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Herodotus
1. What does Herodotus write about in his narrative?
a. He notes geographical features of the landscape that affect the story he is telling, the actions of the main characters, their imputed mental states, supernatural elements such as soothsayers or gods, and his evidence. He focuses on the bravery of the defenders but does not describe the Persians as evil. When discussing the Egyptians, note that they are described as the hypothetical opposites of the Greeks, which has led historians to question the accuracy of his assertions.
b. Herodotus also has a sense of chronology, which was relatively new. He pins his narrative to Olympic games and then lets the sequence of events demonstrate linear time. But there is no attempt to link to a framework of continuous historical time. One could pause to consider Greek innovations in chronology (Hesiod’s Theogony describes ages of humanity—Golden, Silver, Bronze, and Iron, Hecataeus of Miletus in his Genealogies links humans genealogically with the age of the gods, Hellicanos of Lesbos linked events to the lists of officeholders kept by cities and temples, and Hippias of Elis used lists of Olympic victors and the leaders of Athens and Sparta. With the exception of Hesiod, there was no attempt to place these local chronologies into a picture of the common human fate, nor was there any attempt to create a unified chronology for the Hellenic world, because the Hellenic world was not politically unified.
2. What kind of evidence does Herodotus cite?
a. inscriptions, orally-transmitted speeches and poems, hearsay accounts, multiple different accounts of the same events
3. How reliable are these kinds of sources?
a. This is not as cut-and-dry a question as one might think. Inscriptions may be reported word-for-word, but do they represent what actually happened? Are oral histories necessarily biased?
4. In this narrative, who or what are the motive forces (who or what are the agents of change, the forces that make things happen)? 
a. One could delve into the origins of Greek historical writing in the Homeric epics, in which gods were motive forces playing with human lives. Here, humans—particularly leaders and traitors—are the agents of action. That represents a key development. Gods—when they are mentioned elsewhere in Herodotus’s narrative—are basically reactive (jealous of human actions).
5. What was the purpose of Herodotus’s Histories?
a. To glorify the Spartans, but also to entertain. Like the epics from which this historical tradition sprang, these stories were read as public entertainment. So are these narratives “true” or simply entertaining? Does the difference matter? (Having this conversation at the beginning of the course can be interesting, as students’ opinions may change as they encounter different theorists in this book. Or they may not but rather develop more elaborate justifications for their positions.)

Thucydides
Discussion questions:
1. What is the purpose of Thucydides’s story?
a. Thucydides tells the details of conflicts between the Athenians and the Peloponnesians (that is, Thebes and its allies). He emphasizes truthfulness—he disapproved of Herodotus, whom he called an “unreliable poet.” He warned that his own history might not be as good for reciting, but it would be more accurate because it contained no “fables” (an obvious dig at Herodotus).
2. What kinds of things does he describe?
a. In my experience, students will usually respond with a lot of details of the narrative. So what kind of details are they? They are all concerned with war: allies, size of forces, etc. There is no analysis of geography, no description of cultural traits, no moralizing. He relates acts of injustice that led to the war but does not pause to tell us that we should not commit injustices. This is political history—the story of the polis. In political history, war is the critical collective experience. War frames the collective experience of the people. War is what pushes people to ask “why” and expect answers that reflect human motives and actions. So war is what motivated these historians to examine the past.
3. Other than what is stated above, how is his method different from that of Herodotus?
a. I think both of them are conscious of trying to tell “the truth,” because that intent was all that separated historians from poets. Thucydides wrote that he wanted his story “to resemble what occurred” and to be useful, and Herodotus wanted to remember and celebrate what men had done. But is that enough? What else should a history do?
Polybius
Discussion questions:
1. What pattern did Polybius ascribe to the process of historical change?
a. Some students may begin the course not even able to understand what it means to search for a “pattern” in history. Others will discern immediately that the pattern described here is cyclical. Kingship degenerates into despotism, which leads to rebellion by nobles who form an aristocracy, which degenerates into oligarchy, against which the people rebel by forming a democracy, but after the people become accustomed to democracy they cease to value its freedom and equality, and those who seek power rise up to establish tyranny again. Polybius believes that the cycle can be stopped by creating a constitution such as that of Lycurgus of Sparta, which merged elements of kingship, aristocracy, and democracy such that each group checked the powers of the other and kept them in balance.
2. Who or what does he believe are the motive forces? 
a. The makers of historical action are still political leaders of various classes, but there is more emphasis on the flaws within them that cause each phase of the cycle to collapse: corruption, desire for power, greed, laziness, ambition, impulse, fear. This suggests a need for moral control that leaders and individuals must practice. The evidence for this is in the way Polybius attributes change to human flaws: when rulership becomes hereditary, rulers “gave rein to their appetites” (26) etc.; the kingship becomes a tyranny and “plots began to be formed against the government, which did not now proceed from the worst men but from the noblest, most high-minded, and most courageous, because these are the men who can least submit to the tyrannical acts of their rulers” (26). But those who take power from the hereditary rulers “gave themselves up with passion to avaraice and unscrupulous love of money” (27) etc. and “rouse in the minds of the people” (27) the same rebellious ideas, which led to “jealousy and hatred” and “terror of injustice” among the citizens who find themselves “driven” to change the constitution to a democracy (28).
b. However, Polybius is not conscious of these passions as such as motive forces. He attributes change to a natural law in which each type of constitution (government) carries within it the seeds of its own destruction. “Natural law” as Tyche, Fortune. Tyche was deity of a city and governed its destiny. Sometimes depicted as blind, hence “blind fortune.” Her blindness symbolized the instability of human affairs—she pushed humans to act but had no vision of where they were going—no plan. The words he uses to describe the causes of the cycle are “natural causes” (28) and “an undeviating law of nature” (29) engendered by the flaws inherent in each type of government system, which can only be mediated by Lycurgus’s constitution. Polybius says “he was able to foresee by the light of reason the course which events naturally take,” that is, reason led Lycurgus to see what blind Tyche could not.
3. What value did Polybius think understanding history would have for someone?
a. He states that “the only method of learning to bear the vicissitudes of fortune is to recall the catastrophes of others.” So he may be the first to tell us [the lie?] that history teaches us to avoid our previous mistakes. [One could ask: does it?] However, he also suggests that the point of teaching history is to train leaders for political life.
4. How should readers judge a historian’s work?
a. This is potentially an interesting discussion. Polybius says that one should judge a historian’s work not by what he omits but by what he includes, because the reader must trust that the omission is deliberate and not out of ignorance.
b. Does Polybius thereby acknowledge that impartiality is impossible because authors must necessarily select what they write about?
Additional discussion:
1. “This is the regular cycle of constitutional revolutions, and the natural order in which constitutions change, are transformed, and return again to their original stage” (28).
a. Do the students agree? Is there a natural order that history (or just political structure) follows? Why would such a pattern exist? What would cause it? If students disagree that the pattern is cyclical, what is the pattern? Is there any pattern at all? If not, why not?
b. Have the students pick evidence from the text and array them for debate.
c. Do the students agree? Is there a natural order that history (or just political structure) follows? Why would such a pattern exist? What would cause it? If students disagree that the pattern is cyclical, what is the pattern? Is there any pattern at all? If not, why not?
Tacitus:
Discussion questions:

1. Tacitus claimed to relate history sine ira et studio: “without bitterness or partiality.” Do you think his account of Nero lives up to that motto? How/why not?
a. Have students array the evidence for each side and judge.
i. Against: 
1. Use of sarcastic descriptions of Nero’s motivations: “too small a scale for so fine a voice” (32)
2. Townfolk who support him are described as “rabble” (33)
3. Shameful associates ascribed to him: “deformed person and vulgar wit, originally introduced as a butt” allowed to become influential at court to the detriment of the “best men” (33)
4. Shameful activities attributed to him: “no cessation to his crimes” (33), accused of causing the suicide of Lucius Silanus Torquatus (34), fear of the gods because of “remembrance of his crimes” (35), covering up his actions under rhetoric of love of country (35), held lavish parties with entertainers “arranged according to age and experience in vice” (35), “Nero, who polluted himself by every lawful or lawless indulgence, had not omitted a single abomination which could heighten his depravity” and then he married “one of that filthy herd”—a man—himself dressed as the bride, and consummated the marriage in public (35).
5. Misuse of public property: he held public banquets and “used the whole city…as his private house” (35), famously blamed for deliberately causing the burning of Rome in order to clear space to erect a palace (35-36), all the while singing of the destruction of Troy (36).
ii. For:
1. The people loved him: cheered excessively for him (35)
2. After the fire, he threw open the public gardens and his own palace to house refugees (36)
2. What is the point of his description of Nero’s activities?
a. To warn the public: do not placate the emperor. 
b. To warn against the dangers of apathy and love of power without principle.
c. To warn that the Senate must curb populist rulers: for example, the people damage themselves cheering excessively for Nero “they could not bear so much as his brief excursions, accustomed as they were to cheer themselves under mischances by the sight of the emperor” (35); Nero does things that make him popular—extravagant entertainments and help to the needy after a disaster, but (Tacitus claims) he’s immoral and uncontrollable.
d. If the primary point of historical writing is a moral lesson for the readers, then objectivity is secondary, no matter what Tacitus has come to represent in the public mind.
e. One should take into consideration that Nero has generated a robust historiographical debate. He was a populist—and a young one at that, ruling from age 17-30. 
i. He did things that the public wanted. He built the first gymnasium, a huge public area for bathing, recreation, and arts education that was free to the public. This was a while marble, light-filled luxurious space, with art on the walls and poets reciting their works. After the fire allowed him to build his Domus Aureas, he invited the whole public to enjoy the palace and its grounds, which included an artificial lake and wild animals roaming around—essentially, a zoo. This erased some of the privilege of the upper class in Rome.
ii. Furthermore, he cut taxes: he lowered direct taxes, cut indirect taxes (an indirect tax is when producers are forced to raise prices, passing on cost increases or taxes to consumers), and exempted food shops from taxes to lower the cost of imports. He also freed Greece from having to pay tribute to Rome.
iii. Then, because Nero’s economic policies drained the budget, he devalued the currency (dropped the weight of the gold denarius and the purity of silver coins), and he instituted high property taxes on the rich.
iv. On top of that, he cracked down on bureaucratic corruption by arresting officials and seizing their lands for public works projects.
v. These policies angered the powerful and wealthy citizens of Rome and especially the Senatorial class, of which Tacitus was a member. (And he did murder two wives and his mother.) That helps explain the very negative accounts of Nero’s populism, such as his public entertainments (which the Senate may have encouraged him to put on anyway). 
vi. Nero also persecuted Christians. He blamed the 64CE fire, which broke out in a gladiatorial stadium, on Christians, and had Christian leaders (Peter and Paul) beheaded or crucified and their bodies set on fire to illuminate an imperial festival. This ensured that later Christian writers would depict him negatively.  In Christian literature, Nero is the Antichrist (Isaiah: “murderer of his mother”). Partly as a result, we love to play with Nero. For example, in the Hunger Games series by Suzanne Collins, which is modeled on the Roman Empire, President Snow is Nero (who forces his game master, Seneca, to commit suicide just as Nero did to the real Seneca).
vii. Other negative accounts are all from the Senatorial class: Cassius Dio—who generated the myth of Nero “fiddling while Rome burned” 150 years later, Suetonius, and Pliny the Elder, who called Nero the “enemy of mankind.” 
viii. There are also positive accounts: Lucan, Seneca the Younger, Dio Chrysostom, and they point out that there was no war under Nero’s rule, that he ended the practice of secret trials, that the people were prosperous, that he undertook massive public relief efforts after the war, that he dug canals to ensure water access to the city. Dio claimed the people were so happy with him that after his death they embraced Nero-impersonators whenever they appeared claiming to have returned, as if Nero were Elvis. Mourners would routinely bring flowers to his tomb. The poet Martial, a contemporary of Nero, wrote: “What is worse than Nero? What is better than Nero’s baths?”
3. How is Roman historiography different from the Greeks’?
a. Roman historiography needed chronology, both to link its times with the mythical origins in the fall of Troy and to link the regional chronologies of the massive areas under its rule. Polybius clarifies that he will discuss the Roman constitution at the time of their defeat at Cannae (29), or he comments, “in old times.” Tacitus is careful to date his observations to “the year of the consulship of Caius Laecanius and Marcus Licinius” (32).
b. Both Tacitus and Polybius were observer historians: Tacitus lived through Nero’s reign, and Polybius, being a Greek in a Latin-speaking empire, could not use documents and had to travel to visit the places he described (could Hannibal really have gotten elephants over the Alps? better hike the alps to judge the story).
c. Roman historiography draws on evidence, particularly genealogical records from the gens (tribe, pronounced “jenz”) and familia (family), and also the annals kept by Roman priests of events, accession of high officials, dates of religious functions, deaths of priests, names of successors, fires, floods, famines, battles, laws, and treaties. They were dry and contrasted starkly with Greek epics.
d. Annals go on to influence Western European historical writing; cyclical narratives pass via Greek copies of Polybius into Islamic historiography and thence back to Europe (see Ibn Khaldun).
Book of Jeremiah
Discussion questions:
1. What happens to Jerusalem and the Jews? What are the motive forces?
a. God destroys Jerusalem and Judah. God is the motive force. This is the key passage: ‘You have seen all the evil that I have brought on Jerusalem, and on all the cities of Judah. Behold, today they are a desolation, and no man dwells in them, 3 because of their wickedness which they have committed to provoke me to anger, in that they went to burn incense, to serve other gods that they didn’t know, neither they, nor you, nor your fathers. 4 However I sent to you all my servants the prophets, rising up early and sending them, saying, “Oh, don’t do this abominable thing that I hate.” 5 But they didn’t listen and didn’t incline their ear. They didn’t turn from their wickedness, to stop burning incense to other gods. 6 Therefore my wrath and my anger was poured out, and was kindled in the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem; and they are wasted and desolate, as it is today.’ God causes the desolation of Jerusalem. The people’s wickedness and disobedience is not itself a motive force but rather a narrative element that provokes God to act, reinforcing the theme of the story: one must obey God.
b. Likewise: “22 Thus Yahweh could no longer bear it, because of the evil of your doings, and because of the abominations which you have committed. Therefore your land has become a desolation, and an astonishment, and a curse, without inhabitant, as it is today. 23 Because you have burned incense, and because you have sinned against Yahweh, and have not obeyed Yahweh’s voice, nor walked in his law, nor in his statutes, nor in his testimonies; therefore this evil has happened to you, as it is today.” 
2. Is this “salvation history”? Why/why not?
a. Yes, because the point is to tell the story of God’s relationship with humanity and to convince people to obey.
3. Is religious scripture “history” at all? Why/why not?
a. debate

Sextus Julius Africanus
Discussion questions:
1. What is Africanus’s main concern? Is this history? 
a. Chronology. Students can debate the second part of the question. I don’t consider this salvation history because there is no salvation narrative in the text. Africanus is merely trying to link Biblical events to his own time; there is no attempt to persuade or moralize.
2. What methods does Africanus use to determine the age of the world? 
a. He traces the generations of Biblical figures and their ages as related in the Bible and links them to events in the Graeco-Persian timeline.
b. This is the link between the two chronological systems: “ …In accordance with this writing, therefore, we affirm that Ogygus, who gave his name to the first flood, and was saved when many perished, lived at the time of the exodus of the people from Egypt along with Moses. And this we make out in the following manner. From Ogygus up to the first Olympiad already mentioned, it will be shown that there are 1020 years”
3. What does Africanus conclude about the age of the world? 
a. From Creation to Jesus’ birth is 5531 years, plus 192 years from Jesus to his own time = 5,723 years. (Note that his calculations are not the same as the Gregorian calendar, which uses the figure 221 years.) 
b. The text to adduce: “… The period, then, to the advent of the Lord from Adam and the creation is 5531 years, from which epoch to the 250th Olympiad [221 CE] there are 192 years”
4. What problems, if any, do you perceive with these methods?
a. The purpose of this question is to get them thinking about literal interpretation of any historical source document.

Eusebius
Discussion questions:
1. What are the purposes of this account, stated and unstated? 
a. The stated purposes are in the first paragraphs. Sometimes students comment on the passage about the “Jewish nation” plotting against Jesus. Eusebius’s writings played an important part in constructing the Byzantine Christian image of the Jews as the primary enemies of Jesus rather than the Romans. The Byzantines—that is, the Roman Empire—used this image of the Jews to displace the Roman state’s role as executioner of Jesus.
b. He also wants to offer, through this narrative, an “admonition” from those lonely voices in his sources, as to how to behave as Christians.
2. Is Eusebius writing salvation history? How/why not? 
a. This is an exercise in categorization. How the students answer is less important than what evidence they cite in support of their arguments.
b. One might ask why choose the letter from Abgarus as evidence. The underlying purpose of that choice seems to be to persuade the reader that Jesus is God. Also, the unstated point of the narrative is to illustrate through the lives of the ecclesiastics and saints how to behave in accordance with God’s law. One could argue from that perspective that this is salvation narrative.
3. Do you believe Eusebius’s history to be more accurate or truthful than the others we have read? Why/why not?
4. How does Eusebius’s approach compare to those of other historians we have discussed?
a. Eusebius followed the example of other Roman-era historians like Flavius Josephus and included in his narrative copies of the documents he cited as evidence.
Augustine of Hippo
Discussion questions:
1. What is Augustine’s purpose in writing this work? 
a. This is a work of Christian polemics. Augustine hears that those who survived the sack of Rome are blaming the weakness and asceticism of Christianity for the city’s fall. Augustine points out that the Visigoths who sacked the city were also Christians. He asserts that they spared the city’s inhabitants out of Christian sentiment.
b. Note on p. 58 the use of “they ought.” The survivors ought to attribute their sufferings to God’s chastisement. They ought to attribute their survival to “the spirit of these Christian times” because the barbarians spared them “for Christ’s sake.” They ought to give God thanks rather than attributing the fall of the city to Christian weakness.
2. What attitudes characterize the City of God? What attitudes characterize the Earthly City?
a. The main reason for asking this question is to illustrate that these are not “real” cities but a binary constructed so as to create a narrative about moral behavior.
3. Is this salvation history? Why/why not? 
a. Sometimes I start this discussion by asking, “Is this ‘history’? Why/why not?” Then one might ask whether it is a valid source for understanding the fall of the Roman Empire. It is one stance within the historiography of the fall of Rome.
b. I think it is salvation history, because God is the primary motive force and the purpose of the narrative is not to relate events as they happened but to instruct people in proper moral behavior.
4. How does Augustine’s approach to writing history compare to those of historians we previously discussed?
a. Students should be able to detect the influence of Roman historiography: the use of history to teach public morality.
Annales Cambriae
Discussion questions:
1. What information is included in the Annales Cambriae? What is left out?
a. The information is primarily political and religious, relating deaths of kings and ecclesiastics, conversions, and battles. Also eclipses, comets, plagues, earthquakes, famines, and other natural disasters that historians of science like to speculate about, such as “rains of blood.” 
b. One might note that some of the entries are anachronistic, e.g., the attribution “saint” for people who were not yet considered saints in their lifetimes. That suggests a process of editing as the annals are recopied in later times.
c. As for rains of blood and animals, these are noted cross-culturally and may have scientific explanations. Blood rains are known to have been caused by aerial spores of green microalgae Trentepohlia annulata, which can persist for several days, or pools containing Haematococcus pluvialis, which give off a red pigment when stressed (astaxanthin). Or, in July 2018, a rust-colored rain fell on the streets of Norilsk, Russia, prompting a flurry of scientific explanations that ranged from the microalgae or iron oxide dust from a metallurgical plant to dust storms over the Sahara desert to stressed microalgae.
d. What is left out? Among other things, the actions of any people other than prominent ones (including women), economics, art, construction of buildings, etc.
2. What is the purpose of this kind of history writing?
a. Test students’ skills of inference.
3. Is this salvation history? How/why not? 
a. I think the general consensus for this particular annal is that it is not. There is no moral message and no religious teleology here, nor is there any mention of God. However, other annals, such as that of Einhard, are constructed in such a way as to suggest that God intervened to ensure the accession of a Christian king.

Bede:
Discussion questions:
1. What is the purpose of this history? 
a. Bede’s stated purpose is moral instruction: to inspire by tales of good men, and to warn by tales of evil. “For if history relates good things of good men, the attentive hearer is excited to imitate that which is good; or if it recounts evil things of wicked persons, none the less the conscientious and devout hearer or reader, shunning that which is hurtful and wrong, is the more earnestly fired to perform those things which he knows to be good, and worthy of the service of God.”
2. What kind of sources are used? 
a. Interviews and written testimonies of church leaders, his own experience, and collective memory as represented by “innumerable witnesses.” 
b. One might follow up by asking whether such sources are representative of “the truth” of events as they actually happened.
3. Is this salvation history? How/why not? 
a. Up for debate. The passage relates how King Edwin’s household was converted to Christianity. The students should employ the tests: is God the primary motive force in the account? Is the narrative structured in such a way as to suggest that God intervened to ensure the outcome? Is a religious teleology implied? Is the narrative structured in such a way as to instruct readers in religious ideology or ethics? Is the purpose to tell “the truth” as the students understand it (and yes, later readings will problematize historical narrative and sources as “truth,” so students’ opinions may change as the course continues).
b. One might also discuss it as “event-oriented” history similar in structure to the annal, with religious themes uniting the events.

Ibn Khaldun
Discussion questions:
1. How does Ibn Khaldun address the issue of impartiality? What test does he suggest for the truthfulness of a historical narrative? 
a. He is aware of the problems that affect oral testimony and sources: 
i. political bias
ii. confirmation bias (tending to believe evidence that supports one’s preconceptions)
iii. errors in transmission
iv. ignorance of context
v. begging the question (“unfounded assumption as to the truth of a thing”—i.e., when an argument assumes the truth of the conclusion, NOT as students commonly use the phrase now)
vi. “ignorance of the nature of the various conditions arising in civilization”—i.e., that something may not mean the same thing within different cultural contexts. One might foreshadow the reading from Darnton, in which killing cats had a different cultural meaning in pre-industrial France than in 21st century America.
vii. unquestioning acceptance of information provided by an authority
b. The test of absurdity. Note how Valla appeals to similar logic in the next selection.
2. What is “group feeling”? 
a. “affection and willingness to fight and die for each other.” Social cohesion. A human social force the presence of absence of which affects a dynasty’s ability to maintain power.
3. What causes dynasties to rise and fall? 
a. Group feeling and strength given by desert living lead people to submit to the initial dynasty. Sedentary culture leads to softness and subservience. Luxury leads to cowardliness and inability to defend against threats.
b. Note that these are human social forces.
4. What/who are the motive forces? Is this salvation history? Why/why not? 
a. It is not. Despite phrases like “God determines night and day,” God is not the prime mover of events. It is as if those phrases are added in later—God’s power is not part of the analysis. As Ibn Khaldun states, history is about human social organization and world civilization. It is not about God’s relationship with humanity. 
5. How does Ibn Khaldun approach telling history differently than the other historians you have read so far? What is his unique focus? Specifically, how does Ibn Khaldun’s approach compare to that of Polybius? 
a. This relates to the answer of the previous question. The focus is how human social forces affect historical change—closer to Polybius in analytical structure and the cyclical nature of change.
b. Typically, historians attribute this historiographical switch from supernatural motive forces to human social forces to European Renaissance civic humanism. However, Ibn Khaldun’s analysis predates the Renaissance, and one can see the same transition in Islamic historiography (from al-Maqrizi, for example, who wrote in the 1300s about economic forces that led to the decline of the Mamluk dynasty of his time but still attributed epidemics and failure of Nile floods to God). This suggests historiographical trends were characteristic of a wider Mediterranean culture rather than starkly divide into Europe and Islamic.
Machiavelli
Discussion questions:
1. What characteristics of civic humanism can you identify in this work? 
a. Humans built the institutions described. Human passions drive all the action. Note that Machiavelli describes factional (class) conflict as one of the forces driving Florentine history.
2. Does God play much of a role? Are there heroes? What/who are the motive forces? 
a. God has no role. There are leaders (Giano della Bella, for example), but they are not heroes in the sense of the Greek leaders. Their decisions are important, but so are the decisions of “the people.” Throughout the narrative, Machiavelli notes that people made decisions out of fear, ambition, desire, etc. They are pushed by their emotions and passions.
3. What is the purpose of this history?
a. As a result of the resolution of the nobles and people not to engage in civil war: “…nor did our city ever enjoy a greater state of prosperity than in those times: filled with men of great wealth and reputation; possessing within her walls 30,000 men capable of bearing arms, and in the country 70,000, while the whole of Tuscany…owed obedience to Florence. And although there might be some indignation and jealousy between the nobility and the people, they did not produce any evil effect, but all lived together in unity and peace.” 
b. History still carries the same purpose as it did from Roman times: to instruct. However, Machiavelli understands that people must be instructed because they are the makers of institutions and of history, and they must learn to control their passions and cooperate with one another. The lesson of this particular passage is that cooperation leads to stability of the republic and to prosperity.
Valla
Discussion questions:
1. In what ways does Lorenzo Valla show that the Donation of Constantine was a forgery? Try to be as thorough as possible in answering this question. 
a. I like to run this as a competition between groups of students to come up with as many accurate examples from the text as possible. 
i. Tests of absurdity: a ruler would not give up his kingdom
ii. Donation not in story of conversion
iii. If he did, the Senate and people would have protested
iv. No evidence Sylvester accepted the Donation
v. No evidence of territorial exchange
vi. No appointment of governors or S’s rule
vii. No evidence of suppression of populace or flight
viii. Evidence to contrary: that Constantine and his sons ruled Byzantine lands
ix. Coins struck in Constantine’s name
x. Conversion story contradicted by evidence that Constantine grew up Christian
xi. Material text criticism: The document’s “copy” was an interpolation in the Decretum of Gratian.
xii. There is no copy or mention of it in the Acts of Sylvester.
xiii. The physical material in which the decree was recorded is inappropriate for its importance. Internal text criticism: Decree contradicts evidence in Life of Sylvester that senators did not wish to convert
xiv. Anachronisms: “satraps,” a Persian title
xv. Inappropriate use of “optimates”
xvi. Poor grammar
xvii. Language supposedly quoted from Constantine inappropriate (he gives himself the titles of God and imitates a scriptural language to which he would have had no access)
xviii. More linguistic “barbarisms” indicating lack of familiarity with Latin usage and grammar
xix. References to “Byzantia” before it had even been founded
xx. References to “Byzantia” as province to the East, when it would have been to the north of Constantine’s location
xxi. Poor syntax and vocabulary
xxii. Alleged material of document: on paper
xxiii. Alleged location: buried with St. Peter
xxiv. More inaccuracies in the story: there’s no record of Constantine having leprosy
2. If it was a forgery, why did people accept it? What is the forgery’s purpose, and is that purpose plausible? 
a. The kings of Europe received their legitimacy from the Pope’s acknowledgment of their rule. “Unless I obey I shall have to abdicate.” 
b. To bolster the Church’s authority, specifically the popes’, against that of the secular kings of Europe.
3. What does Valla suggest should be done? 
a. He intended to pressure the Pope to repudiate the Donation and threatened further writings. 
b. Valla began circulating his treatise in 1440, privately. The Church criticized him heavily, and he had to flee Rome in 1444 because of threats against his life. But later popes did acknowledge his work, and in 1447, the new pope Nicholas V made Valla an apostolic secretary. Valla translated Herodotus and Thucydides into Latin for Nicholas, and the next pope, Calixtus III (Alphonso da Borgia), also favored him. But one wonders whether this favor was intended to quiet Valla, because he never circulated the treatise publicly. He died in 1457. The treatise only came to public attention in 1517, when Martin Luther called attention to it. 
c. On a tangent, Erasmus found Valla’s notes on the New Testament in 1506, which inspired Erasmus to inquire more deeply into differences between various Latin versions of the text. When Erasmus published his critical edition of the New Testament in 1516, he also include the Greek text.
4. 

Vico
Discussion questions:
1. How does Vico regard the study of human institutions (the “civil” world)?
a. The civil world, “since men had made it, men could come to know.” Humans can know what they create, and since humans created civil institutions, study of those institutions (ie, political history) yields true knowledge. “For these institutions will be able to give us the universal and eternal principles…on which all nations were founded and still preserve themselves”: study of civil world will yield principles of social and institutional functioning.
2. How does Vico regard physical science (“study of the world of nature”)?
a. “the world of nature, which, since God made it, He alone knows”: God created nature, so it is beyond human understanding.
b. One might follow up: What types of investigations yield truth? What definition of “truth” does your answer imply? I find it useful not to lead the students toward a particular answer, as that deadens discussion of some of the later sources in the book.
3. What are the three stages of human social development? What attitudes and institutions are characteristic of each?
a. 1. age of the Gods, oracles, etc.  primitive langage of signs indicating physical objects, natural relation between signs and what they signify  theological law
b. 2. age of heroes, aristocracy, assumed superiority over the plebians  language of heroic emblems, metaphors, comparisons, etc.  “heroic jurisprudence,” “civil equity,” and “reason of state”: i.e., the aristocrats generate law
c. 3. age of men, realization that all men are the same in human nature, which leads to establishment of popular commonwealths and then the monarchies, i.e., government by humans as humans  “human language using words agreed upon by the people” i.e., vernacular  “natural equity” and “free commonwealths, in which the people each for his own particular good (without understanding that it is the same for all), are led to command universal laws…”
4. What pattern does Vico ascribe to historical development?
a. In this selection, cyclical—we descend into barbarism but rise from it again to greater progress. Students sometimes argue that this is ultimately a teleological pattern.
5. Why do you think Vico called his book “the New Science”? 
a. History—as study of human political institutions and law—was literally the new science: the new vehicle for understanding truth.
2. How is this “Enlightenment” historiography? 
a. Ask students what characteristics they associate with the Enlightenment. Students should be able to come up with a few essential characteristics, such as the search for universal common laws based on human reason, the belief that societies should operate according to those laws or should be reconstructed so that they do (think John Locke, the Baron de Montesquieu, Jean Jacques Rousseau), and the critique of organized religion (Voltaire). Vico’s assumptions are right in line with the general trajectory of Enlightenment thought.

Kant
Discussion questions:
1. What is Kant’s argument? 
a. That human societies will develop naturally toward universal government that will guarantee both individual human liberty and the universal common good, through rule by a just state that ensures civil liberties.
b. There is also an implicit argument about the methodology of historical study—that the trajectory of history can be inferred from the study of human behavior and the “laws” that seem to govern it. That is deductive reasoning, which is characteristic of the historiographical methodology of philosophical idealists. 
2. What do you think of his particular arguments (take one thesis at a time and ask: is he right?)
a. This exercise can be skipped for advanced students.
3. In his Fourth Thesis, what do you think Kant means by the “unsocial sociability” of man? What is its purpose? 
a. This is the heart of the argument: humans in communion with one another are essentially competitive and selfish. Yet we seek community because within it we become more than ourselves—it pushes us to become better. 
b. Kant states that Nature wills this. What does that mean?
4. What do you think Kant means by the “Idea”? 
a. Unclear from this passage except that it is something that can help “bring the millennium to pass” and can be taken as “a guiding thread” that acts throughout all the chaos of individual human doings. It is therefore some kind of actor or motive force. Asking this question here helps students to interpret Hegel.
b. If Idea is the “guiding thread” and Nature is what causes man to conflict with others yet seek their society and so to progress, then doesn’t Idea=Nature? And in the last paragraph of the selection, Kant equates Nature with “Providence,” i.e., God, so Idea=Nature=God. Does that make this an Enlightenment species of salvation history, in which “progress” or the ideal state that unifies human freedom with human law replaces the pre-Enlightenment religious concepts of salvation? One might also use the cue I provide in the introduction to equate “Consciousness” (God) with “Idea.”
5. Is this history teleological? How/why not? 
a. Yes. Human actions are determined by universal laws. Our natural desire for freedom leads us to act in specific ways that predetermines our general path toward an ideal.
6. In what ways is this work characteristic of Enlightenment historiography? 
a. Much of Enlightenment thinking was devoted to the dilemma of human freedom. Humans when perfectly free will naturally abuse one another’s freedoms, so that the powerful are more free than others. Enlightenment thinkers proposed various solutions for this dilemma: Adam Smith suggested that free economic action would lead to the growth of wealth for society as a whole, Jean Jacques Rousseau that people would voluntarily sacrifice some of their freedoms to a government that would establish laws to guarantee the same freedoms to every citizen. This trend shows up in Kant as well, and foreshadows Hegel’s fetish for the state as the perfect guarantor of human freedom. 
b. Note that Hegel takes up Kant’s challenge in the 9th thesis, to create a philosophical universal history that shows how human desire for freedom pushes society towards “civic union.”
c. Like many Enlightenment thinkers, Kant saw this process unfolding as the result of natural laws of human behavior.


Additional discussion: 
1. Students enjoy the thought experiment behind idealism: prove to me that x exists (sense perception tells us—do we trust sense perception?—show optical illusions—other people tell us and we agree by convention—but we perceive others by sense perception—proceed to axiomatic arguments such as Descartes’—this illustrates the difference between idealism as a way of understanding how we perceive the world and realism.)
a. This thought experiment also provides another way to get to the historiographical and methodological point of including idealist philosophers in this reader: that philosophical idealism implies a deductive method is sufficient for understanding historical trends. Philosophical realism implies inductive method and empirical study is necessary, i.e., the trend that will later be developed by von Ranke. Philosophical idealism suggests that we interpret the world via mental concepts; therefore to an idealist it makes sense to infer the course of world history from principles such as “humans naturally desire freedom” and “humans naturally compete with one another.” To the extent that Kant uses induction, he does so only to “verify” what he has already inferred deductively.
2. Students also often elide political idealism with philosophical idealism. I experiment with ways of explaining the connection between them.
a. Ideals are common across cultures, so we can shape our way of thinking about the world that is in our common interest. 
b. If the world as we know it is in our minds, then to change the world we must change the way we think about it and act in it: Imagine an ideal, plan for it, the world IS that ideal.



Hegel
Discussion questions:
1. What are the three types and sub-types of history? Be able to put them in your own words. Also be able to assign an example of an author we have read to each category.
[This exercise is an opportunity for students to exercise the critical thinking skill of categorization. Sometimes it helps to preface the discussion with a reminder that Hegel, as an “idealist,” held that reality as we know it is dependent to some extent on our perceptions, although Hegel did not go so far as Kant had (Kant held that we can only know the world as “phenomena,” or the mental impressions that the world makes on our minds). Hegel was also at odds with his German colleague Leopold von Ranke, who was a philosophical realist who held that we can perceive the reality of the world accurately and study its history inductively—more on him later.]
a. 1. Original history, which is narrative description of events that the author witnessed, as in Herodotus, Thucydides, and Polybius.
b. 2. Reflective history, which is narrative description of events but with a unifying theme that transcends the events themselves.
i. a. Annals, chronicles. Students usually suggest Tacitus as the closest example from our book, since the Annales Cambriae are not reflective.
ii. b. Pragmatical reflective histories have a moral reflective theme, such as in Bede or Machiavelli.
iii. c. Critical reflective histories critique received narratives. Students usually suggest Valla as the best example of this. There is a hint of the pejorative here; Hegel suggests some critical reflective historians put “fancies in place of truth”—perhaps Africanus, who used received narratives (Bible) to write his own chronology?
iv. d. Reflective history on specific aspects of history, such as law, art, etc. Students usually suggest Kant as an example of this, reflecting on the history of political evolution, but Kant may be better understood as an attempt at Philosophical history. Eusebius is the better example.
c. 3. Philosophical history, which is what Hegel calls his own writing, attempts to discover the underlying unifying trend of all history, i.e., metahistory.
2. What does Hegel mean by this statement: “Thought is…the most trenchant epitomist”?
a. This phrase appears in the discussion of the first type of Reflective history and refers to the phenomenon of selection. We cannot know or write about the entirety of a historical event. We select those events and perspectives that we consider most relevant to the story as we want to tell it. This point is important to later developments in historiography (see Barthes).
b. The comment follows Hegel’s justification of his deductive method: “A history which aspires to traverse long periods of time, or to be universal, must indeed forgo the attempt to give individual representations of the past as it actually existed” (118). That may be a little dig at von Ranke’s claim to tell history “as it actually happened.” Hegel goes on: “It must shorten its pictures by abstractions; and this includes not only omissions of events and deeds, but whatever is involved in the fact that Thought is, after all, the most trenchant epitomist.” In my reading, this is Hegel’s admission that he employs deductive rather than inductive method. He admits this again when he writes, “The History of the world is none other than the progress of the consciousness of Freedom; a progress whose development according to the necessity of its nature, it is our business to investigate…” (123).
3. Hegel claims that “Reason directs the World” (119). Whose reason? How? 
a. “the world is not abandoned to chance and external contingent causes…a Providence controls it” (119). He clarifies that he means God (p. 120, “a Providence (that of God) presides over the events of the World”), who has an “absolute rational design of the World.” God endowed humans with reason, a faculty that allows them to pursue God’s design, which is for humans to realize true freedom.
b. The job of the historian is therefore to explain how humans, their passions and their actions, are carrying out God’s plan.
c. Note that he is also largely employing deductive method—he, like Kant, infers the course of human history from the principle “humans naturally desire freedom and work toward achieving it.”
4. What does Hegel say about the Idea? What is the Idea? What does it do? 
a. “the Idea is in truth the leader of peoples and of the World” (119)—sometimes students interpret this as meaning that the Idea is the motive force, which is arguable but I think ultimately only partially true (it is perhaps “a” motive force, but not on its own). On p. 121, Hegel writes of Matter striving after the realization of its Idea, which suggests that here we are talking about categorical Ideas (ideals). The Idea (essential category) of Spirit is freedom; the Idea of Matter is Unity. On p. 124, Hegel is discussing the abstract Spirit mixing with human will in order to realize action and states, “It is only by this activity that that Idea as well as abstract characteristics generally, are realized, actualized; for of themselves they are powerless.” This suggests that the Idea is an entelechy—a potential inherent in the world that is seeking to realize its potential. 
b. P. 125 refers to “the means which the World-Spirit uses for realizing its Idea.” The Idea is therefore the entelechy that the World-Spirit (God) seeks to realize. One may understand after the discussion below that the Idea is therefore some kind of ideal category of freedom, which, if God represents perfect freedom, may be co-eval with God. God seeks to actualize His potential by creating perfect freedom.
5. What does Hegel tell us about Spirit? How can we know Spirit by studying history? What is the essence of Spirit and to what end is it leading? 
a. “Spirit, the rational and necessitated will of that conductor [Idea], is and has been the director of the events of the World’s history” (119)– Spirit is will, director.
b. Spirit is essentially freedom or the human drive to achieve freedom. As opposed to Matter, which has an essence of gravity and seeks unity, a union with others that is outside the self, Spirit has an essence of freedom which it can achieve of itself (121). “Matter has its essence outside of itself; Spirit is self-contained existence. Now this is Freedom, exactly” (121).
c. History is “the exhibition of Spirit in the process of working out the knowledge of that which it is potentially” (121). This means that Spirit is a function of entelechy (the Idea). Spirit is the means by which the Idea realizes itself.
d. Spirit proceeds through observable pattern in human history from “One is free” to “Some are free” to “Men are free” (121). “That application of the principle to political relations; the thorough molding and interpenetration of the constitution of society by it, is a process identical with history itself…The History of the world is none other than the progress of the consciousness of Freedom…” (123). 
e. He makes a little stab at Greeks, Romans, Machiavelli and their limited understanding of history as moved by human actions and passions.
f. Spirit is “motive power” (motive force) “The motive power that puts them in operation…is the need, instinct, inclination, and passion of man…If I am to exert myself for any object, it must in some way or other be my object…This is the absolute right of personal existence—to find itself satisfied in its activity and labor” (124). Human “will” inspired and moved by Spirit causes action to achieve greater freedom [Marx takes this up…and this is also where Hegel sees the State’s role as critical]
g. The end toward which the Spirit leads us: “the final cause of the world at large, we allege to be the consciousness of its own freedom on the part of Spirit, and ipso facto, the reality of that freedom…This result it is, at which the process of the World’s History has been continually aiming….” (123). In other words, the purpose and end point of history is for humanity to become conscious that its goal is freedom and then to achieve that freedom.
h. To sum up: Spirit is the Idea (of freedom) as manifested in human actions: their souls (Spirit is Geist or “ghost” in German), their passions, their sacrifices and rebellions. History is thus the tracing of God’s plan for humans to realize freedom. Hegel fudges the issue a bit as to whether Idea or Spirit is the originating motive force: “Two elements…enter into the object of our investigation; the first the Idea, the second the complex of human passions [Spirit]; the one the warp, the other the woof of the vast arras-web of Universal History. The concrete mean and union of the two is Liberty, under the conditions of morality in a State” (124). Given that, I usually judge that they are both motive forces but in different ways, and they are both entelechies but different types, the Idea of God and the Spirit of humanity. But the Idea inhabits the Spirit, and the Spirit moves the Idea. Without Spirit, the Idea as entelechy cannot realize its objective of Freedom. Without the Idea, Spirit is not inspired to seek Freedom in the first place. However, part of the definition of “entelechy” is that it is self-actualizing. Therefore humanity/Spirit must be part of God. Indeed, Hegel thought of the world and humanity as fragments of a greater Consciousness that was in the process of realizing Itself. (Also, only this line of reasoning explains Hegel’s sacralizing of the State.)
6. Hegel says “it is the Spirit that leads into Truth, knows all things, penetrates even into the deep things of the Godhead” (120). What does this mean?  
a. Studying history allows one to know God’s plan. Hegel argued that human history was directed by the Idea (God’s intent) and humans were pushed (by Spirit) to act in particular ways, and if one traced that history one could see that the objective was for them to realize perfect human freedom.
7. What is the role of the State in historical development? 
a. Perfect human freedom is realizable only in the State (which is, if you follow my reasoning above, after all part of God). The State represents law and morality as willed by humans, so that they will their freedom. Hegel explicitly rejects Rousseau’s argument that humans willingly accept the state’s limitation of their freedom so that all can enjoy the same freedoms without fear of abuse. Rather, Hegel argues that “Law, Morality, and Government” are freedom (124-126). “The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on earth. We have in it, therefore, the object of history in a more definite shape than before; that in which Freedom obtains objectivity. For Law is the objectivity of Spirit…Only that which obeys law, is free; for it obeys itself—it is independent and so free…” (126).
b. This is where Marx diverges from Hegel.

Follow-up:
Is this history? Is it salvation history? If not already discussed: what method of historical study is Hegel employing? (deductive method, for the most part—again, like Kant, inductive method confirms rather than forms his conclusions. One can return to point 2b above.)
I sometimes ask students who get ahead of the rest of the group to come up with a metaphor to explain the relationship between the Idea and the Spirit. Metaphors that we have explored include volcanic eruptions (Idea=pressurized magma that seeks “freedom”; Spirit=the various processes of the eruption that permit it to happen. This metaphor prioritizes the Idea as motive force.) and athletic games (Idea=team spirit that seeks victory; Spirit=actions of the coaches, trainers, players, and fans to bring about victory. This metaphor places the two more equally as motive forces, so I prefer it.).
Carlyle
Discussion questions:
1. Who are Great Men? What makes them “Great”? What is their role in history? 
a. They are “given a great soul, open to the Divine Significance…”  (connection to Hegel). These are men who simply know, because of their special connection to the divine forces that move the world, what needs to be done. They are the ideal leaders. 
b. They are the motive forces: “…Universal History, the history of what man has accomplished in this world, is at bottom the History of the Great Men who have worked here. They were the leaders of men, these great ones: the modellers, patterns, and in a wide sense creators, of whatsoever the general mass of men contrived to do or to attain; all things that we see standing accomplished in the world are properly the outer material result, the practical realization and embodiment, of Thoughts that dwell in the Great Men sent into the world: the soul of the whole world’s history, it may justly be considered, were the history of these. …We cannot look, however imperfectly, upon a great man, without gaining something by him. He is the living light-fountain, which it is good and pleasant to be near. The light which enlightens, which has enlightened the darkness of the world; and this not as a kindled lamp only, but rather as a natural luminary shining by the gift of Heaven; a flowing light-fountain, as I say, of native original insight, of manhood and heroic nobleness; in whose radiance all souls feel that it is well with them.”
2. Why is Cromwell a “Great Man”? 
a. He was able to see the truth of things and what needed to be done: “he grappled like a giant, face to face, heart to heart, with the naked truth of things.” 
b. He awakened “a true great soul from the worldly slough, to see into the awful truth of things.”
c.  He saw that King Charles “could not and would not understand” (i.e., was not a Great Man) and had to be done away with. He was able to discern truth. 
d. His failure was not due to his own faults but rather the inability of the public to recognize a Great Man: “That a true king be sent them is of small use; they do not know him when sent.”
3. Why is Napoleon, despite his flaws, still a “Great Man”? 
a. The students might debate whether Napoleon is, but Carlyle called him “our last Great Man!” 
b. Napoleon saw the truth (that there was a God, that the curtain tassels were not real gold). He had “a sincerity…a certain instinctive ineradicable feelings for reality…an instinct of Nature.” “There was an eye to see in this man, a soul to dare and do. He rose naturally to be the King. All men saw that he was such.” 
c. But he had this in a tough environment: “Napoleon lived in an age when God was no longer believed…he had to begin not out of the Puritan Bible, but out of poor Sceptical Encyclopédies.” Enlightenment-era thought was not the richest environment for a great soul, so the most Napoleon could achieve was to rid society of feudalism and open careers to those who merited them.
d. Then the French atmosphere (French “fanfaronade”) overcame him, and he gave way to self-love and the desire to found a dynasty.
4. Do you agree or disagree with Carlyle’s argument? Why? 
a. Ask students to consider a historical event in the distant past and decide what the primary motive force behind that event. 
b. I like to use Alexander’s conquest, because almost all groups will conclude that Alexander was the motive force behind that conquest. Then ask the students to consider a more recent event of which they have personal memory, or even better, personal experience. They usually become much more critical of the Great Man hypothesis.

Marx
I usually pair this discussion with a lecture on Marxism. Here is an example, recorded during one of my classes (2019): https://bw.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=0ad6b774-d388-4604-9a28-aacc00fc1393 
Discussion questions:
1. Outline the historical changes that Marx mentions here. What drives historical change in Marx’s narrative? 
a. This is an essential exercise for understanding not only Marx but also how he inspires pioneers of social history. I like to use this slide to illustrate his scheme:


b. This question also illustrates the mature Marxist framework of analysis, historical materialism. “The mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual life.” It is easy enough for a student to see that class conflict is the engine of historical change and harder for them to understand the mechanisms that produce that conflict.

c. I like to use this image to explain Marxist historical materialism. 

i. All change begins in the base of the pyramid with changes in “relations of production,” i.e., shifts in relationships between owners of capital and workers. As the [image: ]dominant mode of production changes (say, from large scale agrarian production to town-based, guild-controlled manufacturing), power shifts from the owners of the old means of production to the new (from lords of agricultural estates to town-based guild masters). In each relation of production, those who provide the labor (serfs or journeymen and shop workers) are oppressed. As soon as an economic shift occurs (such as increased demand for textiles), the oppressed laboring class will take advantage and create a new mode of production in which they are the dominant class. Each revolution in mode of production expands the conflict further, from town vs. country to town vs. town to nation vs. nation, and eventually to a global level in which the global proletariat stands opposed to the global bourgeoisie.
ii. In each phase of economic relations, there are corresponding socio/legal relations.
iii. Each dominant class produces “ideological forms” or a “consciousness” that “must be explained from the conditions of material life.” So political ideology, religion, values, etc., are the productions of a particular set of economic relationships. 
d. A more text-based way of explaining this would follow the logic of the text itself: 
i. in the country-side, oppressive landowners drive serfs (laborers) to escape to the towns. Serfs who are skilled engage in trade and establish guilds to protect their craft from competition. They become guild-masters. Serfs who arrive later and/or are skilled become journeymen subject to guild control. Serfs who arrive later and are unskilled become day-laborers, “rabble” who rebel ineffectively against the control of the guilds.
ii. The advent of manufacturing and long-distant trade separates production and marketing/transport. Merchants arise as a class. Products that are most amenable to factory production dominate trade. Factory production makes natural capital into moveable capital, initiating a shift in power relations. Demand + a rise in population lead to a new class of weavers outside the control of the guilds. Guild-free manufacture leads to the rise of the merchant class. Increasingly, merchants (grand bourgeoisie) are more powerful than craftsmen (petty bourgeoisie). International trade causes national competition and conflict. This period also changes the relationship between owner and laborer from a patriarchal relation to a monetary relation.
iii. Massive capital accumulation of gold and silver (1500s Americas) leads to rise of trade and rise of non-guild bourgeoises and money. Colonies are consumers. Nations engage in protectionism and monopolies. Trade in money itself arises.
iv. In the final stage, big industry produces global competition. Industrial capital (factories) converts natural capital into moveable capital on a large scale. Competition destroys crafts and enslaves science, and produces a “mass of productive forces” ie the proletariat. All countries are dragged into competitive conflict. Individual energy is drained.
v. In the stage that Marx predicts, the proletariat takes over leadership of the process and rebels.
2. Throughout the passage from the German Ideology, Marx distinguishes between “natural,” “moveable,” and “industrial” capital. What are these, and why is the distinction important to history?
a. “Natural” capital is “naturally derived…consisting of a house, the tools of the craft, and the natural, hereditary customers.” 
b. “Modern” capital is “moveable,” that is, convertible into cash value.
c. “Industrial” capital is moveable capital invested in factories, etc.  Marx values natural capital over moveable and blames the cash nexus for alienation of the worker from his own labor (because he works only for money), from his product (which exists only to be exchanged, not for its own value), and from the species-being (because humans relate to one another in adversarial terms: one becomes a customer, a worker, or an employer—someone to entice or cheat, someone whose wage cuts into profits, someone who limits freedom and cheats. We become incapable of relating to one another as members of the same species).
3. What does “big industry” do to the world? 
a. It universalizes competition, creates a world market in which all trade functions, centralizes all capital as industrial capital, makes all acquisition of knowledge serve industry, makes all relationships into money relationships, destroys non-industrial crafts and non-industrial ways of living, destroys national distinctions, and creates a class that “in all nations has the same interest.”
4. What kinds of sources do you think he was using? 
a. He references previous writings on economic history such as Adam Smith, Aiken, Pinto. These are more or less studies of Marx’s contemporary economic context and the last century or so.
b. He refers obliquely to taxes and tariffs, laws, treaties.  It is difficult to tell exactly—which leads us to Leopold von Ranke.
5. How is Marx’s approach different from those of the historians we have studied previously?
a. See comment on ideology for question 1. Previous historians saw ideas and passions as motive forces. Here, ideas and passions are produced out of economic relationships.
6. Would you categorize Marx’s approach as realist or idealist? 
a. Students debate this. Marx believed he was an empiricist (realist). In comparison to Vico, he states that society could be studied with the same precision as science. One could ask whether he’s implying the same teleological progress toward an assumed end goal as the German idealists Hegel and Kant, which suggests an underlying perhaps unacknowledged idealism.
b. One could also argue that he is an idealist because Marx sees social classes as ideals rather than aggregates of real individuals. Although Marx’s Capital was an empirical study, his theories of history were not. It is tempting to see him as empiricist, but he did not actually have empirical data on historical periods other than the French Revolution and his own contemporary period and recent past, so he is inferring the historical process from these two periods. That is a deductive method, not inductive, and indicates idealist philosophical reasoning rather than true realism. Students have argued that attempts to establish Communist societies have failed because we have mistaken Marx’s idealism for realism.

Leopold von Ranke
Discussion questions:
1. What is the purpose of history according to Ranke? 
a. To study the past for its own sake. He rejects presentism, which is any interpretation of the past in light of present concerns, and he rejects the idea that the primary purpose of studying history is to instruct. Historians should show “the past as it actually happened.” This is the first time a historian has offered this objective—which means that previous historians did not have this as their explicit objective and as readers, we should not assume that it was their implicit objective. When I serve on dissertation committees (as an outside member; my own institution has no doctoral program), I am constantly shocked at how willing students are to accept historical accounts at face value.
i. Some students have trouble interpreting this passage from the History of the Latin and German Peoples: “History has had assigned to it the office of judging the past and of instructing the present for the benefit of future ages. To such high offices the present work does not presume; it seeks only to show the past as it actually happened” (153). Despite this being the pithiest expression of Ranke’s objective: “to show the past as it actually happened,” some students interpret this passage as meaning the opposite of what it actually says—that history should be used to judge the past and instruct the present. I keep a slide with this passage on it in case I need to demonstrate how to read “has had assigned to it” as a negative in light of the subsequent sentence: “To such high offices the present work does NOT presume.”
b. He says “history elevates, gives significance to, and hallows the phenomenal world,” which I read as instructing historians to seek understanding of the past on its own terms, for the sake of understanding, period, not to infer from it some world-historical trend. This is thus a poke at Hegel and Marx.
2. What personal qualities and methods are necessary for a historian to produce an accurate history? 
a. love of and respect for the past itself. “The first purpose is to recognize this” (155). 
b. exhaustive study of primary sources (“documentary, penetrating, profound study”) within their contexts and with objectivity (155).
c. Consideration of all aspects of history (“a universal interest,” 155) —consideration of all the aspects of history, of which he lists civics, science, art, and politics. One might follow up by asking what is missing.
d. analysis of complex causation (causation as a “nexus”)—that is, history should be analytical and not merely descriptive, and determination of cause should be based on inductive research rather than deductive reasoning from “our concept of man.” I read this as another poke at Hegel, but also a critique of previous historians such as Machiavelli who reduced the motive force of history to “human passions” (155-156).
e. “impartiality,” by which Ranke means courage to tell the truth and confront one’s own biases, and avoidance of presentism (“we judge the past too often by the present situation”). I find it interesting that he acknowledges opposition to this idea: “The objection will be raised that the writer, too…must have his opinion, his religion, from which he cannot separate himself.” I find it useful here to ask what Ranke considers bias to be. He speaks of prejudging issues, and of knowing one’s own religious or political inclinations. But he does not recognize that those inclinations affect what stories we select to tell or leave out, and he does not recognize positionality as something that affects how we perceive the subjects of our study. So to him, bias is favoring one side over the other but not something that resides intrinsically within us; to him, bias is embedding judgment into our narrative but not selection of what parts of the story we tell, or interpretation or construction of the shape of a narrative, choice of metaphors, influence of a blinding paradigm, etc. That remains to be pointed out by later theorists (Barthes, Kuhn, Hayden White, etc.).I don’t tell students that later theorists will change the idea of what bias is, because telling them ruins their “a-ha” moments, but having the discussion here sets up the later discussion nicely.
f. “Conception of the totality” – understanding of the greater meaning behind history but not its end-point or all of its myriad connections (“God alone knows world history”) (157-158). He does use the word “idea” and I wonder whether the book’s editor should have bolded it for inclusion under the Idealist concept “Idea” in the glossary. As Ranke is rather stridently a philosophical realist and an empiricist methodologically, I decided not to highlight “idea” here, but I do wonder he means the “idea” in the sense of a Herderian Volk, a kind of spirit inhabiting all the cultural forms of a people: “from the totality of its development, its deeds, its institutions, and its literature, the idea speaks to us so that we simply cannot deny our attention” (158). Ranke goes on to say that philosophers make deductions about it—we presume that “it” refers to “idea”—that arrive at “abstract philosophical propositions,” which is not what Ranke wants to arrive at. He wants to arrive at The Truth. 
3. Ranke claims that “Truth can be but One”—do you agree? Why or why not? 
a. That is, if one does exhaustive primary source research and suspends judgment, one can know history as it actually happened.
4. Ranke implies history is a science—do you agree? What distinguishes science from history? What distinguishes history from philosophy?
a.  He posits science as purely inductive (is it? how do scientists develop hypotheses?) and advocates inductive method for historians.
5. Ranke was a colleague of Hegel’s at the University of Berlin from 1824-1831. How do you think Ranke would critique Hegel’s approach to history? How would Hegel critique Ranke’s?
a. This may be answered by passages from the text, whereas the follow-up is speculation. 
b. Ranke rejects the teleology of Hegel: “At present two great parties are engaged in a struggle for which the words struggle and resistance have become a watchword (revolutionaries vs. conservatives of Napoleonic era)…They do not want to notice that what exists is derived by reform by struggles which destroyed what existed before. But then history would cease. It would somewhere reach its goal…”
c. Ranke rejects the dialectic: see above, plus: “This demolishing and changing and again demolishing is not the way of nature…History, of course, recognizes the principle of movement, but as evolution and not as revolution.” It’s difficult to tell whether Ranke may have been responding to Marx as well—he could have been, given the timeline of his writing, but the fact was that Marx was not all that popular as reading material before the 20th century.
d. Ranke rejects Hegel’s deductive method: “The idea that even historical efforts are directed solely toward the search for that higher principle in phenomena must be rejected. History would thereby come too close to philosophy, since it would presuppose rather than contemplate the principle. History elevates, gives significance to, and hallows the phenomenal world, in and by itself, because of what it contains. It devotes its efforts to the concrete, not only to the abstract which might be contained therein” (154). See also 2f above.
6. What do you think: Is objectivity possible? What would be necessary to accomplish it? 
a. One might follow up: Is objectivity the ultimate objective of historical writing? The last sentence foreshadows Hayden White and the New Narrative school, which advocates returning to the origins of history-writing in the arts, with its focus on meaning and inspiration for the audience of historical writing: “If historical art would then succeed in giving life to this subject matter and in reproducing it with that part of poetic power which does not think up new things but mirrors in its true character that which has been grasped and comprehended, it would, as we said in the beginning, unite in its own peculiar manner science and art at the same time.”
Dilthey
Discussion questions:
1. Why, according to Dilthey, is understanding of a historical document hard to achieve?
a. “all understanding involves a re-creation in my psyche” (160)– all interpretation of historical evidence requires an “imaginative process” by which the historian attempts to re-create the mental state of the recorder of evidence in order to interpret it. This requires “poetic…sympathy with everything human” (161). 
b. What form must that take? Not “transposition” (161), or actual habitation of another mind, which is not humanly possible. Not impartiality, despite Ranke’s beliefs, for that is also not possible (161). Dilthey calls it “Sympathy with a class of characters” (161).
c. How do we get to this sympathy? “Understanding arises when a series of inferences from particular to particular is placed in the service of intuition. When something external is given to me, I must supplement it with an internal thought process. Such a task I can fulfill only by means of analogous cases. I thus need (1) to have experienced a series of similar cases, where similar exterios are found to have such and such inner states as their ground. Given this initial analogy, (2) an inference from analogy is then applied to one such case, (3) Thus, I obtain a reconstruction” (161). We infer a whole from a set of particulars (related in our evidence) assuming similarity by analogy to our own experience. To do this, “one must understand the times of an author,” but even that is not truly sufficient, because “it is an illusion to think that nothing human is alien to me” (160). To put it into more contemporary terms, the past is a foreign country—we do not really understand it except by analogy to our own experience, and that analogy necessarily distorts our understanding. (This point may become clearer when students read Robert Darnton’s account of the Great Cat Massacre and his point about “not getting the joke.”)
i. One way of getting at this point is to ask students to explain why a football team lost a certain game (I’m thinking of the Cleveland Browns’ loss by one point in the last two minutes of the game on 9/19/2022 after leading by 10 points for most of the game). We have the artifact of the game in front of us, but to achieve an understanding, students have to substitute their own experience of such losses. Is what they achieve “truth”? Dilthey would say it is a “reconstruction” that tells us more about their own experience of game loss than it tells us about the Browns’ particular loss.
d. In my words: it is impossible to truly understand the internal mental state of another human being, because one always filters what one knows of that other mind through one’s own consciousness and interests. That problem is much more pronounced when we are interpreting that human mind through documents left behind that might be deliberate lies and are products of culture very different from our own.
e. One can still try:
i. “one must understand the times of an author” (161)
ii. One must read a work more than once, and understand that “every word has various possible senses” (161) and one must determine the “dominant” ideas of the text and interpret the words in terms of the dominant ideas (162).
iii. One must identify the metaphors and generalizations (162)
iv. One must identify the author’s individual “style” (162)
v. BUT “we understand the past only through the present” (163) so our understanding will necessarily be presentist.
vi. AND source of history are not themselves history. “There is no source that we can accept simply as given to provide history with facts. Even the works of Polybius and Thucydides are not history for us; we must transform them into history” (163). Our interpretation of the sources turns them into history for us—and the sources may not agree (163). This interpretation is what the historian does: “This act of understanding is that of the historian” (163). 
2. How are human sciences different from natural sciences?
a. “We want to understand human beings. Regarding all other objects [science] there is an interest to explain; regarding human beings, an interest to understand…We do not understand the processes of nature. We are aware of the effects of a [physical] force, but the nature of its agency we do not know” (160). Italics mine. That is to say, we can explain the workings of science; we can say how they work but not why. In relating history, we want to know not just how things happened, but why. 
b. “Human sciences have indeed the advantage over the natural sciences that their object is not sensory appearance as such, no mere reflection of reality within consciousness, but is rather first and foremost an inner reality, a nexus experienced from within. Yet the very way in which this reality is given in inner experience raises great difficulties for its objective apprehension” (164). Natural sciences study what is available to sensory perception. Human sciences study what is not available to sensory perception, which is the meaning and intent behind human actions.
3. By what process, according to Dilthey, does a historian achieve “understanding” of a text?
a. Start with the process as already outlined above in 1c: we have to imagine ourselves in the same position as that described in the artifact.
b. “Everything…must be carried over from our own sense of life. Thus the problem is: How can one quite individually structured consciousness bring an alien individuality of a completely different type to objective knowledge through such re-creation?” (165).
c. “Understanding is what we call this process by which an inside is conferred on a complex of internal sensory signs…that process by which we recognize, behind signs given to our senses, that psychic reality of which they are the expression” (165).
d. i.e., we come to an inner re-imagining of the meaning of a text through imagining that we understand why its maker produced it, and that imaginative process is guided to some extent by knowledge of context but ultimately also by our own experience.
e. Yes, to some extent we share a universal spirit: “Through stone and marble, musical notes, gestures, words, and texts, actions, economic regulations and constitutions, the same human spirit addresses us and demands interpretation” (165). BUT “if our interest is limited, so is our understanding. How impatiently do we listen to many arguments, merely extracting the point that happens to be important to us practically, without any interest in the inner life of the speaker; at other times we passionately attempt to seize the innermost reality o a speaker through his every facial expression.”
4. What is “exegesis” or “interpretation,” according to Dilthey? 
a. Exegesis is “rule-guided understanding of fixed and relatively permanent objectifications of life,” that is, we should understand interpretation as an act that is guided by rules, and that those rules will differ from one culture to the next and from one time period to the next.
b. The definition in its textual context: “…even the most attentive concentration can develop into a rule-guided procedure—one by which a measurable degree of objectivity can be reached—only where the objectification of life has been fixed, so that we can return to it again and again. Such a rule guided understanding of fixed and relatively permanent objectifications of life is what we call exegesis or interpretation” (165). Our inner life is different from others’, but we can interpret others’ inner lives by employing hermeneutics and interpreting signs/evidence via our own cultural rules.
c. So a cultural product such as a historical text that is produced in seventh-century Arabia should not be interpreted using the cultural rules for interpretation from the twenty-first century United States. We would have to understand the sets of rules that were employed for interpretation in seventh century Arabia. But on the other hand, interpreting it using our own cultural rules does render it meaningful for us—it just does not tell us about 7th century Arabians. 
d. “Hermeneutics” is the word Dilthey uses for the study of/theory of culturally-bounded rules for interpretation of cultural products. Definition from the text: “Hermeneutics is the theory of the rules of interpreting written monuments” (166).
5. Examine the implications of this argument. Under what conditions might historians achieve objective knowledge via hermeneutics? What disciplines in the humanities or social sciences would not be able to achieve objective knowledge? 
a. “Because hermeneutics determines the possibility of universally valid interpretation on the basis of an analysis of understanding, it ultimately arrives at a solution to the quite general problem with which the present essay began. The analysis of understanding takes its place beside that of inner experience, and both together demonstrate the possibility and the limits of universally valid knowledge in the human sciences…” (166). So yes, Dilthey does hold out the possibility of a rule-guided analysis that could yield universally valid interpretation. But in what fields?
i. He says “Understanding can attain the universal validity of interpretation only in relation to written documents” (166). “There seems to me to be a further purpose behind such a discipline, indeed its main purpose: to preserve the universal validity of historical interpretation against the inroads of romantic caprice and skeptical subjectivity, and to give a theoretical justification for such validity, upon which all the certainty of historical knowledge is founded” (166). This seems to suggest that history based on written primary sources is one such discipline in which universally-valid interpretations might be made IF the historian employs culturally-appropriate hermeneutics. (Whether we agree with that is another question; Dilthey’s own description of the problem of translating from an external sphere of reference to one’s own also interferes with the design of hermeneutics.)
ii. Dilthey also states that artistic products are always the genuine expression of their makers’ inner selves, so one can achieve genuine understanding of them if we understand how such a product would have been interpreted in its own time. “The work of the great poet or discoverer, a religious genius or an authentic philosopher can never be anything but a true expression of his psychic life; in a human society filled with lies, such a work is always true, and unlike every other objectification registered in signs, it is capable of complete and objective interpretation; indeed,  it is only in the light of such works that we begin to understand other artistic monuments of an age and the historical actions of contemporaries” (166).
b. Students must infer the disciplines that may not accomplish objective knowledge, but the answers I get most often are psychology (because one cannot ever know what a person is really thinking) and theology (in the sense of knowing whether there is really a divine presence in the universe). One might broaden that discussion into ways in which science attempts to make the unobservable observable (fMRI, for example; studies of near-death experiences). This is relevant to the future reading from Jared Diamond, in which he attempts to revive the modernist idea of history-writing as a science.

Max Weber
1. Create a flow chart of the steps of Weber’s argument: how did Protestantism contribute to the development of a “spirit of capitalism”?
a. How does acquisition of wealth go from being something with negative connotations to being imperative as in modern capitalism?
 Luther’s “calling”: “the central dogma of all Protestant denominations…The only way of living acceptably to God was … through fulfillment of the obligations imposed upon the individual by his position in the world” (174-175) + Calvin’s predestination (those predestined to salvation are “called” (175); it is a solo experience in which there is no help from priest, sacrament, or church, and from God only for the “elect,” which produces profound loneliness (177): “The elected Christian is in the world only to increase the glory of God by fulfilling His commandments…But God requires social achievement of the Christian because He wills that social life shall be organized according to His commandments…the social activity of the Christian in the world is solely activity in majorem gloriam Dei…This makes labor in the service of impersonal social usefulness appear to promote the glory of God and hence to be willed by Him…” (178) which convinced people that they had to seek some certainty of salvation in worldly affairs (“how can I be sure of this state of grace?” 178) + Methodism: “the only sure basis for the certitudo salutis was in principle held to be a pure feeling of spirit…one reborn in this manner can, by virtue of the divine grace already working in him, even in this life attain sanctification” (179).
 Baptist refusal to serve the government pushes the quest for this proof into commerce (180).
b.  Baxter (d. 1691) demonstrates how this is transferred into a kind of moral economy: “every hour lost is lost to labour for the glory of God” and lost to the believer seeking proof of his own election for salvation (181-183). Wealth is negative only when it distracts one from labor (183). 
 labor becomes the purpose of life, for the glory of God + when God provides us with opportunities for profit, we are obligated to make the most of them, hence success in profit means that God has selected us for salvation: “Attainment of [wealth] as a fruit of labour in a calling was a sign of God’s blessing” (184) + “the bourgeois business man, as long as he remained within the bounds of formal correctness, as long as his moral conduct was spotless and the use to which he put his wealth was not objectionable, could follow his pecuniary interests as he would and feel that he was fulfilling a duty on doing so” (185). The same ethic would also provide him with sober, industrious workers (185). 
c. So the spirit of Protestant asceticism led to the spirit of capitalism. “Attainment of [wealth] as a fruit of labour in a calling was a sign of God’s blessing. And even more important: the religious valuation of restless, continuous, systematic work in a worldly calling, as the highest means to asceticism, and at the same time the surest and most evident proof of rebirth and genuine faith, must have been the most powerful conceivable lever for the expansion of that attitude toward life which we have here called the spirit of capitalism” (184).
2. How does Weber critique Marxist historiography?
a. Specifically, he critiques “the more naïve historical materialism, that such ideas originate as a reflection or superstructure of economic situations” (172-173). When discussing Franklin, he notes that the “spirit of capitalism (in the sense we have attached to it) was present before the capitalistic order…the causal relation is certainly the reverse of that suggested by the materialistic standpoint….” He goes on to say that the transition to capitalism was not precipitated by a period of capital accumulation (as Marx claimed, and as W.W. Rostow will later argue) but by “a few thousands of capital borrowed from relatives” plus “the spirit of modern capitalism” (173): “The question of the motive forces in the expansion of modern capitalism is not in the first instance a question of the origin of capital sums…available for capitalistic uses, but…the spirit of capitalism” (173) Also, “To speak here of a reflection of material conditions in the ideal superstructure would be patent nonsense. What was the background of ideas which could account for the sort of activity apparently directed toward profit alone as a calling toward which the individual feels himself to have an ethical obligation? For it was this idea which gave the way of life of the new entrepreneur its ethical foundation and justification…” (174). 
b. In other words, the ideas produced the economic system, not the other way around. However, he hedges his bets: “But it is, of course, not my aim to substitute for a one-sided materialistic an equally one-sided spiritualistic causal interpretation of culture and of history. Each is equally possible” (186).
c. One might ask students with advanced knowledge of American economic history whether that assumption is borne out by available evidence.
d. There is also a critique of Marxist/idealist deductive methodology: He says his own conclusions are “a necessary result of the nature of historical concepts which attempt for their methodological purposes not to grasp historical reality in abstract general formulae, but in concrete genetic sets of relations which are inevitably of a specifically unique and individual character” (170); that is, his method is inductive.
e. Also, he writes “The capitalistic economy of the present day is an immense cosmos into which the individual is born, and which presents itself to him…as an unalterable order of things in which he must live. It forces the individual, in so far as he is involved in the system of market relationships, to conform to capitalistic rules of action” (172). Students sometimes argue that Weber is here acknowledging that economic structures create culture. However, I think that Weber is only saying that if we study the effects of capitalism at this moment, it appears that economic structures affect all we do and think, but if we study history inductively we will see that the religious ideas predated the development of modern capitalism.
f. Furthermore, the men who transformed the economic system were not the journeymen/merchants of Marx’s imaginings, but “men who had grown up in the hard school of life, calculating and daring at the same time, above all temperate and reliable, shrewd and completely devoted to their business, with strictly bourgeois opinions and principles.”
3. What evidence does Weber provide here for his “rationalization thesis”?
a. The rationalization thesis is the idea that people become more secular (“rational”) as they modernize. This is picked up later by modernization theorists such as W.W. Rostow.
b. He asserts that in his day, “people filled with the spirit of capitalism tend to be indifferent, if not hostile, to the Church” (173).
c. “The radical elimination of magic from the world allowed no other psychological course than the practice of worldly asceticism” (180).
d. “Now [Christian asceticism] strode into the market-place of life, slammed the door of the monastery behind it, and undertook to penetrate just that daily routine of life with its methodicalness, to fashion it into a life in the world, but neither of nor for this world…” (180). 
e. John Wesley quoted here noted “I fear, wherever riches have increased, the essence of religion has decreased in the same proportion...although the form of religion remains, the spirit is swiftly vanishing away …Is there no way to prevent this continual decay of pure religion?” (184). 
f. By the time Franklin was writing, the moral imperative to work continuously and strive for profit was dominant, but the religious tone of the moralizing had faded (186).
g. One might ask the students which of these items is “evidence” and what constitutes valid evidence or valid inference. Is Weber practicing his own recommendation to base conclusions on observed evidence or is he—as he says the Marxists do—inferring the history from contemporary evidence?
h. One might also ask students to reflect on whether the rationalization thesis gels with their own experience of the world. This foreshadows later discussions by theorists such as W.W. Rostow.
4. Examine the footnotes. What purposes do they serve?
a. Weber added the footnotes later and employed them defensively to engage his critics. He is providing evidence to support his contentions after the fact. He is also expanding his argument in directions that could not be discussed in the text without disrupting the flow of the argument.
b. This is classic use of the expository footnote. One could discuss merits and drawbacks of expository footnotes, contemporary sentiment on them, etc.
5. Do you think Weber is right? (Are ideas here the motive force rather than economics? Do societies tend to secularize as they develop economically? What evidence would you need to answer these questions historically?)
a. Engage students in higher-level critical thinking exercise by asking them to evaluate the argument. This helps the students to clarify how they will proceed with the practice of historical research and writing. Students’ views usually proceed according to a zig-zag pattern, as they are successively convinced and disillusioned.


Suggested supplemental readings:

Dickson, Tony and Hugh V. McLachlan. "In Search of the Spirit of Capitalism: Weber's Misinterpretation of Franklin." Sociology 23, no. 1 (February 1989):  81-89.
	Argues that Franklin was not promoting a moral imperative but rather practical advice for people who wanted to get rich. Available on JSTOR.

Fanfani, Amintore. Catholicism, Protestantism, and Capitalism. University of Notre Dame Press, 1935.
	Argues that capitalism was already well-established in Europe prior to the Protestant Reformation and that Catholicism and Protestantism reflected capitalistic values.

Gran, Peter. Islamic Roots of Capitalism.
Challenges Weber’s Eurocentric assumptions.

Robertson, H. M. "A Criticism of Max Weber and His School"
	Argues that the concept of the “calling” was also present among Catholics.


Tawney, R. H. Religion and the Rise of Capitalism. 1926.
Argues that the connection between religion and the rise of capitalism was not a one-directional linear causation, but that the two mutually interacted.

Viner, Jacob.
	Argued that Protestantism as a state religion in Scotland was anti-capitalistic and retarded development.

Wallerstein, Immanuel. The Modern World-System.
	Inspired by Weber’s understanding of the origins of capitalism.

Oswald Spengler
1. What is Spengler describing in this selection?
a. Ultimately, his point is to explain decline, but particularly the decline of the West: “another decline, entirely comparable to [the decline of the Classical Culture]…, which will occupy the first centuries of the coming millennium but is heralded already and sensible in and around us today—the decline of the West” (191). If one understands Cultures through an organic metaphor, this decline becomes easier to understand and accept as part of a natural process.
2. How do cultures rise and fall?
a. Groups within a culture have a burst of creativity akin to a plant shoot springing from the soil (“bright shafts of light broaden out, dancing flashes…” 189), but that creative power wanes.
b. “A Culture is born in the moment when a great soul awakes out of the proto-spirituality of ever-childish humanity, and detaches itself, a form from the formless, a bounded and mortal thing from the boundless and enduring. It blooms on the soil of an exactly definable landscape, to which plant-wise it remains bound. It dies when this soul has actualized the full sum of its possibilities in the shape of peoples, languages, dogmas, arts, states, sciences, and reverts into the proto-soul…Every Culture stands in a deeply symbolical, almost in a mystical, relation to the Extended, the space, in which and through which it strives to actualize itself. The aim once attained—the idea, the entire content of inner possibilities, fulfilled and made externally actual—the Culture suddenly hardens, it mortifies, its blood congeals, its force breaks down, and it becomes Civilization, the thing which we feel and understand in the words Egypticism, Byzantinism, Mandarinism. As such it may, like a worn-out giant of the primeval forest, thrust decaying branches towards the sky for hundreds or thousands of years, as we see in China, in India, in the Islamic world. It was thus that the Classical Civilization rose gigantic, in the Imperial age, with a false semblance of youth and strength and fullness…This—the inward and outward fulfilment, the finality, that awaits every living Culture—is the purport of all the historic “declines,” amongst them that decline of the Classical which we know so well and fully, and another decline, entirely comparable to it in course and duration, which will occupy the first centuries of the coming millennium but is heralded already and sensible in and around us today—the decline of the West. Every Culture passes through the age-phases of the individual man. Each has its childhood, youth, manhood and old age. It is a young and trembling soul, heavy with misgivings, that reveals itself in the morning of Romanesque and Gothic. It fills the Faustian landscape from the Provence of the troubadours to the Hildesheim cathedral of Bishop Bernward.[footnoteRef:1] The spring wind blows over it. Childhood speaks to us also—and in the same tones—out of early-Homeric Doric, out of early-Christian (which is really early-Arabian) art and out of the works of the Old Kingdom in Egypt that began with the Fourth Dynasty. A mythic world-consciousness is fighting like a harassed debtor against all the dark and daemonic in itself and in Nature, while slowly ripening itself for the pure, day-bright expression of the existence that it will at last achieve and know. The more nearly a Culture approaches the noon culmination of its being, the more virile, austere, controlled, intense the form-language it has secured for itself, the more assured its sense of its own power, the clearer its lineaments. We find every individual trait of expression deliberate, strict, measured, marvelous in its ease and self-confidence, and everywhere, at moments, the coming fulfilment suggested. Still later, tender to the point of fragility, fragrant with the sweetness of late October days, come the Cnidian Aprhodite and the Hall of the Maidens in the Erechtheum, the arabesques on Saracen horseshoe-arches, the Zwinger of Dresden, Watteau, Mozart. At last, in the grey dawn of Civilization, the fire in the soul dies down. The dwindling powers rise to one more, half-successful, effort of creation, and produce the Classicism that is common to all dying Cultures. The soul thinks once again, and in Romanticism looks back piteously to its childhood; then finally, weary, reluctant, cold, it loses its desire to be, and, as in Imperial Rome, wishes itself out of the overlong daylight and back in the darkness of proto-mysticism, in the womb of the mother, in the grave” (191-192) [1:  St. Bernard was Bishop of Hildesheim from 993 to 1022, and himself architect and metal-worker. Three other churches besides the cathedral survive in the city from his time or that of his immediate successors, and Hildesheim of all North German cities is the richest in monuments of the Romanesque.—At.] 

3. How useful is the metaphor of organic entities in explaining the life cycle of cultures?
a. Debate
4. How would you classify Spengler’s historiographical approach?
a. This is an exercise in the critical thinking skill of classification. Is this a cyclical pattern? A reverse teleology? 
5. How are Spengler’s ideas similar to Herder’s idea of the “Volk”? To Hegel’s “Spirit” and “Idea”? 
a. Herder’s Volk was the unique genius of a people as expressed through its institutions and aesthetic traditions, and each civilization contributed something to the collective development of humanity. But Spengler holds out no hope for lasting contributions of each culture OR collective development: “when the creative power dies out, the physiognomic, linguistic and spiritual identification-marks vanish also and the phenomenon subsides again into the ruck of the generations.”
b. Like Hegel, Spengler perceives historical development as an entelechy, a potentiality in the process of realizing itself, as if there is some self-aware force pushing at humanity from inside. Culture is “the pursuit of Becoming as it becomes. Becoming is visible to the historical eye insofar as state-forms, battles, arts, sciences, etc., are symbols, and the expression of a soul.” Cultures leap into significance because of an internal Idea, a “primitive culture-form that underlies all individual Cultures and is reflected in their various manifestations.” Cultures are “organic units through and in which world-history fulfills itself.” But unlike Hegel (and Kant and Marx), this struggle toward self-awareness does not have a teleological progression toward a defined goal of enlightenment or freedom. It struggles (“its living existence, that sequence of great epochs which define and display the stages of fulfilment, is an inner passionate struggle to maintain the Idea against the powers of Chaos without and the unconscious muttering deep down within”) but is destined to decline and fade away every time.

Suggested further readings:

Benedetto Croce
1. According to Croce, why is all history contemporary?
a. Because the historian writing the history would never have chosen that specific topic or document or event to write about unless it had present meaning for him: “only an interest in the life of the present can move one to investigate past fact. Therefore this past fact does not answer to a past interest, but to a present interest” (194). Croce also mentions earlier in the paragraph that histories do not come to us fully elaborated as narratives—histories come to us as documents that must be interpreted, and those interpretations are always born of the present interests of the historian.
b. Croce’s formulation of this issue is interesting: “every true history is contemporary history” (194). One might assume that he means “true” in that statement to mean “real.” I believe he means “honest,” or even “accurate,” in the sense that a fact is not true unless it has meaning to a person. A fact without resonance in a human mind is not just irrelevant, it is not “true.” Speaking of Mexican art and Arabic philosophy, he writes: “For me at the present moment those histories are not histories, but at the most simply titles of historical works…. If, on the other hand, we limit ourselves to real history, to the history that one really thinks in the act of thinking, it will be easily seen that this is perfectly identical with the most personal and contemporary of histories” (195).
2. What lends certainty to historical writing?
a. documentary evidence: “to talk of a history of which the documents are lacking would appear to be as extravagant as to talk of the existence of something…that…is without one of the essential conditions of existence…the reality of history lies in…verifiability” (195).
b. meaning for the present: “once the indissoluble link between life and thought in history has been effected, the doubts that have been expressed as to the certainty and the utility of history disappear…How could that which is a present producing of our spirit ever be uncertain?” (196).
c. He then asks about histories of subjects for which the documentation is absent, such as Hellenic art pieces that are only described textually by later authors. Are these histories then not true? “If, in these cases, when that connexion is broken, we can no longer call what remains history (because history was nothing but that connexion), and it can henceforth only be called history in the sense that we call a man the corpse of a man, what remains is not for that reason nothing (not even the corpse is really nothing)” (196). But it is separated essentially from its meaning: “All histories separated from their living documents resemble those examples and are empty narratives, and since they are empty they are without truth” (196). Follow up: why are they without truth? For Croce, it is not simply that the evidence is second-hand, but that because the evidence is second-hand it is divorced from its meaning. “…truth always requires intrinsic reasons.”
d. Recording of facts without meaning is “chronicle” and not “history.”
3. What does Croce think of Ranke, Kant, Hegel, Spengler, and Marx?
a. In the paragraph on “the new modern philosophies of intuition and philosophy of values” (198) Croce suggests they are representations of their times rather than real contributions to the progress of historical writing. “…must be looked upon rather as symptoms than as representing progress in thought…The former of these, however, while it correctly criticizes science as an economic construction useless for true knowledge [what what?], then proceeds to shut itself up in immediate consciousness, a sort of mysticism, where historical dialectic finds itself submerged and suffocated” –most students read this as a critique of Hegelian idealism with its achievement of perfection in the state. On the other hand, “the latter, placing the conception of value as a guardian of the spirit in opposition to the conceptions of science like ‘a philosophical cave canem’…leaves open a dualism, which stands in the way of the unity of history and of thought as history” –most students read that as a reference to dialectical materialism (“dualism”) with its teleological progress toward an ideal of perfect freedom (“value”), but some students read it as a reference to Weber (198).
b. Reality is spirit in Hegel’s sense—not Spirit as a separate force but as an intrinsic part of human life. It is not self-conscious except through our own thought (198-199).
c. He responds to Ranke’s demand for non-judgment by saying that judgment is a necessary part of historical writing: “’To expound things as they really happened’ is, according to the famous formula of Ranke, the sole purpose of history, but either it was left out or he meant it to be read between the lines that facts cannot be expounded as they happened, unless they be qualified and therefore judged…” (199).
d. Spengler: “It is quite possible to talk of decadence and we do so…but…in history there is no such thing as a decadence which is not at the same time the formation and the preparation of a new life, therefore progress” (200).
e. Hegel again: “This philosophy, by compromising and contradicting its own principles, sets out to describe the various stages in the progress of thought until in ends its course in the philosophy of the Idea beyond which there is no further progress” ending in the Prussian state as the “consummate and final political form” (201). The Prussian state is now gone.
f. But he does believe in the dialectic: “this achievement is the work of liberty which always strives to re-establish and always does re-establish the social and political conditions of a more intense liberty” (204).
g. Marx: “The Marxist concept, with its coarse economic Absolute (occupying the place once held by the Idea) purporting to manipulate events, has been confuted openly or implicitly by every subsequent economic historical and philosophical criticism…nowhere is there a shadow of the promised reign of liberty” (201).
h. Also there is a reference to Carlyle: “Even in the darkest and crassest times liberty trembles in the lines of pets and affirms itself in the pages of thinker and burns, solitary and magnificent, in some men who cannot be assimilated by the world around them…Yes, to the eye of philosophy, whether the age is propitious or unfavourable, liberty appears as abiding purely and invincibly and consciously only in a few spirits; but these alone are those which count historically, just as great philosophers, great poets, great men and every kind of great work have a real message only to the few” (204).
4. What is the effect of liberty, or its absence, on history?
a. Progress is infinite (201).
b. Desire for liberty acts on us like no other desire (203).
c. “all history still gives evidence of an unquiet, uncertain and disordered liberty with brief intervals of unrest…” (203)
d. The absence of liberty is a stimulus for all action. Imagine a world in which there are no obstacles: “worse than death, an infinite boredom” (204).
5. What sources does Croce mention?
a. Art (195, 197, 202)
6. So what is the historian’s task, according to Croce? Do you agree or disagree? Why?
a. to elaborate a history that has meaning, and he assumes that meaning is tied to the struggle for liberty against its obstacles.
b. This is the origin of activist history, in which the point may not be to tell the story that is best documented, but the story that has the most meaning and the most potential to inspire action.
c. In my other written works, I use these ideas to elaborate a theory of activist historical scholarship. Historical scholarship must begin with documentary evidence, of course, or it cannot be called “historical.” It must also necessarily involve interpretation. As Croce writes, “Mere narrative, then, is nothing but a complex of empty words or formulas asserted by an act of the will” (198), which Croce also says is a “chronicle.”  How do we carry out that interpretation? The search for the pure truth of the evidence, in the sense of its author’s intended meaning actually reflecting “what actually happened” in Ranke’s understanding of the historian’s methodology, is rendered problematic in so many ways (discussed later in this book) as to make it an unreachable ideal. As the historical theorist Hayden White concludes, what we as historians are left with is the search for meaning. Croce’s ideas therefore become relevant again. What meaning does the artifact have for me? For my audience? What are the potential interpretive valences? How do these intersect with the author’s stated intents? For example, one of my projects is to examine the rulings offered in classical Islamic legal manuals regarding intersex people. A given jurist may have categorized intersex in his manual as a disabled person who receives specific accommodations in prayer positioning, dress, and inheritance. But his rulings on prayer, dress, and inheritance reveal that the intersex person would then inhabit a physical space that was between male and female—praying between men and women in a mosque, dressing with some male restrictions and some female restrictions, and inheriting ½ the share of a male and ½ the share of a female. So while the jurist would probably, if asked, articulate a world inhabited by binary sexes, his writings would portray a world inhabited by at least three sexes. The meaning of that for intersex Muslims living in today’s world is profound. If I choose as a historian to articulate the classical Islamic world as the jurist thought he understood it, I limit the options for intersex individuals to live as Muslims today. If I choose as a historian to articulate the classical Islamic world as the jurist’s rulings constructed it, I am able to show intersex individuals that they do not have to undergo sexual surgery to conform to binary sex in order to live as a devout Muslim in today’s society.

Antonio Gramsci

1. What roles do the intellectuals play? Why has it been difficult to produce “new” intellectuals that express the concerns of the proletariat? 
a. The question Gramsci addresses in this selection is laid out in the first sentence: “Are intellectuals an autonomous and independent social group [read: “class”], or does every social group have its own particular specialized category of intellectuals?” (210).
b. He answers: “Every social group, coming into existence on the original terrain of an essential function in the world of economic production, creates together with itself, organically, one or more strata of intellectuals, which gives it homogeneity and an awareness of its own function” (210). In other words, every economic strata produces a class, which itself creates a type of intellectual that articulates the identity and ideology of that class. He mentions ecclesiastics (clergymen) as those who articulate the identity and ideology of the landed aristocracy in Europe (211-212). (One might ask whether this observation is borne out in other areas of the world—Buddhist monks as the intellectuals of the samurai class in Japan, ‘ulama and mullahs as intellectuals of the merchant and bazaar classes in Sunni and Shi‘i Islamic states respectively.)
i. He comments that “the whole of idealist philosophy” (212) was generated by intellectuals tied to a particular class—they thought themselves to be “autonomous and independent of the dominant social group” (212) but were not. Gramsci does not go so far as to say it, but this suggests that Hegel proposed the Prussian state as the endpoint of his teleology because Hegel as an intellectual could not help but represent the interests of the Prussian bureaucratic class.
ii. Likewise, Croce represents the interests of the left-wing Italian senatorial class that opposes the Fascists (212).
c. Every intellectual cannot help but articulate the ideology of his class—in fact, every person “carries on some form of intellectual activity, that is, he is a ‘philosopher,’ an artist, a man of taste, he participates in a particular conception of the world, has a conscious line of moral conduct, and therefore contributes to sustain a conception of the world or to modify it…” (212). That’s what Gramsci means by “all men are intellectuals” (212)—not that all people actually serve the function of intellectuals, but that we all represent and promote the interests of our own class.
d. The problem is therefore how to educate a new class of intellectuals that will represent proletarian interests: “The problem of creating a new stratum of intellectuals consists…in the critical elaboration of the intellectual activity that exists in everyone” (212). That means schooling. And the problem with schooling is that the intellectuals who provide education represent the interests of the bourgeois class, so the intellectuals turned out by existing educational processes are no longer proletarians.
i. Also the type of education bourgeois intellectuals provide is not useful: it is about “eloquence” (213) and produces “orators” (213) whereas what is needed are activists, “constructor, organizer, ‘permanent persuader’” (213).
ii. He points out that historically, classes that succeed are those that conquer the intellectuals of the dominant class (213), a process he sees as akin to the creation of new technical instruments (214).
iii. He also points out that the strata that traditionally produce intellectuals are those associated with “saving” (214). Why would that be?
e. The solution he proposes (obliquely, of course, since he has to evade censors) is technical education for activism (213). 
2. What is “civil society”? What is its power?
a. It is one of the “levels” of superstructure of society of which intellectuals are the functionaries (214)
b. It is “the ensemble of organizations commonly called ‘private’” (214); that is, all the institutions and organizations of a society that are outside state control. Ask students to name applicable institutions.
c. private sector
d. its power is so enmeshed into our society that we are not even really aware of it—that is the power of “hegemony,” (215) a kind of domination that is so complete one cannot escape it. It operates by our own “spontaneous consent.”
3. What is “political society”? What is its power?
a. The second of the “levels” of the superstructure: Anything associated with the state (214). 
b. Its power is coercion via force (military/police) and law (judiciary) (215).
c. Ask students to name applicable institutions. Are educational institutions part of political or civil society? What are their powers? 
4. Gramsci says that the masses “spontaneously consent” (215) to domination by the dominant class. Why? How? What are the implications of Gramsci’s argument? 
a. “This consent is…caused by the prestige (and consequent confidence) which the dominant group enjoys because of its function and position in the world of production” (215).
b. This means that we all aspire to be members of the dominant economic class, so we adopt their values and ideas.
c. One might ask students to reflect on how they see this power operating in their own experience: fashion? political ideology? morality? standardized test questions and the “correct” answers? Where do these ideas come from? Who has greater impact these days on ethical culture, the clergy or superstar athletes? Why do we accept the ideas that we accept?
5. What is a “subaltern”?
a. “The intellectuals are the dominant group’s ‘deputies’ exercising the subaltern  functions of social hegemony and political government. These comprise: The ‘spontaneous’ consent given by the great masses of the population… The apparatus of state coercive power which ‘legally’ enforces discipline on those groups who do not ‘consent’…” (215).
b. In Gramsci, “subaltern” does not yet have the connotations it acquires in later historiography, of someone who is without power within a given social structure. Gramsci refers to intellectuals as those who, like a subaltern officer, carries out the orders of those in authority. An intellectual thus executes the authority of the state (if a bureaucrat) or of the dominant class (if in the sphere of civil authority). One might return to this definition later when discussing how postmodern and cultural studies theorists use the term: for example, in Spivak, a subaltern is someone who is without power in a given social structure but who, like a subaltern officer, has potential power of mutiny or social disruption.
6. How might these ideas change the way we write history? 
a. We might start to ask how these ideas that we accept as a matter of course are actually generated, what interests they promote or reflect—our sense of time, for example, or the eight-hour sleep myth, or nationalism.

For further reading:
Jean-Yves Frétigné, To Live Is to Resist: The Life of Antonio Gramsci. Translated by Laura Marris. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2022.

Marc Bloch

1. What new ideas, new ways of looking at history, does Bloch suggest? On what aspects of history does he focus?
a. Don’t assume a linear link between cause and effect “’Here on this side are all the causes; there are all the effects’; nothing could be as senseless as such a dichotomy” (218).
b. Analysis of the economy or “mental climate” (218, worldview) are starting points of research.
c. Demographics (219), communications (221), speed of transport, seasonality of transport, routes of travel, mail service, information spread and its relation to power, numismatics, deficits, currency shortage, minting, means of exchange (barter or cash), social role of wages, wheeled transport, judicial structures…all of these had been the realms of the social sciences but are now being integrated into the narrative of human history.
2. Bloch claims that linear understandings of cause-and-effect are “senseless.” How, then, should historians understand cause-and-effect relationships?
a. as “a fabric of perpetual interactions”
3. What elements of feudalism does he identify as distinctive? What changed to produce the second era of feudalism?
a. “universal and profound decline in the population” (219) that resulted in very low population density with scattered centers of habitation separated by large stretches of wilderness.
b. inefficient agriculture that took up large space relative to the populations it supported (220-221).
c. decay of communication and travel infrastructure due to absence of an authority concerned with maintenance (221).
d. lack of security (221)
e. slow speed of travel, interrupted seasonally due to lack of fodder for animals, sea travel at 100-150km per day being fastest (221).
f. constant scattered travelling on roadways, and no domination of one road over others that would drain them of commerce, so no towns were totally isolated (222, he asserts). Long distance travel was an adventure, short distance travel a hassle to be avoided (222). But “to hold onto a country, the only means was to tour it by horse endlessly, in every sense” (222). Also, “[t]he relative slowness of messengers, and the misadventures which at every stage threatened to stop them, made it so that the only effective power was that which was immediately present” (223).
g. no postal service except between Venice and Constantinople. mail by courier. This meant that political activities are often carried out on slim evidentiary basis (223).
h. trade routes via sea and land connected Western Europe with Arabic-speaking world and Russia, but trade was in deficit with the East. Europe offered slaves for luxury items from the Islamic world (224).
i. Shortage of currency resulting from “anarchic state of minting” and the political disintegration. Locals minted their own coins. The only gold coins were of foreign origin (224).
j. “Commerce” as we understand it, exchange of product for money, was rare. More common was exchange of service, such as labor (225).
k. “In an economy thus constituted, the means of acquisition available to the powerful were singularly restricted” (225). The wealthy could hoard luxury items but could not easily liquidate them (225). So most people lived hand-to-mouth.
l. Monetary shortage “reduced the social role of wages to the extreme” (225). They used payment that did not require money: “provisioning” (prebend) or ceding of land. “How could the attachments not be much more intimate than those between a boss and a worker who is free to leave with sous in his pocket once work is done?” (226). For question #5: This comment suggests the influence of Marxist ideology on Bloch—once the relationship between owner and worker becomes based on money, the human element to the relationship is lost. This echoes Marx’s theory of the alienated species-being.
m. SECOND FEUDAL AGE, 1050-1250: Bloch begins with describing “movement of population” (226) into the vast empty spaces that had previously separated humanity. People were brought together. Distances became easier to cross. Governments paid more attention to taxation of commerce, hence more attention to communications, and to bridges (227) if not to roads.
n. The advent of new harnesses made cart use more efficient (227).
o. Number of merchant vessels on the Mediterranean increased (227).
p. “If the population had not been more abundant and cultivated lands more widespread than before, or if the fields, better cultivated by many more hands and notably subject to more regular plowing, had not become capable of more regular plowing, had not become capable of more productive and more regular harvests, how could they have brought to the towns and fed so many weavers, dyers, or cutters of fabric?” (227). That is, population density increase  more regular plowing  higher agricultural productivity  raw materials for manufacture
q. Production for commerce led to better balance of trade, which “drain[ed] currency and precious metals toward Europe” (227), which ended the shortage of currency
r. Rulers could accumulate wealth (228).
s. Wage payment “altered…the entire context of human relations” (228).
t. Rise of the artisan and merchant class: “Their practical demands and their mentality naturally introduced a new ferment” (228).
4. What kinds of sources do you think Bloch would recommend historians use?
a. This is more inference from what Bloch does use than anything Bloch says in the text. He uses the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (221). Letters (221), monastic annals (223, “like the notes of medieval news reporters”), coinage (223, 224, 228), trade maps (224), as mentioned in the text. Ask students to suggest where one could find the kinds of sources one would need to produce this kind of study. Remind them that this is practical training for them as researchers—they need to know where to find sources, whether they are headed to graduate school or to a career as a mortgage researcher or paralegal. The internet cannot provide all answers.
5. How does this selection show Marx’s influence on the Annales school?
a. The influence of economic conditions on society, obviously. But this also relates to Marx’s theory of alienation—that once commerce became monetized, money took the place of real value in all our relationships. Instead of a worker valuing his labor time as creativity, the worker came to value his labor time in terms of its monetary value (note this reversal of Weber’s thesis)—Marx called this “alienated labor.” The worker was also alienated from his product, since the product was only a means to a wage (alienated product). And finally, Marx wrote that wages alienated us from one another (alienated species-being), because we became incapable of relating to one another except as employees, employers, customers, etc. See 3l above. Bloch posits this feudal era as thus somewhat more humane because labor relations were not yet monetized, and “the evolution of the economy brought a true revision of social values” (228).
b. Artisans and merchants had been part of early feudal society, but “neither one counted for much” (228). But by the second feudal era, according to Bloch, artisans and merchants had become much more numerous and were “asserting themselves increasingly vigorously in the urban framework—especially the merchant class—because the medieval economy since the grand revival of those decisive years was dominated not by the producer but by the trader” (228). This caused law to adapt to favor them (economic change causes social change causes ideological change), and “their practical demands and their mentality naturally introduced a new ferment” (228).
Fernand Braudel

1. What does this selection tell you about Braudel’s approach to history?
a. I usually have students look at hard copies of these volumes, so that they can see what kind of information is in each section, and how little is actually said. If students have only the table of contents, they must infer that from the pages spent on each topic. Braudel favored breadth of depth. 
b. There is also no narrative to this study.
2. What importance does he give to political history?
a. We may infer from its position at the end of the second volume that it has the least importance.
3. What kinds of sources do you think Braudel might have used?
a. He names archives that he used (240), but students must infer the details: coinage, ship logs, maps, letters, commercial contracts, the physical materials used for writing (“the era of paper”), judicial records, inheritance records (slaves, for example), etc.
b. There is one reference to “Class struggle?” (237), which suggests he read Marx.
4. What subjects are left out?
a. aesthetic traditions—and note that Bloch too left them out (219).
b. religious or theological debates or any intellectual traditions (religions appear only as pertaining to ethnic minorities—Jews (237)—or rebels—“The Protestant Scare,” 238)
c. women (all eras have their blinders—in the 1940s, historians did not yet “see” women except for the rare few who were heads of state such as Elizabeth I (who is mentioned 27 times in vol. II) or tragedies such as Jeanne d’Arc (who is the wrong time period to appear in this book)
d. sexual identity or non-binary genders of any type
e. race or ethnicity is not acknowledged, simply mentioned as facts
5. What advantages or drawbacks do you perceive in this approach?
a. Students’ answers have varied over the years. In 2008, when I first taught this selection, students responded primarily that this approach to historical writing was boring. One student called it “the worst sort of history, toilet reading.” But in 2017, students contrasted this method favorably to “fake news”: here was an attempt to set down all “the facts,” here was a source that one could trust. 

Erik H. Erikson
1. How does Erikson employ psychoanalysis to understand 
0. (a) Martin Luther’s relationship with his father, 
0. Luther’s relationship with his father dominates the narrative. Erikson employs the Freudian concept of the “Oedipus complex” (242-243) as an analytical tool. Luther feels hostility toward his same-sex parent and disobeys his father’s desire for him to study law and marry (243, 245). He wants to replace his father (Hans) with God: “the need for God to match Hans, within Martin, so that Martin would be able to disobey Hans and shift the whole matter of obedience and disavowal to a higher, and historically significant, plan. It was necessary that an experience occur which would convincingly qualify as being both exterior and superior, so that either Hans would feel compelled to let his son go…or that the son would be able to forswear the father and fatherhood” (245, bottom).
0. There is a subtextual message as well: the Oedipus complex entails attraction to the opposite sex parent. (In Oedipus Rex by the Greek playwright Sophocles, Oedipus is abandoned at birth because of a prophecy that he would kill his father. In his ignorance of his identity, he does kill his father and marries his mother. After his identity and crimes are revealed to him, he gouges out his own eyes.) So Erikson quotes another author, “‘Maybe an orthodox psychoanalyst will phantasy into Luther’s life the trivial outline of a deep and firmly anchored Oedipus complex which was aroused by a forceful and libidinal attachment to the vivacious and, as far as we know, gifted and imaginative mother, and accentuated by the sinister harshness of the father toward him, toward the siblings and maybe the mother” (243). Erikson replies: “…most certainly we would ascribe to Luther an Oedipus complex, and not a trivial one at that” (243) Luther does not want to marry (because he wants his mother). Luther appeals to St. Anne in the thunderstorm (“an appeal to a motherly mediator”).
0. (b) his reaction to the thunderstorm, 
1. “God directed an otherwise ordinary thunderstorm straight toward him” 
1. When the lightning struck near him, he was in terror of immediate death and called out to St. Anne that he wanted to become a monk. He afterward felt compelled to fulfill the vow (243-245).
1. it was an “intra-psychic” (245) experience. No one witnessed it but him.
0. (c) his decision to enter the Augustinian order of monks
2. In 1505 he entered the Augustinian monastery in Erfurt and then wrote to his father to ask permission: which in the words of a psychologist-author was the “climax of an agitated depressive state which gradually ruined the perspective of” a career in law (245).
2. His father refused permission for the probationary year in the monastery (246).
0.  (d) his later theological emphasis on “meaning it”?
3. His father consented only after disease took two of his other sons (246).
3. Because he had consented “in a state of mourning…and certainly without …total good will,” he “did not mean it” (246). This impacted Luther’s thinking about faith and good works—so that later, he would preach that salvation required faith—true belief, “meaning it” (246).
1. If you are critiquing books and articles for your own research, how would you be able to tell that an author was using a psychohistorical approach?
1. The use of Freudian concepts as analytical tools, such as Oedipus complex, id, ego, superego, libido, thanatos, eros.
1. The attribution of historical subjects’ significant choices to psychological phenomena or crises, or libido as motive force.
1. Reliance on source material, such as letters, interpreted to suggest the subjects’ inner mental states.
1. Is this history? Why/why not?
2. I usually start this discussion by asking for opinions, but then I might ask them to employ the theoretical perspectives of other theorists to critique Erikson. How would Ranke interpret the same data? How might Hegel or Carlyle or Marx or Weber or Croce or Spengler interpret Luther’s decision differently?
2. We can also examine specific passages and ask whether Erikson engages in speculation and whether speculation belongs in a historical discourse.
1. In regards to Luther asking his father for permission to end his law studies: “I cannot find a better time when this could have been said than on the occasion of that impulsive visit home…Martin must be assumed to have been at the time in the throes of a conflict…” (243).
1. “Was it his idea that she might intercede with the father? In the moment of supreme terror, did he indulge in an appeal to a motherly mediator?” (245).
2. On the other side of the argument, we can ask what sources Erikson used and whether this is speculation or the drawing of inferences from evidence, and if the latter, how is that different from any other historical writing based on inference?
2. “He felt, as he put it later….” (243, bottom).
2. “He only records that something in him made him pronounce a vow….” (245). These inferences about Luther’s inner life are based on his own letters and writings.

Suggestions for further reading:
Erikson, Erik. Gandhi's Truth: On the Origins of Militant Nonviolence, 1969.
Freud, Sigmund, Interpretation of Dreams, 1899.
Freud, Sigmund. Leonardo da Vinci: A Memory of His Childhood, 1910.
Freud, Sigmund. A Special Type of Choice of Object made by Men, 1910.
Freud, Sigmund, and William Bullitt. Thomas Woodrow Wilson: A Psychological Study, 1966.
Kohut, Thomas A. “Psychohistory as History.” The American Historical Review 91, No. 2 (Apr., 1986), pp. 336-354.
Langer, Walter C. The Mind of Adolf Hitler: The Secret Wartime Report, 1972.
Sophocles, Oedipus the King, translated by Alan Johnston, 2007 http://johnstoniatexts.x10host.com/sophocles/oedipusthekinghtml.html 

W. W. Rostow
1. What does Rostow distinguish as the different stages of economic growth? 
a. “It is possible to identify all societies, in their economic dimensions, as lying within one of five categories: the traditional society, the preconditions for take-off, the take-off, the drive to maturity, and the age of high mass-consumption” (248).
2. What features characterize each age? 
a. Traditional:
i. “A traditional society is one whose structure is developed within limited production functions, based on pre-Newtonian science and technology, and on pre-Newtonian attitudes towards the physical world…the central fact about the traditional society was that a ceiling existed on the level of attainable output per head. This ceiling resulted from the fact that the potentialities which flow from modern science and technology were either not available or not regularly and systematically applied” (248). 
ii. “…these societies, because of the limitation on productivity, had to devote a very high proportion of their resources to agriculture” (248).
iii. “…and flowing from the agricultural system there was an hierarchical social structure, with relatively narrow scope…for vertical mobility” (248-249). 
iv. “Family and clan connexions played a large role in social organization” (249).
v. “The value system…might be called a long-run fatalism” (249) meaning that there was no belief in progress. 
vi. Landowning class dominated, “backed by its entourage of civil servants and soldiers” (249).
vii. Who is in this stage: Chinese dynasties (ended 1911), “the civilization of the Middle East and Mediterranean” (when does that end?), medieval Europe (249). Note how much more advanced Europe is in this scheme. Non-European twentieth-century societies are still “traditional.”
b. Preconditions for take-off:
i. “The preconditions for take-off were initially developed, in a clearly marked way, in Western Europe of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries as the insights of modern science began to be translated into new production functions in both agriculture and industry, in a setting given dynamism by the lateral expansion of world markets and the international competition for them” (249).
ii. In Britain first (249-250).
iii. “The more general case in modern history…saw the stage of preconditions arise not endogenously but from some external extrusion by more advanced societies. These invasions…shocked the traditional society…set in motion ideas and sentiments” that begin to bring the traditional society the new idea that economic progress is possible and necessary (250).
iv. Education spreads, entrepreneurial class appears, investment increases, especially in “transport, communications, and in raw materials” (250), but the low-productivity methods, traditional values, and old social structure still prevail (250). No evidence is cited for this, but we can infer that Rostow’s model for this development is Europe.
c. Take-off: 
i. “The take-off is the interval when the old blocks and resistances to steady growth are finally overcome” (250).
ii. “The forces making for economic progress, which yielded limited bursts and enclaves of modern activity, expand and come to dominate the society. Growth becomes its normal condition. Compound interest becomes built, as it were, into its habits and institutional structure” (250). 
iii. Rate of investment and savings rises from 5% of the national income to 10% or more (251). Evidence for this point is presented from pre-1890 Canada, pre-1914 Argentina, pre-1914 Russia (251).
iv. “During the take-off new industries expand rapidly, yielding profits a large proportion of which are reinvested in new plant; and these new industries, in turn, stimulate, through their rapidly expanding requirement for factory workers, the services to support them, and for other manufactured goods, a further expansion in urban areas and in other modern industrial plants. The whole process of expansion in the modern sector yields an increase of income in the hands of those who not only save at high rates but place their savings at the disposal of those engaged in modern sector activities. The new class of entrepreneurs expands; and it directs the enlarging flows of investment in the private sector. The economy exploits hitherto unused natural resources and methods of production” (251-252).
v. Timing: in Britain, 1783-1803; France and US, the decades before 1860; Germany, 1850-1875; Japan, 1875-1900; Russia and Canada, 1889-1914; India and China, 1950s-    (252).
d. Drive to maturity: 
i. Takes about 60 years (252). “Analytically the explanation for some such interval may lie in the powerful arithmetic of compound interest applied to the capital stock, combined with the broader consequences for a society’s ability to absorb modern technology of three successive generations living under a regime where growth is the normal condition” (253). 
ii. industries mature, production switches from heavy industry to more specialized concerns (252) as the country manufactures what it chooses (253).
iii. Evidence drawn from Germany, Britain, France, US (252), Sweden, and Switzerland (253).
e. Age of high mass consumption: 
i. Timing: The US went into it with the assembly line 1913-14 and is beginning to emerge “from” it, Western Europe and Japan just entering it in 1950s, Soviet Union “engaged in an uneasy flirtation” (253, 254).
ii. “…real income per head rose to a point where a large number of persons gained a command over consumption which transcended basic food, shelter, and clothing” (253)
iii. Most people urban, most urbanites working in offices or factories (253).
iv. “society ceased to accept the further extension of modern technology as an overriding objective,” allocating those resources to social welfare and security and consumer goods instead, esp. automobiles (253). 
3. Does Rostow’s account appear to be based on empirical research? 
a. “appear to be” in the question is deliberate. What evidence can the students find of empirical basis for these conclusions? From what areas of the world does that evidence appear to be drawn?
b. Evidence cited for point on traditional fatalism is land ownership in Chinese villages, in which land acquired “rarely remained within the same family for a century” (249).
c. One can infer the components of the analysis: “We require a dynamic theory of production which isolates not only the distribution of consumption, saving, and investment (and the balance of production between consumers and capital goods) but which focuses…on the composition of investment…” (254). From what countries is that information likely to have been available to Rostow, writing this in the 1950s?
d. Named in the text: Britain, the US, Canada, France, Germany, Western Europe, Russia before the railway boom, Argentina before 1914, “the dynasties in China; the civilization of the Middle East and the Mediterranean” (treating those as monoliths reveals that this is not based on empirical research, at least not on pre-modern non-western societies, except for one reference to land tenure in certain Chinese villages), nineteenth-century Japan, India and China in the 1950s, contemporary Sweden and Switzerland. See points above where evidence is noted.
e. I pair this selection with Robert W. Fogel, who critiques Rostow for insufficient empirical evidence for attributing take-off in the U.S. to investments in “coal, iron, and engineering industries.” See below.  
4. Why might these ideas be controversial?
a. These ideas became the basis for “modernization theory,” which categorizes the world’s regions and states as “modern” or “traditional” based on a series of characteristics imputed to both “stages of development.” Critics claim that the characteristics are derived from study of Europe’s path toward development and that the so-called traditional characteristics are modern Europe’s hypothetical opposites. Yet Rostow claims “it is possible to identify ALL societies” (248, emphasis mine) as being somewhere on this linear trajectory.
b. “These stages are not merely descriptive. They are not merely a way of generalizing certain factual observations about the sequence of development of modern societies. They have an inner logic and continuity. They have an analytic bone-structure, rooted in a dynamic theory of production” (254). In other words, the model is predictive. This is how societies will develop, so these ideas can guide policy-making.
c. Note that Rostow describes non-European societies, with the possible exception of Japan, as having been brought to the pre-conditions for take-off through colonial intervention: “The more general case in modern history…saw the stage of preconditions arise not endogenously but from some external extrusion by more advanced societies” (250). One is expected to read this as a positive intervention, thus a justification for colonialism. This might explain the interventionist foreign policy of the US from the 1960s on, as we understood “third world development” as a strategy to resist the global spread of Communism.
d. Note that there are some implicit assumptions built into the argument. For example, note the statement about the 60-year interval a society takes to move from pre-conditions to take-off: “Analytically the explanation for some such interval may lie in the powerful arithmetic of compound interest applied to the capital stock, combined with the broader consequences for a society’s ability to absorb modern technology of three successive generations living under a regime where growth is the normal condition” (253). This would imply that a society in which “interest” is not permitted, for example, most Islamic societies in the past, would not be able to achieve take-off. It implies that if a well-intentioned western society wanted to intervene to produce growth in a traditional Islamic society, prohibitions of interest would have to be removed.

5. How does this selection constitute a critique of Marx?
a. Note the subtitle on p. 248: “A Non-Communist Manifesto”: economics does drive progress—and perhaps even social development and ideology, as acknowledged in the description of “traditional society” on pp. 248-249—but not through oppression and revolution.
b. But note that Rostow too sees history ending in Marxian teleological fashion: What do we do when we no longer have to work for “the imperatives of scarcity” (256)?


Robert Fogel
1. Consider the quotation by Hempel with which Fogel starts his chapter (258). Why do you think he chose this passage to quote?
a. This is part of Fogel’s argument that history should be based on empirical research, and that a counterfactual history is valid because it uses empirical research to explore contingencies that did not happen, which in turn suggests whether what did happen had to happen in the way that it did.
2. What does Fogel mean by “the axiom of indispensability”?  How did that axiom come to be consensually accepted?
a. He means the assumption that something is indispensable or necessary to the way history happened. “If the axiom of indispensability merely asserted that the railroads were an efficient form of producing transportation services, there would be no reason to question it…But the axiom of indispensability is not primarily a description of the performance characteristics of a particular innovation. The crucial aspect is the implicit assertion that the economy of the nineteenth century lacked an effective alternative to the railroad and was incapable of producing one” (261, emphasis mine). The axiom that railway development was necessary to American development was consensually accepted because it appeared in the newspapers and was then repeated (fallacy of saliency). 
3. What arguments and evidence does Fogel use to contest this axiom?
a. “Evaluation of the axiom of indispensability thus requires not only an examination of what the railroad did but also an examination of what substitutes for the railroad could have done. Railroads warrant the title of indispensability only if it can be shown that their incremental contribution over the next best alternative directly or indirectly accounted for a large part of the output of the American economy during the nineteenth century. Yet the historical evidence used to buttress the axiom is limited almost exclusively to descriptions of what the railroads did. There are few systematic inquiries into the ability of competing forms of transportation to have duplicated effects ascribed to railroads” (261-262, emphasis mine).
b. “The conclusion that the developmental potential of substitutes for railroads was very low therefore rests on a series of questionable assumptions rather than on demonstrated facts” (262).
c. There is no evidence that railways led to “boom psychology”—correlation is not causation— (262) or that the substitution of another form of transportation, such as canal extension, could not have had the same effect (262).
d. All the jobs that the railroads created would have had parallels in jobs created by other forms of transportation (262).
e. Fallacy of composition: “One must be able to show also that those aspects of economic life uniquely and importantly affected by railroads had a bearing on the level of aggregate output. It does not, for example, follow that because railroads were able to crush firms and cities by denying them access to railroad services, the absence of the railroad system would have represented a crushing blow to the economy as a whole. To reason in this way is to fall victim to the fallacy of composition. The presence of the fallacy is demonstrated by the following example. In 1890 Kansas City merchants sold large quantities of wheat in New York City. If success in this operation required a profit of 6 per cent on the sale price, the average profit of the merchants would have been $1.98 per ton.  Suppose now that railroads denied their facilities to one of the merchants and that the next most favorable form of transportation involved a 50 per cent increase in shipping charges. Such an occurrence would have been a catastrophe for the merchant involved. A rise in shipping costs of the stipulated magnitude would have transformed the merchant’s normal profit into a 7 per cent loss.  However, the total freight revenue of all railroads in 1890 was $714,000,000.  Consequently, if in the absence of railroads there were a 50 per cent increase in the cost of shipping all those goods that were actually carried by railroads in 1890, the reduction in the production potential of the economy would have been only $357,000,000 or about 3 per cent of gross national product. While the absence of railroads would in this illustrative case have left the economy worse off than it actually was, the reduction in transportation efficiency is hardly enough to justify the characterization of ‘indispensable’” (262-263). He concludes that the U.S. economy would have been slowed by one year’s growth (263).
f. “The issue can only be settled empirically” (264).
g. The only safe conclusion one can draw from data available on railroads’ contribution to U.S. development is that railroad transportation was cheaper than other forms of transport available (264). 
h. He also questions whether water travel and canals might have served the same function, or automobiles, and whether in fact the economy was retarded somewhat by the focus on rail when we could have been investing in autos (264-265).
i. “The conclusion that the railroad was a necessary condition for the widening of the market thus flows not from a body of observed data but from the unverified assumption that the cost per unit of transportation service was significantly less by rail than by water” (264).
ii. Automobile investment only increased after the “developmental potential of railroads had…run its course” by laying track to areas it was too expensive to haul by wagon to. Further elaboration of the track network didn’t make financial sense because it was cheap enough to haul short distances by wagon (265). Thus it’s possible that railroad expansion delayed investment into automobiles (265) for which diesel engines could have been available in 1824 (266).
i. He concludes: “This evidence fails to establish a causal relationship between the railroad and either the regional reorganization of trade, or the change in the structure of output, or the rise in per capita income, or the various other strategic changes that characterized the American economy of the last century. It does not even establish the weaker proposition that railroads were a necessary condition for these developments. Conclusions regarding causality and the establishment of the railroad as a necessary condition follow not from the traditional body of evidence but from implicit assumptions that have been introduced into the interpretation of the evidence” (266).
4. How does Fogel critique Rostow?
a. “W. W. Rostow, for example, argues that railroads triggered the American ‘take-off’ into ‘self-sustained growth,’ and that the quantity of manufactured goods consumed by railroads ‘led on to the development of modern coal, iron and engineering industries.’  However, the belief that railroads dominated the market for various manufactured products involves at least three unverified assumptions. It assumes not only that the volume of goods purchased by the railroad was large relative to the total output of the supplying industries but also that purchases were directed toward the domestic rather than foreign markets. It assumes further that if there had been no railroad, the demand for manufactured goods by other forms of transportation, such as boats, would have been significantly smaller and its impact strategically different from the demand associated with railroads” (264).
5. Is this history? To put the question another way: Could historians apply the counterfactual contingent concept to other assumed “linchpin” figures or events? Provide one example.
a. Media fuss during the presidency of Donald Trump about “fake news” and “alternative facts” made these discussions interesting. But I think counterfactual history does not belong in the same category as “fake news.” This is not “alternate history,” which is speculative fiction. This is empirical study of what did happen, along with empirical prediction of what might have happened, in order to distinguish assumptions from what can be proven.
b. Would the Nazis have proceeded with the Final Solution if Hitler had died prior to 1942? Would the Civil Rights Movement in the U.S. have succeeded without Martin Luther King Jr.? Without Malcolm X? Or Rosa Parks? See for example, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/What_If%3F_(essays) 

Suggestions for further reading:
Cowley, Robert. What If? The World's Foremost Military Historians Imagine What Might Have Been, Putnam, 1999. 
Ferguson, Niall. Virtual History: Alternatives and Counterfactuals. 1997.
Hawthorn, Geoffrey. Plausible Worlds: Possibility and Understanding in History and the Social Sciences (1991). [Explores the Black Death, the Korean War, and Italian painter al Duccio.]


E. P. Thompson
1. How is Thompson’s article “Time, Work-Discipline, and Industrial Capitalism” Marxist?
a. Students may respond with the superficial answer that workers are oppressed: Thompson is concerned with “time-measurement as a means of labour exploitation.” They may even express distaste for Thompson because of this. There is certainly evidence in the task for this response:
i. A “Dundee witness” says it: “The clocks at the factories were often put forward in the morning and back at night, and instead of being instruments of time, they were used as cloaks for cheatery and oppression” (287).
ii. “the bell will ring to leave off when it is half a minute past time, and they will have them in about two minutes before time” (287).
iii. Some employers prevented workers from having watches so that they could not contest the time claimed by the master (286).
iv. “We are concerned simultaneously with time-sense in its technological conditioning, and with time-measurement as a means of labour exploitation” (281).
b. They are missing the deeper narrative of Marx’s concept of alienation (from labor, product, and species-being—see section on Marx, item no. 2). Work-time becomes alienating when it is valued only in monetary terms. Thompson writes that as soon as there is any division of labor on a farm, 
i. “Even here time is beginning to become money, the employer’s money. As soon as actual hands are employed the shift from task-orientation to timed labour is marked” (271).
ii. “Those who are employed experience a distinction between their employer’s time and their ‘own’ time. And the employer must use the time of his labour, and see it is not wasted: not the task but the value of time when reduced to money is dominant. Time is now currency: it is not passed but spent” (272).
iii. “The Thresher’s Labour” poem (272) is followed by this comment: “This would appear to describe the monotony, alienation from pleasure in labour, and antagonism of interests commonly ascribed to the factory system” (273).
c. Use of historical materialism as analytical methodology: It is the shift to machine-powered industry that produces the shift to clock-time (changes in means of production produce ideology).
i. “Attention to time in labour depends in large degree upon the need for the synchronization of labour” (278).
ii. Thompson replies to Weber’s idea that the Protestant ethic inspired capitalist growth (287). He notes that the thinkers Weber used as examples for his thesis—Baxter, Wesley, and Franklin—become more strident about time-management over time, but he does not confront the chronology in which Baxter, writing in the 1600s, is prior to the factory system and the widespread acceptance of clock-time.
iii. Economic growth proceeds with change of culture: “There is no such thing as economic growth which is not, at the same time, growth and change of a culture…” (294).
d. Like Marx, Thompson wants us to remember that workers were people (292), not “an inert labour force” (293).
2. Why is task-orientation less alienating than time-orientation?
a. See above.
b. “the essential conditioning in differing notations of time provided by different work-situations and their relation to ‘natural’ rhythms (270). … the patterning of social time in the seaport follows upon the rhythms of the sea; and this appears to be natural and comprehensible to fishermen or seamen: the compulsion is nature’s own. In a similar way labour from dawn to dusk can appear to be ‘natural’ in a farming community, especially in the harvest months: nature demands that the grain be harvested before the thunderstorms set in. And we may note similar ‘natural’ work-rhythms which attend other rural or industrial occupations: sheep must be attended at lambing time and guarded from predators; cows must be milked; the charcoal fire must be attended and not burn away through the turfs (and the charcoal burners must sleep beside it); once iron is in the making, the furnaces must not be allowed to fail. The notation of time which arises in such contexts has been described as task-orientation. … First, there is a sense in which it is more humanly comprehensible than timed labour. The peasant or labourer appears to attend upon what is an observed necessity. Second, a community in which task-orientation is common appears to show least demarcation between ‘work’ and ‘life.’ Social intercourse and labour are intermingled—the working-day lengthens or contracts according to the task—and there is no great sense of conflict between labour and ‘passing the time of day’…to men accustomed to labour timed by the clock, this attitude appears to be wasteful and lacking in urgency” (271).
i. Three points are embedded in the passage above: 1. Work is perceived as necessary because it is imposed by the nature of the task; 2. There is less difference between “work” and “social life”; 3. Task-orientation appears to the time-oriented to be wasteful.
c. “The work pattern was one of alternate bouts of intense labour and of idleness, wherever men were in control of their own working lives. (The pattern persists among some self-employed—artists, writers, small farmers, and perhaps also with students—today, and provokes the question whether it is not a ‘natural’ human work-rhythm.)” (279).
3. How does clock-time become accepted among the English population? How can we employ Gramsci to explain this process?
a. First, labor is employed. Time (employees’ work time) comes to be valued in money (271, 271).
b. Clocks become more accurate and precise (minute and second hands, 274).
c. Clocks become more widely available. “a general diffusion of clocks and watches is occurring…at the exact moment when the industrial revolution demanded a greater synchronization of labour” (277). 
d. Clock ownership becomes a matter of prestige (Gramsci would say that the masses were spontaneously consenting to bourgeois valuation of time): 
i. “A clock or watch was not only useful; it conferred prestige upon its owner, and a man might be willing to stretch his resources to obtain one” (277).
ii. “Whenever any group of workers passed into a phase of improving living standards, the acquisition of timepieces was one of the first things noted by observers” (277). 1790s, pocket watches and case clocks, 1810s gold double watch chain. Employers gave watches as 50-year service awards (277-278).
e. The advent of machine industry required greater synchronization, leading to monitoring of clocking in (278).
f. Employers express concerns about workers cheating them and begin keeping time-sheets (282), bells to indicate beginning and end of work shifts (283): “We are entering here, already in 1700, the familiar landscape of disciplined industrial capitalism, with the time-sheet, the timekeeper, the informers and the fines” (283) [One might note the repetition of the term “discipline” here, or recall it later when discussing Foucault.]
g. This led to moralizing about “time-thrift” (284) which finds its way into educational institutions (284-285). 
h. Use of Gramsci: Workers fought, but not against clock-time, just about it (286), indicating their consent to clock-time itself: “The first generation of factory workers were taught by their masters the importance of time; the second generation formed their short-time committees in the ten-hour movement; the third generation struck for overtime or time-and-a-half. They had accepted the categories of their employers and learned to fight back within them” (287). 
i. This is reinforced by moralizing Methodist ideas, e.g. Baxter and Wesley and Ben Franklin (288-290). Note the implied response to Weber’s thesis—that Marx was right about historical materialism—economic structures change first, producing religious ideas.
j. “In all these ways—by the division of labour; the supervision of labour; fines; bells and clocks; money incentives; preachings and schoolings; the suppression of fairs and sports—new labour habits were formed, and a new time-discipline was imposed” (290). “Throughout the nineteenth century the propagation of time-thrift continued to be directed at the working people, the rhetoric becoming more debased, the apostrophes to eternity becoming more shop-soiled, the homilies more mean and banal” (290). 
k. “In mature capitalist society all time must be consumed, marketed, put to use; it is offensive for the labour force merely to ‘pass the time’” (291). If time in class permits, sometimes I ask students to reflect on how they may experience this in their own lives.
4. How does gender affect the perception of time?
a. “The most arduous and prolonged work of all was that of the labourer’s wife in the rural economy. One part of this—especially the care of infants—was the most task-orientated of all… Such hours were endurable only because one part of the work, with the children and in the home, disclosed itself as necessary and inevitable, rather than as an external imposition…the rhythms of women’s work in the home are not wholly attuned to the measurement of the clock. The mother of young children has an imperfect sense of time and attends to other human tides. She has not altogether moved out of the conventions of ‘pre-industrial’ society” (280).
5. How does Thompson engage Rostow’s thesis?
a. “the attempt to provide simple models for one single, supposedly-neutral, technologically-determined, process known as ‘industrialization’ (so popular today among well-established sociological circles in the United States) is also suspect. [A footnote here calls students’ attention to this passage.] It is not only that the highly-developed and technically-alert manufacturing industries (and the way-of-life supported by them) of France or England in the eighteenth century can only by semantic torture be described as ‘pre-industrial.’ (And such a description opens the door to endless false analogies between societies at greatly differing economic levels.) It is also that there has never been any single type of ‘the transition.’ The stress of the transition falls upon the whole culture: resistance to change and assent to change arise from the whole culture. And this culture includes the systems of power, property-relations, religious institutions, etc., inattention to which merely flattens phenomena and trivializes analysis. Above all, the transition is not to ‘industrialism’ tout court but to industrial capitalism or (in the twentieth century) to alternative systems whose features are still indistinct” (281). 
b. Critique of Rostow’s implied argument that progress entails unending economic development: “Mature industrial societies of all varieties are marked by time-thrift and by a clear demarcation between ‘work’ and ‘life’…If the theorists of growth wish us to say so, then we may agree that the older popular culture was in many ways otiose, intellectually vacant, devoid of quickening, and plain bloody poor. Without time-discipline we could not have the insistent energies of industrial man…What needs to be said is not that one way of life is better than the other, but that this is a place of the most far-reaching conflict; that the historical record is not a simple one of neutral and inevitable technological change, but is also one of exploitation and of resistance to exploitation; and that values stand to be lost as well as gained” (292, emphasis mine).
c. “The rapidly growing literature of the sociology of industrialization is like a landscape which has been blasted by ten years of moral drought: one must travel through many tens of thousands of words of parched a-historical abstraction between each oasis of human actuality” (292)—history is about human lives.
d. Thompson also points out the colonizing implications of Rostow’s theory: “smug” attempts to justify post-colonial “moral” reform of “backward brethren” (292-293)
6. What do you make of Thompson’s final remarks? “If Puritanism was a necessary part of the work-ethos which enabled the industrialized world to break out of the poverty-stricken economies of the past, will the Puritan valuation of time begin to decompose as the pressures of poverty relax? Is it decomposing already? Will men begin to lose that restless urgency, that desire to consume time purposively, which most people carry just as they carry a watch on their wrists?” (293).
a. It has been interesting to observe students’ changing answers to this question over the last decade and a half. The advent of smart phones has allowed work to merge into leisure and vice-versa, with an increase in subjective stress levels. 
b. Students remark on recent media focus on unscheduled play time for kids.
7. What ideas does this give you for new subjects of historical inquiry?
a. This is historical materialist analysis of how changes in the way we produce things affect how we produce our conceptual world. I illustrate this with the historical materialist triangle indicating bottom-up motive forces.
b. So what else changed as a result of industrialization? What other cultural ideas have we accepted, possibly without realizing it, that originated in a shift in means of production? 
c. What future conceptual shifts might we predict based on current shifts in our material culture?

Suggested for further reading:
Eastwood, David. “History, Politics and Reputation: E. P. Thompson Reconsidered.” History 85, no. 280 (October 2000).
Donnelly, K. “Ideology and Early English Working-Class History: Edward Thompson and His Critics.” Social History 1, no. 2 (May 1976): 219-238.
Thompson, E. P. The Making of the English Working Class. 1963.

Benedict Anderson
1. According to Anderson, what are nations?
a. “I propose the following definition of the nation: it is an imagined political community—and imagined as both inherently limited [there are outsiders] and sovereign” (297).
2. What does he mean that a nation is “imagined”? 
a. “It is imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion” (297). 
3. Why does he refer to a nation as a “community”? 
a. “because…the nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship” that makes it possible for members of the community to kill and “willingly to die for such limited imaginings” (298).
b. “all communities larger than primordial villages of face-to-face contact (and perhaps even these) are imagined” (297)—they are just imagined in different styles.
4. How are nations created? What elements, according to Anderson, allowed imagined communities to prosper? How?
a. He summarizes: “What…made the new communities imaginable was a half-fortuitous, but explosive, interaction between a system of knowledge production and productive relations (capitalism), a technology of communications (print), and the fatality of human linguistic diversity” (302). [This also explains how Marx’s historical materialism influences Anderson’s analytical method.]
b. It starts with print-capitalism (300)—a technological innovation and consequent economic development, or a shift in the material conditions of existence. The advent of print and books plus capitalism’s drive to acquire markets means that publishers tried to expand beyond the market for Latin books, which was becoming increasingly esoteric (“Ciceronian”) to publish in local vernaculars. 
c. “Second was the impact of the Reformation, which…owed much of its success to print capitalism” (300). Book publishers seeking non-Latin readers, combined with Martin Luther’s sensationalism, create a reading public. “The coalition between Protestantism and print-capitalism, exploiting cheap popular editions, quickly created large new reading publics” (301). This tends to collapse myriad dialects of national vernaculars into fewer through common symbols for sounds.  
d. “Third was the…spread of particular vernaculars as instruments of administrative centralization by certain well-positioned would-be absolutist monarchs” (301). Administrative vernaculars (“state” languages, or “languages-of-power,” 302) competed with Latin and contributed to the demise of the “imagined community of Christendom” (301).
e. Fatality of linguistic diversity. “The element of fatality is essential” (302). Some dialects will die out because they don’t accommodate well to the version of Language X that is most amenable to print.  
i. “These varied idiolects were capable of being assembled, within definite limits, into print-languages far fewer in number” (303).
ii. “Nothing served to ‘assemble’ related vernaculars more than capitalism, which, within the limits imposed by grammars and syntaxes, created mechanically reproduced print-languages capable of dissemination through the market” (303).
f. “These print-languages laid the bases for national consciousnesses in three distinct ways…” (303) 
i. “…First and foremost, they created unified fields of exchange and communication below Latin and above the spoken vernaculars” so that people who spoke mutually unintelligible dialects of the same languages now became capable of understanding one another “via print and paper. In the process, they gradually became aware of the hundreds of thousands, even millions, of people in their particular language-field, and at the same time that only those hundreds of thousands, or millions, belonged” (303). These formed the “embryo of the nationally imagined community” (303).
ii. “Print-capitalism gave a new fixity to language, which in the long run helped to build that image of antiquity so central to the subjective idea of the nation” (303).
iii. Dialects most amenable to print become “languages-of-power” deliberately used by rulers for administrative and even, later, coercive purposes–to assert a non-religious, national identity (304). He gives examples of High German, the King’s English, and Central Thai.
g. Two other ways of summarizing: “the fixing of print-languages and the differentiation of status between them were largely unselfconscious processes resulting from the explosive interaction between capitalism, technology and human linguistic diversity” (304)– note here implicit reference to Bloch’s understanding of causation as a net of mutual interactions. Also, “…the convergence of capitalism and print technology on the fatal diversity of human language created the possibility of a new form of imagined community, which in its basic morphology set the stage for the modern nation” (304).
5. How do you think Anderson’s ideas would affect the way we think or teach about national histories?
a. This is an open question, but students may suggest teaching about state structures as constructions of particular eras of history, which opens up the question whether any social or cultural institutions or ideas are fundamental to human society (not constructed). If nations are constructed, what about gender? Sex? Race?
b. Anderson also helps us understand how we come to think of ourselves and one another as part of communities, and how those communities change with changes in our material culture. In Anderson’s analysis, it is moveable type that leads to the development of nationalism. In our own society, how are the internet, the cell phone, and social media changing our concept of community? Are “nations” eroding or strengthening as a result?

Suggestions for further reading:
Benjamin, Walter. “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.” 1936. https://www.marxists.org/reference/subject/philosophy/works/ge/benjamin.htm
 

Eric Hobsbawm

1. What does Hobsbawm mean by “invented tradition”? How is it different from “custom” and “routine”?
a. “A set of practices...governed by accepted rules and of a ritual or symbolic nature, which seeks to inculcate certain values and norms of behavior by repetition, which automatically implies continuity...with a suitable historical past” (306).	
i. They are not limited to “traditional” societies (note implicit critique of Rostow, 309).
ii. There are genuine traditions–while they serve some function, they persist (309).
b. But the continuity implied by the tradition is “factitious” or artificial (306). “…they are responses to novel situations which take the form of reference to old situations, or which establish their own past by quasi-obligatory repetition” (306-307).
c. It is not the same as genuine “custom,” which must allow for flexibility and innovation. “Tradition” does not. “Custom” gives “any desired change (or resistance to innovation) the sanction of precedent, social continuity and natural law as expressed in history” (307). “‘Custom’ cannot afford to be invariant, because even in ‘traditional’ societies life is not so” (307). Custom is what judges do, “tradition” encompasses the rituals associated with what they do (307). [This is a fuzzy point of distinction for me, for invented tradition can also encompass the assertion that something is custom when it had not previously been so.]
d. “Tradition” is not convention or routine, which has no symbolic meaning (307) and is not ideological but rather technological in origin (part of the substructure or base in historical materialism, 308). I use the example of brushing one’s teeth, which is routine and has no ideological significance (or does it?).
2. What are three purposes of an “invented tradition“?
a. Students typically respond to this question either by referring to the three types of invented traditions or by inferring purposes from the text.
b. There are three overlapping types (313):
i. those for encouraging social cohesion within a group/community or membership of groups–usually a nation (which include the following),
ii. those to establish or legitimize institutions or authority
iii. those to socialize or inculcate beliefs, values, or behaviors.
c. One can also infer their purposes are 
i. To legitimate groups and indoctrinate their members, as the three types suggest (313). [I ask students: what purpose does playing the national anthem at sports events serve? It reminds us we are Americans. It recognizes the authority of the government. It socializes us with respect for the flag, which is faced during the anthem.]
ii. To cope with change by structuring some part of social life as “unchanging and invariant.” They are responses to novel situations that either refer to an old situation, thereby establishing the continuity or validity of the response, or create a “past” by quasi-obligatory repetition of the ritual.
iii. To give any change or resistance to change the sanction of precedent.  So they tend to emerge in situations where there is rapid social change, rendering old “traditions” obsolete (308-309).
iv. They can also be used to foster hierarchy or “corporate sense of superiority of elites” (313).
3. What examples of invented traditions does Hobsbawm identify?
a. Royal Christmas broadcast Britain (306)
b. Practices associated with British football final (306)
c. Gothic style for British parliament rebuilt in 19th c (306)
d. Wig, robe, and ritual used by judges (307)
e. Wearing a particular kind of hard hat with hunting pink for hunting (308)
f. Spurs on Cavalry officers’ dress uniforms when there are no horses (308)
g. Umbrellas of Guard officers always carried tightly furled (308)
h. Boy Scouts rituals (308)
i. Wigs of lawyers (308)
j. Mass student exodus from German universities (310)
k. Nationalist reconstructions of romantic-era folksongs and practices (310)—“festival pavilions, structures for the display of flags, temples for offerings, processions, bell-ringing, tableaux, gun-salutes, government delegations in honour of the festival, dinners, toasts, and oratory” (310) that echo “baroque forms of celebration” (311)
l. Assertions of ancient pasts through semi-forgery: Boadicea, Vercingetorix, Arminius, or outright forgery: Ossian, Czech medieval manuscripts (311)
m. National anthems (311) [the U.S. anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner,” was only instituted in 1931 after long WWI veteran lobbying. It was first played at a sports even in 1862—a Civil War era baseball game. WWI veterans took it up after it was played at the 1918 World Series. Its playing before sporting events was not institutionalized until after WWII. Its topic is the naval attack on Fort McHenry in the War of 1812, but many students, when asked, think it recalls the Civil War or even the Revolutionary War.]
n. Personifications of nations: John Bull, Uncle Sam, German Michel (311)
o. Carols asserted to be old (311)
p. Practices of freemasonry are at least acknowledged to be inventions (312)
q. Socialist May Day (312)
r. Standing up for the singing of the national anthem (314)
s. Flag ritual in American schools (314) [The American Pledge of Allegiance was required by law in public schools on 22 June 1942. In 1942, the accompanying gesture known as “the Bellamy salute” was changed to a hand over the heart because the salute was too similar to the Nazi salute. In 1943, the Supreme Court ruled that requiring it was a violation of the 1st Amendment. In 1954, President Eisenhower’s administration added “under God” as a response to Communism. Yet some internet sources allege that the Pledge was instituted in 1892 for a Columbus Day school program.]
4. Why is it important to study neo-traditions?
a. They mark problems we might otherwise neglect: they are “symptoms” and “evidence” and “therefore indicators of problems which might not otherwise be recognized, and developments which are otherwise difficult to identify and date” (315).
i. He notes earlier that we should expect them to appear “more frequently when a rapid transformation of society weakens or destroys that social patterns for which ‘old’ traditions had been designed, producing new ones to which they were not applicable, or when such old traditions and their institutional carriers and promulgators no longer prove sufficiently adaptable and flexible, or are otherwise eliminated; in short, when there are sufficiently large and rapid changes on the demand or the supply side” (308-309). 
b. “all invented traditions…use history as a legitimator of action and cement of group cohesion” (315) or symbol of a struggle (315) and “...all historians, whatever else their objectives, are engaged in this process inasmuch as they contribute, consciously or not, to the creation, dismantling and restructuring of images of the past which belong not only to the world of specialist investigation but to the public sphere of man as a political being.  They might as well be aware of this dimension of their activities” (316) Teachers in particular need to be aware of their roles in regards to invented traditions.
c. They are relevant to understanding the “nation” and all trappings of “nationalism” such as national symbols, and national histories.  Nations generally claim these things to be of antique origins and natural, but the very concept of nations (“France”) are invented constructs (316).
5. Can you think of an example of an invented tradition from your own experience? Keep in mind that, in order to meet Hobsbawm’s definition, it must be asserted to be ancient but actually be of relatively modern origin, and it must serve one of the purposes he outlines.
a. Some suggestions are in the recommended readings below.
b. Students usually suggest Thanksgiving (an official holiday only since 1863, but asserted in elementary school curricula to be practiced by the first European settlers—what cultural work does that do/what purpose does it serve?), or Christmas date and celebration trappings, or fraternity rituals.

POSSIBLE FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS:
6. Do you think he is right? Why/why not?
7. How does Hobsbawm use Marxist ideas? How could we use Hobsbawm to critique other historical theorists in this book?
a. Critiques of Rostow are clear in charges levied at “modernization theory.”
8. How might the ideas of Anderson and Hobsbawm be combined or viewed together?
a. Invented traditions are particularly salient to the understanding of nationalism.

Suggestions for further reading:
Eplett, Layla. “It's Beginning to Taste A Lot Like Christmas: Holiday Foods as Invented Traditions.” Scientific American 2015 https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/food-matters/it-s-beginning-to-taste-a-lot-like-christmas-holiday-foods-as-invented-traditions/ 
Sadeghi, Behnam. “Preface” in The Logic of Law Making in Islam: Women and Prayer in the Legal Tradition. Cambridge, 2013. (For an example of how “custom” is more changeable than “tradition.”)
Siskind, Janet. “The Invention of Thanksgiving: A ritual of American nationality.” Critique of Anthropology 12, no. 2 (1992): 167-191. http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0308275X9201200205 

Thomas Kuhn
1. Restate Kuhn’s definition of a paradigm in your own words. How does the paradigm compare to Gramsci’s “hegemonic culture”?
a.  The “box,” a framework for inquiry, a hermeneutic model, “blinders,” are all answers my students have given me.
b. A paradigm can operate negatively by means of its authority. It can be difficult to escape—what if all one’s sources, written by eminently qualified historians with impressive credentials, all agree on a particular theory? One wants to emulate them (they are Gramsci’s “dominant class”). Challenging them may result in loss of professional credibility.
2. According to Kuhn, how are paradigms overturned?
a. The old theory becomes increasingly incapable of explaining new discoveries or solving new problems, despite scientists’ efforts to resolve discrepancies (318). This is the period of crisis (319). “…proliferations of versions of a theory is a very usual symptom of crisis” (320) as scientists attempt to make the evidence fit the theory. “In each case a novel theory emerged only after a pronounced failure in the normal problem-solving activity” (321).  In the absence of crisis, new theories are generally ignored as fringe. “Invention of alternates is just what scientists seldom undertake except during the pre-paradigm stage of their science’s development…” (322).
b. But during crisis, the new theory will generally be accepted if (1) it resolves “some outstanding and generally recognized problem that can be met in no other way…” and (2) “…the new paradigm must promise to preserve a relatively large part of the concrete problem-solving ability that has accrued to science through its predecessors” (238). 
3. How does the authority of the paradigm differ for scientists and historians? 
a. This is chiefly about education and the role of textbooks. At the time Kuhn was writing this, scientific education rarely included the histories of the disciplines, which gave the student the impression that all previous theories were irrelevant because scientific understanding had progressed beyond them. That narrow focus on solving problems within the current paradigm allowed scientists to operate efficiently. Students might read a paragraph about previous theories in their textbooks, but they would not read the primary sources. “Why, after all, should the student of physics…read the works of Newton, Faraday, Einstein, or Schrodinger, when everything he needs to know about these works is recapitulated in a far briefer, more precise, and more systematic form in a number of more up-to-date textbooks?” (326).
b. In non-scientific disciplines, “the elementary college course employs parallel readings in primary sources, some of them the ‘classics’ of the field, other the contemporary research reports that practitioners write for each other. As a result, the student…is constantly made aware of the immense variety of problems that the members of his future group have…attempted to solve…he has constantly before him a number of competing and incommensurable solutions to these problems, problems that he must ultimately evaluate for himself” (326)
c. The difference between these educational methods is profound: scientists are trained to constrain their activities by the methods and theories that the paradigm authorizes, so that they see, and are encouraged to see, their successful experiments as progress within the field. Historians and others are trained (through courses like this one) to understand their field as consisting of numerous interpretations of the body of evidence, and hence their own conclusions as interpretations rather than progress toward a single truth (326-327). Pace, von Ranke.
d. “Scientific progress is not different in kind from progress in other fields, but the absence at most times of competing schools that question each other’s aims and standards making the progress of a normal-scientific community far easier to see” (325).
4. Does paradigm shifting result in progress, according to Kuhn?
a. In some ways the question is semantic, because the label “science” is reserved for disciplines that “do progress in obvious ways” (323); “we tend to see as science any field in which progress is marked” (324). But what he means by “progress” here is the question: does he mean that these disciplines make material differences in human standards of living? Or does he mean progressing toward clearer understanding of reality? (323). He has a fictive member of a possibly non-scientific discipline asking himself, “Why does my field fail to move ahead in the way that, say, physics does?” (323). But what does “move ahead” mean? [I’m also not sure I agree. We tend to see as “science” fields that depend on empirical research and inductive reasoning, rather than on inference from text or artifact. Hence we distinguish between “scientific history” as that which is based on empirical data and objective reporting and “the literary turn” as demarking historiographical methods that rely on deep textual analysis and counterintuitive reporting; the former is a science and the latter is not…although, just to complicate matters, the latter could be a science if we choose to characterize literary analysis as application of algorithms.]
b. He answers this: “Viewed from within any single community…the result of successful creative work is progress. How could it possibly be anything else?” (324). Progress is “an addition to the collective achievement of the group” (324). If it appears that a field does not make progress, it is because “there are always competing schools, each of which constantly questions the foundations of the others” (324). 
c. “It is only during periods of normal science that progress seems both obvious and assured. During those periods, however, the scientific community would view the fruits of its work in no other way” (325).
d. “Scientific progress is not different in kind from progress in other fields, but the absence at most times of competing schools that question each other’s aims and standards making the progress of a normal-scientific community far easier to see” (325). “…that does increase both the effectiveness and the efficiency with which the group as a whole solves new problems” (325).
e. “…because he is working only for an audience of colleagues, an audience that shares his own values and beliefs, the scientist can take a single set of standards for granted. He need not worry about what some other group or school will think and can therefore dispose of one problem and get on to the next more quickly than those who work for a more heterodox group” (325)… “[this] permits the individual scientist to concentrate his attention upon problems that he has good reason to believe he will be able to solve” (326).
f. An individual operating within a discipline in crisis state cannot help but see the new paradigm as progress (327). 
g. “Scientific education makes use of no equivalent for the art museum or the library of classics, and the result is sometimes drastic distortion in the scientist’s perception of his discipline’s past. More tha the practitioners of other creative fields, he comes to see it as leading in a straight line to the discipline’s present vantage. In short, he comes to see it as progress. No alternative is available to him while he remains in the field” (327).
h. But progress toward what? “We may have to relinquish the notion, explicit or implicit, that changes of paradigms carry scientists and those who learn from them closer and closer to the truth” (328, bottom). Kuhn uses the analogy to evolution to suggest that scientific development is “a process of evolution from primitive beginnings…toward no goal” (330) just the “steady emergence of more elaborate, further articulated, and vastly more specialized” explanations (330).
5.  What is “truth” for the scientist? Extrapolate from Kuhn’s answer: What is “truth” for the historian?
a. I don’t ever try to answer the “what is truth” question for my own students. Ultimately, they will decide for themselves whether they are followers of von Ranke and the New Scientific Historians or Marxist cultural materialists or postmodern critics. To anticipate or direct their answers at this point of the course ruins the potential for “aha” moments of profound learning later in the next unit.
b. “The group’s members, as individuals and by virtue of their shared training and experience, must be seen as the sole possessors of the rules of the game or of some equivalent basis for unequivocal judgments. To doubt that they shared some such basis for evaluations would be to admit the existence of incompatible standards of scientific achievement. That admission would inevitably raise the question whether truth in the sciences can be one” (328). Is this not a problem that historians face right now? Who arbitrates “what actually happened”? Do trained historians have that authority at the moment? If not, who does?
c. “Does it really help to imagine that there is some one full, objective, true account of nature and that the proper measure of scientific achievement is the extent to which it brings us closer to that ultimate goal? If we can learn to substitute evolution-from-what-we-do-know for evolution-toward-what-we-wish-to-know, a number of vexing problems may vanish in the process. Somewhere in this maze…must lie the problem of induction” (329).
d. Scientists today generally consider “truth,” as in exactly how or why something happens, to be a goal eternally out of reach. We must always consider the results of our research to be hypotheses open to revision if a theory comes along that fits the experimental data better.
e. Does understanding of “truth” as something empirically discoverable also imply a kind of teleology? If “the truth is out there” (as the 1990s TV series The X Files claimed), are we not progressing toward it as we uncover new sources and develop new explanations? If not, what are we doing? Why does it matter?

Roland Barthes
1. Restate the definition of postmodernism from the introduction to Unit Three in your own words.
a. P. 334. Postmodernism is fundamentally a reaction to modernism (the realist philosophical position that we can know reality directly via sensory perception and that it is possible to achieve objective knowledge of the human experience as represented in artifacts). Postmodernists grow out of the idealist position that what we perceive reflects preexisting mental categories—postmodernist theorists see knowledge as constructions that reflect our language, class, culture, and structures of power. Hence there is no act of historical reading or research that is not affected by the reader’s preexisting knowledge—and that problematizes “objectivity” as the goal of historical writing.
2. Define the code, semiology, signifier, signified, shifter, and the central question that Barthes is trying to answer in this selection.
a. Code: a symbolic structure that underlies all human expression (333).
b. semiology: the study of signs, associated with Saussure and Levi-Strauss. Also called “Semiotics” to refer to the whole complex of studies surrounding signs and symbols (333).
c. signifier: an “acoustic image” that signifies (means) something. Words, non-word sounds such as a scream, gestures, memes (333).
d. signified: what the signifier represents (a mental concept of something, 333). It is tempting to describe signified as the object in the environment that the word names, but that would not be accurate from Saussure’s point of view, because he was an idealist.
e. shifter: a word whose meaning cannot be determined without referring to the message that is being communicated between a sender and a receiver (335, 337). Shifters of listening (“according to my sources”); shifters of organization (how we organize our narrative communicates meaning). Barthes argues that historians use these shifters just as novelists do. There is no historical narrative separate from the messages communicated between the author to the reader—and that is not a one-way communication.
f. his point: “whether it is fully legitimate to make a constant opposition between the discourses of poetry and the novel, the fictional narrative and the historical narrative” (336). And at the end: “Narrative structure, which was originally developed within the cauldron of fiction (in myths and the first epics) becomes at once the sign and the proof of reality.”
3. According to Barthes, in what ways do historians organize the histories they write? How might organization impact meaning?
a. shifters of organization that frame the narrative that is ostensibly about the past in terms of the author’s present. 
i. Type 1 (“phenomenon of acceleration,” 337-338) can give the effect of making one period appear less important than another, for example by dedicating less space to it.
ii. zig-zag, which positions the narrative against a parallel or anecdote from the past and “amplifies its [the narrative’s] depth” (338). For example, Herodotus introduces a person, delves into his ancestry, then returns to the time of the narrative (338).
iii. exordium or introduction, which positions the narrative relative to an introductory quotation or statement (339).  
b. “…the entry of the act of uttering into the historical utterance, through these organizing shifters, is directed less towards offering the historian a chance of expressing his ‘subjectivity,’ as is commonly held, than to ‘complicating’ the chronological time of history by bringing it up against another time…” Barthes calls this “an attempt to ‘dechronologize’ the ‘thread’ of history” and fabricate “a form of time that is complex, parametric and not in the least linear” with depths that recall ancient forms of myths (339).  
c. “Organizing shifters bear witness…to the predictive function of the historian” (339) who knows what is going to happen in the narrative and needs to direct the reader to understand that, much as a fiction writer must lay down clues as to what will happen (foreshadowing).
4. Can a historian successfully hide his/her presence in the writing of a history? How/why not?
a. “This is the case where the utterer means to “absent himself” from his discourse, and where there is in consequence a systematic deficiency of any form of sign referring to the sender of the historical message. The history seems to be telling itself all on its own. This feature has a career which is worthy of note, since it corresponds in effect to the type of historical discourse labelled as ‘objective’ (in which the historian never intervenes). Actually in this case, the utterer nullifies his emotional persona, but substitutes for it another persona, the “objective” persona. The subject persists in its plenitude, but as an objective subject. This is what Fustel de Coulanges referred to significantly (and somewhat naively) as the “chastity of History.” On the level of discourse, objectivity—or the deficiency of signs of the utterer—thus appears as a particular form of imaginary projection, the product of what might be called the referential illusion, since in this case the historian is claiming to allow the referent to speak all on its own. This type of illusion is not exclusive to historical discourse. It would be hard to count the novelists who imagined—in the epoch of Realism—that they were “objective” because they suppressed the signs of the “I” in their discourse!” (340)
b. “We can conclude that, in a certain sense, ‘objective’ discourse (as in the case of positivist history) shares the situation of schizophrenic discourse. In both cases, there is a radical censorship of the act of uttering (which has to be experienced for a negative transformation to take place), a massive flowing back of discourse in the direction of the utterance and even (in the historian’s case) in the direction of the referent: no one is there to take responsibility for the utterance” (343).
c. For example, just because one does not use the pronoun “I” in a historical narrative does not remove one’s choice to employ a certain set of syntagmas (“syntagma” means “arrangement” in Greek and refers to arrangement of words or phrases to form a meaning), such as the “syntagmas of command” (341).
d. “For History not to signify, discourse must be confined to a pure, unstructured series of notations” (344) –annals.
e. NOTE on significance: Barthes introduces a methodology of close reading that many historians and theorists took up: to read for the unacknowledged biases of authors whose biases are embedded in their organizational frameworks or their systematic word choices and naming schemes. In this selection, Barthes also introduces jargon now common in the field: “to complicate” (339) something by pointing out how the narrative is positioned against other times such as the past or present or by pointing out its lexicon or systematic framing; “to mobilize” (342) objects in a narrative to serve or ‘fight for’ a particular agenda; the importance of naming (342).
5. In what other ways could historians (unknowingly?) embed judgment and prejudice into their writings?
a. Lexicons or “collections” (names given to existents & occurrents within a thematic framework—names we choose affect meaning!, 341-342). As in Herodotus, who uses the lexicon of war, or Michelet, whose “personal thematic” is decline: “…by means of these thematic units, which are most often imprisoned within a single word, we can find units of the discourse…So we come to the problem of the naming of historical objects…The very act of naming…is a reinforcement of its structure” (342). What do we call the event that took place on Jan. 6, 2021? “Riot”? “Protest”? “culmination of a seven-part plan by Trump to overturn the election” (Wikipedia, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/January_6_United_States_Capitol_attack 10/14/2022) ? What do we call the people who participated? “Mob”? “Patriots”?
b. Classification of units of content and how they succeed one another (343).
i. Indices or Metaphor: discussion of a series of signs embedded in culture that point to a particular signified (motley clothes indicate decline, 343, 344).
ii. Rational/syllogistic argument that is usually actually enthymematic (a rational argument in which one of the premises or the conclusion is not explicitly stated, 343). “Well, she’s a woman, so….”
c. Narrative elements grouped around different themes, arranged syntagmatically (343) (related themes grouped together “syntagmas of command,” 341), imbricated (laid like bricks, 344), or as a series of items in which the overarching theme “fills the interstices between the core elements” (344).
d. Metonymy, 344: episodes in narrative are shorthand for larger theme (as in Marx—class conflicts indicate motive force of history)
6. According to Barthes, what is a “fact” in historical discourse?
a. “The historian is not so much a collector of facts as a collector and relator of signifiers” (345)—he is the creator of meaning in between a meaningless series of data points. “…historical discourse is in its essence a form of ideological elaboration…an imaginary elaboration…” (345).
b. It is simply whatever the historian thinks is worthy of being noted. (Selection also affects meaning.)
c. Nietzsche: “There are no facts in themselves. It is always necessary to begin by introducing a meaning in order that there can be a fact” (345)
d. “The fact can only have a linguistic existence, as a term in a discourse, and yet it is exactly as if this existence were merely the ‘copy,’ purely and simply, of another existence situated in the extra structural domain of the ‘real’” (345).
7. According to Barthes, what is the “real” in history? Write a statement that illustrates Barthes’s idea of the “realistic effect.”
a. “in ‘objective’ history, the ‘real’ is never more than an unformulated signified, sheltering behind the apparently all-powerful referent” (346). What is “real” is the unacknowledged interpretation.
b. “history…does not follow the real, it can do no more than signify the real, constantly repeating that it happened…” (346), but all the historian accomplishes is assertion of meaning.
c. “The prestige attached to it happened has important ramifications which are themselves worthy of historical investigation. Our civilization has a taste for the realistic effect” (346, he cites memoirs, documentaries, etc. the point of which is to tell us that yes, this happened) “When the relic is secularized, it loses its sacred character, all except for that very sacredness which is attached to the enigma of what has been, is no longer, and yet offers itself for reading as the present sign of a dead thing. By contrast, the profanation of relics is in fact a destruction of the real itself, which derives from the intuition that the real is never any more than a meaning…” (346, italics at end mine).


Clifford Geertz
1. What is “thick description”?
a. We have to start with Geertz’s description of a culture: he takes from Max Weber the idea that culture is a “web of significance” that humans construct, a set of symbols that inform how we interact with and understand the world (347). So cultural acts are also symbols that both inform and express worldview.
b. Thick description is an analysis of all the layers of cultural meaning surrounding an act (or ritual, or event, or statement). As Geertz puts it, this is “the object of ethnography: a stratified hierarchy of meaningful structures in terms of which twitches, winks, fake-winks, parodies, rehearsals of parodies are produced, perceived, and interpreted, and without which they would not…in fact exist, no matter what anyone did or didn’t do with his eyelids” (348). What are all the possible cultural meanings of contraction of one eyelid? Of a cockfight and the bets on a cockfight? Of killing cats (on that, see Darnton)? Of a gift (suggested reading by Mauss)? Of a vow? etc.
2. What would “thin description” be?
a. description of a single or narrowly interpreted meaning of an act, e.g. “rapidly contracting his right eyelids” (348).
3. How is the article “Notes on the Balinese Cockfight” an example of thick description?
a. Geertz offers an interpretation of the cockfight and its bets in terms of the Balinese cultural context that explores all the social ramifications of the fight, the bets, and the social hierarchy they reflect and uphold.
4. What is “deep play”?
a. Play in which the stakes are so high that it is irrational for one to engage in it at all (359).
b. Example: any game in which loss means death, or total destitution, such as Russian roulette or big stakes gambling.
5. What does cockfighting tell us about Balinese culture, according to Geertz?
a. cocks are “masculine symbols par excellence” (349-350), so when cocks fight, their owners are asserting their dominance. He suggests that this subverts other social tensions: “I never saw an open altercation, other than those between cocks, at all” (355).
b. Cocks are symbols of “hero” and “nation” and the island of  Bali (351).
c. cocks are also symbols of animality, the opposite of humanity—cockfighting means identifying also with animalistic demons that ‘are’ the dark side of humanity. “The creative power of aroused masculinity and the destructive power of loosened animality fuse in a bloody drama of hatred, cruelty, violence, and death” (352).
d. they are blood sacrifices to those demons. Fights precede temple ceremonies (352).
e. It is a “focused gathering” that creates social relationships (355) brought into being by “the cultural preoccupations” (356). What “focused gatherings” come out of our cultural preoccupations, and what social relationships do they establish? (Since I usually teach this unit in the fall right around MLB series time, students usually respond how baseball games unite communities, underline regional loyalties, and highlight social inequities—who attends the games? Where do they sit? Do the TV cameras pan to them? Etc.)
f. Bringing a cock to a fight used to be required for male adult citizenship and a mechanism for state collection of taxes (356).
g. Important members of the community bet big on the center bets in large fights. They have to “put their money where their status is” (359). The “access of significance more than compensates for the economic costs involved” (359).
h. The poor engage in other kinds of betting around the margins of the fight (359-360).
i. One must bet for cocks owned by one’s kin or allied kin or one’s village (360-363).
j. Institutionalized hostility relationships are often initiated or expressed through betting, as attacks on one another’s masculinity (362).
k. He summarizes: “it provides a metasocial commentary upon the whole matter of assorting human beings into fixed hierarchical ranks and then organizing the major part of collective existence around that assortment. Its function…is interpretive: it is a Balinese reading of Balinese experience; a story they tell themselves about themselves" (365).
6. How are Geertz’s ideas useful/not useful to historians?
a. He influences postmodern thought: culture as webs of significance that we construct (he references Weber and opposes cultural materialism) and “the analysis of it to be therefore not an experimental science in search of law but an interpretive one in search of meaning” (345).
b. useful definition of culture: “a set of symbols that derive from human experience of the world and… inform how individuals interact with and understand the world” (345). “The culture of a people is an ensemble of texts, themselves ensembles, which the anthropologist strains to read over the shoulders of those to whom they properly belong” (366).
c. he provides a method for writing about culture.
d. he describes these kinds of ritual acts as “interpretive…a Balinese reading of Balinese experience; a story they tell themselves about themselves” (365).
e. “every people loves its own form of violence” (365): what is ours?


Robert Darnton
1. What does “not getting the joke” indicate?
a. it indicates our distance from the culture we are studying and provides us with an inlet into understanding that culture. If we can learn how to “get” the joke, understand its meaning for the participants, that enables us to “grasp a foreign system of meaning in order to unravel it” (369)
2. According to Darnton, how can a historian use a fictional or partially-fabricated text?
a. “it cannot be regarded as a mirror image of what actually happened. It should be read as Contat’s version of a happening, as his attempt to tell a story. Like all story telling, it sets the action in a frame of reference; it assumes a certain repertory of associations and responses on the part of its audience; and it provides meaningful shape to the raw stuff of experience. But since we are attempting to get at its meaning in the first place, we should not be put off by its fabricated character. On the contrary, by treating the narrative as fiction or meaningful fabrication we can use it to develop an ethnological explication de texte” (371).
b. It is not all that different from a non-fictional primary source: “He selected details, ordered events, and framed the story in such a way as to bring out what was meaningful for him. But he derived his notions of meaning from his culture…The subjective character of the writing does not vitiate its collective frame of reference…” (379).
3. Why cats?
a. the bourgeoises loved cats, although alley cat howling tortured the workers and made it hard to sleep. “The masters love cats; consequently [the workers] hat them” (371).
b. cat torture was part of charivari rituals (372-374). 
c. cats straddled ontological/conceptual categories, giving them occult associations. “This ambiguous ontological position, a straddling of conceptual categories, gives certain animals—pigs, dogs, and cassowaries as well as cats—in certain cultures an occult power associated with the taboo” (373). “Certain animals are good for swearing, just as they are ‘good for thinking’ in Levi-Strauss’s famous formula. I would add that others—cats in particular—are good for staging ceremonies. They have ritual value. You cannot make a charivari with a cow” (373).
d. Cats represented witchcraft (374). To hurt the witch, maim the cat (374).
e. Cat “power” was associated specifically with the house and its master and mistress. “To kill a cat was to bring misfortune upon its owner or its house” (375).
f. “Cats connoted fertility and female sexuality everywhere” (375) and cuckolding of men (375-376).
4. What did the massacre of the cats mean to the journeymen? Why was it funny?
a. It was a charivari (377).
b. By killing the grise that was their mistress’s favorite, they accused her of being a witch (377).
c. They also accused her of cuckolding her husband with the priest (377).
d. they tried and hanged the cats, which stood in as symbols for the bourgeoises, declaring them guilty of living in luxury, bringing in low-paid competitors, withdrawing from the unity they once mythically had with the workers (377).
e. they “ridicule[d] the entire legal and social order” (378).
f. they “ravished the mistress symbolically” (378).
g. It was “Rabelaisian laughter” (379)—riotously funny, sexed, carnivalesque.
h. “…it seems clear that the workers found the massacre funny because it gave them a way to turn the tables on the bourgeois. By goading him with cat calls, they provoked him to authorize the massacre of cats, then they used the massacre to put him symbolically on trial for unjust management of the shop. They also used it as a witch hunt, which provided an excuse to kill his wife’s familiar and to insinuate that she herself was the witch. Finally, they transformed it into a charivari, which served as a means to insult her sexually while mocking him as a cuckold. The bourgeois made an excellent butt of the joke. Not only did he become the victim of a procedure he himself had set in motion, he did not understand how badly he had been had. The men had subjected his wife to symbolic aggression of the most intimate kind, but he did not get it. He was too thick-headed, a classic cuckold…” (379-380).
5. Devise your own example of a metonymic insult.
a. “cow,” “rabbit,” “dog,” “hog,” “etc.
b. flag burning

Michel Foucault
1. What does Foucault mean by “discipline”? 
a. the “art of correct training. The chief function of the disciplinary power is to train…it separates, analyses, differentiates…it trains…” (383).
b. “Discipline ‘makes’ individuals; it is the specific technique of a power that regards individuals both as objects and as instruments of its exercise” (383).
c. “…it is a modest, suspicious power…” (383).
d.  Training replaces punishment as a form of correction.
e. a mode of power that is exercised not through corporal punishment but through the myriad ways in which we observe each other, monitor our own and others’ behavior, and “correct” in line with a culturally constructed norm.
2. How does disciplinary surveillance function in military camps, hospitals, and schools?
a. “The success of disciplinary power derives no doubt from the use of simple instruments; hierarchical observation, normalizing judgment and their combination in a procedure that is specific to it, the examination” (383).
b. “The exercise of discipline presupposes a mechanism that coerces by means of observation; an apparatus in which the techniques that make it possible to see induce effects of power, and in which, conversely, the means of coercion make those on whom they are applied clearly visible” (384).
c. “…eyes that must see without being seen; using techniques of subjection and methods of exploitation, an obscure art of light and the visible was secretly preparing a new knowledge of man” (384).
d. military camps are laid out on grid patterns to allow visibility and control: “In the perfect camp, all power would be exercised solely through exact observation…” (384); “the camp is a diagram of a power that acts by means of general visibility” (384). 
e. “spatial ‘nesting’ of hierarchized surveillance” (384): architecture no longer is built to be seen but to allow one to see: to permit an internal, articulated and detailed control—to render visible those who are inside it…an architecture that would operate to transform individuals…to make it possible to know them, to alter them. Stones can make people docile and knowable” (384-385).
f. Hospitals are organized to allow better observation, separation, quarantine (385).
g. Schools (385): When I was teaching this class between 2008 and 2018, almost all my students were familiar with the Harry Potter books and movies. I used the Hogwarts dining hall as an illustration: the teachers sat at an elevated head table while the students ate and had study hall in long rows of tables perpendicular to the head table, enabling the teachers to keep the students under view at all time, so that Snape could descend to smack those who misbehaved. Students might also be able to relate their own school’s architecture to these ideas: classroom doors typically have a transparent window either set into the door or to the side, to enable administrators to see into the classrooms from outside. Experimental schools in the 1980s had “open design”—classrooms without walls. Public restrooms are designed so that one can see under the doors of the stalls (385)—to make sure only one person occupies the stall. 
h. I call teacher candidates’ attention to this: “A relation of surveillance, defined and regulated, is inscribed at the heart of the practice of teaching, nor as an additional or adjacent part, but as a mechanism that is inherent to it and which increases its efficiency” (387) Also teachers are themselves “perpetually supervised” via standardized testing and assessment (388).
i. “…it is the apparatus as a whole that produces ‘power’ and distributes individuals in this permanent and continuous field. This enables the disciplinary power to be both absolutely indiscreet, since it is everywhere and always alert, since by its very principle it leaves no zone of shade and constantly supervises the very individuals who are entrusted with the task of supervising; and absolutely ‘discreet,’ for it functions permanently and largely in silence. Discipline makes possible the operation of a relational power that sustains itself by its own mechanism and which, for the spectacle of public events, substitutes the uninterrupted play of calculated gazes”…this allows the whole to operate “without recourse…to excess, force, or violence” (388).
i. “The perfect disciplinary apparatus would make it possible for a single gaze to see everything constantly” (386). I use this as an opportunity to explain how, in another chapter, Foucault uses Jeremy Bentham’s model Panopticon prison as a metaphor for the operation of disciplinary surveillance in society. The design is a ring of cells, backlit by windows. The supervisor sits in a central tower, its windows darkened so the prisoners cannot see the supervisor. The prisoners’ actions would always be visible to the supervisor, but the prisoners would not know whether the supervisor was watching them or not. The prisoners would have to assume they were constantly under surveillance and would modify their behavior accordingly. 
j. It is power that is “discreet,” silent: “for the spectacle of public events” it “substitutes the uninterrupted play of calculated gazes.” “Disciplinary power…is exercised through its invisibility; at the same time it imposes on those whom it subjects a principle of compulsory visibility. In discipline, it is the subjects who have to be seen. Their visibility assures the hold of the power that is exercised over them. It is the fact of constantly being seen, of being able always to be seen, that maintains the disciplined individual in his subjection” (395).
k. Why does this happen? Population increase. “The development of the parish schools, the increase in the number of pupils, the absence of methods for regulating simultaneously the activity of a whole class, and the disorder and confusion that followed from this made it necessary to work out a system of supervision” (387).
3. What are the functions of disciplinary punishment?
a. to train (390). Instead of smacking students with a ruler when they get answers wrong, have them “write lines” instead (Harry Potter again: writing “I will not tell lies” on a paper—although he suffers both training and pain from that exercise).
b.  “At the heart of all disciplinary systems functions a small penal mechanism” (388).
c. “micro-penality of time” (389)… “By the word punishment, one must understand everything that is capable of making children feel the offense they have committed”—quoted from La Salle (389).
d.  “What is specific to the disciplinary penality is non-observance, that which does not measure up to the rule, that departs from it” (389).
e. “Disciplinary punishment has the function of reducing gaps. It must therefore be essentially corrective” (390). “To punish is to exercise” (390).
f. It creates hierarchies of individuals: “Through this micro-economy of a perpetual penalty operates a differentiation that is not one of acts, but of individuals themselves, of their nature, their potentialities, their level or their value” (391). 
g. In schools, disciplinary punishment and rewards encourage students to aspire to join the more successful ranks “So that they might all be like one another” (392).
h. “ it refers individual actions to a whole that is at once a field of comparison, a space of differentiation and the principle of a rule to be followed…It measures…and hierarchizes…It introduces…conformity…compares, differentiates, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In short, it normalizes” (392). 
i. “penality of the norm” (392).
4. How do the “disciplines” surveil us, for example, via the social sciences? How is this process related to the creation of power, knowledge, and truth?
a. “The power of the Norm appears through the disciplines” (392).
b. “The Normal is established as a principle of coercion in teaching with the introduction of a standardized education and the establishment of the écoles normales (teacher’ training colleges)…Like surveillance and with it, normalization becomes one of the great instruments of power at the end of the classical age” (392-393).
c. In the section on the exam, Foucault argues that examinations serve not only as tests of individual aptitude but also producers of norms—what is average, what is normal performance. Those at the bottom of the hierarchy of “normal” are more individuated for training. Surveillance and disciplinary punishment serve as mechanisms by which we are measured and trained to be like one another (396-398). These are the “disciplines” of the social sciences. Foucault, like other post-structuralists, enjoys words with double meanings.
i. “…the power of normalization imposes homogeneity; but it individualizes by making it possible to measure gaps…” (393).
ii. We are constantly being studied, so as to determine “normal” functioning (398).
d. “power produces; it produces reality; it produces domains of objects and rituals of truth. The individual and the knowledge that may be gained of him belong to this production” (398).
5. What are the purposes of the examination?
a. It substitutes for a system in which students were tested by having them debate with one another: The exam is “a constantly repeated ritual of power…enabled the teacher , while transmitting his knowledge, to transform his pupils into a whole field of knowledge” (394). It makes the students visible, establishes by comparison what the norm should be, individualizes them in terms of their deviance from a norm, and inflicts punishment.
b. “The exam is the technique by which power, instead of emitting signs of its potency, instead of imposing its mark on its subjects, holds them in a mechanism of objectification” (395). It is the tool of silent power. Exams make students visible (their aptitudes, study habits, etc., can be assessed. They are objectified.
c. It permits assessment: “…it guaranteed the movement of knowledge from the teacher to the pupil, but it extracted from the pupil a knowledge destined and reserved for the teacher” (395). “The examination that places individuals in a field of surveillance also situates them in a network of writing; it engages them in a whole mass of documents that capture and fix them” (395). For example, we use test scores to determine student level, to find averages and determine what “normal” performance is, and to correlate “normal” performance with other variables (attendance rates, race, sex, class)(396).
d. And it allows individuation of the student as a “case” for training (396-397).
e. It allows the separation of those who are “deviant” (397): “This turning of real lives into writing is no longer a procedure of heroization; it functions as a procedure of objectification and subjection” (397). Whereas previously being marked out as an individual in writing was a marker of status (age of heroes, Great Man Theory) (397, 398), now it is the deviant who “is linked by his status to the features, the measurements, the gaps, the ‘marks’ that characterize him and make him a ‘case’” (397). Those at the bottom of the assessment hierarchy are more documented (398), such as patients, children, students failing out. Biographies tend to emphasize the abnormal (psychobiographies, 398).
f. The examination is a technique that tests while also extracting information about individuals, compares them to a norm, ranks them, and draws conclusions from that ranking about humanity as well as the individual (398).
6. Give an example of how discipline operates in your own life.
a. I ask my students how often they do (or don’t do) something just because someone might be watching.
Suggested reading:
Foucault, Discipline and Punish, chapter on the Panopticon
Foucault, History of Sexuality.
Indira Gesink, Islamic Reform and Conservatism (London: I.B. Tauris, 2013), pp. 54-57, for an example of how Foucault can be used by historians to understand shifts in educational trends resulting from population growth.

Edward Said
1. Before you begin reading, list the methods of investigation and critique one would expect to see in a book by a postmodernist. Can you identify where Said uses those methods?
a. Objective: the critique of metanarrative, with Orientalism as the metanarrative used to justify European power and authority over the Orient.
b. Method: reading the primary sources for subtextual cues that reveal their unacknowledged biases. Ex: Analysis of Balfour and Cromer texts (404-410), analysis of Kissinger’s lexicon (415, prophetic, accuracy, empirical reality, order).
c. (using Foucault), understanding knowledge as a construct influenced by power relationships: 
i. “knowledge of subject races or Orientals is what makes their management easy and profitable; knowledge gives power, more power requires more knowledge, and so on in an increasingly profitable dialectic of information and control” (408).
ii. “Knowledge of the Orient, because generated out of strength, in a sense creates the Orient, the Oriental, and his world…” (412).
2. What is “Orientalism”? 
“By Orientalism I mean several things, all of them, in my opinion, interdependent” (401).
a. “A way of coming to terms with the Orient that is based on the Orient’s special place in European Western experience” expressed “as a mode of discourse with supporting institutions, vocabulary, scholarship, imagery, doctrines, even colonial bureaucracies and colonial styles” (400).
b. “A style of thought based on assumption of ontological and epistemological distinction made between ‘the Orient’ and (most of the time) ‘the Occident’” (401).
c. A corporate institution for dealing with the Orient: Western style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient (401).
d. “A created body of theory & practice in which…there has been considerable material investment” (402).
e. “accepted grid for filtering Orient into Western consciousness” (402).
f. Knowledge of the Orient that places things Oriental in class, court, prison, or manual for scrutiny, study, judgment, discipline, or governing (412).
g. “…a library or archive of information commonly, and in some aspects, unanimously held” (412).
h. “…better grasped as a set of constraints upon and limitations of thought” (412-413).
i. A political vision of reality whose structure promotes difference between the familiar (Europe, the West, “us”) & the strange (the Orient, the East, “them”), a form of thought for dealing with the foreign (413).
3. How has Orientalism affected the way westerners write about the Middle East?
a. As with Balfour, we assume that things exist as we know them (404; see question 5).
b. It allows us to think the we know best for other peoples. So Balfour can argue that because we know that Orientals have never had self-government, the British must teach it to them, and that justifies the British occupations (404-405).
c. It allows westerners to dispense with subaltern opinions. “England knows Egypt; Egypt is what England knows; England knows that Egypt cannot have self-government; England confirms that by occupying Egypt; for the Egyptians, Egypt is what England has occupied and now governs; foreign occupation therefore becomes ‘the very basis’ of contemporary Egyptian civilization; Egypt requires, indeed insists upon, British occupation” (406)… “If he does not speak directly for the Orientals, it is because they after all speak another language; yet he knows how they feel since he knows their history, their reliance upon such as he, and their expectations. Still, he does speak for them in the sense that what they might have to say, were they to be asked and might they be able to answer, would somewhat uselessly confirm what is already evident: that they are a subject race, dominated by a race that knows them and what is good for them better than they could possibly know themselves. Their great moments were in the past; they are useful in the modern world only because the powerful and up-to-date empires have effectively brought them out of the wretchedness of their decline and turned them into rehabilitated residents of productive colonies” (406).
d. “the Orientalist reality is both anti-human and persistent” (413)… “When one uses categories like Oriental and Western as the starting and end points of analysis, research, public policy…the result is usually to polarize the distinction—the Oriental becomes more Oriental, the Westerner more Western—and limit the encounter between different cultures, traditions, and societies” (413-414).
e. “Kissinger’s discourse must…establish a polarity between the United States and the world” (414)…so he creates the division between the unproblematic first world and the problematic third world (414).
f. Orientalism is used to justify foreign military intervention: “why such peoples as the Arabs are entitled to keep the developed (free, democratic, moral) world threatened. From such questions comes the frequent suggestion that the Arab oil fields be invaded by the marines” (417)—which some would argue is what happened in the Persian Gulf War (1990-1991) and the Iraq War (2003-2021). “Lurking behind all of these images is the menace of jihad. Consequence: a fear that the Muslims (or Arabs) will take over the world” (417)—which some would argue is an underlying cause of the War on Terror (2001-     ).
4. How does Said use Foucault, Gramsci, Kuhn, and Barthes? Can you detect the implicit criticisms of Marx and Rostow?
a. “I have found it I have found it useful here to employ Michel Foucault’s notion of a discourse, as described by him in The Archaeology of Knowledge and in Discipline and Punish, to identify Orientalism. My contention is that without examining Orientalism as a discourse one cannot possibly understand the enormously systematic discipline by which European culture was able to manage—and even produce—the Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically, scientifically, and imaginatively during the post-Enlightenment period” (401-402).
b. “Gramsci has made the useful analytic distinction between civil and political society in which the former is made up of voluntary (or at least rational and noncoercive) affiliations like schools, families, and unions, the latter of state institutions (the army, the police, the central bureaucracy) whose role in the polity is direct domination.  Culture, of course, is to be found operating within civil society, where the influence of ideas, of institutions, and of other persons works not through domination but by what Gramsci calls consent.  In any society not totalitarian, then, certain cultural forms predominate over others, just as certain ideas are more influential than others; the form of this cultural leadership is what Gramsci has identified as hegemony, an indispensable concept for any understanding of cultural life in the industrial West.  It is hegemony, or rather the result of cultural hegemony at work, that gives Orientalism the durability and the strength I have been speaking about so far” (402). In other words, Orientalism is something to which we have consented due to the authority of those who project these ideas, which we accept without questioning where the ideas comes from.
c. Marx is criticized as an example of Orientalism: his labeling of an “Oriental mode of production” (404).
d. Reference to “paradigms” of research that come out of Orientalism (and it is itself a paradigm, 413).
e. Dig at Rostow is embedded in the discussion of Kissinger (Newtonian vs. pre-Newtonian science are analytical categories that Kissinger adopted from Rostow, 415).
f. Barthes is used implicitly in Said’s method of analysis: the examination of the Orientalists’ writings for bias embedded in their choices of lexicon, uses of metaphor, etc.
5. Said discusses the “fact” as something we assume to be “fundamentally, even ontologically stable.” Reflect: What does it mean to know something as “fact”?
a. An ontologically stable fact does not change the essence of its being. It is as we know it and does not change. Its stability gives us authority over it and denies it autonomy (404).
i. Ex., in Balfour: “You may look through the whole history of Orientalist in what is called, broadly speaking, the East, and you will never find any traces of self-government…never in all the revolutions of fame and fortune have you seen one of those nations of its own motion establish what we, from a Western point of view, call self-government” (405), and, because of that, it is a given that they cannot now govern themselves. It never occurs to Balfour “to let the Egyptian speak for himself” (405) on the matter.
ii. Ex., in Cromer, “Orientals were almost everywhere nearly the same.” They were a “Platonic essence” (409). 
iii. BUT Said warns, “To say simply that Orientalism was a rationalization of colonial rule is to ignore the extent to which colonial rule was justified in advance by Orientalism” (410-411).
iv. The Arab as oil, as threat to Israel, as lecher, as jihad (417).
b. AND if the stability of a fact entails understanding it as fundamentally unstable or confusing or dangerous, that justifies our power and authority, because only we can truly understand and represent it for the public.
c. That implies something rather challenging for historians: that we attribute certainty and stability to these “facts” that we write about because we need to control the past. We are asserting our power over the unknowable and uncertain. Why is it so important to know what really happened during the Boston “Massacre”? Or the Kent State “riots” (“shootings”)?
d. If we know something for certain, we do not need to listen to what others say about it. Like Balfour, we can deny the Egyptians the voice to speak about colonial authority, because we already know what needs to be known.
e. Furthermore, any deviation from what we know can be identified as “unnatural,” such as Egyptian nationalism during Cromer’s administration (410).
f. And we as historians justify our own social power: “the academic whose business is the study of the Arab Near East…what he says, in effect, is that without people such as he the Middle East would be neglected; and that without his mediating, interpretive role the place would not be understood, partly because what little there is to understand is fairly peculiar, and partly because only the Orientalist can interpret the Orient, the Orient being radically unable to interpret itself…” (418).
6. How is binary opposition (thinking of things as mutually exclusive opposites) essential to Orientalism?
a. binary opposition (superiority vs. inferiority) is a mechanism by which we assert our power, by projecting the negative values of our own value system onto the supposed inferior: “European culture gained in strength and identity by setting itself off against the Orient as a sort of surrogate and even underground self” (402).
b. Denys Hay: “the idea of Europe”: Europe as imagined as superior to all non-Europeans (402). Follow-up: have any civilizations historically been exempt from this kind of ethnocentrism? Is ethnocentrism or nativism innate to humanity?
c. “There are Westerners, and there are Orientals. The former dominate; the latter must be dominated, which usually means having their land occupied, their internal affairs rigidly controlled, their blood and treasure put at the disposal of one or another Western power” (407).
d. In Cromer, Egyptian is fundamentally unaware of logic, hence untruthful. British are naturally logical and skeptical: in everything, Oriental “oppose the clarity, directness, and nobility of the Anglo-Saxon race” (409-410). “The Oriental generally acts, speaks, and thinks in a manner exactly opposite to the European” (410).
e. “Men have always divided the world up into regions having either real or imagined distinction from each other” (411).
f. Always between a strong and a weak partner. “Knowledge of the Orient, because generated out of strength, is a sense creates the Orient, the Oriental, and his world” (412). It also creates the European: “The Oriental is irrational, depraved (fallen), childlike, ‘different’; thus the European is rational, virtuous, mature, ‘normal’” (411-412).
g. Kissinger: developed vs. undeveloped (414). “Kissinger’s method in the essay proceeds according to what linguists call binary opposition: that is, he shows that there are two styles of foreign policy (the prophetic and the political), two types of technique, two periods, and so forth. When at the end of the historical part of his argument he is brought face to face with the contemporary world, he divides it accordingly into two halves, the developed and the developing countries” (414-415).
h. Can one divide the world into binaries “and survive the consequences humanly”? (413).
7. Do you think it is possible for a historian writing on the Middle East to escape the influence of Orientalism entirely? To put this question another way: is it possible for a historian writing in a certain field (say, early American history), to escape the influences of the operative paradigm or discourse? How/why not?
a. As Said asks, is there any way to avoid division into binaries like this?

Jacques Derrida

1. How does Johnson explain the hierarchical definition of binary opposites?
a. “Western thought, says Derrida, has always been structured in terms of dichotomies or polarities: good vs. evil, being vs. nothingness, presence vs. absence, truth vs. error, identity vs. difference, mind vs. matter, man vs. woman, soul vs. body, life vs. death, nature vs. culture, speech vs. writing. These polar opposites do not, however, stand as independent and equal entities. The second term in each pair is considered the negative, corrupt, undesirable version of the first, a fall away from it. Hence, absence is the lack of presence, evil is the fall from good, error is a distortion of truth, etc. In other words, the two terms are not simply opposed in their meanings, but are arranged in a hierarchical order which gives the first term priority, in both the temporal and the qualitative sense of the word. In general, what these hierarchical oppositions do is to privilege unity, identity, immediacy, and temporal and spatial presentness over distance, difference, dissimulation, and deferment” (420).
2. What is logocentrism? How does Derrida critique logocentrism? What does this imply about “truth”?
a. The reading pointed out that Derrida critiques logocentrism as “belief in the self-representation of meaning” (420-421)—that since “the speaker hears himself speak at the same moment the listener does…This immediacy seems to guarantee the notion that in the spoken word we know what we mean, mean what we say, say what we mean, and know what we have said…this image of perfectly self-present meaning is…the underlying ideal of Western culture” (420). 
i. What is logos?  “In the beginning was the word (logos), and the word was with God and the word was God” (En arche en ho logos, kai ho logos en pros ton theon, kai theos en ho logos [John 1:1]. This refers to Genesis, in which God says “Let there be light.”) “Logos” in Greek is from the verb lego, to say, tell, count, or speak. So logos is not actually “word,” but “speech.”  Logocentrism is the idea that speaking as a form of communication is superior to writing, because it is primary to the universe, more immediate, and the speaker supposedly has more control over the communication of meaning because the speaker and the listener are both present. Speech is truth, whereas writing “is only a representation of speech” (421; also Rousseau, 429) and thus can be misunderstood. Presence is valued over absence for ensuring truth in communication.
b. Derrida deconstructs this in a variety of examples not in this excerpt. In one, he takes up Plato’s dialogue Phaedrus. Plato says that writing is second-hand knowledge, whereas speech is a direct expression of a living reality. Plato also says that “true” learning is “written on the soul of the learner.” So speech, for most western philosophers, expresses truth directly from the heart–what is spoken from the heart is truth. Writing, on the other hand, is “a sign of a sign”–we express our perception of reality through signs–and writing is one degree removed from reality because we first formulate what we want to say in (subvocal or spoken) signs and then write them in signs. Writing is deferred. Writing becomes a symbol of separateness.  
i. Derrida undertakes analysis of Plato’s rhetoric–the words Plato chooses to make this argument. Derrida says the rhetorical metaphor “written on the soul” reveals that Plato actually conceives of speech through a metaphor of writing. The metaphor exposes the logical flaw in the assumed binary opposition between speech and writing. Plato cannot define speech without writing.
ii. We might say, “Oh, that use of ‘written’ was only a metaphor. It didn’t mean anything. But Derrida isn’t looking for meaning as intended by the author. He’s looking for why Plato would use a metaphor like that. Derrida says this metaphorical undermining of binary opposites is not accidental. It happens whenever one thing is declared to be absolutely superior to another.
c. In the case of speech and writing, what deconstruction shows is that direct access to truth is not possible at all. All language is one degree removed from truth (421). Speech is the same as writing. We perceive something, but the act of perception is shaped by and expressed in signs, whether those signs are spoken or written. And neither guarantees understanding by the listener or reader. 
d. The problem is pronounced in any attempt to name an absolute truth: we always wind up using a rhetorical vehicle, a figure of speech or some other indirect means of signifying, such as a metaphor. A metaphor says “A is like B.” There is no direct expression of truth. God is...? Love is...?  Truth is...? [ask students to try to define them.] They can’t be explained without using some kind of figure of speech.
e. In any attempt to define an absolute truth, there will always be a tension between the intended meaning of the definition and the rhetorical vehicles used for the definition. 
3. What is différance?
a. Because language is a system of signs, there is always a gap, or slippage, between the reality of something and the term we use to name it. The sign does not exactly express the reality of its referent (all terms are shifters). Slippage is more pronounced when one defines abstracts.
b. That slippage is the différance. The sign is different or deferred, separated, from its referent, the reality (421).
i. So when we use a metaphor, saying “A is like B,” we are acknowledging différance to some extent. We are admitting that we can’t really express the absolute–even if we don’t know we are admitting it.
4. What is the supplement?
a. It is the second, inferior term in a binary pair.
b. We try to cover up the différance between the rhetorical vehicle and the reality by defining the rhetorical vehicle as a supplement. Likewise, when we define an absolute in terms of its opposite, we relegate the opposite to an inferior position–it’s a supplement.
c. In grammar, a supplement is something that is not essential.  It’s there to help us understand the thing that is essential. Johnson says, “In French, the word supplement has two meanings: it means both ‘an addition’ and ‘a substitute.’…[they] may add to something that is already present, in which case they are superfluous, AND/OR they may replace something that is not present, in which case they are necessary” (424). Hence the supplement is superfluous (possibly in the mind of the author) but necessary (in the author’s unacknowledged subtextual meaning).
d. Derrida suggests that in attempts to define absolute truths, the supplement is there because it is necessary. We cannot define absolute truths without supplements (or anything, really: “the sign is always the supplement of the thing itself,” in Derrida, 430). The necessity of the supplement destroys the purity, the absolute nature of the supposedly absolute truth: Johnson says, “The logic of the supplement wrenches apart the neatness of the metaphysical binary oppositions. Instead of ‘A is opposed to B’ we have ‘B is both added to A and replaces A.’ A and B are no longer opposed, nor are they equivalent. They are their own différance from themselves” (424; Derrida “the supplement supplements. It adds only to replace,” 430). 
5. What is deconstruction (and what is it not)? How does one do it?
a. It is a form of critique, of close reading, of “careful teasing out of warring forces of signification within the text itself” (425) that is, the ways in which the subtextual meanings subvert the author’s overt meanings. “…a text signifies [has meaning] in more than one way, and to varying degrees of explicitness” (425-426).
b. It is a method of collapsing binary oppositions (such as natural vs. civilized, good vs. evil, male vs. female) by critiquing the rhetoric used in defining them. 
c. It is “not a form of textual vandalism designed to prove that meaning is impossible” (425).
i. The most common comment I hear from my academic peers regarding Derrida is that he is so hard to read as to be useless. He’s dismissed as nonsense. I think this is a terrible message to send to students, because it allows them to shirk difficult reading and because it plays into a political narrative that describes academics as incapable of relating to the real world (“Ivory Tower,” etc.). There is famous precedent for treating Derrida this way: Foucault accused Derrida of “terrorist obscurantism,” that is, he writes so obscurely that you can’t tell what he is saying, and if you criticize him, he says ‘you don’t understand it; you’re an idiot’” (“Reality Principles: An Interview with John R. Searle.” Reason.com (February 2000) accessed 24 October 2008 < http://www.reason.com/news/show/27599.html  >).
ii. About teaching Derrida: I have found that students respond better to Derrida and other difficult theorists if the instructor refrains from commenting on the text’s unintelligibility. Derrida and those who write in his vein use their writing style (e.g., “unspeakable” syntax, 427; “undecidables” that are neither binaries but “unities of simulacrum” that “resist[] and disorganiz[e]” the binary “without ever constituting a third term,” 428) to make a point: that the act of writing is inherently literary (Barthes), an act of creation rather than an act of discovery (of “truth”). Historians tend to read Derrida as they would any philosophical text, but we should read Derrida as poetry, watching for symbolic uses of terminology and sentence structures that play with meaning, and as an act of revolution against historical metanarratives that employ binary opposition as mechanisms of power. Deconstruction is a “revolution in the very logic of meaning” (424).
d. It is done by identifying double-edged words, statements in which the figurative meaning is at odds with the literal meaning, and arguments in which there are presuppositions that render its conclusions problematic or circular (426). 
i. So, Rousseau thinks that he understands what he means when he writes—when he means something is a “substitute” and when something is a “replacement.” BUT: “the shadow presence of the other meaning is always there to undermine the distinction” (424). This “carries the text’s signifying possibilities beyond what could reasonably be attributed to Rousseau’s conscious intentions. Derrida’s reading shows how Rousseau’s text functions against its own explicit (metaphysical) assertions, not just by creating ambiguity, but by inscribing a systematic ‘other message’ behind or through what is being said” (424)
ii. In that sense, one “does” deconstruction by looking for signs of meaning systematically inscribed behind an author’s intended meaning (this is why we say postmodern analysis is not about “fact” but about “meaning”). Often the inscribed meaning is something unacknowledged but nevertheless present in a society’s power structure, such as an abolitionist text that appears on literalist reading to be about freeing slaves but on the subsurface level reinforces the power structure in which whites rule over blacks.
iii. It is done by looking for the “relationship, unperceived by the writer, between what he commands and what he does not command in the patterns of language that he uses” (Derrida, 426) … “the necessity with which what he does see is related systematically to what he does not see” (Johnson, 426) … “the starting point is not a (natural) given but a (cultural) construct” (426).
e. One could also push the students to explore the meaning of “there is nothing outside of the text,” which Johnson points out is a statement Rousseau makes himself. “Our very relation to ‘reality’ already functions like a text” (what does that mean?) “Nothing, indeed, can be said to be not a text” (425) What else could be “read” like a text? (artifacts, a life, a performative, etc.). Other translators have rendered this “There is no outside-text,” in the sense of a supplementary assist to help readers grasp the meaning of a text, like this instructor’s manual. That would change our understanding of the phrase to mean that there is nothing outside the text that will help us to understand it “truly”; it has to be read for what it says itself.
6. In the selection from Derrida, how does he use Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Confessions to deconstruct the binary opposition between “natural” sex and “perversion”?
a. The binary opposition that Rousseau sets up is one between “natural” sex as heterosexual intercourse and “perversion” as masturbation and fantasy. Rousseau believed that humans in a state of nature were morally superior to humans who had been corrupted by the artificial constructions of civilized society (we become property-owning and therefore unequal, we become envious, we become phony). So he was trying to establish a dichotomy between good, natural man and corrupt, civilized man. So “normal/natural” is opposed to “fantasy/perversion/unnatural.”
b. Good, normal sex was a passionate encounter between a man and a woman–it was more natural and therefore more fulfilling than the solitary act. Rousseau asserted that masturbation unfitted people for a good, normal sexual relationship (it damaged health, 431). This was because fantasy, being beyond the possibility of reality, was more gratifying than real sex, so it corrupted the possibility of true sexuality.  He concluded that masturbation was unnatural, occurring only as a result of defective upbringing, perhaps due to the death of a mother.
c. Derrida’s critique examines Rousseau’s language. Rousseau is guilty about masturbation and fantasy, but he admits that when he does have sex with women, it is not really that great. He has more desire for his mistress, “Maman,” when she is absent than when she is present (433-434. Rousseau’s language reveals that what he really wants from a sexual union with a woman is absolute non-separateness– a complete merging, perfect emotional union, perfect reciprocity, perfect understanding, a suspension of reality and time. But such a thing is never possible in reality–only in fantasy. In other words, the supplement of fantasy to sex, for Rousseau, is necessary. 
d. Another example from Rousseau. Rousseau wrote a book called Emile, in which he defined an ideal path of education to create a truly “natural” person.  
e. Here, Rousseau’s binary opposition is nature vs. culture. Natural, genuine state vs. artificiality of civilization. Natural is good, artificial is what is wrong with our civilization. We have departed, fallen away from, the natural and good elements of human society. This implies that what Rousseau wants for his imagined student, Emile, is that he remains natural.  
f. Rousseau’s ultimate conclusion is that Emile’s education must be derived totally from sensory perception of his environment. Emile discovers things in his environment, like a scientist. But he needs someone to explain those things to him. So Rousseau provides him with a tutor.  
g. Derrida points out that a tutor represents civilization. If naturalness requires a tutor, how “natural” is it? So Derrida says there is really no such thing as a wholly “natural” principle.
h. Another example: Feminism. Here the opposition is male vs. female.  The male is assumed to be self-contained and active. The female is assumed to be passive and dependent on the male. (From Genesis–Eve is created from Adam’s rib–she is a supplement.) Derrida points out that the male desires the female and needs her to reproduce. He isn’t actually self-contained. They are not opposites. They are supplements.
7. What are the implications of these ideas for the historian, in particular the realist historian?
a. Deconstruction looks like a game for clever people but it is deadly serious in its principles and purposes. The whole of western philosophy has been an effort to name unitary absolute truths (freedom, unity, morality, superiority) and to contrast these with tyranny, factionalism, anarchy, sin, inferiority. Deconstruction shows that these efforts will always ultimately fail. There is no real dichotomy between normal and abnormal. So Derrida is de-centering truth. He says language cannot communicate a consistent center, or structure, of truth. Any text that attempts to construct an absolute truth will ultimately deconstruct itself.
b. Ask students to think about the implications of this: all the binary opposites that defined American culture in the 20th century—West vs. East, white vs. black, man vs. woman, democratic vs. Communist, straight vs. gay, cisgender vs. transgender—our understanding of the relationships between these terms have been revised in part because of Derrida’s strategy of deconstruction.

Joan Wallach Scott
1. In the first paragraph of this selection, Scott positions herself in relation to three epistemological debates that have affected historiography (and which we have covered in this text). What are these debates and what position does Scott take?
a. The literary turn: “Shift from scientific to literary paradigms” (436). This entailed a shift in emphasis from cause to meaning.
b. realists vs. idealists: “those who assert the transparency of facts and those who insist that all reality is construed or constructed” (436, one could argue that a and b are really the same debate—the modernist/scientific/empiricist/paradigm having grown out of philosophical realism and the postmodernist/literary/humanist/constructionist paradigm having grown out of the Platonic idealist position).
c. Human/great man as motive force vs. social constructionism: “those who defend and those who question the idea that ‘man’ is the rational master of his own destiny” (436-437). That is to say, if humans are the motive forces, then they are the masters of their own destinies (and does that necessarily entail free will?). If humans are not the motive forces, then either God is or other forces outside human rational control are, such as geography, climate, or macroeconomic structures.
d. Scott positions herself as a “humanist” (postmodern, literary) who holds that gender is a social construction rather than something innate (437). 
i. In October 2018 as I write this, the Trump administration has leaked a memo on a proposed bill to define sex as either male or female as determined by biological indicators and unchangeable after birth. As Judith Butler has asked: if gender is a construction, is that not also true of “sex”? What makes one “female” in a public setting? What difference does one’s biological conformation make if one identifies internally as female and/or is perceived as female because of non-biological indicators?)
2. What must historians do in response to the critique that history is “a relic of humanist thought” (437)?
a. “change some of the ways we have gone about working, some of the questions we have asked” (437). Specifically: “scrutinize our methods of analysis, clarify our operative assumptions, and explain how we think change occurs” (437). 
b. Causation: 
i. “Instead of a search for single origins, we have to conceive of processes so interconnected that they cannot be disentangled” (437).
ii. “We must ask more often how things happened in order to find out why they happened… not universal, general causality but meaningful explanation” (437)—what meaning do human actions acquire through social interaction? 
c. Individualize experiences rather than discussing only social structures, and explain the interaction between the two, “for both are crucial to understanding how gender works, how change occurs” (437).
d. Understand power in Foucaultian terms: “replace the notion that social power is unified, coherent, and centralized with something like Foucault’s concept of power as dispersed constellations of unequal relationships, discursively constituted in social ‘fields of force’” (437). 
e. This would permit “a concept of human agency as the attempt (at least partially rational) to construct an identity, a life, a set of relationships, a society with certain limits and with language—conceptual language that at once sets boundaries and contains the possibility for negation, resistance, reinterpretation, the play of metaphoric invention and imagination” (437).
3. What is Scott’s definition of gender, including parts and subsets? Try to provide an example from your own experience or knowledge of each subset.
a. “Gender is a constitutive element of social relationships based on perceived differences between the sexes” (437).
i. “culturally available symbols that evoke multiple…representations” (437)
a) Eve vs. Mary (437)
b) yin/yang
c) G.I. Joe and Barbie 
d) the good wife
e) Joan of Arc/witches
f) Karen and Chad
ii.  “normative concepts that set forth interpretations of the meanings of the symbols” (438)—that constrain interpretations of those symbols. “These normative statements depend on the refusal or repression of alternative possibilities, and, sometimes, overt contests about them take place” although they are often written about as if they “are the product of social consensus” (ex., Victorian ideal of domesticity, 439).
a) Typically expressed as binary oppositions (439)
b) So Eve is the temptress (whore), Mary the virtuous virgin mother of God (binary oppositions)
c) yin is darkness, yang is light (i.e., what does it mean to be male or female?)
d) male=strength, female=beauty (i.e., how are male and female signified?)
e) burning Joan and the witches returned them to goodness by burning their sins (i.e., how are male and female policed?)
f) G.I. Joe (ideal masculinity) and Barbie (ideal femininity—and how does that change? Blonde, fashionable, career woman…what do these concepts tell us about gender in the U.S.?)
g) the good wife (Joan of Arc and witches were not)
h) Karen (one can’t be assertive without being privileged) and Chad (successful alpha male must also be sexually promiscuous)
iii. “…notion of politics as well as social institutions and organizations” (439):  How do social institutions construct gender—how does working construct the ideal woman? Why can’t we elect a female president? How do we teach science differently to boys than to girls and does that explain supposedly gendered differences in achievement?
iv. “subjective identity” (439)
a) get away from the dominant paradigm of the 1970s in which individual stories were essentially psychohistorical (439).
b) biographies—how do the individual stories of women intersect with the construction of gender? (440)
b. “Gender is a primary way of signifying relationships of power” (437, 440)
i. “It might be better to say, gender is a primary field within which or by means of which power is articulated” (440). It is a way of “enabling the signification of power” (440). Quoting Maurice Bodelier: “Sex-related differences between bodies are continually summoned as testimony to social relations and phenomena that have nothing to do with sexuality. Not only as testimony to, but also testimony for—in other words, as legitimation” (440-441).
a) Why can’t women serve as soldiers? As president? (Too emotional.)
b) As combat soldiers? (Because men are the protectors, women the protected.)
c) In Revolutionary Iran, women were cast as the source of civil unrest, so they had to cover their hair to appear sexually modest. If they did not, they were interpreted as disloyal to the revolutionary regime. Covered women thus signified the success of Ayatollah Khomeini’s regime in re-establishing social order.
d) In Taliban-ruled Afghanistan, women were cast as weak and in need of male protection, hence the requirement that they stay at home and the denial of their (Islamic) rights to education. Secluded women thus signified the success of the Taliban regime as protectors of the weak.
ii.  “Conceptual languages employ differentiation to establish meaning and…sexual difference is a primary way of signifying differentiation” (441). 
a) What does that mean? That we need binaries? What meaning does masculine have without feminine for contrast? Sexual difference is a way of signifying meaning.
b) What non-human things are cast as feminine? Why?
c) Hierarchical structures in human society (such as class) rely on an understanding of “natural” relationships between males and females, e.g., “coded” terms—so when revolutionaries in France were coded as feminine (“subordinated, weak, sexually exploited like prostitutes,” 444), revolutionary leaders responded by coding them as masculine (“producers, strong, protectors of their women and children,” 444).
d) Legitimizing of war uses appeal to manhood (444). Think of WWI “Defeat the Hun” posters that depict the Germans threatening a Belgian woman and child.
iii. “Gender is a primary way in which political power is conceived, justified, criticized” (445).
a) Men control, women submit—hence new governments embrace physical symbols of that, such as female veiling.
b) Edmund Burke’s contrast between the sans-culotte hags of the French Revolution and Marie Antoinette’s “soft femininity”—the royalists had good women, hence good rule (442).
c) Governments articulate their power through laws controlling or “freeing” women (Napoleonic Code, Iran after Khomeini, the welfare state, anarchists)
d) “coding” of groups as masculine or feminine (think American politics, legitimizing of war)
iv. “… ‘man’ and ‘woman’ are at once empty and overflowing categories. Empty because they have no ultimate, transcendant meaning. Overflowing because even when they appear to be fixed, they still contain within them alternative, denied, or suppressed definitions” (445).
4. What is the point of new historical investigation? 
a. “The point of new historical investigation is to disrupt the notion of fixity, to discover the nature of the debate or repression that leads to the appearance of timeless permanence in binary gender representation. This kind of analysis must include a notion of politics as well as reference to social institutions and organizations—the third aspect of gender relationships” (439). That is to say, why do we construct “feminine” or “female” in the way that we do? Where did that construction come from and why? Why do we insist that construction has always existed in the same form it has now?
b. “The first part of my definition of gender consists, then, of all four of these elements, and no one of them operates without the others. Yet they do not operate simultaneously, with one simply reflecting the others. A question for historical research is, in fact, what the relationships among the four aspects are” (440).
5. What questions about gender does Scott suggest historians should ask? (all the following are p. 446)
a. “If we treat the opposition between male and female as problematic rather than known, as something contextually defined, repeatedly constructed, then we must constantly ask not only what is at stake in proclamations or debates that invoke gender to explain or justify their positions but also how implicit understandings of gender are being invoked and reinscribed. 
b. What is the relationship between laws about women and the power of the state? 
c. Why (and since when) have women been invisible as historical subjects, when we know they participated in the great and small events of human history? 
d. Has gender legitimated the emergence of professional careers?[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  See for example, Margaret Rossiter, Women Scientists in America: Struggles and Strategies to 1914 (Baltimore, Md., 1982).] 

e. Is (to quote the title of a recent article by French feminist Luce Irigaray) the subject of science sexed?
f. What is the relationship between state politics and the discovery of the crime of homosexuality?
g. How have social institutions incorporated gender into their assumptions and organizations?  
h. Have there ever been genuinely egalitarian concepts of gender in terms of which political systems were projected, if not built?”
6. What other analytical categories could historians use in conjunction with these questions?
a. “The sketch I have offered of the process of constructing gender relationships could be used to discuss class, race, ethnicity, or, for that matter, any social process” (440).
b. Scott reiterates this point in the last sentence of the article. What other “social processes” could this analytical strategy be used with? (Sexual ‘orientation’—has the “homosexual” always existed as a conceptual category? See Foucault’s History of Sexuality. Has “sodomy” always been regarded as sin? See Mark D. Jordan’s Invention of Sodomy in Christian Theology. ) 
Recommended for further reading:
Judith Butler. “Bodies that Matter.” Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex.” London: Routledge, 1993.
Natalie Zemon Davis. “Women’s History in Transition: The European Case.” Feminist Studies 3, no. 3/4 (Spring-Summer 1976): 83-103.

Homi Bhabha
Reading Bhabha is a good exercise in strategic reading. Students will have to read this passage at least twice, once to get a general concept of what Bhabha is talking about, then a second time to pick out the threads of his argument. I suggest the students locate all instances of key terms or phrases in the questions below, highlight the quotations that contain those words, and try to tease out what is similar among those quotations.
1. What is the “mimic man”? Why must mimicry be “almost the same but not quite” (449, 453, 455)? (To put the question another way, why is the colonial subject always “not quite/not white” (456)?)
a. Mimicry is the act of imitating someone or something else. 
b. Bhabha’s introductory quotation set out the purpose of this article: to describe a mechanism by which colonizers deny independence to the colonial subjects. (In Lacan, mimicry is not “harmonizing with the background” or fitting in with the thing that is imitated, not rather “camouflage” as used in warfare, 448—hence dangerous. In Cust, the British have only themselves to thank for conferring a “constitution” on a society that does not deserve such a privilege—the forms of independence are mockery, independence is impossible, 449.)
c. Yet the colonizers ruled through native elites (see reference to Macaulay’s “Minute”): “a class of interpreters…a class of persons Indian in blood and colour, but English in tastes, in opinions, in morals and in intellect…a mimic man” (451).
d. So a “mimic man” is one who mimics the manners and customs of those in power (such the colonial elite who mimics his British colonizers) as a form of camouflage in the drive to independence, and in return is mocked by the colonizers in order to rearticulate his difference from them so as to justify their continued power. Sameness implies rights to independence, so the mimic man can never be the same.
2. Why must mimicry “continually produce its slippage, its excess, its difference” (449)?
a. Mimicry by its nature is not the same as that which it imitates, and that difference is what colonizers used to justify continued power (449).
b. What does this have to do with “partial presence” (451)? Here, Bhabha is employing the Derridian binary presence/absence. “Partial presence…is the basis of mimicry…”(453). It produces “a partial vision of the colonizer’s presence” (453, because the mimic man looks like the colonizer) but because that vision is threatening to the colonizer (because the perfect mimic would deserve equality/independence), the colonizer must emphasize the difference between the “partial vision” and the essence of the colonizer…the “difference” or “slippage” between being the mimic and being the same as the colonizer. 
3. Why is mimicry both resemblance and menace (451)?
a. The native elite was supposed to appear as much like the colonizer as possible, to justify colonial power—hence Bhabha’s reference to the “narcissism” of the colonial authority (454). 
i. Hence Charles Grant recommended in 1792 an educational system that produced “’partial’ diffusion of Christianity, and the ‘partial’ influence of moral improvements which will construct a particularly appropriate form of colonial subjectivity” (451). He does not want the complete Christianity that was official policy (the “Evidence of Christianity”) but an “imitation of English manners which will induce them to remain under our protection” (451).
b. When the native elite demanded independence, that resemblance became a threat, which had to be put down, as witness the repeated statements about colonial subjects’ inhumanity.
i. Sometimes I have students try to unpack individual sentences: “The menace of mimicry is its double vision which in disclosing the ambivalence of colonial discourse also disrupts its authority” (452). The “menace”=if the colonial elite successfully mimics the imperial culture, he deserves imperial privileges. This “discloses the ambivalence of colonial discourse” because the mimic’s failure to obtain those privileges discloses colonial insistence on retaining superiority. It “disrupts its authority” because the failure produces rebellion.
c. What does this have to do with “the metonymy of presence” (454)? The mimic man’s “presence” to the colonizer is articulated in stereotypes (which are types of metonymic references—signs or “memes” that stand for whole collections of racial attitudes toward colonized peoples in this example), such as “the Simian Black,” “the Lying Asiatic,” etc. (454). Examples from today might include “the White Karen.” 
4. What do you think Bhabha means by “splitting”?
a. Clues: Locke’s Second Treatise “splits to reveal the limitations of liberty in his double use of the word ‘slave’”—as legitimate ownership and as a “trope for an intolerable, illegitimate exercise of power” (450).
b. “split origin” (453)—in Freud, compared to someone of mixed race who looks white but enjoys no white privileges
c. mimicry’s “identity-effects are always crucially split” (455)—they are mimicking colonial appearance but seeking independence via this: it “mimes the forms of authority at the point at which it deauthorizes them” (455).
d. The colonizer must then see two things at once: the colonial subject who looks like him (signifying success of the reforming mission of colonization) but who is essentially unlike him (justifying continued imperial control).
a. “This results in the splitting of colonial discourse so that two attitudes towards external reality persist; one takes reality into consideration while the other disavows it and replaces it by a product of desire that repeats, rearticulates ‘reality’ as mimicry” (455). As in the example given from Edward Long (455), Hottentots are in need of civilizing reform and should imitate European norms. But they are not “really” human—they could marry an orangutang.
e. Black skin splits, only the white remains whole (456).
5. How does Bhabha use Derrida? 
a. all references to presence/absence
b. attention to doubleness
c. attention to double-pronged (“forked” tongue) language
6. How might Bhabha’s ideas be useful to historians?
a. Open question. They have been used to explore the position of people in overlapping subject positions, who are for example colonial elites, collaborators, trans*, intersex, multiethnic, etc.
b. He reminds us, using Edward Said’s words, that “the ‘ethnocentric and erratic will to power from which texts can spring’ is itself a theater of war” (454). I think, based on Bhabha’s following statements about mimicry as a “strategy of authority” (454) that he wants us to interpret mimicry as a deliberate but subversive act of warfare, but we may also use this statement to remind ourselves that writing history is in a way also to engage in warfare. It is now common to refer to the “weaponization of narrative” in recognition of this.
c. Bhabha also helps us think about our subject positions. Here, or when discussing Spivak, I have found it useful to have students consider their own subject positions and how that might influence their perspectives on historical subjects.

Gayatri Spivak
1. Unpack Spivak’s argument. First, think about subjects and objects. In grammar, the subject of a sentence is the actor, the doer. The object is the thing upon which action is performed. Does the object have voice or do anything? So when Spivak refers to people as subjects and objects, what does she mean?
a. Subjects have agency; objects are passive—they are acted upon. Objects cannot represent themselves. 
i. “For the (gender-unspecified) ‘true’ subaltern group, whose identity is its difference, there is no unrepresentable subaltern subject that can know and speak itself; the intellectual’s solution is not to abstain from representation. The problem is that the subject’s itinerary has not been left traced so as to offer an object of seduction to the representing intellectual” (464-465). In this passage, “subject” refers to the person doing the action. The problem is the subject in this case doesn’t leave behind records of that action or speech that become an “object” of study, so the “subject” cannot be represented even if the intellectual wishes to do so.
b. [Astute students may point out that subject vs. object is a binary opposition that postmodernists employ uncritically, providing opportunities for deconstruction. For example, Spivak sometimes uses the word “subjects” when she is speaking of the putative “objects”—do you think that is deliberate (and if so, what does she mean by it), or is it accidental (and if so, how would one deconstruct her argument?)
i. I suspect it is deliberate refusal to legitimize subalterns as objects of representational discourse.
ii. For example, on p. 460, she refers to a Hegelian critique of “individual subject” in which the subject’s place in the process is “empty.” “Subject” here means the subject under study AND the subject that produces action…in other words, Spivak is playing with the double meaning of the word much in the same way that Bhabha and Derrida do this. She then says, “Marx is obliged to construct models of a divided and dislocated subject whose parts are not continuous or coherent with each other.”
iii. Again, p. 463: “One clearly available example of epistemic violence is the remotely orchestrated, far-flung, and heterogenous project to constitute the colonial subject as Other. This project is also the asymmetrical obliteration of the trace of that Other in its precarious Subject-ivity.” Orientalism obliterates its object’s subjectivity (its agency to tell its own story). So Spivak wants to remake the Object as Subject that can speak but is not heard.
iv. But it is confusing to readers. On the first page of the selection, she says “the subject is not seen as a representative consciousness (one re-presenting reality adequately)” (459) and in that case, “subject” is ambiguous: does Spivak mean the person producing the narrative? Or is representation difficult because the person being represented is not seen as a representative consciousness?]
c. The “true” subaltern group: “its identity is its difference” (464). The object is described in terms of its difference from the subject—that difference is the identity of the object.
i. I have students think about “subject positions” here. What position do they inhabit? What is their primary marker of self-identity? Is our identity that which makes us different from others? (Ranajit Guha, 464, says that for subalterns, it is.)
ii. On p. 462, in Spivak’s discussion of Marx, she suggests that those whose “identity-in-difference” produces shared feeling of community “form a class” in analogy to those whose economic conditions produce shared feelings of community, but is also implicitly warning that we have to be cautious about representation vs. re-presentation both in constructing such a “class” and representing “its” views.
iii. Can someone who does not inhabit that identity legitimately speak for those who do?
2. According to Spivak, can subalterns ever escape their status as objects? Can an intellectual truly speak for a subaltern? How/why not?
a. No: “Because ‘the person who speaks or acts…is always a multiplicity,’ no ‘theorizing intellectual…[or] party or…union’ can represent ‘those who act and struggle.’ Are those who act and struggle mute, as opposed to those who act and speak?” (459). [Unless a student brings this up, I leave this evidence to the end.]
b. No: “The banality of leftist intellectuals’ lists of self-knowing, politically canny subalterns stands revealed; representing them, the intellectuals represent themselves as transparent” (460). 
i. What does that mean? Consider intellectuals in the selection from Gramsci: intellectuals represent the interests of their own class. Middle-class, global-north intellectuals can’t truly represent working-class or peasant or global south (insert subaltern status here) opinions. They don’t represent the object’s interests, only their own.
ii. Yet left intellectuals try (have students think of examples): “…the ventriloquism of the speaking subaltern is the left intellectual’s stock-in-trade” (459).
c. Gilles Deleuze declared, ‘There is no more representation; there’s nothing but action’…But Deleuze’s articulation of the problem is problematic. Two senses of representation are being run together: representation as ‘speaking for,’ as in politics, and representation as ‘re-presentation,’ as in art or philosophy. Since theory is also only ‘action,’ the theorist does not represent (speak for) the oppressed group. Indeed, the subject is not seen as a representative consciousness (one re-presenting reality adequately)” (459).
i. representation (as in political representation, standing in for someone else to represent their views, or vertreten/vertretung in German, a proxy) vs. re-presentation (as in art, philosophy, theater—something is symbolically re-presented and the audience knows it is an echo rather than a copy of the original, or darstellen/darstellung in German, a portrait, staging, 460). Spivak is alluding to Marx here.
ii. Marx wrote about class consciousness as something creating a collective sense of oppression that leads to revolutionary unity, not active self-representing subjects. Therefore, “the small peasant proprietor class finds its ‘bearer’ in a ‘representative’ who appears to work in another’s interest” (461) “’Representative’ here does not derive from ‘darstellen”’ (461)—meaning that Marx intends this to be representation in the sense of proxy. “The small peasant proprietors ‘cannot represent themselves; they must be represented’” (461)—Spivak points out in the footnote that Marx meant that ironically.
d. I let the students come up with techniques they think will accomplish this, which I then let them problematize when we discuss Zinn.
e. Spivak is pretty clear regarding her own view:
i. “…they are related, but running them together, especially in order to say that beyond both is where oppressed subjects speak, act, know for themselves, leads to an essentialist, utopian politics that can, when transferred to a single-issue gender rather than class, give unquestioning support to the financialization of the globe, which ruthlessly constructs a general will in the credit-baited rural woman even as it ‘formats’ her through UN Plans of Action so that she can be ‘developed’” (461). In other words, pretending that our re-presentation is a representation leads to constructing an idealized subject.
ii.  “radical practice should attend to this double session of representations rather than reintroduce the individual subject through totalizing concepts of power and desire” (463). In other words, we (intellectuals, historians) can re-present in the sense of darstellung, staging, but we should not pretend to represent in the sense of vertretung, proxy.
3. What implications does the sentence “white men are saving brown women from brown men” (466, 467) have for understanding the subaltern status of women in colonized countries? 
a. “White men are saving brown women”: First, understand this within the context of European colonial power over India: “One clearly available example of epistemic violence is the remotely orchestrated, far-flung, and heterogeneous project to constitute the colonial subject as Other. This project is also the asymmetrical obliteration of the trace of that Other in its precarious Subject-ivity” (463). 
i. This is an oblique reference to Said’s Orientalism: the colonial power seeks to eliminate the subjectivity (agency) of the Oriental, hence muting the Oriental as subaltern.
b. “From brown men.” Spivak uses the same quotation of Macaulay’s “Minute on Indian Education” (464) as Homi Bhabha does, but here focuses on the desire to create a class of Anglicized Indians who will speak for that class. These are the “dominant indigenous groups at the all-India and at the regional and local levels” who are supposed to represent the subaltern classes (464). Likewise, men are supposed to represent women.
c. “Within the effaced itinerary of the subaltern subject, the track of sexual difference is doubly effaced. The question is not of female participation in insurgency, or the ground rules of the sexual division of labor, for both of which there is ‘evidence.’ It is, rather, that, both as object of colonialist historiography and as subject of insurgency, the ideological construction of gender keeps the male dominant. If, in the context of colonial production, the subaltern has no history and cannot speak, the subaltern as female is even more deeply in shadow” (465-466).
i. Brown women are doubly silenced—by the colonial discourse of white men and by the patriarchal discourse of brown men.
ii. In the example of sati, widow sacrifice, white colonials attempted to stop the practice (the imperialist depicts the widow as a helpless sacrificial offering who must be saved). Brown men opposed this by asserting that the women “wanted to die” (an example of invented tradition? since widow sacrifice was restricted to particular castes of, especially, north-west India?) The women themselves did not speak, appearing only as lists of mutilated names in British sources (467).
iii. Spivak asks “What does this signify?” and begins to plot a history (468).
iv. “Sati” is the “good wife.” Self-sacrifice is power. (Hence the narrative of the brown men.) But brown women only achieve that power in death (468). How could this be transformed into speech? (469) This is where Bhubaneswari’s story comes in.
4. What does Bhubaneswari’s story tell us about the possibility of subaltern speech?
a. She was an insurgent assigned to carry out a political assassination—she could not do it, so she hanged herself. She knew her suicide would be interpreted as a case of illegitimate pregnancy, so she waited until she was menstruating (469). Spivak suggests this was an act of power, a self-“immolation” that was intended to communicate that Bhubaneswari was “good” (470).
b. Decades later, her relatives still think it was a case of illegitimate love (470). “She ‘spoke,’ but women did not, do not, ‘hear’ her” (459).
c. Deleuze suggested that there are people who “act and struggle” but cannot be represented by “theorizing intellectuals” because “the person who speaks or acts…is always a multiplicity.” Spivak asks: “Are those who act and struggle mute, as opposed to those who act and speak?” (459).
5. What do you think: Can the subaltern speak? How/why not?
a. Spivak thinks “The subaltern as female cannot be heard or read” (470).

Jurgen Habermas
1. What is the “public sphere” as opposed to the “private sphere”?
a. “The bourgeois public sphere may be conceived above all as the sphere of private people come together as a public” for “people’s public use of their reason” (472).
b. “Private sphere” would be “the conjugal family’s intimate domain” (473),  which “became differentiated from the sphere of social reproduction” (473) as “[t]he process of the polarization of the state and society was repeated once more within society itself. The status of private man combined the role of owner of commodities with that of the head of the family, that of property owner with that of ‘human being’ per se” (473). What he’s suggesting is that the “private” was the realm of the family and of private property ownership that constituted one as a person of note—someone who had something to say that was worth listening to.
2. What did “opinion” mean in the early eighteenth century?
a. “‘Opinion’ in English and French took over the uncomplicated meaning of the Latin opinio: opinion; of the uncertain, not fully demonstrated judgment. … However, in our context the second meaning of opinion is more important, namely: ‘reputation’; regard: what one represents in the opinion of others. ‘Opinion’ in the sense of a judgment that lacks certainty, whose truth would still have to be proven, is associated with ‘opinion’ in the sense of a basically suspicious repute among the multitude” (473-474).
b. “…the mere opinion and the reputation that emerged in the mirror of opinions—were antithetical to the kind of rationality claimed by public opinion” (474).
3. How did the concept of “public opinion” develop and how was it different from mere “opinion”?
a. If mere opinion is what one private individual (privately) thinks, “public opinion” is what the public publicly thinks.
b. “In English, the development from ‘opinion’ to ‘public opinion’ proceeded via ‘public spirit’” (474). In 1730, “Bolingbroke took up the word as a basis for connecting the political opposition with the ‘sense of the people’…he called the public spirit of the people, guided and enlightened by the opposition, a ‘Spirit of Liberty’ against the corruption of those in power. ‘The knowledge of the millions,’ he claimed, was neither ridiculous nor despicable, since a right sentiment was alive in the mass of the population… ‘opinion’ as used by Locke: the people in their reliable common sense were, so to speak, unerring. The concept nevertheless already exhibited the Enlightenment characteristics of what would soon be called ‘public opinion’; aided by the political journalism that Bolingbroke himself helped to create, the ‘sense of the people’ formed the oppositional ‘public spirit’” (475).
c. “The opinion of the public that put its reason to use was no longer just opinion; it did not arise from mere inclination but from private reflection upon public affairs and from their public discussion…” (475).
d. In other words, as long as the people spoke up as individuals, all they expressed was private opinion. But when they spoke up in public and expressed a “rational” public consensus (rational because debated), their opinion carried more weight.
e. Habermas says in the first paragraph of this selection that the people’s public use of their reason was a strategy used by the bourgeois classes against state domination: “The bourgeois were private persons; as such they did not ‘rule.’ Their power claims against the public authority were thus not directed against the concentration of powers of command that ought to be ‘divided’; instead, they undercut the principle on which existing rule was based. The principle of control that the bourgeois public opposed to the latter—namely, publicity—was intended to change domination as such” (472). The public wanted to “subject domination” to new “standards of ‘reason’” and “forms of the ‘law’” in order to change the “substance” of domination (473).
4. How does Habermas’s concept of public opinion relate to his understanding of historical truth?
a. The introduction provides a clue that students must then apply by analogy. “Truth is a form of agreement reached by rational consensus, in which communities examine arguments and decide which argument makes the most sense” (471). If truth is determined by rational consensus, then “historical truth” is determined by consensus of historians as debated in public (via publications or other public presentation).
b. That raises the question of what a “fact” is—is “fact” that upon which historians have achieved consensus?
c. An additional note: In the practice of Islamic jurisprudence, a ruling on which the major scholars of a particular legal school have achieved consensus is raised by that consensus to the epistemological certainty of an unambiguous verse of the Qur’an. Muhammad is quoted as having said “my community cannot agree in error.” Public agreement constitutes certainty.
5. Would you consider Habermas a postmodernist? Why/why not?
a. My own answer to this is embedded in the introduction:
b. No, because “His understanding of the communicative qualities of language is inherently at odds with the ideas of poststructuralists like Derrida. All human speech, according to Habermas, exists for the purpose of creating understanding between beings, and humans have the capability to bring about common understanding” (471).
a. But also yes, because he regards “truth” as constructed rather than discovered: “The idea that language exists for and is an effective means of creating understanding among beings does not imply that ‘truth’ is some existent thing that humans simply discover. Truth is a form of agreement reached by rational consensus” (471).

Howard Zinn

1. How does Zinn justify telling history from the perspective of the marginalized?
a. Readers find “the words of the people” more interesting and compelling than his own narrative: historians cannot match the “eloquence” of the original sources.
b. These are all voices that “have mostly been shut out of the orthodox histories, the major media, the standard textbooks, the controlled culture” (480).
c. “The result of having our history dominated by presidents and generals and other ‘important’ people is to create a passive citizenry, not knowing its own powers, always waiting for some savior on high—God or the next president—to bring peace and justice….Whenever injustices have been remedied, wars halted, women and blacks and Native Americans given their due, it has been because ‘unimportant’ people spoke up, organized, protested, and brought democracy alive” (480-481).
2. How does Zinn critique “objectivity”?
a. He acknowledges that his own experiences have made him address history in a way that is not neutral (he relates his subject position on p. 481). But he also says that his experiences sensitized him to the fact that the supposedly neutral history he learned in school was not neutral either.
b. “I had no illusions about ‘objectivity,’ if that meant avoiding a point of view. I knew that a historian (or a journalist, or anyone telling a story) was forced to choose, from an infinite number of facts, what to present, what to omit. And that decision inevitably would reflect, whether consciously or not, the interests of the historian” (481).
c. We often insist that students must learn “facts”—think high school curriculum, standardized tests, knowing “the right” answers. Zinn says, “there is no such thing as a pure fact, innocent of interpretation. Behind every fact presented to the world—by a teacher, a writer, anyone—is a judgment. The judgment that has been made is that this fact is important, and that other facts are not important and so they are omitted from the presentation” (481).
i. We might go back to the discussion of Habermas and ask where the judgment of which facts are significant enough to include comes from—is it always personal? Or are there social or cultural conventions about historical events that tell us or encourage us to prejudge what facts get included in our narrative?
ii. I like to use the example of Magellan’s circumnavigation of the globe in 1519-1522. Most high school texts no longer repeat the falsehood that Magellan himself completed the first circumnavigation; he died. But they choose to credit him with organizing the expedition and credit one of the ship captains, Juan del Cano, with completing the circumnavigation. That way of telling the narrative shores up our societal preference for crediting leaders for important achievements. It ignores the fact that members of the crew, notably Magellan’s body slave, Enrique, had actually sailed from Indonesia back to Indonesia—so they completed the circumnavigation but from a point of origin that was not Europe. Furthermore, Enrique was a Malaccan native known in English texts as “Henry the Black,” who probably helped instigate the rebellion in the Philippines that led to Magellan’s death. In that narrative, a black slave who mutinied against his white owner completed the first circumnavigation of the globe. That’s a very different way of telling the story.
3. Do you think this answers the challenge posed by Spivak (in which the subaltern “cannot speak” in her original formulation, or “be heard or read”)? How/why not?
a. I usually let the students hash this one out on their own, since historians themselves can’t agree.
b. On Zinn’s side: “To omit or to minimize these voices of resistance is to create the idea that power only rests with those who have the guns, who possess the wealth, who own the newspapers and the television stations. I want to point out that people who seem to have no power, whether working people, people of color, or women—once they organize and protest and create movements—have a voice no government can suppress” (483). Subalterns speak as mass movements; historians give them voice. Is that (to return to Spivak) vertreten or darstellen?
c. Spivak also replies to Zinn: “The banality of the leftist intellectuals’ lists of self-knowing, politically-canny subalterns stands revealed; representing them, the intellectuals represent themselves as transparent” (460).
4. Is this history “truer” than a history told from an “objective” point of view? How/why not?
a. Zinn acknowledges his bias and his interest in telling history: to expose “how nationalist fervor—inculcated from childhood by pledges of allegiance, national anthems, waving flags, and militaristic rhetoric—permeated the educational systems of all countries, including our own” (482).
b. He acknowledges his own experience teaching at a black women’s college in the south led him to see history as “a white man’s history” (483).
c. So is a history that includes non-white voices “truer” than the white-washed version? One might ask students to apply Croce’s concept of a true history—the truest history is that which has the most meaning for the reader.
i. “I wanted, in writing people’s history, to awaken a great consciousness of class conflict, racial injustice, sexual inequality, and national arrogance…But I also wanted to bring into the light the hidden resistance of the people against the power of the establishment…how at key moments in our history some of the bravest and most effective political acts were the sounds of the human voice itself…these were not just words but actions” (483-484). People have power. This statement epitomizes the activist history that Croce called for.
ii.  But, then what happens to the ideal of knowing “facts”?

Jared Diamond
1. What advantages did Eurasia have over other areas of the world?
a. Diamond sets out his thesis in the first sentence of this selection: “the striking differences between the long-term histories of the peoples of the different continents have been due not to innate differences in the people themselves but…differences in their environments” (486). This is a response to the imperialist claim (think “White Man’s Burden” by R. Kipling) that European peoples are innately smarter and more creative than other peoples.
b. Eurasia had four types (486) of geographical advantages:
i. a greater number of wild animals suitable for domestication (486). Late Pleistocene extinctions that wiped out large mammals were more severe in the Americas and Australia (486), and Africa was simply smaller than Eurasia and therefore had fewer options to start with (486-487).
ii. Fewer ecological and geographical barriers to diffusion and migration of people and crops—because its main axis of migration was along the same latitudes, so animals and crops were transferrable (487). America’s and Africa’s main axis is north-south, so crops and animals good for one latitude might not survive in another (488).
iii. Fewer barriers to diffusion between continents, i.e., less isolation and more opportunities to absorb ideas from others (488).
iv. Total population size. “A larger area or population means more potential investors, more competing societies, more innovations available to adopt—and more pressure to adopt and retain innovations, because societies failing to do so will be eliminated by competing societies” (488).
c. “The nations rising to new power are still ones that were incorporated thousands of years ago into the old centers of dominance based on food production, or that have been repopulated by peoples from those centers…Prospects for world dominance of sub-Saharan Africans, Aboriginal Australians, and Native Americans remain dim. The hand of history’s course at 8000 B.C. lies heavily on us” (495).
2. What happened to the Fertile Crescent and China to set them back?
a. Fertile Crescent: 
i. “Once it had lost the head start that it had enjoyed thanks to its locally available concentration of domesticable wild plants and animals, the Fertile Crescent possessed no further compelling geographic advantages” (490). 
ii. “Because of low rainfall and hence low primary productivity (proportional to rainfall), regrowth of vegetation could not keep pace with its destruction, especially in the presence of overgrazing by abundant goats. With the tree and grass cover removed, erosion proceeded and valleys silted up, while irrigation agriculture in the low-rainfall environment led to salt accumulation” (490).
iii. Thus, “Fertile Crescent and eastern Mediterranean societies had the misfortune to arise in an ecologically fragile environment. They committed ecological suicide by destroying their own resource base” (491). Europe did not suffer that fate because it had higher rainfall and vegetation regrew more quickly (491).
b. China: 
i. China’s geography lent itself to political unification—a smooth coastline at which only Korea stood out sufficiently to develop independence, and few close, small islands (493, he ignores Japan, south-east Asia). “China’s connectedness eventually became a disadvantage, because a decision by one despot could and repeatedly did halt innovation. In contrast, Europe’s geographic balkanization resulted in dozens or hundreds of independent, competing statelets and centers of innovation. If one state did not pursue some particular innovation, another did, forcing neighboring states to do likewise or else be conquered or left economically behind. Europe’s barriers were sufficient to prevent political unification, but insufficient to halt the spread of technology and ideas. There has never been one despot who could turn off the tap for all of Europe, as of China” (494). He mentions the decision to abandon the Treasure Fleets as evidence (“One decision stopped fleets over the whole of China,” 492), as well as failure to pursue hydromechanical-powered spinning machine and abolition of mechanical clocks (493).
ii. In contrast, Europe’s geography involves indented coastlines, large peninsulas, and islands that encourage political independence (493). Thus when Columbus sought ships to cross the Atlantic, he was refused by the king of Portugal, the duke of Medina-Sedonia, and the count of Medina-Celi before the “king and queen of Spain” (492) granted the request. Political unity under one of the previous rulers would have prevented Columbus’s voyage.
3. What is the role of Great Men in history?
a. Like cultural eccentricities (495), they “throw wild cards into the course of history. They may make history inexplicable in terms of environmental forces, or indeed of any generalizable causes. For the purposes of this book, however, they are scarcely relevant, because even the most ardent proponent of the Great Man theory would find it difficult to interpret history’s broadest pattern in terms of a few Great Men. Perhaps Alexander the Great did nudge the course of western Eurasia’s already literate, food-producing, iron-equipped states, but he had nothing to do with the fact that western Eurasia already supported literate, food-producing, iron-equipped states at a time when Australia still supported only non-literate hunter-gatherer tribes lacking metal tools. Nevertheless, it remains an open question how wide and lasting the effects of idiosyncratic individuals on history really are” (497).
4. What kind of historiography does Diamond advocate?
a. Scientific history: “The challenge now is to develop human history as a science, on a par with acknowledged historical sciences such as astronomy, geology, and evolutionary biology” (489).
i. Example: when he discusses the four geographic factors that affect a continent’s resources available for development, he says, “These four sets of factors constitute big environmental differences that can be quantified objectively and that are not subject to dispute” (488).
ii. Example: when he proposes new avenues of research, he says, “Quantitative data should also be assembled to test my preliminary calculations suggesting differing rates of diffusion along the major axes of Eurasia, the Americas, and Africa” (489).
b. He argues that history is not any less a science than other “historical sciences,” such as evolutionary biology. Historical sciences share with history the four differences from “nonhistorical sciences such as physics, chemistry, and molecular biology” (497).
i. Methodology (497): most people associate “science” with laboratory experimentation (498), but that is not the method used in astronomy, climatology, ecology, or paleontology.
1. Diamond points out that historians might be able to use “natural experiments” that allow the researcher to do research by analogy with a naturally existing condition “by comparing systems differing in the presence or absence (or in the strong or weak effect) of some putative causative factor” (499). 
2. “The strong or weak effect” of “some putative causative factor” might for example be an alternative cause for an event or development, such as canal development as an alternative for railroads in the counterfactual analytical method suggested by Robert Fogel.
3. How might being an island have affected the development of Ireland? Study an existing isolated island population (see if students can identify weaknesses of this method).
4. During COVID lockdown, scientists studied the disease’s spread and infection rates. Social scientists studied the effects of lockdown on psychology. Diamond is suggesting that historians might use those studies to make analogies about historical epidemics and their effects on populations.
ii. Causation (497, 498): historical sciences seek “chains of proximate and ultimate causes” (498) Evolutionary biologists want to know the molecular mechanism by which Arctic hares’ fur turns white in winter but also why (camouflage?) and the ultimate cause (natural selection?, 498). Likewise, historians want to know why the Versailles Treaty failed to prevent World War II in terms of the chain of causation. Chemists do not seek functions or causes when thinking about collisions of gas molecules (498, [maybe they should?]).
iii. Prediction (497, 498): Chemists and physicists seek to formulate general laws by which one can predict the outcome of events. “Biologists and historians can only formulate statistical trends” (498).
iv. Complexity (497): “long chains of causation may separate final effects from ultimate causes lying outside the domain of that field of science” (499). Diamond does not offer an example, but I think of the French Revolution and whether it would have happened had the Laki volcano in Iceland not erupted in 1783, spewing ash and devastating crops in Europe. 
5. Do you agree/disagree with Diamond? Why?
a. Is this “geographic determinism” (488)? Diamond argues that it is not—of course human creativity plays a role, or we’d all still be “cutting our meat with stone tools and eating it raw” (488). He prefers to call it “geographical reasoning” (495). 
b. Or do you agree that “some environments provide more starting materials, and more favorable conditions for utilizing inventions, than do other environments?” (488). Do you agree that our narratives of history should be based, to the extent possible, on factors that can be “quantified objectively and that are not subject to dispute” (488)?
c. Should we approach history as a science? What kind of scientific study is possible when the evidence available is a text?
d. What are the benefits and weaknesses of using “natural experiments” to study history?

Suggested for further exploration:
Guns, Germs, and Steel PBS resources, including TV episodes that could be shown in class or assigned as outside work: https://www.pbs.org/gunsgermssteel/ 
“Guns, Germs, and Steel Reconsidered.” Inside Higher Ed. https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2005/08/03/guns-germs-and-steel-reconsidered (includes links to more resources on the debate over Diamond’s methodology and conclusions.

Simon Schama
1. What does Schama say about his account of the soldier? 
a. That it is fiction: “Though these stories may at times appear to observe the discursive conventions of history, they are in fact historical novellas, since some passages (the soldier with Wolfe’s army, for example) are pure inventions, based, however, on what documents suggest” (505).
2. What is the difference between historical narrative and historical fiction? Does it matter?
a. Schama echoes Barthes in that any narrative reconstruction of history necessarily involves the imposition of human creativity between the bare bones of the documents and the finished story: “the habitually insoluble quandary of the historian: how to live in two worlds at once; how to take the broken, mutilated remains of something or someone from the ‘enemy lines’ of the documented past and restore it to life or give it a decent interment in our own time and place” (504). 
i. He refers to an unfinished Henry James novel, the Sense of the Past, in which the character Ralph Pendrel sought for history “evidence of a sort for which there had never been documents enough or for which documents mainly, however multiplied, would never be enough” (504-505). 
ii. “This is not to say…that I scorn the boundary between fact and fiction. It is merely to imply that even in the most austere scholarly report from the archives, the inventive faculty—selecting, pruning, editing, commenting, interpreting, delivering judgments—is in full play (505). This is not a naively relativist position that insists that the lived past is nothing more than an artificially designed text…to have an inquiry…is surely to require the telling of stories. And so the asking of questions and the relating of narratives need not, I think, be mutually exclusive forms of historical representation” (506).
b. But is a historian justified, then, in substituting for those documents a narrative that is fiction? In my experience, students usually divide between those who are by this point convinced that history is an art form akin to literature and those who are die-hard Diamond fans convinced that truth is discoverable through quantitative methods. To disrupt that argument, I ask them to consider what kind of documentation exists for ancient history and what kinds of narratives we teach about, for example, King Tut or the end of the Neanderthals. 
3. Are primary sources always “true”? What about oral histories? 
a. Sometimes I supplement this discussion with the oral histories taken from participants in the Kent State shootings, from which it is impossible to derive an objective answer about who started the violence.

Hayden White
1. What has been the task of modern Western professional historiography? Why has it failed (509)?
a. because “the dead can be studied scientifically, but science cannot tell us what we desire to know about the dead. Or rather, those aspects of the past that can be studied scientifically do not yield the kinds of information or knowledge that drives us to the study of the past in the first place” (509). So we can study history scientifically, but scientific study of history cannot tell us what we really want to know from history. What is it that White is assuming we really want to know from history?
b. This recalls the argument made by Dilthey that one cannot know what is in another’s mind. Science cannot tell us how historical actors felt, what events meant to them. That is why it “fails finally to satisfy our curiosity.”
c. it cannot tell us “the relation of the social to the event, to violence, to the past, to death”—because “science” must abandon any pretense of knowing what goes on inside the human mind.
2. How does White distinguish between the “historical past” and the “practical past”?
a. White claims that “the West” is unique in “positing a radical gap between” past and present and seeking “to bridge this gap by creation of a special ‘science’ or ‘discipline’ called ‘history’” (509), which started as a kind of poetic rhetoric “aimed at moral instruction by provision of idealized examples of virtue and vice for imitation” from ancient societies to the Enlightenment (509). “Modernization” led to the evolution of the professional historian (509) as a scientific historian (511).
b. Thus the “historical past” is “the preserve of professional historians interested in ‘disinterested’ study of the past ‘as it really was’ and ‘as an end in itself’” (511).
c. The “practical past” is the past as understood by the public, in collective memory (511).
d. Part of professional historians’ reason for existence is to arbitrate “practical history,” that is, what the public believes, what events mean.
e. The methodology of the former is “scientific history,” the latter, narrative motivated by “existential concerns”—myth, religion, loss, violence, absence, death.
3. According to White, in what does the “salvation” of professional historiography lie?
a. The problem is that “there is a distinct loss of interest among ordinary cultivated persons in the work of professional historians, and…resurgence of interest ‘practical’ historiography: witness literature, postmodernist historical novels, historical biography, the History Channel, docudramas, historical metafictions, the heritage industry, the ‘collective memory’ scam….” (511).
b. “The salvation of professional historiography does not does not lie in the vulgarization of its practices and efforts to do better what the heritage industry or the History Channel does badly. It consists in reversing or rather amending our notions of history’s importance as a field of study, the revision of history’s so-called ‘methodology,’ and most importantly a return to the intimate relationship it had with art, poetry, rhetoric, and ethical reflection prior to professionalization and embarkation on the impossible task of becoming ‘scientific’ in the modern sense of the term. What contemporary professional historiography lacks are poetic vision, philosophical self-reflexivity, and the kind of engagement with the enigmas of human existence that engaged psychoanalysis and ethnography in the early twentieth century” (511-512).
c. In other words, it has to become more entertaining, more about meaning, more a story that we tell ourselves about ourselves.
4. Why does White think historians lack the credibility to “police” history (512)?
a. Because in pretending to objectivity, they have forsaken meaning: “it has sold out any claim to relevance…in order to purchase a much more dubious claim to ‘objectivity’” (512).
b. “…the only means professional historians legitimately deploy in their efforts to tell the truth about the past cannot counter any given narrativization of real events” (513).
c. To bring this home, use a controversial issue in which confirmation bias is profound: who has right to the land of Israel, who shot JFK, was the U.S. government complicit in the 9/11 attacks, was the 2020 presidential election stolen, what happened on January 6, 2021? Does evidence usually convince those who believe a conspiracy theory that their theory is wrong? Why do people watch the History Channel—for facts?
5. How should historians respond to the challenge of, for example, the History Channel?
a. “The best counter to a narrative that is supposed to have misused historical memory is a better narrative, by which I mean a narrative, not with more historical facts, but a narrative with greater artistic integrity and poetic force of meaning” (513).
b. Note that this does not necessarily mean more convincing or more entertaining. It means more meaningful or more aesthetically pleasing.
6. How does White think historians should approach the Holocaust and Holocaust denial?
a. He says there is enough “evidence” to “compel belief” in its occurrence and that refuting denials is just giving too much credit to them—trying to combat Holocaust deniers by using more facts isn’t going to work (514, because of confirmation bias, although he does not say that).
b. One needs to talk about the meaning of the Holocaust, not its “facticity” (514), that is, steer the conversation away from whether it happened or not to what it meant.
7. Do you agree or disagree with White? Why? What do you think is the best way to do history?
a. At this point in the class, the students should have developed an idea of how they will approach doing history and should be able to articulate and apply it in a research project.
8. White claims to “deconstruct modern historical discourse.” Deconstruct White’s argument.
a. Note his argument about the “facticity” of the Holocaust. He says we have more than enough evidence to compel belief in its occurrence, and what matters more is its meaning.
i. I have always found this part of White’s argument to be somewhat facile. He writes, “The revisionists play the scientific game that professional historians pretend to play; they insist on proof of a scientific and objective kind of the use to which the crematoria were put. Historians who try to meet them on these grounds give the revisionists too much honor; they treat them as if they were engaged in the same enterprise as themselves, instead of treating them with the contempt and derision they deserve. The idea that the Holocaust never happened is simply absurd. We have more than enough evidence to compel belief in its occurrence” (514, emphasis mine). White has just spent several pages arguing that appeal to evidence has never been sufficient to compel belief, and that attempting to compel belief by mere appeal to evidence has cost professional historians the trust of the reading public. Yes, White goes on to say that we must divert the narrative away from whether the Holocaust happened to what its meaning is to various communities—but at bottom, the question of whether it happened must still rest, in White’s own words, on evidence.
ii. Does White’s reliance on appeal to evidence undermine his binary opposition between professional and practical history? I think it does. If we take professional historians to be in the Gramscian sense intellectuals articulating the values of their class, the “professional history” paradigm in which modernist, objective method ruled simply produced visions of history that supported the “practical” histories of their time periods. What White is seeing then, is a discursive or paradigm shift from historical truth as something as discoverable to historical truth in something more like a Habermasian public construction.
b. Nevertheless, White does articulate a vision of activist history along the same lines as Croce and Zinn. He points out, “As de Certeau said, the ethical opens up a space in which ‘something has to be done’” (514). Historians must take action to construct more meaningful narratives, to explore more ethically robust source material: “…appeal should be made to ethically rich traditions of literary expression” (515). Then we are not left only with Schama’s rather limp conclusion: “if in the end we must be satisfied with nothing more than broken lines of communication to the past [and] flickering glimpses of dead worlds [that] fall far short of ghostly immersion, that perhaps is still enough to be going on with” (506).
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