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282 EPILEGOMENA

but it was caviare to the general. In Monsieur Poirot’s time, ¢,
judge by his sales, the general cannot have too much of it. Th,
revolution which dethroned the principles of scissors-and-past,
history, and replaced them by those of scientific history, haq
become common property. ; ds ang i abam edict of an em

§ 4. History as Re-enactment of Past Experience

How, or on what conditions, can the historian know the past?
In considering this question, the first point to notice is that the
past is never a given fact which he can apprehend empirically
by perception. Ex hypothesi, the historian is not an eyewitnegs
of the facts he desires to know. Nor does the historian fancy that
he is; he knows quite well that his only possible knowledge of
the past is mediate or inferential or indirect, never empirical,
The second point is that this mediation cannot be effected by
testimony. The historian does not know the past by simply
believing a witness who saw the events in question and has left
his evidence on record. That kind of mediation would give at
most not knowledge but belief, and very ill-founded and im- :
probable belief. And the historian, once more, knows very well i i Y
that this is not the way in which he proceeds ; he is aware that {0 cablet
what he does to his so-called authorities is not to believe th
but to criticize them. If then the historian has no direct 0
empirical knowledge of his facts, and no transmitted or ¢
moniary knowledge of them, what kind of knowledge has he: i
other words, what must the historian do in order that he otutions of jt might be offered
know them? : v :

My historical review of the idea of history has resulted thinking for himself the they
the emergence of an answer to this question: namely, tham i
historian must re-enact the past in his own mind. What We % . hy.
now do is to look more closely at this idea, and see what it me ol | thmlf, be denied
in itself and what further consequences it implies. o

In a general way, the meaning of the conceptm“e
understood. When a man thinks historically, he 1_135 s to d ) Xperience, thes
certain documents or relics of the past. His busin®ss Zig - , thelr
cover what the past was which has left these T 911":5 ¥
For example, the relics are certain written “’Orofé thosé ¥ . 00S€ them to the criticism of ap ;
case he has to discover what the person who wrtho ught (17
meant by them. This means discovering e eciser P
widest sense of that word : we shall look intoits Pr i3

! 8eneral ac :
Tequire a great deg] Ofaigracy 1s

Il experience or re-think a tho

° of two things. Either ught, he might argue,

1t means enacting an
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experience or performing an act .Of thought resemi_:uhng the first,
or it means enacting an experience or performing an act of
thought literally identical with the first. But no one experiencq
can be literally identical with another, therefore pregum§b1y the
relation intended is one of resemblance only. But H'ltt‘ at case
the doctrine that we know the past.by re-enacting 1 li only 5
version of the familiar and discredlt_ed copy—tl}eory. oth%(n()w_
ledge, which vainly professes to exPlam how a thlng' (in thls Case
an experience or act of thought)_ 18 known_by}saymg dat the
knower has a copy of it in his mu}d. And in the ;ec?:l 1I;1'cl€:e,
suppose it granted that an experience cogld bf’ iden 1(}:)3 ¥ re.
peated, the result would only be an 1mmeclhate 1den‘gty ; et‘g“«en
the historian and the person he was trying to un _erst 1?.11 ~eh
far as that experience was concerned. The_ ob]cctb(mt is i?-e
the past) would be simply incorporated in'the lsu 3;@ (tm ; is
case the present, the historian’s own t}}ought), a.n. n1115 e?d t(:f
answering the question how thf lfas‘tJv 1115 gﬁf‘z; ;Shs; ;resen te
intaini is not known, resent,
ﬁiﬁntﬁlﬁgg {}};a;slil;z,pt?;: not Croce him_self a.d;mitted this with
b e I(if thetcontsgjggijrll?t{w'?lii]ﬁs’f.:;yr;lust consider in
i i maintai first would be
. T suppose the person who rpamtamed .thc ! :
E:f;lyig sgpme such view of experience ta}\srethtlksl.e rini ;:ﬁrchxgd
rience, at any rate so far as it 1s cognitive, L
ject ; ‘o different acts may have the same ob]
??102:? ,Eiigdt::r?d find there the statement that _the angi;fj
isosceles triangle are equal, and if T un
e i t it is true, the truth
stand what is meant and recog_n_:tze the_x 1 t ,15 .
which I recognize, or the proposition which I asse_; bt O
truth which Euclid recognized, the same propost 10111&ct e
asserted. But my act ofdabsser_ttilr}lg 1;f1st;hr;ott‘ :él?ai?i(i] e
ti ciently proved by etther . :
Ti};zte%;“g;ﬁereni Eersons and are done at dxffei'ent. ;11;11;2;6{0
act of apprehending the equality of the ang ns:sE lnothef 1
not a revival of his act, but the performance 0 athat o
of the same kind ; and what I know by performnflgan 4
not that Euclid knew the angles at the base 10
triangle to be equal, bu;chtltlat they are equal.
istorical fact tha . i
gl?:l‘:}f;lx?ehnot to copy his act (that is, to perform one |

oscel®
In order I
Euclid knew them to be equ it
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to perform a quite different one, the act of thinking that
clid knew them to be equal. And the question how I manage
chieve this act is not at all illuminated by saying that I
at Euclid’s act of knowing in my own mind ; for if repeating
act means apprehending the same truth or asserting the
yme proposition which he apprehended or asserted, the state-
nt is untrue, for Euclid’s proposition ‘the angles are equal’
mine ‘Euclid knew the angles to be equal’ are different ;
if repeating his act means performing the same act over
n, it is nonsense, for an act cannot be repeated.
n this view, the relation between my act of now thinking
angles are equal’ and my act of thinking it five minutes ago
relation of numerical difference and specific identity. The
acts are different acts but acts of the same kind. They thus
mble one another, and either of these acts resembles
id’s act in the same way; hence the conclusion that the
ine we are considering is a case of the copy-theory of
vledge.
at is this a true account of the relation between these two
2 Is it the case that when we speak of two persons perform-
the same act of thought or of one person as performing the
> act at two different times, we mean that they are perform-
lifferent acts of the same kind ? It is, I think, clear that we
b nothing of the sort ; and that the only reason why anyone
Id fancy that we do is because he has accepted a dogma that
never we distinguish two things and yet say that they are
me (which, as everyone admits, we often do) we mean that
‘are different specimens of the same kind, different in-
Ces of the same universal, or different members of the same
. The dogma is not that there is no such thing as identity
fference (nobody believes that), but that there is only one
- of it, namely specific identity in numerical difference.
tism of the dogma, therefore, turns not on proving that this
of identity in difference does not exist, but on proving that
kinds exist, and that the case we are considering is one

contended by our supposed objector that Euclid’s act of
t and mine are not one but two: numerically two though
Hically one. It is also contended that my act of now think-
€ angles are equal’ stands in the same relation to my act
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of thinking ‘the angles are equal’ five rr}inutes_ ago. The reqe. | e contention that ot a?tt Cann?ttl;laPI;Z? twiféefbff{‘iuse .the
why this seems quite certain to the objector is, I belieye thol of consclousness carries it away s thus false. Itsfalsity arises

an 1gnoratio elenchi. So far as experience consists of mere
ciousness, of sensations and feelings pure and simple, it is
- But an act of thought is not a mere sensation or feeling.
knowledge, and knowledge is something more than imme-
 consciousness. The process of knowledge is therefore not
e flow of consciousness. A person whose consciousness was
e succession of states, by whatever name these states are
could have no knowledge whatever. He could not remem-
own past states, for (even granting that his states are
ted together by certain psychological laws, ex hypothesi
unknowable) he would not remember being burnt but
only fear the fire. Nor could he perceive the world
d him ; he would fear, but would not recognize that which
ared as the fire. Least of all would he, or anyone else,
that his consciousness was the mere succession of states
t is alleged to be.
then, mere consciousness is a succession of states, thought
activity by which that succession is somehow arrested so
be apprehended in its general structure: something for
‘the past is not dead and gone, but can be envisaged to-
* with the present and compared with it. Thought itself
involved in the flow of immediate consciousness ; in some
it stands outside that flow. Acts of thought certainly
n at definite times; Archimedes discovered the idea of
¢ gravity at a time when he was in the bath ; but they are
ated to time in the same way as mere feelings and sensa-
It is not only the object of thought that somehow stands
e time; the act of thought does so too: in this sense at
that one and the same act of thought may endure through
€ of time and revive after a time when it has been in
ce.
€ a third case, then, where the interval covers the whole
f time from Euclid to myself. If he thought ‘the angles
qual’ and I now think ‘the angles are equal’, granted that
Ime interval is no cause for denying that the two acts are
d the same, is the difference between Euclid and myself
Ud for denying it? There is no tenable theory of personal
tity that would justify such a doctrine. Euclid and I are

he conceives an act of thought as something that has it 1 a\- i
in the flow of consciousness, whose being is simply its oceyyy,
in that flow. Once it has happened, the flow carries it iy
past, and nothing can recall it. Another of the same kip,
happen, but not that again.

But what precisely do these pl}rases rpean? Suppose that 5
person continues for an appreciable t’zme, say five secop e
together, to think ‘the angles are equal’. Is he perfor‘mmg on
act of thought sustained over those five seconds; or is he per.
forming five, or ten, or twenty acts of thought Numerica]jy
different but specifically identical ? If the latter, ho.w many gq
to five seconds? The objector is bound to answer this question,
for the essence of his view is that acts of thought are numerically
distinct and therefore numerable. Nor can he defer answering
until he has appealed to further research, for example in the
psychological laboratory: if he does not already know what
constitutes the plurality of acts of thought, the psyr_;hologjml _
laboratory can never tell him. But any answer he gives must
be both arbitrary and self-contradictory. There is no more
reason to correlate the unity of a single act of thought with the
time-lapse of one second, or a quarter of a second, than mth. _
any other. The only possible answer is that the act of 'thouglft-
is one act sustained through five seconds; anEi the’ oblector,lf
he likes, may admit this by saying that such x'dentxt%r in a sus-
tained act of thought is ‘the identity of a continuant’.

But does a continuant, here, imply continuousness ? Suppg‘:
that, after thinking ‘the angles are equal’ for five seconds,hen .
thinker allows his attention to wander for three more; and t arf;
returning to the same subject, again thinks ‘the ang;esa o
equal’. Have we here two acts of thought and not one, esing :
a time elapsed between them? Clearly not ; there is one .
act, this time not merely sustained, but revived after anlre
val. For there is no difference in this case that was not acon ¢
present in the other. When an act is sustained over ﬁvets: aby 2
the activity in the fifth second is just as much sepa}r?erven.
lapse of time from that in th_e first, as ‘when the glor i that
seconds are occupied by an activity of a different kin
be possible) by none.

to the
4 mgy
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not (as it were) two different typewriters which, just beCaus
they are not the same typewriter, can never Qerform the gat
act but only acts of the same kind. A mind is not a machine
with various functions, but a complex of activities : anq te
argue that an act of Euclid’s cannot be the same as an act
my own because it forms part of a different complex of aCtivitjeq
is merely to beg the question. Granted that the same ac¢ o
happen twice in different contexts within t.he complex of
own activities, why should it not happen twice in two differeng
complexes ? ) : ’

The objector, although explicitly denying that this can hap.
pen, is covertly assuming that it can and does. He Maintajng
that although the object of two people’s acts of thought may
be the same, the acts themselves are different. But, in ordey
that this should be said, it is necessary to know ‘what SOmeone
else is thinking’ not only in the sense of knowing th?. same
object that he knows, but in the further sense of knowing the
act by which he knows it: for the statement rests on a claim tq
know not only my own act of knowing but someone else’s also,
and compare them. But what makes such comparison possible ?
Anyone who can perform the comparison must be a})le to reflect .
‘my act of knowledge is #is’—and then he repeats it: ‘from the -. ke historical knoy
way he talks, I can see that his act is #is '—and then he repeats acting it. Secondl
it. Unless that can be done, the comparison can never be madei ge that we are re-enacting a past thought, is in the nature of
But to do this involves the repetition by one mind of another’s case impossible ; since the thog ght as re-enacted is now S
act of thought: not one like it (that would be the copy-theory W0, and our knowledge of it i ittt i
of knowledge with a vengeance) but the act itself. , reness of it as an element in our owr, Silen by

Thought can never be mere object. To know someone els;i: fhe first point is obvioy sly right. The fact that S eore
activity of thinking is possible only on the assumption that t “Orms an act of thought which another has performed before

same activity can be re-enacted in one’s own mind. In e | does not make him an historian. Tt cannot, in such a case, be
sense, to know ‘what someone is thinking’ (or ‘has thought’) that he is an historian without knowing it unless he knows
invoh’res thinking it for oneself. To reject this conclusion means :

i : bought at : {?-hfl is thf'nkf'ng _historica!ly_', he is not thinking historically.
denying that we have any ng_ht to speak O.f st Oét n?llfaciﬂg torical thinking is an actlwty.(and not the only one, unless
tne doctine ety i ey e 22 e e . e Tt ot i i it of el
anyone who accepts that form of solipsism I shall not staY;So | WS itself to be thinking ingthazt) Y
argue. I am considering how history, as the knowledge of Pne '
thoughts (acts of thought), is possible ; and I am only concer 3
to show that it is impossible except on the view that to k» ¢
another’s act of thought involves repeating it for oneself. Oved. Tt is that although
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on who rejects that view is driven in consequence to this
1d of solipsism, my point is proved.

€ now pass to the second objection. It will be said: ‘Has
 this argument proved too much? It has shown that an act
thought can be not only performed at an instant but sus-
ned over a lapse of time ; not only sustained, but revived ; not
ly revived in the experience of the same mind but (on pain of
ipsism) re-enacted in another’s. But this does not prove the

arranges sub specie praeteritorum what is in reality his own
ent experience, and what Croce in effect admits when he
that all history is contemporary history.’

, heis arguing that this addition, the know-
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another’s act of thought, we can never know that we ar,
enacting it. But this is an explicit self-contradiction. ol
jector confesses to a knowledge that something happeng ob.
at the same time denies that such knowledge is possible.

‘might try to remove the paradox by saying ‘I did not Mean g, e
it does happen ; I only meant that, for all I know, it may =

> What
I maintain is that, if it did, we could not know that it gat
happening’. And he might cite, as a parallel case, the impos:i.s

bility of knowing that any two persons experience indistingyjg
ably similar colour-sensations on looking at the same blade 0;
grass. But the parallel is not exact ; what he was actually s34
was something very different. He was saying not that, i it
‘happened, some other circumstance would prevent us from
knowing it: he was saying that if it did happen the very fact
of its happening would make us unable to know that it Was
happening. And this makes it an event of a very peculiar king

There is only one kind of thing which may happen in a ming,
of which it can be said that the very fact of its happening would
render it impossible for us to know that it was happening:
namely being under an illusion or error. What the objector is
saying, therefore, is that the first of the two indispensable condi-
tions of historical knowledge is an illusion or error on just that
point of which knowledge is required. No doubt this in itself
would not make historical knowledge impossible. For a condi-
tion of something’s existing may be related to that thing in
either of two ways: either as something that must exist first,
but ceases to exist when that thing comes into existence, or as
something that must exist so long as that thing exists. If the
contention were that historical knowledge can only come into
existence as replacing historical error, it would at any rate be
worth considering. But the re-enactment of past thought is not
a pre-condition of historical knowledge, but an integral element
in it; the effect of the contention, therefore, is to make such
knowledge impossible.

We must turn to the argument on which this contention res
It was urged that an act of thought by becoming subjectiV®
ceases to be objective, and thus, by becoming present, cease?
to be past; I can only be aware of it as the act I am here aﬂr’
now performing, not as the act which someone else has P°
formed at another time.

ts.

el‘e,,.
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ere again there are various points to be distinguished.
aps the first is the meaning of the phrase ‘be aware of it.’
term ‘awareness’ is often used in an equivocal manner. To
ware of a pain is loosely used for simply feeling it, without
g that it is a toothache or a headache or even a pain
: the phrase refers simply to the immediate experience of
pg or undergoing the pain. Some philosophers would call
immediate experience by the name ‘acquaintance’: but that
nost misleading term for it, since acquaintance is a familiar -
ish word denoting the kind of way in which we know indi-
al persons or places or other things as permanent objects
recur, recognizably identical with themselves, in the course
ur experience: something far removed from immediate
g. But the term ‘awareness’ is also used in two other ways.
used as a name for self-consciousness, as when a person is
to be aware of losing his temper; where what is meant is
only that he immediately experiences a feeling of anger
h, as a matter of fact, is increasing, but that he knows this
g to be his feeling, and an increasing one: as distinct from
e, for example, where he experiences the feeling but attri-
it, as people often do, to his neighbours. And thirdly, it
for perception, as when a person is said to be aware
table, especially when the perception is somewhat dim and
ain. It is well to clear up this ambiguity by settling how
e the word; and the best English usage would suggest its
ction to the second meaning, reserving feeling for the first
perception for the third.
is requires a reconsideration of the thesis. Does it mean
it I merely feel the act going on, as an element in the flow
Immediate experience ; or that I recognize it as my act with a
minate place in my mental life ? Clearly the second, though
10es not exclude the first. I am aware of my act not only
experience but as my experience, and an experience of a
minate kind: an act, and an act of thought which has arisen
Certain way, and has a certain cognitive character, and
h.
that is so, it can no longer be said that the act, because it is
ctive, cannot be objective. Indeed, to say that would be to
adict oneself. To say that an act of thought cannot be
Iveis tosay that it cannot be known ; but anyone who said
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this would be claiming thereby to state his knowledge of o
acts. He must therefore modify it, and will perhaps say that 0‘:}1
act of thought may be an object to another act, but not t itse]
But this again needs modification, for any object is Properly g
object not of an act but of an agent, the mind that Perform
that act. True, a mind is nothing except its own activities ;
it is all these activities together, not any one separately. The
question is, then, whether a person who performs an act of
knowing can also know that he is performing or has Performeq
that act. Admittedly he can, or no one would know that there
were such acts, and so no one could have called them sub; ective-
but to call them merely subjective, and not objective too, is to
deny that admission while yet continuing to assume its truth,

The act of thinking, then, is not only subjective but objectiye
as well. It is not only a thinking, it is something that can pe
thought about. But, because (as I have already tried to show)
it is never merely objective, it requires to be thought about in
a peculiar way, a way only appropriate to itself. It cannot be
set before the thinking mind as a ready-made object, discovered
as something independent of that mind and studied as it is in
itself, in that independence. It can never be studied ‘ob-
jectively’, in the sense in which ‘objectively’ excludes ‘:sub-
jectively’. It has to be studied as it a.ctually.e{usts, that is to
say, as an act. And because this act is subjectzwtly (thoug%'l not
mere subjectivity) or experience, it can be studied only in its
own subjective being, that is, by the thinker whose activity of
experience it is. This study is not mere experience or conscious-
ness, not even mere self-consciousness: it is self-knowledge
Thus the act of thought in becoming subjective does not cease
to be objective; it is the object of a self-knowledge which defos
from mere consciousness in being self-consciousness or em&re:
ness, and differs from being mere self-consciousness in being i
knowledge: the critical study of one’s own thought, not the ™€
awareness of that thought as one’s own. :

Here it is possible to answer a tacit question which
open when I said that a person w!m performs an act of, -t
can also know that he ‘is performing or has performed 't o
Which is it ? Clearly, the first: for the act of thought has
studied as it actually exists, that is, as an act. But this E
not exclude the second. We have already seen that if

kno“’iﬁg
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ience is conceived as a flow of successive states, thought
st be conceived as something that can apprehend the structure
flow and the forms of succession which it exhibits: that is,
ught is able to think the past as well as the present. Where
pought studies the activity of thinking itself, therefore, it is
y able to study past acts of thinking and compare them
1 the present act. But there is a difference between the two
If I now think about a feeling which I had in the past,
ay be true that thinking about it occasions, or else perhaps
ends for its possibility on the independent occurrence of, an
of that feeling in the present: that, for example, I could not
k of the anger I once felt except so far as I now experience
t a faint vibration of anger in my mind. But whether this
e or not, the actual past anger of which I am thinking is
-and gone ; that does not reappear, the stream of immediate
rience has carried it away for ever; at most there reappears
ething like it. The gap of time between my present thought
its past object is bridged not by the survival or revival of
object, but only by the power of thought to overleap such

vived is not a mere echo of the old activity, another of the
kind; it is that same activity taken up again and re-
ed, perhaps in order that, doing it over again under my
critical inspection, I may detect in it false steps of which
have accused me. In thus re-thinking my past thought
not merely remembering it. I am constructing the history
ertain phase of my life: and the difference between memory
history is that whereas in memory the past is a mere
acle, in history it is re-enacted in present thought. So far
is thought is mere thought, the past is merely re-enacted ;
as it is thought about thought, the past is thought of as
re-enacted, and my knowledge of myself is historical
ledge.
€ history of myself is thus not memory as such, but a
lar case of memory. Certainly, a mind which could not
L
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remember could not have historical knowledge. _But_l‘ne
as such is only the present thought pf past experience a4 ol
be that experience what it may; historical knowledge ;i
i here the object of present thgyep 2t
special case of memory where  thougpy o
past thought, the gap between present and past being by s
not only by the power of present thought to think of the Past
but also by the power of past thought to reawaken itsels i, the
ent. :
pr?o r::turn to our supposed objector.. Why did he think that
the act of thought, by becoming sub]ectw:e, ceased to be ol
jective? The answer should by now be plan}. I't is becagse he
understood by subjectivity not th(_e act of thmkmg{ bu‘t simp]
consciousness as a flow of immediate states. Sub]ectwny for
him means not the subjectivity of thought but only the sub.
jectivity of feeling or immediate experience. Eve{l 1mmed1§te
experience has an object, for in every feeling _there 1s someth ]
felt and in every sensation there is something sensed: bUt_m
seeing a colour what we see is the colour, not our act of seeing
the colour, and in feeling cold we feel the_ coifi (whatevex: ex:?,c.ﬂy
cold may be) but not the activity of feeling it. ’I‘hv_e su})] -eCtTYlt-Y
of immediate experience is thus a pure or mere subj ectmty: ;itis
never objective to itself: the experiencing never e.xpem;nces
itself as experiencing. If, then, there were an experience from
which all thought were excluded (whfzther §uch'an e;}clpenetl;;:
really exists or not, it is beside the: point to inquire), the a;'ect
or subjective element in that experience could never.be ar_lt oC c];uld
to itself, and if all experience were of 'the same km::l 1 b
never be an object at all. What the obJe{Etor was doing, o
| fore, was to assume that all experience 15'_1mmt?d1ate, mer'S ol
sciousness, devoid of thought. If he denies this, amdlsayent -
he fully recognizes the presence of thought as an e _eréld o
experience, we must reply that I}e m:'s.y’have recognﬁz foun
name but that he has not recogmzecfl it in fact. _He ase il
a place for thought only by the expedlent_ of selecting son;ihe itle
in the flow of consciousness and colnfe_rnng upon them i
of thought, without asking what .1t 1mp’hed; so that ‘erieﬁce’
calls thought is in fact just one kind of immediate exfgeling :
whereas thought differs precisely frm:n sensation or "
that it is never an immediate experience. In t‘he im e
experience of sight, we see a colour; only by thinking

Mory,
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w ourselves to be seeing it and also know that what we see
hat we do not see it to be: an object at a distance from us,
xample, which we have seen before. And even if he went
ar as to recognize this, he failed to take the next step, and

ed up. Granted that it is possible to reconstruct the history
one’s own mind, by an extension of the general act of memory
the special case where what is remembered is an act of think-
, does it follow that the past which can be thus knowingly
enacted is any past but my own? Does it not rather seem
it, since history has been described as a special case of
mory, each of us can be the historian only of his own thought ?
[n order to answer this question we must inquire further into
relation between memory and what, as distinct from
mory, I will call autobiography, using that name for a
ctly historical account of my own past. If anyone of us

other. I do not mean that one must be completed before
other begins, but only that in every part of the work one
> of it must be taken in hand before the other can be carried
The first task is that of recollecting: he must search his
nory for a vision of past experiences, and use various means
timulating it, for example by reading letters and books that
nice wrote, revisiting places associated in his mind with cer-
Cvents, and so forth. When this is done, he has before his
d a spectacle of the relevant parts of his own past life: he
4a young man undergoing such and such experiences, and
Ws that this young man was himself, But now begins the
nd task. He must not merely know that this young man
himself, he must try to rediscover that young man’s
ughts. And here recollection is a treacherous guide. He
mbers how he walked in the garden at night, wrestling
a thought ; he remembers the scent of the flowers, and the
2¢ in his hair; but if he relies on these associations to tell
1 What the thought was, he is more than likely to be misled.

= will probably fall into the mistake of substituting for it

€T which came to him later. Thus politicians, in writing
“L autobiographies, remember very well the impacts and
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emotions of a crisis, but are apt, in describing the Policy, th
then advocated, to contaminate it with ideas that belongeq N
fact to a later stage in their career. And this is natural : becy In
thought is not wholly entangled in the flow of €Xperience
that we constantly reinterpret our past thoughts and aSSimi.fat
them to those we are thinking now. 8

There is only one way in which this tendency can be check
If T want to be sure that twenty years ago a certain thought Wag
really in my mind, I must have evidence of it. That eVidengg
must be a book or letter or the like that I then wrote, or 5 Dicture
I painted, or a recollection (my own or another’s) of Somethiy
I said, or of an action that I did, clearly revealing what was in
my mind. Only by having some such evidence before me, ang
interpreting it fairly and squarely, can I prove to myself thyt
I did think thus. Having done so, I rediscover my past self, ang
re-enact these thoughts as my thoughts ; judging now better thap
I could then, it is to be hoped, their merits and defects.

Now it is certainly true that, unless a man could do this for
himself, he could not do it for anybody else. But there is nothing
which the autobiographer does, in this second part of his task,
that the historian could not do for another. If the auto-
biographer, although from the point of view of si.mplet recollec-
tion his past thoughts are inextricably confused with his present
ones, can disentangle them with the help of evidence, and decide
that he must have thought in certain ways although at first he
did not remember doing so, the historian, by using evidence of
the same general kind, can recover the thoughts of others;
coming to think them now even if he never thought them before,
and knowing thisactivity asthe re-enactment of what those m;I;
once thought. We shall never know how the ﬂowe:rs smelt_m tajr
garden of Epicurus, or how Nietzsche felt the wind in his I}iof
as he walked on the mountains ; we cannot relive the triump ¢
Archimedes or the bitterness of Marius ; but the evidence of Wz;
these men thought is in our hands; and in re-creating thnce
thoughts in our own minds by interpretation of that evide
we can know, so far as there is any knowledge, that the thoug
we create were theirs.

We put into the objector’s mouth the statement Fhat
perience could be repeated, the result would be an 'nnmee
identity between the historian and his object. This des

if e
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rdiscussion. Forifa mindis nothing but its own activities,
to know the mind of a person in the past—say Thomas
cet—is to re-enact his thought, surely in so far as I, the
;;}ian, do this, I simply become Becket, which seems absurd.
“Why is it absurd? It might be said, because to be Becket is
thing, to know Becket is another: and the historian aims at
atter. This objection, however, has already been answered.
pends on a false interpretation of the distinction between
ectivity and objectivity. For Becket, in so far as he was a
king mind, being Becket was also knowing that he was
et ; and for myself, on the same showing, to be Becket is to
v that T am Becket, that is, to know that I am my own
t self re-enacting Becket’s thought, myself being in that
Becket. I do not ‘simply’ become Becket, for a thinking
is never ‘simply’ anything: it is its own activities of :
ght, and it is not these ‘simply’ (which, if it means any-
, means ‘immediately’), for thought is not mere immediate
ience but always reflection or self-knowledge, the know-
of oneself as living in these activities.
may be well to enlarge on this point. An act of thought is
inly a part of the thinker’s experience. It occurs at a cer-
n time, and in a certain context of other acts of thought,
ions, sensations, and so forth. Its presence in this context
its immediacy ; for although thought is not mere imme-
cy it is not devoid of immediacy. The peculiarity of thought
t, in addition to occurring here and now in this context,
sustain itself through a change of context and revive in
ifferent one. This power to sustain and revive itself is what

of another, similar, event. The immediate, as such, can-
be re-enacted. Consequently, those elements in experience
Se being is just their immediacy (sensations, feelings, &c. as
) cannot be re-enacted ; not only that, but thought itself
never be re-enacted in its immediacy. The first discovery
truth, for example, differs from any subsequent contempla-
I of it, not in that the truth contemplated is a different truth,

- Sug)
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nor in that the act of contemplating it is a different act ; 1, ts
that the immediacy of the first occasion can never aga;,
experienced: the shock of its novelty, the liberation from,
plexing problems, the triumph of achieving a desired resy .
perhaps the sense of having vanquished opponents and achie\,e(i
fame, and so forth.

But further: the immediacy of thought consists not only i
its context of emotions (together, of course, with sensations, Jjj,
the buoyancy of Archimedes’ body in the bath) but in its cqp_
text of other thoughts. The self-identity of the act of thinkj
that these two angles are equal is not only independent of sycp
matters as that a person performing it is hungry and cold, anq
feels his chair hard beneath him, and is bored with his lesson jt
is also independent of further thoughts, such as that the book
says they are equal, or that the master believes them to be

equal; or even thoughts more closely relevant to the subject in

hand, as that their sum, plus the angle at the vertex, is 180
degrees.

This has sometimes been denied. It has been said that any-
thing torn from its context is thereby mutilated and falsified;
and that in consequence, to know any one thing, we must know
its context, which implies knowing the whole universe. 1 do not
propose to discuss this doctrine in its whole bearing, but only
to remind the reader of its connexion with the view that reaifty
is immediate experience, and its corollary that thought, which
inevitably tears things out of their context, can never be true.
On such a doctrine Euclid’s act of thinking on a given occasion
that these angles are equal would be what it was only in relation
to the total context of his then experience, including siach thn_‘lgg
as his being in a good temper and having a slave standing behin
his right shoulder: without knowing all these we cannot knol“'
what he meant. If (which the doctrine in its strict form wo?he
not allow) we brush aside as irrelevant everything except ;
context of his geometrical thought, we do not even SO escagy
absurdity ; for in composing his proof of the theorem he mge
have thought ‘ this theorem enables me to prove that the fa:'lngs
in a semicircle is a right angle’, and a hundred other tll 5
which it is just as impossible for us to know. Very hketj;x ;
never thought of his fifth theorem without some such con i
but to say that because the theorem, as an act of thought, €
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in its context we cannot know it except in the context in
he actually thought it, is to restrict the being of thought
s own immediacy, to reduce it to a case of merely immediate
erience, and so to deny it as thought. Nor does anyone who
mpts to maintain such a doctrine maintain it consistently.
_example, he tries to show that a rival doctrine is untrue.
. the doctrine he criticizes is a doctrine taught by some-
else (or even one accepted in unregenerate days by
self). On his own showing, this doctrine is what it is only in
tal context that cannot be repeated and cannot be known.
, context of thought in which his adversary’s doctrine has its
g cannot ever be the context which it has in the critic’s
ience ; and if an act of thought is what it is only in relation
ts context, the doctrine he criticizes can never be the doc-
e taught by his opponent. And this not owing to any defects
xposition or comprehension, but owing to the self-frustrating
racter of the attempt to understand another’s thought, or
ed to think at all.

thers, who have taken warning by these consequences, have
braced the opposite doctrine that all acts of thought are
mically distinct from one another. This makes it both easy
legitimate to detach them from their context; for there is
context ; there is only a juxtaposition of things standing to
-another in merely external relations. On this view, the
mity of a body of knowledge is only that kind of unity which
elongs to a collection: and this is true both of a science, or
tem of things known, and of a mind, or system of acts of
wing. Once more I am not concerned with the whole bearing
uch a doctrine, but only to point out that by substituting
cal analysis for attention to experience (the constant appeal
which was the strength of the rival doctrine) it overlooks the
ediacy of thought, and converts the act of thinking, from
ubjective experience, into an objective spectacle. The fact
t Euclid performed a certain operation of thought becomes
Ust a fact, like the fact that this paper rests on this table ; mind
S Mmerely a collective name for such facts.

History is no more possible on this view than on the other.
sHat Euclid performed a certain operation of thought may be
a fact, but it is an unknowable fact. We cannot know it,
Y€ can only at most believe it on testimony. And this appears
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a satisfactory account of historical thought only to PETsons v
embrace the fundamental error of mistaking for histol-y th o
form of pseudo-history which Croce has called 'philalogicat
history’: persons who think that history is nothing more tha&l
scholarship or learning, and would assign to the historiay thn
self-contradictory task of discovering (for example) ‘what Plat,
thought’ without inquiring ‘whether it is true’.

To disentangle ourselves from these two complementg
errors, we must attack the false dilemma from which they both
spring. That dilemma rests on the disjunction that thought js
either pure immediacy, in which case it is inextricably involye d
in the flow of consciousness, or pure mediation, in which case it j¢
utterly detached from that flow. Actually it is both immediacy
and mediation. Every act of thought, as it actually happens,
happens in a context out of which it arises and in which it lives,
like any other experience, as an organic part of the thinker’s life,
Its relations with its context are not those of an item in a collec-
tion, but those of a special function in the total activity of an
organism. So far, not only is the doctrine of the so-called ideal-
1sts correct, but even that of the pragmatists whohave developed
that side of it to an extreme. But an act of thought, in addition
to actually happening, is capable of sustaining itself and being
revived or repeated without loss of its identity. So far, those
who have opposed the ‘idealists’ are in the right, when they
maintain that what we think is not altered by alterations of the
context in which we think it. But it cannot repeat itself i
vacuo, as the disembodied ghost of a past experience. However
often it happens, it must always happen in some context, and
the new context must be just as appropriate to it as the old.
Thus, the mere fact that someone has expressed his thoughts 1o
writing, and that we possess his works, does not enable us t0
understand his thoughts. In order that we may be able to do
so, we must come to the reading of them prepared with a7
experience sufficiently like his own to make those thought
organic to it.

This double character of thought provides the solution of 3
logical puzzle that has a close connexion with the theory °
history. If I now re-think a thought of Plato’s, is my act ©
thought identical with Plato’s or different from it ? Unless it 1?
identical, my alleged knowledge of Plato’s philosophy is sP¢¢
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But unless it is different, my knowledge of Plato’s philo-
phy implies oblivion of my own. What is required, if I am
‘know Plato’s philosophy, is both to re-think it in my own
d and also to think other things in the light of which I can
ge it. Some philosophers have attempted to solve this puzzle
a vague appeal to the ‘principle of identity in difference’,
ing that there is a development of thought from Plato to
elf and that anything which develops remains identical with
tself although it becomes different. Others have replied with
gstice that the question is how exactly the two things are the
game, and how exactly they differ. The answer is that, in their
mmediacy, as actual experiences organically united with the
body of experience out of which they arise, Plato’s thought and
mine are different. But in their mediation they are the same.
s perhaps calls for further explanation. When I read Plato’s
ment in the Theaefetus against the view that knowledge is
ely sensation, I do not know what philosophical doctrines
was attacking; I could not expound these doctrines and say
etail who maintained them and by what arguments. In its
mmediacy, as an actual experienceé of his own, Plato’s argu-
pent must undoubtedly have grown up out of a discussion of
e sort, though I do not know what it was, and been closely
onnected with such a discussion. Yet if I not only read his argu-
ent but understand it, follow it in my own mind by re-arguing
£ with and for myself, the process of argument which I go
hrough is not a process resembling Plato’s, it actually is Plato’s,
80 far as I understand him rightly. The argument simply as
, starting from these premisses and leading through this
ess to this conclusion ; the argument as it can be developed
er in Plato’s mind or mine or anyone else’s, is what I call the
ght in its mediation. In Plato’s mind, this existed in a
ain context of discussion and theory ; in my mind, because
0 not know that context, it exists in a different one, namely
lat of the discussions arising out of modern sensationalism.
ause it is a thought and not a mere feeling or sensation, it can
t in both these contexts without losing its identity, although
Without some appropriate context it could never exist. Part of
e context in which it exists in my mind might, if it was a falla-
H0us argument, be other activities of thought consisting in

i

lowing how to refute it ; but even if I refuted it, it would still
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be the same argument and the act of following its logical structy,
would be the same act, 5



