaded by the cultural historian, present or future, who sees his duty clear. But he will be able to answer them only by the application of such finesse as he is gifted with. Intelligibility being his goal, he cannot escape the effort to understand; he cannot ask somebody else to explain nor shut his eyes and count. It is insight, after the count has shown a preponderance of old-fashioned dwellings, that makes him say the dominant architecture of New York is modern. The rest is footnotes.
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Michel Foucault (1926-84), French philosopher and historian. He was professor at the Collège de France (1970-84). He is renowned for historical studies that reveal the sometimes morally disturbing power relations inherent in social practices. Influenced by Nietzsche, he called these studies, such as Madness and Civilization (1961), "genealogies." Foucault also analyzed systems of knowledge, i.e., individual disciplines in science, such as natural history and economics. He aimed through this "archeology" of knowledge to uncover the unconscious rules guiding such systems and thereby to understand their relations to one another. See his Archeology of Knowledge (1969) and The Order of Things (1966). In his last writings, including the History of Sexuality (1984), Foucault studied what he called "ethics," namely the self's relationship to itself.




We have spoken of the human sciences; we have spoken of those broad regions delimited more or less by psychology, sociology, and the analysis of literature and mythology. We have not yet mentioned hisory, though it is the first and as it were the mother of all the sciences of man, and is perhaps as old as human memory. Or rather, it is for that very reason that we have until now passed it over in silence. Perhaps history has no place, in fact, among the human sciences, or beside them: it may well be that it maintains with them all a relation that is strange, undefined, ineffaceable, and more fundamental than any relation of adjacency in a common space would be.

It is true that History existed long before the constitution of the human sciences; from the beginnings of the Ancient Greek civilization, it has performed a certain number of major functions in Western culture: memory, myth, transmission of the Word and of Example, vehicle of tradition, critical awareness of the present, decipherment of humanity's destiny, anticipation of the future, or promise of a return. What characterized this History—or at least what may be used to define it in its general features, as opposed to our own—was that by ordering the time of human beings upon the world's development (in sort of great cosmic chronology such as we find in the works of the Stoics), or inversely by extending the principle and movement of a human destiny to even the smallest particles of nature (rather in the same way as Christian Providence), it was conceived of as a vast his—torical stream, uniform in each of its points, drawing with it in one and the same current, in one and the same fall or ascension, or cycle, all men, and with them things and animals, every living or inert being, even the most unmoved aspects of the earth. And it was this unity that was shattered at the beginning of the nineteenth century, in the great upheaval that occurred in the Western episteme: it was discovered that there existed a historicity proper to nature; forms of adaptation to the environment were defined for each broad type of living being, which would make possible a subsequent definition of its evolutionary out-line; moreover, it became possible to show that activities as peculiarly human as labour or language contained within themselves a historicity that could not be placed within the great narrative common to things and to men: production has its modes of development, capital its modes of accumulation, prices their laws of fluctuation and change which cannot be fitted over natural laws or reduced to the general progress of humanity; in the same way, language is not modified as much by migrations, trade, and wars, by what happens to man or what his imagination is able to invent, as by conditions that properly belong to the phonetic and grammatical forms of which it is constituted; and if it has been possible to say that the various languages are born, live, lose their energy as they age, and finally die, this biological metaphor is not intended to dissolve their history in a time which would be that of life, but rather to underline the fact that they too have internal laws of functioning, and that their chronology unfolds in accordance with a time that refers in the first place to their own particular coherence.

We are usually inclined to believe that the nineteenth century, largely for political and social reasons, paid closer attention to human history, that the idea of an order or a continuous level of time was abandoned, as well as that of an uninterrupted progress, and that the bourgeoisie, in attempting to recount its own ascension, encountered, in the calendar of its victory, the historical density of institutions, the specific gravity of habits and beliefs, the violence of struggles, the alternation of success and failure. And we suppose that, on this basis, the historicity discovered within man was extended to the objects he had made, the language he spoke, and—even further still—to life. According to this point of view, the study of economies, the history of literatures and grammars, and even the evolution of living beings are merely effects of the diffusion, over increasingly more distant areas of knowledge, of a historicity first revealed in man. In reality, it was the opposite that happened. Things first of all received a historicity proper to them, which freed them from the continuous space that imposed the same chronology upon them as upon men. So that man found himself dispossessed of what constituted the most manifest contents of his history: nature no longer speaks to him of the creation or the end of the world, of his dependency or his approaching judgement; it no longer speaks of anything but a natural time; its wealth no longer indicates to him the antiquity or the imminent return of a Golden Age; it speaks only of conditions of production being modified in the course of history; language no longer bears the marks of a time before Babel or of the first cries that rang through the jungle; it carries the weapons of its own affiliation. The human being no longer has any history: or rather, since he speaks, works, and lives, he finds himself interwoven in his own being with histories that are neither subordinate to him nor homogeneous with him. By the fragmentation of the space over which Classical knowledge extended in its continuity, by the folding over of each separated domain upon its own development, the man who appears at the beginning of the nineteenth century is "dehistoricized".

And the imaginative values then assumed by the past, the whole lyrical halo that surrounded the consciousness of history at that period, the lively curiosity shown for documents or for traces left behind by time—all this is a surface expression of the simple fact that man found himself emptied of history, but that he was already beginning to recover in the depths of his own being, and among all the things that were still capable of reflecting his image (the others have fallen silent and folded back upon themselves), a historicity linked essentially to man himself. But this historicity is immediately ambiguous. Since man posits himself in the field of positive knowledge only in so far as he speaks, works, and lives, can his history ever be anything but the inextricable nexus of different times, which are foreign to him and heterogeneous in respect of one another? Will the history of man ever be more than a sort of modulation common to changes in the conditions of life (climate, soil fertility, methods of agriculture, exploitation of wealth), to transformations in the economy (and consequently in society and its institutions), and to the succession of forms and usages in language? But, in that case, man is not himself historical: since time comes to him from somewhere other than himself, he constitutes himself as a subject of history only by the superimposition of the history of living beings, the history of things, and the history of words. He is subjected to the pure events those histories contain. But this relation of simple passivity is immediately reversed; for what speaks in language, what works and consumes in economics, what lives in human life, is man himself; and, this being so, he too has a right to a development quite as positive as that of beings and things, one no less autonomous and perhaps even more fundamental: is it not a historicity proper to man, one inscribed in the very depths of his being, that enables him to adapt himself like any living being, and to evolve like any living being (though with the help of tools, techniques, and organizations belonging to no other living being), that enables him to invent forms of production, to stabilize, prolong, or abridge the validity of economic laws by means of the consciousness he attains of them and by means of the institutions he constructs upon or around them, and that enables him to exercise upon language, with every word he speaks, a sort of constant interior pressure which makes it shift imperceptibly upon itself at any given moment in time. Thus, behind the history of the positivities, there appears another, more radical, history, that of man himself—a history that now concerns man's very being, since he now realizes that he not only "has history" all around him, but is himself, in his own historicity, that by means of which a history of human life, a history of economics, and a history of languages are given their form. In which case, at a very deep level, there exists a historicity of man which is itself its own history but also the radical dispersion that provides a foundation for all other histories. It was just this primary ero-sion that the nineteenth century sought in its concern to historicize everything, to write a general history of everything, to go back ceaselessly through time, and to place the most stable of things in the liberating stream of time. Here again, we should no doubt revise the way in which we traditionally write the history of History; we are accustomed to saying that the nineteenth century brought an end to the pure chronicle of events, the simple memory of a past peopled only by individuals and accidents, and that it began the search for the general laws of development. In fact, no history was ever more "explanatory", more preoccupied with general laws and constants, than were the histories of the Classical age—when the world and man were inextricably linked in a single history. What first comes to light in the nineteenth century is a simple form of human historicity—the fact that man as such is exposed to the event. Hence the concern either to find laws for this pure form (which gives us philosophies such as that of Spengler) or to define it on the basis of the fact that man lives, works, speaks, and thinks: and this gives us interpretations of history from the standpoint of man envisaged as a living species, or from the standpoint of economic laws, or from that of cultural totalities.

In any case, this arrangement of history within the epistemological space is of great importance for its relation with the human sciences. Since historical man is living, working, and speaking man, any content of History is the province of psychology, sociology, or the sciences of language. But, inversely, since the human being has become historical, through and through, none of the contents analysed by the human sciences can remain stable in itself or escape the movement of History. And this for two reasons: because psychology, sociology, and philosophy, even when applied to objects—that is, men—which are contemporaneous with them, are never directed at anything other than synchronological patternings within a historicity that constitutes and traverses them; and because the forms successively taken by the human sciences, the choice of objects they make, and the methods they apply to them, are all provided by History, ceaselessly borne along by it, and modified at its pleasure. The more History attempts to transcend its own rootedness in historicity, and the greater the efforts it makes to attain, beyond the historical relativity of its origin and its choices, the sphere of universality, the more clearly it bears the marks of its historical birth, and the more evidently there appears through it the history of which it is itself a part (and this, again, is to be found in Spengler and all the philosophers of history); inversely, the more it accepts its relativity, and the more deeply it sinks into the movement it shares with what it is recounting, then the more it tends to the slenderness of the narrative, and all the positive content it obtained for itself through the human sciences is dissipated.

History constitutes, therefore, for the human sciences, a favourable environment which is both privileged and dangerous. To each of the sciences of man it offers a background, which establishes it and provides it with a fixed ground and, as it were, a homeland; it determines the cultural area—the chronological and geographical boundaries—in which that branch of knowledge can be recognized as having validity; but it also surrounds the sciences of man with a frontier that limits them and destroys, from the outset, their claim to validity within the element of universality. It reveals in this way that though man—even before knowing it—has always been subjected to the determinations that can be expressed by psychology, sociology, and the analysis of language, he is not therefore the intemporal object of a knowledge which, at least at the level of its rights, must itself be thought of as ageless. Even when they avoid all reference to history, the human sciences (and history may be included among them) never do anything but relate one cultural episode to another (that to which they apply themselves as their object, and that in which their existence, their mode of being, their methods, and their concepts have their roots); and though they apply themselves to their own synchronology, they relate the cultural episode from which they emerged to itself. Man, therefore, never appears in his positivity and that positivity is not immediately limited by the limitlessness of History.

Here we see being reconstituted a movement analogous to that which animated from within the entire domain of the human sciences: as analysed above, this movement perpetually referred certain positivities determining man's being to the finitude that caused those same positivities to appear; so that the sciences were themselves taken up in that great oscillation, but in such a way that they in turn took it up in the form of their own positivity by seeking to move ceaselessly back-wards and forwards between the conscious and the unconscious. And now we find the beginning of a similar oscillation in the case of History; but this time it does not move between the positivity of man taken as object (and empirically manifested by labour, life, and language) and the radical limits of his being; it moves instead between the temporal limits that define the particular forms of labour, life, and language, and the historical positivity of the subject which, by means of knowledge, gains access to them. Here again, the subject and the object are bound together in a reciprocal questioning of one another; but whereas, before, this questioning took place within positive know-ledge itself, and by the progressive unveiling of the unconscious by consciousness, here it takes place on the outer limits of the object and subject; it designates the erosion to which both are subjected, the dispersion that creates a hiatus between them, wrenching them loose from a calm, rooted, and definitive positivity. By unveiling the unconscious as their most fundamental object, the human sciences showed that there was always something still to be thought in what had already been thought on a manifest level; by revealing the law of time as the external boundary of the human sciences. History shows that everything that has been thought will be thought again by a thought that does not yet exist. But perhaps all we have here, in the concrete forms of the unconscious and History, is the two faces of that finitude which, by discovering that it was its own foundation, caused the figure of man to appear in the nineteenth century: a finitude without infinity is no doubt a finitude that has never finished, that is always in recession with relation to itself, that always has something still to think at the very moment when it thinks, that always has time to think again what it has thought.

In modern thought, historicism and the analytic of finitude confront one another. Historicism is a means of validating for itself the perpetual critical relation at play between History and the human sciences. But it establishes it solely at the level of the positivities: the positive knowledge of man is limited by the historical positivity of the knowing subject, so that the moment of finitude is dissolved in the play of a relativity from which it cannot escape, and which itself has value as an absolute. To be finite, then, would simply be to be trapped in the laws of a perspective which, while allowing a certain apprehension—of the type of perception or understanding—prevents it from ever being universal and definitive intellection. All knowledge is rooted in a life, a society, and a language that have a history; and it is in that very history that knowledge finds the element enabling it to communicate with other forms of life, other types of society, other significations: that is why historicism always implies a certain philosophy, or at least a certain methodology, of living comprehension (in the element of the Lebenswelt), of interhuman communication (against a background of social structures), and of hermeneutics (as the re-apprehension through the manifest meaning of the discourse of another meaning at once secondary and primary, that is, more hidden but also more fundamental). By this means, the different positivities formed by History and laid down in it are able to enter into contact with one another, surround one another in the form of knowledge, and free the content dormant within them; it is not, then, the limits themselves that appear, in their absolute rigour, but partial totalities, totalities that turn out to be limited by fact, totalities whose frontiers can be made to move, up to a certain point, but which will never extend into the space of a definitive analysis, and will never raise themselves to the status of absolute totality. This is why the analysis of finitude never ceases to use, as a weapon against historicism, the part of itself that historicism has neglected: its aim is to reveal, at the foundation of all the positivities and before them, the finitude that makes them possible; where historicism sought for the possibility and justification of concrete relations between limited totalities, whose mode of being was predetermined by life, or by social forms, or by the significations of language, the analytic of finitude tries to question this relation of the human being to the being which, by designating finitude, renders the positivities possible in their concrete mode of being.
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Keith Jenkins is a British proponent of postmodern history. Jenkins has attacked what he sees to be "traditional" approaches to history, suggesting that most writing about the past is nothing more than a literary construct. He states that history is a "problematic discourse" and that facts and history float on separate spectrums. He also believes that historians are inevitably "ideologically positioned", and sees historians as group of workers who mutually convey messages to us about the past. His works include Rethinking History (1991), On "What is History": From Carr to Elton to Rorty and White (1995), The Postmodern History Reader (1997), Why History? Ethics and Postmodernity (1999), The Nature of History Reader (2004).





Based on Hayden White


1　The actual past has gone. It has in it arguably neither rhyme nor reason: it is sublime. The presence of the past is manifested only in its historicised traces accessible now; such traces signify an "absent presence".

2　From work on that historicised archive, historians and those acting as historians in the "historical public sphere" (as historians in universities and other places) informed by the extant historiography relevant to the area in question and their general notion of what doing historical work might be like in the context of their lives, extract from the traces of the historicised archive various "data"/facts and so forth. Here ideology is at work. Consequently, at this point:

3　White's ideological modes of conservatism, liberalism, radicalism and anarchism become determinate;

4　these, in interpenetrative ways, then attract to them tropological modes of configuration: the tropes of metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche and irony. Subsequently,

5　these themselves interpenetrate with the modes of emplotment—romance, tragedy, comedy and satire—to then interpenetrate with the

6　modes of formist, contextual, mechanical and organic argumentation. Then,

7　the historian goes to work. The traces of the past are worked up into a chronicle and then

8　into a story form, a story form which answers such questions as, what comes next? What happened then? Here, already at all these stages, the modes of ideology, argument, emplotment and the tropes will already have been active (I mean: it's not as though the historian does all these things without a trope in his / her head) such modes, however, coming into their own as

9　the story is transformed into the narrative structure; such a structure being part trace and part imaginative configuration vis-a-vis the types of narrative forms existing in the culture in general (and the "history culture" in particular) so as to re-order the resultant historiographical construct understandable, consumable, and thus, as an artifact—as a commodity like any other commodity—to exercise its various effects vis-a-vis the forces at work within any given social formation.





(…) at the same time it might be useful for me to pull together, in the form of a "'definition", some of the strands of thought I have tried to present in an introductory way. This definition, like all definitions of this type, is obviously not definitive. In fact it is not really a definition at all, being more like a summary of some of the "key" areas discussed. And I am aware that in these "postmodern days" even "definitions" of this kind are—what else?—the stuff of cliche. Nevertheless, with all its faults and limitations and provisionality, it is sometimes useful to have this kind of summary/definition available for discussion and perhaps for future work. And so I end with what, for me, history might—in the context of this text only—be read as today:

History is arguably a verbal artifact, a narrative prose discourse of which, apres White, the content is as much invented as found, and which is constructed by present-minded, ideologically positioned workers (historians and those acting as if they were historians) operating at various levels of reflexivity, such a discourse, to appear relatively plausible, looking simultaneously towards the once real events and situations of the past and towards the narrative type mythoi' common—albeit it on a dominant-marginal spectrum—in any given social formation. That past, appropriated by historians, is never the past itself, but a past evidenced by its remaining and accessible traces and transformed into historiography through a series of theoretically and methodologically disparate procedures (ideological positionings, tropes, emplotments, argumentative modes), such historiography—as articulated in both upper and lower cases—then being subject to a series of uses which are logically infinite but which, in practice, correspond to the range of power bases that exist at any given juncture and which distribute/circulate the meanings drawn from such histories along a dominant-marginal spectrum. Understood in this way, as a rhetorical, metaphorical, textual practice governed by distinctive but never homogeneous procedures through which the maintenance/transformation of the past is regulated (apres Bennett) by the public historical sphere, historical construction can be seen as taking place entirely in the present, historians et al. organizing and figuring this textual referent not as it was but as it is, such that the cogency of historical work can be admitted without the past per se ever entering into it—except rhetorically. In this way histories are fabricated without "real" foundations beyond the textual, and in this way one learns to always ask of such discursive and ideological regimes that hold in their orderings suasive intentions—cui bono—in whose interests?
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Eric John Earnest Hobsbawm (1917- ) is a British Marxist historian. One of Hobsbawm's interests is the development of traditions. His work is a study of their construction in the context of the nation state. He argues that many traditions are invented by national elites to justify the existence and importance of their respective nation states. He has written many acclaimed historical works, including a trilogy on the nineteenth-century: The Age of Revolution, The Age of Capital, and The Age of Empire and is the author of The Age of Extremes: The Short 20th Century 1914-1991 and his recent autobiography Interesting Times: A Twentieth-Century Life.




First, about telling the truth about history, to use the title of a book by friends and colleagues of the author. I strongly defend the view that what historians investigate is real. The point from which historians must start, however far from it they may end, is the fundamental and, for them, absolutely central distinction between establishable fact and fiction, between historical statements based on evidence and subject to evidence and those which are not.

It has become fashionable in recent decades, not least among people who think of themselves as on the left, to deny that objective reality is accessible, since what we call "facts" exist only as a function of prior concepts and problems formulated in terms of these. The past we study is only a construct of our minds. One such construct is in principle as valid as another, whether it can be backed by logic and evidence or not. So long as it forms part of an emotionally strong system of beliefs, there is, as it were, no way in principle of deciding that the biblical account of the creation of the earth is inferior to the one proposed by the natural sciences: they are just different. Any tendency to doubt this is "positivism", and no term indicates a more comprehensive dismissal than this, unless it is empiricism.

In short, I believe that without the distinction between what is and what is not so, there can be no history. Rome defeated and destroyed Carthage in the Punic Wars, not the other way round. How we assemble and interpret our chosen sample of verifiable data (which may include not only what happened but what people thought about it) is another matter.

Actually, few relativists have the full courage of their convictions, at least when it comes to deciding such questions as whether Hitler's Holocaust took place or not. However, in any case, relativism will not do in history any more than in law courts. Whether the accused in a murder trial is or is not guilty depends on the assessment of old-fashioned positivist evidence, if such evidence is available. Any innocent readers who find themselves in the dock will do well to appeal to it. It is the lawyers for the guilty ones who fall back on postmodern lines of defence.

Second, about the Marxist approach to history with which I am associated. Though it is imprecise, I do not disclaim the label. Without Marx I would not have developed any special interest in history, which, as taught in the first half of the 1930s in a conservative German Gymnasium and by an admirable Liberal master in a London grammar school, was not an inspiring subject. I would almost certainly not have come to earn my living as a professional academic historian. Marx, and the fields of activity of young Marxist radicals, gave me my subjects of research and inspired the way I wrote about them. Even if I thought large parts of Marx's approach to history needed junking, I would still continue to pay my respects, profound though not uncritical, to what the Japanese call a sensei, an intellectual master to whom one owes a debt that cannot be repaid. As it happens, I continue (with qualifications to be found in these papers) to find Marx's "materialist conception of history" the best guide by far to history, as the great fourteenth-century scholar Ibn Khaldun described it, namely as:





the record of human society, or world civilization; of the changes that take place in the nature of that society…; of revolutions and uprisings by one set of people against another, with the resulting kingdoms and states with their various ranks; of the different activities and occupations of men, whether for gaining their livelihood or in various sciences and crafts; and in general, of all the transformations that society undergoes by its very nature.





It is certainly the best guide to those like myself whose field has been the rise of modern capitalism and the transformations of the world since the end of the European Middle Ages.

But what exactly is a "Marxist historian" as distinct from a non-Marxist historian? Ideologists on both sides of the secular wars of religion through which we have lived for much of this century have attempted to establish neat dividing lines and incompatibilities. On the one hand the authorities of the late USSR could not bring themselves to translate any of my books into Russian, even though their author was actually known to be a member of a Communist Party, and an editor of the English edition of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels. By the criteria of their orthodoxy they were not "Marxist". On the other hand, more recently, no "respectable" French publisher has so far been found willing to translate my Age of Extremes, presumably on the grounds that it is ideologically too shocking for Parisian readers, or, more likely, for those expected to review the book if it were translated. Yet, as my papers try to show, the history of the discipline which investigates the past has, from the end of the nineteenth century, at least until intellectual nebulosity began to settle over the historiographical landscape in the 1970s, been one of convergence and not separation. The parallelism between the Annales school in France and the Marxist historians in Britain has often been noted. Each side saw the other engaged on a similar historical project, though with a different intellectual genealogy, and though, presumably, the politics of their most prominent exponents were far from the same. Interpretations once identified exclusively with Marxism, even with what I have called "vulgar-Marxism" have penetrated conventional history to an extraordinary degree. Half a century ago, it is safe to say, at least in Britain, only a Marxist historian would have suggested that the emergence of the theological concept of purgatory in the European Middle Ages was best explained by the shift in the economic base of the Church from reliance on the gifts of a small number of rich and powerful nobles to a broader financial base. Yet who could possibly classify either the eminent Oxford medievalist Sir Richard Southern, or Jacques Le Goff, whose book he reviewed along these lines in the 1980s, as an ideological, still less a political, follower or sympathizer of Marx?

I think this convergence is welcome evidence for one of the central theses of these essays, namely that history is engaged on a coherent intellectual project, and has made progress in understanding how the world came to be the way it is today. Naturally I would not want to suggest that one cannot or should not distinguish between Marxist and non-Marxist history, miscellaneous and ill-defined though the cargo of both these containers is. Historians in Marx's tradition—and this does not include all who call themselves by that name—have a significant contribution to make to this collective endeavour. But they are not alone. Nor should their, or anyone's, work be judged by the political labels they or others attach to their lapels.
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Peter Burke (1937- ), Professor of Cultural History at Cambridge and Fellow of Emmanuel College. Professor Burke's research interests are in European Cultural History 1450-1750 and the history of historical thought. Chief Publications: Culture and Society in Renaissance Italy (1972); Venice and Amsterdam: a Study of Seventeenth-Century Elites(1974); Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe (1978) Second ed. 1994; Historical Anthropology of Early Modern Italy: Essays on Perception and Communication (1987); The French Historical Revolution: the Annales Schoo,. 1929-89 (1990); The Fabrication of Louis XIV (1992); History and Social Theory (1992); The Art of Conversation (1990); The Fortunes of the Courtier (1995); Varieties of Cultural History (1997); The European Renaissance: Centres and Peripheries (1998); A Social History of Knowledge from Gutenberg to Diderot (2000).




The phrase "the new history" is best known in France. La nouvelle histoire is the title of a collection of essays edited by the distinguished French medievalist Jacques Le Goff. Le Goff has also helped edit a massive three-volume collection of essays, concerned with "new problems", "new approaches" and "new objects". In these cases it is clear what the new history is: it is a history "made in France", the country of la nouvelle vague and le nouveau roman not to mention la nouvelle cuisine. More exactly, it is the history associated with the so-called école des Annales. grouped around the journal Annales: économies, sociétés, civilisations. What is this nouvelle histoire? A positive definition is not easy; the movement is united only in what it opposes, and the pages which follow will demonstrate the variety of the new approaches. It is therefore difficult to offer more than a vague description, characterizing the new history as total history (histoire totale) or as structural history. Hence there may be a case for imitating medieval theologians faced with the problem of defining God, and opting for a via negativa, in other words for defining the new history in terms of what it is not, of what its practitioners oppose.

The new history is history written in deliberate reaction against the traditional "paradigm", that useful if imprecise term put into circulation by the American historian of science Thomas Kuhn. It will be convenient to describe this traditional paradigm as "Rankean history", after the great German historian Leopold von Ranke (1795-1886), although he was less confined by it than his followers were. (Just as Marx was not a Marxist, Ranke was not a Rankean). We might also call this paradigm the common-sense view of history, not to praise it but to make the point that it has often—too often—been assumed to be the way of doing history, rather than being perceived as one among many various possible approaches to the past. For the sake of simplicity and clarity, the contrast between old and new history might be summed up in the following points.

1. According to the traditional paradigm, history is essentially concerned with politics. In the confident Victorian phrase of Sir John Seeley, Regius Professor of History at Cambridge, "History is past politics: politics is present history." Politics was assumed to be essentially concerned with the state: in other words it was national and international rather than local. However, it did include the history of the Church as an institution and also what the military theorist Karl von Clausewitz defined as "the continuation of politics by other means", that is, war. Although other kinds of history—the history of art, for example, or the history of science—were not altogether excluded by the traditional paradigm, they were marginalized in the sense of being considered peripheral to the interests of "real" historians.

The new history, on the other hand, has come to be concerned with virtually every human activity. "Everything has a history", as the scientist J. B. S. Haldane once wrote; that is, everything has a past which can in principle be reconstructed and related to the rest of the past. Hence the slogan "total history", so dear to the Annales historians. The first half of the century witnessed the rise of the history of ideas. In the last thirty years we have seen a number of remarkable histories of topics which had not previously been thought to possess a history, for example, childhood, death, madness, the climate, smells, dirt and cleanliness, gestures, the body, femininity, reading, speaking, and even silence. What had previously been considered as unchanging is now viewed as a "cultural construction", subject to variation over time as well as in space.

The cultural relativism implied here deserves to be emphasised. The philosophical foundation of the new history is the idea that reality is socially or culturally constituted. The sharing of this idea, or this assumption, by many social historians and social anthropologists helps explain the recent convergence between these two disciplines, referred to more than once in the chapters which follow. This relativism also undermines the traditional distinction between what is central in history and what is peripheral.

2. In the second place, traditional historians think of history as essentially a narrative of events, while the new history is more concerned with the analysis of structures. One of the most famous works of history of our time, Fernand Braudel's Mediterranean, dismisses the history of events (histoire événementielle) as no more than the foam on the waves of the sea of history. According to Braudel, economic and social changes over the long term (la longue durée) and geohistorical changes over the very long term are what really matter. Although there has recently been something of a reaction against this view and events are no longer dismissed as easily as they used to be, the history of structures of various kinds continues to be taken very seriously.

3. In the third place, traditional history offers a view from above, in the sense that it has always concentrated on the great deeds of great men, statesmen, generals, or occasionally churchmen. The rest of humanity was allocated a minor role in the drama of history. The existence of this rule is revealed by reactions to its transgression. When the great Russian writer Alexander Pushkin was working on an account of a peasant revolt and its leader Pugachev, Tsar Nicholas' comment was that "such a man has no history." In the 1950s, when a British historian wrote a thesis about a popular movement in the French Revolution, one of his examiners asked him, "Why do you bother with these bandits?"

On the other hand, a number of the new historians are concerned with "history from below", in other words with the views of ordinary people and with their experience of social change. The history of popular culture has received a great deal of attention. Historians of the Church are beginning to examine its history from below as well as from above. Intellectual historians too have shifted their attention away from great books, or great ideas—their equivalent of great men—to the history of collective mentalities or to the history of discourses or "languages", the language of scholasticism, for example, or the language of the common law.

4. In the fourth place, according to the traditional paradigm, history should be based on the documents. One of Ranke's greatest achievements was his exposure of the limitations of narrative sources—let us call them chronicles—and his stress on the need to base written history on official records, emanating from governments and preserved in archives. The price of this achievement was the neglect of other kinds of evidence. The period before the invention of writing was dismissed as "prehistory". However, the "history from below" movement in its turn exposed the limitations of this kind of document. Official records generally express the official point of view. To reconstruct the attitudes of heretics and rebels, such records need to be supplemented by other kinds of source.

In any case, if historians are concerned with a greater variety of human activities than their predecessors, they must examine a greater variety of evidence. Some of this evidence is visual, some of it oral. There is also statistical evidence: trade figures, population figures, voting figures, and so on. The heyday of quantitative history was probably the 1950s and 1960s, when some enthusiasts claimed that only quantitative methods were reliable. There has been a reaction against such claims, and to some extent against the methods as well, but interest in a more modest quantitative history continues to grow. In Britain, for example, an Association for History and Computing was founded in 1987.

5. According to the traditional paradigm, memorably articulated by the philosopher-historian R. G. Collingwood, "When a historian asks, 'Why did Brutus stab Caesar?' he means, 'What did Brutus think, which made him decide to stab Caesar?'" This model of historical explanation has been criticized by more recent historians on a number of grounds, principally because it fails to take account of the variety of historians' questions, often concerned with collective movements as well as individual actions, with trends as well as events.

Why, for example, did prices rise in sixteenth-century Spain? Economic historians do not agree in their answer to this question, but their various responses (in terms of silver imports, population growth and so on) are very far from Collingwood's model. In Fernand Braudel's famous study of the sixteenth-century Mediterranean, first published in 1949, only the third and last part, devoted to the history of events, asks questions remotely like Collingwood's, and even here the author offers a very different kind of answer, emphasising the constraints on his protagonist, King Philip Ⅱ, and the king's lack of influence on the history of his time.

6. According to the traditional paradigm, History is objective. The historian's task is to give readers the facts, or as Ranke put it in a much-quoted phrase, to tell "how it actually happened". His modest disclaimer of philosophical intentions was interpreted by posterity as a proud manifesto for history without bias. In a famous letter to his international team of contributors to the Cambridge Modern History, published from 1902 onwards, its editor, Lord Acton, urged them that "our Waterloo must be one that satisfies French and English, German and Dutch alike" and that readers should be unable to tell where one contributor laid down his pen and another took it up.

Today, this ideal is generally considered to be unrealistic. However hard we struggle to avoid the prejudices associated with colour, creed, class or gender, we cannot avoid looking at the past from a particular point of view. Cultural relativism obviously applies as much to historical writing itself as to its so-called objects. Our minds do not reflect reality directly. We perceive the world only through a network of conventions, schemata and stereotypes, a network which varies from one culture to another. In this situation, our understanding of conflicts is surely enhanced by a presentation of opposite viewpoints, rather than by an attempt, like Acton's, to articulate a consensus. We have moved from the ideal of the Voice of History to that of heteroglossia, defined as "varied and opposing voices". It is therefore quite appropriate that this volume should itself take the form of a collective work and that its contributors should speak different mother tongues.

Rankean history was the territory of the professionals. The nineteenth century was the time when history became professionalized, with its departments in universities and its trade journals like the Historische Zeitschrift and the English Historical Review. Most of the leading new historians are also professionals, with the distinguished exception of the late Philippe Aries, who liked to describe himself as "a Sunday historian." One way to describe the achievements of the Annales group is to say that they have shown that economic, social and cultural history can meet the exacting professional standards set by Ranke for political history.

All the same, their concern with the whole range of human activity encourages them to be inter-disciplinary in the sense of learning from and collaborating with social anthropologists, economists, literary critics, psychologists, sociologists, and so on. Historians of art, literature and science, who used to pursue their interests more or less in isolation from the main body of historians, are now making more regular contact with them. The history-from-below movement also reflects a new determination to take ordinary people's views of their own past more seriously than professional historians used to do. The same is true for some forms of oral history. In this sense too heteroglossia is essential to the new history.
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Paul Thompson




Paul Thompson (1935- ), Thompson is regarded as one of the pioneers of oral history as a research methodology. He is founding editor of the journal Oral History and founder of the National Life Story Collection at the British Library National Sound Archive, London. Between 1994 and 2001, as Director of Qualidata, University of Essex, Thompson actively pursued his interest in the preservation of qualitative research materials for secondary use, depositing his own datasets and overseeing the development of this archival service. His experiences with the Edwardians were important in pioneering the methodology of oral history, and the research contributed to his later publication on method, The Voice of the Past: Oral History (Oxford University Press, 1978; 3rd edition, 2000).




Oral history necessarily confronts many of the basic epistemological issues that most constructionists avoid. Notable among these is that the sources may take the historian beyond the archive often to locate wholly unknown written documents, photographs, etc., which can place extra pressure on their model-making and testing. This is recognised at the start of the next extract. Research Professor in the Department of Sociology at the University of Essex, Paul Thompson has long been associated with the development of life and oral history researched and written within the disciplines of sociology and social history. The author of several books, in the extract reprinted here from The Voice of the Past: Oral History ([1978] 2000), Thompson turns this necessity into a virtue. Anchored to the epistemological model, he argues that having first-hand testimony from the "rank and file" means there "can be no doubt that this should make for a more realistic reconstruction of the past". His choice of the term "reconstruction" is revealing of his desire for the truth of reality, although, as he acknowledges, it is "complex and many-sided". Much more significantly than this, however, is the fact that oral history meets head-on one of the most awkward of epistemological problems. This is the collapse of the distinction between subject and object. Thompson does not fully appreciate this, even though he acknowledges that "the social message" of the historian "is usually present". In fact, he tries to make out a case that oral history ("evidence from the underside") is more of a safeguard against this aberration than any other form of source. He notes that once historians "start to interview [them] they find themselves inevitably working with others". The conclusion he reaches, however, is that finding themselves "off their desks" and "sharing experience on a human level" is somehow a better way to get at the truth.

For most existing kinds of history, probably the critical effect of this new approach is to allow evidence from a new direction. The historian of working-class politics can juxtapose the statements of the government or the trade union headquarters with the voice of the rank and file-both apathetic and militant. There can be no doubt that this should make for a more realistic reconstruction of the past. Reality is complex and many-sided; and it is a primary merit of oral history that to a much greater extent than most sources it allows the original multiplicity of standpoints to be recreated. But this advantage is important not just for the writing of history. Most historians make implicit or explicit judgements-quite properly, since the social purpose of history demands an understanding of the past which relates directly or indirectly to the present. Modern professional historians are less open with their social message than Macaulay or Marx, since scholarly standards are seen to conflict with declared bias. But the social message is usually present, however obscured. It is quite easy for a historian to give most of his attention and quotations to those social leaders whom he admires, without giving any direct opinion of his own. Since the nature of most existing records is to reflect the standpoint of authority, it is not surprising that the judgement of history has more often than not vindicated the wisdom of the powers that be. Oral history by contrast makes a much fairer trial possible: witnesses can now also be called from the under-classes, the unprivileged, and the defeated. It provides a more realistic and fair reconstruction of the past, a challenge to the established account. In so doing, oral history has radical implication for the social message of history as a whole.

At the same time oral history implies for most kinds of history some shift of focus. Thus the educational historian becomes concerned with the experiences of children and students as well as the problems of teachers and administrators. The military and naval historian can look beyond command level strategy and equipment to the conditions, recreations, and morale of other ranks and the lower deck. The social historian can turn from bureaucrats and politicians to poverty itself, and learn how the poor saw the relieving officer and how they survived his refusals. The political historian can approach the voter at home and at work; and can hope to understand even the working-class conservative, who produced no newspapers or organizations for investigation. The economist can watch both employer and worker as social beings and at their ordinary work, and so come closer to understanding the typical economic process, and its successes and contradictions.

In some fields, oral history can result not merely in a shift in focus, but also in the opening up of important new areas of inquiry. Labour historians, for example, are enabled for the first time to undertake effective studies of the ill-unionized majority of male workers, of women workers, and of the normal experience of work and its impact on the family and the community. They are no longer confined to those trades which were unionized, or those which gained contemporary publicity and investigation because of strikes or extreme poverty. Urban historians similarly can turn from well-explored problem areas like the slums to look at other typical forms of urban social life: the small industrial or market town, for example, or the middle-class surburb, constructing the local patterns of social distinctions, mutual help between neighbours and kin, leisure and work. They can even approach from the inside the history of immigrant groups-a kind of history which is certain to become more important in Britain, and is mainly documented only from outside as a social problem. These opportunities-and many others-are shared by social historians: the study of working-class leisure and culture, for example; or of crime from the point of view of the ordinary, often undetected and socially semi-tolerated poacher, shoplifter, or work-pilferer.

Perhaps the most striking feature of all, however, is the transforming impact of oral history upon the history of the family. Without its evidence, the historian can discover very little indeed about either the ordinary family's contacts with neighbours and kin, or its internal relationships. The roles of husband and wife, the upbringing of girls and boys, emotional and material conflicts and dependence, the struggle of youth for independence, courtship, sexual behaviour within and outside marriage, contraception and abortion-all these were effectively secret areas. The only clues were to be gleaned from aggregate statistics, and from a few-usually partial-observers. The historical paucity which results is well summed up in Michael Anderson's brilliant, speculative, but abstract study of Family Structure in Nineteenth-Century Lancashire (1971): a lop-sided, empty frame. With the use of interviewing, it is now possible to develop a much fuller history of the family over the last ninety years, and to establish its main patterns and changes over time, and from place to place, during the life cycle and between the sexes. The history of childhood as a whole becomes practicable for the first time. And given the dominance of the family through housework, domestic service, and motherhood in the lives of most women, an almost equivalent broadening of scope is brought to the history of women.

In all these fields of history, by introducing new evidence from the underside, by shifting the focus and opening new areas of inquiry, by challenging some of the assumptions and accepted judgements of historians, by bringing recognition to substantial groups of people who had been ignored, a cumulative process of transformation is set in motion. The scope of historical writing itself is enlarged and enriched; and at the same time its social message changes. History becomes, to put it simply, more democratic. The chronicle of kings has taken into its concern the life experience of ordinary people. But there is another dimension to this change, of equal importance. The process of writing history changes along with the content. The use of oral evidence breaks through the barriers between the chroniclers and their audience; between the educational institution and the outside world.

This change springs from the essentially creative and co-operative nature of the oral history method. Of course oral evidence once recorded can be used by lone scholars in libraries just like any other type of documentary source. But to be content with this is to lose a key advantage of the method: its flexibility, the ability to pin down evidence just where it is needed. Once historians start to interview they find themselves inevitably working with others-at the least, with their informants. And to be a successful interviewer a new set of skills is needed, including an understanding of human relationships. Some people can find these skills almost immediately, others need to learn them; but in contrast to the cumulative process of learning and amassing information which gives such advantage in documentary analysis and interpretation to the professional historian well on in life, it is possible to learn quite quickly to become an effective interviewer. Hence historians as field-workers, while in important respects retaining the advantages of professional knowledge, also find themselves off their desks, sharing experience on a human level.
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Jim Sharpe




History from below is a level of historical narrative which was developed as a result of the Annales School and popularised in the 1960s. This form of social history focuses on the perspectives of ordinary individuals within society as well as individuals and regions that were not previously considered historically important. This includes women and the working class, as well as regions such as India or Africa. The historian Jim Sharpe, in Peter Burke's book New Perspectives on Historical Writing, warns that without context, history from below can become a casual definition of isolated cases devoid of any real significance. Sharpe argues that this form of historical scholarship needs to be concretely linked to its place in history (e.g. its antecedents, consequences, etc) in a manner similar to what anthropologists call "thick description".




Our final point, therefore, must be that however valuable history from below might be in helping to establish the identity of the lower orders, it should be brought out of the ghetto (or peasant village, working-class street, slum or tower block) and used to criticize, redefine and strengthen the historical mainstream. Those writing history from below have not only provided a body of work which permits us to know more about the past: they have also made it plain that there is a great deal more, much of its secrets still lurking in unexplored evidence, which could be known. Thus history from below retains its subversive aura. There is a distant danger that, as happened with the Annales school, it may become a new orthodoxy, but at the moment it still cocks a snook at the mainstream. There will certainly be historians, both academic and popular, who will contrive to write books which implicitly or explicitly deny the possibility of a meaningful historical re-creation of the lives of the masses, but their grounds for so doing will become increasingly shaky. History from below helps convince those of us born without silver spoons in our mouths that we have a past, that we come from somewhere. But it will also, as the years progress, play an important part in helping to correct and amplify that mainstream political history which is still the accepted canon in British historical studies.
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Joan Scott




Joan Wallach Scott is an American historian, with contributions in gender history and intellectual history. Scott's work has challenged the foundations of conventional historical practice, including the nature of historical evidence and historical experience and the role of narrative in the writing of history. Drawing on a range of philosophical thought, as well as on a rethinking of her own training as a labour historian, she has contributed to a transformation of the field of intellectual history. Her recent work focuses on the vexed relationship of the particularity of gender to the universalizing force of democratic politics. Her publications include The Glassworkers of Carmaux: French Craftsmen and Political Action in a Nineteenth Century City (1974), Women, Work and Family (1978), Gender and the Politics of History (1988), Only Paradoxes to Offer: French Feminists and the Rights of Man (1996).




Most women's history has sought somehow to include women as objects of study, subjects of the story. It has taken as axiomatic the notion that the universal human subject could include women and provided evidence and interpretations about women's varied actions and experiences in the past. Since, however, in modern Western historiography, the subject has most often been embodied as a white male, women's history inevitably confronts (what the American legal theorist Martha Minow calls) "the dilemma of difference." This dilemma arises because difference is constructed "through the very structure of our language, which embeds… unstated points of comparison inside categories that bury their perspective and wrongly imply a natural fit with the world." "Universal" implies a comparison with the specific or the particular, white men with others who are not white or not male, men with women. But these comparisons are most often stated and understood as natural categories, separate entities, rather than as relational terms. Hence to make a claim about the importance of women in history is necessarily to come up against definitions of history and its agents already established as "true" or at Ieast as accurate reflections of what happened (or what mattered) in the past. And it is to contend with standards secured by comparisons that are never stated, by points of view that are never expressed as such.

Women's history, implying as it does a modification of "history," scrutinizes the way the meaning of that general term has been established. It questions the relative priority given to "his-story" as opposed to "her-story," exposing the hierarchy implicit in many historical accounts. And, more fundamentally, it challenges both the sufficiency of any history's claim to tell a whole story and the completeness and self-presence of history's subject—universal Man. Although all historians of women do not ask these questions directly, their work implies them: By what processes have men's actions come to be considered a norm, representative of human history generally, and women's actions either overlooked, subsumed, or consigned to a less important, particularised arena? What unstated comparisons are implicit in terms like "history" and "the historian"? Whose perspective establishes men as primary historical actors? What is the effect on established practices of history of looking at events and actions from other subject positions, that of women, for example? What is the relationship of the historian to the subjects s/he writes about?
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Keith Windschuttle




Keith Windschuttle (1942- ), an Australian historian, author and publisher and afrequent contributor to major Australian and international newspapers, international journals and academic publications. He has had a number of books published and has worked as a journalist with the Daily Telegraph and Broadcasting and Television magazine. Mr Windschuttle has 20 years experience lecturing in Australian history, journalism and social policy at a number of Australian universities. He has also been a visiting or guest lecturer at a number of universities in the United States. His works include Unemployment (1979) which analyses the economic causes and social consequences of unemployment in Australia and advocates a socialist response, The Media: a New Analysis of the Press, Television, Radio and Advertising in Australia (1984) on the political economy and content of the news and entertainment media, The Killing of History (1994), a critique of postmodernism in history, The Fabrication of Aboriginal History (2002) which accuses a number of Australian historians of falsifying and inventing the degree of violence in the past.




The concept of an academic discipline is being assailed these days on a number of fronts. This is especially true in the humanities and social sciences where, as Chapter One recorded, new movements in literary criticism and social theory want either to override the previous boundaries between disciplines or else to subsume some of the older fields within new ones. One of the authors discussed in this chapter, Anthony Giddens, has argued that there is no discernible difference any more between history and sociology and so both should be taken over by a creature of his own invention called "structuration theory".
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 From a different perspective, the proponents of cultural studies, as we have seen, believe that they are the ones now best equipped to handle historical issues. What is perhaps of even greater concern is the fact that the major recent champions of traditional academic values and the greatest critics of the new theories have themselves not seen fit to couch their defence within a framework based on the value of academic disciplines. Both Alan Bloom in The Closing of the American Mind and Roger Kimball in Tenured Radicals have upheld the value of "the canon" of Western learning; that is, the generally recognised body of "Great Books" that have stood the test of time and that, until recently, were acknowledged as central to a complete education. But their concept of preserving this canon has not extended to the intellectual disciplines within which most of these books were written. This is not, presumably, because Bloom and Kimball are against this idea. Let me give some reasons why they should have taken their argument one step further.

Rather than the production of a corpus of outstanding works, the basis of Western learning has been the organisation of the pursuit of knowledge into a number of distinct fields called "disciplines". Without decrying the stature of the Great Books, it is nonetheless true that their achievements were made possible by the contribution and the example of all those who laboured in the same intellectually coherent field of study. As Edward Gibbon, Isaac Newton and others openly acknowledged, the major figures have always stood on the shoulders of their peers. The history of Western knowledge shows the decisive importance of the structuring of disciplines. This structuring allowed the West to benefit from two key innovations: the systematisation of research methods, which produced an accretion of consistent findings; and the organisation of effective teaching, which permitted a large and accumulating body of knowledge to be transmitted from one generation to the next.

Intellectual disciplines were founded in ancient Greece and gained a considerable impetus from the work of Aristotle who identified and organised a range of subjects into orderly bodies of learning. The next major stimulus to the formation of disciplines was the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century and the Enlightenment of the eighteenth century when new disciplines proliferated and several older fields were revived. However, there had been a long, intervening period, from the early to the late Middle Ages, when most disciplines were obliterated by medieval scholasticism which insisted it could explain everything. The literature of this theological movement is characterised by an absence of differentiation between subject matter and by its lack of criteria for what type of arguments or evidence may be counted as relevant in any explanation. Obscurantism flourished and questions about the nature of the world were settled by appeal to the Bible and other religious texts. Cryptic deliberation reached such a point of absurdity that the fate of the Byzantine empire of the Orthodox church hinged on its dispute with the Latin church over whether the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son, as from one principle and one substance, or proceeds by the Son, being of the same nature and substance, or from the Father and the Son, by one spiration and production. To those who broke away from all this in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and who, by reviving the intellectual traditions of Greece and Rome, created the Renaissance, "scholasticism" was a term of mockery and derision. One of the most striking things about the output of late twentieth century literary and social theory is how closely it resembles—through its slavish devotion to seminal texts and its unrestrained flight across all subject matter—the scholasticism of the medieval clergy. Instead of the title that this movement has conferred on itself, "the new humanities", a more fitting epithet would be "the new scholasticism".

A discipline has a common viewpoint on its subject matter plus a common method of study. Several disciplines can share the same subject matter: human society, for instance, is the subject of history, sociology, anthropology and economics. In this case, the difference between the disciplines is determined by the viewpoint with which the subject is approached and by the methodology used: history has always differentiated itself by its focus on the dimension of time and by an empirical, document-based research process. Disciplines are not fixed or static; they evolve over time, sometimes pursuing the logic of their founding principles into areas not imagined by their initial practitioners. Until recently, history itself was still evolving, as witnessed by the burgeoning of social history and "history from below" in the 1960s and 1970s which added a valuable new dimension and insight to the field. But disciplines can also arrive at a point of crisis and suffer an irreparable breakdown. One could make a good case, in fact, that this is now the situation facing both sociology and anthropology. They were both founded as time-free studies of society and, now that it has dawned on them that it is impossible to investigate their subjects in this way, the inhabitants of these fields are on a desperate hunt for alternative territory. Hence their interest in occupying the ground that was once the sole province of narrative history.

Overall, it is fair to conclude that, despite all the claims to the contrary, history still retains its credentials as a discipline that demonstrates both the underlying merit of the Western scientific tradition and the fact that this tradition can be properly applied to the study of human affairs. The real test of intellectual value, of course, can only be demonstrated by the output of a discipline. Although they are being assailed on all sides, there is still enough work produced by empirical historians to confirm the worth of what they are doing and to establish that the complete victory of their opponents would amount to a massive net loss for Western scholarship. One of the best expressions of this comes from the now out-of-print and out-of-fashion 1960s manual by G. R. Elton cited earlier. Elton is one of the few commentators to have defended the discipline as a discipline, that is, as a joint effort by its practitioners who, through a process of research, dispute, claim and counterclaim, have made genuine advances in humanity's understanding of itself.
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What is History? What is Historian?




What follows are a series of quotations about history and the historian. They have been culled from a variety of sources and they appear here in alphabetical order. Their purpose is to incite, energize and stimulate your historical imagination.






A boy who hears a lesson in history ended by the beauty of peace, and how Napoleon brought ruin upon the world and that he should be forever cursed, will not long have much confidence in his teacher. He wants to hear more about the fighting and less about the peace negotiations. —— William Lee Howard

A good historian is timeless; although he is a patriot, he will never flatter his country in any respect. ——Francois Fénelon

A historian is a prophet in reverse. ——Friedrich von Schlegel

A history in which every particular incident may be true may on the whole be false. ——Thomas Babington Macaulay

A look at the past reminds us of how great is the distance, and how short, over which we have come. The past makes us ask what we have done with us. It makes us ask whether our very achievements are not ironical counterpoint and contrast to our fundamental failures. ——Robert Penn Warren

A lot of guys have had a lot of fun joking about Henry Ford because he admitted one time that he didn't know history. He don't know it, but history will know him. He has made more history than his critics ever read. ——Will Rogers

A lot of history is just dirty politics cleaned up for the consumption of children and other innocents. ——Richard Reeves

A mere compilation of facts presents only the skeleton of History; we do but little for her if we cannot invest her with life, clothe her in the habiliments of her day, and enable her to call forth the sympathies of succeeding generations. ——Hannah Farnham Lee

A mind devoid of prepossessions is likely to be devoid of all mental furniture. And the historian who thinks that he can clean his mind as he would a slate with a wet sponge, is ignorant of the simplest facts of mental life. —— Allen Johnson

A morsel of genuine history is a thing so rare as to be always valuable. —— Thomas Jefferson

A nation that forgets its past can function no better than an individual with amnesia. —— David McCullough

A recorded past is no more than a bygone present composed of the footprints made by human beings actually going somewhere but not knowing (in any extended sense), and certainly not revealing to us, how, they came to be afoot on these particular journeys. —— Michael Oakeshott

All history becomes subjective; in other words there is properly no history, only biography. —— Ralph Waldo Emerson

All history is the history of thought. —— R. G. Collingwood

All other forms of history - economic history, social history, psychological history, above all sociology — seem to me history with the history left out. —— A. J. P. Taylor

All our ancient history, as one of our wits remarked, is no more than accepted fiction. —— Voltaire

All that the historians give us are little oases in the desert of time, and we linger fondly in these, forgetting the vast tracks between one and another that were trodden by the weary generations of men. —— John Alfred Spender

All the ancient histories, as one of our wits say, are just fables that have been agreed upon. —— Voltaire

All things from eternity are of like forms and come round in a circle. —— Marcus Aurelius

Almost the whole of history is but a sequence of horrors. —— Sébastien Roch Nicolas Chamfort

America became top nation and history came to a full stop. —— W. C. Sellar

An historian should yield himself to his subject, become immersed in the place and period of his choice, standing apart from it now and then for a fresh view. —— Samuel Eliot Morison

And even I can remember, A day when the historians left blanks in their writings, I mean for things they didn't know. —— Ezra Pound

And how fascinating history is —— the long, variegated pageant of man's still continuing evolution of this strange planet, so much the most interesting of all the myriads of spinners through space. —— George Macaulay Trevelyan

Anything but history, for history must be false. —— Robert Walpole

As Geography without History seemeth a carkasse without motion; so History without Geography wandreth as a Vagrant without a certaine habitation. —— John Smith

As soon as histories are properly told there is no more need of romances. —— Walt Whitman

Bound as our lives are to the tyranny of time, it is through what we know of history that we are delivered from our bonds and escape —— into time. —— A. L. Rowse

Civilization is a stream with banks. The stream is sometimes filled with blood from people killing, stealing, shouting and doing the things historians usually record, while on the banks, unnoticed, people build homes, make love, raise children, sing songs, write poetry and even whittle statues. The story of civilization is the story of what happened on the banks. Historians are pessimists because they ignore the banks for the river. —— Will Durant

Clio may be the most austere and chaste of the Muses, but she has been known to come down informally from Mount Helicon in a mood so raffish that there are those who claim to have seen her with her slip showing. —— Willis Thornton

Crimes of which a people is ashamed constitute its real history. The same is true of man. —— Jean Genet

Delusion about history is a serious matter; it can gravely affect the history that is waiting to be made. —— John Terraine

Each age tries to form its own conception of the past. Each age writes the history of the past anew with reference to the conditions uppermost in its own time. —— Frederick Jackson Turner

Even the most painstaking history is a bridge across an eternal mystery. —— Bruce Catton

Events in the past may roughly be divided into those which probably never happened and those which do not matter. —— W. R. Inge

Every age has a keyhole to which its eye is pasted. —— Mary McCarthy

Every great writer is a writer of history, let him treat on almost any subject he may. —— Walter Savage Landor

Every major horror of history was committed in the name of an altruistic motive. Has any act of selfishness ever equaled the carnage perpetrated by disciples of altruism? —— Ayn Rand

Every past is worth condemning. —— Friedrich Nietzsche

Every true history must force us to remember that the past was once as real as the present and as uncertain as the future. —— George Macaulay Trevelyan

Everything must be recaptured and relocated in the general framework of history, so that despite the difficulties, the fundamental paradoxes and contradictions, we may respect the unity of history which is also the unity of life. —— Fernand Braudel

Faithfulness to the truth of history involves far more than a research, however patient and scrupulous, into special facts. Such facts may be detailed with the most minute exactness, and yet the narrative, taken as a whole, may be unmeaning or untrue. The narrator must seek to imbue himself with the life and spirit of the time. He must study events in their bearings near and remote; in the character, habits, and manners of those who took part in them. He must himself be, as it were, a sharer or a spectator of the action he describes. —— Francis Parkman

For me there is no greater subject than history. How a man can study it and not be forced to become a philosopher, I cannot tell. —— George E. Wilson

For me, in fact, the mark of the historic is the nonchalance with which it picks up an individual and deposits him in a trend, like a house playfully moved by a tornado. —— Mary McCarthy

For the rubble of history, which is undigested and therefore goes on blindly, does not lie so thickly on the ground as in our own consciousness. —— Herbert Lüthy

For what is history, but… huge libel on human nature, to which we industriously add page after page, volume after volume, as if we were holding up a monument to the honor, rather than the infamy of our species. —— Washington Irving

God cannot alter the past, though historians can. —— Samuel Butler

Great abilities are not requisite for an Historian… Imagination is not required in any high degree. —— Samuel Johnson

Happy the people whose annals are blank in history-books. —— Thomas Carlyle

Hegel says somewhere that all great events and personalities in world history reappear in one fashion or another. He forgot to add: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce. —— Karl Marx

His reign is marked by the rare advantage of furnishing very few materials for history/; which is, indeed, little more than the register of the crimes, follies, and misfortunes of mankind. —— Edward Gibbon

Historian: A broad-gauge gossip. —— Ambrose Bierce

Historian: an unsuccessful novelist. —— H. L. Mencken

Historians are gossips who tease the dead. —— Voltaire

Historians are like deaf people who go on answering questions that no one has asked them. —— Leo Tolstoy

Historians are themselves products of history. —— Paul K. Conkin and Roland N. Stromberg

Historians have powerful imaginations, which are essential and dangerous. —— Robert Stinson

Historians of literature like to regard a century as a series of ten faces, each grimacing in a different way. —— Richard Ellman

Historical investigation has for its aim to fix the order and character of events throughout past time and in all places. The task is frankly superhuman. —— George Santayana

Histories are a kind of distilled newspapers. —— Thomas Carlyle

History —— that little sewer where man loves to wallow. —— Francis Ponge

History attempts to provide society with an artificial collective memory. —— Mark M. Krug

History balances the frustration of "how far we have to go" with the satisfaction of "how far we have come." It teaches us tolerance for the human shortcomings and imperfections which are not uniquely of our generation, but of all time. —— Lewis F. Powell, Jr.

History begins in novel and ends in essay. —— Thomas Babington Macaulay

History being the record of human action is a richly variegated material, and it is not easy to give a true impression of the stuff by snipping off an inch or two for a pattern. —— Cicely Veronica Wedgwood

History does not repeat itself. Historians repeat each other. —— Arthur Balfour

History does not unfold: it piles up. —— Robert M. Adams

History does nothing, possesses no enormous wealth, fights no battles. It is rather man, the real, living man, who does everything, possesses, fights. It is not History, as if she were a person apart, who uses men as a means to work out her purposes, but history itself is nothing but the activity of men pursuing their purposes. —— Karl Marx

History fades into fable; fact becomes clouded with doubt and controversy; the inscription molders from the tablet: the statue falls from the pedestal. Columns, arches, pyramids, what are they but heaps of sand; and their epitaphs, but characters written in the dust? —— Washington Irving

History gets thicker as it approaches recent times. —— A. J. P. Taylor

History gives answers only to those who know how to ask questions. —— Hajo Holborn

History in general is a collection of crimes, follies, and misfortunes among which we have now and then met with a few virtues, and some happy times. —— Voltaire

History is a bath of blood. —— William James

History is a cyclic poem written by Time upon the memories of man. —— Percy Bysshe Shelley

History is a damn dim candle over a damn dark abyss. —— W. Stull Holt

History is a gallery of pictures in which there are few originals and many copies. —— Alexis de Tocqeville

History is a great dust heap. —— Thomas Carlyle

History is a jangle of accidents, blunders, surprises and absurdities, and so is our knowledge of it, but if we are to report it at all we must impose some order upon it. —— Henry Steele Commanger

History is a kind of introduction to more interesting people than we can possibly meet in our restricted lives; let us not neglect the opportunity. —— Dexter Perkins

History is a living whole. If one organ be removed, it is nothing but a lifeless mass. —— Frederic Harrison

History is a melodrama on the theme of parasitism, characterized by scenes that are exciting or dull, as the case may be, and many a sudden stagetrick. —— Max Nordau

History is a mighty dramos, enacted upon the theatre of times, with suns for lamps and eternity for a background. —— Thomas Carlyle

History is a mixture of error and violence. —— Johann Wolfgang von Goethe

History is a novel for which the people is the author. —— Alfred de Vigny

History is a pack of lies about events that never happened told by people who weren't there. —— George Santayana

History is a pageant and not a philosophy. —— Augustine Birrell

History is a symphony of echoes heard and unheard. It is a poem with events as verses. —— Charles Angoff

History is a tool used by politicians to justify their intentions. —— Ted Koppel

History is a tyranny over the souls of the dead —— and so the imagination of the living. —— William Carlos Williams

History is a vast early warning system. —— Norman Cousins

History is an argument without end. —— Pieter Geyl

History is an endless repetition of the wrong way of living. —— Lawrence Durrell

History is but the nail on which the picture hangs. —— Alexandre Dumas

History is but the record of the public and official acts of human beings. It is our object, therefore, to humanize our history and deal with people past and present; people who ate and possibly drank; people who were born, flourished and died; not grave tragedians, posing perpetually for their photographs. —— Bill Nye

History is concerned neither with the past by itself nor with the historian's thoughts about it by itself but the two things in mutual relations. —— R. G. Collingwood

History is concerned primarily with human phenomena, not with natural; and history is doubly human because, as an idea, it is man's creation, challenging him to transcend the limits of information about himself and to discover what he is by finding meaning in what he has done. In short, it is man's commentary on man. —— John Barker

History is fallible as every man is fallible. But it is likewise trustworthy, as a man is trustworthy who has looked into himself and come to know how blended are dust and fire in the innermost recesses of the human heart. —— Arthur Bestor

History is filled with the sound of silken slippers going downstairs and wooden shoes coming up. —— Voltaire

History is for human self-knowledge. Knowing yourself means knowing, first, what it is to be a person; secondly, knowing what it is to be the kind of person you are; and thirdly, knowing what it is to be the person you are and nobody else is. Knowing yourself means knowing what you can do; and since nobody knows what they can do until they try, the only clue to what man can do is what man has done. The value of history, then, is that it teaches us what man has done and thus what man is. —— R. G. Collingwood

History is full of the dead weight of things which have escaped the control of the mind, yet drive man on with a blind force. —— Frederick Maurice Powicke

History is herstory, too. —— Author Unknown

History is merely gossip. —— Oscar Wilde

History is more or less bunk. —— Henry Ford

History is never above the melee. It is not allowed to be neutral, but forced to enlist in every army. —— Allan Nevins

History is never antiquated, because humanity is always fundamentally the same. —— Walter Rauschenbusch

History is not a pattern-book of fossilized ideologies. —— Frederick Maurice Powicke

History is not the past, but a map of the past drawn from a particular point of view to be useful to the modern traveler. —— Henry Glassie

History is nothing but a problem of mechanics applied to psychology. —— Hippolyte Taine

History is past politics, and politics present history. —— John Robert Seeley

History is petrified imagination. —— Arthur Baer

History is philosophy teaching by examples. —— Dionysius of Halicarnassus

History is politics projected into the past. —— M. N. Pokrovsky

History is principally the inaccurate narration of events which ought not to have happened. —— Earnest Albert Hooten

History is that terrible mill in which sawdust rejoins sawdust. —— Edith Sitwell

History is the action and reaction of these two, nature and thought —— two boys pushing each other on the curbstone of the pavement. —— Ralph Waldo Emerson

History is the daughter of time. —— Lucien Febvre

History is the discipline closest to life; and life is rarely free of contradictions. —— Karl J. Weintraub

History is the essence of innumerable biographies. —— Thomas Carlyle

History is the most dangerous product which the chemistry of the mind has concocted. Its properties are well known. It produces dreams and drunkenness. It fills people with false memories, exaggerates their reactions, exacerbates old grievances, torments them in their repose, and encourages either a delirium of grandeur or a delusion of persecution. It makes whole nations bitter, arrogant, insufferable and vainglorious. —— Paul Valéry

History is the myth, the true myth, of man's fall made manifest in time. —— Henry Miller

History is the open Bible: we historians are not priests to expound it infallibly: our function is to teach people to read it and to reflect upon it for themselves. —— George Macaulay Trevelyan

History is the propaganda of the victors. —— Ernst Toller

History is the record of what one age finds worthy of note in another. —— Jacob Burckhardt

History is the sextant of states which, tossed by wind and current, would be lost in confusion if they could not fix their position. —— Allan Nevins

History is the story of events, with praise or blame. —— Cotton Mather

History is the story of the magnificent rear-guard action fought during several thousand years by dogma against curiosity. —— Robert S. Lynd

History is the sum total of the things that could have been avoided. —— Konrad Adenauer

History is the synthesis of all social sciences turned towards the past. —— Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie

History is the transformation of tumultuous conquerors into silent footnotes. —— Paul Eldridge

History is the witness that testifies to the passing of time; it illuminates reality, vitalizes memory, provides guidance in daily life, and brings us tidings of antiquity. —— Cicero

History is too serious to be left to historians. —— lain Macleod

History is who we are and why we are the way we are. —— David McCullough

History is written by the winners. —— Alex Haley

History knows that it can wait for more evidence and review its older verdicts; it offers an endless series of courts of appeal, and is ever ready to reopen closed cases. —— William Stubbs

History maketh a young man to be old, without either wrinkles or gray hairs; priviledging him with the experience of age, without either the infirmities or inconveniences thereof. —— Thomas Fuller

History never looks like history when you are living through it. —— John W. Gardner

History offers some consolation by reminding us that sin has flourished in every age. —— Will and Ariel Durant

History only exists, in the final analysis, for God. —— Albert Camus

History paints the human heart. —— Napoleon I

History portrays everything as if it could not have come otherwise. History is on the side of what happened. —— Elias Canetti

History provides neither compensation for suffering nor penalties for wrong. —— John Acton

History repeats itself. —— Proverb

History studies not just facts and institutions, its real subject is the human spirit. —— Fustel de Coulange

History supplies little beyond a list of those who have accommodated themselves with the property of others. —— Voltaire

History was a trash bag of random coincidences torn open in a wind. Surely, Watt with his steam engine, Faraday with his electric motor, and Edison with his incandescent light bulb did not have it as their goal to contribute to a fuel shortage some day that would place their countries at the mercy of Arab oil. —— Joseph Heller

History with its flickering lamp stumbles along the trail of the past, trying to reconstruct its scenes, to revive its echoes, and kindle with pale gleams the passion of former days. —— Winston Churchill

History, as long as it continues to happen, is always another chance. —— R. Jackson Wilson

History, in general, only informs us what bad government is. —— Thomas Jefferson

History, like a vast river, propels logs, vegetation, rafts, and debris; it is full of live and dead things, some destined for resurrection; it mingles many waters and holds in solution invisible substances stolen from distant soils. —— Jacques Barzun

History, that excitable and unreliable old lady. —— Guy de Maupassant

History… is a nightmare from which I am trying to awake. —— James Joyce

History… is indeed little more than the register of the crimes, follies, and misfortunes of mankind. —— Edward Gibbon

History: a collection of epitaphs. —— Elbert Hubbard

History: An account mostly false, of events mostly unimportant, which are brought about by rulers mostly knaves, and soldiers mostly fools. —— Ambrose Bierce

History: gossip well told. —— Elbert Hubbard

History: the category of human phenomena which tends to catastrophe. —— Jules Romains

History… is an aggregation of truths, half-truths, semi-truths, fables, myths, rumors, prejudices, personal narratives, gossip, and official prevarications. It is a canvas upon which thousands of artists throughout the ages have splashed their conceptions and interpretations of a day and an era. Some motifs are grotesque and some are magnificent. —— Philip D. Jordan

History… is, indeed, little more than the register of the 'crimes, follies, and misfortunes' of mankind. But what experience and history teach is this —— that peoples and governments have never learned anything from history, or acted on principles deduced from it. —— Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel

I don't know much about history, and I wouldn't give a nickel for all the history in the world. History is more or less bunk. It is a tradition. We want to live in the present, and the only history that is worth a tinker's damn is the history we make today. —— Henry Ford

I see History as a relay race in which one of us, before dropping in his tracks, must carry one stage further the challenge of being a man. —— Romain Gary

If an historian were to relate truthfully all the crimes, weaknesses and disorders of mankind, his readers would take his work for satire rather than for history. —— Pierre Bayle

If history were a photograph of the past it would be flat and uninspiring. Happily, it is a painting; and, like all works of art, it fails of the highest truth unless imagination and ideas are mixed with the paints. —— Allen Nevins

If one could make alive again for other people some cobwebbed skein of old dead intrigues and breathe breath and character into dead names and stiff portraits. That is history to me! —— George Macaulay Trevelyan

If the past has been an obstacle and a burden, knowledge of the past is the safest and the surest emancipation. —— John Acton

If you do not like the past, change it. —— William L. Burton

If you go back through 2000 years, I guess luck, Marx, and God have made history, the three of them together. —— Theodore White

If you want to understand today, you have to search yesterday. —— Pearl Buck

In a certain sense all men are historians. —— Thomas Carlyle

In history… fact… is arrived at inferentially by a process of interpreting data according to a complicated system of rules and assumptions. A theory of historical knowledge would discover what these rules and assumptions are… How is historical knowledge possible? How and under what conditions can the historian know facts which, being now beyond recall or repetition, cannot be for him objects of perception? —— R. G. Collingwood

In studying history we are finding out about ourselves, and in the last resort the natural sciences and even mathematics have the same final end. —— Vivian Hunter Galbraith

Indeed, history is nothing more than a tableau of crimes and misfortunes. —— Voltaire

Isn't it amazing the way the future succeeds in creating an appropriate past? —— John Leonard

It has become too easy to see that the luckless men of the past lived by mistakes, even absurd beliefs, so we may well fail in a decent respect for them, and forget that historians of the future will point out that we too lived by myths. —— Herbert J. Muller

It is a great pity that every human being does not, at an early stage of his life, have to write a historical work. He would then realize that the human race is in quite a jam about truth. —— Rebecca West

It is impossible to write ancient history because we do not have enough sources, and impossible to write modern history because we have far too many. —— Charles Pierre Péguy

It is part of my creed that the only poetry is history, could we tell it right. ——Thomas Carlyle

It is pleasant to be transferred from an office where one is afraid of a sergeant-major into an office where one can intimidate generals, and perhaps this is why history is so attractive to the more timid among us. We can recover self-confidence by snubbing the dead. —— E. M. Forster

It is striking how history, when resting on the memory of men, always touches the bounds of mythology. —— Leopold von Ranke

It is the true office of history to represent the events themselves, together with the counsels, and to leave the observations and conclusions thereupon to the liberty and faculty of every man's judgment. —— Francis Bacon

It is with nations as it is with individuals. A book of history is a book of sermons. —— Arthur Conan Doyle

It might be a good idea if the various countries of the world would occasionally swap history books, just to see what other people are doing with the same set of facts. —— Bill Vaughan

It takes a great deal of history to produce a little literature. —— Henry James It was that there are no simple lessons in history, that it is human nature that repeats itself, not history. —— John Toland

Knowledge of history frees us to be contemporary. —— Lynn White, Jr.

Legend: A lie that has attained the dignity of age. —— H. L. Mencken

Man is a history-making creature who can neither repeat his past nor leave it behind. —— W. H. Auden

Man is an historical animal, with a deep sense of his own past; and if he cannot integrate the past by a history explicit and true, he will integrate it by a history implicit and false. —— Geoffrey Barraclough

Man simply cannot live as the time-animal and the art-animal that he is, without history. —— Carlton J. H. Hayes

Man watches his history on the screen with apathy and an occasional passing flicker of horror or indignation. —— Conor Cruise O'Brien

Men have need of history because, without it, the past threatens to overwhelm them. —— Guy Fregault

More history's made by secret handshakes than by battles, bills, and proclamations. —— John Barth

Most history is guessing, and the rest is prejudice. —— Will and Ariel Durant

My brother, you are familiar with the usage of the Roman Church, in which you were brought up. But if you have found customs, whether in the Roman, Gallican, or any other Churches that may be more acceptable to God, I wish you to make a careful selection of them, and teach the Church of England, which is still young in the Faith, whatever you can profitably learn from the Churches. For things should not be loved for the sake of places, but places for the sake of good things. —— The Venerable Bede

Neither a wise man nor a brave man lies down on the tracks of history to wait for the train of the future to run over him. —— Dwight D. Eisenhower

No great man lives in vain. The history of the world is but the biography of great men. —— Thomas Carlyle

No less than the tourist, the writer of history profits from maps. —— Charles F. Mullett

No modern idea has affected history more than the passion of nationalism. —— Charles R. Poinsatte

No one can really know the life of his own day, let alone that of times long past. Always the historian sees as in a mirror darkly, the reds and the golds rendered drab by the shadows of time. —— Earl R. Beck

No other discipline has its portals so wide open to the general public as history. —— Johan Huizinga

One of the deepest impulses in man is the impulse to record, —— to scratch a drawing on a tusk or keep a diary, to collect sagas and heap cairns. This instinct as to the enduring value of the past is, one might say, the very basis of civilization. —— John Jay Chapman

Only a good-for-nothing is not interested in his past. —— Sigmund Freud

Our historic imagination is at best slightly developed. We generalise and idealise the past egregiously. We set up little toys to stand as symbols for centuries and the complicated lives of countless individuals. —— John Dewey

Our history is every human history; a black and gory business, with more scoundrels than wise men at the lead, and more louts than both put together to cheer and follow. —— Philip Wylie

People are trapped in history, and history is trapped in them. —— James Baldwin

People think too historically. They are always living half in a cemetery. —— Aristide Briand

Perhaps history is a thing that would stop happening if God held His breath, or could be imagined as turning away to think of something else. —— Herbert Butterfield

Perhaps nobody has changed the course of history as much as the historians. —— Franklin P. Jones

Poetry is nearer to vital truth than history. —— Plato

Political history is far too criminal and pathological to be a fit subject of study for the young. Children should acquire their heroes and villains from fiction. —— W. H. Auden

Princes should have more to fear from historians than have ugly women from great painters. —— Antonio Pérez

Professor Johnston often said that if you didn't know history, you didn't know anything. You were a leaf that didn't know it was part of a tree. —— Michael Crichton

Progress, far from consisting in change, depends on retentiveness. Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it. —— George Santayana

Radical historians now the tell the story of Thanksgiving from the point of view of the turkey. —— Mason Cooley

Sin writes histories, goodness is silent. —— Johann Wolfgang von Goethe

Since history has no properly scientific value, its only purpose is educative. And if historians neglect to educate the public, if they fail to interest it intelligently in the past, then all their historical learning is valueless except in so far as it educates themselves. —— G. M. Trevelyan

Skepticism is history's bedfellow. —— Edgar Saltus

Some historians hold that history is just one damned thing after another. —— Arnold Toynbee

Take from the altars of the past the fire —— not the ashes. —— Jean Jaures

That historians should give their own country a break, I grant you; but not so as to state things contrary to fact. For there are plenty of mistakes made by writers out of ignorance, and which any man finds it difficult to avoid. But if we knowingly write what is false, whether for the sake of our country or our friends or just to be pleasant, what difference is there between us and hack writers? Readers should be very attentive to and critical of historians, and they in turn should be constantly on their guard. —— Polybius

That is the triumph of history —— truth absolute is not at hand; the original with which to match the copy does not exist. —— Jacques Barzun

The amazing thing since so many variables enter into historical judgments, is not that historians disagree but that they agree as often as they do. —— Louis Gottschalk

The best portraits are perhaps those in which there is a slight mixture of caricature; and we are not certain that the best histories are not those in which a little of the exaggeration of fictitious narrative is judiciously employed. Something is lost in accuracy; but much is gained in effect. The fainter lines are neglected; but the great characteristic features are imprinted on the mind forever. —— Thomas Babington Macaulay

The challenge of history is to recover the past and introduce it to the present. —— David Thelen

The day before yesterday always has been a glamour day. The present is sordid and prosaic. Time colors history as it does a meerschaum pipe. —— Vincent Starrett

The dead hand has too long hampered the freedom of the living. —— James Robertson

The entire history of mankind is, in any case, nothing but a prolonged fight to the death for the conquest of universal prestige and absolute power. —— Albert Camus

The function off the historian is neither to love the past nor to emancipate himself from the past, but to master and understand it as the key to the understanding of the present. —— E. H. Carr

The future is dark, the present burdensome. Only the past, dead and buried, bears contemplation. —— G. R. Elton

The game of history is usually played by the best and the worst over the heads of the majority in the middle. —— Eric Hoffer

The good historian is like the giant of the fairy tale. He knows that wherever he catches the scent of human flesh, there his quarry lies. —— Marc Bloch

The great eventful Present hides the Past; but through the din of its loud life hints and echoes from the life behind steal in. —— John Greenleaf Whittier

The greater part of what passes for diplomatic history is little more than the record of what one clerk said to another clerk. —— George Malcolm Young

The historian amputates reality. —— Gaetano Salvemini

The historian and the detective have much in common. —— Mark M. Krug

The historian does simply not come in to replenish the gaps of memory. He constantly challenges even those memories that have survived intact. —— Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi

The historian has been the hearth at which the soul of the country has been kept alive. —— John Morley

The historian has before him a jigsaw puzzle from which many pieces have disappeared. These gaps can be filled only by his imagination. —— Gaetano Salvemini

The historian lays humanity on the couch. —— Lynn White, Jr.

The historian must have… some conception of how men who are not historians behave. Otherwise he will move in a world of the dead. —— E. M. Forster

The historian must serve two masters, the past and the present. —— Fritz Stern

The historian reports to us, not events themselves, but the impressions they have made on him. —— Heinrich von Sybel

The history of every country begins in the heart of a man or woman. —— Willa Cather

The history of the world is the record of a man in quest of his daily bread and butter. —— Hendrik Wilhelm van Loon

The idea of history in any age, like the idea of property, or of progress, is an unstable compound; it is put together as needed, by historians or by philosophers, out of the irreconcilable opinions of men. —— F. Smith Fussner

The lesson of history is rarely learned by the actors themselves. —— James A. Garfield

The lovers of romance can go elsewhere for satisfaction but where can the lovers of truth turn if not to history? —— Katharine Anthony

The memories of men are too frail a thread to hang history from. —— John Still

The middle sort of historians (of which the most part are) spoil all; they will chew our meat for us. —— Michel de Montaigne

The mists remain of the false glory that erupts from history. —— Miguel de Unamuno

The notion that any one person can describe 'what really happened' is an absurdity. If ten —— or a hundred —— people witness an event, there will be ten - or a hundred - different versions of what took place. —— David and Leigh Eddings

The obscurest epoch is today. —— Robert Louis Stevenson

The past actually happened but history is only what someone wrote down. —— A. Whitney Brown

The past is malleable and flexible, changing as our recollection interprets and re-explains what has happened. —— Peter Berger

The past is really almost as much a work of the imagination as the future. —— Jessamyn West

The past is useless. That explains why it is past. —— Wright Morris

The Past lies upon the Present like a giant's dead body. —— Nathaniel Hawthorne

The past remains integral to us all, individually and collectively. We must concede the ancients their place, as I have argued. But their place is not simply back there in a separate and foreign country; it is assimilated in ourselves, and resurrected into an ever-changing present. —— David Lowenthal

The Present is the living sum-total of the whole Past. —— Thomas Carlyle

The present is the past rolled up for action, and the past is the present unrolled for understanding. —— Will and Ariel Durant

The public history of all countries, and all ages, is but a sort of mask, richly colored. The interior working of the machinery must be foul. —— John Quincy Adams

The real history does not get written, because it is not in people's brains but in their nerves and vitals. —— Alfred North Whitehead

The South creates the civilizations, the North conquers them, ruins them, borrows from them, spreads them: this is one summary of history. —— Will and Ariel Durant

The study of history is the best medicine for a sick mind; for in history you have a record of the infinite variety of human experience plainly set out for all to see; and in that record you can find yourself and your country both examples and warnings; fine things to take as models, base things rotten through and through, to avoid. —— Livy

The study of history is the playground of patriotism. —— George M. Wrong

The tapestry of history that seems so full of tragedy when viewed from the front has countless comic scenes woven into its reverse side. In truth, tragedy and comedy are the twin masks of history —— its mass appeal. —— José Ortega y Gasset

The theologian may indulge the pleasing task of describing Religion as she descended from Heaven, arrayed in her native purity. A more melancholy duty is imposed on the historian. He must discover the inevitable mixture of error and corruption which she contracted in a long residence upon earth, among a weak and degenerate race ofbeings. —— Edward Gibbon

The unrecorded past is none other than our old friend, the tree in the primeval forest which fell without being heard. —— Barbara Tuchman

The very ink with which all history is written is merely fluid prejudice. —— Mark Twain

The writing of histories —— as Goethe once noted —— is one way of getting rid of the weight of the past… The writing of history liberates us from history. —— Benedetto Croce

There are moments in history when brooding tragedy and its dark shadows can be lightened by recalling great moments of the past. —— Indira Gandhi

There is no history of mankind, there are only many histories of all kinds of aspects of human life. And one of these is the history of political power. This is elevated into the history of the world. —— Karl Popper

There is no such thing as a neutral or purely objective historian. Without an opinion a historian would be simply a ticking clock, and unreadable besides. —— Philip Howard

There is nothing more dangerous than history used as a defense, or history used for preaching; history used as a tool is no longer history. —— Marcel Trudel

There is properly no history; only biography. —— Ralph Waldo Emerson

There is properly no history; only biography. —— Ralph Waldo Emerson

This is my history; like all other histories, a narrative of misery. —— Samuel Johnson

Time in its irresistible and ceaseless flow carries along on its flood all created things and drowns them in the depths of obscurity… But the tale of history forms a very strong bulwark a gainst the stream of time, and checks in some measure its irresistible flow, so that, of all things done in it, as many as history has taken over it secures and binds together, and does not allow them to slip away into the abyss of oblivion. —— Anna Comnena

To each eye, perhaps, the outlines of a great civilization present a different picture. In the wide ocean upon which we venture, the possible ways and directions are many; and the same studies which have served for my work might easily, in other hands, not only receive a wholly different treatment and application, but lead to essentially different conclusions. —— Jacob Burckhardt

To history has been assigned the office of judging the past, of instructing the present for the benefit of future ages. To such high offices this work does not aspire: it wants only to show what actually happened (how it really is) (wie es eigentlich gewesen). —— Leopold von Ranke

To many of the modern generations, history, like God, is dead. —— Derek Heather

Too many historical writers are the votaries of cults, which, by definition are dedicated to whitewashing warts and hanging halos. —— Thomas A. Bailey

Too many so-called historians are really 'hysterians'; their thinking is more visceral than cerebral. When their duties as citizens clash with their responsibilities as scholars, Clio frequently takes a back seat. —— Thomas A. Bailey

Unfortunately, it is also true that the age's interests often color the past with unhistoric hues. —— Wendell H. Stephenson

Unlike poetry and music, the art of history is cumulative. —— John Clive

Until lions have their historians, tales of the hunt shall always glorify the hunters. —— African Proverb

Very few things happen at the right time, and the rest do not happen at all: the conscientious historian will correct these defects. —— Herodotus

Wars usually have the effect of speeding up the process of history. —— Pieter Geyl

We are never completely contemporaneous with our present. History advances in disguise; it appears on stage wearing a mask of the preceding scene, and we tend to lose the meaning of the play. —— Régis Debray

We are the prisoners of history. Or are we? —— Robert Penn Warren

We proceed out of history into history again. —— Sidney Alexander

We used to root for the Indians against the cavalry, because we didn't think it was fair in the history books that when the cavalry won it was a great victory, and when the Indians won it was a massacre. —— Dick Gregory

What experience and history teach is this-that people and governments never have learned anything from history, or acted on principles deduced from it. —— G. W. F. Hegel

What mountains of dead ashes, wreck and burnt bones, does assiduous pedantry dig up from the past time and name it History. —— Thomas Carlyle

What we know of the past is mostly not worth knowing. What is worth knowing is mostly uncertain. Events in the past may roughly be divided into those which probably never happened and those which do not matter. —— Dean Inge

What would constitute useful history? That which should teach us our duties and our rights, without appearing to teach them. —— Voltaire

When a historian enters into metaphysics he has gone to a far country from whose bourne he will never return a historian. —— Shailer Mathews

When a history book contains no lies it is always tedious. —— Anatole France

When in the chronicle of wasted time, I see descriptions of the fairest wights. —— Shakespeare

Whose game was empires and whose stakes were thrones,

Whose table earth, whose dice were human bones. —— George Gordon, Lord Byron

Whosoever, in writing a modern history, shall follow truth too near the heels, it may haply strike out his teeth. —— Walter Raleigh

Without philosophy, history seems to me to be deaf and dumb. —— Ferdinand Baur

You don't change the course of history by turning the faces of portraits to the wall. —— Jawaharlal Nehru

You have reckoned that history ought to judge the past and to instruct the contemporary world as to the future. The present attempt does not yield to that high office. It will merely tell how it really was. —— Leopold von Ranke




编后记



商务印书馆在20世纪60年代曾出版过《世界通史资料选辑》，后来又陆续刊出“世界史资料丛刊”若干种，这些原始材料在教学中起着重要的作用，对老师、学生都有很大的帮助，受到读者的欢迎，但近年来已很难见到这方面的出版物了。鉴于此，我们编选了这本《西方历史思想经典选读》，目的是让学生阅读第一手原始材料，使他们掌握这一领域的基本文献，从而对西方历史思想的的产生、发展与现状有着清晰的了解；引导学生寻找、甄别、分析历史文献，明白历史文献在西方文明中所处的重要地位，以进一步启发学生的学术爱好与兴趣。

有几点需要加以说明的是：

1．选文的框架分为古代、中世纪、从文艺复兴到启蒙运动、现代西方四个部分，只是便于编排，没有什么特别的依据；

2．犹太思想虽属东方世界，但对西方世界有着极大的影响，所以选择了一些这方面的材料；

3．几乎所有的文章标题都是编者加的，但愿能切合文意；

4．选文之前编者依据各种工具书编写作者介绍，一般包括生平和思想两部分；

5．关于注释。本来打算增加一些解释性注释，但由于容量所限，也就放弃了，一般只保留文章出处。

要感谢好友陈新、彭刚的帮助，他们不仅经常与我交流，而且帮我复印了不少材料。还要特别感谢北大出版社岳秀坤编辑，没有他的耐心等待，就不会有这个读本的出版。当然不足之处，概由本人负责，敬请学者同仁及读者批评指正，以期有再版机会时进一步完善。有任何意见与建议，请直接来信。
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历史学之产生，是因为人类想认识自己，因为人类始终在关注生存的意义。

历史意识和历史知识的生成、发展和成熟，经过了由粗疏到精致的过程，中国如此，西方亦然。

从古希腊罗马的神话、传说与史诗，经由中世纪以神学观念为指导的编年史，衍至文艺复兴、思想启蒙，近代世界兴起，历史学走向科学之路；到20世纪，史学更生新变，乃至标举“新史学”，向传统史学观念提出挑战；而随着语言转向、下层凸显，历史学家自我省思写什么、如何写，史学面貌更为丰姿多彩。

本书精选西方历史经典著作的原文片段，从古希腊到现代，广为采撷，以便读者了解西方历史思想发生与演进的概貌。
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