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cyasranTa MHCTUTYTa UICTOPUM €CTECTBO3HAHMS M TEXHUKU U MHCTUTYTA
ncuxonorun PAH), koTopast my0oImKyeTcst Ha aHTJIMICKOM s3bIKe* . TekeT
P.Cmurta «McTopus yeioBeYecKoil MpUpoabl: 60JbIIe 00 0011eM UIn pa3-
JUYHOM?»** BBICTPOE€HA OTHOCHUTEJIbHO Clieylollero tesuca. Jumemma
«cxomuTh M B CBOMX B3TJIAIaX U HAMEPEHUSIX U3 MIPEAIIOI0XKEHUS O
MPUHLUUNMATBHOM CXOACTBE IPYTUX JIIOAEH C HAMU WJIW U3 UX OTJIAYUS ?»
SIBJISIETCSI OMTHOBPEMEHHO MTO3HABATEIbHOM M MOpaJIbHOI. ABTOpa MHTEpE-
CYeT, KaK JaeT o cebe 3HATh 3Ta AujIeMMa B UCTOprorpaduu, U B YaCTHOCTH,
MpYU HaNMCaHUU UCTOPUU TIPEJCTaBIEHUM (B OCOOEHHOCTU CUCTEMHOTO,
HayJIHOTO 3HaHUsI) O YesioBeuecKoit mpupoxne. [IpuBnexkas pumocodckuii,
MCTOPUYECKUIA, IICUXOJIOIMIECKIIT MaTeprall, OH ITOKA3bIBAET, YTO CYIle-
CTBYIOT «II03HaBaTeJIbHbIC U MOpaJIbHbIC 00513aTe/IbCTBA OBITH OTKPBITHIM
K BO3MOxXHOCTU oTinuus (possibility of difference)». [1pu aToM noguepku-
BaeTCsl, YTO HE UMEET CMbICTIa TOBOPUTD O «IIPEBOCXOJCTBE» OMHOI UCClie-
JIOBATEJIbCKOM MO3ULIMU HaJ APYroi, BCE 3aBUCUT OT MPECIIEAYEMOI LIEJIHU.
P.CMuT miojiaraet, 410 «pa3Hbie OTHOLIEHUSI K MTHAKOBOCTH <...> BCTPOEHBI
B Pa3HbIe CTUJIU TTMChbMa O MPOILIOM» U MPOCIEKUBAET CBSI3b KOHTEKCTY-
aJIbHOTO TI0/IX0/Ia B UCTOPUOrpaduu ¢ «OTKPBHITOCThIO MHAKOBOCTI».

3aTeM CJIeAyIOT TPU CTaThH, BHIIOJIHEHHBIE Ha MaTepHalie POCCUICKOM
ucropuu. Upuna XynyiivHa (ctapiivii HaydHbI coTpynHuK MHCTUTYTA
¢unocopun PAH) B crathe «I[Ipemoaus K pycCKoMy TyMaHU3MYy» ITOKa-
3bIBaeT, KaK MaCOHCTBO, Oynyun mist Poccun XVIII B. dpyeum no cBoemy
MMPOMCXOXIEHNIO, TPUBHECEHHBIM, MPEeOBIBAIO BHYTPU ABOPSHCKON
cpedbl B MOJIEMUKE M C POCCUICKOM Tpaaulreil, 1 ¢ MHBIMU 3allagfHbIMU
BESIHUSIMU TOTO BPEMEHU OTHOCUTEIBLHO BOIIPOCOB MOPAJIU U BEPHI. «...
st pycckoro yemoBeka XVIII Beka (MacoHCKas) 10Xka — MaJjlo CKa3aTh,
HUIIIAa WX ApYyras KyJabTypa — 3TO IPYroe U3MepeHue, U TeM HE MEHee
<...> MaCOHCTBO MPMXUJIOCh, MPHUOOPESIO HALIMOHAIBLHBIE OCOOCHHOCTU
M B pe3yJIbTaTe COCTAaBUJIO NCKITIOUMTEIHLHO BaXKHYIO CTPAHUILY B UICTOPUH
Pa3BUTUSI CAMOCO3HAHMsSI PYCCKOIO OOIIEeCTBAa, B CTAHOBJICHUN PYCCKOM
JIYXOBHOM KYJBTYPbI».

B cratbe Onbru [Nanexosoii (HayuHoro coTpyaauka MHctuTyTa hro-
copuu PAH) «dudronr. KyisroBoe MecTouMeHuUe B AUaI0Ore ¢ MUPOM
(Yactsp I)» purypupyroT nBe umocracu dpyzoeo: HoBoe (pedopMaTopcKoe)
Y MTHOCMBICI (IIOATEKCT). ABTOP MOKa3bIBaeT CIJICTEHHOCTb POCCUIICKOTO
«JIyXa Tpeodpa3oBaHUli» U «MHOTOCMBICJIEHHOCTU» B MpaBieHun Huko-

* BosmoxxHOCTh l'[y6ﬂ WKaLIWU O OTHOM 00JI0KKO# TEKCTOB Ha Pa3HBIX A3bIKaX IMPEACTABIACTCA

3HAKOM TOTO, HACKOJIBKO aKaJeMHIecKast Cpefia OTKPBITA VTS SI3bIKOBOM MHAKOBOCTH.
**  JlaHHas CTaThsl, KaK ¥ IPYrHe TEKCThI COOPHUKA, MYOIIMKYETCS! Ha sI3bIKE OPUTHHAIA BITEPBBIE.
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nag I1, a Takke OTKIMK Ha 3TO pyccKoit KyJbTyphl pyoexa XIX—XX BB. Ecnu
Ha ITOJIMTUYECKOM YPOBHE B 3TOT MIEPU O/ dpyeoe ObLIIO CBSI3aHO IMTPEUMYIIIe-
CTBEHHO C COOBITUSIMM APaMAaTUYHBIMU U TPATUYHBIMHU, TO B KYJIBTYPE OHO
HalIUIO BOIUIOIIEHUWE, B YACTHOCTU, B IPOTECKOBOM CTUJIE, MOJApUBIIEM
«PYCCKOI KJTaCCUKE HOBBII BUTOK Pa3BUTHSI».

B Tekcre AHTOHMHBI JIazapeBoil (cTapiliero Hay4HOIrO COTPYIHUKA
Nucturyra dunocodpuun PAH) «K Bormpocy 00 aTMuecKOM MOHU3ME pyC-
CKOI peJIMTMO3HOM (hrI0cohUr» POJIb dpy2020 UTPAET 3710. B To Bpemst, Kak
B Psiie COBPEMEHHBIX ITOJIMTUKO-MACOTOTMUECKUX KOHCTPYKTaxX (HarpuMmep,
«OCB 3J1a») KaTeropusl 3J1a UCIIOJIb3yeTCsI IS OMHO3HAYHO HETaTUBHBIX OLIe-
HOK dpy2020, B PYCCKOI1 peIUrno3Hoi puaocodun oHa BOCIIpMHUMAETCS
0oJiee CJIOXKHO, KaK CBSI3aHHASI C «geaudaiiueit  camoil HenoHsmHOI U3 BCeX
3aragok» (C.JI.®paHk). «C ogHOI cTOpOHBI, TpebyeTcs ero (3ma. — A.C.)
0e3yCJIOBHOE UCKOPEHEHHUE, C APYTO — OHO €CTh TaK3Ke MYyTh, BEAYIIUIA K
noopy...» (H.H.ByOHOB); «3J710 He JIUIIIEHO CMBIC/Ia», «3710 UMEET CIIyKe0-
HYIO TTOJI0XKUTeNbHY10 lIeHHOCTh» (H.O.Jlocckuit). [IpencraBieHue o Tom,
YTO «MOPAJIbHOE 3JI0 UCXOOUT OT YejIoBeKa M OOHAPYKMBAETCS Yepes3 ero
MOCTYIIKW», CYIIIECTBEHHO COKpAIlaeT AMCTAHLIMIO MEXIY JUYHOCTHIO 1
3JI0M-0pyeum, IIPY 3TOM BO3JIarasi OTBETCTBEHHOCTD Ha IIePBYIO.

3asepuiaeT pasaen «ONbIT Mpe3eHTalun» (PparMeHT AUILIOMHOMN
paboTHI BBIMYCKHUKA Kadeapbl UICTOPUU U TEOPUU MUPOBOM KYJIBTYPhI
MTI'Y Apcenus XurpoBa «Maest meTona: punocodus JIekapra u 1oKTpruHa
JINTEPAaTypHOIO KJIACCUIIM3Ma», IEMOHCTPUPYIOIIas UCTOPUYECKYIO OT-
HOCHUTEJIBHOCTb CaMOii IPOOJIEMAaTUKH dpye0eo. ABTOP TEKCTyaIbHO J0Ka-
3BIBACT, YTO MES METOJA BLICTYIAJIA «€AMHON MEHTAILHOM ITPOrpaMMOoii»
st punocoduu Jdekapra n ppaHIy3CKOTo JIUTEPaTypPHOTO KJIaCCULIM3MA.
Crenys 3a IpeACTaBJICHHBIM aHAJIM30M, YUTATE/Ib OIIYIIAET, HACKOJIbKO
HEYIOTHO, TECHO OBbIJIO MPOOJIeMaTUKE dpy2020 CPENU TIPUHIIMIIOB MOPSIIKA,
SICHOCTH, TIPOCTOTHI, TOXK/IECTBA TUUYHOCTH, IJ1aBeHCTBa Pazyma — 6a30BbIX
11T GUI0CO(MCKUX M JTUTEPATyPHBIX Y CTAHOBOK (DPaHIIY3CKOM KYJIbTYpPbI
XVII B. laHHas cTaThsl Kak Obl BO3BpalaeT Hac K Te3ucy P.CmuTa o 3Ha-
YUMOCTHU «KOHTEKCTYaIbHOI METOIOJIOTUM», B TOM Y CJIE IIPUMEHUTEIbHO
K (heHOMEHY dpyeoeo.

B pasnen «OnbIT HaOMIOASHUS» BOILLIM TEKCTHI, 3aTparuBampoIIne
KOHKpeTHbIe «mpakTuku». Huna CocHa (acnupaHTKa (puaocopcKoro
(akynprera TocynapcTBEHHOrO YyHUBEpCUTETa TyMaHUTApHBIX HaykK) B
cratbe «HeBummMmoe o Apyroro: (peHOMEHOJIOTUUECKME NCCIIeTOBAHUS
K.-JI. MapuoHa» IbITaeTCsS OCMBICIUTD MO3ULIUIO, «ITOPSIIOK BUASHUS»,
Korga He «S», a JIpyroii BeICTymaeT «TOYKO oTcuyeTa». Beien 3a dpan-
IY3CKMM TeoJioroM MapuoHoM OHa oOpalaeTrcs K (peHoMeHaM, KOTO-
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phle «Hallle BUIEHUE MTPEBOCXOIST» , «[IPOBOLIMPYIOT» €T0, «HE BUISATCS»,
a «HaM SBJISIIOTCS, MAIOTCS, TapsT ce0s, U Mbl MOXEM CAENaThbCs JUIIb
ceudemensmu VX TOSIBIICHUST».

B texcre Acu ChiponeeBoii (cTapiiiero HaydHoro corpyaHuka MHcTu-
tyta hmnocopun PAH) «bmuskmit JIpyroii» pedsr uaer o MUpe IeTCTBa,
KOTOPOMY MbI, B3pOCJIbI€, KOIJa-TO €CTECTBEHHBIM 00pa30M IIpUHAMIJIe-
kanu. Co BpeMeHeM 3TOT MUp MpeBpaiiaercs B Mup Jpyroro — pedeHka.
YnuBuTeIbHBIM 00pa3oM pebeHOK-/pyroii roMoraeT HaM MHOTO€ OLIYTUTh
U MOHSTh. B 4aCTHOCTH, YTO MHAKOBOCTb SIBJISICTCS OAHOM U3 MPUHIIUITA-
aJIbHBIX XapaKTEPUCTUK XKU3HU JIMIHOCTU, UOO HEYMOJIMMBbIi OeT BpeMEH!
HEYCTaHHO MEHSIET, IIpeBpallacT B dpyeoe MUP BOKPYT U HAC CaMMX.

Texcr Banepus IlepeBanoBa (crapliero HaydyHoro corpyaHuka MH-
cturyTa putocopun PAH) «”JI” — 13 GykBa» BBIIIOJIHEH B CBOCOOpa3HOIt
TeXHUKE IMHUChbMa. ABTOP CTaThU IIPOCTPAUBAET MOCTKM MEXKIY COBPEMEH-
HBIM SI3IKOM U SI3bIKOM MHBIX UICTOPUUECKUX 3110X. C TTOMOIIIBIO ITO00HOTO
poma paboThI B IIpocTpaHCTBe s13bika B.IlepeBaioB cTpeMUTCsT BOcCO30aTh
TOT WJIA MHOM BEKTOP KYJIBTYPhI, COEIMHSIONINI HAC U HAIIUX UCTOPUYE-
ckux pyrux.

ABTOpHI U3IaHUS OTHAIOT ce0e OTYET B TOM, YTO OHM JBUIAIOTCS BO
MHOIOM «II0 KpasiM» IpoOJieMaTUKU, CBSI3aHHOK ¢ (PeHOMEHOM dpy202o.
DTOT MyTh HE CYJUT OOpeTeHHe KapTUHBI(-KoJulaxa), OTJaAnJalomieics
IOJIHOTOM, HO ITO3BOJISIET OLIYTUTh, CKOJIb IIMPOK KYJIBETYPOBEIUECKUI
MOTEHIIMAJl JaHHOW MPOOJEMAaTUKN U CKOJIb OTKPBITAa OHA JUISI Pa3HbIX
B3IJISIIOB U TTIOAXOMIOB.

IIpennarasi ctoxeT 00 «OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTH MHAKOBOCTH» Ha POJIb CKBO3-
HOTO B IAHHOM U3JIaHU U, XOTEJIOCh HAMETUTh OIHO M3 BO3MOKHBIX HAITPaB-
JICHU# TIPEONOJIeHUSI KpaifHUX TTO3UIINIA; aKIIECHTUPOBaHNE NHAKOBOCTU U
ee cTupaHue (OTpUIIaHKe) — KaxKaast U3 KOTOPBIX Ha CerOMHSIIITHUN 1eHb
BBI3bIBAET HEMaJIO HapeKaHWi B CBOM aapec. [1pu3HaHne OTHOCUTEIbHOCTH
MHAKOBOCTH MpPEIINoJiaraeT BOIpoIIaHne, COMHEHNE COLUAIBHOTO CYOb-
€KTa I10 TTIOBO/Y CJIOKMBILIETOCS] CTUJISI OTHOLIEHUS K dpy2omy W IPUHSITUE
Ha ce0s1 OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a COOCTBEHHYIO IMO3uIni0. B yacTHOCTH, ecTh
HamexXn1a, 9To IIpU TaKOM IOAXoAe IpobiaeMbl Apyroro 0yayT UTHOPUPO-
BaThCsI B MEHBIIICH CTETICH! U TO, YTO B KauecTBe TpeOoBaHMsI (TN YIIpeKa)
npenbsasisiercs Jpyrum, OyaeT repeaapecoBaHO HaM caMUM. A ellie, 9TO B
KaKOM-TO Mepe Ha 3Ty TO3UIIMIO0 OTBETST B3AMMHOCTBIO.

Aca Cotpodeesa



OIIbIT ITPESEHTALIMN

Roger Smith

The History of Human Nature:
More of the Same or Facing the Other?

There is a significant cognitive and moral dilemma. Should we know and
act on the assumption that other people are basically similar to ourselves, or
assume that other people are, in a deep sense, different? It is a very common
humanistic sentiment to feel that all people are «in essence» similar, or have
a single human nature, and on this basis humanists justify the ideal of equal
rights and dignity for all people. If there were no shared human nature, on what
grounds would we treat people as members of the same category and hence
equally objects of our moral concern? Thus Isaiah Berlin stated: «The fact that
men are men and women are women and not dogs or cats or tables or chairs is
an objective fact; and part of this objective fact is that there are certain values,
and only those values, which men, while remaining men, can pursue»'. Yet
there are powerful voices, such as Nietzsche’s or Foucault’s, which declare
the beliefin an essential human nature wrong as an epistemological principle,
misguided as to fact and opposed to human freedom. According to this point
of view, the claim that there is a universal, trans-historical subject, man, is
unfounded, and pious assertions about man impose one discourse as if it were
uniquely valid when it is not. The trouble the English language has when it
uses a gendered term, «man», also as a collective term for all people illustrates
the point. There are different views about how far the term denotes a universal
or a particular. In short, we face the dilemma whether we do cognitive and
moral justice to people by starting from the proposition that they are like
ourselves or from the proposition that they are other.

At one pole of opinion are people, perhaps evolutionary biologists or
those with a religious faith about the soul, who believe that they possess
uniquely valid knowledge of human nature. At the opposite pole, there are
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postmodern theorists and artists who celebrate possibilities, as they see them,
for the continuous recreation of human identities and, through modern
technologies, for re-shaping the body, the genes and even forms of life. The
former like to emphasise the underlying permanence of human nature, the
latter prefer to get rid of the word and emphasise the flexibility of human
identities. These differences of opinion actually raise some very complex
questions. In order to think more precisely about the dilemma, I therefore
propose in this paper to examine it as a problem which historians face when
they write history. (That is, I will discuss the presence of the dilemma in
historiography.) In particular, I am interested in how to write the history of
belief about human nature itself, especially where this belief takes the form
of systematic, scientific knowledge. What are the strengths and weaknesses
of presupposing the essential unity, or of presupposing the possibility of
otherness, in writing history of beliefs about the nature of being human? To
anticipate my conclusion, I shall argue that there are cognitive and moral
reasons to assume that earlier people and earlier beliefs about what a human
being is, may, in a significant sense, be other.

I first discuss some general (or philosophical) questions about the
conditions of knowledge of what it is to be human and about knowledge
of unity and diversity. There is then an illustrative review of some of the
positions which historians of knowledge of human nature, and particularly
historians of psychology, have taken. (This discusses aspects of what a number
of contemporary English-language writers call the history of the human
sciences; but the term «<human sciences» translates awkwardly into Russian?.)
The paper concludes with an argument for the cognitive and moral virtues,
in historical writing, of an imagination about what is other.

The basic model of historical work is a historian attempting to interpret
and subsequently to explain a text or other artefact (the so-called primary
source) from another time. The historian, like any other investigator, is an
interpreter, asking what an object is and what it means. Interpretation, it
has long been understood, involves a double movement, like a dialogue,
between the interpreter’s knowledge and way of thought and the knowledge
and way of thought that the historical object expresses. For interpretation
to be possible, or for dialogue to occur, it is logically necessary that the
interpreting subject and the interpreted object have something in common.
As Wilhelm von Humboldt wrote: «All understanding presupposes in the
person who understands, as a condition of its possibility, an analogue of that
which will be understood later: an original, antecedent congruity between
subject and object»?. Without this element in common nothing could be
said that would constitute an interpretation; writing would instead always
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be fiction. Just so, people in the artistic or philosophical avant-garde have
sometimes said: we are isolated from what is other and can only invent
stories about it. All the same, daily life, the academic discipline of history
and certainly ordinary language use presupposes that interpretation is a
meaningful and rational activity and is not the same as fiction; and it is this
that is relevant here.

It is also a necessary part of the act of interpretation, however, that the
interpreter always — logically, must — bring something to the description
of an object which is then claimed to be in the object. The object itself
cannot supply the terms for its own description. The act of description is an
interpretive act, and there is therefore no uniquely valid description for any
object. There is a kind of circularity in interpretation — as philosophers of
hermeneutics have long appreciated. Heidegger noted that «in every case
interpretation is grounded in something we see in advance — in a fore-sight»,
and, as he wrote in a typically gnomic utterance, «<whenever we encounter
anything in the world, the world has already been previously discovered»*.
The logical positivists systematically tried to develop an alternative theory of
knowledge, which would escape circularity by making formally confirmed
observation statements. But this project failed. There is no possibility of a
neutral position in description; all description is interpretation — we cannot
make statements about an object independent of the conceptual or theoretical
framework in terms of which we make those statements. As a result, «the
world was disclosed to man only in terms of the questions he asked of it and
the purposes with which he addressed it»’.

What we can know about people in general, or one person in particular,
or about ourselves, depends on the purposes, embedded in historically
formed languages and practices, which we actually have. This is so even if the
purpose were, following Kant, to ask the most general possible question, « Was
ist der Mensch?»°. Any answer is an interpretation, and any interpretation
presupposes something in common, something shared, between subject and
object. Yet, as this is a matter of logic and not a conclusion of empirical
science or natural history, it tells us nothing about what people share in
common. Indeed, a number of humanistic philosophers, including Berlin,
have recognised that the term «human» primarily has logical, metaphysical
or moral meaning, and only secondarily empirical content. Somewhat
in the spirit of Kant, who defined a rational human being as possessing
a capacity to act freely according to the moral imperative, Berlin used
the word «<human» to define, not describe, a category of being possessing
certain qualities. «Our conscious idea of man — of how men differ from
other entities, of what is human and what is not human or inhuman —
involves the use of some among the basic categories in terms of which we
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perceive and order and interpret data. To analyse the concept of man is to
recognize these categories for what they are. To do this is to realize that they
are categories, that is, that they are not themselves subjects for scientific
hypotheses about the data which they order»’. Clearly, fo define being human
in this way builds a presumption about the shared qualities of human beings
into any interpretation of what a human does.

Reference to «the other» in philosophical writing appears first in the
literature, which Kant launched, reconsidering from the ground up the
conditions for knowledge. Both Kant and the Idealists who followed him
(and who rejected the limits which he had placed on knowledge of what
is real) defined a common humanity in terms of the intrinsic properties of
reason and freedom. Attempting to articulate the metaphysical ground, the
basis in being, of this common humanity, Fichte and then Hegel posited an
original, creative state which, in order to have knowledge of itself, has to
create division or difference. Their writing thus put forward a notion of «the
other» as a logical requirement for the possibility of self-conscious reflective
knowledge of the original «I» (Fichte) or Absolute Spirit or Geist (Hegel).
Thus, for Fichte and Hegel, «the other» is logically implicit in the reflexive
act, the act where the world, taking the form of expressive human activity,
creates knowledge of itself. Hegel wrote: «A self-consciousness exists for a
self-consciousness. Only so is it in fact self-consciousness; for only in this way
does the unity of itself in its otherness become explicit for it>. Hegel then
recreated this logical argument as the driving force of history, and this made
the historical ages of the human world into stages into the self-realisation
of Geist, generating difference out of an original unity. Human subjects, he
argued, require the presence of what is not themselves in order to come to
knowledge of themselves. «Self-consciousness exists in and for itself when,
and by the fact that, it so exists for another; that is, it exists only in being
acknowledged»®. The need of consciousness for an other in order to be self-
consciousness became, in his history, the motor of domination, the creator of
master and slave and the subsequent development of the social and political
world. Only at the end of history, with the full self-consciousness of the
Absolute of itself as unfolding in history, he argued, would the other appear
in its true form as the expression of the ideal unity.

The notion of «the other», strictly speaking, thus had logical content
before it had existential or moral, let alone empirical content. But the history
of the notion since Hegel has confounded boundaries between what is
logical and what is empirical. There are logical grounds for holding that «the
human» (as Berlin wrote) is a category in terms of which we shape empirical
knowledge, and is not itself an empirical category. And there are logical
grounds to hold that interpretation requires some identity of subject and
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object. At the same time, there are the empirical facts (Berlin, for example,
referred to moral facts) which appear to give content to the category of «the
humany. In a sort of mirror image with the notion of human nature, there
is a similar situation with the notion of «the other»: difference is a logical
requirement of knowledge, but at the same time there are the empirical facts
which give content to difference. What the proper relation is between logical
and empirical statements is a complex matter for philosophers (and they hold
divergent views); but it clearly creates difficulties in contemporary discussion
of human identity and difference and for the moral questions thus posed.
Two alternative possibilities, the first sharply separating philosophical and
scientific claims (as was the norm in academic culture influenced by analytic
philosophy) and the second, naturalism (common in much contemporary
philosophy of mind), which supports empirical research into identity and
difference, each have their problems. A third alternative, Hegel’s, which
explained the empirical and historical content of the world as the unfolding
of logical reason, will hardly now attract followers.

The route that this paper takes to this cluster of issues is to examine
what writers in one field, the intellectual history of thought about human
nature, actually say. But though I discuss only one field, it is worth bearing
in mind that the same underlying questions and difficulties about the logic
and empirical content of identity and difference face psychology, sociology,
philology, anthropology and related disciplines, as well as history. When
a philologist translates a word in one language by a word in another, what
is the guarantee beyond the interpretative act itself that there is indeed a
common meaning? As translators well know, there are many occasions
when any translation that might be suggested will be controversial. The
common practice of leaving certain words in the original language —
English-language writers commonly leave words like «Geist», «esprit»
and «perestroika» untranslated, for example — illustrates this awareness. In
cultural anthropology there is argument about whether what in one culture
appear to be basic categories for dividing up the world, like «individual» or
«economy», are indeed categories in terms of which all other peoples divide
up the world. The attempt to define «religion» is a well-known problem case
in point, since many scholars would admit into the class of practices called
religion activities that do not involve beliefin a god, though for many believers
a religion without a god is a contradiction in terms. Among historians there
are debates about the continuity or discontinuity across time of basic forms
of social and political organisation, such as the family and the state. There
is a very real question, for example, whether the pre-Christian world had a
historical consciousness like the Christian world, since the latter believed in
an imminent ending and the former not.
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Among historians of science there is argument about the comparability of
ancient Greek and modern «science» and about whether the Greeks studied
such things as «psychology» and «the mind».

The empirical sciences of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries took
a different route from the one Hegel had projected for them. Scientists
classified their objects of study in terms of what they considered to be
natural categories, categories that resulted from experience and observation.
Historians understood terms like «human nature», «race», «science»,
«nation» and «progress» to denote naturally existing features of the human
world, features given by the fact of human presence. Scholars assumed that
their basic categories provided a valid framework for describing all times and
all places. As a result, historians got on with understanding the particular
content and expression of these categories in the lives of different people.
They studied, for example, how earlier people differentiated human and not
human, assigned specific characters to different nations or races, succeeded or
not in constructing scientific knowledge and made progress or degenerated.
Thus the dominant practice of western historians — like philologists and
anthropologists, though I will not discuss them — was to address the dilemma,
with which this essay began, by presuming the identity of basic categories. The
general empirical ethos of science, natural science and humanistic science
alike, supported and confirmed this choice.

All the same, the dilemma did not go away: on what grounds can a
scientist decide that an object about which she seeks knowledge is like or
unlike a known object? How do historians respond to the possibility that the
object of their knowledge is really other? I will now discuss how writing in the
intellectual history of science has responded to this dilemma. This will lead to
the argument that the basic categories in terms of which we describe human
nature themselves have a history, and hence that there are very different ways
of being human — as Giambattista Vico, in the early eighteenth century, was
perhaps the first to explore in a systematic way.

The philosophical dilemma confronting the historian was well
understood by the English philosopher and historian of Roman Britain,
R.G. Collingwood. As he pointed out, for all the fiercely enforced practice
among academic historians of consulting the evidence, historians never come
face to face with the past. «The historical past is the world of ideas which the
present evidence creates in the present. In historical inference we do not
move from our present world to a past world; the movement in experience is
always a movement within a present world of ideas»’. «The past» is a creation
of what historians (and everyone else who tells stories) write about the variety
of memorials, documents, traditions and memories in the present. As a result,
we cannot judge whether the lives and nature of earlier people were like our
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own from comparing past and present in a naively empirical manner. The
judgement must come from comparing different ways of writing in the present.
And there are indeed different ways of writing history, depending on whether
an author interprets the meaning of sources primarily by reference to modern
sources or interprets them by reference primarily to sources contemporary
with or historically relevant to the source under study. Only the latter is
historical work properly so-called, but the former is very common. The
latter takes a contextual approach to meaning. What I want to argue is that
contextual, historical writing leads to the awareness of the possible otherness of
an object of study. By contrast, the former type of writing, which interprets
the meaning of a source from comparison with writing or knowledge which
is not part of the source’s context, excludes the possibility of acknowledging
otherness. Different relations to otherness are therefore built into different
styles of writing about the past. Openness to otherness, I suggest, comes from
recreating different contexts. This recreating involves both interpretative
discipline and imagination.

An emphasis on knowledge of context in historical work relevant to
the history of science became prominent in the English-speaking world
in the 1960s and 1970s. It began with a debate about the proper manner
of understanding the meaning of classic texts in political theory, such as
Machiavelli’s «Il principe» (written 1513) or Hobbes’ «Leviathan» (published
1651). Most scholars initially insisted that the value of these texts, and the
value of returning to them now, lies with their contribution to political theory,
understood as a continuous and continuing effort to lay bare the powers and
obligations of the state and of individuals and thus to make clear the nature
and goals of political life. Several scholars, notably John Dunn and Quentin
Skinner, then argued, with the rigorous precision of the ordinary language
philosophy of J. L. Austin, that it is not possible to say what a text means by
interpreting it in relation to supposed eternal questions or trans-historical
ideas, such as justice. Rather, they argued, it follows from the way we use
language that we must interpret a text in relation to the context in which the
text was written, if we are to say we know what the text means. In ordinary
language, the meaning of a statement comes from the use the statement
has, not from abstract definitions. «We should study not the meanings of
the words, but their use. For the given idea cannot ultimately be said ... to
have any meaning that can take the form of a set of words which can then be
excogitated [thought out and developed in thought] and traced out over time.
Rather the meaning of the idea must be its uses to refer in various ways»'°. In
writing, an author like Hobbes (Skinner’s prime case study) used language
which had meaning by virtue of that language’s place in a debate or actions of
which his text was part and to which it contributed. The later reader cannot



