Intellectual Histeory: ‘1hs Povertr of Methodolosy II
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Intellectual history or~thohimiory Ui—ideas-begins I take it in a !

loss of innocence, in the introduction of a sense of distance and
complication in the approach to past texts and utterances. Exegesis
of texts is of course among the oldest kinds of intellectual inquiry;
it Egeéoextensive with the notion of scholarship or learning as such,
in theology und law as well as in literature and philosophy. Such
exegesi:;?gig%ﬁg on the belief that the rieaning of the valued text
mighs. be in some ways occult or encoded, but what had to ve added, e
presumably, to exegesis bLefore we can speak of intellectual history
in even the least self-conscious cense was the perception that past
texts and utterances could be opague or misleoading not because they
were deliberately esoteric or encoded but simnly because they were
past texts, because of their historicity. J.G.h. Pocock in his

beok The iAncicnt Constitution and the Feudal lLaw ha;k;;:en,ua aM,léé /950, N

brdddgent demonstration of one kind of discovery of historicit%/
dn the—fietd—-ewf loaw, in the treatment of Roman law texts and maxims
oy the juriste of sixteenth and seventeenth century Irancee. Their
. L.J,N\/\AI—VQ,
loss oi imnocence in relation to Rowman law jcame «s an outgrowtih of
the Renaissance desire not merely to use, but to recapture the whole
e

neaning of, tie prizoed utterances of classicsal antiquity. Detailea

WW’Q 17\—-1,—7,,/*01«/\‘ w,-/ﬁ(.?
exegesis of mowmun law texts revealcdjthat they referred to a society
significantly different from tha{ of the present, Historical per-
spective, in thies particular f{ield, was discovered unwitiingly and

even uawillingly, as a result of un initial)naively utilitarian

coucern to learn from the wisdom of the ancicentse In discovering
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that, unfortunately, the Roman iawyefs were not merely lawyers but

Romans, the feudal lawyers of early modern Europe discovered that

they themselves were feudal; an historical gap had opened betweeﬁ

the venerated text and the modern society which wished to avail ~ _
CW'WM%”QV‘AMM o

itself of the text's wisdome. As *feaéal—sedetyi&became itself an 2 CL/Z)

historical category, the dominant way of interpreting that gaﬁﬁ of 27132;1&4

course, in the eighteenth century, the idea of progress. The dis- 1;L£”“§

tinctiveness of past intellectual moments was to some extent recog-

nized, but as the rungs.of a ladder leading to the presen?} ¥et x%jfvuiiih

as a recognition of historicity, as the German Romantics, in part- Lh*l;;r‘

icular, were to point out, this remained inadequate, through an

implicit refusal to recognize that the cultural igﬁg&f}ons - what C'V3£T4*v4«ﬂ

the art historians came to call the characteristic 'Kunstwollen' -

of the past might have been radically different from those of the

present, and that past cultural endeavours might need to be appreci-

ated in their unique inwardness, and not nerely as respectively more

or less successful attempts to become polished and enlightened, or

UL'/;&.
gross failures to recogniz$ the true task of mankind. Zeitreist
Ja—

became an organizing metaphor for history, and historical understanding
a distinctive aim of education and self-cultivation and of disciplined
inquiry.

I have allowed myself this piece of rather elementary and cer-
tainly rather schematic intellectual history because although such
a story can properly be told about ways of apprehending the past in

the past, the approaches to past texts I have begun to distinguish




in telling the story are not mefely sequential. They coexist in

the present, to constitute the allies and sometimes the usurpers
&7

of what I would want to call intellectual history proper:‘ a direct

or innocent appropriation of the thoughts of the past in great texts

o
which speaik to us across the ceni:uries;/1 in the valuing of them for
their 'contribution' -—a—favourite—word in this ctomtext—- to our own

stock of valued lore, such that their accumulation can be presented
as a kind of pseudo-historical story of progress: or again, by the
appropriation .of past texts and authors into a preferred ‘great

" tradition', to which we attach ourselves, often with much conscious,
fastidious selectivity, by elective affinity, and make our own, as
part of the process of making ourselves what we are. These act-
ivities are intellectual history's cousins, close or distant} dis-
reputable masqueradéé in history's clothing or simply respectably
distinct, with their own legitimate concerns, depending on the
clarity and self-consciousness of their exponents. Such exercises
can be stimulating or bland, provocative or complacent, pious or
errogant, sensitive or crude. But even at their best there are
important reasons for not calling them intellectual Qiffory. At
their best, by devoted and scholarly attention to past texts, they
contribute to it. At their worst they fake genealogies or offer
headmasters' reports on the sterling contribution of one past author,
or the regrettable failure of another’to xeep his eye on the ball, G*ﬂi”%ﬂ;az

and sometimes they call these history. They do not qualify as éﬁ”w*té*f

inteltlectual history because of a refusal, deliberate or neively
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unselfconscious, to‘give their primary attention to the h%ﬁ}g;icity
of past texts,ﬂfo ;;eir meaning for those who wrote them or those
for whom they were most immediately written. There is no reason
why all our uses of past texts should do this, but in so far as
they do not there are good reasons for not calling the results his-

-~

tory, just as there are good educational reasons for not making

0

analogues of intellectual hlstory into excuses for scoring cheap
~ - '_ .A_q-&/ Q »‘ wa "__ e g

victories over the eady ro=1o th _more sympathetic

J0s0 \/W?/

but stil condescending talk o contributio&s',-or, more oddly
Lk g gl e pin DY O 3
ofﬁ'failures o' contrib en/are particut::;, prominent in pur-

\
ported intellectual<histories written fp6

.

the standpoint of some

y

present inteldectual dis®ypline, in f/ich a selectitn of approved -
ors is offereg/ég//

but necedsarily only partiall)guccessful ance
the history' of the disciplthe. “She implicit assumptiow” that
past concerns and endeavefirs are to be Seen as embryg ic, as early
stages' whose pointAs derived only from & ter/fulfilient, makes
these examples of” 'Whig'! history igigztiz;fi=ld’~F;z;;:%~:%ile the
tacit_implic:‘ion that the boundaries be{ween moderm\ disciplines,

and their’ currently fashionable concerns, provide the proper basis

for Arranging our knowedge of the/past, mafﬁ% them necessarily in

varying degrees anachronistic® Y, S VRIS VR N
o V-:A:r.._ b
The obvious counter to this, and ticularly to the Rigd of ﬁ&1€i»’

<

anachronistic 'discipline history'<I have been srathgabding

seem twofold. First, to affirm that the intellectual historian,
o~ 7\

as he has a special task has also a special subject matter, and

v o e
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second, as a corollary, that lsa;needs a distinctive methodology or
theoretical language through which to identify and explain the special
entities, necessarily opaque to a vision schooled only in modern,
anachronistic concerns, that he alone distinctively perceives. The
concept of 'Zeitreist' was, I suppose, the most primitive of these
postulated entities, but it has had many successors, each with its
characteristic implications and commitments: ideologies, world-
views, unit ideas, mentalités, cultural hegemony, fields of discourse,
sign-system%lﬁga 50 on. These, needless to say, when applied to the
past, transcend the boundaries between our own intellectual disciplines,
or those current in the past; in doing so they seem to establish the
distinctive subject matter of the intellectual historian or historian
of ideas, and imply the necessity of a more or less elaborate and
distinctive conceptual scheme in which the intellectual historian can
o Lo
find the tcols of his trade and the confirmation of higAFense of a
ﬂéﬁiﬂ&' We can see very cleuarly, for example, in an early proponent
whe 1430 -

of ‘The History of Ideas', A.O. Lovejoy.Athe connection between a
laudable sense of the importance, for understanding the past, of
transcendiqg anachronistically imposed, irrelevant and arbitrarily
confining conceptual boundaries\%etween disciplines, and the belief
there must be entities, in théﬁLcaseh'unit ideas', which the historian
of ideas distinctively studies.

Despite the many differences, each worth attending to, of these

various conceptual entities which have been invoked to define the

subject matter of the intellectual historian, they all have in common




the fact that, unlike talk of, say, ‘'doctrines' which may or may
not have been conceived as such by their professors, they postulate
r ~ entities, as keys to our fuller and more comprehensive understanding

ﬁ of the intellectual life of the past, which were not apprehended as

an be used to suggest that the

such in that past; indeed, they

—_— o

intellectual historian is habitually engaged in an exercise in de-
*t;%/ nyotification, uncovering vhat was rezlly going on, &ud the intel-
lectual constraints and imperatives of which those subjected to them
- -

« .
were necessarily unaware. [\fn this respect thepmay seem similan{ko

[§
the naive el%gg;nt of intellectual history in the mode of ‘progress',
Mﬂ_
but with the significant difference that the complacency of the latter
/ goo X" ~
: is patent and héfLanachronisms unselfconscious, those of the former

involve a sophisticated recognition of historicity and are explicitly
invoked in the cause of historical understanding.::]

Bemagh I do not want to go so far as to deny our right to any
concentuul coinage we chocse in our attempts to understand the past,
or to insist that we should be restricted to concepts current’ip the

r‘ past we study, which would be absurd (though, equally clearly, we

A e
' must never be led inadvertently to speak as though we postulated a

i

’ knowledge of our concepts in the intended meanings of past utterances

! [see Skinner, *Meaning and Understanding' assim]) ahere is never- .
&y °

' theless a good deal in the stance towards the past I have just out- Vsl

lined,:hich makes me uneasy,| in ways I want later to try to indicate;:I

Perhaps we may begin by reco sidering what, at the beginning of this

paper, I have referred to for the most part unsympathetically, as &



form of noiveté&, the assumption of the immediate accessibility of
past texts, and asking whether there may notLbe losses as vell as
gains, even from the point of view of historical inquiry, in the
more characteristically modern attempts to uncover and specify

their historicity;even, by a recuctio ad absurdum, to the point

of dissolving any notion of texts or authors into the medium of
the intellectual discourse in which theyb;;:Lsuspended. Could
the recognition of historicity and the intellectual strategies
taken to be implied by it, in fact, become a barrier to under-
standing the past? In speaking o{_ggiy; ways of appropriating
the past and in confronting them with the loss of innocence which
comes with a fuller recognition of its historicity, I have been
-making, so far, a deliberately tendentious contrast between inno-
cence and sophistication, unconscious anachronism and historical
awareness, as a way of sketching a kind of prospectus for intel-
lectual history. The proper attitude to a p spectus being sus-
Yoo vy AN Ay Yol base ﬁii& W
picion, let us see how the contrast looks if we approach it with
our sympathies reversed, calling the two views of past utterances
respectively the transparent and the opaque. On the first view,
the utterances of the past are at least no more opague to us, in
principle, than contemporary ones. They are accessibie to us
either as the expression of thoughts with a continuing life and
claim on us (the canonical view) or as moments on the way to our-

selves (most usually the progressive view) or some subtler combi-

nation of these in the notion of a process of selective transmission,




containing possibilities of recall and, renewval (the concept of
W«MM W S, ¢
traditlon). @_Whatever the’ difficulties of interpreting texts,
they are aggravated only marginally by the fact that they are
past texts. VWhatever perennial philosophical difficulties their
interpretation moy raise - difficulties in the theory of nmeaning, JLﬁﬁ;Mjat%
M&W‘)\( WMQJL\A’ D\/WC

ﬁ~ difficulties in the postulation of other minds - they are arnguably
difficulties in no way peculiar to the interpretation of past utter-
ances in particular. In so far as we can raise philosophical doubts,
press various kinds of philosophical scepticism, we have to do so in
relation to all attempts at communication, not only to those which
happen, for us, to lie in the paste. In so far as past utterances
rnay initially be hard to understand it is because their referents

——n

are unfamiliar: we need a modicum of knowledge to understand bha—

1iticalsimmifi £ the—6on P Club i et " '

(/17
dondorgp=ey wvhat was meant in, France by a Jansenist or in Victorian

L
Enghand by a Puseyite. e need, that is, foctual editorial annot-
ation, identification. tﬂpﬂﬁyvvbv&/p¢£~¢ %ﬁﬂzrzwk‘—*
_4 Lo

. At the opposite extreme from tﬁg%:; and of course I am talking
of ideal types, though not ones without literal exemplars - lies
the view epigrammatically expressed as 'the past is another country'.
The practitioner of intellectual history approaches the past imbued
with a sense of its alienness, of the initial inaccessibility of
its meanings, like an early anthropological fieldworker erriving
for the first time on the shores of the Andaman or Trobrlanaf Islands.

wS
Hisksense of its alienness will probably be maﬂked by the employment



of a certain amount of neologism, of speciallv coined or at least
borrowed methodological jargon. The early fieldworkers in anthro-
pology were powerfully and understandably prepossessed by the impor-
tance of a prior methodological commitment and strategy in order to
make sense of what they found, of a model which could stipulate how
to categorise and how to relate one item to another. Methodology
is one's intellectual survival «it, the only reassurunce in the face
of the wholly unfamiliar and incomprehensible, a remedy for culture-
m~)*a,wﬁéy
shock, giving one a role and a task; Conrad's Kurtz mlght have been

saved by Malinowski's science of culture%~ There is then an intrinsic

connectlon between methodological 5e1f-consc1ousness and the sense :!uxu%;*ul:}

Vat ‘—‘ M
: {uh~N7' may, of course, be dellberately cultivated: anthropologlsts
BN A4¢quM¢i;(m7M, vuwvw)qﬁm
can study their own villages?) ef unfamiliarity; the—feormer—is a-ldFe~
&debrsupport capsule for aliens. At this point, it seems to me, the up-
holder of the transparent view might begin to point out that the
insmlatlwg ioplications of the last metaphor are, frem the historian's |
own point of view, rather disturbing: y;Lat the methodological self-
— poNT
| consciousness which offers to make the Qgﬁamiii&r intelligible does
. 80 on terms which actually place a screen of current methodological
/ concerns between us and the—padt. In discussion of the past strongly
{ conditioned by a systematically employed methodolcgical jargon and
} strategy, one is in fact securely cocooned inside the intellectual

preoccupations of one's own time, while the concepts ostensibly

designed to penetrate the alien intellectual world of the past

act instead as an insulation from it.

N————— e
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The defender ofohe opaque view of the pasi]will presuriably

want to reply that we cannot help doing this anyway: that some
fifth, or fifteenth or eighteenth-century utterance rendered into
the ‘ordinary language' or ‘commonsense vocabulary' of the late
twenticth century is in no vay less ‘interpreted! than is the
translation of it into the more consciously artificial and system-
atic terms erected by a deliberately chosen model or methodology.
Our choice is not between interpretation and direct gcquaintance

- the latter must always be an illusion - but only between different
ways of interpreting, and we had, as al;éys, better be aware'of what
we are doing than not.

This last point seems to me, as far as it goes, just, though

- obviously there would be much more to be said about the notions of
‘acquaintance' or 'understanding! being invokfed here. But even
if we acknowledge that all complex meanings rendered into another
vocabular, mné»iutcllcctuui cuitent are in sowme sense interpreted,
we may still, d@tgéépan* ask how far this statement acquires a
peculiar force when applied to past utterances, or how far, if at

all, that force may be a matter of depree and hence a matter for

empirical assessment rather them a Brlorl iffffiffi:_j Is it true

e Edoref
that all of the past is egu«ll 'enother country! - Mst=udex as

remote «nd opaque as Gregory of Tours? Do we have to think of
rast utterances as located entirely within their unique, alien

and distinct patterns of meaning, like so many contiguous but

absolutely distinct cultural Trobriand or Andaman islands, all
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eyually strun;e, so that approaching them any sense of initial

famiiiarity is merest delusion and .we have nothing to rely on but
M Fim o2 Ler P e

our methodological tool-kit bought

[
;vﬁwpvaJémf Iafayette? Butigf, as common sense suggests, at least in approaching

e

MM W 'v M-WY\ "“‘LO'\;\
-, m‘ . . . . e - =
seperoan intelloctun] hlStOlj)&ll@HHESS}}S a matiter of degree, then

we presumably find this out empirically, piecemeal, as we do much
else, by learning to find the familiar in the unfamiliar and, of
- & a gw}”“e
course,. vice versu, For;are not the characteristic discourses of
yast European societies sometimes more like dialects of a languege,
. T/' ~
of which our own are others, rather than like Chinese or Hengsasion?
And if we de succeed in rendering the past into our own carefully
chosen methodological constructs - and no doubt we shall succeed,
for what is there to stop us, what resistance can the past offer? -
when we have done this, what shall we have accomplished if the lan-
guage into which we have rendered it remains remote both from the
Wuys peopic @dfew to cach other in the past and peraaps: also tne
ways we habitually speak to each other now? We shall no doubt
N—
have acquired some new certainties about the past, or perhaps

learnt new and more imposing ways of expressing our old ones, but

in what ways will our thoughts or imaginations have been extended?

,</-’.
g These are loose terms I an employing here, and open to miscon-
r/;;ruction. I am not saying, to repeat an earlier point, that we

do not have the right to coin our own conce ts for interpreting
o

|
( the intelectual life of the past, or that such concepts may not
i have their uses in suggesting new ways of grouping, of making
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connections and of understanding the rules and constraints of which
people in the past were not fully aware precisely because they
observed them without any sense of constraint, as we do not feel
constrained by or consciously aware of the grammar of the language
we speak. Not least, I do not deny that there can be important
gains in sometimes being made to see the familier as strange.
I cdo not want to deny any of this. Vhat I want to prepose is two
considerably weaker assertions: first, that there not only is not
- which seems at the moment to Se simply true - but shgg;d not be
any single, unified methodology or paradigm or theoretical language
which constitutes intellectual history and defines its practitioners,
and secondly that there may be losses as well as gains, limitations _
e vy R

as well as possible enhancements, in our szgzgggticxédoption of any
of these.

The belief that the past is another country, or rather a con~
tinent of them, to vhich we hnve no irmediate access znd which we
need therefore to approach through the self-conscicusness of

5W&“J

deliberately chosen theoretical concepts is necessarily linked{to
. v

some kind of methodological holism. It derives initially, as I
said at thelbeginning, from the irdIEE1 perception (which I think
it is, namely a true assertion about the past) that people in the

ot w-o,)\’
past harbouredhdifferent cultural intentions from thoseﬂgf the

— -

—

A
present. This then eads on to the postulation of aarggent or
ﬁeist to do the intending, and also to the postulation of 'periods!

&s the field in which the particular spirit menifests its activity
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///;;; whose coherence, and separation from other periods, is character-
/
ised by these varied but ultimately linked manifestations. Although
the vocabulary of this, except in casual speech, has been discarded -
'Zeitgeist' is scarcely uttered nowadays without implied inverted
'ccmmas; was it always so0? -~ the cultural holism to vhich it gave
rise is by no means obsolete, and is, I suspect, for many people,
WWWM
constitutive of vhat they would rean by intellectuad n;scorﬁv \ie
can, of course, enumerate some of the puzzles which arise from this
reification of periods, however sophisticated the lanpguage in which
it is expressed: how do we get from one to another through tlne
(wheel up a materialist dialectic or declare nescience and substitute
*archaeology' for 'history')? How many are there? Do they even
| .necessarily have anythlng specifically to do with time? \ To me, to

e —— e T T T T T T T e T — e o
\ be egoistic for a moment, it seems self-ev1dent that there is a sense

in which, despite all differences and the complexities introduced by
the passage of tuo hundred yeurs, Hu e ané [ inhabit k’me same cultural

world and language - as we certainly inhabit closely related dialects

.‘bt’"\/\
of the same actual language - 1n a way that, Foucault and I do notku.ovhdbvévﬁ.

MW u...__@«-g . “—m!\'{-

" s, e . .
Fouctult—rather than Hume ss—my—test-case. Time may be one critical

barrier, but cultural geography is clearly another. My latter ex-

ample is a particularly gross and intractable case; in other, more

complicated cases of cultural overlap, lines of connection may inter-
ok Yy o 6 co Dbty —

sect in various ways. #®® inhabit a culture/W*casually, of course,
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ve sometimes find it indispensable to speak holistically - rich in
historical resonances and reminiscences, and each o us inhabits some
3 L] i 3
bits of the past more familiarly than others as a matterkgf affinity
as well as of knowledge; it is indeed the task of intellectual his-
~ tory to extend as well as deepen that familiarity. For such a situ-
ation, the Wittgensteinian notion of family resemblances seems to

oifer & rmore wppropriate model than the Lazd-eatcu, holistic essen-
-

tialism of 'ideologies', 'sign-systemsz and the likedL%heugh—f—wonid-.__g
’ : Lo —
thes i istic
/? The psychological or political reasons for preferring a hard-
|

edged holism we may leave on one side; intellectually it usually
originates in and is justified by the confident possession of é
netaphysical theory which purports to designate, to put it crudely,
what there really and necessarily is, or a theory of meaning which
tells ws what con prepesly be spoken of or referred to. As a con-
seqguence, very often, we get a theory, as in Marx's materialism, of
vhat kind of thing is, not merely often or habitually, but necessarily
and ggzgzifly, causally efficacious, and whatvcannot be, as when Marx,

rejecting Hegel, says that the subject of history is real, living men,

or when Foucault says more or less the opposite. Hence, of course,,
u\){ﬁ)/%‘

the uncovering of what was really there and really efficacious, in
ways opaque to those implicated in the mystification, and also to us

until we obtain the right metaphysical or semiotic key. Owa “”“ﬁﬁ*‘“l
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At this point I want to intreduce 8 figure who has hitherto e A
& 6 St Rt

played no part in the discussion, though unless heﬁfxists. it seems )e~qon:
to me, all such discussion is vain: what I will call the working ‘U<-°-%}Jt
calkl

»
intellectual hictoriun: the worker bee, aurtisan, footsloggere— o Mo
AT \u}\ b4 vy .

U phaon S product of the academic division of labour, heﬁés, we é?iioghbpose. -
only marginully interested in questions of ontoloyy or the thcory

oi meaning, but unowleigeuble, with the sediment of yeurs of close
attention, about chosen aspects of the intellectual paste It is

o W

hiaﬂyote which has to be solicited, but flso to be appraised for

vhat it may be worthe lis attitude to our two protagonists is

at the moment, I tuke it, a desire to keep his distance. e may

or riany not respoct the enthusiusms of the canonist, the elective
“uffinities cherished by the traditionalist, but in either case

they are not his métier; he will probably be disposed to find both
rather cavulier in their attitude to historicitye So far he is ﬁ)»)vwvvﬁ
1nelined touards the holist believer in the past es another couwntsy.

But ho is not a holist = lholism is unlikely to be lcarned from

practice; it derives frou elsewhere, und the tendency of clouse
ucquaiﬁtuncp is to maute its certainties seerm insupportable or at

beot jejunce Iloreover he may well feel unessy with one aspect

of the deniad of the possibility of direct wcquaintance with the

s,
rast, unuediated by conscious or wiconscious wethodologicid choicee

oA Gagh o ]
(//hokﬁisc0vcr¢\thut he has upparently been practising a methodole;y, va»4&§F
%b‘)\q,\n Nmm’m‘
culled low=level empiricisa&xfﬁplete with questionable (and now

unfashionable) peositimgat cpist lggicullpreouppositions, 1l his

e

~



proiessional. life. Told that he wust choose, he finds dismaying
the #arity of metaphysical and epistemological preferences and the
supposed methodological keys cut out of them. But the metiphysics,
epistemologies and theories of meaning of the nineteen-ézgg¥§;s~are
not, he wants to argue, his professional business. Egz is he to
choose? History itself will give him no answer; history, on a
moderately optimistic view, and within the limitations of a part-
icular vdcaBulary and set of preoccupaﬁons{i%%y tell us what was
vso; it surely cannot, even on the most optimistic view, plausibly

tell us what was hecessarilx so;? history remains an obstinately

a _posteriori form of knowledge even if we necessarily bring a priori

notions to it. The second discouragement for our intellectual his-
torian, wooed by rival metaphysical and methodological promises, is
not merely their variety, which tends ultimately to resolve itself
in different ways around the perennial philosophical polarities of
(aXlipen covemvtor—e o\ cA e Kuin Ar’Vb%kdbmk\,
makerialasm and LdealiSmulPut precisely that they do seem to ve
perenniades I he has learnt anything from intellectual history
it is likely to be that such debates ars perennial, and that if

he waits for the winner he will wait forever. His bleuak alter-~

natives secem therefore to be either an all too well Justified but

self-stultifying methodological caution, or an arbitrary -kferveyErdsen—

leap of methodological faith which, qua historiun, he has no professional

competence in justifying. Yet if he continues to practise his trade
vhile refusing the leap of philosophical commitment, he lays himself

open to the charge that his retfusal is not a real one, but only a

16
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refusel to recognize that ne lLas nace it, that philosophical pre-
suppositions are embedded in whatever language ve speak.
At this point, taking courage, he will presumably begin to query

: G
whether the connection between philosophical, presupposition and hig~

A

torical practice reed be thought of us so direct and rigid as the
uethodologists' arguments imply. For it is one thing to argue
that the intellectuul nistorian, liice any other scholar, should be

willing to re-examine his presuppositions, if by that we mean the

p—

presuppositions of particular hi§EE;ical arguments.[i\yor have I -

pr—

/to drop an unconvincing pretencek?nd put on my tradesman's apron ~

denied that umore general, philosophically inspired methodological

. reappraisal can sometimes be illuminating, setting the familiar in

\a new light and pointing in inadequately explored directions. But

f to insist that historians should always begin the search for new .
- v COPIE gURle WV,

interpretations of their material by re-examining the—presuppositions
N

eutture—would be absurdly to

overweight philosophical self-consciousness,as opposed to the en-
counter with historical sources,as the seed-bed of novelty in under-
standing thg paste. Yhile of course to insist that the intellectual
historian should sautisfactorily identify and ﬁgfgiye the philosophical
questions raised by doing history or interpreting utterances before
going on to practise his craft would be necessarily self-stultifying;
historians, that is, would be left, given the perennial nature of
Philosophical Questions, hypothetically considering the pre-
Buppositions of the kind of historical inquiries they might have

conducted had they not considered their nresuppositions.,
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In saying this I do uoi uiean to imply that the historian in
practising hii;:;;;t has access to some philosophically neutral,
purely descriptive language, devoid of presuppositions. But I
do want to suggest that in a world of contending philosophical
positions, of rival ana apparently peremnial metupnysical and
epistemological scepticisms and affirmations, there may be much

| to be said for Hume's remedy of carelessness and inattention.

——

It is precisely because I am not arguing for a neutral language
of inquiry for intellggtual history that_I am arguing against the
notion of g.methedological language at alls Yet in discounting
the notion of a neutral methodological language, I admit that the
intellectual historian makes choices, even if unaware that he is
‘doing so. The gquestion is, how should he? If we discount the
prospect of systematic philosophical guidance, what kinds of con-
sideration may still be relevant if one takes seriously the notion
~of a choice? In maxking one, it would at least seem sensible to
consult the point or value of what we claim to be doing. It is
unlikely - indeed I am sure that it will not be the case - that
this will be exactly the same rof each of us, even if we accept
'inteilectual historian' or 'historian of ideas' as our most con-
LAl prtcenr s Ay 2o T - U he K do wol- .
venient designatio?G 8o I can at this point only speak confession-
ally and pedagogically. I do not mean that mine is the only choice,
or even that it would be a good thing if it were, but only that,
given the designation, it is a respectable one for which defensible

reasons can be givene. To me the point, so far as it can be expressed
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oricfly - and that is not very fur - is the extension and deepening
of that familiarity with the intellectual life of the past I spoke
of earlier, and with it the extension of one's sense of cultural
possibilitiess Part of what I mean here may be expressed by the
analogy of listening to a conversation. To practise intellectual
history, that is, is to listen to the conversations of the past,
to overcome in some limited way the parochialism of the present,
and to try to enable one's readers and rupils to listen with an
understanding which is not superficial bgt intinate. Ve breaik
into the hermeneutic circle, as we learn a natural language,
learning to understand the parts by the whole and building an
understanding oi' the whole by the purts. There are two implic-
ations worth attending to in the analogy with learning a language.
The first is that although we can churacterise the method in very
geaeral and perhaps unnecessarily pretentious terms as hermeneutic,
there are no recipes. We may get guidance, tuition, and above all
example, from those who know the language, and we may learn Qy_rote
o ' -
some rules of grammar, but ultimately, to come to inhabit language gv' & A SN
we must learn, as we say, to play it by ear. Our model here, it is
important to insist, is xnowing, and also translating from, a natural

language, not theoretical linguistics. It is true that we shull not

have unulysed what we are doing when we translate, hinless we have a

/

theory of meaning and language use, But we cuan in fact tramslate

without the theory and we do noﬁhgo to the theory to teach us how _

to translate. LV/L%V&' 7 o, : "{\f j: L;m“%vHJJk
w\v\/\ Mfatﬂwkw*‘“w
JWM%VMM Lt

Crhs R WML’JW_A\M&
r%%anazsgggv echfE:p RV—ipnstdne A . Coaare N - JL“)\}V°\~’ C;“*/kﬁ‘~‘h



But the annlogy with translation draws our attention to another
consideration. You cannot translate from a language without also
translating into one. This points, I thiﬁi; to the limitation in
[ .
the representation of 1ntel%§ff§él histo?y ?Elf;fgcreatlon or re- &wp, .f~$4%J
prerléhcﬁmg of past thoughts. £>In vriting it or apcaﬁing wbout 4” F‘“~X1*ﬂ
it we have to ask to and for whom do we translate? The answer, L;Mbévu;mjég

presunably, is owéseclf and one's readers or pupils: more generally,

ourselves. But who are ‘tourselves'? Inhabitants of the late

v _
twentieth century? The late twentieth century, even in EaglandWMuf;gaigzgf:éif
alone, is a fairly culturally bewildering place (and incidentaliy _

a hard case for any holistic theory of culturge. It is doubtful
whether it would be possible to produce a ‘translation' of the past
‘that geemed illuminating - I am tempted to say 'intelligible' ~ to
both & Foucaultian and to we. In choosing the language into which
to render the past, one in a sense chooses both one's rast and one's
present, declaring wot ouly what one rinds intercsting in the foruer
and how, but whom one wishes to address in the latter. fnd if any-
one wants to add that the choice of one's present is necessarily a )
political choice, I am~preg%muLJzLj@mee—watg:zﬁzzl 2. S e
Let me take for the sake of exarple three possible ways of
conceiving of & present to address, a constituency to serve or a
language one translates into; one could no doubt devise otherse.

u~o~wa“nbg¢uyw~ktxyo¢
1. Somie broad notion of our present ‘educated! speechzﬁ?nd the - - Tuy '

viays it, «nd the culturik}t expresses, most saliently differ from Aid»«pai ,

the culture being talked about, from which we derive a sense of

what most needs, in the latter, to be exmlained and interpreted.
- —

—— e
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qé}tain wethodologicaul

think from th

Practice?/iziizzvf

berate avoidance of all neologisms and technicalities not felt to

for exauple the deli-

be absolutely essential.

2+ Some notion of a professional consensus: what has been 'donet,

what 'needs' doing, adding to or resisting. There are unattractive

features about this; it exalts fashion, thwarts idiosyncrasy, and

its vocabulary is often philistine%y narrow, predictable and inflex~
- Ly, RO S —

ible. But we allﬁinhubit it in some degree, on pain of merely

soliloquising or succumbing to megalomaniae

He ootie conerent, relatively tightly structured ideological/

methodologicul position (I was inclined to say 'sectt!). It is

distinguished from (1) by an extrere hospitulity to technical

vocabulary and from (1) and (2) by a strong desire for theoretical

coherence and a close and desired connection with 1metaphysical

positions or theories of meaning. The most influential matrices

o VR vrcand e A Lae A~

of such positions,at—the moment,—are larxism and Structuralisne tx434~’qalﬁ
~ ‘ — -

sany of these three may promote an intrusive and insensitive

deployment of anachronism in the interpretation of past writings.
Lot e - SN e MH}’%‘VW%‘M‘M —
The,fﬁ;s?<foes 80, characteristically, when the past is used to

. e '_jl/MM
e _adoption of suTh-m notion,.sven -
L2
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{flatter the present cr is in Sowe obtrusive way ‘used' for specific P&H)*ﬂk

purposes, rather than being allowed quietly to challenge it. The

second,does so chiefly when professionalism stifles imagination,
A ST SN e T oy W

[
Only the lasﬁ? it seems to me, does so intrinsically and necessarily,

obtruding the intellectual excitements and controversies of the late

;wentieth century crudely between us and t versations to which
=

we are attempflng to lLsten. | And the 901nt of intellectual hlStff{L///)

I wish to say, is to re-establish connectlon, to medlate. A redet- q¢£u¢4~d£

L
tv¥ed sceptic will at this point wish to deny that this is ever
possible; will want to insist that the influence of our categories

over what we can say or understand is such that pé<tm=t we have only

the choice of which mirror to make faces at ourselves in: history,

-literature, science and so forth, I have already said that I can

see nothing here that applies peculiarly to our claims to knowledge

of the past, and we can of course add that, if it did we could pre-
Mww\mﬂu&.xm I e Ama R Li%d

sumably never kuow that it did. | To put the point merely as an
» L e : y o

. . . s s . . . . ?/‘N—O'\'\-\k:vz
affirmation, I believe that negotiation or mediation is possible Lo <

in our relation to the past, and that being negotiation it is in a fglxza*'WJC
sense two-sided; that we listen as well as speak, and that even

in our necessarily selective listening we sometimes hear what we

do not expect, and that in recognizing the ability of the past to

surprise us, in attending to what does not fit our preconceptiony

we can learn. - To do this we must, of course, have preconceptions

to be upset,Abut these can be more or less open to or insulated

from surprise. And in choosing how and for whom to write and
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oA N T "'W.‘/Q‘V’*’“ A St

Con
trunclate, it scems to re thet Z?oue pereral, still usable fthe&rh'

Tor—how-tear?) notion of the educated lay specch, the ‘ordtuury——~éﬂ“L1»A«k
o~ eI,

Xanguage! of our time and see&ety, as far as pogsible devoid of
£ 4 ol X,

technicalities and neologisms, thoughxgecessarilv limited, and

WM%XJFMQCI~qd

loaded with umanalysaé presuppositions, in likelt(to be & mere
aA*j;ath’ X'
senpitive and flexible receivel{ bettor because richer, more
heterogeneous and more variously attemtive, than the tight,
—_—— S———————
dictutorial, systematically imposed definitions and categories
of a more coherent, highly organized and polemically sel f-conscious
methodoloical position. In saying this I am, of course, inmplicitly
rejecting holism as a way of interpreting our own culture as I did
carlier &s a way of viewing the past.e I do not believe, that is
- #nd the difficulties I have experienced in writing this paper
secem to me a justification of my non-belief - that we inhabit o
single hegemonic view, embodied in our langsuage, 8o that to dis-
em£an3#e ourselves fyom it requires 8 leap into an gt 1eest partially
(=

|’~//-\"~v/\)\( 2
artificiel vocobulery Jn—the—eoutrawry tho hegcmonlc pouulo‘llt;es

of such contrived acadenic lunguages gseent gvident and dauntings.
or cou}se there are in cormon speech welghtings, exclusions,
patterns of-meanlng, in the present as in the past, which transcend
individual utterances and which tive then the possibility of meaninge
But they are to so~e extent countervailing, reflecting past and present
Pt e A 5

conflict;:f; well &s consensus, and in the varied supggestibility and

<
sensitivity, the informal flexibility of the ways we habitusdly speax
to each other lies, it seers to e, our best chance of allowing the

conversations of the past sometimes to interrupt ourse.
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In u sense then, it scems to me, that the old uspirution I began
by speaking of, to appropriate and assimilate the intellectual past,
was right in its intention, though sometimes no doubt conceived in
rather crudely instrumental terms. It was only misguided in so far
us it was nuively optimistic about how eusy this wus to GO, &nd 1n so

far as, by suppressing the alienness of the past, it deprived itself

01 the possibility or learning uwore than it intenued. ko doubt,

too, it was naive to approach pust texts only wish veneration, though
veneration still seems to me preferable éoAgontempt. But if, in our
enthusiasm for dewmystification we turn back to condescension, like
latter-cay Voltaires armed with more sophisticated conspiracy-theories
~ more sophisticated in that they do not impute conscious intention =-;
if in this way we turn condescension into a system, then it seens to
ie we lose a large purt of the educative possibilities of the loss of
innocence I spoke of at the beginning, in the discovery of the challenge
of the historicity of past texts. Ve lose, iiat 18, the chalienge of
the pust to our intellectual parochiulisu, when it is_turned uside by
a renewal of self-conscious complacency'gsfj:ijéif:&;ethodoloUical
enlightenment,

In conclusion, and by way of uddendum, I want to put in & word
for one particular embattled couon-sense concept, that of the author.
It is understundale I think that the concept of'Ehe authpr, at'gny

o B 2OARL
rate as an orgunizing Principle, should hav?Lbecome unfuashionable.
A sense of the insufficiency of the individual author, his text and

his oceuvre, as the unit of attention, marks a decisive step towards




& notion ef intellectual history. In recent rears thre reaction
against author and isolated text has been pressed hard, both in the
Parisian terrorist attempts to eliminate him altogether and in the
more moderate Anglo-American contextualism of John Pocock and—Quentin
EE;EEEE' 1 haye wyselt no vish At wll to deny the shaping coercive~
N\I'Lwo)\j-vv\r WM"‘"
ness,of the discourses we inhabit or the historical and exegetic
importance of identifying them. But in the unfashionebility of
the author and the oeuvre there are, again, it seems to me, losses
as well as gains. Intellectual portraiture, that is, still seems
a valuable way of entering the past, Ié is in the ripples and
eddies of the lanjuage set up by the unique authorial personality
that we see a language or form of discourse in its vitality, with
‘its possibilities of novelty, adaptation and inconsistency, and
elso in its subjection to various kinds of pressure, not just one:
GQA;'?—W‘—;M
not just Yimguizmtsc constraints or the logical dynamics of argu-
iaCtils, or naterial moiives or sociully conditioned psycholosic.d
iuperatives, but &ll of these, variously combined and with distinct-
ive outcomes. Individual authors, if at all comprechensively
attended to, insist on telling one what they found important, and

in doing so allow the past to answer baciie It is precisely the

e

-~

t*;z%”(ki:“}Niuégizzﬁg;a&}y=arﬁitfary=character of the concept of th?Loeuvre

that maizes it valuable. If we rule out as trivial, or as irrale-

vant idiosyncrasy, whatever does not fit our conceptual scheme, we
Aa oA

shall have insulated 44 from all possibility of challenge except

from some rival methodological programme at a similar level of

25

o —



26
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generality.  The varied interests of individuals/remind us of the
heterogeneity of the pressures under which history is made and words
are spoken, discouraging monistic theories of the necessary priority
of ?Ee mode of human activity over all the others, whether it be

language-using, following: the logic of the ar:unment, promotinss
« 9 O (¥ o P 1 tv

interests, exercising power or satisfying material needs.

Jo“o Burrow




