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Introduction

The Making of the Modern Humanities

Rens Bob, Jaar MaaT, anD Tuys WESTSTEDN

With this third volume of our three-part project on the history of the humani-
ties we have arrived at the modern age. This is the period of discipline formation
and academic institutionalization, but it is also the period when the humanities
and sciences drew farther apart. While already foreshadowed by Giambattista
Vico's famous eighteenth-century distinction between the ‘science of the human’
and ‘science of the natural, Wilhelm Dilthey’s distinction between Geisteswis-
senschaft and Naturwissenschaft was very influential.’ That is, the humanities are
deemed to be predicated on understanding (Verstehen), the sciences on explain-
ing (Erkldren). The distinction was adopted by philosophers such as Heinrich
Rickert, Ernst Cassirer, Hans-Georg Gadamer and it was echoed in C.P. Snow’s
famous Two Cultures debate.> Although actual practice in the humanities and
sciences was quite different from the simple dichotomy between understanding
and explaining (see the chapters in this book), the distinction molded the minds
of many, and Dilthey’s interpretative approach contributed to the current image
problem of the humanities. That is, the humanities are no longer seen as the pin-
nacle of intellectual development but as a luxury pastime with little relevance for
society and even less for economy.

While this image problem has been analyzed and rebutted by many,’® it is often
forgotten that the very distinction between the humanities and the natural sci-
ences is a relatively recent one, and that practices in the sciences and the humani-
ties point at a continuum rather than at a divide between the interpretative and
the analytical, and between the subjective and the objective.* More than that, with
the current advent of the digital humanities — to which five chapters of this book
are devoted — the two fields seem to have come together again in the twenty-first
century. Between these two boundary periods — the early nineteenth and the early
twenty-first century — there is an immensity of both empirical and interpretative
humanistic activities: from art history to linguistics, from musicology to histori-
ography, from philology to archeology, from theater studies to media studies, and
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from literary studies to philosophy. These disciplines deserve an in-depth histori-
cal investigation in all respects, especially from a comparative perspective. This is
what this book aims to contribute to.

The history of the humanities comes of age

The current volume is the outcome of the third conference on the history of the
humanities, “The Making of the Humanities III, held in Rome in 2012. It is also
the third volume in the series “The Making of the Humanities, which follows
a chronological order from the studia humanitatis in the early modern period,
through the birth of the Geisteswissenschaften in the early nineteenth century, to
the modern humanities in the current era. Thus the first biannual conference on
the history of the humanities, held in 2008, dealt with the early modern period
(1400-1750). Proceedings were published in The Making of the Humanities, Vol.
I: Early Modern Europe (Amsterdam University Press, 2010). The second confer-
ence, held in 2010, focused on the transition of the humanistic disciplines from
the early modern period to the modern era, which resulted in the book The Mak-
ing of the Humanities, Vol. II: From Early Modern to Modern Disciplines (Amster-
dam University Press, 2012).

The theme of the third conference was thus a natural continuation of the pre-
vious two conferences. But this conference was also different from its predeces-
sors: it included for the first time sessions devoted to the humanities in society
and to the relation between the humanities and the social sciences. During the
last few years the comparative history of the humanities has proved to be a gold-
mine: while the history of ’knowledge-making disciplines’ usually tends to focus
on the history of science, technology, and medicine, it has become increasingly
clear how different disciplines in the humanities have set the standard in teaching
and research for the social and natural sciences — such can be learned from the
contributions of our keynote speakers: Lorraine Daston, John E. Joseph, Glenn
Most, John Pickstone, and Jo Tollebeek. Moreover, it has turned out that the hu-
manities had a much more intensive and continuous interaction with the sciences
than was previously assumed. If there is any common thread emerging from the
chapters of this book, it is the insight that the history of the humanities is not
only important as a field of its own, but that it constitutes the missing link in the
history of science, or even in the history of knowledge'

There are many other common threads: the historical turn in the eatly nine-
teenth century that affected all of the humanities, the search for proper method-
ologies in the later nineteenth century leading to separate disciplines, the uni-
versalist ambitions in the humanities in the early twentieth century (to write
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encompassing overviews of world history, world literature, world art), the post-
modern turn in the second half of the twentieth century, and, of course, the turn
to the digital in the later twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. The 2012 con-
ference was also different from the previous ones in that it was the first one with
parallel sessions. Still, the organizers had to reject almost 70% of the submissions.
From the 167 submitted abstracts, only 50 could be accepted. On the one hand the
large number of submissions is a sign that the field is coming of age. On the other
hand, it also means that the intimate atmosphere of the previous conferences may
not be maintained in the future, as the conference is likely to continue to grow.

This will probably be the last edited volume on“The Making of the Humani-
ties, not because we have arrived at the contemporary era, but because the num-
ber of papers is becoming too large to be published in a single edited volume. In
sending out all individual papers for review, we are in practice moving toward a
journal-like style of publication. For the future, we believe the field will need its
own journal where publication is not limited to conference attendees only. In the
current time of hardship for scholarship in the humanities, we believe that bring-
ing together all humanities disciplines in one journal will strengthen the position
and visibility of the humanities around the globe.

The papers in this book

Part I dives into the relation between the humanities and sciences. Lorraine Das-
ton argues that the humanities and the sciences — although often framed in terms
of oppositions — have intertwined histories at the levels of methods, institutions,
ideas and epistemic virtues. She discusses the shared epistemic virtue of objectiv-
ity which was preceded by the more ancient epistemic virtue of impartiality. Both
virtues have a history, and Daston shows that the notion of historical objectivity
became the model for the later scientific objectivity. H. Floris Cohen questions the
present-day near-consensus that the modern distinction between the humanities
and the sciences was foreign to scholars in the period of the Scientific Revolution.
May not such a distinction be found back underneath the surface of at least some
of their work? To find out in preliminary fashion, he briefly investigates four
select cases: Pascal appears to maintain precisely such a distinction; Descartes
appears to posit it in the case of musical theory; Kepler’s and Newton's work on
biblical chronology turns out to be subtly yet importantly different from their
better known work in what we now call the sciences. Laura Meneghello discusses
the interaction between the humanities and the natural sciences in the second
half of the nineteenth century by analyzing the attitude of scientific material-
ism — generally considered as one of the most radical movements within positiv-
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ism. By concentrating on the work of Jacob Moleschott (1822-1893), Meneghello
argues that scientific materialism was particularly inclusive with respect to the
humanities, resulting in an all-encompassing worldview that expanded its limits
beyond the sheer divulgation of empirical research. In the last chapter of Part I,
Virginia Richter gives a case study of Philip Henry Gosse’s (1810-1888) Omphalos
(1857). She shows how Gosse used rhetorical strategies borrowed from the hu-
manities to make what was for him a scientific argument: just as God had created
Adam with a navel, he had created the earth with fossils and all, thus giving the
impression not only of the earth’s great age but of the mutability of species. Rich-
ter argues that Gosse’s Omphalos shows the importance of nonknowledge’ or false
knowledge’ in the formation of scholarly and scientific inquiry.

Part IT addresses a number of issues pertaining to the study of language. John
E. Joseph analyzes three critical moments in the emergence of modern linguistics:
the demise of the concept of the ‘genius of a language’ in the nineteenth century,
the role of sign theory in Saussure’s work, and the development of Meillet's work,
which resulted in a narrative about mental evolution. Applying a framework pro-
posed by Bruno Latour, Joseph uses these three cases to show that linguistics has
never been thoroughly modern, but has always had recourse to various sorts of
enchantment in order to establish itself as a science. Michiel Leezenberg investi-
gates the link between nationalism and Orientalism in a paper about the notori-
ous Japhetic theory of Nikolai Marr (1865-1934), which played a prominent part
in Soviet linguistics in the first half of the twentieth century. Leezenberg argues
that, as the case of Marr’s theory shows, the creation of non-Western nationalist
theories should not be viewed solely in terms of the colonial exportation of Ger-
man historical-comparative philology; instead, ‘subaltern’ forms of knowledge,
rooted in local agency, deserve to be explored. Ldszl6 Mardcz investigates the
context in which the grand project of producing an explanatory, comparative, and
etymological dictionary of the Hungarian Ianguage took shape in the nineteenth
century. Nationalist ambitions were central, as well as Romantic views. In carry-
ing out the work, Gergely Czuczor (1800-1866) and Jinos Fogarasi (1801-1878)
relied on both foreign and local traditions. Although the dictionary was discred-
ited for its alleged outdated approach soon after it was completed, Maricz argues
that the dictionary has great merits, and can be used for linguistic research today.

Part III deals with the history of history writing in the modern age. Jo Tolle-
beek sets the stage by showing that in the decades around 1900, the humanities
went through a process of professionalization and academization. In contrast to
the natural sciences, however, historians and their colleagues continued to teach
in lecture rooms’ in their private homes. Tollebeek argues that this homely scien-
tific culture strongly contributed to the social, epistemological, and ethical con-
tent of the humanities. Marita Mathijsen shows how after the French Revolution
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the writing of history fell into the hands of practitioners of three new kinds:
editors, literary authors, and professional historians. New, rigorous standards for
authenticity come up, but also popularization in the sense that the past is now
opened up to everyone. These two coexisting movements of professionalization
and of democratization’ become particularly manifest as literary authors turn
themselves into history writers, all the while historians begin to employ literary
techniques. Christine Ottner discusses the influence of scholarly periodicals in
the process of academic professionalization and institutionalization. She exam-
ines three scholarly journals from the middle of the nineteenth century to the
beginning of the twentieth century showing that these not only reflect develop-
ments within disciplines, but also actively influence these developments by way
of an editorial policy. As part of the making of the historical discipline scholarly
periodicals turn out to be very complex elements. Herman Paul examines the
impact of ideals of scholarly virtue (such as objectivity, honesty, carefulness) on
the development of humanities disciplines. By a study of methodology manuals
from history, art history and music history, he argues that these manuals were not
merely textbooks on historical criticism, but attempts to codify a certain vision
of the historian’s scholarly vocation, described in terms of goods to be achieved
and to be avoided. Finally, Bart Karstens discusses the history of the history of
science. He tries to explain the unstable position of the history of science within
the current academic system. Karstens argues that this is due to the tight relation
of the history of science to both philosophy of science and the natural sciences
themselves. Although alternative models from sociology and anthropology have
been used to study science, according to Karstens the study of past science is in a
confused state marked by lack of coherence, theoretical anarchy, and uneven at-
tention to the natural sciences and the humanities.

Part IV is devoted to the intertwined traditions of philology and classical
scholarship, highlighting how the study of antiquity via its written remnants
has informed the systematic analysis of texts in the humanities up to the ear-
ly twentieth century; it remains relevant today. Glenn W. Most explains how
Quellenforschung used to be the basis of explorations of the Greco-Roman world
a century ago, whereas nowadays it is practiced by relatively few scholars. By the
mid-nineteenth century, Friedrich August Wolf’s (1759-1824) philological meth-
od was applied to Greek poetry and its extension to philosophy, historiography,
and Roman copies of Greek sculptures was the logical next step. Many of the
findings of Quellenforschung therefore continue to provide an apparently solid
foundation for studies in a variety of disciplines within classical scholarship and
beyond, such as historical theology. Eline Scheerlinck addresses the emancipation
of the history of religions from its basis in philology and theology. She focuses on
the Belgian classicist Franz Cumont (1868-1947), the first to study a specific re-
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ligion (Mithraicism) from the viewpoint of Altertumswissenschaft as a whole, in-
cluding epigraphical and archeological approaches. He assigned to the Near East
a seminal role in the moral and religious evolution of the Roman Empire. Annette
M. Baertschi explores how large-scale research projects, launched by the Prus-
sian Academy in the late nineteenth century, made literary and material sources
accessible and engendered new forms of organization and collaboration that also
impacted the natural sciences: classics, in particular, evolved into an authorita-
tive discipline with subdivisions such as Greek and Latin philology, archeology,
ancient history, epigraphy, and papyrology. This development may prove to be
analogous to today’s ‘big data’ projects in digital humanities. Jacqueline Klooster
points out that Lachmann’s philological ideal, aimed at distinguishing the single
authoritative version of a text, has been questioned in recent years in reference
to medieval textual transmission. She investigates the evidence for ancient vari-
ant readings and especially their evaluation by ancient Greek scholars in order
to plead for a historically accurate dismissal of the search for the authoritative
source. The chapter ties ancient editorial practices and textual transmission to
New Philology’s observations concerning the status of textual variants. Floris Sol-
leveld, by contrast, focuses on different types of intertextuality to arrive at a new
way of analyzing developments in scholarly method in the humanities. He argues
that changing patterns of intertextuality (such as editing, extension, compilation,
reference, and citation) are revelatory of changing styles of reasoning. Studying
practical and conceptual shifts through types of intertextuality therefore opens a
new perspective on the relation between scholarly ideals and practices.

Part V, devoted to twentieth-century literature and drama, highlights funda-
mentally interdisciplinary and transnational approaches. Ingrid D. Rowland fore-
grounds the versatile historian of literature and religion Furio Jesi (1941-1980),
zooming in on his Cultura di Destra (1979) and its political ideology that harked
back to colorful thinkers such as Mircea Eliade (1907-1986) and Julius Evola
(1898-1974). Jesi’s book comments on the Enlightenment and more recent Fascist
past, while also testifying to the author’s own role in the politicized Italian “Years
of Lead’ It remains relevant to present-day Italian novelists. Ton van Kalmthout
addresses the attempt to write comprehensive histories of ‘world literature. He
explores the development of this historiographical genre in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century, identifying two contrary trends: academization and
popularization. The chapter focuses on examples by scholars from the Neth-
erlands, singling out Jan Walch (1879-1946), former professor at the Sorbonne
and director of Amsterdam’s Theater School. Chiara Maria Buglioni outlines the
unique struggle of German theater studies, growing away from literary and his-
torical studies, as well as from ethnology, in the years before the Second World
War. Its founders, Max Herrmann (1865-1942) and Artur Kutscher (1878-1960),
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did not define a specific method: Herrmann pointed out the relevance of archeo-
logical investigation while Kutscher focused on literary drama and its irrational
elements. Many of their problems are still relevant for theater as a multimedial
object of inquiry.

Part VI is devoted to the history of art and archeology, focusing on the period
around 1900 when new conceptual clarity and disciplinary ambitions arose. Birgit
Mersmann associates the making of art history as a universal discipline, based on
the understanding of mutual cultural influences and historical transfers, with the
German historian Karl Lamprecht (1856-1915). In his wake, texts by Alois Riegl
(1898), Oskar Beyer (1923), and Aby Warburg (1923) reached out to disciplines
such as universal history and cultural history, which resulted in a reconceptu-
alization of art history’s objects, methodology, and geographical framing. This
approach adumbrates the current ideal of ‘world art studies. Adi Efal focuses on
a specific art-historical concept and its wider application in the humanities: the
term ‘genre’ Following the scholarship of the Vienna School around 1900, this
classification term was superseded by the concept of style as one of the central
tools of historicism in the history of art. The chapter argues that genre, as per-
taining to the vocabulary of literary history since Aristotle’s Poetics, is inherently
related to subject matter. The concept of genre furthermore helps to focus histor-
ical and analytical attention on an artwork’s generation and its diachronic nature.
José Maria Lanzarote-Guiral reveals how the polemic following the discovery of
the prehistoric paintings in Altamira (in northern Spain) in 1878 sparked the rise
of a discipline. This involved the cross-pollination of the different epistemologi-
cal traditions of natural science, archeology, and especially anthropology, when
Henri Breuil (1877-1961) and Hugo Obermaier (1877-1946) recognized the cave’s
authenticity in 1902. The revolutionary insight that ‘primitive’ men possessed so-
phisticated symbolic capacities resulted from scholarly exchange across European
borders.

Part VII discusses the various attempts of musicologists to incorporate in-
sights from other disciplines, ranging from the natural sciences and psychology to
art history. Maria Semi points out how before the birth of the cognitive sciences,
natural philosophy had already furnished aesthetics with fundamental notions.
She zooms in on Zoonomia (1794-1796), a study of the laws of organic life by
Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802), which contained an attempt to define the pleasure
received from music in relation to time, repetition, and a melodious succession
of notes. A new comprehension of the mind and the body engendered a new way
of thinking about the human reaction to art. Riccardo Martinelli begins with the
late nineteenth century when comparative musicology became an institutional
science. Carl Stumpf (1848-1936), founder of the Phonogramm-Archiv (1906) of
non-Western music, developed an empirically oriented investigation of the per-
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ception of sounds. Physiological studies on the sense of touch suggested that two
sensations of tone at the same moment tend to mix, which explained the expe-
rience of musical consonance. In Stumpf’s wake, Erich Hornbostel (1877-1935)
focused attention on the eventual ‘melting’ of Western and non-Western cultures.
Alexis Ruccius outlines the history of music iconography as an example of the suc-
cessful transfer of methods from one discipline to another. In the late nineteenth
century, this approach focused merely on reconstructing musical instruments and
performance with the aid of images. Only in the 1920s the Warburg School of
art history inquired after the relation between sound and image as an element of
the history of ideas, which culminated in Leo Schrade’s (1903-1964) analysis of
Cluny Abbey.

Part VIII addresses how Western humanities were introduced in Asia and
how the confrontation with Asian culture and scholarship affected the humani-
ties in the West. Steffi Marung and Katja Naumann explore how Oriental studies
were established in late-nineteenth-century Europe as a transnational endeavor.
Around 1900 Russian Oriental studies were internationally in the vanguard. The
Petersburg Faculty of Oriental Studies (1855), which included East Asians as
scholars, was initially a mainstay for German, French, and English Orientalists.
After the 1917 Revolution several leading scholars left the country; some migrat-
ing to the US, where the discipline flourished due to the resulting transatlantic
networks as exemplified by Serge Elisséeff (1889-1975), who studied in Japan and
migrated to Paris before coming to Harvard in 1931. Julia Orell explores how the
consolidation of the historical disciplines in Germany engendered the establish-
ment of East Asian art history. The writings of Karl With (1891-1980) on Japanese
and Chinese art from the 1920s reveal some of the methodological issues arising
with this new field. His rejection of the Greek-influenced Gandhara sculptures
exemplifies how he recognized independent local developments, positing Asia
as a counterpart to Europe. At the same time, With associated these develop-
ments with the avant-garde art of his own time. Perry Johansson focuses on early-
twentieth-century China as hunting ground for a slew of Western archeological
expeditions, marked by the difficult interaction between European scholarship
and Chinese politics. He points out how a reaction against foreign attempts to
rewrite the Middle Kingdom's history brought about a politics of heritage and
history with modern methods. This laid the basis for a reinvention of Chinese
tradition that remains relevant today.

Part IX goes into the history of information science and digital humanities
well into the twenty-first century. The first contribution by Charles van den Heu-
vel traces the origins of these disciplines and describes how at the beginning of
the computer era, scholars were persuaded to follow the rigorous, often exclu-
sive methods of the natural sciences. Only recently have e-humanities researchers
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pled for the development of holistic methodologies standing in a hermeneutic
tradition. Van den Heuvel shows how recent ICT developments also try to incor-
porate the complexity, ambiguity, and uncertainty of humanities data, methods,
and practices leading to a new phase in the making of the humanities, described
as Humanities 3.0. Johanna Sprondel examines the history of the concept of con-
cordance. A concordance shows in how many texts any word (or subject) occurs;
it may be used to find specific passages, compare different usages, to evaluate rela-
tions between words and terms, etc. Sprondel argues that concordance as a genu-
ine concept of the humanities finds its application in Google and other search
engines, and that by analyzing these based upon the idea of concordances we can
become aware of the changing methods and impacts of the digital. Jan Rock goes
into one of the earliest card-file databases on medieval Dutch texts, the Biblio-
theca Neerlandica Manuscripta (BNM), set up around 1900 by the Belgian phi-
lologist Willem De Vreese (1869-1938) at Ghent. The BNM led to a shift from a
materialist approach toward the use of data systems in philology (and nationalis-
tic and scientistic narratives) in the Low Countries and abroad. It contributed to
central data systems in philology throughout the twentieth century. Stef Scagliola
and Franciska de Jong describe the historiographical development of oral history.
After a long period of negligence, oral accounts reemerged as reliable” histori-
cal sources with the invention of the tape recorder. Affordable technology facili-
tated the creation of collections around a theme or social group, and in this way
supported oral history’s ideological agenda of giving voice to the less powerful.
Scagliola and De Jong argue that given the multilayered content of audio(visual)
oral history accounts, the application of present-day digital tools for searching
content and detecting patterns, holds the promise of rich data for multiple dis-
ciplines. The final paper by Jan-Willem Romeijn discusses some methodological
issues related to the fast growth of empirical and computational methods in the
humanities. He argues that confirmation theory —a subdiscipline of philosophy
of science — provides useful models for critically evaluating these methods, as it
provides a handle on the new notions of evidence that humanities disciplines will
need to accommodate. He argues that confirmation theory might thereby help to
establish a smoother connection of the humanities with the sciences.

Part X contains two papers discussing the relationship between the humani-
ties and philosophy, each focusing on a specific circle of philosophers. Carlo Ierna
explores the idea of philosophy as science in the philosophy of Franz Brentano
(1838-1917) and his school. Brentano claimed that the true method of philosophy
is none other than that of the natural sciences and claimed a specific field of
enquiry for philosophy: mental phenomena defined as phenomena that contain
an object intentionally, which are distinct from natural phenomena. This view
of philosophy was meant to provide a scientific foundation for the humanities
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independent of the natural sciences, and proved to be a successful research para-
digm itself. David L. Marshall revisits the Weimar origins of political theory,
and observes hitherto neglected links between Heidegger’s ‘Dasein), Arendt’s The
Human Condition, Warburg’s'‘Denkraum’ and Benjamin’s interest in various sorts
of actualization-caught-in-the-midst-of-possibility. Marshall thus reveals a rhe-
torical core of what could be a rich humanities interdiscipline, in which philoso-
phy, political theory, art history, and literary criticism might all contribute to the
analysis of human being as a series of actualizations constituted by possibility.
Part X1 is concerned with topics at the interface between the humanities and
the social sciences. Jeroen Bouterse discusses the views of Max Weber on how
explanation in the humanities differs from that in the natural sciences. Whereas
Weber’s predecessors Windelband and Rickert tried to safeguard the humanities
against the rising scientific psychology by claiming a unique mode of understand-
ing for them, Weber rejected such an approach, arguing that explanation in the
humanities should be just as rigorously empirical and objective as in any science,
but that it still differed in that its object, human action, is goal-directed and -ori-
ented on values. Robert Deam Tobin reviews the history of the study of sexual-
ity, focusing on the role attributed to evidence from literary sources in theories
of sexual identities. Tobin shows that eatly defenders of male-male love in the
1830s relied primarily on literary sources, whereas later in the century both eman-
cipationists and sexologists appealed to natural science. In the early twentieth
century, a group of theorists reverted to literature, defending a view of sexuality
as fluid and universal, as opposed to the immutable sexual identities supposed
by earlier theorists. Marinus Ossewaarde sketches the various imageries that have
been instrumental in the shaping of sociology as a discipline. Asserting that in
Comtean sociology technomorphic thought patterns were predominant, while
with Tocqueville sociomorphic imageries prevailed, Ossewaarde next surveys the
history of the field throughout the twentieth century and discusses the changing
imageries reﬂecting the dominant branch of science in a certain period, from nu-
clear physics to neo-Darwinian biology, which served sometimes as a model, and
currently primarily as the object of antagonism for sociologists. Bram Kempers
likewise sketches a broad view on the history of sociology, but from the per-
spective of the great diversity of approaches, rival systems of classification, and
ambiguous relations with other social sciences and with the humanities that have
characterized the discipline from the beginning. Kempers then traces the devel-
opment of sociology from Comte and Durkheim, through the interdisciplinary
work of Huizinga and the redefinition of the field by Weber and Elias to the pre-
sent, in which the arts continue to inspire and inform the endeavor to understand
the human condition. Rather than to diversity of views, Abram de Swaan draws

attention to a consensus in the human sciences — a rare phenomenon. It concerns
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the near unanimous conviction among scholars that the perpetrators of genocide
are not distinguishable from other human beings in terms of personality traits.
The Eichmann trial in 1961 and the Milgram punishment experiment are typi-
cally used in support of the belief that it is the immediate situation, not a certain
disposition, that turns people into mass killers. The arguments for this belief are
analyzed by De Swaan, and dismantled.

Part XII deals with the position of the humanities in society at large. Vincent
Gengnagel and Julian Hamann describe the constant struggle for autonomy that
the humanities have been engaged in from the nineteenth century on. Discuss-
ing two case studies that exemplify the balancing acts between autonomy and
societal as well as academic relevance, they show from a sociological perspective,
first, how German historians between 1871 and 1945 managed to maintain their
own research logic while being politically engaged, and second, that the extensive
reforms and the rise of the social sciences in the period after 1945 did not compro-
mise the historians’ claim for autonomy. Paul Jay investigates the role that post-
structuralist literary, critical, and cultural theory has played in the humanities
from 1968 onward, arguing that it would be a mistake to maintain that this type
of theory has undermined and marginalized the humanities. On the contrary, it
embodies a critical attitude that has always been central to the humanities, and
that should be valued and used as an essential part of the mission of the humani-
ties, which is to teach a range of skills in critical thinking.

The volume ends with an Epilogue by John V. Pickstone in which he makes
a plea for bringing the histories of the knowledge-making disciplines together
— humanities, sciences, medicine, and technology. He shows how the approach
put forward in his book Ways of Knowing (2000) can include the humanities, in
particular in describing knowledge practices and knowledge revolutions. Draw-
ing from examples from language, history, and philology, Pickstone argues that
the common image of humanities disciplines as following the natural sciences
is misleading. Instead he argues for a historical frame to include all knowledge-
making disciplines.

Acknowledgements

Several institutions and people need to be thanked. We are first of all grateful to
the Royal Netherlands Institute in Rome (KNIR) for their generous hospitality
and support of the 2012 conference. We also greatly thank the other supporting
institutions: the Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), the
Huizinga Institute of Cultural History, and the Institute for Logic, Language
and Computation (ILLC) of the University of Amsterdam. We are furthermore



24 Rens Bop, Jaar Maart, AND THijs WESTSTEIJN

indebted to Amsterdam University Press for fruitful collaboration for several
years and for their fine open access policy. We will unfold our future publication
plans at“The Making of the Humanities IV’ conference in Rome (2014). Last but
certainly not least, this volume could not have been completed without the help
of external reviewers who generously offered their time and energy. The editors
owe a debt of gratitude to Jacques Bos, Petra Brouwer, Floris Cohen, Els Elffers,
Gaston Franssen, Toon van Hal, Bart Karstens, Jorrit Kelder, Julia Kursell, Mats
Malm, Dirk van Miert, Bram van Oostveldt, Esther Peeren, Jeremia Pelgrom,

John Pickstone, Jo Tollebeek, and Miguel-John Versluys.

Notes

1 Wilhelm Dilthey, Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften: Versuch einer Grundlegung fir
das Studium der Gesellschaft und der Geschichte (orig. 1883) (Wiesbaden: Teubner, 1959).
For an English translation, see Wilhelm Dilthey, Selected Works, Volume I, translated and
edited by Rudolf Makkreel and Frithjof Rodi (Princeton University Press, 1991).

2 Charles Percy Snow, The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution (Cambridge University
Press, 1959).

3 See Jorg-Dieter Gauger and Giinther Riither (eds.), Warum die Geisteswissenschaften Zu-
kunft baben! (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2007); Martha Nussbaum, Not for Profit:
Why Democracy Needs the Humanities (Princeton University Press, 2010); Jonathan Bate
(ed.), The Public Value of the Humanities (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2010); Rens
Bod, ‘Discoveries in the Humanities That Changed the World, Annuario 53, 2011-2012,
Unione Internazionale degli Istituti di Archeologia, Storia e Storia dellArte in Roma
(Rome: Unione Internazionale degli Istituti, 2011), 189-200; Helen Small, The Value of
the Humanities (Oxford University Press, 2013).

4  Rens Bod, A New History of the Humanities: The Search for Principles and Patterns from
Antiquity to the Present (Oxford University Press, 2013), 355ff.



I

Tue HuMANITIES

AND THE SCIENCES







I.I  Objectivity and Impartiality

Epistemic Virtues in the Humanities

LorraiNE DastToN

Introduction: Objectivity versus Justice

For over a century, the relationships between the humanities and the sciences
have been largely defined by opposition: Geistes- versus Naturwissenschaften,
ideographic versus nomothetic, interpretative versus explanatory, past- versus
future-oriented. These oppositions were hammered out in the Festreden of
Dilthey, Windelband, Helmholtz, and other leading lights of bellwether Ger-
man universities and reflected the rising prestige and power of the natural sci-
ences in the final quarter of the nineteenth century. Since then, the history and
philosophy of science in most European traditions has been dominated by in-
quiries into the natural sciences: a comparable history of the humanities is just
beginning to be written, and there is as yet no epistemology of the humanities.
Yet the histories of the humanities and the sciences have been intertwined since
at least the sixteenth century, at multiple levels: methods, institutions, ideas, and
also epistemic virtues. Objectivity is one of those shared epistemic virtues. It
emerged in both the humanities and the sciences in the nineteenth century. But
in at least some of the humanities, it was preceded by a more ancient epistemic
virtue: impartiality.

I shall begin with Nietzsche, who put the point of this paper into one lapi-
dary sentence: ‘Objektivitit und Gerechtigkeit haben nichts miteinander zu tun’’
Impartiality is an ancient, judicial value; objectivity is a quite modern scientific
value. Nietzsche admired the severity of the just man, who must elevate himself
above those who would be judged, but he sneered at the pretensions of the objec-
tive historian, der, den ein Moment der Vergangenheit gar nichts angebe [...] das
nennt man wohl auch “Objektivitit!”!" I call Nietzsche as my star witness because
he was at once a stetling product and bitter critic of the new institutions of schol-
arly teaching and research that forged new epistemic virtues like objectivity in the
humanities.?
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In our own time, the words impartial’ and ‘objective’ are used almost as syno-
nyms, especially by historians. My aim here is to show that these virtues so dear
to historians themselves have histories, which are distinct and not always har-
monious. During the nineteenth century, when history became a self-consciously
‘objective’ science, especially in Germanophone Europe, the tensions between im-
partiality and objectivity became acute, as Nietzsche realized. In order to throw
the differences between the aims of impartiality and objectivity in history into
relief, I shall begin with a sketch of how impartiality was preached and practiced
by eighteenth- and nineteenth-century historians, especially in the increasingly
volatile context of national histories. I then turn to objectivity, arguing that it
resided primarily in certain techniques applied to, as well as attitudes toward, the
subject matter of history. Both techniques and attitudes come clearly to the fore
in the protracted controversy waged among classical philologists and ancient his-
torians over the speeches in Thucydides: did he betray his own methodological
principles in reconstructing them so freely? In conclusion, I pose the Nietzschean
question as to how the ascetic religion of objectivity took hold of historians in
the nineteenth century.

Impartiality

For the literate eighteenth-century public, the chief utility of history consisted
in its true narrations of lives and events presented as guides both moral and
practical for readers. On this rhetorical, humanist model, history schooled both
judgment and character by exempla. The more ambitious forms of philosophi-
cal history also sought out universal generalizations, especially in the realms of
politics and human nature. The impartiality of this brand of history was often
literally meant: not taking the part of any of the parties whose words and deeds
were chronicled in the history. Tacitus’s motto was often cited: Sine ira et studio
(without anger or zeal). Impartiality by no means implied value neutrality on the
part of the historian. On the contrary, the aim of historical impartiality was to
reach sound conclusions about moral matters as they were played out in the wars
and political conflicts of the past, much as the aim of judicial impartiality was
to reach a just verdict in legal matters as presented in criminal and civil cases.*
Adam Smith went so far as to make impartiality the basis of all morality: "We
endeavor to examine our own conduct as we imagine any other fair and impartial
spectator would examine it)* It is in eighteenth-century writings on history and
morals that the metaphor of impartiality as perspectival suppleness becomes
entrenched: Adam Smith’s ethics of impartiality demands that we change our
position’®
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There was nothing necessarily relativist about these perspectival metaphors of
impartiality. So, for example, Edward Gibbon’s The Decline and Fall of the Roman
Empire (1776-1788) offered a studiously even-handed portrayal of the mores and
character of the German barbarians, and much of the liveliness of his descrip-
tions stems from his attempts to see the world from the perspective of the Goths

and the Vandals, going far beyond the observations provided by Tacitus:

The languid soul, oppressed with its own weight, anxiously required some
new and powerful sensation; and war and danger were the only amuse-
ments adequate to its fierce temper. The sound that roused the German to
arms was grateful to his ear. It roused him from his uncomfortable lethargy,
gave him an active pursuit, and, by strong exercise of the body, and violent
emotions of the mind, restored him to a more lively sense of his existence.

But Gibbon’s empathic ability to imagine the states of soul of a German warrior
by no means implied sympathy, nor did it curb the enlightened historian’s judg-
ment on the state of German civilization — or rather, lack thereof:

The Germans, in the age of Tacitus, were unacquainted with the use of letters;
and the use of letters is the principle circumstance that distinguishes a civi-
lized people from a herd of savages, incapable of knowledge or reflection. [...]
They passed their lives in a state of ignorance and poverty, which it has pleased
some declaimers to dignify with the appellation of virtuous simplicity”

I have chosen a passage on the Germans advisedly. The most fiery nineteenth-
century disputes about historical impartiality involved French and German histo-
rians who accused one another of fighting today’s battles with ammunition from
yesterday’s history, as often as not encounters between Germanic and Roman
peoples in ancient and medieval times. Among the most ferocious of these con-
frontations was that between two eminent ancient historians, Numa Denis Fustel
de Coulanges and Theodor Mommsen, over the nationality of the inhabitants
of Alsace-Lorraine in the wake of the Franco-Prussian War, Mommsen, in two
letters addressed to a Milanese newspaper in July-August 1870, had argued on
the basis of language and race that the Alsatians were of German nationality. In
October 1870 Fustel replied indignantly:

Mais je m'étonne qu'un historien comme vous affecte d’ignorer que ce n'est
nila race nilalangue qui fait la nationalité [...]. La patrie, c'est ce quon aime.
Il se peut que 'Alsace soit allemande par la race et par le langage; mais par
la nationalité et le sentiment de la patrie elle est francaise.



30 LorrAINE DasTON

Fustel accused Mommsen and the Prussian army of imposing nationality by con-
quest.® This was a head-to-head collision over a matter that inflamed nationalist
passions on both sides of the Rhine, but hints of the polemic crept into more rare-
fied historical works on topics apparently quite remote from the Franco-Prussian
War. In an 1877 note on whether German law in the fifth century AD permitted
a partition of land between Romans and barbarians, Fustel’s philological analysis
was meticulous, and his conclusion (that the Burgundians had by no means ceded
their territories to the invading Germans) hedged with scientific caution. But
a remark fraught with relevance for Europe in 1872, rather than 472, crept into
the final paragraph: ‘C’était un systéme bien commode de dire que les Germains
étaient venus en vainqueurs, qu’ils avaient confisqué le sol des vaincus et qu'ils
l'avaient partagé au sort. On ne peut plus se contenter de ces généralités vagues et
fausses® And in an 1872 review of a book on the origins of the Germanic empire,”
after upbraiding German historians for their patriotism and French historians
for their slavish Germanophilia, Fustel noted with satisfaction that the book un-
der review showed that la Germanie, en tant que nation civilisée, est l'oeuvre de
Rome et de Gaule [...] le progrés intellectuel, social, moral, ne sest pas opéré dans
la race germanique par un développement interne, et ne fut jamais le fruit d'un
travail indigéne’”

Fustel was, of course, aware that such sentiments accorded ill with the vaunted
impartiality of history, and yearned for ce charme d'impartialité parfaite qui est la
chasteté de 'histoire’ But in the very next breath he made it clear that impartial
history, chaste history, was in his view ‘cette vraie science francaise d’autrefois,
cette érudition si calme, si simple, si haute de nos bénédictins, de notre Académie
des Inscriptions. And in any case, whatever one thought of the impartiality of the
Benedictine historians, those pure, tranquil times were gone forever. In a bellicose
age like his own, even science and learning must don sword and shield. Besides, he
could not resist adding, the German historians had begun the mischief by writing
in the sign of the Vaterland. For them the science of history (and Fustel was as
adamant as his German colleagues in his insistence that it was a science) was not
an end in itself but a mean toward promoting national interests.

Fustel was not so wide of the mark when he indicted German historians like
Wilhelm von Giesebrecht for strident patriotism in their works.” Once the na-
tion-state became the protagonist of historical narratives, portrayal of the past
in the service of present nationalist interests became a constant temptation. The
temptation was not irresistible: Leopold von Ranke, for example, had conceived
of his Geschichten der romanischen und germanischen Vilker (1824) in terms of
‘sechs grosse Nationen), the French, Spanish, Italian, German, English, and Scan-
dinavian. But he insisted upon their essential unity (despite the fact that they
were constantly at war with one another during the period in question, 1494-
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1514), and let each nation in turn command center stage in his narrative so long as,
in the famous phrase, zuweilen die Hand Gottes iiber ihnen''* However, the next
generation of German historians, although they unanimously embraced the new
methods with which the names of Niebuhr and Ranke were narrowly associated,
included figures such as Heinrich von Sybel and Georg Gervinus, who explicitly
rejected Ranke’s doctrine of impartiality. At his public defense of his doctoral
dissertation at the Universitit Berlin in 1838, Sybel made ‘Cum ira et studio” his
motto, and he later criticized his teacher Ranke’s studied neutrality as cold, color-
less, and perhaps even cowardly.”” Gervinus in his history of German literature
also exhorted the science of history to take hold of life with both hands, and saw
Machiavelli’s greatness as a historian precisely in his political engagement — a
position that Ranke criticized as unscientific; Gervinus for his part contended
that Ranke’s much vaunted impartiality was simply a sign of political impotence.”
Friedrich Nietzsche and Heinrich von Treitschke had still stronger words for
what they regarded as the self-imposed eunuchry of the Rankean school in mat-
ters of impartiality. Yet with the notable exception of Nietzsche, to whom I shall
return, all of them, even the political firebrand Treitschke, believed that historical
objectivity was essential, one of the glorious achievements of nineteenth-century
historiography. This is a position that has bewildered and exasperated their suc-
cessors.” In the next section I shall try to explain how it was conceivable for these
historians to embrace objectivity even as they jettisoned impartiality.

Objectivity

It would be highly misleading to claim that nineteenth-century historians agreed
about the meaning of impartiality or objectivity, much less about the relationships
between the two. Just because these words as well as the ideals and practices they
represented were so central to the historian’s ethos, and therefore so unavoidable
in polemics, they admitted of much stretching and shading. I cannot possibly do
justice to the spectrum of positions here. Instead, I want to concentrate on core
meanings of objectivity that were widely accepted among nineteenth-century his-
torians, however, sharply they may have diverged on more penumbral elements.
At the core of this core meaning were the practices of the new-style scientific
historian. Although not all — perhaps even none — of these methods was entirely
new to Ranke and his students (Fustel thought theyd all been invented by the
Benedictines and Mabillon long before), they were nonetheless perceived by most
nineteenth-century historians as having finally established their discipline on a
firm scientific foundation. On the fringes, as it were, of the core sense of objectiv-
ity was the vaguer but nonetheless strongly felt value of scientific restraint, which
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judged precisely how far the evidence at hand could be pushed and refrained from
pushing it one whit further.

Gustav Droysen’s position as outlined in his influential Grundriss der Historik
(1867) is particularly instructive in this context, because he defended historical
objectivity while rejecting, on the one hand, historical positivism a la Henry Her-
bert Buckle (who sought deterministic laws of history based on statistical data)
and, on the other hand, historical romance a la Macaulay and Michelet. Droysen
dismissed the cult of reine Tatsachen’as superstition, the pursuit of deterministic
laws in history as wrongheaded, and the faith that history can arrive at unmedi-
ated truths about the past as criminally naive. It was the great achievement of
‘historische Kritik' since Niebuhr to have shown that historians can only glimpse
the past through a glass darkly, through fragmentary sources, every one of which
had been stamped with its own partial and partisan perspective. Decoding these
perspectives was the essence of Quellenkritik, as Droysen explained it: first, to
determine what the sources were about; second, to ascertain with what general
‘coloring’ they had been impregnated by the reigning conceptions of the time and
place; and third, to discern the more individual ‘coloring’ added by the individual
who had written the source. Quellenkritik was the systematic practice of identifi-
cation, contextualization, and criticism. Nothing about a source was self-evident;
it must be read warily, from all angles, against the grain. Anyone who expected
historical facts to speak for themselves, or regarded sources as transparent win-
dows upon the past was ipso facto branded a rank amateur — and dangerously
subjective to boot, since meaning could then only be projected onto the opaque
sources. Even with the aid of Quellenkritik the risks of subjectivism were great,
and Droysen recommended further rules to rescue historical interpretation from
flights of the imagination.”

In the techniques of historical criticism lay the source of historical objectivity.
Just as mechanical objectivity in the natural sciences fetishized rigid procedures
and protocols, objectivity in history required disciplined respect for methods.
The objective’ truth of the past was forever unattainable, but the methods of the
historian — and above all the historian’s awareness of the limitations of these
methods — qualified scientific history as nonetheless objective. In contrast to art,
which must present its subject matter as a smooth, harmonious whole, the em-
pirical sciences, including history, ‘haben keine strengere Pflicht, als die Liicken
festzustellen, die in den Objekten ihrer Empirie bedingt sind, die Fehler zu kon-
trollieren, die sich aus ihrer Technik ergeben, die Trageweite der Methoden zu
untersuchen,

The objective historian must not give in to the temptation to generalize pre-
maturely or to edify or entertain at the expense of the hard-won facts that had
been dug out of the archives and purified by Quellenkritik. Of course, there was
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no objection to a fine style per se, but Droysen frowned on the perfervid prose of
Michelet, who poured his own subjectivity into the past. But such‘subjektive Auf-
fassen’ had to be straitened by ‘objektive Mafle und Kontrollen. Ranke, whose
legendary seminar was the cradle of all these ‘objective measures and controls’
among the historians, renounced any intention of writing vivid, edifying history:
that is the context of his famous declaration that all he wanted to do was ‘blof8
zeigen, wie es eigentlich gewesen’ — even at the price of a narrative that was oft
hart, abgebrochen, ermiidend’>®

If historical objectivity lay in the methods of historical criticism, it is more
comprehensible how politically engaged historians like Sybel and Treitschke
could simultaneously reject impartiality and affirm objectivity. Both categorically
affirmed their allegiance to these methods: if they were not the whole of history,
then they were its solid, scientific foundations. Sybel urged the historian to be
political and artistic as well as scientific, but while the historian qua writer might
give imagination free reign, the historian qua critical researcher had die Pflich,
jede Einwirkung seiner subjektiven Stimmungen zuriickzudringen. However
much he might mock the eunuchs of impartiality for their refusal to put history
at the service of life, Treitschke never doubted but that the exacting standards
of research in original sources deserved to be called objective, and were the basis
for all history worthy of the name.” Ranke’s commitment to understand the past
in its own terms required literal selflessness, an attempt ‘mein Selbst gleichsam
auszuldschen'? The objective historians who had learned their handiwork in
Ranke’s seminar struggled to overcome, not indulge, their own subjectivity. This
severity came at the cost of losing the greater part of at least the German reading
public, who, Droysen complained, unaccountably ‘wollte lesen, nicht studieren.?

Thucydides at the bar

For historians the patron saint of their discipline had always been Thucydides.
It is therefore particularly instructive to observe how Thucydides himself was
judged at the bar of objectivity by late-nineteenth- and twentieth-century clas-
sicists and historians. Two questions, both revolving around the celebrated Meth-
odensatz in I.22 of the History of the Peloponnesian War, introduced the discus-
sion of historical objectivity into scholarly work on Thucydides: first, to what
extent was Thucydides himself consciously aspiring to the standards of objective
history; and second, did he hold to these standards, especially in the matter of
reporting speeches? The amount of learned ink spilt over the proper rendering of
the Methodensatz in modern European languages since c. 1850 makes one chary
of quoting any of the translations. Since, however, some general idea of what
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Thucydides said is a precondition for understanding what all the scholarly fuss
was about, I hesitantly offer the Loeb translation by Charles Foster Smith of I.22
as a reference point:

As to the speeches that were made by different men, either when they were
about to begin the war or when they were already engaged therein, it has
been difficult to recall with strict accuracy the words actually spoken, both
for me as regards that which I myself heard, and for those who from various
other sources have brought me reports. Therefore the speeches are given
in the language in which, as it seemed to me, the several speakers would
express, on the subjects under consideration, the sentiments most befitting
the occasion, though at the same time I have adhered as closely as pos-
sible to the general sense of what was actually said. But as to the facts of
the occurrences of the war, I have thought it my duty to give them, not as
ascertained from any chance informant nor as seemed to me probable, but
only after investigating with the greatest possible accuracy [akribeia] each
detail, in the case both of the events in which I myself participated and of
those regarding which I got my information from others. And the endeavor
to ascertain these facts was a laborious task, because those who were eye-
witnesses of the several events did not give the same reports about the same
things, but reports varying according to their championship of one side or
the other, or according to their recollection.**

It should be kept in mind that the terminology of objectivity and subjectivity that
came to be regularly applied to this passage were themselves still something of a
novelty in the mid-nineteenth century, although they became quickly and widely
entrenched thereafter. In Franz Wolfgang Ullrich’s pioneering work, Beitrdge zur
Erklirung des Thukydides (1846), which advanced the hypothesis that Thucydides
had composed his history in two parts (breaking at V.25), the words ‘objective’
and ‘objectivity’ hardly figure. Ullrich consistently rendered Thucydides” own
‘akribeia’ as ‘genaue Sorgfalt'> However, in later works on how Thucydides had
composed his work, and particularly those that treated the question of the au-
thenticity of the speeches he reported, analyses of I.22 were peppered with the
vocabulary of objectivity and subjectivity. Ranke’s ‘wie es eigentlich gewesen’ was
arguably a deliberate echo of Thucydides I.22.”” The wholesale and, for the most
part, unreflecting importation of these modern termini into the analysis of what
exactly Thucydides might have meant in I.22 concerning the reporting of deeds
and speeches is all the more striking against the background of the meticulous
philological analysis of every single word and grammatical construction in the
passage. Every semantic shade, every syntactic wrinkle is explored with the pow-
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erful instruments of classical philology by scholars with a princess-and-the-pea
sensibility for anachronisms and editorial interpolations. But the framework of
objectivity and subjectivity, barely a century old in 1900, is taken over with hardly
a murmur.

In these late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century works on Thucydides’
historical methods the answer to the first question — To what extent did
Thucydides aspire to the standards of historical objectivity? — was usually an-
swered in the affirmative, or simply assumed. So Max Pohlenz, writing in 1919,
credits Thucydides with die erstmalige Festlegung einer objektiven Richtschnur’
in the Methodensatz, in welcome contrast to Herodotus’s notorious liberties in
reporting both deeds and speeches.*® August Grosskinsky, in his 1934 Heidel-
berg dissertation, agreed with this aspect of Pohlenz’s interpretation, if in noth-
ing else: Thucydides opposes himself to the ‘subjektiven Willkiir Herodots, and
at least in his reporting of deeds (erga) in the Peloponnesian War had striven to-
ward ‘véllige Ausschaltung jeder Subjektivitit.>® Even classicists who sensed un-
easily that Thucydides might not perhaps have subscribed to the modern creed
of objectivity felt themselves trapped within its vocabulary. Harald Patzer, in his
1936 Berlin dissertation on what had come to be known as ‘die Thukydideische
Frage, complained that die modernen Begriffe “frei” und “subjektiv” were respon-
sible for many misunderstandings of Thucydides’ handling of the speeches, but
he was unable to shake free of the accumulated weight of commentary formu-
lated in terms of the opposition between the objectivity or subjectivity of the
speeches.*®

Indeed, one of the principal reasons why the second question — to what extent
did Thucydides hold to the standards of historical objectivity, especially in his
reporting of the speeches — was elevated to ‘die Thukydideische Frage” was be-
cause the subjective/objective distinction had become ineluctable for historians
by the turn of the twentieth century. There may have been murmurings already
in antiquity about Thucydides having put words in the mouth of the speech
makers,” but his worth and integrity as a historian was rarely at stake. Nor were
his methods objects of intense scrutiny by earlier scholars: I.22 seems to have
become the Methodensatz only in the late nineteenth century. The preoccupation
with the authenticity of the speeches and the objectivity of his methods — even
the attribution to Thucydides of a methodology —mirrored the concerns of the
late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century historians and philologists them-
selves. For my purposes, the answer to the question whether or not Thucydides
did indeed invent the speeches and if so, how and to what end, is beside the
point: my interest is in the sudden urgency of the question, and its entanglement
with the relatively new historical value of objectivity, particularly the objectivity
of methods. To put the matter very simply, probably too simply: the struggles of
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the classicists to reconcile Thucydides’ towering reputation as an historian (and
I have yet to find a single commentator who believed that his reputation was
undeserved) with what they had come to regard as 'subjective’ practices shows
the extent to which objectivity, as opposed to impartiality, dominated the ethos
of historians.”

A new religion

The difficulties faced by these and other classical philologists in answering such
questions mal posées — Did Thucydides try to be objective? Did he succeed? —
arise from the mismatch between epistemic values that have different meanings
and dictate different practices. Impartiality may not require exact quotations;
truth may dispense with Quellenkritik. The mystery of objectivity is how it man-
aged, in a relatively short time, to become so preeminent among the values of the
historian that it swallowed up all others. Here once again, Nietzsche supplies a
clue.

What Nietzsche detested most about historical objectivity was its air of pious
self-deception. His charges of ‘superstition’ and ‘mythology’ echo the charges of
Protestant reformers against popery, which were turned against religion in gen-
eral by the Enlightenment philosophes. Nietzsche smelled in the cult of historical
objectivity a false faith:

Was, es gibe keine herrschende Mythologien mehr? Was, die Religionen
wiren im Aussterben? Seht euch nur die Religion der historischen Macht
an, gebt acht auf die Priester der Ideen-Mythologie und ihre zerschunde-
nen Knie! Sind nicht sogar alle Tugenden im Gefolge dieses neuen Glau-
bens? Oder ist es nicht Selbstlosigkeit, wenn der historische Mensch sich
zum objektiven Spiegelglas ausblasen i3t

There remains the puzzle of how the new religion of historical objectivity, if reli-
gion it was, won so many converts, and in so short a timespan, since it promised
the opposite of immortality. It is a truly Nietzschean problem, since the religion
in question carried with it a distinct odor of asceticism, of clenched self-restraint
in subordinating eloquence to method and method to the analysis of error. The
acolytes of this new and decidedly uncomfortable religion of historical objec-
tivity were almost all formed in the new-style research seminar initiated by the
reformed German universities and imitated widely throughout the learned world
by the end of the nineteenth century. It was the research seminar that in reality
disciplined the disciplines. It was the prime mover behind the multiplication of
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specialist societies and journals. In the seminars students learned that Wissen-
schaftlichkeit meant method, and method in turn meant the mastery of esoteric
techniques through long, arduous application. Whether the technique in ques-
tion was paleography learned at the Berlin philology seminar or error analysis
learned at the Konigsberg physics seminar, the craft knowledge imparted by close
contact of professors with students resembled nothing so much as an apprentice-
ship with a master. The glittering noun Wissenschaft spanned associations from
the character-firming to the culture-making, but the more sober adjective wis-
senschaftlich referred almost invariably to the painstaking, abstruse techniques
— those very methodical ‘methods of research’ — that certified a piece of work, be
it an experiment or an edition, as objective.

Diligence, attention to minute detail, devotion to technique, an ethos of re-
sponsibility and exactitude, and the habits of collective discussion united the
seminar-trained physicist with the seminar-trained philologist. All had ex-
perienced the gradual transition from the repetition of the known (checking
archival sources, producing a chemical reaction) to the unknown; all would
have experienced ‘ein gegenseitiges Nehmen und Geben zwischen Lehrer und
Schiilern) and all would have felt, as the philologist Hermann Diels put it, the
‘unsichtbare Fiden des Vertrauens zwischen den Teilnehmern eines solchen
Thiasos’?* Thiasos’ has several meanings in ancient Greek, ranging from a Bac-
chic revel to a troop of warriors, and no doubt Diels, virtuoso Hellenist that he
was, played upon all of these shades of meaning in his evocation of the semi-
nar. The center that holds together all the senses of “Thiasos’ is that of belong-
ing to a group of initiates, especially a religious confraternity, and it was in this
sense of belonging that one must seek the extraordinary power of the creed of
historical objectivity. The new creed of historical objectivity was imbibed and
realized in seminars like Ranke’s when he took up a chair at the University
of Berlin, which met for decades in his own private study in his Giesebrecht
apartment, day in, day out, making an exception only for Christmas Eve, when
‘the assistants ritually rebelled and stayed home with their families, much to
Ranke’s dismay’*

Conclusion: Intensely disinterested

One of the most curious features of the history of scientific curiosity is how the
most unbridled subjectivity has been transmuted into purest objectivity. Or to
put it in other terms, intense interest in the objects of scientific research turns
into disinterest in everything else. Disinterest in one’s nearest and dearest is only
the most extreme form of a pinpoint focus of interest that excludes the rest of
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the universe and concentrates all intellect, emotion, and energy like a powerful,
pencil-thin laser beam on one spot. This indifference to 99.9% of the rest of the
universe, both human and natural, is often equated with disinterestedness or even
objectivity.

Distraction, absent-mindedness, and disinterest are the obverse of an inter-
est of laserlike focus and intensity. It is disinterest only because it is eccentric:
the sage, scholar, and scientist choose to neglect what interests the vast majority
of other people in favor of their own enthralling preoccupations. Their tran-
quility and incorruptibility with respect to the worldly rewards of fame and
fortune, to the homely comforts of being firmly situated in time and place, and
even to the egoism of an individuated self does not stem from temptations met
and stalwartly resisted — they do not struggle like St. Anthony in the desert
against the familiar demons of human desire, because their desires have been
deflected into other channels and their attention diverted to other objects. All
economies of attention are profoundly moralized. To attend to one thing is ipso
facto to neglect another. Moreover, attention not only signals value; it creates
value in its favored objects, which draw their aficionados, amateurs, devotees —
the etymologies of all these words highly suggestive — deeper and deeper into
obsession.

Obsession is the least sociable of states, Only in the last hundred years or
so have monomaniacal scientific pursuits been imagined in the context, rather
than at the expense of a community. Collective research is a familiar feature of
laboratory and field sciences, but ‘Big Science’ was pioneered by scholars in the
humanities, especially in classical philology and history. It was the physicists and
chemists who self-consciously imitated the seminar model of teaching advanced
students in philology at Géttingen and Berlin in the early nineteenth century;
it was the members Physikalish-Mathematische Klasse of the Preussische Aka-
demie der Wissenschaften who in the late nineteenth century envied their col-
leagues in the Philosophisch-Historische Klasse big, collective projects like The-
odor Mommsen’s Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum.>

Despite their asocial (if not anti-social) associations, objectivity in both the
natural and human sciences was instilled and cultivated in the small, face-to-face
communities of the seminar, the research group, and the conference. The sup-
pression of the self by the self that constitutes scientific objectivity was peculiarly
well-suited to the rhetoric of self-sacrifice in the name of the community — but
also to that of ascetic virtuosity that commands admiration and deference. As in
the case of the early Christian saints, the asceticism of objectivity demanded an
audience, as Nietzsche recognized all too well.
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[.2 The Natural Sciences and the Humanities
in the Seventeenth Century

Not Separate Yet Unequal?

H. FLor1is CoHEN

When scientists in our day meddle with the humanities, the outcomes are not
always uplifting. Sometimes they are, as when art historians and chemists sup-
plement each other’s expertise quite nicely in establishing or disproving the au-
thenticity of some famous painting. In my own discipline, the history of science,
the contributions scientists make are rarely so productive, unless (as, for instance,
with Thomas Kuhn) they turn themselves into professional historians. Profes-
sional scientists with a layman’s interest in history certainly tend to display a
deep-seated emotional involvement in past manifestations of their own present-
day concerns. But the flip side of their praiseworthy engagement is most often a
rather upsetting naiveté. Armed with a few facts of questionable reliability, even
the most history-conscious scientists tend to lack even the most elementary idea
of how historians are for good, long-established reasons wont to deal with past
facts. Clearly, to them the sciences and the humanities are quite distinct, or even
insuperably different, areas of scholarship.

So much for science/humanities interactions in my professional experience.
The remainder of the present chapter is about similar interactions in the past,
or, more precisely, during the founding period of modern science some three
to four centuries ago. I shall examine a few cases where certain subjects that
were later to be reckoned among the humanities were taken up at some depth
by scholars who at a later age were to count unambiguously as scientists. In
examining four selected crossover cases, my primary concern is with the rigor-
ous distinction between the sciences and the humanities that we are used to
maintain at present. Rens Bod, Eric Jorink, and others have taught us that, with
due reservations even for the present day, it is certainly pointless to make such
a distinction for any period prior to the late nineteenth century.’ My question
is: Do my four chosen authors (in chronological order, Johannes Kepler, René
Descartes, Blaise Pascal, and Isaac Newton) agree with Rens and Eric? Or do
they perhaps prove these learned gentlemen wrong, in that they do make pre-
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cisely such a distinction, either in principle or, if not that, then at least in their
actual practice?

What, indeed, about the performance of these four great men of the Scientific
Revolution in (to them) foreign territory? Do we find Kepler or Newton operat-
ing differently when pursuing their chronological than their astronomical studies,
or not? And what about the quality of their performance? Do they operate with
the disdain of professional standards on display with those history-minded scien-
tists of today? Or did the more humanities-focused participants in then current
debates perceive these apparent intruders as (by and large) their equals? Also,
how do we, in looking back, judge the quality of their performance? Was New-
ton as great a chronologist as he was in the domains for which we still rightly
celebrate him?

A clear-cut instance of a positive answer to my first question, about whether or
not a principal distinction was being made at the time between science-like and
humanities-like pursuits in the period of the Scientific Revolution, is provided by
Blaise Pascal. In a programmatic fragment dating from c. 1647 and posthumously
entitled ‘Préface pour le Traité du Vide' (‘Preface for the Treatise on the Void’)
he lists on the one hand the disciplines of history, geography, law, languages, and
theology. On the other hand you have geometry, arithmetic, music, physics, medi-
cine, and architecture. His enumeration is not meant to be exhaustive in either
case, yet I am not omitting any of those he does list. Now by what criterion does
Pascal distinguish the one category from the other? Knowledge in domains of the
former kind, so he argues, can be attained only by consulting books, whereas the
latter fall under the senses or under reasoning.® If, so he continues, you want to
know who was the first king of France, or where geographers place the first me-
ridian, you are necessarily bound by authority, in that you must look up writings
by authors, whereas if you want to find out about, for instance, void spaces you
cannot fall back upon available writings on the subject — you must make experi-
ments and then reason upon the outcomes thereof.

Consequently (so Pascal keeps arguing) innovation is quite possible and, in-
deed, indispensable in fields of the latter kind, whereas with the former their
very point is to stick to what we have. Consequently, the Jesuits (Pascal’s arch-
enemies) have it doubly wrong. In theology, they introduce all kinds of innova-
tions where these do not belong, in that they go way beyond the sole repository
of religious truth, Scripture and the Church Fathers. But these self-same Jesuits
oppose new, experimental findings about (for instance) the void, as contradict-
ing the received wisdom of the ancients. By way of another consequence that
Pascal draws from his distinction, the perfection of disciplines of the former,
humanities-oriented kind lies in the past, whereas the latter can only attain per-
fection in an as yet unknown future. In short, the humanities are unlike the
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sciences in that only the latter, guided by experimental reasoning, are capable of
attaining progress.’?

It may look surprising that, in his listing of sciences capable of such progress,
Pascal takes up ‘music. In this connection he meant not so much the practice of
music as, rather, the mathematical-physical theorizing that underlies it. Indeed,
my next case of a humanities/sciences distinction being made during the Sci-
entific Revolution concerns thoughts about musical theory of a thinker Pascal
abhorred only slightly less than he did the Jesuits, to wit, his older acquaintance
René Descartes. The grounds for Pascal’s abhorrence (scholatly, not personal)
reside in what he diagnosed as Descartes  know-all pretensions, his claim to have
hit once and for all upon the one indubitably true system of all knowledge that we
can possibly attain of the natural world and how it operates. Take a typical line
from Descartes like the following, near the end of Discours de la méthode:

Making my mind pass once again over all objects which at any time have
presented themselves to my senses, I venture to say that I have never come
across any thing which I could not explain adequately enough by means of

the Principles I had found.*

‘“Explain), for sure! Descartes (I am addressing him here in his philosopher’s role,
not as a highly innovative mathematical scientist) was not out to discover any
new phenomena.’ His concern was rather to give these their rightful place in his
grand scheme of things, necessarily true because he had derived it from indubi-
tably secure first principles. Whenever his faithful correspondent back in Paris,
Marin Mersenne, who was in the business of making empirical discoveries, con-
fronted Descartes with his latest, Descartes’ preponderant, nay, his sole concern
was to make the new phenomenon fit in with his natural philosophy of particles
in motion. However, in one exceptional case Descartes did not go along.® The
subject, part of the contemporary science of music, was degrees of consonance — a
concern, not only of Mersenne, but of Galileo, Kepler, Beeckman, and other pio-
neers, too, Most agreed that the phenomenon of consonance (that is, the sweet,
near-blending quality of certain musical notes sounding together) is due to how
often the notes that make up a musical interval coincide. Musical sound, so they
came to realize, is produced by the vibrations of a string put in motion, and each
musical interval is marked by a specific ratio of vibrational frequency, as 1:2 for
the octave, 2:3 for the fifth, etc. (in modern terms, standard A is 440 Hertz,
hence, the A one octave higher is 880 Hertz). In Mersenne’s view it followed that,
the more often two strings co-vibrate, the more consonant are the intervals thus
produced. With the octave, vibrations coincide every 1 x 2 = second time, with
the fifth every 2 x 3 = sixth time, and so on. This yields a neat scale of degrees of
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consonance, from the unison 1:1 to the minor sixth 5:8. How, then, could it be that
musical practice fails in several regards to conform to this mathematical-physical
rule of descending consonance?

Confronted by Mersenne with the scale and with the question, Descartes felt
comfortable only with one portion thereof — the portion that we would nowadays
call scientific. The scale of degrees of consonance that seems to follow inexorably
from Mersenne’s coincidence account of consonance, so Descartes retorted, is
indeed right as far as it goes. Only, it does not go very far:

Concerning the sweetness of the consonances two things should be distin-
guished: namely, what renders them simpler and more accordant, and what
renders them more agreeable to the ear. Now, as to what renders them more
agreeable, that depends on the places where they are employed; and there
are places where even diminished fifths and other dissonances are more
agreeable than consonances, so that one could not determine absolutely
that one consonance is more agreeable than another. [...] One can say abso-
lutely which consonances are the most simple and the most accordant ones;
for that depends only on how often their sounds unite, and how closely
they approach the nature of the unison; so that one can say absolutely that
the fourth is more accordant than the major third, while ordinarily it is not
so agreeable, just as the cassia is definitely sweeter than olives, but not so
agreeable to our taste’

What we appear to have here, then, is (once again) a clear-cut sciences/humani-
ties dichotomy. Descartes perceptively distinguishes between the ‘science’ aspect
of musical consonance, which is a matter of ratios of vibrational frequencies, and
the aspect of artistic analysis, concerned with the actual context of an actual mu-
sical piece in which musical intervals are bound to serve in multiple ways that, at
the very least, do not correspond in a one-to-one manner with what mathemati-
cal-physical analysis leads us to predict.

To be sure, Descartes was enabled to making the distinction in the first place,
not out of some a priori urge to distinguish the sciences from the humanities
so much as, rather, due to the extraordinary feature of his natural philosophy
just discussed — his emphatic claim to indubitable certainty. The consequence
of his highly staked claim (of his all-or-nothing style of philosophizing, really),
was that all those matters he did not feel certain about ought to be banished to
the outer darkness reserved for topics at the other side of the certainty/uncer-
tainty divide. As in another context he acknowledged himself, he was barely able,
when listening to a piece of music, to distinguish a fifth from an octave, or judge
whether someone had correctly sung ut re mi fa sol la, let alone do it himself. In
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sum, then, Descartes’ urge to distinguish between the sciences and the humani-
ties side of scholarly life coincided with what he felt subjectively certain of, and
what not.

My final topic concerns the discipline of chronology. What I have picked up on
the subject I owe (of course) to Anthony Grafton,® further to Franz Hammer, co-
editor of Johannes Kepler’s Gesammelte Werke,® and to Isaac Newton’s biographer
Richard S. Westfall.” The subject of greatest fascination to Kepler, second only
to his all-time favorite, the science of the heavens, was the year of nativity — How
many years before Christ was Jesus actually born? The seemingly obvious answer
— “Well, none at all, of course’ — was by the early seventeenth century greatly in
doubt, as many students of the matter had already questioned the accuracy of the
sixth-century monk who created our Christian ‘Anno Domini’ calendar. But by
how many years had this learned monk been wrong?

At the time when Kepler was drawn into the question by a patron who sought
his help in fixing dates of Roman history by means of heavenly events like lunar
and solar eclipses or planetary conjunctions, Joseph Just Scaliger was busily turn-
ing himself into the great authority on this and all other topics that come up in
what in his hands became the academic discipline of chronology. Kepler quickly
threw himself into the Europe-wide debates that followed upon the appearance
of Scaliger’s two big books on the subject. Kepler’s first publication came as an
appendix to his treatise on the New Star, the nova, of 1604, and it took shape as an
argument to antedate Jesus’ birth by one more year than Scaliger had established
for it, to wit, the year 6 rather than s BC. Two astronomical considerations guided
Kepler’s determination. One was a lunar eclipse mentioned by Flavius Josephus
as occurring on the eve of the death of King Herod (the year of Herod’s demise
was one important tidbit in the stew of Bible passages, ancient calendar rules,
passing remarks by the yes or no reliable historian Flavius Josephus, and other
contemporary facts and factoids that together made up the riddle of the nativity).
Kepler realized, as Scaliger had, too, that in years around 1 BC not one but two
lunar eclipses qualified, but on astronomical grounds not considered by Scaliger
he settled on the one that led to 4 BC for Herod’s death and, hence, to 6 BC for
Jesus birth. Kepler thus left the Magi some 10 months for making up their minds
upon spotting the Star of Bethlehem finally to set out on their voyage to the crib
of God’s Son.

Actually, the Star of Bethlehem provided the other piece of evidence for Jesus’
birth in 6 BC that Kepler dropped into the current debate. He connected the Star
to the 1604 nova he was writing about, by means of a series of Saturn-Jupiter con-
junctions that happened to accompany both these spectacular heavenly events. It
is a very technical argument, such as only an expert astronomer could produce,
and together with the lunar eclipse just ahead of King Herod’s death it made
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Kepler settle for good on 6 BC, the year (by the way) still accepted today partly
on other grounds.

Kepler did more than just drop 6 BC and his arguments for it into an ongoing
debate — he actually joined it. Expert chronologists of both Catholic and Prot-
estant denominations, some of whom he knew personally, challenged his conclu-
sions, and he met their not so much astronomical as, rather, historical arguments
on their own ground. For instance, he argued at length for the reliability of Fla-
vius Josephus's book on Jewish history in view of its consistency both with the
text itself and with other contemporary Roman authors. In short, Kepler turned
himself into an expert historian, taking part in the chronological debate with the
research methods and the criteria for authenticity then current in the field. Thus
he gained the respect of many among those who, together with Kepler, took the
late Scaliger’s vast scholarship to heart.

Can we say the same thing about Isaac Newton’s concerns with chronology?
No, we cannot, as hardly a word of his even more extensive writings on the sub-
ject was published during his lifetime. Nor is this by accident — Newton kept
quite deliberately silent about the vast scholarship he, too, had amassed in chro-
nology. He came to the subject due to the theological studies he engaged in as a
consequence of the obligation that rested upon every Fellow of Trinity College at
Cambridge to be ordained within seven years of appointment to the fellowship.
A few years ahead of that deadline, so as to acquaint himself with the theologi-
cal background to the solemn oath he would in due time have to swear, Newton
threw himself with his customary methodical thoroughness into the writings of
the church fathers — not only Augustine or Eusebius but just about all of them. In
those hefty tomes he made an unsettling discovery. In course of the debates over
Christian dogma that had raged all over the fourth to sixth centuries, people had
been deceived, words had been twisted, texts had been corrupted, so as to peddle
and eventually get turned into dogma a pernicious, wholly unbiblical notion —
that of the Trinity. The two Bible verse which proclaim the consubstantial unity
of God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit appeared to Newton
to be fourth—century forgeries, produced by Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria,
in his ongoing battle with Arius, priest in the same city. Newton relived these
millennium-old ecclesiastical battles as if he took part in them, himself. In a sense
he did. In short order he took the part of Arius, rejected for good the Holy and
Undivided Trinity on which he was presently to swear an oath in the very college
of that name. He knew well that if he made his heretical views known he would
be kicked out of Cambridge University forthwith. He chose not to take the man-
tle of another prophet out to combat corruption, but to keep silent, all his life.
Somehow he managed to wriggle out of ordination, and he kept pursuing his
theological studies in private for the rest of his life.
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Chronology was definitely part of those studies. The only books he wrote
that appeared during his lifetime are, of course, Principia and Opticks, but within
a year of his death a third, his Chronology of Ancient Kingdoms Amended saw the
light of day. As Westfall has shown, one should not take this work at face value,
as Newton had deliberately robbed his entire chronology of its own thrust. The
true point of this book, which he took great care to keep out of it, is rather to be
found in a much earlier manuscript of fully heretical, part late-Arian part early
deist tenor, known after its incipit as “Theologiae gentilis origines philosophicae’
("The Philosophical Origins of Gentile Theology’).” There is an original, wholly
rational religion, with at its center celebration of God’s absolute predominance
over the cosmos by means of a fire that represents the sun with the planets or-
biting it. This religion, ‘then which nothing can be more rational) was instituted
after the Flood by Noah, and spread over the length and breadth of the ancient
world by Noah’s three sons. Due to the depravities of the human heart, this
rational religion has found itself corrupted time and again. Ever so often God
sends a prophet, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, to bring religion back to its pristine
purity, but then corruption sets in all over again, as in the fourth century with
Athanasius.

Religion just rational, Christ just a prophet — all this did not just smack of
heresy, it constituted heresy in Newton's own time, and he knew it. His private
time-reckoning in the ‘Origines’ testifies to it, too — in view of the role accorded
Noah and his sons Newton acquired an interest in curtailing time as much as he
possibly could. That is why he availed himself, among many other tricks of the
trade, of a subterfuge that was already around for some time. Facing as Scaliger
had the inconveniently lengthy chain of pharaohs in Manetho’s authoritative list-
ing, Gerard Vossius departed from Scaliger in shortening the chain by declaring
without a shred of evidence several early Egyptian dynasties to be not consecutive
but parallel. Why Newton followed Vossius in this regard, then, becomes clear,
not from his orthodox-looking book on chronology itself but from his far earlier,
profoundly heretical ‘Origines.

It is time to draw from the foregoing some conclusions. There are, of course,
many more pertinent cases to examine than the four I have just sketched in their
barest outlines, such as, for instance, Galileo’s literary criticism or Bacon’s Essays
or (a vast enterprise in itself ) numerous writings by the incredibly versatile Leib-
niz. So whatever responses I shall now give to the questions I announced at the
start of the present chapter can be no more than very provisional.

Two of our protagonists made a principled distinction. Pascal did so in general
terms, Descartes in one specific case only' Descartes’ distinction, stemming as it
did from the ideal of indubitable certainty paramount to all his philosophizing,
seems to correspond by and large to his famous dualism of res extensa (extended
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stuff ) and res cogitans (thinking stuff), Pascal’s distinction, much like the one so
often maintained at present, is between disciplines that draw on authoritative,
extant texts, and those that build forth upon experimental reasoning. In contrast,
neither Kepler nor Newton seems to bother to make any distinction in principle,
so the question is whether it may nonetheless be found back in their actual prac-
tice. To a large extent the answer is ‘yes. When doing chronology, both men are
chronologists with the chronologists. Kepler took a full, well-respected part in
current debates. So, but inevitably posthumously, did Newton’s thoroughly self-
emasculated views on the subject.

Even so, both men contributed something uniquely their own to the field as
well, something that derives from their work in domains we now call scientific.
Kepler’s solution to the problem of nativity, albeit defended in terms of then cur-
rent history writing, resulted from his pursuing in depth questions raised by lu-
nar eclipses and past and present planetary conjunctions. Astronomy was hardly
foreign to the field of chronology as Scaliger restructured it, only, Kepler was on
surer ground and thought more deeply about its possible uses. With Newton the
contribution of his science to his chronology, or more generally speaking to the
theology which determined the entire thrust of his chronology, is more complex.
Just like Kepler, he enriched his efforts in chronology with astronomical details
foreign to other practitioners, such as his usage of the precession of the equi-
noxes for calculating the exact year of the expedition of the Argonauts as a base-
line for Greek history. More importantly, Newton's conception of human history
stemmed in the last resort from his personal conception of the Deity, that is, from
an idea expressed as well in the second edition of his Principia — God’s absolute
dominion over nature as over human history.

No full-blown distinction between the ‘humanities’ and the ‘science’ side of
things is called for, then, in either case — in the period of the Scientific Revolu-
tion the two interpenetrate to some extent. This applies a fortiori to both Kepler’s
and Newton’s working habits. Kepler brought to his chronological investigation
the same style of enthusiastic outbursts alternated with doggedly pursued exacti-
tude that we encounter in his astronomical work. Newton's theological efforts are
just as thoroughly and methodically undertaken, just as much built upon vast,
carefully accumulated learning as is true of his work on the calculus, on orbital
motion, and on light and color.

Still, interpenetration goes only so far. Kepler’s unique achievement in the do-
main of planetary theory rests in good part on his willingness to throw the results
of the most painstaking theorizing and calculating in the wastebasket when a
timely empirical check showed these results to be wrong within available limits of
accurate measurement — the rightly famous eight minutes of arc discrepancy be-
tween a parameter theoretically predicted and actually measured. No such will-
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ingness seems to mark Kepler’s work in chronology. He arrives at a well-reasoned
conclusion, and he sticks to it. Not that, as a rule, the discipline of chronology left
room for clear-cut empirical refutation — one could always twist the evidence to
one’s own, always theologically determined advantage. So it is with Newton. In
Principia, he went out of his way to establish an exact match between abstract or-
bits derived geometrically and planetary orbits observed physically, not hesitating
along the way to subject ideas dear to him to the strictest scrutiny and if need be
reject them without more ado. In The Chronology of Ancient Kingdoms Amended
he availed himself without apparent qualms of Vossius’ gambit at the service of a
fully preset conclusion — the relatively short amount of time available for Noah'’s
sons in spreading true, rational religion before its first corruption. This conclu-
sion in its turn followed inexorably from his highly personal, deeply felt concep-
tion of what a truly rational religion amounts to.

So a final conclusion to my preliminary investigation seems to be this. At the
‘science’ side of things, as distinguished along Pascal’s lines from the ‘humanities’
side of things, impartiality in the sense of a certain readiness to subject one’s dear-
est conclusions to rigorous testing, albeit difficult always, is easier to attain with
the former than with the latter. In the humanities, notably, of course, in the theo-
logical concerns always present in all seventeenth-century thinking, values dear
to the human heart could not, as they still cannot, fail to determine the overall
setup and course of an investigation to a far larger extent than in the sciences of

the natural world. By and large, Pascal had it right.

Notes

1 Rens Bod made the point throughout his De vergeten wetenschappen. Een geschiedenis
van de humaniora. (Amsterdam: Bert Bakker, 2010), translated since as A New History
of the Humanities (Oxford University Press, 2013). Eric Jorink did so in his Het Boeck
der Natuere. Nederlandse geleerden en de wonderen van Gods Schepping 1575-1715 (Leiden:
Primavera Pers, 2006), translated as: Reading the Book of Nature in the Dutch Golden Age,
1575-1715 (Leiden: Brill, 2010).

2 Blaise Pascal, "Préface pour le Traité du Vide, first line of the seventh paragraph:‘des sujets
qui tombent sous le sens ou sous le raisonnement’.

3 To be sure, Pascal does not literally use the term ‘progress, but the entire point of his next
paragraph is the steady advance of the sciences since their inception with the Greeks.

4 René Descartes, Ocuvres 6, 64 (Discours de la méthode: part 6): ‘repassant mon esprit sur
tous les objets qui sestoient jamais presentez a mes sens, iose bien dire que ie n'y ay remar-
qué aucune chose que ie ne peusse assez commodement expliquer par les Principes que
i'avois trouvez.

5 In my How Modern Science Came into the World: Four Civilizations, One 17th-Century
Breakthrough (Amsterdam University Press, 2010), I take great pains to maintain this
distinction, which was quite in keeping with the (up to mid-seventeenth-century) tradi-



I0

II

52 H. FLoris CoHEN

tional, almost watertight separation between mathematical science and natural philoso-
phy in the sense of a closed system of speculative thought.

I have treated the matter at some length in my Quantifying Music: The Science of Music at
the First Stage of the Scientific Revolution, 1580-1650 (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1984), 169-172.
René Descartes to Marin Mersenne, October 1631:“Touchant la douceur des consonan-
ces, il y a deus choses a distinguer: a s¢avoir, ce qui les rend plus simples et accordantes, &
ce qui les rend plus agreables a I'oreille. Or, pour ce qui les rend plus agreables, cela depend
des lieus ou elles sont employées; & il se trouve des lieus ou mesme les fausses quintes
& autres dissonances sont plus agreables que les consonances, de sorte qu'on ne sgauroit
determiner absolument qu'une consonance soit plus agreable que l'autre. [...] Mais on
peut dire absolument quelles consonances sont les plus simples & plus accordantes; car
cela ne depent que de ce que leurs sons sunissent davantage I'un avec l'autre, & qu'elles ap-
prochent plus de la nature de I'unison; en sorte quon peut dire absolument que la quarte
est plus accordante que la tierce maieur[e], encore que pour lordinaire elle ne soit pas
si agreable, comme la casse est bien plus douce que les olives, mais non pas si agreable a
nostre gout.

Anthony Grafton, Joseph Scaliger and Historical Chronology: The Rise and Fall of a
Discipline, History and Theory 14.2 (1975), 156-185.

Franz Hammer’s extensive ‘Nachberichte'in volumes 1 and 5 of Johannes Kepler’s Gesam-
melte Werke.

Richard S. Westfall, Never at Rest: A Biography of Isaac Newton (Cambridge University
Press, 1980).

This is the one work by Newton on which Westfall developed views that go substantially
beyond Never at Rest. See R.S. Westfall, ‘Isaac Newton’s Theologiae Gentilis Origines
Philosophicae, in W.W. Wagar (ed.), The Secular Mind: Transformations of Faith in Mod-
ern Europe (New York/London: Holmes & Meier, 1982), 15-34.



1.3  The Interaction between Sciences and Humanities
in Nineteenth-Century Scientific Materialism
A Case Study on _Jacob Moleschott’s Popularizing
Work and Political Activity

LAaura MENEGHELLO

Positivism is normally understood as favoring separation of the humanities and
the natural sciences, rather than interaction between them. This is because,
around the 1850s, the modern scientific method seemed to provoke a progressive
demarcation between the exact sciences and other disciplines. I would like to
question this assumption by analyzing the attitude of Jacob Moleschott’s scien-
tific materialism — which has typically been interpreted as one of the most radical
movements within Positivism — vis-a-vis the humanities.

Moleschott was born in 's-Hertogenbosch in 1822 and died in Rome in 1893,
He had a very international, that is to say, European career: he studied medicine
in Heidelberg and was Privatdozent at the University of Heidelberg, later taught
at the University of Ziirich and was finally appointed Professor of Physiology at
the University of Turin in 1861. He became Senator of the newly established Ital-
ian Kingdom in 1876 and Professor at‘La Sapienza’in Rome in 1878.

Together with Carl Vogt (1817-1895) and Ludwig Biichner (1824-1899), Mole-
schott is considered to be one of the most representative materialist scientists in
the nineteenth century. However, Moleschott’s engagement in cultural politics
was unique among the materialists: in fact, he was the only one who sketched the
position of the sciences and the humanities in the context of a national educa-
tional system in such an extensive manner. It is interesting to observe that, in the
debates on public education at the Italian Senate in the 1880s, the most convinced
supporters of the project of a ‘Philosophical Faculty’ embracing the sciences and
the humanities were a physiologist (Moleschott) and a mathematician (Luigi
Cremona [1830-1903]).

Moleschott’s conception of science aimed at including, rather than excluding,
ethical, religious and broader cultural and philosophical issues. Via Moleschott,
materialism can be interpreted as focusing neither on a rigid demarcation be-
tween the natural sciences and the other disciplines, nor on the definition of
a strict criterion for ‘scientificity’ to which every discipline must conform, but
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rather on the absorption of the humanities within the framework of materialist
science.

The figure and the work of Jacob Moleschott are excellent models for exam-
ining the construction of the modern conceptions of both the sciences and the
humanities in the second half of the nineteenth century. Even though his thought
has been mostly interpreted as reductionist and strongly empiricist,” not yet stud-
ied source material shows that, rather than strictly separating the domain of the
natural sciences from any other domain, Moleschott’s materialism constituted an
all-encompassing worldview that sought to expand the influence of materialism
beyond the sheer divulgation of empirical research. Having been a member of the
Senate and an important personality in both the public and cultural life of his
times, Moleschott is an illuminating example of the ‘inclusiveness’ of scientific
materialism: he contributed both in theory and in practice to the convergence of
the sciences and humanities.

In order to examine the relation between the empirical sciences and the other
disciplines (in particular, between the natural sciences and the humanities), let
us turn to a number of speeches by Moleschott: the first is a speech delivered at
the University of Turin in 1867 for the beginning of his sixth course on experi-
mental physiology at that university, entitled ‘Della causalita nella biologia. The
others were held at the Senate between November 29, 1886, and February 5, 1887,
on the occasion of a discussion about the national educational system, as well as
one held on June 21, 1884, about the procedure for appointing new professors.
These Senate speeches give a clear example of the intertwinement between epis-
temological and socio-political issues in materialism; moreover, they are unique
in sketching and explaining precisely how the ‘unity of science’ — a key concept
in Moleschott’s thought® — would function in the concrete context of national
institutions.

The interaction between arts and sciences:
The idea of ‘humanity’ and the role of history

That history should not be opposed but should rather be strictly related to nature
is one of the central concepts of the introductory lecture Moleschott gave for his
course in experimental physiology at the University of Turin in 1867, called ‘On
Causality in Biology. Here the relation between materialist science and the hu-
manities is explicitly declared to be one of nonexclusion, since it is clearly stated
that ‘poetry does not exclude positivism, in the same way as the latter one is not
opposed to the former'* As a whole, this speech approaches the theme of the
interaction between various disciplines not just abstractly, but also in the form
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of the concrete collaboration between natural scientists (‘naturalists’) and rep-
resentatives of what we would call ‘humanities’ (a term which is, however, never
mentioned in this speech nor elsewhere in Moleschott’s work) and ‘arts™: ‘poets’
and naturalists’ are said to have helped each other in the understanding of the
necessary laws governing knowledge, so that now scholars of ‘moral disciplines,
linguistics, history, [and] social sciences agree with scientists in the application of
that method, which is necessarily required by the natural, i.e., necessary, develop-
ment of every thing’’

Continuous exchange between ‘nature and history), that is, in our contempo-
rary terminology, between the sciences and the humanities, or between nature
and culture, is presented as the fundamental element for that ‘sublime’ and ‘most
noble’ human aspiration which is the ‘unity of science’

Moleschott observes that, if the diversity of the respective methods has
brought about the formation of two categories, namely that of ‘philosophers’ and
that of ‘scientists, the methods now tend toward unification: ‘linguistics is for a
great part becoming a branch of physiology, following the footprints of natural
sciences,” where physiologists and philologists join their efforts to cultivate it At
the same time, ‘modern historical methods’ are said to be the very same methods
that’have been dominant for a long time in the natural sciences, while the univer-
sal laws of history necessarily emanate from nature’®

Even the essence of Darwin’s theory seems to be the introduction of a dynam-
ic, diachronic and therefore historical dimension in the study of nature, as Mole-
schott describes in both the commemoration of Charles Darwin held in Rome
in 1882 and the discourse he pronounced at La Sapienza in 1892.° Moleschott
transfers Darwin’s conception of evolutionary theory beyond natural science and
toward history as a discipline, an idea that is rarely found among historians at
that time, but was becoming popular among natural scientists and sociologists.”

One of the major features of Moleschott’s conception of science, above and
beyond his ideas about educational politics, was therefore to stress the role of his-
tory in the system of knowledge and, consequently, in the concrete organization
of the sciences. On the level of epistemology (intended as justification of a claim
to knowledge and foundation of a scientific discipline), Moleschott conceives
the great revolutions in physics and biology (Mayer’s and Darwin’s theories) as
founding natural science on the study of diachronic development instead of con-
centrating on its static forms (classification)"; at the same time, in all of his open-
ing lectures at the university Moleschott justifies and explains physiology and
biology as disciplinary fields by referring to their own history. On the level of the
structuring of the educational system, history occupies a special place: it is pre-
cisely the historical approach that, referring to empirical objects such as sources,
guarantees the ‘scientificity’ of a discipline. This is why Moleschott cares so much
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about a transformation of theology into history of religion — a particularly im-
portant task in the Kingdom of Italy, which was constituted both territorially and
ideologically in opposition to the Catholic Church (represented by the Vatican
and by the Habsburg Monarchy).

‘Embracing nature and history,™ which is described by Moleschott as the ideal
task of systematization that leads to the unity of science, also leads to a transfor-
mation of both the task and the conception of philosophy:‘a philosopher cannot
consider his work as being juxtaposed to that of natural scientists, since any phi-
losophy worthy of its name embraces the quintessence of the tree of science, and
is even its ripest fruit) to cite a recurrent image in Moleschott’s representation of
the systematization of science. It is precisely philosophy, permeated by the unity
of the law of necessity, which is itself induced by both natural and historical facts,
that has to sublimate them in that universal organism which will be the adequate
and therefore beautiful expression of science. This kind of philosophy will demon-
strate the natural conditions of historical events, [and] the historical conditions
of natural phenomena, always through one and the same method, that is, the
experimental and inductive method’

The unifying task of philosophy would still be one of the essential elements of
Moleschott’s thought twenty-one years later, when, having become a member of
the Senate, he would propose a reform of higher education that would take into
account the role of philosophy as synthesizing science into an organic unity. That
this unity is considered to be beautiful because it is adequate is a clear reference
to Hegelianism. However, the ‘Philosophical Faculty’ as conceived by Moleschott
in his Senate speeches does not refer to that‘experimental and inductive method’
which, according to the abovementioned university lecture, should be adopted
by philosophy; therefore, Moleschott’s view in the 1880s seems to be even more
flexible and tolerant vis-a-vis nonempirical sciences.”* The system of science as
a universal organism is significant if one considers the similarity to the organic
conception of nature: Moleschott tried to find a ‘natural’ system of the sciences,
as is also evident from the statement that it is ‘the law of necessity’ that informs
philosophy, giving it unity and beauty.

On the biographical level, we can find the idea of a synthesis of science and
what he calls ‘humanity’ as an ideal in Moleschott’s correspondence with the
Swiss geologist Edouard Desor. The theme appears quite often in his letters, in
particular with reference to the theologian Theodore Parker; Parker is said to
uniquely combine science and humanity, thereby unifying them™ — where it is
clear that ‘Humanitit' does not indicate general moral principles, but a precise
idea of humanistic culture. "Humanity’ as a value thus appears to be a central re-
quirement for scientific research: something that pertains to the natural scientist
no less than it pertains to other scholars.
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In other letters, Moleschott refers to Parker’s work on the history of religion
and to its importance for his own project of writing a book on anthropology,
which he never finished. Substituting theology with the history of religion was
one of the points of Moleschott’s program for a reform of higher education: his-
tory, considered ‘in its broadest sense, had been presented in the Senate speeches
held in 1886-1887 as an essential subject in the Philosophical Faculty. Such a ‘fac-
ulty’ was conceived as being propaedeutic to further studies, including the natu-
ral sciences and technical subjects, on the model of the German Philosophische
Fakultit. It would also have among its tasks a serious examination and discussion
of religious issues (again, ‘intended in the broadest sense and not as dogmatism’),
which constituted an important mission for the government after the suppression
of theological faculties, as Moleschott himself observed:

History, which should be taught in those Faculties in the broadest sense,
will be required to examine religious issues minutely and conscientiously.
According to me, as the Senate knows, this does not mean dogmatic issues,
but religion as it is present in the human heart, which everyone wants, in
one’s own way, to be seriously examined and discussed, according to one’s
own beliefs or philosophical opinions.”®

On the political level, this implies a secularization of education; on the episte-
mological level, it indicates a task that the natural sciences and humanities have
in common, namely including the historical perspective while taking into con-
sideration either their object of study (theology becomes history of religion) or
the discipline itself (the history and prehistory of physiology and biology is con-
stantly referred to in all of Moleschott’s opening lectures). The humanities are
thus characterized by Moleschott as sciences having their object of study in the
empirical world.

The ‘Philosophical Faculty’ and the “Unity of Science’

Moleschott’s Senate discourse on higher education dating from 1887 is structured
around the form and function of that ‘ground’ which unifies all disciplines — or
‘the whole of knowledge, as Moleschott says when he directly asks his colleagues
at the Senate to judge for themselves about their own fields of knowledge. The
latter expression clearly indicates a holistic view of knowledge (which we might
compare with his organicist view of nature), while the word ‘ground’ assumes a
very concrete meaning, once we think of it as a necessary presupposition for the
growth of vegetation. In fact, Moleschott affirms that the juries for a competition
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in higher education, as well as their respective disciplines, cannot be pigeonholed
(literally, closed in a box’), since the branches of knowledge are connected and in-
terwoven with each other, and all disciplines, all branches have a common ‘trunk’:

Knowledge becomes fertile through all disciplines, it develops branches
through them, it is interwoven with all of them; every discipline needs the
other disciplines in order to refer to them, to develop, to be applied to and
through them; in conclusion all disciplines, all branches of the knowable
have a common trunk.”

The image of the tree, another topos of science-systematization around 1850-
1900, here stands for the unity in the complexity which characterizes the ‘unity
of science’ and its concrete actualization, at least as Moleschott maintains it in
this discourse on the ‘Philosophical Faculty’

In accordance with the taxonomic aim of the speech, all single disciplines find
their place in the scale of knowledge. Physiology is taken as an example in or-
der to explain the all-encompassing nature of knowledge, so that a physiologist,
according to Moleschott, must take into consideration also physics, chemistry,
natural history, anatomy, as well as pathology (including clinical pathology) and,
last but not least, philosophy. In order to indicate the synthesis of disciplines that
characterizes materialist science and, in particular, physiology (Moleschott’s own
special field), he states that a physiologist ‘would cease to be a physiologist from
that day, in which he forgot that he must be an anthropologist’®

This particular discourse, then, far from being merely political, is also of fun-
damental importance in order to comprehend why Moleschott decided to write a
work entitled ‘Anthropologie’. Moleschott's Anthropologie represents exactly this
all-encompassing sphere described above, in which all disciplines are bound to-
gether and put into relation — gaining universality, but not losing their own speci-
ficity. This is evident not only from its structure, but also from its programmatic
introduction, where the continuity between organic and inorganic substances is
underlined.* In this respect, continuity with Schelling’s idea of unity is notice-
able:* the materialists did not give up the ideal of unification and of the creation
of a system of science; on the contrary, they conceived establishing relations be-
tween disciplines and domains as one of the core tasks of science. Furthermore,
the interrelation between domains is no longer derived from abstract thought, but
presented as a result of the most recent scientific research in the fields of biol-
ogy, physiology and psychology. It is precisely this set of relations connecting all
different disciplines (or, better, all different fields of knowledge) that guarantees
the ‘unity of science’: unity as relation, then, as interconnected structure provid-
ing every scientist with a ‘general view) a broad perspective on the whole field of
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knowledge. This is the feature, according to Moleschott’s speech, of all the ‘masters
from whom knowledge and power derive’; among these, he mentions Helmholtz,
Golgi, Wilhelm Wundyt, and his disciple Angelo Mosso.” Significantly, the work
of all of these scientists has indeed dealt with a mode of research in which rela-
tions between the physical and the psychical are established. Golgi’s studies on
the nervous system, Helmholtz’s experiments on sense-perception, and Wundt as
experimental psychologist proposing an integrative approach between mind and
body: they all allow for physical and psychical interactions to emerge and therefore
also for connection between disciplines, especially physiology with psychology.

Classical culture and the roots of the Tree of Knowledge

Classical culture was so important to Moleschott that, in the abovementioned
Senate speeches, he complains about a lack of style’ in the writings of students
(in the Italian language and, even more, in Latin and ancient Greek) — something
which may seem uncommon for a materialist to do. Above all, he complains about
the fact that students (at high school, as well as at the university) do not study for
the sake of science, but just because they are afraid of not passing the examina-
tions.” For Moleschott, if students are not educated according to what one would
call a‘classical’ model, they will never be mature enough for science (the military
metaphor literally meaning that they will never be ‘general officers’ but just ‘sol-
diers’ or in the best case ‘corporals’).>*

It should be noted that technical faculties are also explicitly included in this
setting of higher education at university level, with the Philosophical Faculty as
their background, since only the contact with‘pure science’like philosophy fosters
the progress of all disciplines, including the applied sciences.” The study of clas-
sical culture, however, means neither dogmatism nor the absence of experimental
method: on the contrary, more time should be dedicated to experimentation in
the laboratories and there should be space for self-reflection and critical thinking:

Constantly worried about the nightmare of examinations, the student does
not even keep a short half of an hour, during the lecture-period, for his
favorite studies, or — which would be even better — to reflect by himself and
take some research initiative, It is not just about the psychological harm the
student has to undergo because he has to think the whole year long about
the examinations he will have to go through at the end of the course. We
oblige him to a sterile and servile study, with which, apart from few and
rare exceptions, he makes nothing of his own [ideas]. He cannot find any
time to go to the laboratories, he cannot find any time to learn how to do
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research. And yet it is one’s own research, carried out under the direction of
a good teacher, with a rigorous method, during the time of university stud-
ies, which will be valuable his whole life long,*®

The Philosophical Faculty is not seen here as a domain of the humanities in
opposition to the natural sciences, but rather as literally ‘embracing’ all the sub-
jects and giving them a basis, including ‘moral sciences, history, literature in its
broadest sense, philosophy, including also speculative philosophy, mathematics,
all positive sciences, [and] all natural sciences.”

The image of ‘classical’ culture as an all-encompassing theoretical framework
for scientific development is constantly present in the speeches about higher ed-
ucation held in 1886-1887. For instance, Moleschott’s use of the tree metaphor
continues to underline the function of the Philosophical Faculty as roots’ for the
other disciplines:

Now, I will briefly tell you my intention. If you have such a Philosophical
Faculty joining all pure science one can find in higher education, then you
will have what is usually called alma mater studiorum. In such a Faculty, all
roots of knowledge would be accessible to everyone who seriously wanted
to deepen their field of study. The one who found his first lymph there is
prepared to choose to go in the direction of law or medicine, or to become
an engineer; but all three of them will continuously have to think, again and
again, of the root they found in that great Philosophical Faculty.**

If the roots of the tree representing the system of knowledge are contained in the
Philosophical Faculty, we should ask what the fruits of this tree are. According
to Moleschott, ‘ethical progress’is not less worthy than scientific progress, it is in
fact its ripest fruit’:

Gentlemen of the Senate, I see many ‘complete men’ in Italy, who join deep
knowledge with artistic feeling; scientific meditation has not destroyed the
energy of action in them, and there is a discrete number of people who have
not left apart the ‘cult of the ideal” within their ‘positive studies’. Without
this, there cannot be any high aspiration, nor guarantee of ethical progress,
which is no less worthy than scientific progress, being in fact its ripest and
most delicious fruit.>®

During another discussion at the Senate a couple of weeks later (December 14,
1886), Moleschott expresses the idea that one should study natural science and
do scientific research for the sake of it, because otherwise there cannot be any
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progress; only if one does not aim at any direct application, do great discoveries
occur.’® After having mentioned a few scientific discoveries such as the telegraph
and electricity, which he presents not as products of goal-oriented specific re-
search, but rather as results of profound, general, pure research, he arrives at the
point of enumerating among the discoveries led by disinterested research even
‘the discovery of man, which he attributes to Socrates as initiator, followed by
Spinoza, and finally Renan. Without this discovery, mankind would have never
achieved its‘most ideal progresses’ and, again, it is the Philosophical Faculty, rich-
ly nourished’ as Moleschott would like it to be, that is presented as the condition
of possibility for such ‘deep studies, for ‘the purest, most general, most profound
of scientific studies’ leading to these important discoveries, such as that of the
mechanical equivalent of heat.”

On the basis provided by the Philosophical Faculty, Moleschott thinks that
‘the most complete, broadest, richest and widest University in the world™* could
originate and grow, and would have as a result the establishment of a secure
ground for science to develop in contact with the arts, for technical faculties to
be in relation with ‘beauty’”® What Aeschylus’s Prometheus calls the ‘pantechnic’
flame (‘mavtéyvov mupog 6€L0G’, a quote from line 7 of Aeschylus’s tragedy) is
what would embrace the whole of science, knowing how to reach its source and
how to spread it throughout the world.**

Interestingly, the relationship of Moleschott’s materialism to metaphysics is
an ambiguous one: metaphysics appears to be not completely excluded, but at the
same time is refused as far as its nonempirical objects and methods are concerned,
and maintained with respect to its ultimate scopes (as a unifying theory of both
science and reality). One of Moleschott’s comments regarding his setting of mate-
rialist science within the framework of a’humanistic’ tradition, which can only be
continued and guaranteed by the Philosophical Faculty, is particularly significant
in the context of this discussion. Although some of his colleagues* disagreed with
how the Philosophical Faculty should be comprised of so many different disci-
plines, Moleschott presents this as an advantage, suggesting that it makes pos-
sible for each discipline to recognize their own limits. He goes on to write about
a physicist and a metaphysician, where he argues that the physicist would ‘absorb’
a great part of metaphysics, and that this would likely lead to positive results for
both sciences.* It has to be noticed that Moleschott literally uses the verb ‘to ab-
sorb;, which both supports and confirms our interpretation of materialism as an
‘inclusive’ worldview. It is precisely this absorption and inclusiveness of scientific
materialism vis-a-vis nonscientific domains that characterizes the relation be-
tween natural sciences and the humanities in late-nineteenth-century positivism.

Natural science thus stands in a reciprocal exchange with nonempirical sub-
jects such as ethics and metaphysics. At the same time, as Moleschott himself
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observed in the abovementioned speech at the University of Turin, during the
second half of the nineteenth century an increasing number of disciplines, also in
the field of the humanities, started to make claims as to their appropriation and
utilization of empirical methods. Moleschott’s conception of the system of science
appears to be an attempt to connect disciplines and domains in a broader, more
comprehensive system, where the relation between materialism and the humani-
ties appears to be open rather than demarcating. The fact that Moleschott aimed
at securing an educational structure — which would constitute concretely what he
called ‘the unity of science) a unity that would be represented by a ‘Philosophical
Faculty’ founded on classical (ancient) culture and philosophy — suggests that
materialism was not the rigid, reductionist system that it is often thought to be.
Instead, it significantly contributed to assign the humanities a crucial role in the
context of Italian higher education.

Notes

1 Iwould like to thank Dr. Robert Ryder for correcting my English and giving me inspiring
feedback on this paper.
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Idem, 32-33.
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Idem, 38.
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ister of Public Education Michele Coppino (1822-1901) and the historian Pasquale Vil-
lari (1827-1917).

Idem, 38-39:'A seconda della forza dei due il fisico ed il metafisico, L.M.], giovera al fisico
di vedere dove cominci la metafisica, o al metafisico di vedere dove il suo campo finisce. E
potrd anche succedere, come & successo, che il fisico assorba larga parte della metafisica, e
potra fare un bene a tutte e due le scienze’ (my emphasis).



I.4 'The Best Story of the World
Theology, Geology, and Philip Henry Gosse’s
Omphalos

ViIrGINIA RicHTER

In the first half of the nineteenth century, philological readings of the Scriptures
and new approaches in geology — set down, most importantly, in Charles Lyell’s
Principles of Geology (1830-1833) — uncovered the various strata of the Book of
Books and the Book of Nature, respectively. The result of applying the historical-
critical method to the Scriptures was precisely the discovery of its historicity: as
philologists and — mainly Protestant — theologians such as Friedrich Schleier-
macher and David Friedrich Strauss — whose The Life of Jesus, Critically Exam-
ined (1835-1836) was disseminated in Britain in George Eliot’s influential transla-
tion (1849) — could show, the various books of the Bible had been composed at
different points in time and by different authors.’ The empirical study of geologi-
cal formations resulted not only in the realization that the age of the earth by far
surpassed the six thousand years allotted by the Bible, but also that geological
processes were dynamic albeit often infinitesimally slow.> As Lyell stated, ‘this
planet’ could no longer be regarded ‘as having remained unaltered since its crea-
tion, since modern geologists had ‘proved that it had been the theater of reiterated
change, and was still the subject of slow but never ending fluctuations’’ Neither
the earth nor the Scriptures were static, neither had emerged through a single
act of creation or revelation; rather, both were the result of slow processes of loss
(erosion, textual corruption) and accretion (sedimentation in a geological as well
as a philological sense). In a parallel process in the humanities and the sciences,
divine authority was undermined by the emergence of new methodologies: the
Book of Nature was found to be author-less; natural phenomena emerged un-
der the influence of secondary causes; any reference to a first mover had become
dispensable. The authorship of the Book of Books, conversely, now appeared as
decentered, not revealed by the Holy Spirit, but composed by various human
authors.



66 VIRGINIA RICHTER

This story of the emergence of the modern disciplines has been told, for ex-

ample, by Lyell himself, as a linear history of progress:

By degrees, many of the enigmas of the moral and physical world are ex-
plained, and, instead of being due to extrinsic and irregular causes, they
are found to depend on fixed and invariable laws. The philosopher at last
becomes convinced of the undeviating uniformity of secondary causes,
and, guided by his faith in this principle, he determines the probability of
accounts transmitted to him of former occurrences, and often rejects the
fabulous tales of former ages, on the ground of their being irreconcilable
with the experience of more enlightened ages.*

One of the aims of this paper is to show that the emergence of new methodolo-
gies, new epistemic virtues and institutionalized disciplines as we still know them
is more complex and contradictory than Lyell’s statement suggests. Not only was
the relationship between the natural sciences and the humanities much more dia-
logic than a retrospective construction of the ‘two cultures’ implies; additionally,
the notion of a continuous, progressive advancement of knowledge was challenged
by competing efforts to tell a different story about the natural world, a story based
on the apparently repudiated view of an unchanging creation. Nineteenth-cen-
tury historicism was thus questioned by an alternative temporal concept which
suggested breaks — caused by divine intervention — in the unidirectional flow of
time.> While in retrospect, the ‘victors” of this epistemological debate — Chatles
Lyell, Charles Darwin, Thomas Henry Huxley — can be identified with a high
degree of confidence, for their contemporaries the differentiation between ‘true’
and spurious science was by no means always clear. And even if it was, as in the
case of Philip Henry Gosse’s theory of ‘prochronic creation’ discussed below, such
interventions were not without effect. At the very least, they forced their oppo-
nents to strive for ever better foundations of what they tried to establish as the
only valid scientific stance.®

Drawing on the work of historians and theorists of knowledge sometimes
subsumed under the label New or Comparative Epistemology,” a more heteroge-
neous, dynamic and recursive picture emerges than the story of linear progress.
Ludwik Fleck, one of the founding fathers of this school of thought, describes sci-
ence as a social practice in terms of a complex web constantly undergoing subtle
transformations, in contrast to a view of the history of science in terms of sci-
entific revolutions and epistemic breaks, as suggested by Thomas S. Kuhn and
Michel Foucault. What is understood as knowledge in a given historical period
and culture, according to Fleck, is not grounded in ‘objective facts’ or qualities in-
herent in natural phenomena, but is the result of shared preconceptions and prac-
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tices within a community or, in Fleck’s term, a ‘thought collective’ (Denkkollektiv);
in other words, scientific knowledge is socially produced and, in consequence,
inseparable from a prevalent ‘thought style’ (Denkstil).* Crucially, this means that
from an internal point of view, from within a thought collective, its own ‘knowl-
edge’ cannot be discerned as invalid: what knowledge is depends on the particu-
larities of a given thought style. Conversely, other, incompatible thought styles
are perceived as ‘mysticism’: ‘Der fremde Gedankenstil mutet als Mystik an, die
von ihm verworfenen Fragen werden oft als eben die wichtigsten betrachtet, die
Erklirungen als nicht beweisend oder danebengreifend, die Probleme oft als un-
wichtige oder sinnlose Spielerei’?

Applied to the nineteenth-century debates on geology, the question of divine
agency bracketed off by Lyell, and finally laid to rest by Huxley’s introduction of
‘agnosticism’ as the only acceptable stance of the scientist disregarding his per-
sonal beliefs, remains crucial for theologians such as Darwin’s critic Samuel
Wilberforce. In Fleck’s epistemological model, the collective systems of knowl-
edge are relatively stable. They are gradually transformed through intercollective
transactions, due to the fact that individuals never belong to only one collec-
tive, and through the generative function of language which not only reproduces
knowledge but transforms it through processes of transmission and misrecog-
nition; the word serves as ‘an intercollective means of transport’ (interkollektives
Verkebrsgut).™ According to Fleck, the transformation of knowledge is neither
linear nor directed; it is socially produced and to a degree contingent. Finally,
this concept allows us to perceive a-synchronicities within a historical period and
culture: while one thought style (for instance, ‘mechanical objectivity’) will be
dominant, and synchronous exchanges between specific thought collectives (for
instance, philology and geology) do occur and produce something like a coherent
albeit not monolithic epistémé of a period, a-synchronic pockets of seemingly ob-
solete thought styles (such as the ‘delusion as to the age of the world), the biblical
six thousand years, denounced by Lyell™) can persist and unfold discursive effi-
cacy. For some participants in the debates on modern geology and, later, evolution
theory, the belief in the validity of the Scriptures as an explicative framework for
natural history continued to persist and was even hitched to a self-declared mod-
ern and enlightened notion of proper scientific knowledge. My main example,
Philip Henry Gosse’s Omphalos (1857), shows the relevance of such a-synchronic
pockets in the negotiations of authority, epistemological validity and the discur-
sive rules of scientific communities.

In sum, a notion of knowledge production based on Ludwik Fleck’s epistemolo-
gy allows us to perceive contemporaneous but contradictory narratives as the man-
ifestations of the continuous discursive and pragmatic interactions within the his-
tory of knowledge, rather than as a progressive overcoming of obsolete approaches
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by more modern, more scientific ones. Fleck developed his epistemological model
on the basis of his own microbiological and medical research. However, as Barbara
Hernstein Smith has pointed out, his emphasis on conceptual-discursive systems
that both enable and constrain the process of cognition;” that is, systems embed-
ded in and effective through language, renders Fleck's model pertinent for a his-
tory of knowledge that encompasses the humanities as well as the sciences. In
particular, the constitution of the modern disciplines in the nineteenth century is
the result of epistemological negotiations across various fields, of the competition
to tell the best story about the emergence of the world and the creatures inhabit-
ing it. Importantly, this debate did not take place exclusively within the confines of
the natural sciences — which emerged in the modern sense only as a result of this
process of intra- and intercollective exchange — but at the intersection between
natural history/science, the humanities and individual concerns about faith.

The difference between ‘knowledge’ and ‘mysticism’ emerges as the result of
an ongoing and often contradictory, nonsynchronous process of practices and
negotiations, a process increasingly studied in comparative epistemology. How-
ever, from the point of view of the humanities, there remain several desiderata:
the history of knowledge is still centered on the natural sciences; the lab is the
primary setting of studies in the wake of Fleck, Kuhn and Latour. Other sites
of knowledge production — such as the discussion-based seminar, instituted at
German universities after Wilhelm von Humboldt’s reform of higher education,
and soon adopted by American universities — would yield a different picture
regarding academic filiation and the formation of thought styles. In addition,
reciprocal methodological exchanges between the sciences and the humanities
require greater attention. To such an exchange, the humanities can contribute
their hermeneutic and philological competence, specifically analytic skills such
as the study of metaphors, of rhetorical devices and of linguistic modes, which
has already been fruitfully applied to Darwin’s works.™ It is not by chance that
Darwin’s style of writing — personal and engaging, narrative and metaphorical,
and, as Beer and Levine have shown, deeply influenced by literary patterns — has
attracted the attention of literary scholars. Similar studies need to be extended to
less accommodating figures, and to fields that lend themselves less easily to nat-
rativization. Last but not least, the history of knowledge needs to become truly
comparative. While studies on, for instance, Louis Pasteur have yielded impor-
tant insights into the workings of science as a network of diverse forces and inter-
ests,” the implied concepts of knowledge production and implementation would
gain in complexity from a consideration of the humanities. Fleck’s ‘intercollective
means of transport, language, forges connections between these different fields
of enquiry. Ultimately, the making of the sciences cannot be separated from the
making of the humanities.
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II

In the early nineteenth century, the readings of the Book of Books and the Book
of Nature are compatible; in both, God’s presence is revealed.”® A prime example
of this, then still unproblematic harmony between theology and science is Wil-
liam Paley’s widely read Natural Theology (1802).” Paley’s leading metaphor is
the watch found in a country lane from which the existence of a watchmaker is
necessarily deduced: without an artificer, there would not, could not be a watch.
By analogy, the world and human beings, these intricate artifacts, could not exist
without a creator. The hypothetical discovery that the watch contains a reproduc-
tive mechanism, in analogy to living organisms, would further heighten our belief
in and admiration of the artificer:

The conclusion which the first examination of the watch, of its works, con-
struction, and movement suggested, was, that it must have had, for the
cause and author of that construction, an artificer, who understood its
mechanism, and designed its use. This conclusion is invincible. A second
examination presents us with a new discovery. The watch is found, in the
course of its movement, to produce another watch, similar to itself [...].
What effect would this discovery have, or ought to have, upon the former
inference? What, as hath already been said, but to increase, beyond mea-
sure, our admiration of the skill, which had been employed in the forma-
tion of such a machine? Or shall it, instead of this, all turn us round to an
opposite conclusion, viz. that no art or skill whatever has been concerned
in the business, although all other evidences of art and skill remain as they
were, and this last and supreme piece of art be now added to the rest? Can
this be maintained without absurdity? Yet this is atheism.”

Within the thought style represented by Paley, it is not absurd to equate the mech-
anism of a watch with organic nature. Further, it is not absurd to imagine a watch
that is capable of giving birth to baby watches. But it is absurd to imagine a world
without a creator. The complexity, harmony and productivity of nature impera-
tively point to a higher intelligence, a creator and a plan of creation without which
there would be only disorder and chaos. The postulate of purely naturalistic expla-
nations of the phenomena, put forward shortly after by Lyell, is for Paley unthink-
able. A world without a primary act of creation and without a telos is unthinkable.
Atheism is not only wrong but also absurd, or, in Fleck’s term, it is ‘mysticism.
This self-evident frame of reference was soon to be challenged by the histori-
cal criticism of the Bible on the one hand, and by the empirical-inductive meth-

odology in the sciences on the other. Lyell begins the Principles of Geology with
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an overview of the history of his discipline, presented as a directed movement
from speculation to the systematic collecting of empirical facts, from ‘vision’ to
consistent method: ‘By acting up to these principles with consistency, they in a
few years disarmed all prejudice, and rescued the science from the imputation
of being a dangerous, or at best a visionary pursuit”® In consequence, geology
was established as the leading science, opening up — quite against Lyell’s original
intention — the temporal and methodological framework for Darwin’s transmu-
tation hypothesis. The emergence of a new geology constituted the move from
the fantastic to the scientific, from the fabulous tales of medieval travelers to the
exact observation of the Enlightenment — or again, from mysticism to true sci-
ence. What is now rejected as fabulous includes not only stories of unicorns, cy-
nocephali and other unlikely creatures, but also, for example, the story of Noah'’s
flood, shortly before cited as an explanation for the fossils of extinct species, In
a relatively short time, the epistemological foundations of the study of the earth
and the organisms living on its surface, and preserved as fossils in the different
geological strata, had undergone a fundamental change.>> However, this does not
mean that the transition from natural history, in which the Book of Nature and
the Book of Books revealed God'’s authorship, to natural science, in which these
two ways of reading became systematically divorced, went uncontested. One of
the most strenuous efforts to keep together what other scientists had put asunder,
to reconcile Paley with Lyell, was made by Philip Henry Gosse.

In the 1840s and 1850s, Gosse was a respected naturalist specializing on litto-
ral flora and fauna, well-known for his books addressed to a popular as well as a
learned audience, but also a devout Christian, a member of the particularly strict
Plymouth Brethren — a position that was only tenable within the framework of
natural theology which justified the study of nature as a way of discovering and
praising the harmony of God’s creation.” He saw the propositions of Lyellian
geology as a contradiction to the superordinate teachings of the Bible: ‘the dicta,
which its [geology’s] votaries rest on as certitudes, are at variance with the simple
literal sense of the words of God'** In the late 18505, Gosse belonged to a circle
of naturalists who were discretely consulted about Darwin’s as yet unpublished
hypothesis of evolution through natural selection. This confrontation with evolu-
tion theory triggered a deep spiritual crisis. As a way to reconcile the now sudden-
ly incompatible positions that constituted his identity as a Christian and a natu-
ralist, Gosse proposed his theory of ‘prochrony” according to which there exist
two temporal orders in creation. In diachronic creation, signs of maturation and
aging, such as the growth rings of a tree or the wrinkles on a human face, develop
in time; they are reliable indicators of the age of an organism or other natural
object. Within the diachronic framework, geological formations that require long
stretches of time to build up equally reliably point to the age of the earth; here,
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Lyell’s principles of uniformitarianism, actualism and the steady-state earth —
the constant and uninterrupted workings of natural laws — apply. Gosse devotes
a sizable chunk of his book (pp. 30-101) to a detailed description of the recent
advances in geology. It is not his aim to dispute the validity of these observations
— he even explicitly confirms that the antediluvian theory is no longer tenable —
but to offer an alternative hypothesis that would render science again compatible
with the ‘simple literal sense of the words of God.

This hypothesis is prochrony, a temporal order in which natural laws are sus-
pended: signs of maturation come into being at the moment of creation, just as Adam
had been created as a grown man on the sixth day of creation. Not born of a woman
but formed from clay, Adam still has a navel, the omphalos of Gosse’s title. The idea
of prochrony is based on an alternative model of time, challenging the prevalent
nineteenth-century notion of time as linear and directed, moving uniformly and in-
cessantly from the past to the future. By contrast, life to Gosse is cyclical, and God is
free to start the cycle of life at whatever point he chooses; He can create the chick or
the egg, and consequently, the existence of a full-grown hen is no proof for the prior
existence of an egg. In geology, the material evidence that seemingly points to along
prehistory, and incidentally, the fossil evidence that supports the idea of transmuta-
tion, is subject to the law of prochrony: Just as He created Adam as an adult, God
may have created an ‘old earth) with signs of erosion, fossils and all.

As no direct empirical proof of prochrony is possible, Gosse uses a juridical
metaphor to validate his thought experiment. In an imaginary trial, witnesses
on both sides are examined; but, of course, there are no living witnesses for the
evolutionary party, only circumstantial evidence:

No witness has deposed to actual observation of the processes above enu-
merated; no one has appeared in court who declares he actually saw the
living Pterodactyls flying about, or heard the winds sighing in the tops of the
Lepidodendra. [...] Strong as is the evidence, it is not quite so strong as if you
had actually seen the living things, and had been conscious of the passing
of time while you saw them live. It is only by a process of reasoning that you
infer they lived at all.

Gosse indirectly points to an epistemological weakness in Charles Darwin’s argu-
mentation that would not escape his critics on the publication of On the Origin of
Species two years later. Darwin uses cumulative circumstantial evidence that, ac-
cording to Gosse and other critics, only suggests that there exists empirical proof of
evolution. The actual transition of one species into another could not be conclusively
proven until the discovery of the Archaeopteryx and similar intermediary fossils.>*
The emerging disciplines of paleoarcheology and comparative anatomy drew their
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conclusions on the basis of a fossil record that Darwin himself referred to as in-
complete and barely readable:‘the natural geological record’is a history of the world
imperfectly kept, and written in a changing dialect'” Darwin here takes up the an-
cient topos of the Book of Nature, but disputes its readability. The study of nature
shows how geological and biological dialects’ are transformed over time. In analogy
to the linguistic study of the Indo-European languages, the fossils first discovered
in Europe and the Americas, including dinosaurs, cumulatively suggest that extant
species had similar but extinct ancestors, and that some species died out without
leaving behind similarly formed relatives.*® The fossils thus tell a different story than
the Bible, a contradiction that is acknowledged by Gosse: ‘the records which seem
legibly written on His created works do flatly contradict the statements which seem
to be plainly expressed in His word'*” However, as Gosse argues, two principles are
axiomatic: that matter was created, i.e., that‘the Eternal God [...] called the universe
into being out of nothing)*® and that the species were created immutable. Conse-
quently, the conclusions drawn from fossils must be a fallacy. The only interpretation
which allows us to overcome the discrepancy between the stone book™ and the re-
vealed word is precisely the law of prochrony. Taking into account God’s unlimited
creative power, the unquestioned primary condition of Gosse’s argument, fossils do
not point to antecedent species; bones are no proof of previous life:

IfT could show, to your satisfaction, that a skeleton might have existed; still
more, that a skeleton must have existed; still more, if I could prove that myr-
iads of skeletons, precisely like this, must have existed, without ever having
formed parts of antecedent living bodies; you would yourself acknowledge
that your conclusions were untenable *°

Having formulated this hypothesis which is mainly based on the petitioning of
the very principles under negotiation (creation and the absence of evolution),
Gosse takes us, his readers, by the hand and leads us through the classes of the
plants, invertebrates, vertebrata and finally man — who forms a class, and gets
a chapter, of his own. Gosse asks the readers to imagine a full-grown exemplar
from various species — a sturdy oak, a majestic stag, an adult man — and then,
further to imagine that this apparently mature organism has been created on this
very day. The oak’s year rings, the stag’s antlers, the man’s wrinkles and grizzled
hair, all the signs of growth and aging are prochronic, they have come into being
at the moment of creation, on this very day. Unlike the circumstantial evidence
of the fossils, these acts of prochronic creation are confirmed by, albeit fictitious,
eye-witnesses. We, his implied readers, have seen them with our mind’s eye. Bet-
ter than that, the most eminent witness imaginable, God himself, has deposed
His evidence in writing, in the story told in Genesis.
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The rhetorical structure of Gosse’s argument consists in an apparently sys-
tematic accumulation of hypothetical statements, which through reiteration ac-
quire empirical weight, or so the author hopes. This rhetoric is not dissimilar to
Darwin’s, who also relies heavily on anecdotal evidence, analogy and seriality. In
Darwin’s writing, the piling up of examples creates an aura of empiricism without
always constituting an impeccable chain of evidence. However, the grammatical
trajectory appears to be reversed in the two authors. In Gosse’s presentation of
arguments we find a constant slippage from the subjunctive to the affirmative,
from might to must, as in the example above. Whereas Darwin stresses the tenta-
tive and often preliminary nature of his theory formation, but uses this epistemic
modesty as a strategy of self-authorization, as can be seen in the opening para-
graphs of On the Origin of Species, Gosse strings together his imagined scenes of
creation to form declarative statements that finally flow into rhetorical questions:

Who will say that the suggestion, that the strata of the surface of the earth,
with their fossil floras and faunas, may possibly belong to a prochronic develop-
ment of the mighty plan of the life-history of this world — who will dare to say

that such a suggestion is a self-evident absurdity?*

Of course, everyone dared to say this. Gosse’s suggestive declaratives and rhetori-
cal questions failed to convince both his lay readers and his fellow scientists. With
the publication of Omphalos, Gosse took up an a-synchronic position in relation
to the dominant epistemic virtues of his time, and thus effectively isolated him-
self from the scientific community of which he had been a respected member, as
his son Edmund Gosse describes in his memoirs:

In the course of that dismal winter, as the post began to bring in private let-
ters, few and chilly, and public reviews, many and scornful, my Father looked
in vain for the approval of the churches, and in vain for the acquiescence of
the scientific societies, and in vain for the gratitude of those thousands of
thinking persons, which he had rashly assured himself of receiving*

The thought collective that had gathered around Lyell, Darwin, Huxley and the
botanist Joseph Hooker from the 1840s onward, while internally divided on the
question of evolution theory,® were clearly in agreement on the discursive rules
that facilitated the distinction between true science and mere speculation. The
principle rule, as Huxley was to stipulate later, consisted in the epistemological
privileging of naturalism — the observance of natural laws — against received au-
thority including the Bible; in consequence, ‘the assertion which outstrips evidence
is not only a blunder but a crime’** On the basis of this rule, writers indulging in
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insufficiently founded scientific speculation such as Gosse, Robert Chambers, the
author of the evolutionary Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (1844), or Al-
fred Russel Wallace, the codiscoverer of natural selection but in his later life an ad-
herent of spiritualism, were excluded from the circle of leading British scientists.

111

Debates in the 1850s and 1860s about the best story in science, the most plausible
explanation of the natural world and man’s position in it, hinged on what Lor-
raine Daston and Peter Galison have called a distinct code of epistemic virtue,” a
code which had changed significantly since the days of natural theology. In order
to be perceived as valid, a scientific theory had to adhere to this code, and its
author had to position himself accordingly to gain acceptance by the dominant
thought collective. If he failed to do so, criticism of his work was correspondingly
devastating. In the following review, the author is criticized harshly for his faulty
methodology: his theory is fantastic, fabulous, a relapse into the unenlightened
times before the rise of modern science. According to the reviewer, the anecdotal
procedure and the deviation from established principles of scientific enquiry lead
the author straight back into the times of miracles and wonders:

Under such influences man soon goes back to the marvelling stare of child-
hood at the centaurs and hippogriffs of fancy [...]. The whole world of nature
is laid for such a man under a fantastic law of glamour, and he becomes ca-
pable of believing anything: to him it is just as probable that Dr. Livingstone
will find the next tribe of negroes with their heads growing under their arms
as fixed on the summit of the cervical vertebrae; and he is able, with a con-
tinually growing neglect of all the facts around him, with equal confidence
and equal delusion, to look back to any past and to look on to any future*®

This, of course, is not taken from a review of Gosse's Omphalos but of Darwin’s
Origin of Species, written by one of the most vociferous opponents of evolution
theory, Samuel Wilberforce. This quotation is not meant to suggest that the
scientific validity of Gosse’s theory of prochrony and Darwin’s evolution theory
is interchangeable. What I have tried to show throughout this paper, however,
is that the delimitation between the iterable and the absurd in the history of
knowledge depends on a situated logic which is co-emergent with the discursive
acts themselves. For Paley, the absurd is something else than for Lyell; for Gosse,
it is something else than for Darwin; for Wilberforce, something else than for

Huxley.
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From today’s perspective, Gosse’s theory of prochrony appears as a clear-cut
case of bad science. However, as this case study has tried to show, Gosse made
every effort to adapt his proposition to the discursive strategies and epistemic
virtues of his time: he laid the basis for his argument by recapitulating extensively
the findings of geology and paleoarcheology, and by admitting, up to a point, their
validity. It is not so much his way of reasoning that departs from the thought style
of the Lyell-Darwin-Huxley-Hooker nexus, but his axiomatic premise — God
created the world and every living creature as stated in Genesis — and hence, his
deduction — God also created the fossils, as fossils — that resulted in the general
rejection of his theory. Gosse’s attempt to reconcile science with revealed religion
was doomed to fail not only because the scientific part of his argument was so
outrageous, but because his theology was old-fashioned, or too radical, by the
standards of mainstream theologians of his day. By ignoring the philological turn
in Bible studies and insisting on a literal reading of the word of God, he broke
the connection with the dominant thought collectives in both fields, theology as
well as natural science. By insisting that God still matters in scientific theories,
Gosse repudiated the agnostic and naturalistic stance proposed by Huxley as the
best, and only, stance within the emerging framework of modern disciplines. As
a result of his infringement of epistemic codes that had only recently been estab-
lished, and still believing himself on firm epistemic ground, Gosse positioned
himself beyond the pale of ‘true science’ and was discarded like one of the fossils

he had studied on England’s beaches.
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2.  The Wolf in Itself
The Uses of Enchantment in the Development of
Modern Linguistics

Joun E.JosepH

Webet’s antimodernism and Latout’s symmetrical

anthropology

In the School of Philosophy, Psychology and Language Sciences in which I work,
the philosophers have no doubt that they are part of the humanities. The psy-
chologists know that they are not; the borderline that matters for them is be-
tween the social sciences and medicine. We linguists straddle the humanities
and social sciences. A few of us are comfortable on the fence, while others place
themselves firmly on this side or that, and generally try to hide their contempt
for those on the other.

This may be inevitable, given that language is itself so central both to hu-
manistic studies and to social life. Or the seeming inevitability could be just an
ex post facto rationalization. Either way, it is worth zeroing in on some key early
moments when the study of language shifted from being firmly rooted in the
humanities to staking a claim to be a science, first a natural science, then a social
one — and in both cases, a modern one.

In 1917, Max Weber (1864-1920) lamented ‘the fate of our times, with their
rationalization, intellectualization and above all, disenchantment of the world’
This indictment of the modern condition was implicitly echoed 75 years later by
Bruno Latour:

The antimoderns firmly believe that the West has rationalized and disen-
chanted the world, [...] that it has definitively transformed the premodern
cosmos into a mechanical interaction of pure matters. But instead of see-
ing these processes as the modernizers do — as glorious, albeit painful,
conquests — the antimoderns see the situation as an unparalleled catas-

trophe.
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He adds that “The postmoderns, always perverse, accept the idea that the situ-
ation is indeed catastrophic, but they maintain that it is to be acclaimed rather
than bemoaned!’

Latour argues that modernism, antimodernism and postmodernism are all
equally grounded in a‘Constitution’ which took shape in the seventeenth century,
whereby Nature and Society were separated, then gradually made into irrecon-
cilable opposites. By the early nineteenth century this Constitution had become
impervious to criticism. It undid the premodern incapacity to tamper with either
nature or society, each being conceived as inexorably bound to the other at every
point, under the authority of God. But the new ‘humanism’ gave rise to an ‘asym-
metry, which Latour considers the true mark of the modern, and the source of its
ultimately fatal contradictions. It is asymmetrical because

It overlooks the simultaneous birth of nonhumanity’ — things, or objects,
or beasts — and the equally strange beginning of a crossed-out God, rel-
egated to the sidelines. Modernity arises first from the conjoined creation
of those three entities, and then from the masking of the conjoined birth
and the separate treatment of the three communities while, underneath,
hybrids continue to multiply as an effect of this separate treatment.’

Latour designates the ‘human’ pole as Subject/Society, as though these were con-
flatable, and repays his reader’s willing suspension of disbelief with a grand narra-
tive of modernism as the proliferation of ‘hybrids’ which mediate between Nature
and Subject/Society [Fig. 1].

The Constitution denies the existence, even the possibility, of such hybrids,
being committed instead to ‘purifying’ the split. Yet this artificial split has to be
mediated. So the Constitution ends up surreptitiously demanding the prolifera-
tion of those hybrids it claims to forbid. Such contradictions, far from weakening
the Constitution, positioned the moderns as ‘invincible’:

Ifyou criticize them by saying that Nature is a world constructed by human
hands, they will show you that it is transcendent, that science is a mere in-
termediary allowing access to Nature, and that they keep their hands off. If
you tell them that we are free and that our destiny is in our own hands, they
will tell you that Society is transcendent and its laws infinitely surpass us.*

Because we have never practiced the absolute separation which is preached, La-
tour says that we have never been modern. Hence the idea of a ‘postmodernism’
is as absurd as the thought of returning to premodernism. His prescription for
a nonmodernism has had less impact than his diagnosis. I'll return to it, but my
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Fig. 1: From B. Latour, We Have Never Been Modern (Cambridge, MA, 1993), p. 51

central aim is to apply his framework to a set of possibly related critical moments
in the emergence of modern linguistics:

+ The demise over the course of the nineteenth century of the ‘genius of a lan-
guage, a concept that had arisen two centuries earlier

+ How sign theory relates to the linguistic system in the work of Ferdinand de
Saussure (1857-1913)

+ Why and how the ‘social” analysis of language failed to take off for decades
after the early work of Saussure’s student Antoine Meillet (1866-1936)

The ‘genius of a language’ as natural and irrational

Applying Latour’s analysis to the post-Renaissance history of linguistics, we have
little trouble finding dichotomies that mirror the polarization between Nature
and Subject/Society.” One powerful manifestation of the Nature pole was the
‘genius of a language) a concept which arose precisely on schedule in the seven-
teenth century, in a discourse by Dominique Bouhours (1628-1702).° But it was
never confined to the Nature pole. Gambarota has chronicled how the genius of
a language became a prominent trope in tandem with the modern conception of
nationhood, and points to the democratizing’ impact of this genius, in which all
speakers of the language have a share.” Until recent times only a small minority
of any European country’s population spoke the ‘national language’; but just its
presence as a written language, and an ideal hovering over dialect usage, drew
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together everyone, not just the elite, into a shared national mind, its defining
features matching those of the genius of its language.

It is a classic Latourian example of a superficially modern natural’ concept
that in fact is equally bound up with society and politics. Genius cannot be seen
or heard — one can only proclaim particular textual manifestations as being its
products. In being only indirectly accessible it is like the ‘language system’ as we
have understood it since Saussure. What differentiates the genius of a language
from a prototypical product of Nature is its mediation, not so much with Sub-
ject/Society, since all of Latour’s nonhumans’ mediate between the two, as with
the enchanted.

The naturalizing of the genius of a language was a crucial first step in estab-
lishing what we call linguistics, as opposed to the study of language that preceded
it. Linguistics begins historically with the erasing of speaking-writing subjects
and their willful utterances. The texts with which linguistics worked, and works,
are mainly, and ideally, anonymous; if an author is named, we may still use the
text, taking it as an expression of the genius of the race that speaks it. That some-
how becomes easier the deeper we go into the past, perhaps because a name like
Homer or Moses or Panini or Ossian seems as likely to be symbolic of a collective
process — a community of practice — as denoting an individual like ourselves.

Language functions as rationality’s codification and embodiment, but also its
vehicle, and the principal index for judging how rational a given individual is. In
our culture, we judge no one as irrational for using language in an unschooled,
natural way, except in a social context that demands that it be used in a standard,
schooled way. Education is ‘prescriptivist’ about language, and prescriptivism is
counternatural;® it occupies the Society pole in Latour’s dichotomy, the Nature
pole being that of the spontaneous speech that is more native’ to us.

Modern linguistics has always refused to engage in prescriptive discourse. It
anchors linguistic behavior to natural, physical causes which are always at present
only partially understood, but ultimately certain to yield up their secrets. Why
physical forces? Because modern views of rationality rest not just on the dyad
of Nature and Society but also that of Body and Mind. Put them together, and
the body becomes the locus of Nature, the mind that of Rational Subject—So-
ciety—God. The ‘mind’ of linguistics is not the mind of agentive choices, but of
the genius of the language, the immutable Saussurean system, the Durkheimian
collective consciousness, the Freudian unconscious, the Chomskyan mind/brain
where the mind is (merely) what the brain does.

The commitment to forces that cannot (yet) be directly observed, just inferred
from what are interpreted as their effects, is a matter of faith. As with religion,
some people will say that to base one’s actions and commitments on faith rather
than on what is directly observable is irrational; others that it is the only rational
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course, Either way, the promise of unseen forces that pose puzzles for us, in the
solving of which we will come to uncover those deep, mysterious forces, provides
the enchantment of modern linguistics. Call it an enchanted rationality or irra-
tionality: no matter. Enchantment and disenchantment are many-sided concepts.
As a translation of Weber’s Entzauberung, disenchantment means ‘un-magicking,
demystifying. Enchantment, however, does not have to mean mystifying, and it
has its uses, as shown by another Bruno — not Latour, but Bettelheim.’

Outside linguistics, language has its own powers to enchant, but they tend not
to be ones linguists want to deal with. They steer clear of anything literary’; they
keep rhetoric out of bounds; they are even nervous of investigating too deeply
into what causes some words and structures to be perceived as good and others
as poor. These are just the things that matter in the general cultural discourse
about language, which locates rationality in agentive choices based on analytic
understanding. In order to have the status of a science, linguists seem to think
they must construct the opposite, mirror-image version of rationality from the
culture at large. They must become counterrational, refusing to deal with agen-
tive choices, and instead trying to expose heretofore unobservable natural forces
and the hidden rationality they project. That gives it a sort of cultishness that
enhances its enchantment.

Linguistics and the Nature vs. Subject/Society polarization

The 1860s saw a prominent debate between the Oxford scholar Friedrich Max Miil-
ler (1823-1900) and the American William Dwight Whitney (1827-1894) over the
question of whether linguistics was a natural science or a historical one, a classic
version of Latour’s polarization.” For Miiller, seeing language as a natural phenom-
enon was the breakthrough that positioned linguistics at the center of the academic
universe. As understanding of language grew, it would provide the keys to unlock-
ing the secrets of the human mind and its evolution. A language was a living thing,
an organism, that grew following the same laws as other organisms, such as plants.

For Whitney, on the contrary, languages were human ‘institutions. Language
had not grown organically out of the evolution of the vocal apparatus, as Miil-
ler thought; rather, the vocal apparatus was chosen, by a combination of chance
and convenience — sign language could have developed equally well — and all
languages contain elements created by haphazard accident, and ratified through
an implicit democratic process among those in the community, who determine
which creations will be rejected and which retained.

The naturalist position of Max Miiller had been formed through what Latour
calls a‘purification, in an attempt to position linguistics among the hard sciences
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as their prestige was suddenly outstripping that of the law, theology and medi-
cine faculties that had traditionally ruled the roost in universities. Whitney, in
response, was undertaking a ‘hybridization; not denying that language has natural
aspects, but rather denying that the natural aspects are primary, and the institu-
tional ones secondary, instead of the reverse.

Saussure wrote that he revered” Whitney, whom he first read as a student of
Neogrammarian historical linguistics at the University of Leipzig.” Yet it gradu-
ally became clear to Saussure that Whitney’s characterization of a language as an
‘institution” had a flaw. Institutions are planned, designed, changed through deci-
sions taken by powerful individuals, none of which is true of a language. On the
Nature—Subject/Society scale, Saussure was a bit to the left of Whitney, though
much closer to him than to Miiller.

Whitney's institutional conception of language was appealing because of its
modernity, as it rejected the irrational dimension of linguistic naturalism. And
yet, in a period when science had been constitutionally soldered to the Nature
pole, and was increasingly dominant in terms of academic prestige, the claim of
linguistics to be a science meant that its precise position was a delicate matter in-
deed. The Neogrammarians’ claim to scientific status was tied to their conception
of sound change as mechanical, which is not the same as natural, but somewhere
between it and the other end of the spectrum, where the Social clearly mitigates
between it and the individual Subject.

By the last decades of the nineteenth century the Enlightenment of a hundred
years earlier, while respected, was viewed not as enduring but surpassed. The
problem with its approach to language according to Michel Bréal (1832-1915) in
his Essai de sémantique (1897), is that

Our forefathers of the school of Condillac, those ideologists who for fifty
years served as target to a certain school of criticism, were less far from the
truth when they said, in simple and honest fashion, that words are signs.
Where they went wrong was when they referred everything to a reasoning

reason.”

Bréal’'s condescension toward these forefathers’ is thick. Their ‘reasoning reason’
(raison raisonnante) seems a redundant phrase, but is not, for a reason that has
to do with the Subject/Society division. There is a reason, a logic, behind every
language, but not the reasoning of a willful Subject. It is a social reason, a shared
choice that is not chosen but emerges.

That is Saussure’s view as well. But Saussure had something in his Genevese
educational formation that his French colleagues did not: the grammaire générale
tradition. Dating from the seventeenth century, it had, on account of historical
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accidents, endured in Geneva down to the eatly 1870s, forty years longer than in
France itself. Saussure had been in one of the last cohorts to have been taught by
old men whose courses in logic included general grammar, part of which was the
theory of the linguistic sign as the linkage of sound and thought. In the wake of a
two-hundred-year discourse about the genius of a language, they were no longer
distinguishing sharply between a‘general’ grammar and ‘particular’ grammars, nor
were they inclined to assume that universal rationality was equally well embodied
in all languages. They did though continue to take language itself as inseparable
from rationality.”

Reason, genius and related concepts were hybrids in Latour’s terms. Saussure
could not accept the naturalists’ conception of language because of the purifica-
tion it represented. Linguistics would, for him, have to be a double science, in or-
der to take account of what was in so many respects the dual nature of language:
langue and parole, synchrony and diachrony, absolute and relative arbitrariness,
mutability and immutability. Neogrammarian doctrine held that phonetic laws
operate blindly, with analogy the only explanation permitted for any seeming ex-
ceptions. Analogy is a form of reasoning, and it imposes itself on the automatic,
instinctive operation of the vocal organs by which sound change is introduced.
Those operations are either irrational or rational in a different way from the pro-
cess of analogy — which itself is still not what Bréal called reasoning reason; the
rationality of an agentive Subject.

In some of Saussure’s last lectures on general linguistics in 1911, he addressed
this dual nature head-on. Languages, he said, appear to offer their users a choice,
but it is like a forced card, la carte forcée.”* This is a conjuror’s trick, you fan out a
deck of cards and tell an audience member to choose one. As his fingers approach
you push out the card you, the conjuror, want chosen, the tiniest fraction of a cen-
timeter, imperceptibly to the audience member’s awareness, which you distract by
a movement of your free hand. Nearly always the forced card is chosen, though
the audience member thinks he has chosen freely.

Conjuring is an interesting form of entertainment. It is a reintroduction of
enchantment into our modern rational world, where its reception is different
from what it would be in a premodern setting. It reassures us that all enchant-
ment is not in fact vanished, that it is possible even for arch-materialists to experi-
ence an amazement akin to a religious experience. Saussure’s lectures were — are
— themselves enchanting, not least because of the way in which he presents us
with paradoxes that are left unresolved, and occasionally an image as powerful as
that of the forced card.

That image comes in a discussion of what he terms ‘immutability’ On the one
hand, language is pervasively mutable, in the sense that all its elements are con-
stantly subject to change. On the other hand, a language is immutable, in that no
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individual can dictate any change to it. Every change begins with an innovation by
an individual within speech (parole), but most such innovations are not taken up
by the community. Only a very few are socially sanctioned, and it is that sanction
that allows a change from parole into the langue — though, since every element of
the language system derives its value from its difference vis-a-vis all the other ele-
ments, any such change actually brings about a wholly new langue.

The evolution of Meillet

There is here a force beyond not only human control, but beyond reason. It is
not natural, since the elements of language are themselves not naturally deter-
mined, but arbitrary. Saussure falls back on the explanation that ‘language is a
social fact’ — quoting an article by his former student, Meillet, in the 1904/1905
volume of the Année sociologique, founded and edited by Emile Durkheim (1858-
1917).” In this period we find Meillet taking pains to stay in line with Durkheim’s
sociology.

In the same lectures in which he talked about immutability and the forced
card, Saussure revisited the arbitrariness of the linguistic sign, introduced in an
earlier lecture, to point out that such arbitrariness was in fact limited." He noted
that the evolution from Latin to French saw ‘an enormous shift toward the unmo-
tivated’. For example, friend’ and ‘enemy’ in Latin were the transparently related
amicus and inimicus; but the French counterparts ami and ennemi are not per-
ceived as related by French speakers. Ennemi ‘has gone back to being absolutely
arbitrary’. Saussure takes the strong view that “The whole process of evolution in
alanguage can be represented as a fluctuation in the overall balance between what
is entirely unmotivated and what is relatively motivated’

Meillet picked up on this idea in an article of the following year, 1912. “The
Evolution of Grammatical Forms’ is remembered particularly for having intro-
duced the term ‘grammaticalization. Meillet gives examples comparable to Saus-
sure’s, which not everyone today would recognize as a case of grammaticalization;
for example, proto-Germanic hiu tagu ‘this day’ grammaticalizing to become Old
High German hiuty and Modern German heute ‘today’ English today is itself an
example of this type.”

From the perspective both of the analysis of the linguistic signs, and of speak-
ers of German, a more semantically transparent hiu tagu has given way to a heute
that cannot be analyzed into component parts. There is no absolute logical rea-
son why the one is more rational’ than the other, but since Condillac the analyz-
able character of language has been used to explain the development of rational
thought — why it has happened in all human groups, and in no nonhuman ones.
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Note again how Saussure said that French ennemi has gone back to being abso-
lutely arbitrary. How does such a‘reversion’ happen?

Meillet offers an answer. His first example of ‘the passage of autonomous
words to the role of grammatical agents,” that is, grammaticalization, is French
suis‘am’ It is, he says, autonomous in je suis celui qui suis (I am that I am), and still
retains a certain autonomy in je suis chez moi (I am at home). But it ‘has almost
ceased to be anything other than a grammatical element in je suis malade (I am
sick), je suis maudit (I am accursed), and is only a grammatical element in je suis
parti (I've departed), je suis allé (I've gone), je me suis promené (I've taken a walk)’”®

His choice of words —‘still retains) ceased to be’ — clearly implies that original-
ly ‘autonomous’ elements have over time lost their autonomy and become ‘merely’
grammatical. Grammaticalization thus meant loss of self-governance, becoming
dependent on another element. This involved an intermediate stage in which
words become clichés, ‘habitual’ collocations, on their way to grammaticaliza-
tion. A word is bleached of its semantic content, becoming functional rather than
‘meaningful’: more mechanical than rational. Meillet, in exposing irrationality not
in the use of language, but within the language system itself, diagnoses a condition
that perhaps cannot be eliminated, but can be controlled, through the power of a
modern linguistic science that, by facing up to it, does not remain under its power.
Exposing this adds to the enchantment of language, with the irrationality it en-
compasses, and of linguistics, with its power to expose and control the irrational,
just as a conjuror appears to do.

A third phase in Meillet’s thought begins around 1920 in a shift likely prompt-
ed by his reading of Saussure’s Cours.>® Saussure notes that English gives a more
prominent place to the unmotivated than German does, since German indicates
grammatical relations through the inflections on nouns and verbs, whereas Eng-
lish does it through position and the use of auxiliaries and prepositions. In this
sense, German is more ‘grammatical’ and inclined toward the motivated, while
English is more ‘lexical’ and inclined toward the radically arbitrary. This be-
comes a leading idea in Meillet’s later thought. In a coda (dated May 5, 1920)
which he added to his 1909 paper ‘On the Disappearance of the Simple Preterite
Forms' for its republication in 1921, he contrasts Latin with modern English and
French:

The essential feature of the morphological structure of Indo-European,
and still of Latin, is that the word does not exist independently of the
grammatical form: there is no word meaning ‘horse’, there is a nominative
singular equus, a genitive singular equi, an accusative plural equos, etc. and
no element signifying ‘horse’ can be isolated independently of the endings.
On the contrary, in the modern type represented by English and, a bit less
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well by French, the word tends to exist independently of any ‘morpheme’
whatever role it plays in the sentence, in English one says dog and in French
chien, where Latin had a series of forms depending on the cases.”

Soon he will depart radically from Durkheim and discuss the psychological de-
velopment of the Indo-European peoples from an eatly ‘concrete’ to a more ad-
vanced ‘abstract’ stage. In a paper to the Société de Psychologie in 1922, Meillet
stated that

French has an invariable word loup ‘wolf’, the form of which is always the
same, whatever the sentence it appears in, however one envisages the ani-
mal [...]. In Latin, on the contrary, there is not really any word that signifies
wolf; if you want to say that the wolf has come you would use the form lupus;
if you see wolves: lupos [...], etc. No one of these forms can be considered as
being the name of the wolf any more than the others.”

He goes on to say that a Roman was not capable of naming “the wolf in itself”,
and on the basis of this evidence he makes the very broad extrapolation that “The
universal tendency of language, in the course of civilization, has been to give the
noun a character more and more independent of all its particular uses'>* In the
discussion following the paper, Meillet insists further that the development of
languages must go from the concrete toward the abstract, and that, consequently,
“The mentality of an Indo-European differs completely from a modern’*

In other words, an Indo-European — indeed, a Roman, much closer to us his-
torically — was not rational in the way that we moderns are. If Romans could
not name the wolf in itself, could they think it? From a Saussurean point of view,
nothing compels us to answer no; thought is not limited to linguistic signifieds.
The notion that the structure of one’s language actually limits what one can think
is one which modern linguists generally reject as bordering on racism; yet, sur-
prisingly, that appears to be Meillet’s answer in this late phase, when he ties the
presence or absence of a case-neutral form directly to ‘mentality’

Meillet’s 1922 paper to the psychologists would have been very different in
1904. Then he would have upbraided them for not following objective sociologi-
cal method. Of course, psychoanalysis had a broad cultural effect starting in the
1920s, that ultimately made it futile to try to keep scientific research pure of un-
observables such as the ‘mind’ The first French textbook in psychoanalysis, by
Raymond de Saussure (1894-1971), son of Ferdinand, with an introduction by
Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) also dates to 1922.*° Established scientists were, for
the most part, immune to the enchantment of Freud, which was massive. It took
another generation to grow up immersed in it as part of everyday discourse and
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popular culture, to bring it into the mainstream,”” though its place within aca-
demic psychology has been tenuous.

Linguistics was a dry’ subject in need of some enchantment in order to gar-
ner public interest and institutional support. That makes it less surprising when
we find Meillet in 1922 constructing a grand narrative about mental evolution,
or Edward Sapir (1884-1939) beginning to write about the influence of language
upon thought the following year. The ‘Sapir-Whorf hypothesis’ suggests that we
are none of us so rational as we think, that our rationality is a cultural product,
transmitted surreptitiously through our language. Sapir projected synchronically,
into the ‘primitive, the same nexus of irrationality, enchantment and exoticism
as did his fellow anthropologists Margaret Mead (1901-1978) and Ruth Benedict
(1887-1948). Meillet projected it diachronically, into the past.

Conclusion

Modern linguistics has never been modern. There was a gradual shrinkage in
the space allotted to rationality in linguistics, from the eighteenth century, when
the field itself has not been defined, to the mid-nineteenth, when it has already
become generally associated with language as a'natural’ phenomenon. In reaction
Whitney tries to restore the Subject/Society dimension, though never in a way
that is contradictory with the Neogrammarian approach, to which he was sym-
pathetic. Even so, he went a step too far for Saussure, who redressed the balance
differently, reinstating eighteenth-century sign theory at the heart of a linguistic
system that nevertheless escapes the control of any individual Subject. The idea
of language as a ‘social fact’ became a mantra for Meillet and Saussure. By 1912
Meillet was moving away from social analysis toward grammaticalization) a‘natu-
ral’ process of words and other linguistic elements losing their rational content to
become functional. The following decade sees him move still further toward psy-
chological accounts that effectively reinvent the idea of the genius of a language,
to show how people’s way of thinking evolves over time.

To return finally to Latour, his path forward from modernism would reject the
Nature-Society polarization, while retaining the networks of actors, human and
nonhuman, which always covertly underlay that polarization. Indeed, he credits
the modern Constitution with enabling an unprecedented lengthening of net-
works and a belief in experimentation, which are among the modern legacies he
would retain. He would, however, discard the modern Great Divide between hu-
mans and nonhumans, and bring the clandestine practices of mediation into the
open. He would keep the postmoderns’ reflexivity, constructivism and denatu-
ralization, but not their ironic reflexivity, critical deconstruction or anachronism.
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Above all he would reject the postmodern belief that modernism had actually
ever existed in the form which it claimed for itself.

As for antimoderns such as Max Weber, Latour sees ‘nothing worth saving’ in
them.*® They too ‘consistently believed what the moderns said about themselves,
and were for the moderns always, in effect, the best of stooges'* This is not en-
tirely fair. The enchantment whose loss modernism seemed to entail, and that
Weber lamented, was the spiritual dimension that seemed to give more meaning
to premodern than to modern existence. While Latour rejects the premodern
obligation always to link the social and natural orders, he agrees with those who
attribute the crisis of meaning in modern life to their purified separation in the
so-called free-floating sign. Perhaps. But what would that point toward as the
essential task of a nonmodern linguistics? Would it aim at realizing Socrates’
dream, recounted in the Cratylus, of seeing how signs link to things? This would
represent the perfecting of human thought by Entzauberung, the ultimate unmag-
icking, replacing our individual interpretations of signs with their ‘true’ meanings.
Actually, that has been the aim of much of linguistics throughout the modern
period: it has always been nonmodern and premodern at the same time. For some
of us, though, eliminating the element of interpretation, which gives rise to ambi-
guity and misunderstanding, would not bring the perfection of humankind, but
its undoing, replacing us with what are in effect intelligent machines. Misunder-
standing and ambiguity are what make us human, and the vision of a world with-
out them may have been Socrates’ dream; but then, if Meillet was right, given the
similar structure of the Greek and Latin noun systems, Socrates would have been
no more able than a Roman to name the wolf in itself, to envisage the creature
whose essence is to devour everyone around it.
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2.2 Soviet Orientalism and Subaltern Linguistics

The Rise and Fall of Marr’s Japhetic Theory

Micuier LEEZENBERG

One of the attractions of the park surrounding the Villa Borghese in Rome is a
group of statues of national poets. Included among them are such obvious ex-
amples as the Persian Abulqasim Firdowsi, author of the Shabndmeh or Book of
Kings; the Georgian Shota Rustaveli, who wrote The Man in the Panther Skin
(Vepkhistqaosani); and the Montenegran Petar Njegos, writer of The Mountain
Wreath (Gorski Vijenac). More surprising, however, is the presence of a statue,
unveiled in 2012, of the ‘Azerbaijani poet’ Nizami Genjewi. Nizami composed all
of his poems in Persian, but now he is claimed as the national poet of a country
that cultivates an Azeri Turkish rather than a Persian identity. This nationalist
reappropriation of a classical poet points to some of the questions to be treated
in the present paper: the rise of nationalist ideas in non-European contexts, in
this case, the Soviet Caucasus; and the role of the humanities in the creation of
these new nationalisms. As will appear below, it was a Georgian-born scholar, the
famous linguist and archeologist Nikolaj Marr, who first claimed Nizami as an
Azerbaijani poet. Marr will loom large in the following pages, not only in connec-
tion with his notorious Japhetic theory, but also in connection with early Soviet
nationality policies.

The universalization of the philological humanities

It has long been claimed that there is an intimate link between the modern hu-
manities and modern nationalism. These modern notions are generally traced to
philosophers like Herder and Fichte, linguists and folklore scholars like Wilhelm
von Humboldt and the Grimm brothers, and historians like Ranke.' Another
line of argumentation, famously introduced by Edward Said, argues that modern
Western Orientalism, i.e., modern philological knowledge of the non-Western
world, is a function of the colonizing projects of imperialist Western states.* In
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short, the modern humanities are claimed to be implicated not only in the rise
of nationalism or the nation-state, but also in imperialism and modern empires.
Here, my main intention is not to appraise or criticize these two theses, but to
explore an important if underinvestigated link between them.

To all appearances, the categories of Romantic nationalism and of the philo-
logical humanities (like those of the nation and national identity, and the con-
cepts of language and culture, tradition and history in terms of which they are
articulated) appear to have gained a virtually worldwide currency. One question
to be discussed below is exactly how this vocabulary spread beyond its initial lin-
guistic and cultural confines. For the natural sciences, some plausible suggestions
have recently been made: famously, authors like Latour and Shapin and Scheffer
have argued that the universalization of the modern Western natural sciences
crucially involved the exportation of new instruments like the vacuum pump,
and of new facilities like the laboratory. For the modern humanities, however,
a similar argument can hardly be given: these generally worked without instru-
ments or laboratory equipment. It can be, and has been, argued that novel forms
of education like the seminar and novel spaces like the seminar room — both
pioneered by Ranke — contributed to the expansion of modern ways of practicing
the humanities across Europe (cf. Jo Tollebeek in this volume, Chapter 3.1); but
such accounts do not yet explain how and why modern humanities knowledge
reached areas outside Europe, where modern institutions like state-led schools
and universities — let alone seminar rooms — were rather slower to materialize.

It is tempting but, as I hope to show, misguided to see the spread of the Ro-
mantic-nationalist vocabulary of the philological humanities in terms of the
creation of an ideological hegemony of Western concepts; in doing so, one risks
ignoring or downplaying both non-Western forms of agency and resistance, and
alternative or subaltern forms of Western knowledge. Many accounts of the
wotldwide effects of the philological humanities, in particular, those standing
in the tradition of Said’s Orientalism, do in fact proceed from an implicitly or
explicitly Gramscian notion of Western ideological or discursive hegemony over
non-Western actors; but in doing so, they risk reducing non-Western actors to
mere passive recipients of Western ideologies, and thus depriving them of all
agency.’ Further, they fail to explore the exact processes or mechanisms by which
particular Western notions acquired this allegedly hegemonic status.

The intimate if not inherent link between the modern philological humanities
and Romantic nationalism is by now well known in the literature; but the link
between nationalism and Orientalism has not been explored in comparable de-
tail. As will become clear below, however, the themes of nationalism and empire,
and of philology and Orientalism, merge in the case of non-Western national
movements. Recently, Stathis Gourgouris and Marc Nichanian have explored
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what they call a hegemonic national and colonial modernity from a Said-inspired
postcolonial perspective. As is well known, Said’s original thesis of an intimate
link between Orientalist knowledge and the colonizing projects of Western states
fails to account adequately for German Orientalism, which for most of the nine-
teenth century developed — and spread abroad — in the absence of any coloniz-
ing projects on the part of the German, or rather Prussian, state.* Instead, one
might argue that these German orientalist categories were shaped by nationalism
rather than colonialism. A question to be pursued further would then be if there
are any systematic links between the philological constitution of national selves
and the Orientalist constitution of colonial others. Gourgouris and Nichanian
address the question of the relation between Orientalism and nationalism for
non-Western European national movements (respectively, the modern Greek
movement emerging in the Ottoman Empire, and Armenian nationalism arising
in both the Ottoman Empire and imperial Russia).® Such an extension of Said’s
claims requires, first, that modern German philological Orientalism — despite
initial appearances — actually does involve a form of colonialism, and second, that
non-Western nationalisms rest on an internalization of these allegedly hege-
monic and allegedly colonial categories. Both these claims can in fact be found in
these authors. Thus, according to Gourgouris, Wilhelm von Humboldt's famous
notion of Bildung, which is traditionally said to instrumentalize classical Greek
educational and civilizational ideals for German nationalist purposes, involves
not simply the appropriation but also the sublimation of classical Greek ideals.
As such, he continues, classical Bildung is no less than an explicit and program-
matic colonization of the ideal'® Unfortunately, however, Gourgouris largely fails
to back this provocative but tantalizingly condensed argument with detailed ref-
erences or quotations, leaving the impression that the ‘colonization’ he claims to
have found in Humboldt’s writings is at best implicit, and rests on a rhetorical
association between — or identification of — the notions of appropriation, subli-
mation and colonization rather than on a detailed textual analysis. Gourgouris’
second claim, that the nationalist project of the modern Greeks emerging in-
volved the internalization of this alleged German colonialist sublimation, receives
a hardly more elaborate argumentation.

A more detailed development, which applies of Gourgouris's claims, to the
creation of a modern Armenian literature and national identity appears in Marc
Nichanian’s Le deuil de la philologie. Earlier, Nichanian had traced the rise of a
modern Armenian literature written in the spoken vernacular, or Ashkharhabar,
as opposed both to the written classical language or Grabar which until the early
nineteenth century had been the dominant medium for works of literature and
learning, and to what he calls the civil language, a supraregional variant spoken
by eighteenth-century Armenian merchants and, on occasion, printed by the
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Mekhitarist monks in Venice. In his later work, he claims that this linguistic
change, and more generally the rise of Armenian nationalism, involves the Orien-
talist creation of the Armenians as a ‘native people, and, as such, an ‘internalized
Orientalism” Extending an argument first made by Foucault, Nichanian argues
not only that the invention of the category of literature in the nineteenth century
is coeval with the emergence of modern philology, but also that the deployment of
modern philology is accompanied by the emergence of the nation as an imaginary
form of collective perception, that is, an imagined community in Benedict An-
derson’s sense.® This claim implies that the process of becoming a nation is less a
political than an aesthetic process, as it crucially involves the creation of a modern,
national literature. Nichanian adds to this general point that the nationalization of
non-European peoples like the Armenians involves the internalization of the cat-
egories of European Orientalist philology, in particular that of the native.® Thus,
both Gourgouris and Nichanian argue that nationalism among peoples living out-
side of Western Europe, like the Neohellenism pioneered by Adamantios Korais
and the Armenian neo-archeology created by Khatchatur Abovian and Karekin
Servantsdiants, involves the interiorization of an ‘Orientalist gaze': they involve a
perception of the self as ‘native, that is, in terms of primitive or primordial (pagan)
cultures or traditions that are more typically applied to an Oriental other.

Gourgouris and Nichanian certainly formulate a radical extension of Said’s
original argument: they wind up virtually identifying Orientalism with philology,
and the German national educational ideal of Bildung with a colonizing project.
At first blush, this may seem like a reductio ad absurdum of Said’s — already con-
tentious — main thesis: taken to its logical conclusions, it would imply that Hum-
boldt is a colonizing imperialist as much as a nationalist, and that the Grimm
brothers, in their attempts at recovering and transcribing their own native Ger-
man culture, were in fact engaged in a colonial project. This claim, however,
though extreme, is less far-fetched than it seems: it raises questions concerning
the precise relation between nation and empire, and concerning the universali-
zation of (German) Romantic nationalist categories and the role of the various
philological disciplines in this process. More specifically, it forces us to look more
closely at the relation between the philological construction of a national self and
the Orientalist construction of a colonial or domestic other.

Russian and Soviet Orientalism: Marr and Trubetzkoy
Russia forms a particularly complex case for the nationalism-Orientalism the-

matic as commonly known. Even in so far as one can qualify the nineteenth-cen-
tury Russian Empire as imperialist, it complicates the Saidian thesis because of
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the rise of a new Russian self-perception as in important respects non-Western
(and thus ‘Oriental’) during this period; and the Soviet Union that replaced it
was explicitly committed to the emancipation of the peoples living in its terri-
tories, and supported anti-colonial struggles worldwide. Obviously, I cannot do
justice to this vast theme; here, I will only discuss whether and to what extent
the philological theories produced in imperial and Soviet times reproduced he-
gemonic Western categories or can be called an alternative or ‘subaltern’ form of
knowledge.

It is well known that the Soviet humanities claimed to reject the categories of
Western ‘bourgeois’ scholarships; it is less well known, however, that similar criti-
cisms were already voiced well before the 1917 revolution, by authors who hardly
qualify as bolshevists. Thus, Vera Tolz has argued that already in imperial Rus-
sia, one can find a critique of Eurocentrism and of the nexus between Orientalist
knowledge and imperial power that antedates Edward Said’s far more famous
Orientalism (1978) by half a century. Tolz adds that Said’s work is in fact indi-
rectly indebted to this critique, especially through Soviet-educated intellectuals
like the Egyptian Anouar Abdel-Malek.”” Russian intellectual life already wit-
nessed important reactions against German cultural influence in the nineteenth
century, and more explicitly during the so-called Silver Age (spanning, roughly,
the first two decades of the twentieth century); more importantly for the present
discussion, this culturally anti-German and Russian nationalist attitude was ex-
plicitly linked to a methodological critique of the philological methods that un-
derpinned historical-comparative linguistics as originating in German academia.
We find such methodological critiques in two of the most influential linguists of
late imperial Russia, Nikolai Trubetzkoy (1890-1938) and Nikolai Jakowlewitch
Marr (1865-1934). Surprisingly, these criticisms are not discussed by Nichanian,
who generally presents a picture of a smooth and largely uncontested German
Romantic-cum-Orientalist hegemony over Armenian national self-awareness;
but Marr’s work is crucial not only for the Russian and more specifically Soviet
experience, but also for the Armenian case: thus, he conducted excavations on the
Armenian site of Ani, and published an Old Armenian grammar in 1903.

Trubetzkoy has, of course, become famous as the founder of modern phonol-
ogy and areal linguistics; but it is less well known that he was also one of the main
propagators of Eurasianism, i.e., the idea that Russia occupies a unique cultural
space between East and West, and can be reduced to neither. Thus, in ‘Europe and
Mankind; published in 1920 but already written before World War I and the Rus-
sian Revolution, he criticizes Western European or, as he calls it, 'Romano-Ger-
man’ chauvinism, for presenting its cultural particularities as features of universal
civilization.” This kind of criticism may seem primitive or outdated in comparison
with Trubetzkoy's sophisticated linguistic work, but one wonders to what extent
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the notion of a vast nonnational Eurasian space of common cultural experience
has shaped Trubetzkoy’s more famous ideas about linguistic Sprachbund or areal
convergence, which suggest that two geographically adjacent languages may come
to share structural features over time. There are indications that these linguistic
doctrines have indeed been shaped and informed by a critique of the German
chauvinism Trubetzkoy sees implicit in historical-comparative linguistics. Thus,
he argues that the hypothetical Proto-Indo-European Ur-language should be
treated as a purely linguistic construct, and should not be extrapolated to ethnic
or racial developments, as is all too easily done by many of his contemporaries
(and, in fact, by many a later author) working on historical comparative linguistics.
Moreover, he argues that one should not treat the Indo-European languages in
exclusively genetic terms: over time, he argues, languages may start sharing impor-
tant structural features and thus become members of the same language family.”

Marr is as notorious as Trubetzkoy is famous, in particular because of his
so-called Japhetic theory, which argues that all of the languages of the Cauca-
sus, whether or not Indo-European, share traces of a distinct family of languages
called Japhetic.® Marr’s linguistic doctrines are usually dismissed as crackpot sci-
ence, or as a linguistic equivalent of Lysenko’s attempts to create a truly material-
istic genetics, with equally disastrous results. But it would be too easy merely to
reject Marr’s work as pseudo-scientific, or as just a political abuse of scholarship.
Not only should we not project back standards of scientific truth and objectivity
that at the time were fiercely contested, it also closes off more radical questions
concerning the constitutive role of the philological humanities in the shaping of
modern nationalism and the — possibly inherently political category of such ap-
parently neutral analytical concepts like language), ‘culture) or ‘tradition’. Some of
Marr’s criticisms of German philology were in fact founded. Famously, on his first
visit to Europe in 1894, Marr met — and soon quarreled with — one of the most
famous German scholars of Armenian, Heinrich Hiibschmann.”* The details of
their argument are not known, but it is tempting to see in this confrontation be-
tween a German scholar and an unknown native from the fringes of the Russian
Empire a clash between a hegemonic German learning and a subaltern non-West-
ern knowledge; in any case, Marr soon after started raising increasingly vocal criti-
cisms of the German chauvinist arrogance and even racism that he found hidden
in historical-comparative linguistics. He certainly had a point: as Trubetzkoy had
argued independently, late-nineteenth-century German philologists projected lin-
guistic findings onto speculations about the migrations and conquests of an Indo-
Germanic Herrenvolk and about the supremacy of the Aryan race.”

But there were equally cogent theoretical reasons for criticism. Marr devel-
oped his Japhetic theory especially on the basis of research into the Georgian and
Armenian languages, both of which were problem cases for comparative linguis-
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tics. Thus, the historical-comparative linguistic classification of Armenian as a
separate branch of the Indo-European languages left many questions open, and
many etymologies unexplained. As an alternative explanation, Marr had argued
in his 1903 grammar that the very core of the Armenian language, which arose
‘on the soil of historical Armenia, is mixed or, as he calls it, ‘bigenetic’*® Further,
he argued, anticipating his later claims as to the class character of language, that
already in classical times, Armenian was divided into a written form used by the
(religious) elites and a ‘secular) spoken vernacular, and that the modern written
language (Askharhabar) was just as old and venerable as the classical Grabar.”

Marr’s criticism of comparative linguists’ tendency to identify languages with
nations, and language families with races, certainly makes sense; but as a com-
parison with Trubetzkoy’s Eurasianist and areal views suggests, such criticisms
are not necessarily more objective’ but may themselves presuppose rival ideolo-
gies. An open question for further research is to what extent these linguistic and
philological theories (including the allegedly neutral and theory-independent
‘facts’ uncovered by them) were shaped by changing ideologies and practices of
language. Trubetzkoy’s and Marr’s critique of the categories of German-based
historical comparative linguistics appears to be driven by an anti-Western Eura-
sian or Japhetic (and more specifically, anti-German) ideology.

But it was not just, or not simply, anti-comparativist or anti-German con-
siderations that led Marr to develop his Japhetic theory. Basing himself on his
archeological excavations as much as on his linguistic research, he criticized the
work of more nationalistically inclined Georgian and Armenian scholars, who
tended to depict the medieval history of the Caucasus as a purely Christian affair,
depriving the contributions of the Muslim presence in the region. Already by the
1890s, he had adopted the slogan ‘struggle for nationality and against national-
ism™; later, in a series of 1924 lectures delivered in Baku, Marr argued not only for
a greater attention for the Muslim contributions to the history and cultures of the
Caucasus, and against the near-exclusive focus on its Christian past by Armenian
and Georgian scholars; also, and more specifically, he recommended the study of
Nizami as an Azerbaijani rather than a Persian poet: not only was Nizami born
in the Azerbaijani city of Genje, he argued, but his Persian-language poetry is
also shot through with ‘Azerbaijanisms’ (azerbaijdzhanizmy); his work therefore
merits study as part of the Azerbaijani national heritage.”

Despite their ideological affinity, however, the methodological differences be-
tween Marr and Trubetzkoy could hardly be greater. Trubetzkoy did not mince
his words about Marr: in a letter dated November 6, 1924, he writes that ‘a critical
review of [Marr’s latest] article ought to be done, not by a linguist but by a psychia-
trist\>® Moreover, he categorically denies that Marr’s doctrines mark any methodo-
logical innovation, writing that they actually block scientific and social progress:
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[Marr’s] ‘new linguistic doctrine’ is not a bit different from so-called bour-
geois linguistics. [...] As a result, Soviet linguistics [...] has lost touch with
genuinely progressive and revolutionary trends that are fighting for recog-
nition in Europe and America.”

This leaves us with the question to what extent Marr’s theories, regardless of
their apparent rejection of the concepts and methods of German comparative
linguistics, in fact achieve a paradigmatic break with the latter. In its early stages,
Marr’s Japhetic theory could still be seen as parasitic on German philology, in
that it presupposed some of its concepts or etymological methods. It was not un-
til after the October Revolution that Marr explicitly and systematically rejected
the identification of languages with ethnic groups, and the explanation of linguis-
tic change in terms of migrations and conquests by peoples. In the same period,
he equally discarded the historical-comparative notions of language families and
of reconstructed protolanguages. It may be questioned, however, whether even
these more radical claims really mark a break with existing philological methods:
as noted above, other authors, most notably Trubetzkoy, also argued against the
identification of (reconstructed) languages with peoples. Even Mart’s apparently
novel concepts, or imagery, of ‘layers’ and sediments’ bears a close similarity to the
more familiar historical-comparative notion of substrates or substrata.

The main problem with Marrian linguistics, and the main difference with, e.g.,
Trubetzkoy’s views on language contact, is that Marr appears to push back all
language mixture and pluralism to a hypothetical stage of linguistic origins (wit-
ness his view of Armenian as an originally hybrid language), and thus downplays
all change in historic times —, a rather odd move for a theory that presents itself
as wholly in agreement with the main tenets of historical materialism. In fact,
most of Marr’s Marxist ideas, e.g., his conviction that language is a merely su-
perstructural phenomenon, are only late and nonessential additions, rather than
supporting members, of his Japhetic theories.

Marr and early Soviet nationality policies

Marr’s linguistic theories gained prominence against the background of early
Bolshevik nationality policies. These policies centered on what was called kore-
nizatsiia, or nativization, i.e., they aimed at creating new political and cultural
elites from among the local populations.’® As such, they systematically supported
the emancipation of the ‘smaller nations’ of the Soviet Union, i.e., the communi-
ties speaking languages that did not have a long-standing literary civilization.
Korenizatsiia policies were directed not only against any Russian chauvinism dis-
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guised as bolshevism, but also against any local chauvinism on the part of the
existing elites of the constituent Soviet republics. As such, they directly reflected
Stalin’s early writings on nationalism. In his famous ‘Marxism and the National
Question’ (1913), Stalin defines nations as requiring, most importantly, a com-
mon language, a common territory and a common life.® The mere possession
of a common ‘philosophical make-up, ‘national character’ or Volksgeist, he argues
against the Romantic-idealist definition of nationhood, is not enough for a group
of people to constitute a nation; specifically and explicitly, it is the Jews he has in
mind here. He then raises the question of whether one should, or even could, cre-
ate or ‘organize nations, as some social democrats have proposed. In his opinion,
national autonomy should not be based on ‘bourgeois’ principles of national iden-
tity, which he sees as leading to national segregation, and thus as undermining
the international unity of the labor movement. Rather, following Lenin, Stalin
upholds the right to self-determination as distinct from bourgeois ‘national au-
tonomy’; this right, he assumes rather than argues, does not undermine the unity
of workers, and will not lead to separatism.

Next, Stalin specifically addresses the nationality question in the Caucasus.
The cultural-national autonomy claimed for this region, he argues, presumes de-
veloped nationalities with a developed culture and (presumably, written) litera-
ture; but how then, should this cultural-national autonomy apply to the smaller
nationalities of the Caucasus, like the Mingrelians, the Abkhazians, and the Ad-
jarians, who, as he writes, possess a ‘primitive culture’ and have no literature of
their own? Against the social-democratic propagation of the bourgeois project of
national autonomy, he then proposes what he calls the only genuinely progressive
solution to the nationality question in the Caucasus: equal rights for all nations
regarding schooling and communication, and the prohibition of all national privi-
leges; these, however, can only be achieved by the complete democratization of
the country.

In proposing this solution, Stalin not only crucially relies on state power to
solve the nationality question; he also explicitly reframes the nationality ques-
tion within a bolshevist mission civilisatrice. Regional autonomy, he claims, will
draw the ‘belated nations’ into ‘the common cultural development’ and by allow-
ing them the benefits of ‘higher culture, and helps them to avoid small-nation in-
sularity. Note that Stalin employs both ‘cultural development’ and ‘higher culture’
in the singular here, apparently assuming that neither has a speciﬁcally national,
local or otherwise particular character, and tacitly identifying them with a univer-
salist notion of civilization' or ‘modernity’

The contradictory character of these views on nationality has often been not-
ed; even more striking, however, is Stalin’s relapsing into an idealist vocabulary
of cultural development and ‘higher culture’ But whatever its intellectual merits,
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Stalin’s solution to the nationality question cannot be brushed aside, not only
because of its enormous influence on (post)colonial third world nationalisms,
but also, and especially, because Stalin got the chance to implement and institu-
tionalize his views in the Soviet Union of the 1920s and 1930s, once Lenin had
appointed him People’'s Commissar for Nationalities Affairs.

Thus, early Soviet korenizatsiia policies tied in well with Marr’s struggle for
nationality and against nationalism; but were they actually shaped by it? There
is no evidence that Stalin was familiar with the theories of his fellow Georgian
Marr before the 1920s; but the resemblance with Marr’s attitude to nationalism,
and the concern with the smaller, non-Christian nationalities of the Caucasus,
is striking. Conversely, as noted, it was only in the 1920s that Marr rephrased
his theories in explicitly dialectical terms of class struggle, base and superstruc-
ture; but even before this reformulation, Mart’s theories had been germane to the
emancipation, or creation, of the smaller Muslim nations of the Caucasus, such as
the Abkhaz, the Chechens, the Kurds, and to some extent even the Azeris, against
the locally dominant Christian Armenian and Georgian nationalities (which, it
should be kept in mind, were themselves relatively recent formations shaped in
interaction with the rise of Russian nationalism in the nineteenth century).

Marr was certainly not alone in his efforts to create a genuinely Marxist lin-
guistics, Despite the violent power struggle between the bolshevists and their
opponents, both the arts and the humanities — not yet as constrained by state
power as they would become in subsequent decades — showed a creative outburst
during the 1920s, with exciting and provocative new ideas developed by both
scholars and artists, witness students of literature and folklore like Bakhtin and
Propp, and modernist dramaturges, poets and filmmakers like Meyerhold, Maya-
kovsky and Eisenstein. In linguistics, the 1920s saw a significant paradigmatic
shift from more historically oriented approaches to language inspired by authors
like Wilhelm von Humboldt to the synchronic, structural approach proposed by,
in particular, Ferdinand de Saussure; at the same time, various authors started
the search for a Marxist alternative to such ‘bourgeois’ approaches to the study
of language. Thus, one Soviet scholar, V.N. Voloshinov, developed a framework
that emphasized the materiality of the sign and its priority over consciousness,
and formulated a concept of language as class-bound and dialectical in character.
Another talented linguist, E.D. Polivanov, called for the creation of a Marxist
linguistics that studied language as a collective work activity rather than an in-
dividual possession, parallel to (and possibly reducible to) processes of material
production. And in a way, the early writings of Volosinov’s friend and colleague
Mikhail Bakhtin also reflect this wider search for a new account of language and
literature that escapes the confines of both German idealism and French struc-
turalism.** In the acerbic polemics of the late 1920s and eatly 1930s, however,
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claims to Marxist orthodoxy already started to overshadow questions of meth-
odology or empirical adequacy. Thus, for example, Polivanov’s cogent, if rather
condescending, criticisms of Marr’s work were largely ignored.

These increasingly violent debates in linguistics coincided with an acerbic
phase of Soviet agrarian policies. In Armenia as elsewhere in the Soviet Union,
the collectivization of agriculture met with fierce resistance, and could only be
imposed after the forcible intervention of the Red Army. Paired with the koreni-
zatsiia policy, it involved a redefinition of the regional population as a collective
of workers and peasants distinguished by ‘national cultures) conceived of in terms
of primarily oral folkloric traditions. One of the smaller folkloric’ nations thus
created in the 1920s was that of the Kurds, in particular in Soviet Armenia. In
the 19205, the Soviet Kurds were briefly granted an autonomous region called
‘Red Kurdistan' (Kurdistana Sor) in the La¢in region between Armenia and Azer-
baijan; but this region was abolished in 1929. In the same year, a systematic, and
quickly successful, alphabetization campaign was mounted among the Kurds of
Soviet Armenia, for which a new alphabet was specifically created using the Latin
script, and new Kurdish-language textbooks for adult education and elementary
schools were published at an astonishing pace, thanks primarily to the indefatiga-
ble efforts of the local Kurdish scholar Haciyé Cindi.

Soviet nativization and folklorization policies largely disregarded the earlier
literate traditions that some of these peoples knew. Thus, as part of Kurdish na-
tivization, local religious traditions of learning as they had been cultivated in
Kurdish medreses were attacked as backward, and the classical Kurdish poetic
tradition was largely ignored in the creation of a new, progressive national litera-
ture. Considerations of space preclude a fuller discussion, but early Soviet studies
of the Kurds clearly aimed at the emancipation, and in a sense even the creation,
of the Kurds as a distinct nation defined by its proper language and folkloric
traditions.” It is difficult to gauge the actual influence of Marr’s doctrines on the
shaping of an early Soviet Kurdish national identity; but his ideas fit in well with
official policies, and in the 1930s became an obligatory feature of scholarly work
on Kurdish language and folklore carried out in Leningrad and Moscow.*®

Thus, early efforts at the nativization of the Soviet Kurds quickly yielded re-
sults. The mid-1930s, however, saw major shifts in Soviet nationality policies,
which coincided with the start of the Great Terror. Tragically, precisely the loyal
party members who had been active in realizing the korenizatsiia policies at the
local level were now accused of ‘bourgeois chauvinist sentiments, or even of es-
pionage for foreign powers. Thus, in Soviet Armenia, cultural activists like the
two pioneers of Kurdish alphabetization, Ereb Shemo and Haciyé Cindi, were
imprisoned or deported; elsewhere, Polivanov was arrested and subsequently ex-
ecuted on charges of spying for Japan.
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But although the policy of encouraging smaller nations was replaced by a new
Russian-chauvinist policy, Marr’s theories maintained their officially sanctioned
status. In the 1930s and 1940s, few if any criticisms of Marr’s Japhetic theories
were heard, until Josef Stalin personally intervened in the matter in 1950.”” Sta-
lin's famous — or notorious — ‘Marxism and Problems of Linguistics' may or may
not have been written by Stalin himself, but it certainly is not a substantial in-
tervention at the level of linguistic theorizing: it merely offers a number of lay
observations about the postrevolutionary Russian language. Remarkably, Stalin’s
view on language boils down to a form of bourgeois common sense: not only is it
idealist, in wholly downplaying or ignoring any material aspects of the linguistic
sign; it is also decidedly nondialectical, emphasizing the idea of harmonious lan-
guage communities over class conflict. Thus, these views actually mark a signifi-
cant step back with respect to the more innovative Marxist authors of the 1920s,
like Voloshinov and Polivanov. However, given the personality cult surrounding
Stalin and the renewed campaign of intimidation and persecution of artists and
intellectuals, which had regained pace after World War II, Stalin’s remarks were
hailed as a major breakthrough in both the popular and the academic media of
the Soviet Union. Countless scholars working in linguistics, ethnography, and
archeology joined in the chorus against Marr. The fact that such criticism con-
tinued well after Stalin’s death in 1953, however, suggests that they did not simply
write out of fear of, or political loyalty to, the Soviet leaders.®

Some Gramscian conclusions

The above discussion of Mart’s anti-philological theories and of the Soviet na-
tivization of the Kurds considerably complicate Gourgouris's and Nichanian’s
identification of philology and Orientalism, as well as their claim that the crea-
tion of non-Western native peoples involves an internalized Orientalism. At the
very least, it forces us to explore ‘subaltern’ forms of knowledge like Marr’s and
Trubetzkoy’s theories alongside the allegedly hegemonic German historical-com-
parative philology, and to focus on local agency and resistance rather than on the
passive ‘internalization’ of Orientalist ideologies. Thus, the case of the Russian
and Soviet humanities — which merits a far more extended and systematic de-
scriptive treatment than I could give here — also raises issues of a more general
theoretical interest.

First, it forces us to ask exactly how and why particular categories and theories
gained a dominant or hegemonic status. To get an answer to such questions, one
should also look at ‘subaltern’ doctrines like Marr’s and at the reasons for their
success or failure. Intriguingly, despite its vocal rejection of the main tenets of
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German philological scholarship, Marr himself reproduced crucial conceptual
and methodological assumptions of German philology; conversely and ironically,
later critics of Marr’s work, even when rejecting his Japhetic theories as nonsensi-
cal or at best purely speculative, tend to praise his philological work on the gram-
mar of languages like Georgian and Armenian, as well as his archeological work
in the Ani area, as valuable and largely correct, and as untainted by his linguistic
speculations. In doing so, they tend to reproduce the philological assumption of a
foundational and theory-free level of factuality that should precisely be an object
of investigation. It is here that arguments like those of Foucault, Gourgouris and
Nichanian, if used with caution, can perform valuable services.

Second, it raises questions about language, nationalism, and hegemony. Pri-
marily, of course, the capricious development of Soviet linguistics and Oriental-
ism reflects the destructive — and often murderous — vagaries of Stalin’s policies;
but theoretically one is led to the deeper problems of the precise role of language
in the rise of Soviet and other nationalisms, and of the theoretical status of lan-
guage in Marxist theory. Regarding the former, one may venture the hypothesis
that the public use of vernacular languages, as seen in early Soviet educational
campaigns and broadcasting policies, may itself be partly constitutive of national
identities. Regarding the latter, one may ask anew exactly where language fits
in within Marxist theory: should it be relegated to either the material base or
the ideological superstructure, or does it require a more radical reformulation of
Marxist cultural theory?

Third, in this context of language, linguistic theory and nationalism, Gramsci’s
writings on hegemony gain an unexpected relevance. Not only was Gramsci one
of the first authors to suggest that a closer attention to cultural factors may force
us to rethink the classical Marxist distinction between base and superstructure;
but it is also worth recalling that his concept of hegemony is, in origin, inspired
by specifically linguistic phenomena: thus, the creation of a hegemonic national
language, i.e., a linguistic standard accepted by the population at large, reduces
the spoken dialects to a substandard, or subaltern, status.>

The above not only suggests that a greater attention to language will affect the
Marxist opposition between base and superstructure; it also invites a linguistic
turn, so to speak, to questions of ideological hegemony, especially (but not ex-
clusively) as they appear in discussions of Orientalism. The virtually universal
spread of vocabularies and methods of the modern European humanities, and
their persistence even among apparently rival frameworks like Marr’s Japhetic
theory, suggests that the kinds of knowledge articulated in the modern philologi-
cal humanities rest on very particular, and particularly powerful, practices and
ideologies of language, which may be implicated less in the spread of any allegedly

hegemonic Western philological Orientalism than in the performative power ef-
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fects of the wider patterns of vernacularization that occur during this period.*
These power effects remain a topic for theoretical exploration.

Fourth and finally, the Soviet experience provides suggestive material for any-
one wishing to study the role of the humanities in the articulation of nationalism
and empire. If arguments like Gourgouris's and Nichanian’s hold, the Orientalist
creation of an (Oriental or domestic) Other may be crucially linked to the na-
tionalist creation of a native self. Perhaps, then, a greater attention to cases like
that of the Soviet Union may ultimately lead to a dissolution of ‘Orientalism’as a
distinct analytical category into a more general theoretical framework formulated
in terms of more general analytical notions like new disciplines of philological
learning, specifically modern forms of power, and changing practices and ideolo-
gies of language. As such, it might even help to explain both the formation and
persistence of national identities and the rise and demise of colonial forms of rule.
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The first academic Hungarian dictionary A magyar nyelv szétdra (The Dictionary
of the Hungarian Language) was a monumental work compiled by two members
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences: Gergely Czuczor (1800-1866) and Janos
Fogarasi (1801-1878) that was published in six volumes between 1862 and 1874
[Figs. 2 and 3]. Rather than just being a list of Hungarian words, Czuczor-Foga-
rasi’'s monolingual dictionary (hereafter, the CzF Dictionary) must be considered
a linguistic achievement. It contains 110,784 entries and is structured according
to the agglutinative nature of the Hungarian language since it distinguishes roots
and suffixes while also referring to interconnections within the root system. Its
importance was recognized by one of the leading German linguists of the second
half of the nineteenth century, August Friedrich Pott (1802-1887), who referred
in his survey of European linguistics to the CzF Dictionary as an outstanding ac-
complishment on the part of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.?

Czuczor and Fogarasi formulated the following four objectives when writing
their dictionary: (1) to make an inventory of Hungarian words and word parts;
(2) to determine their grammatical properties; (3) to define their meaning; and
(4) to establish the etymology of Hungarian words by comparing the Hungarian
roots with those of other languages. The CzF Dictionary is thus an explanatory,
comparative and etymological dictionary all in one. From this point of view it is
remarkable that the work has fallen into oblivion.’ By uncovering the patterns
of the Hungarian lexicon, the CzF Dictionary provided an interesting step for-
ward in empirical and theoretical approaches to the Hungarian language. In this
respect the CzF Dictionary is also relevant to Rens Bod’s project detailing the
history of the humanities in according with various patterns and rules.* The pres-
ent paper will argue that a discussion of the patterns and rules seen in the CzF
Dictionary can contribute to the richness of such a historiographical project and
that there is therefore every reason to include such a dictionary in a history of the
humanities based on pattern-seeking research.
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Fig. 2: Gergely Czuczor (1800-1866) Fig. 3: Janos Fogarasi (1801-1878)
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The present paper falls into four parts. In the first part, I will discuss the ideas
that were responsible for creating a context for the emergence of the academic
dictionary project. I shall demonstrate how it was attributable to a mixture of
ideas originating from the Enlightenment, state-forming nationalism and Ro-
manticism. The second part of the paper will focus on the incentives behind the
lexical project’s linguistic research. I will furthermore elaborate on the linguistic
traditions the authors relied on when seeking patterns and will argue that both
foreign and local traditions played a decisive role. The third part of this paper will
give the reader some insight into the nature of the patterns and rules underlying
the Hungarian language. Finally, I will assess the discoveries made by Czuczor
and Fogarasi. It will be concluded that even if the work on the dictionary is basi-
cally empirical it remains a good starting point for pattern-based research into
Hungarian lexical structures.

Contextualizing the first Hungarian academic dictionary

At the end of the eighteenth century the ideals of the Enlightenment also reached
Hungary. At first the Hungarian proponents of the Enlightenment were more active
in Vienna than in Hungary itself, especially in circles linked to the Hungarian divi-
sion of the Imperial Guard that was established in 1760 by the Habsburg Empress
Maria Theresa. The driving force within the Viennese nobility was Gyorgy Besse-
nyei (1747-1811), a literator and admirer of Voltaire and the French encyclopedists.’
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Bessenyei was convinced, just like his French counterparts, that happiness
could only be achieved through the sciences, general access to which was only
possible through one’s own mother tongue. According to him, no nation had ever
gained access to science in the language of another nation. However, toward the
end of the eighteenth century the Hungarian language had gained vernacular
status, Latin being the only official language in the country until 1844 and so
Hungarian was not a suitable language for the practicing of science. In his essays,
Bessenyei forcefully argued in favor of the renewal and social promotion of the
Hungarian language. In 1781 he also launched the idea of establishing a Hungar-
ian academy of sciences.® The ideas of Bessenyei were adopted by a young mem-
ber of the high aristocracy who also belonged to the Viennese Imperial Guard,
Count Istvdn Széchenyi (1791-1860).

The free-thinking Széchenyi and other enlightened Hungarian noblemen
strove to modernize Hungary and give it a well-deserved place in the Habsburg
Empire. Széchenyi’'s modernization program focused not only on questions relat-
ing to politics and society, but also on putting cultural issues on the agenda. In
this cultural program, the Hungarian language occupied a central role.” Széche-
nyi wanted to secure the same status for the Hungarian language as that enjoyed
by other national European languages. Hungarian should become the country’s
official language and in order to prepare for this official function a Hungarian
academy of sciences had to be established, just as Bessenyei had asserted.

In 1825, Széchenyi enthusiastically put forward his ideas at the Hungarian
Diet.* Thanks to his efforts, and financial support, the Hungarian Academy
of Sciences was established on November 17, 1830. The Academy immediately
launched a number of projects relating to the Hungarian language, including the
compilation of a grammar, an orthography, bilingual dictionaries and specialist
dictionaries establishing scientific and scholarly terminology. In 1844 the Acad-
emy board decided to make a ‘great’ dictionary covering the entire lexicon of the
Hungarian language. Two members of the Academy, Gergely Czuczor (1800-
1866) and Jinos Fogarasi (1801-1878), were entrusted with this task. Gergely
Czuczor was a monk of the Benedictine Order and Janos Fogarasi worked as a
judge in the High Court of Appeal.

Apart from the ideas originating from the Enlightenment and nationalism,
the language renewal movement in Hungary was also influenced by Romantic
views. Hungarians strongly believed that they were related to ancient Central
Asian peoples, like the Huns and Avars who, like the Hungarians themselves,
had entered Europe in the ninth century. Széchenyi and his followers were of the
opinion that the most important duty of the Hungarians was to gain an identity
as a people in Europe that stemmed from Asia: " The Hungarian people, being the
only European heterogenic offspring, have no smaller role than to represent the
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unique talents which were hidden in the cradle in Asia, but never grew to frui-
tion’® This led researchers to believe that the Hungarian language was an Asiatic
language which thus had an impact on the research conducted into the roots of
the Hungarian language.

At the time, the West paid little attention to Hungarian political and eco-
nomic reforms and knew little about the research being undertaken by Széchenyi
and his group. There was one exception, however. Besides being a businessman,
traveler, liberal politician, government official and governor of Hong Kong be-
tween 1851 and 1859, the British citizen Sir John Bowring (1792-1872) was also a
polyglot literator, who supported the emerging national movements in Europe by
publishing anthologies of their literature.” Early-nineteenth-century Hungary
must have held some special attraction for the British traveler. Indeed, Hungary
followed Great Britain in the liberal trend of political and economic reforms that
Bowring enthusiastically supported. In addition, Bowring was a member of the
Unitarian Church which was one of the Hungarian Protestant churches that
played an important role in Hungary’s and Transylvania’s religious life.

In 1830, Bowring published a collection of Hungarian poems in English, Poetry
of the Magyars, in the foreword of which one reads some notable statements con-
cerning the Hungarian language.” There Bowring commented on the Hungarian
language. In his opinion, the Hungarian language was independent and very old.”
Having hardly changed over time, it had retained its Asiatic structure.” Finally,
Bowring claimed that the ancient forms of the Hungarian language, that is to say
its root words, were composed of simple, monosyllabic lexical elements. These
elements enabled the speakers of Hungarian to create an endless number of new
lexical elements with the help of affixes.™

Bowring's remarks about the Hungarian language are especially worthy of con-
sideration in view of the fact that they elaborate on linguistic theories developed
in Hungary itself. In the Poetry of the Magyars, Bowring echoes the opinions that
Széchenyi and his group held in the 1820s. Bowring’s knowledge of the Hungar-
ian language and literature came mostly from Gabor Débrentei (1786-1851), the
First Secretary of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences with whom he maintained
close contact. Dobrentei belonged to Széchenyi’s inner circle and was his most
influential advisor in the fields of Hungarian language and literature.”

The dictionary project of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences was interrupted
by the Hungarian Revolution of 1848. Czuzcor was even incarcerated in Kufstein
Prison from 1849 until 1851 for his anti-imperial activism. After the crushing of
the Hungarian rebellion by the Austrian and Russian armies the Hungarians
had to remain under Habsburg rule. Martial law was proclaimed and Hungary
started being governed from Vienna. Under this rule, strong Germanizing poli-
tics prevailed throughout the country. Moreover, in 1858, a plan was proposed to
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make German the official language of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. The
Academy’s directorate was replaced by scholars who were loyal to the Austrians,
like Pal Hunfalvy (1810-1891), a lawyer who, in 1851, became the chief librarian at
the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. His main task was, however, to reorganize
the research being conducted into the Hungarian language.

Immediately after his Academy nomination in 1851, Hunfalvy started to attack
the dictionary project of Czuzcor and Fogarasi. At an Academy meeting in 1851 he
argued that from a methodological point of view the dictionary was inadequate
and obsolete: “The sheer cliffs into which language research runs are mainly the
meaning of letters and word roots’® Although Czuczor and Fogarasi were al-
lowed to finish their project, which finally went on to be published between 1862
and 1874, the CzF Dictionary did not play any role in the domain of etymological
and historical comparative research into the Hungarian language.”

Hunfalvy pushed hard to elaborate on a one-sided genetic relationship be-
tween Finnish and Hungarian and cast Czuzcor-Fogarasi’s root theory to one
side. He entrusted the technical completion of this program to a young German
linguist, Josef Budenz (1836-1892) who at the age of twenty-two was invited to go
to Budapest to fulfill that task. Budenz was well equipped to do the job. He had
read classical languages at the University of Géttingen and had also done com-
parative Indo-Germanic linguistics and Oriental studies. In 1868, when Budenz
was made Honorary Professor of Finno-Ugric Linguistics at the University of
Budapest, Hungarian genealogical language research suddenly took a completely
different turn moving in a direction completely different to what the authors of
the Academy Dictionary had had in mind.”® Although today’s Hungarian linguis-
tics specialists are more positive about the achievements of the CzF Dictionary
and regard it as a standard work in the history of the lexicography of the Hungar-
ian language, internal analysis linked to finding the origin of words is still viewed
as something ‘anachronistic’” In this paper, I will argue against this point of view.

Searching for roots

The direct input regarding the linguistic work on the root dictionary originated
from two important traditions. First of all, there were the developments in Eu-
ropean linguistics of the end of the eighteenth century. The first to publicize, al-
though certainly not the first to formulate the notion of Sanskrit being the oldest
language on earth, the ‘mother’ of all major Eurasian languages, was the British
philologist and scholar on ancient India, Sir William Jones.** Hence, Sanskrit
was considered to be the ancient Indo-European language from which all other
Indo-European languages derived. Jones' program was taken up in Germany and
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soon intensive research activities in this field began. Throughout the nineteenth
century outstanding linguists, such as Franz Bopp (1791-1867), Jacob Grimm
(1785-1863), Max Miiller (1823-1900), and August Friedrich Pott elaborated on
this research program.” At first German linguists hypothesized that the ancient
roots of the German language could be found in Sanskrit with the help of lin-
guistic reconstruction. However, from 1870 onwards the importance of Sanskrit
in reconstructing Indo-European gradually declined.

Regardless of the precise results what this research was generally to do was to
bring to the surface the different cognate roots connecting the Indo-European
languages.” Max Miiller, a German philologist and Oriental scholar who lectured
at Oxford University, estimated the number of Sanskrit roots to lie at 1700 and
considered them to be the most important linguistic components:**‘These roots
are definite in form and meaning: they are what I called phonetic types, firm in
their outline, though still liable to important modifications'* “They are the “spe-
cific centres” of language, and without them the science of language would be
impossible’*® Note that Indo-European research was also driven by notions of
Romanticism that were framed in biological metaphors, such as ‘language as an
organism, ‘mother-daughter languages, family of languages’ and other biological
metaphors, like roots, trunks, ‘trees) ‘organic groups, etc.””

The German research into roots that commenced at the end of the eighteenth
and intensified in the early nineteenth century was soon to catch on in Hungary.
The first dictionary that was organized along the lines of the root’ idea was pub-
lished by the Catholic priest Ferenc Kresznerics (1766-1832) in two-volumes in
1831 and 1832.>® He was influenced by the theories of Johann Gottfried Herder
(1744-1803) on‘roots’ (Stammwéorter) expounded in his Abhandlung iiber den Ut-
sprung der Sprache’ (1772), as Kresznerics alludes to this influential work term-
ing it a point of reference in the preface to his dictionary.*® Kresznerics already
started to work on the dictionary in 1808 and his point of departure was that
Hungarian is an agglutinative language in which roots can be distinguished from
suffixes and other affixes. Hence, under each root entry the total set of deriva-
tives, i.e., the roots with all their possible affixes and suffixes are listed. Czuzcor
and Fogarasi saw Kresznerics's dictionary as a forerunner, although they went on
to considerably elaborate on the subject as will be discussed below.** Much of the
nomenclature referred to above in connection with Indo-European research also
appears in the context of Czuzcor and Fogarasi’s dictionary project.

Apart from the European linguistic impulses that reached Hungary at the be-
ginning of the nineteenth century, especially from Germany, which had taken
the lead in linguistics, there was a second more local tradition that was influenc-
ing the evolution of Hungarian linguistics in that period. This input was also
European-based.
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From the mid-seventeenth century onwards, Hungarian university students
had been visiting Western European universities in the course of their academic
formation. At that period there were few opportunities for university education
in Hungary. The Habsburgs were not eager to actively support the establishment
of academic opportunities in the Hungarian kingdom. Hungarian Protestants,
who formed an obstacle to the Catholic Counter-Reformation which was sup-
ported by the Habsburgs, were excluded from university education in particular.
Students with a Protestant background were therefore more or less forced to go
abroad for their academic studies. They traveled to Western Europe, where they
were welcomed at universities in Protestant countries like the Netherlands, Swit-
zerland and Britain. In the early modern period these universities became centers
of peregrination for students from the Hungarian kingdom.

It appears from the publications of the peregrinating Hungarian students
that they were familiar with the concept of the radix’ (root) that was central to
the analysis of classical languages like Greek, Latin and Hebrew. Most of these
students had studied these languages because they had registered for theological
studies. The radix is relevant to the work of the typographer Miklés Tétfalusi
Kis (1650-1702), the translator of the Amsterdam Bible, a Hungarian-language
edition that was published in Amsterdam in 1685, The Hungarian author Gyula
Csernétoni points out that Tétfalusi Kis relied heavily on the root’ for his Hun-
garian translation of the Bible: "When he explains the description of individual
words he analyzes them grammatically; he tracks down their roots; and he ex-
amines the nature of the suffixes and affixes and gives general rules’” The radix
is also frequently referred to in the dissertation on ancient Hungarian history
of Féris Ferenc Otrokdcsi (1648-1718) that was defended at the University of
Franeker in 1693.3

Gyérgy Kalmar (1726-1782), a Hungarian theologian, linguist and poet who, in
the second half of the eighteenth century, played an important part in developing
Hungarian linguistics based on the radix (root) theory, also followed in this tradi-
tion. As a peregrination student, Kalmar visited a number of important centers of
academic excellence in Western Europe, such as Universities of Oxford and Lei-
den. After his peregrination, he continued traveling in Western Europe and built
up an extensive network of connections among scholars, including the outstand-
ing German-Swiss scientist Johann Heinrich Lambert (1728-1777) and the Dutch
Orientalist and professor at the University of Leiden, Hendrik Albert Schultens
(1749-1782). From his linguistic projects, it appears that he was well aware of the
importance of the radix or the root when studying language. Note that the ‘Se-
mitic’ root does not have the same characteristics as the ‘Indo-European’ root. It
remains to be seen how scholars such as Kalmar interpreted these divergent no-
tions. Kalmér’s linguistics projects included a proposal for a universal language, a
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hexameter poem and a grammar in Hebrew.* A plan for an etymological Hungar-
ian dictionary was also one of his project plans but Kalmar’s etymological diction-
ary was lost. However, we know that it really existed because he refers to it as
‘Lexicon Hungaricum’and to its having the explicit character of a root dictionary.>*

The concept of linguistic roots was clearly an integral part of Hungarian sci-
entific discourse in the early nineteenth century before the issue received further
impetus from Germany. The success of the Kresznerics’s first attempt to compile
a root dictionary was taken up by the newly established Hungarian Academy of
Sciences which then passed the project on to Czuzcor and Fogarasi and so the
CzF Dictionary was born.

Patterns in the CzF Dictionary

Czuczor and Fogarasi assumed that Hungarian is an agglutinative language in
which words display a synthetic structure consisting of a gyék root, the basic
constituent of the Hungarian lexicon and suffixes attached to it. In order to find
the root, a procedure of morphological segmentation comparable to Bopp's Zer-
gliederung had to be first applied.* Roots are those lexical items which, after hav-
ing been peeled off all the affixes and suffixes from the word structure, cannot
be reduced into further segments without losing their well-identified phonetic
structure and meaning.’* According to Czuzcor and Fogarasi, the Hungarian
roots are minimal, monosyllabic lexical elements. Subsets of these roots can also
appear as independent words, or ‘root words! The dictionary presents an exhaus-
tive list of the Hungarian roots numbering some 2000 lexical items that display
the following basic patterns, including V (19), VC (335), CV (146), and CVC
(1500). Observe that the tryadic roots form the dominant pattern in Hungarian
with 1500, that is 75% of the total number of roots.

A number of suffixes can be attached to the basic set of roots to form many
new words, to form what are termed derivatives. According to Czuzcor and Foga-
rasi, the Hungarian language distinguishes around 170 suffixes. Seventy of these
are simple and monosyllabic, the rest are a combination of the simple ones yield-
ing complex suffixes. Regularly, the Hungarian root does not change its form
when being suffixed. Normally, after isolating the root by taking off the agglu-
tinated material (predominantly suffixes), the root will show a well-identified
phonetic structure and meaning in its own right. Compare, for example, some of
the derived forms of the root word KOR circle’:

(1) KOR: KOR ‘circle’, KOR-6s ‘circular, KOR-6z ‘turn around in circles),
KOR-ny-¢k ‘environment, neighborhood’, KOR-ny-ez ‘surround’
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As can be noted from (1) the root KOR figures in derived words: ‘koros, ‘koroz,
‘kérnyék’ and ‘kérnyez. Note that the adjectival suffix -6s, the nominal suffix
-nyék, and the verbal suffixes -6z and -ez can be attached to the root KOR or to
one of its respective derivatives. The derivatives of the root modify, accentuate,
highlight or focus on an aspect of the basic meaning. In most of the cases, how-
ever, these meanings, discussed in the CzF Dictionary only in Hungarian, cannot
easily and satisfactorily be translated into English due to the subtle connotations
that Hungarian suffixes add to the core meaning.

Czuczor and Fogarasi further observe that by vocalizing the K-R consonant
frame with other vowels, like A, E, O, U, and U new K-R root alternatives can
be generated. With the help of suffixing these structures yield their own set of
derivatives.”” Compare:

(2) KAR: KAR ‘arm’, KAR-aj (pork)chop’ , KAR-¢j 'slice’, KAR-ika ring’,
KAR-ima ‘brim’, KAR-ing ‘make small movements in circles’

KER: KER-ek rounded’, KER-ék ‘wheel’, KER-iil ‘to go around’, KER-it ‘to
ring around’, KER-ing ‘keep circling around’, KER-ge ‘bark (tree)’

KOR: KOR-ong ‘disk’, KOR-ona ‘crown, KOR-lit ‘fence’, KOR-mdny
‘wheel’

KUR: KUR-kdl ‘search around’

KUR: KURt ‘horn’

Czuczor and Fogarasi refer to the horizontal groupings as szécsaldd ‘word family’
and collectively to the set of all the cognates with their derived forms as szénemzet,
i.e., ‘word nation’ Note that in this organic’ word group a fixed K-R sound pat-
tern corresponds to a conceptual structure, a semantic field covering ‘a line that is
curved into itself or a motion that follows such a line

The authors of the CzF Dictionary discovered not only interconnected, vocalized
root patterns but also connections between roots. These connections result in
new clusters of roots used to express a common idea.’* Compare:

(3) GOR: GOR-be ‘curvilinear, GOR-cs ‘round, hard knot on tree,
GOR-dil ‘roll (intransitive), GOR-dit ‘roll (a heavy object), GOR-
nyed ‘bend (as in old age), GOR-hes ‘person who is bent, rugged’
(4) GUR: GUR-ba ‘used together with GOR-be as the twin word gérbe-gur-
ba meaning ‘curvilinear, GUR-ul ‘roll (intransitive), GUR-it roll (a round
object smoothly), GUR-iga ‘round, wooden toy for children to play with,
they roll it’

(5) GOR: GOR-nyad ‘droop’
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(6) GYUR: GYUR-ii ‘ring, GYUR-ke ‘crust (of bread), GYUR-emlik
‘crumbled cloths, wrinkles’ (‘Gy’ is the orthographic sign of a palatalized ‘d’
sound, i.e., ‘dj’ in Hungarian.)

(77 HOR: HOR-0og ‘hook’, HOR-ony ‘hollow dent, HOR-gas ‘hooked’,
HOR-gadt ‘curved’, HOR-paszt ‘dent’

Note that ‘K'in the K-R frame is related to the ‘G’ in the G-R frame which is then
again vocalized with ‘O, ‘U’ and ‘O’ to yield various alternatives in (3) to (5); the
‘G’ in its turn is related to the ‘DJ in the DJ-R frame and to the ‘H" in the H-R
frame. The plosives ‘K, ‘G” and ‘D]’ are related sounds that can be transformed
into a fricative ‘H' Note that such phonetic changes mimic the sound laws of
Grimm thereby bearing out the diachronic divergences in Indo-European lan-
guages. Czuzcor and Fogarasi did refer to the Grimm brothers’ achievements in
lexicography but failed to mention their linguistic work.*

To conclude, Czuczor and Fogarasi observed the following patterns and rules:

(8)
1. A set of monosyllabic roots and suffixes in Hungarian
2. A rule of vocalization connecting roots
3. Agglutination connecting roots and suffixes
4. Application of (2) and (3) yield recursive patterns
5. Roots can also be connected by ‘sound law-types’ of rules
6. A close connection between a specific basic sound pattern and a core meaning

Discussion and outlook

Let us compare the Kresznerics Dictionary with the CzF Dictionary in order to
determine the progress made. The Kresznerics Dictionary is a more empirical
and less theoretically inspired dictionary in which only organic groupings are
listed. Due to the interconnections Czuzcor-Fogarasi’s dictionary has more the
structure of a reference dictionary. Under each root entry the interconnections
within the dictionary are given as well. This yields a much more coherent struc-
ture of sound patterning and core meanings. Kresznerics only operated with 8(1)
and 8(3). The interconnections within the root system, either by means of vocali-
zation 8(2) or through the 'sound law-type rules’ 8(5) are lacking in his diction-
ary. As a result, he also missed the important correlation 8(6), the relationship
between a specific sound structure and a core meaning. Czuzcor and Fogarasi
went well beyond the simple concepts of basic primitives and the rule of aggluti-
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nation. Progress was made because Czuzcor and Fogarasi were searching for new
patterns and rules. Note that this fits in well with Bod’s approach to writing a
history of the humanities in terms of patterns. The CzF dictionary provides clear
support for such an approach on the basis of pattern-seeking.*

Although in theoretical writings, Czuzcor and Fogarasi operated with levels of
abstraction, by giving, for instance, the consonant frames with open positions for
vowels, the K-R frame discussed above being a representative example, they dis-
played a predominantly empiricist attitude.* Nevertheless the patterns and rules
detected by Czuzcor and Fogarasi are impressive and open up the possibility for
further formalizations, although it must be admitted that some of the rules listed
in (8) are not always well understood and require much more research.

Maricz and Montvai is a first attempt to formalize rules like 8(5).** Such rules
have to comply with morphophonological and semantic conditions and obey the
formation rules restricted on such grounds. Basic roots may be linked if and only
if (i) they have a related meaning and (ii) only one of the two basic consonants is
replaced, such as ‘G’ supplanting 'K’ in KOR (1) and GUR (4). In this way, it can
be guaranteed that the mappings are recoverable. Maricz and Montvai proposed
the following context-sensitive rule linking ‘minimal pairs’ of roots:*

(9) Linking of roots: C(x)_C(y) > C(x)_C(z) or C(z)_C(y),

in which all roots have a related meaning,

Formalizations like (9) and the embeddings in the theoretical frameworks of the
CzF Dictionary patterns are crucial to making further progress. In recent years,
dictionaries have been studied in terms of network theory. There is currently a
true explosion of research in this field. What characterizes this research is its
interdisciplinary nature and the fact that the study of language networks targets
all the different modules of language, including also phonology, morphology and
semantic-cognitive structures.**

The Czuzcor-Fogarasi Dictionary should be studied in conjunction with these
theories of language networks and the basic topic of research in Hungarian and
other agglutinative languages should not only operate at word-level but also at
root-level. Indeed taking the root as a‘hub’ will make it possible to carry out sig-
nificant lexical-statistical research. Different questions can then be posed relating
to, for instance, the functional and distributional load of the individual roots in
the Hungarian lexicon and the lexical-statistical distribution and load of indi-
vidual roots, such as K-R, across languages. Such typological patterns might also
have some interesting repercussions for genealogical language research. Czuzcor
and Fogarasi started to compare Hungarian roots with the roots of other lan-
guage families or groups. They were convinced that individual roots cross the
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boundaries of established language families. Czuzcor and Fogarasi were in fact
forerunners of the one proto-language’ approach that figures on the nostratic’ re-
search agenda. With modern digital resources these and related linguistic puzzles
can be elaborated much more easily and effectively than in the time of Czuzcor
and Fogarasi.
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3.1 A Domestic Culture
The Mise-en-scéne of Modern Historiography

Jo TorLEBEEK

At the conclusion of her autobiographical sketch published a few years ago, the
Italian historian Ilaria Porciani, living in Florence but working in Bologna, writes:

Like many Italian historians, I am a commuter. The saying that every Ital-
ian academic carries a train timetable could not be truer, The conversations
which take place on Eurostars turn out to be a sort of extension of faculty
or department meetings and [...] this is usually the right time not only to
complain about the new reforms and shortage of money but also to discuss
anew book or a project. [...]

But I also think that I have also been a ‘passeur’ as the French would say:
a traveller between different cultural traditions and countries. I have often
missed the stability of a single school and a linear track. But I have enjoyed
the much richer liberty of diverse approaches.

Since I have spent and spend so much time commuting and travelling,
maybe it will not come as a surprise that I started this contribution on a
plane and that I have continued to write it — like others of my work — at
least partly on trains: so mobile is our historians’ workshop nowadays.’

‘Self-Portrait of an Italian Historian as a Woman on the Train’ thus seems to
end in a world of placeless scholarship, where the historian, forever on the move,
contemplates reality on the basis of the view from nowhere, to borrow the title
of Thomas Nagel’s well-known book from 1989. In what follows, the mise-en-
scéne of modern historiography will be central, and by extension the culture of
the humanities that speaks from this mise-en-scéne. Historiography, as we will
see, underwent a clear process of self-localization in its first phase of profes-
sionalization, between 1870 and 1914. It was practiced at precisely identifiable
places, in workshops with concrete, tangible practices. But just as Porciani’s mo-
bile workshop refers to a specific type of historiography — cosmopolitan, eclectic,
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open to innovation — so the workshops of the decades around 1900 also repre-
sent specific historiographical ideals. Hence the use of the term ‘mise-en-scéne’:
the discipline’s locations are not chosen by chance, and are not neutral, but are
meaningful sites at which the production of knowledge — in this case historical
knowledge — responds to or is supposed to respond to specific ambitions. They
are real locations, but also counterlocations, and sometimes virtual locations, too,
shaped by dreams whose conversion into reality lies in the future. Their culture
defines modern historiography, and mutatis mutandis the other humanities dis-
ciplines, too — archeology, art history and musicology, literary studies, philology
and linguistics, philosophy and theology. Even the mind has its fixed abode.

Three iconic places will be examined here: the attic room or garret of the uni-
versity building, the study in the professor’s home, and the laboratory. Together,
they form the disciplinary landscape in which modern historiography took shape
around 1900, a ‘geography of scientific knowledge, in David Livingstone’s formu-
lation.” In these garrets, studies and laboratories, historical research took shape,
but what was more, a form of education was created there whose purpose was
to make a nouvelle histoire possible. The web of meaning that was woven around
these places was extensive: they were about a rejection of showmanship and a
yearning for authenticity, about masculine detachment and family involvement,
about prestige and progress, and above all about a desire for domesticity and the
nostalgia that this ultimately entailed.

The garret: The rhetoric of modesty

The historical discipline in the late nineteenth century underwent a process
of transformation into a science and professionalization: it acquired a method
and became a profession. These changes were coupled with academization. This
meant that from around 1870 the universities — and no longer the societies, tra-
ditional academies or clubs — became the hauts lieux of the historical discipline,
and that from then on, the tone in the profession was set by university profes-
sors. The situation was similar in the other humanities disciplines, too. It was
not just that the number of professors grew in these disciplines: the universities
also exerted a greater power of attraction in the subject. In literary studies, for
example, writers and critics who not long before had denied the professors any
say in literary questions sought to secure a university chair of their own after
1900. At the same time, the university became a place of research: the profes-
sors increasingly started to focus on research, specializing and forming research
groups or schools. In the natural sciences, this led to a new and powerful para-
digm: laboratory science.
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In the historical discipline, this research-oriented development assumed its
most explicit form in — as is well-known — the seminar, which claimed a position
alongside and opposite the traditional lecture.’ In the lecture, an overview of (part
of ) the past was offered ex cathedra. This form of instruction did not disappear af-
ter 1900. It has indeed been pointed out recently how tedious the basis of many of
these lectures was: the reading out of the same lecture notes time and time again.*
The seminars offered an alternative, however. Here, the students were trained as
independent researchers by discussing a specific historical problem together on
the basis of a number of documents selected by the professor. They learned what
source criticism was and received training of a highly technical nature.

The contrast between these two educational forms was accentuated by locating
them in different places. This mise-en-scéne was the work of those who cham-
pioned the further spread of the ‘practical classes. One of these was the Ghent
professor Paul Fredericq. This specialist in the history of the Inquisition was to
acquire international fame primarily as a result of the reports that he published in
the 1880s and 1890s on his tours of German, French, British and Dutch universi-
ties. For Fredericq’s European and American readers, these Notes et impressions
de voyage were a showcase in which they could see which practices were in the
ascendancy in modern historiography.®

Fredericq found the traditional lectures most obviously represented in the large
auditoria and amphitheaters, with their podiums and lecterns, in the College de
France in Paris.® These were stately and imposing lecture halls, in keeping with the
majestic, sweeping vistas that were presented there. Listeners would walk in and
out from hall to hall, just as they went from chapel to chapel in churches. They
were not just students — quite the contrary: the majority of the audience for these
lectures consisted of tourists, persons of independent means and passersby, noted
Fredericq. Nor did he hesitate, in a display of misogyny, to comment that quite a
few of the lectures mainly drew women: beaucoup de dames et méme un certain nom-
bre de prétres.” But the Collége de France did not have a monopoly on such practices.
In Berlin, Heinrich von Treitschke gave his famous Vorlesungen in the so-called
Barakken-Auditorium, which could seat no fewer than seven hundred and fifty lis-
teners (and the hall was too small even s0).® In England, where the ‘German’ semi-
nars did not enjoy much popularity, the lectures to large audiences were laconically
justified with a reference to the goal of education:"We make not books but men'?

How different the situation was with the seminars. They were often held in
small rooms in the university library because it was easier to have access to the
necessary study material there. Fredericq himself originally chose such a loca-
tion for his ‘practical classes. But he knew that the premises were often even more
cramped. In Paris, he had to climb the stairs of the Sorbonne to finally reach the
fourth floor. There, below the roof, the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes organ-
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ized its seminars, in small, low-ceilinged rooms, presque des mansardes. Fredericq
described the chambrettes in detail: how they were packed from top to bottom
with books, the dark furniture and simple inkpots, the white porcelain stove, the
view of the Sorbonne’s peaceful cour, the clock. In 1898 his Ghent colleague, Henri
Pirenne, similarly recalled the cours pratique that he had attended under Godefroid
Kurth in Liége: a small room on the second floor of the university building, with
a stove, a few decrepit benches, one chair. There had been a view of the garden of
the Ecole des Mines, with its old machinery, and of the Meuse, from which the
whistle-blasts of the steamboats rose’”® Simple but picturesque places, then, where
time was forgotten: “The business was carried out, said Fredericg, ‘like all impor-
tant business: modestly, without any fuss, in a small corner of the university'"

The garret versus the amphitheater — the rhetoric of modesty that permeated
the Paris and Li¢ge vignettes revealed a vision of science, didactics, epistemologi-
cal style’ (the term is borrowed from Michéle Lamont™) and ethics. Whereas the
lectures were presented as events with all the features of that spectacular amuse-
ment for which there was such a taste in the fin-de-siécle,” and where the ultimate
aim was pseudo-science, the seminars appeared to be humble contributions to ‘true’
science: serious work was done there, without disruption by outsiders to that sci-
ence. The didactics differed just as much: whereas the panoramic overviews were
presented in the amphitheaters in a monologue with beguiling rhetoric, knowledge
was sought in the garrets in discussions between the professor and the students (al-
though the reality did not always live up to the ideal, with tongue-tied students who
could not resist applauding the professor as though they were in an auditorium).

There were still more differences. The proceedings in the amphitheater revealed
a hierarchical world in which scientific authority was only conferred on whoever
stood on the podium or behind the lectern. In the roof of the university building,
by contrast, the professor sat in the middle of his students, not on a raised plat-
form. As a matter of principle, he showed respect for what others had to say, for
knowledge was not regarded as a given or as immutable; it originated in discussion,
and even the students’ work represented fully valid contributions to this. What the
students learned there for themselves was not an elaborate method (although this
was codified in textbooks toward the end of the nineteenth century™). Rather,
they learned a trade, with skills, ways of doing things and best practices. However,
these were guided by certain epistemic virtues: suspicion toward the transmitted
documents, criticism, impartiality. At the same time, an ethic was acquired — a
bourgeois ethic: science was a matter of self-discipline, steadfastness, character.

The garrets were sites where the historical discipline renewed itself. By stress-
ing the modesty of these places, Fredericq and his allies emphasized the revolu-
tionary character of what was conveyed in the seminars. In the mansardes, on the
margin, a break was made with the establishment.
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The study: The rituals of intimacy

Much of what took place in the university garrets (or in the side-rooms of univer-
sity libraries) could be found in intensified form in the place that was naturally
perceived as more personal: the professor’s own home, and the room that was
regarded as the heart of that home, the study. For virtually all historians around
1900, the study was still the self-evident place where they carried out their re-
search; despite the academization of the historical discipline, it remained a com-
munity of ‘home workers. In fact, the professor’s house often had an extensive
library and gave its owner the atmosphere that he apparently needed for his work.
Anyone who sought routine and regularity could find it there: both the Leiden
professor PJ. Blok and Pirenne would withdraw at set times every day into the
cabinet de travail of their town house to write their great national history.”” Others
found peace and quiet in the study of their dwelling located out of town. Johan
Huizinga, who was a professor in Groningen, expressed his exultation to a friend
after moving out of the town in 1911: ‘From my study I can see for miles; all the
way to the Himalayas if T wish'

The study was the Holy of Holies. So it had been for a long time already.
When, in around 1500, a separate museum or studiolo (to quote the Latin terms
for the room) was defined in the scholar’s house for the first time, its express
purpose was to guarantee the scholar a detached existence: the study was a pro-
tection against the intrusion of worldly affairs into his life. This was no longer
so starkly expressed in the nineteenth century, but the longing for separation was
never far away. It could also apply to whole enterprises: the gelebrte Gebilfe of the
Monumenta Germaniae Historica, the great German series of editions, worked
under the direction of both Georg Heinrich Pertz and Georg Waitz in the direc-
tor’s official home in Berlin; the former even regarded the Monumenta as sein
Hausvermaogen.”

Modern historiography too was thus — from a research viewpoint — still
a domestic discipline. This distinguished it (and the other humanities disci-
plines) from the natural sciences, which in the course of the nineteenth century
had generally become laboratory sciences, located outside the home. To be sure,
Victorian biographers succeeded in ‘domesticating’ the heroes of science, such
as Isaac Newton: as depicted in their history of science, in some cases they
went from being godlike geniuses to domestic figures in dressing gowns, with
children playing around them." But the natural sciences were only really do-
mestic — biology among the Cambridge geneticists around 1900 being a case
in point® — when their research was regarded as too marginal to be eligible for
the ‘ordinary’ infrastructure to be allocated to it, and in such cases women too
started to play a more than ‘ordinary’ role in the design and execution of the



134 Jo ToLLEBEEK

research. Humanities disciplines such as history were domestic as a matter of
principle rather than from necessity; their house, as was said about the profes-
sors of Leiden in the late nineteenth century, was their bulwark.>* This was not
completely self-evident, for since Leopold von Ranke historiography had to a
significant extent borrowed its identity as a discipline from the archive work
that it performed. This had turned it too into a sometimes adventurous field-
work discipline.”

This domesticity recalls the long history traced out by Gadi Algazi: How
could the scholar, who since the late fifteenth century had exchanged his life as
a bachelor for a householder’s life (a Prozess der ‘Familiarisierung’), maintain his
status as a scholar?”® Or, from another perspective: What was the position of the
woman — the wife or in some cases the sister — in this constellation? The out-
come was usually clear: the woman was, like the maid who was always present
in the professor’s home, denied access to the study — the Holy of Holies. A wife
‘who will never invade my study’ was how it was put by the young English histo-
rian John Richard Green, preparing for marriage.” So what was expected of the
woman? Fredericq, who had remained single and lived with two sisters, associ-
ated them with the hearth of his home: the woman created the possibility for the
man — for the historian — to work comfortably.>* The romantic ateliers in which
man and wife worked closely together, as had been the case with Jules Michelet
and Athénais Mialaret, seemed to have no further place at the end of the nine-
teenth century.” But the wives of Blok, Pirenne and indeed of Green — his wife
was Alice Stopford, who would also publish herself — in fact often did more than
tend the hearth: it was not uncommon for them to take on the task of preparing
their husband’s manuscript for printing.®

All of this was connected with the research that the historian performed.
However, the professor’s house was also a place of instruction in the decades
around 1900 — instruction that was far harder to separate from research at that
time than was the case later on, as Mauro Moretti has recently emphasized on the
basis of, among other sources, Friedrich Meinecke’s memoires.”” In other words,
historical instruction also had a domestic character. This was less true of the
lectures, although these too were given by some professors at the end of the nine-
teenth century in their own home — in a specially equipped ‘lecture room’** Above
all, it was true of the seminars. This was how they had originated in Germany:
Ranke, Johann Gustav Droysen and Waitz had set up their historische Uebungen
(exercitationes historicae) as private Gesprichszirkel and received the students who
attended them in their own Studierzimmer.?® Their example was followed: toward
the end of the nineteenth century, professors of all descriptions left the library
rooms and garrets to hold their seminars in their own homes. In Paris, Gabriel
Monod taught students the métier in an apartment — a modest one of course, for
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the same rhetoric applied — which was also referred to as an offshoot of Waitz’s
seminar.’® In Belgium, Kurth and Fredericq now also received students at home.
The image arose of a European chain of houses and apartments in which docu-
ments were discussed.

In this domestic setting, the seminars gained a specific, domestic character.”
The number of students admitted to the classes in the professor’s house was
small. It was a group that regarded itself as the elect, and could experience the
sensational proximity of the discipline in the study: on Waitz’s desk the proofs
of the next volume of the Monumenta lay ready. The room emanated warmth and
life. The intimacy was reinforced by the manner in which the study was fitted out
for the seminars. The students took their places around a long table, in the half-
light, between the packed bookcases. The documents to be discussed — whether
originals or copies — lay on the table, together with the most important reference
works and several folio editions of sources. In this intimate setting, the discussion
got underway, always remaining informal.

Simply by virtue of the place where it occurred, the seminar was a private af-
fair: privatissime, as it was called in Berlin. This privacy was confirmed in many
ways. The members of the company became acquainted with the secrets of the
craft in weekly sessions (séances) in a private room. They were inducted into the
discipline. Religious terms were often employed: they were ‘novices, who were
‘initiated’ (among other things into the rules of source criticism) and underwent
arite de passage. Together, they formed a’brotherhood) a company that shut itself
off from the world. The creation of the group’s own history was another element
of this: after each meeting, a previously designated member of the group recorded
in detail what had been discussed and what had taken place. The scientific work
was also combined with forms of sociability: there was drinking and smoking,
and a camaraderie arose (of an exclusively masculine character), which could be
developed further on excursions. Thus the aspiring historians were also social-
ized. In a domestic culture, with the professor as role model, they were taught not
just techniques, but also values.

Modern historiography was a domestic science, practiced comme en famille,
as the metaphor had it The setting in which many of the seminars took place
also made it possible to understand the image literally: the students came into
contact with the professor’s family. The boundary between private and public was
not drawn sharply. The mere fact that the seminars were arranged in a private
house which also acquired public significance through the instruction that was
given there created an ambiguity. But if one passed in the professor’s house from
the study room to the living room, this was a transgression. Nevertheless, such
a transgression was not uncommon. After a visit to the study (whether or not
in connection with a seminar), a student might be invited into the living room.
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There, he could be introduced to the professor’s wife, converse with her or listen
to her playing the piano, or dine with other guests.”® In this convivial atmosphere,
further socialization took place — in a family setting.

Even those who did not have the opportunity to do this could be included
in what has been referred to as the professor’s ‘extended family’** For example,
Ranke was a Doktorvater who very explicitly regarded all his students as family
members.” The relationship between teacher and pupil could indeed be close to
that between father and son. This could be expressed in dramatic ways. When
Pirenne lost his favorite pupil Guillaume des Marez in 1931, he said in his funeral
address: ‘It is monstrous that a father has to survive his son, just as that a profes-
sor survives his student’’®

In this ‘extended family, the professor acted as mentor and patron. He placed
his pupils in the professional field (usually in education or the world of archiv-
ing), and launched them in their academic career (by opening the doors of the
new academic journals to them). As paterfamilias, he also felt responsible if they
(or their family members) experienced financial or other adversity. For their part,
the protégés were expected to show affection and respect for the paternal professor
— and loyalty. They were supposed to belong to their patron’s ‘party’ That ‘party’
rarely if ever had a precise organizational structure or an elaborate ideology (on
methodological issues, for example). It was unified not around a program, but
around a figure. It formed a clan. Clearly, then, communities in modern histori-
ography (and by extension in the humanities in general) did not just arise on ra-
tional grounds. It was often a matter of honor and loyalty. This sometimes made
the historians a turbulent family.””

The image of the family — in a metaphorical sense — was also apt for describing
a variety of aspects of discipline- and community-building in historiography (and
the humanities). Historiography acquired — like other subjects — fathers of the
discipline, usually in a context of national historiography (for example, Robert
Fruin became the father of Dutch historiography’).*® The celebrations of anniver-
saries or retirements were characterized as family celebrations. The photographs
of colleagues from home and abroad that were collected and hung up in the study
or in the university building’s seminar room in order to demarcate the discipline’s
space served as family portraits. In the seminars themselves, finally, the students
were constantly informed of all kinds of family news’* This family atmosphere
had also found its way into the laboratories, incidentally. There too, the head of
the community could act as a true paterfamilias, family ideals could prevail and
suitable photographs in a pantheon could suggest the existence of a family com-
munity that extended far outside the laboratory.*°
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The laboratory: The representation of modernity

That the domesticity that was so closely bound up with the humanities, with its
complex rituals of intimacy, was also able to become an element of the laboratory
culture in the natural sciences, is one thing. But the reverse can be documented
even more tellingly: the humanities culture of domesticity was affected by the ex-
isting culture of the natural sciences and was weakened by it. Already by the end
of the nineteenth century, instruction in the professor’s home — both lectures and
seminars — was being referred to by the historians themselves as a vieille tradition,
an antique usage.*

Remaining in the professor’s study, for teaching purposes at least, came to be
regarded, for various reasons, as an anatopism. The first of these reasons was
simple: the growing number of students and the fact that seminar exercises had
been made an obligatory part of the historian’s training made it harder to receive
the students in the professor’s private study. A second reason was more subjec-
tive in nature: it was the desire to be modern. The proponents of the seminars
— who viewed the showpieces in the amphitheaters with horror — felt themselves
to be an academic elite, an aristocracy, leading a group of selected pupils. But
they also wanted to be an avant-garde, members of a movement in keeping with
the spirit of the age. In this progressivist discourse there was no room for an-
tiques usages.

Thus the return to the university buildings was embarked upon. But this time,
it was not the mansardes that were sought out. The representation of modernity
found its focus in the laboratories in the sciences and medicine, the disciplines
that by around 1900 were starting to make an ever stronger mark on the uni-
versity landscape. An historian such as Fredericq was very familiar with these
laboratories: one of his brothers had a brilliant career at the university of Liege
in experimental physiology and biochemistry, and moved into a new Institut de
Physiologie in the late 1880s. These were prestigious institutions. Among the his-
torians (and other practitioners of the humanities), the desire grew for something
comparable. In their focus on the practice of historical research, could the semi-
nars not also be seen as laboratories?

Again, it was the German historians who took the lead, just as they had done
in the 1830s when Ranke had established the first historische Uebungen. Now
they — or some of them at any rate — called for institutionalized seminars, where
with the government’s financial support properly equipped rooms could be fit-
ted out for practical instruction in history. The term ‘seminar’ now began to be
used of these institutions rather than of the associated form of instruction.* It
was Heinrich von Sybel, a pupil of Ranke and professor in Munich, who was the
first to establish such a ‘laboratory’: with the Bavarian government’s support,
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in 1856 he was able to create a fixed infrastructure for his practical instruction.
When he was appointed at Bonn several years later, a seminar was established
there, too. But it was above all Carl von Noorden, who between 1868 and his
death in 1883 was successively professor in Greifswald, Marburg, Tiibingen,
Bonn and Leipzig, that spread the system of ‘state seminars. The most modern
complex was built in Leipzig. It comprised five rooms: a study for the professors,
aroom in which atlases and paleographical and epigraphical albums were kept in
drawers, and three rooms for the students, each of whom had his own desk and
where the necessary reference works were also available. The complex was open
until late in the evening. The professors called in every day to guide the students
in their work.

Leipzig became a model, including in the survey presented by Fredericq, who
himself attempted to institutionalize his ‘practical courses” in Ghent and ob-
tain an annual government subsidy for them. Eventually, through his efforts, a
wooden building was erected near the university’s Aula several years before the
First World War. It was not much. But the optimism did not waver: the Arbeit-
Zimmer as designed by Von Noorden would become the rule in the future, it
was said. It was an optimism borne along by a desire for modernity. The German
‘state seminars’ offered work premises that were hygienic, well heated and well lit
(as laboratories). Fredericq contrasted these contemporary rooms in his report
with the étroites chambrettes and mansardes misérables in which the students usu-
ally lived. But the difference with those other mansardes also claimed attention:
the garrets in the roof of the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, which were
praised for their irreplaceable style in the same Notes et impressions de voyage by
Fredericq.

But not everyone was as enthusiastic about the efforts to institutionalize the
Uebungen in modern seminars of this kind. Ranke himself refused to give his
exercitationes (which he was also unwilling to call seminars’) anywhere other than
in his own study. It was his favorite pupil Waitz who, in 1867, on the occasion
of a celebration of his teacher, summed up the points of criticism: in the new
seminars, permanent guidance from the professors took away from the pupils any
chance of autonomous development, the increase in scale was associated with me-
diocrity, the financial support provided to the students threatened to make greed
a reason for starting such a course of education. Ranke and Waitz only wanted
a few students, men with a true vocation, who were not motivated by financial
gain, These men of character could only develop in a private education, not in the
factories of Von Noorden that were being promoted. It showed how much the
critics were living in the past, with a discipline that had not yet been corrupted
by an industrial habitus and with historians who had not yet become Beamte.*
They clung to their domesticity like the Victorian men described by John Tosh in
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A Man’s Place (1999): the ‘hardness’ of the world of work outside the home made
them see their own home as a place of peace, love and comfort, where higher mor-
als held sway, yet everyone could be themselves.** Ranke and Waitz felt alienated
from the new educational world — and turned inwards in order to find themselves
there alone.

This uneasiness would persist. It carried on for generation after generation.
It led to a broad nostalgia for places of science that no longer existed or had
been changed beyond recognition, and with these places, it was sadly noted, a
scientific culture was disappearing too. The Austrian historian Hans Pirchegger
recalled in his autobiography, written in 1950, how the changes had also reached
Marburg, where he had studied. In 1895, a new university building had been
opened, where the historians and geographers had more space, proper lighting
had been introduced and the seminar library had become more accessible. But,
Pirchegger added, the old feeling of homeliness — Gemiitlichkeit — had never
returned.*

With the First World War came irreversible changes. The professors’ pros-
perity decreased, as did their status.** Domesticity now completely disappeared
from the world of university education, including in the humanities. There was
no longer any teaching at home. Examinations formed one exception to this, In
some countries and for certain groups, these were still taken in the professor’s
house. The democratization of education and the advent of the mass university in
the 1960s would put an end to this too. The old custom of the professor inviting
students to tea on a Sunday and receiving them together with his wife had long

since vanished.

Epilogue

In the years 1870-1914, historians sought and found their ideal discipline in uni-
versity garrets, in studies in private homes and in seminars that were modeled on
natural science laboratories. These were not empty places, nor were they undis-
puted. They played a crucial role in the mise-en-scéne of the professional histori-
cal discipline, which in this way achieved precise characterization: no showman-
ship, fed by intimate discussions, a modern setting. This last point pushed the
domesticity of the discipline, academized though it was, into the background,
at least on the teaching front. Because this remained a remarkable constant: as
researchers, the historians continued for many more decades to be ‘home work-
ers. Their study at home remained for them ‘the navel of the world’; their room
in the university was in fact just a subsidiary office. As a result, public and private
remained interconnected in the university world for a long time.**
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But this too came to an end. After the Second World War, the presentism in
historiography became more pronounced. The historian was expected to engage
in the great social projects that were under construction.* He could be an arm-
chair scholar no longer. The rector of the University of Amsterdam reassured his
listeners: the modern professor, it was said in 1948, was no longer ‘the absent-
minded professor, who from his peaceful study would from time to time dispatch
a new section of his life’s work into the light of day’*® As a result, the study fell
into disrepute even as a place of research: it symbolized a private, asocial disci-
pline. Leave that room!, was the insistent advice.

But what could the historian do out in the wide world? ‘If he leaves the house
of his subject and goes out into the street, the winds of doubt and contradiction
confront him) noted an ironic commentator a quarter of a century ago.”” For Por-
ciani it was therefore clear: the contemporary historian is a passeur, and in none
of the old places does she still feel at home.
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3.2 History Made More Scholatly and Also More
Popular

A Nineteenth-Century Paradox

MARrrrA MATHIJSEN

The Game of the Goose (Ganzenbord) is the name of a traditional game with
dice and pawns still played by many a Dutch family. Its popularity goes back to
the Dutch Golden Age. You throw dice to get from field 1 to the winning field 63.
Along the way you surmount various obstacles — a pit, a thorn bush, or a church-
yard may throw you back or get you stuck until somebody else’s pawn lands in the
same field, thus setting you free again. Some other fields assist your advance, e.g.,
you may throw a second time and thus keep moving your pawn ahead. I recently
discovered a nineteenth-century variety of the Game of the Goose with pictures
of historical events that determine both the obstacles and the chances for quick
advance. If you move ahead to the picture for 1789, ‘Beginning of the Revolution),
you must start the game all over again. If, by contrast, you land on the year 656,
‘Conversion of the Heathen) you receive a reward. This peculiar family game of
1816 makes it crystal clear that history has become common property; it has been
tailor-made without more ado for the historical aim it is meant to serve.! We have
here just one particular consequence of the changes that have meanwhile taken
place in people’s conception of the past. Ordinary people have learned to deal
with history. This in its turn is a consequence of history having turned public.
It is as if in the nineteenth century history has moved from the closed spaces of
society halls and stately rooms of well-educated noblemen to the living room, no
longer necessarily stately but just run-of-the-mill. History has become part of
collective memory, thus stepping into public space.

Until far into the eighteenth century history is private cultural property, both
materially and immaterially so. It may be present in public space, as with early
buildings or ruins, but there is no sense of an added quality of historical patri-
mony. These are just early buildings, which may or may not be in actual use for
some specific purpose. History is present in collective memory only where the lo-
cals look back upon something extraordinarily impressive, as, for instance, a large
natural disaster. For the rest, the past is in the hands of specialists, of lawyers,
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of political and church authorities. It is being examined by narrowly confined,
scholarly circles, united in societies or connected with the academy. Or history is
being cultivated in the circles of amateur antiquarians, who are likewise united
in societies, partly the same as those of the scholars. The boundaries between
amateur and scholar, then, are not very strictly drawn. No chairs for the recent
history of the fatherland do yet exist; in the academy everything is still directed
toward antiquity and its classic texts.?

By the mid-eighteenth century, views of history begin to alter all over Europe.
I shall distinguish between, and address successively, investigators of history of
three different kinds, all of whom contributed to this large-scale development
in their own way. Next, I show that these men began to tread other, so far un-
examined historical territory, thus attracting another kind of audience. So we
encounter trespasses wherever we look — of disciplines, of target audiences, and
of objects of study.

We cannot assign a precise birthday to when this new vision of the past emerg-
es. But it is easy to establish that an orientation toward history is growing ev-
erywhere. So much is certain that two editions of medieval poetry, which hit the
British market almost simultaneously, have greatly furthered the breakthrough
of history toward a large audience. In 1765 James Macpherson published his col-
lected Ossian poetry, or rather Ossian forgery. Ossian became popular all over
Europe, and even though some doubt about authenticity arose at once, belief in
Ossian proved near-unassailable. In the Netherlands we may even speak of dual
mystification. Willem Bilderdijk, the leading Romantic poet of his time, trans-
lated Ossian for the Dutch market, all the while asserting that his own transla-
tion was closer to the — imagined — original Gaelic documents, as he had al-
legedly consulted them in person! True, Derick Thomson demonstrated in 1952
that Macpherson really recorded authentic, orally transmitted songs and really
inspected early texts, yet it remains true that the largest part of Ossian’s work
stems from Macpherson’s own pen.?

Equally important is the definitely authentic collection of early ballads that
Bishop Thomas Percy published in the same year 1765 under the title Reliques of
Ancient English Poetry. The bishop had found a medieval folio manuscript in a
friend’s kitchen, where the maid used it to kindle the fire. He took it home, edited
the ballads in a fairly rigid manner, supplemented them with a few from other
sources, and had them published.

The seed of the semi-forger, Macpherson, and of the sincere amateur, Percy,
spread over all of Europe. Now an interest arises in vernacular editions, and a
scholarly editing discipline emerges, in which the attainments of classical philol-
ogy are extended toward its vernacular counterpart. But they also influence the
historical turn in literary fiction — between c. 1780 and c. 1840 one finds hardly
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an author anywhere in Europe who has not written a historical romance, play, or
novel. Percy’s ballads and Macpherson’s Ossian have an impact on all historically
oriented poets and novelists of Romanticism, from Goethe to Bilderdijk, from
Coleridge to Walter Scott, from Lamartine to Victor Hugo.

Another revolution in the scholarly pursuit of history that may be dated to the
period is less tightly connected to the Ossian/Percy hype. This particular revolu-
tion has more to do with Enlightenment thinking and with new standards being
set for the sciences. In what follows I shall show how editors, literary authors,
and historians explored new pathways at the end of the eighteenth and the begin-
ning of the nineteenth century, with enduring results over the entire nineteenth
century up to and including our own time.

Scholarly standards for history writing, and an appeal to the
imagination

The emergence of scholarly standards for history writing Europe-wide is marked
by Wilhelm von Humboldt’s establishing in 1810 a university in Berlin. From
all over Germany he attracted interesting historians. His prime showpiece was
Barthold Niebuhr, a specialist in Roman history who immersed himself in the
Reformation. Niebuhr wanted to write objective history: ‘I seek to denude of all
its foreign components a skeleton of fossil bones carelessly scraped together’* He
was succeeded by Theodor Mommsen, who focused on reliable text editions all
the while his primary end was to turn history into fine stories — a goal he attained
so eminently that early in the twentieth century the effort even earned him the
Nobel Prize for Literature.

The no less well-known historian Leopold von Ranke was also a professor
at Berlin University. Ranke was concerned above all with establishing rigorous
scholarly methods for the writing of history, which entailed a critical examination
of the sources. As a born storyteller he managed to engage large groups of readers.
He consequently regarded historiography as a profession halfway between the
arts and the sciences. Strict methods should not stand in the way of the historian
pleasing his readers in an aesthetic sense, too.*

The striving for objectivity demonstrated by Niebuhr, Ranke, and like-minded
scholars made its way all over Europe. Lorraine Daston has pointed out that
it is rather an anachronism to use the term ‘objectivity’ for the early nineteenth
century.® I stick to the term nonetheless, in the sense of a striving for reliability.
The requirement of objectivity became ever more compelling, and standards for
a solid education in history kept being raised. Most universities had departments
for ancient history but none for the history of their own country. These came
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into being in course of the nineteenth century. In the Netherlands this happened
fairly late; the first chair in the History of the Fatherland (a term still in use
today) dates from 1831. In France, a curriculum for archivists was set up in 1821
All over Europe source editions appeared, as indispensable groundwork for reli-
able historiography. France produced a series entitled Collection de Documents
inédits sur U'bistoire de la France. German historians found each other in a series
of medieval source editions entitled Monumenta Germaniae Historica, with for
nationalist-Romantic epigraph Sanctus amor patriae dat animum —‘a holy love of
the fatherland grants us the true spirit.

This new way of writing history is linked up quite closely with a higher-pro-
file innovation in historiography — the Romantic variety. Thomas Macaulay de-
scribed his objective thus: “The perfect historian is he in whose work the char-
acter and spirit of an age is exhibited in miniature!” A historian such as Ranke,
then, takes part in both currents: he insists on scholatly reliability but also wants
to ascertain the real meaning and significance of past facts.

Around the 1820s the nouvelle histoire  starts with authors like Prosper Amable
Barante, Augustin Thierry, and Jules Michelet, all of whom come up against their
eighteenth-century predecessors. Thierry goes even farther than the others, He
accuses them of impoverishing the past — life and inspiration are lacking in their
narratives. Also, their accounts fail to narrate the true history, which is one of
citizens and their striving for liberty. The new history writing ought to be not
conventional, not rhetorical, not solemn, but in constant motion. No one phrased
these principles in finer words than Alfred de Vigny, who wrote that history is a
novel, with the people for its author.*

A Romantic historian saw the past as a rthythmical alternation of periods of
flourishing and of decay, with huge crises possibly occurring in between. They
derived this insight, surely from the classics, but more specifically from the eight-
eenth-century Italian philosopher Giambattista Vico, whom Michelet translated
into French. Johann Gottfried von Herder provided German history with a simi-
lar cycle. In this manner the French Revolution acquired a place in history, as it
now became possible to compare it with earlier historical crises, such as barbarian
invasions of the Migration Period (fourth to eighth centuries). The new historian
to describe these processes was compared with Champollion, who deciphered
Egyptian hieroglyphs.

It was in line with such aims that Barante engaged in battle with the novel-
ist Walter Scott — it should be possible to tell a captivating historical narrative
without using fiction, Thierry insisted that the historian should set himself up as
a judge of the past — an ideal of neutrality was not for him! He also pleaded for
the writing of history, not only about all classes of society, but also for them, that
is, for popularization. The most famous of all French Romantic historians, Jules
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Michelet, regarded his craft as literary writing of a special kind. His nationalism
and the attention he paid to oppressed parties can still be detected in current
thinking about French history.

In other countries, too, Romantic historians gained a firm foothold, which dif-
fered for each nationality. We already saw that in Germany the objective school
of historians also counted in its ranks storytellers like Mommsen or Ranke — ob-
jectivity in a neat dress. England had its own great narrators, like Thomas Carlyle,
who wrote with a passionate intensity hitherto unknown in historical writing,
and Thomas Macaulay, in such splendid command of the rhetoric of the black-
and-white story. In an essay entitled History’ (1828) Macaulay voiced his annoy-
ance over contemporary historiography:

While our historians are practicing all the arts of controversy, they miser-
ably neglect the art of narration, the art of interesting the affections and
presenting pictures to the imagination. [...] A history in which every par-
ticular incident may be true, may on the whole be false.”

He pointed out that official historians were given to filling hundreds of folios
with state events, making no mention whatever of changes in customs and mor-
als, of poverty and wealth, which have such an outstanding influence on human-
ity’s sense of life.

So we are watching here a dual process of simultaneous exclusion and widen-
ing. In the universities history is turned into a scholarly craft, thus establishing
itself as an academic discipline of a small number of practicians writing for small,
specialized audiences. At the same time the Romantic historians attract a new,
large public in their effort to draw the writing of history out of closed into public
space. In so doing they widen the fields of history: no longer histories of princes
and their wars but the history of common people, their customs and their ways

of life.

Editors as historians

We have already seen that philologists were at the very forefront of the new in-
terest in the past. Their numbers increase quickly, due among other things to
the circumstance that during the French Revolution many medieval manuscripts
come into public possession. With these editors, too, we witness a heightening of
scholarly standards. But here, too, there is at the same time a noticeable move-
ment toward larger audiences and toward other, more popular sources from the
past. In the eighteenth century already, Herder was out to collect popular songs
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— an effort continued by Achim von Arnim and Clemens Brentano in a simi-
lar collection entitled Des Knaben Wunderhorn. Wilhelm and Jakob Grimm also
swim with this current of attention paid to the people and its collective character.
They collect fairy tales, chase medieval manuscripts, and set high standards for
the scholarly reliability of their publications. On the basis of the attainments of
classical philology, their friend Karl Lachmann, a philologist at the University
of Berlin, develops a scholarly method for editions in the vernacular — a method
which once again spreads all over Europe. Just as with the historians, there are
among the editors men who aim for a large audience and who know how to play it.
Other editors aim for scholarly specialization, thus narrowing the market. These
two pathways merge with the Grimm brothers — fairy tales for the people, schol-
arly editions for the academy.” This is true likewise for editions of medieval texts.
Popular editions of texts like the Nibelungenlied, simple and cheap, may appear
at the same time as scholarly editions of the same text, but now furnished with
variant readings and with comments meant for fellow scholars. Widening takes
place here as well. Previously the attention of philologists was directed primarily
toward classic texts in Greek or Latin, or upon medieval chronicles in the ver-
nacular, but now narrative texts in the vernacular may likewise boast scholarly

attention.

Literary authors as history writers

Artists, too, felt at liberty to occupy themselves with history. Eighteenth-century
experts had formed a closed world — a phenomenon to repeat itself when, by the
end of the nineteenth, professionalization becomes predominant. But in between,
during the first half of the nineteenth century, the most prominent historians are
artists in search of a large audience. Authors like Walter Scott or Victor Hugo, or
the painter Géricault, may well have contributed even more to people’s historical
awareness than, say, Ranke or Thierry.

Particularly remarkable is how literary fiction manages to colonize history. In
one sense this is, of course, nothing new — seventeenth-century drama often used
historical matter, and medieval tales frequently went back to the past as well.
What is novel, is the expansion toward new genres, to the history of the father-
land, and also the massive scale on which all this takes place. Here Walter Scott
is the pivot — both in his poetry and in his novels he breaks new ground, soon
to be covered all over Europe. Narrative history, notably about the Middle Ages,
becomes popular on a scale without any precedent.

Not that popularization, as also the move toward imaginative genres, fails to
meet with objections of a theoretical nature. Journal articles point at the histori-
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cal novel as a hybrid genre, it has been called ‘history in ballroom garb,* and seri-
ous historians fear that readers’ tastes will be corrupted by just imagined history,
so that public interest in their objective history will wane. These risks look rather
overdone in retrospect — it is impossible to find an era when there was a larger
interest in history and when more novel functions for it were being developed
than precisely the nineteenth century. Literary authors themselves argued that
their imagination and their imitation of ‘couleur locale’ might well yield a better
picture of an era than historians are able to produce.

In short, literary authors are responsible for history really turning into a popu-
lar possession. The professionalization of the historians might have led to history
withdrawing further into the sphere of the academy. That this did not happen,
is due to the evocative force of literary authors who, on a massive scale, began to
write historical novels, drama, and poetry.

Transgression and expansion

I have now pointed at students of history of three kinds — the editors, who be-
come true scholars but also seek to popularize; the historians, who professional-
ize and seek objectivity all the while taking a stance as romantic users of their
historical imagination; finally, those literary authors who jump on board of the
ship of history. Quite remarkably, these three distinct categories are often united
in one person. Walter Scott was an editor, a historian, and a literary author, and
hardly a failure in any of these respects. The same is true of Goethe, of Willem
Bilderdijk, and of other leading public moralists. No problem is involved here in
their own view — their border transgression requires no passport.

Disciplines are being transgressed, then, not only inside the humanities but
also from the outside, as we need hardly doubt that the new standards for the cul-
tivation of history by editors and historians have been influenced by innovations
in the exact sciences of the Enlightenment. Take an editor like Lachmann, who
constructed his stemma hypothesis in a manner deliberately similar to William
Jones' language family tree, but possibly inspired as well by the analysis of earth
strata in new fields like geology or paleontology.

The object of study is not only transcended, it is also expanded. If history
ceases to consider nothing but battles and political events, there is much new
history to be written. This is more than history from a novel point of view, it
is also the writing of a history of a people, of its habits, its customs, its morals.
This is what Macaulay meant when addressing the fake objectivity of official
history writing:
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The circumstances which have most influence on the happiness of man-
kind, the changes of manners and morals, the transition of communities
from poverty to wealth, from ignorance to knowledge, from ferocity to hu-
manity — these are, for the most part, noiseless revolutions. Their progress
is rarely indicated by what historians are pleased to call important events.
They are not achieved by armies, or enacted by senates. They are sanctioned
by no treaties, and recorded in no archives.”

Indeed, so he argues, historians extol political victories, even though these have as
a rule worked out miserably for the population at large.

The Netherlands were at the forefront of such expanded attention to the fate
of the people, with a considerable impact upon authors abroad. Between 1749 and
1759 the amateur historian Jan Wagenaar published a twenty-one-volume History
of the Fatherland, which was all about the past of the Dutch people and its strug-
gle for liberation. As such, Wagenaar was far ahead of French historians when
these, too, took up the theme of liberation. Abbreviated German translations of
Wagenaar’s tomes were read by both Goethe and Schiller. The latter used it for
his drama Don Karlos (1787). In course of the nineteenth century popular culture
habitually received a place in offical histories. In the Netherlands the school-
master Jan ter Gouw retold in the second half of the century the history of the
Dutch Golden Age, viewed from the perspective of everyday life of the common
people, with attention being paid to toys, games, habits, the kitchen, signposts,

expressions.

Urgency

We return to Europe and to the background of this all-round fascination with
history. Its urgency is closely tied up with the rise of nationalism. Processes of
nation formation needed history, and history flourished due to the demand that
came from these very processes. Each emerging nation at the time sought to legit-
imize itself by an appeal to the past, be it mythologized or genuine. Large groups
of people acquired a sense of history, as a large variety of media kept instilling in
them the idea that history belonged to themselves. The public at large came under
the spell of history through a process of ongoing appropriation.

Paradoxically enough, the urgency of history was stimulated likewise by an
awareness that past and present are not of one and the same guise. A sudden
breakthrough of a sense of history may also induce a feeling of estrangement.
According to Reinhart Koselleck, around 1800 the experience of a unity of
present and past gets lost, due to the very upheavals of the French Revolution.”
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The past is different, and it requires an expert approach in that particular qual-
ity. It is no longer immediately applicable, so he argues, and thus it becomes
a contemplative scholarly discipline. Peter Fritzsche, too, regards the Revolu-
tion as a trauma, due to which the past is no longer experienced as being one’s
own.'

In 1828 Macaulay made another interesting comparison. He saw the reader of
history as a traveler to regions yet unknown:

The effect of historical reading is analogous, in many respects, to that pro-
duced by foreign travel. The student, like the tourist, is transported into a
new state of society. He sees new fashions. He hears new modes of expres-
sion. His mind is enlarged by contemplating the wide diversities of laws, of

morals, and of manners.”

This, then, is what Koselleck meant with his’estrangement), and this very strange-
ness of history makes its ongoing appropriation such an intriguing feat, as also
appears from a fascinating study by David Lowenthal, The Past Is a Foreign
Country.®

The effects of the explosive interest in history are reflected in the book market
and in the diversity of ways in which history is being published. The Nether-
lands saw numerous editions of Wagenaar’s work: straightforward reprints of his
twenty-one-volume History, school books based thereon, versions for children,
versions for less educated grown-ups, short versions, illustrated luxury editions,
versions in question-and-answer format. Moreover, in various countries abbrevi-
ated translations saw the light of day.® When we examine the print histories of
all great European historians, we see the same thing. In addition, the print runs of
historical novels are larger than would ever have been thought possible. The same
goes for books for children filled with historical matter, also for history journals,
surveys, and illustrated histories for a large audience. Pertinent statistics show a
vastly enlarged interest in history.

Even so, the fields of tension remain the same. On the one hand, there is pro-
fessionalization and academization, hence, a curtailment of the massive spread
of history. On the other hand, there is the democratization of the past, with its
expansion of the reading public in level and in age. Every practitioner of history in
the nineteenth century seems to have doubts about his proper role. The academic
historian wonders whether he may appropriate for his own ends the tools of the
literary author, whereas the latter wants to be a historian as well. The dilemma
is with us still.
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3.3 'The Professionalization of the Historical
Discipline

Austrian Scholarly Periodicals, 1840-1900

CHRISTINE OTTNER

Introduction

Scholarly periodicals are important pacemakers and trendsetters in the process
of academic professionalization and institutionalization: they not only reflect
developments within scientific disciplines or their relationship to other scien-
tific fields, they also influence such developments decisively by way of an ac-
tive editorial policy.” Already in the course of the eighteenth century many jour-
nals dealing with ‘historical issues had been founded, i.e., treating genealogical,
numismatic, and statistical contents.* Most of them were media of education
which intended to spread and discuss established ideas within a circle of edu-
cated readers.® At that time and also during the early years of the nineteenth
century, before the distinction between amateur’ and ‘professional’ historian be-
came clear-cut and complete, scholars working in the historical field did interest
themselves in local history periodicals.* Yet by the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury the ‘periodical’in general had become a medium explicitly meant to address
a specialized audience.®

As part of a multinational process, numerous such periodicals have been es-
tablished since the middle of the nineteenth century. Despite many structural
differences and challenges, most of them have to be seen against the national-
political backdrop of this time as well as in the context of the then increasing
professionalization of the discipline.®

This paper attempts to elucidate historical methods and patterns of profes-
sionalization in Austria between the 1840s and 1900 by means of an analysis of
three case studies corresponding to three scholarly journals: Der ésterreichische
Geschichtsforscher, the Archiv fir Osterreichische Geschichte, and, finally, the Mit-
teilungen des Instituts fir Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung. The reason for the
selection of these three examples is that they all reflect typical characteristics of
Austrian historical research in this period. First of all we have to face the prob-
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lem of an ‘Austrian’ history in connection with a national representation within
the heterogeneous, multinational Habsburg Monarchy.” On the one hand, this
question has always been closely related to the issue of the model effect German
historical undertakings and enterprises had on Austrian works.® On the other
hand, we find numerous attempts of dealing with the history of the Gesamtstaat
— which means the entity of the Habsburg Monarchy not only as a complex of
various more or less independent lands, but based on a common identity for the
entire state.” Furthermore, we have to take into consideration the development
of specific philological methods for collecting, preparing, and editing historical
sources. In Austria, efforts like these were parts of a longer tradition: following
the examples set by the Bollandists and Maurists, some monks in the archives and
libraries of various Austrian monasteries and abbeys had been organizing big his-
torical source collections and editions during the eighteenth and early nineteenth
century. All in all these trends already anticipated the constitutive significance
of the archive in nineteenth-century historiography.”

A historical repertory: Der osterreichische Geschichtsforscher

Our first case study deals with the journal Der ésterreichische Geschichtsforscher,
a short-lived periodical, published around 1840." It originated from a private ini-
tiative by Joseph Chmel, a very ambitious archivist of the Habsburg Privy House
Archive in Vienna. While serving as a priest in an Abbey in Upper Austria, Chmel
became acquainted with intensive studies on sources in the archive and the library
of the monastery.® A self-educated historian, he developed a deep passion for
medieval historical sources and for patriotic history.* He regarded his journal as
a historical repertory for the writings of the widely dispersed historians of the en-
tire Habsburg Monarchy. Information stemming from manuscripts, charters and
books was provided as a guide to find material dispersed to the same degree. He
believed that the historical sources of Vienna and other parts of the Monarchy
should make it possible to write a complete and truthful history’ In the periodi-
cal, Chmel gave researchers clear instructions as to how to achieve this aim: ‘Der
osterreichische Geschichtsforscher must deliver solid building materials and should
start building from below’”

The periodical certainly failed in its purpose of being an aid for historians to
become acquainted with yet unknown sources: its structure and contents were
very heterogeneous and therefore the material was not very easy to handle for
contemporary readers. Each volume consisted of three numbers, which included
— without any chronological or thematic limitation — charters for an Austrian Co-
dex Diplomaticus as well as materials related to Austrian financial history, numis-
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matics, sphragistics, heraldry, diplomatic affairs, and other matters of historical
interest. At the beginning most contributions were authored by Chmel himself,
who wanted to give publicity to some of the documents he had found during his
previous travels to various archives."

When Chmel was planning the first volume, he had no idea which principles
he should apply to arrange his material, which various scholars sent to him in
great numbers every day.” For this reason, the arrangement of the periodical
exactly mirrors the ‘confused state of the documents’ prevailing in the archives.”
Theodor von Sickel, the founder of modern diplomatics (critical document re-
search),” copied some documents in an Italian archive for Chmel, long before
he started his career at the Viennese university. And even Sickel laconically
stated that ‘the chaos of his own work’ corresponded to the disorder of the
archive.®

As editor of the periodical, Chmel accepted the manuscripts of his collabo-
rators without any changes, as he freely admitted.” In many cases no hints
of the origin and the transmission of the edited texts were given.** Specific
information on cartularies or archival signatures was often not provided to the
reader. The form of presentation comprised excerpts of manuscripts, texts of
‘Regesta’ as well as complete texts. Basically the Geschichtsforscher represented
a mere collection of materials, only now and then interrupted by smaller trea-
tises.>

Each number of the periodical was accompanied by an appendix in which
the editor offered bibliographical information as well as information on stud-
ies and projects undertaken or planned by numerous researchers in the lands
of the Habsburg Monarchy.>* These appendices enable us to become acquainted
with Chmel’s extensive network of correspondents and collaborators: these were
mainly colleagues like librarians and archivists, but also civil servants in filing de-
partments and teachers in secondary schools who were also active as researchers.
Chmel’s private correspondence bears witness to lively contacts with researchers
in various parts of the Monarchy, especially in Moravia and Bohemia, among oth-
ers with FrantiSek Palacky, historiographer of the Bohemian Estates.”” This is in
accordance with the general findings of present-day scholars, that the connection
between the Habsburgs’ German hereditary lands and Bohemia was much more
fundamental and enduring in intellectual terms than its connection to Hungary
or Galicia.*® It is interesting that Chmel fervently recommended the translation
of some late medieval letters published in Palacky’s Archiv Ceskj — yet not into
German, but into Latin, for the good of the historical researchers of all nations’>

In his Geschichtsforscher, Chmel gives the impression of being the focal point
of historical research in ‘Austria, whose history he constantly equates with that
of the Gesamtstaat, Nevertheless, his periodical remained thematically restricted
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mainly to Lower and Upper Austria. After its second volume, the journal Ge-
schichtsforscher was given up: its circulation was low, and public interest in a peri-
odical of this kind was yet lacking in Austria.*® Nevertheless numerous contribu-
tions had been sent in to Chmel as editor — and also his own journeys had made
him realize that the mass of material stored in the archives was enormous.>® But
for Chmel himself it was nearly impossible to critically select the material that
should be published: he preferred to have everything printed and wanted every-
body to help him in this respect.®

A printed archive: The Archiv fiir Osterreichische Geschichte

Nevertheless, the basic conception of the Geschichtsforscher proved to be trend-
setting. This leads us to the second case study dedicated to a journal published
not by a private person, but by the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Vienna,
which was founded in 1847, on the eve of the Revolution.” As one of its first
members the above-mentioned archivist Joseph Chmel influenced significantly
the design and orientation of its first publications. He initiated the formation
of the Historische Kommission, a department for Historical Research within
the Imperial Academy, which should prepare, organize and publish editions of
certain sources and also a specific historical journal. According to its title, Archiv
Sfiir Osterreichische Geschichte, the journal, first published in 1848, was meant to
be a‘printed’ archive to make historical material available and accessible to all re-
searchers in the Habsburg lands. At the same time these researchers themselves
should participate in this historical ‘source collection program’ Parallel to the Ar-
chiv the sources of the individual crown lands were to be separately published in
series of larger editions — as so-called Fontes rerum Austriacarum, Bobemicarum,
Hungaricarum, Polonicarum and Italicarum. As acknowledged model for both, the
Archiv and the Fontes, served a German enterprise: the popular Monumenta Ger-
maniae Historica.*

In the Austrian enterprise, the different meanings of ‘Austria’ became visible:
on the one hand historical sources of the whole Austrian Monarchy had to be
edited, on the other hand the Res Austriacae should be only one part of a total of
five and were supposed to represent the German hereditary lands.”® In combina-
tion with the Fontes the journal Archiv was conceived as a collection of source ma-
terial; but the Archiv also provided smaller historical treatises. Its main function
was to prepare the groundwork for a big comprehensive history of the Austrian
Empire (Osterreichischer Kaiserstaat), which was revitalized after 1848. Apart
from purely historical items the periodical was open also for historical-geograph-
ical, topographical, archeological and linguistic studies,**
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It is significant that the Archiv soon was regarded as a methodologically stand-
ardized journal and therefore was declared to be an ‘academic publication’* Yet,
the conceptual policy paper of 1848 had welcomed all ‘friends of patriotic his-
tory, without maintaining any professional differentiation.’® For this reason the
journal represents an interesting interface between dilettante and increasingly
professional claims.

In contrast with the practice of the predecessor Der osterreichische Geschichts-
forscher, the Imperial Academy established an editorial staff that had to review
the articles and editions before publication. It certainly is instructive to take a
look at the reports and the persons who were doing this work. Most of them
were members of the Historische Kommission and therefore closely related to
the Academy, i.e., as full members. One of the first persons responsible for re-
viewing the incoming manuscripts was a specialist in German studies, Theodor
von Karajan, who held a leading position as a court librarian.’”” Apart from him,
leading archivists, such as the above-mentioned Joseph Chmel as well as Alfred
von Arneth, the future director of the Privy House Archive, were busy writing
reviews and reports.®*

In many cases the publication process was a lengthy procedure, including
much communication between the authors and contributors and the members of
the editorial staff. It is worth mentioning some of the individual approaches and
arguments for accepting or declining a publication: Chmel, for example, want-
ed to ensure that really new’ and yet unprinted source material was going to be
published. For this reason, he often compared the editions with material kept in
his own archive, and his final decision was predicated on this comparison.* His
colleague Karajan often was unsatisfied with the stylistic competence of some
scholars who sent in their treatises. Moreover, he was not interested in any coop-
eration with all friends of history) because in his view the academic’ publications
by all means should be for ‘professionals’ and not for amateurs’ or laymen’* As a
specialist in Austrian eighteenth-century history, Arneth felt that the journal did
not treat this period adequately enough, which led him to approve the publica-
tion of an edition of materials from this century despite serious methodological
defects.* Most of the reviewers insisted on the relevance of the chosen source
material for the political history of the Habsburg crown lands. But even here we
find interesting exceptions: sometimes historical sources without any political
significance were published if they concerned the history of very remote parts of
the Monarchy.**

In spite of some attempts to represent the historical research of the Monarchy
as a whole, all in all the periodical did not succeed in fulfilling these self-imposed
requirements. Even internal communications within the editorial staff very soon
designated the Archiv as a‘German’ periodical.*® Indeed, the majority of the re-
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viewers and contributors originated from the German hereditary lands.** How-
ever, there was an increasing personal and professional interconnection between
the Academy and the rising universities, especially with that of Vienna, where
the Institut fiir Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung played a prominent role in
the methodological standardization of the historical discipline.** Since the 1870s
more professional historians can be found among the reviewers as well as among
the contributors of the Archiv. As a consequence, the lengthy review procedure
was shortened: From 1875 onwards it was not considered necessary anymore to
write reports on treatises or editions, which already ‘at first sight’ did not deserve
to be published. A short oral report was supposed to be sufficient to decline a
submitted manuscript. None other than the above-mentioned historian Theo-
dor Sickel, professor at the University of Vienna and member of the Historische
Kommission since 1872, had made this proposal.*® The research standards that
requested the use and quotation of ‘original’ sources from the contributors were
finally taken for granted.

However, the proportions of historical treatises and mere editions of sources
within the Archiv were continuously changing: during its first decades the trea-
tises accounted for around 46%, whereas between 1895 and 1900 the percentage
rose to 67%.” Of course, these treatises were firmly based on historical source
material and archival studies as well. This remained a characteristic feature of
the periodical; but the process of professionalization also becomes evident when
looking at the structure of the annotations and indices. Especially since the 1890s
there were not only archival references and signatures but also numerous refer-
ences to secondary literature.**

Promoting professional auxiliary sciences of history: The
Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung

In 1880 the Institut fiir Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung, located at the Uni-
versity of Vienna, began publishing its Mitteilungen,* our third case study. It was
the first scholarly historical periodical in Austria to survive to the present and
is still one of Austria’s most important journals in this field. In addition to the
methodological efforts of the Archiv, the new journal Mitteilungen was specifi-
cally designed for promoting certain historical disciplines: its initiators, first and
foremost Theodor Sickel, mainly aimed at introducing auxiliary specializations
in history, such as paleography, diplomatics, and archival science to the scientific
community. These disciplines had been continually developed and taught at the
Institut for the previous twenty-five years, i.e., since its foundation in 1854. How-
ever, according to the publisher’s advertisement the journal should be as universal
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as possible and was not restricted to a certain historical epoch or discipline: legal
history was meant to be presented as well as art history, cultural history, and
Christian archeology.*

But in contrast to the aforementioned Archiv, the Mitteilungen provided criti-
cal treatises and articles in the field of the auxiliary sciences of history rather than
mere source editions. According to Theodor Sickel, all the peers and colleagues
who had been working in this research area were supposed to benefit from this
new journal: It was meant to ‘glue together’ scholars interested in the auxiliary
sciences of history.” Therefore the periodical can also be seen as a professional
collaborative project. Its aim was that the community and solidarity of profes-
sors, readers, lecturers, and current and former students of the institute would be
underlined and strengthened. Many of the contributors of the Mitteilungen stood
in close personal and functional relation to the institute where they were teaching
or had been taught in the above-mentioned historical skills. It is interesting to
see that this network of historians, which had been constituted during the time
of the Monarchy, remained existent even after the First World War.”> A lot of
contributors also held positions as lecturers or professors at renowned, especially
German universities. This is why it might not have been necessary to ‘peer review’
the articles sent in for the Mitteilungen. Its editors just selected one colleague
from among the Institute’s members to do the editorial work and to communicate
with the authors.”

Around 1880 similar historical periodicals were founded, i.e., in France, Italy,
England, Belgium and the United States.** Twenty years earlier the Historische
Zeitschrift in Germany had already marked the transition from a journal ad-
dressed to an educated public to a scholarly historical periodical.’* When found-
ing the Austrian Mitteilungen its first protagonists criticized the lack of a cor-
responding historical periodical for southern Germany and Austria. In the eyes
of the Austrian professors and scholars, the Archiv of the Imperial Academy in
Vienna had an excellent reputation; however, the complicated publication pro-
cedure did not meet the actual demands any more, which were aiming at a more
timely publication process.*® Apart from that, and this is a significant structural
detail, the Archiv did not contain book reviews or brief notices about specialized
historical literature. By contrast, the new Mitteilungen emphasized the impor-
tance of extensive book reviews and reports on historical literature. These parts
of the periodical contributed greatly to standardization: the attempts to exclude
contributions which were not accepted for scientific reasons combined with
the attempts to establish a professional solidarity within the academic environ-
ment.” The editors of the Mitteilungen paid particular attention to this part of
the journal for another reason as well: they wanted specialists to report regularly
about the research results in the non-German parts of Austria-Hungary. Thus,
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the periodical offered extensive reports, e.g., on the Monumenta Historiae Hun-
garica or on the source publications of the Academies of Sciences in Krakéw and
Zagreb. The reviewers compared these editions to the standards represented by
the Viennese Institute, and they also dealt with the problem of using the nation-
al languages in the introductions and annotations of the editions. In particular,
the Hungarian publications were strongly criticized for using the Hungarian
language instead of Latin.*®

In any case the structure of the Mitteilungen enabled the periodical to re-
spond rather quickly to new subdisciplines and trends such as economic and
social history around 1900.*® The growth and diversity of historical knowledge
became part of the scholarly exchange by the inclusion of longer and smaller ar-
ticles, book reviews and research reports. The photographical reproduction and
the method of using facsimile editions for paleographic studies, as it was done
in the teaching courses at the Institute, found their way into the journal. This
approach soon was taken up by related disciplines such as musicology and art
history. There were corresponding articles and reports on similar undertakings
dedicated to photographical reproductions not only within the Habsburg Mon-
archy or in Germany, but also in France and Italy.® Despite its concentration on
historical research in Germany and ‘Austria, the periodical tried hard to become

more international.

Conclusion

To sum up: around 1840 Der Osterreichische Geschichtsforscher had an anti-
quarian slant and consisted of a mere collection of various historical sources.
Its primary aim was just to promote historical and archival research in gen-
eral within the Habsburg'Gesamtstaat’ Not only promotion and advancement,
but also standardization was demanded by the Archiv fiir Osterreichische Ge-
schichte, edited by the Imperial Academy of Sciences in Vienna since 1848. In
order to achieve this, the Academy established its own staff for reviewing the
incoming articles and source editions. The increasing personal interconnec-
tion between the Academy and the university made the distinction between
‘amateur’ and ‘professional” historian more pronounced. Our last case study,
the periodical Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir Osterreichische Geschichtsforschung,
founded in 1880, was already a university cooperative enterprise. Its main pur-
pose was to promote the auxiliary sciences of history. In the context of Ger-
man historical research at the end of the nineteenth century, the journal also
offered interesting attempts to distinguish itself by special ‘Austrian’ literary
supplements and book reviews, which also tried to include the research results
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of the eastern and southern lands of the Habsburg Monarchy. The structure of
the Mitteilungen as a whole strongly correlated with other national scholarly
historical periodicals and facilitated rapid reactions to new developments in
the historical field.

The case studies reveal changing professional as well as political approaches
in combination with the quest for methodological standardization. As part of
the ‘making of” the historical discipline scholarly periodicals should therefore be
regarded as important elements in the very complex academic process.
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between 1849 and 1857); for Palacky, see Jiti Kotalka, Frantisek Palacky (1798-1876). Der
Historiker der Tschechen im dsterreichischen Vielvolkerstaat, Studien zur Geschichte der
C)sterreichisch—Ungarischen Monarchie, vol. 30 (Vienna, 2007).

David S. Luft, Austrian Intellectual History and Bohemia, The Austrian History Yearbook
38 (2007), 108-121, esp. I12.

Joseph Chmel, ‘Bericht iiber den historischen Verein fiir Innerdsterreich und iiber
Palacky’s Archiv Cesky', Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen Klasse der Kaiserli-
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Universititen Wien und Ziirich (1833-1914), in Gabriele Lingelbach (ed.), Vorlesung,
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Vergleich (see n. 1); for Belgium: Jo Tollebeek, ‘Voorgeschiedenis en vormverandering.
Historische Tijdschriften in Belgié, 1870-1922, Revue Belge de Philologie et d’Histoire 76
(1998), 847-870, esp. 853f.

Martin Nissen, "Wissenschaft fiir gebildete Kreise. Zum Entstehungskontext der Histo-
rischen Zeitschrift, Das Medium Wissenschaftszeitschrift seit dem 19. Jahrhundert (see n. 5
)) 25-44.

I0G, Bestand MIOG, Karton MIOG-Akten, Mappe 1: Buchhandlungen, etc., Fasz. 1,
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