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@ HISTORY, HISTORIES, AND FORMAL

The dual ambiguaty of the modern linguistic usage of Geschachze and
Hastorie—both expressions denoting cvent and representation—raises ques-
tions that we shall here investigate further. These questions are both hastor-
ical and systematic in nature. This characteristic meaning of history, such
that it is at the same ime knowledge of itself, can be scen as a general for-
mulation of an anthropologically-given arc, inking and relating historical
experience with knowledge of such expenence” On the other hand, the con-
vergence of both meanings is a historically specific occurrence which first
occurred in the eighteenth century. It can be shown that the formation of the
collective singular Geschichie is a semantic event that opens out our modern
expenience. The concept “history pure and simple™ laid the foundation for a
hustorical philosophy, within whach the transcendental meaming of history as
space of consciousness became contaminated with history as space of action.

It would be presumptuous to claim that, in the constitution of the con-
cepts “history pure and simple” or “history in general™ (that are themselves
part of specifically German binguistic forms), all events prior 10 the eigh-
teenth century must fade into a prehastory. One need only recall Augustine,
who once stated that, while human institutions made up the theme of
hastoria, ipsa historia was not a human construct.' History itself was claimed
t derive from God and be nothing but the ordo femporum i which all
events were established and according to which they were arranged. The
metahistorical (and also temporal) meaning of historia psa s thus not
merely 2 modem construction but had already been antiipated theologi-
cally. The interpretation according to which the experience of modernity is
opened up only with the discovery of a history in itself, which is at once its
owndfabject and object, does have strong semantic arguments in its favor. It
was in this fashion that an experience that could not have existed in a simi-
lar way before was first articulated. But the semantically demonstrable
process involving the emergence of modem historical philosophies should
not itself be exaggerated in a historicophilosophical manner. We should,
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rather, be given cause to reflect on the historical premises of our own his-
torical research by this once-formulated experience of history in and for
itself, possessing both a transcendent and a transcendental character. Theo-
retical premises must be developed that are capable of comprehending not
only our own experience, but also past and alien experience; only in this way
is it possible to secure the unity of history as a science. Our sphere of inves-
tigation is not simply limited to that history which has, since the onset of
modernity, become its own subject, but must also take account of the infi-
nite histories that were once recounted. If we are to seek potential common
features between these two forms, the unity of the latter under the rubric of
historia universalis can only be compared with history pure and simple.
propose, therefore, to interrogate the temporal structures which may be char-
acteristic of both history in the singular and histories in the plural.

Bound up in this question, naturally, is a methodological as well as a
substantive intention, which has a dual aim. History as a science has, as it is
known, no epistemological object proper to itself; rather, it shares this object
with all social and human sciences. History as scientific discourse is specified
only by its methods and through the rules by means of which it leads to ver-
ifiable results. The underlying consideration of temporal structure should
make it possible to pose specific historical questions which direct themselves
to historical phenomena treated by other disciplines only in terms of other
systematic features. To this extent, the question of temporal structure serves
to theoretically open the genuine domain of our investigation. It discloses a
means of adequately examining the whole domain of historical investiga-
tion, without being limited by the existence, since around 1780, of a history
pure and simple that presents a semantic threshold for our experience. Only
temiporal structures, that is, those internal to and demonstrable in related
events, can articulate the material factors proper to this domain of inquiry.
Such a procedure makes it possible to pose the more precise question of how
far this “history pure and simple” does in fact distinguish itself from the
manifold histories of an earlier time. In this way, access should be gained to
the “otherness” of histories before the eighteenth century without, at the
same time, suppressing their mutual similarity and their similarities to our
own history.

Finally, the question of temporal structures is formal enough to be able
to extract in their entirety the mythological or theological interpretations of
possible courses of historical events and historical description. This will
reveal that many spheres which we today treat as possessing innate histori-
cal character were earlier viewed in terms of other premises, which did not
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Jead to the disclosure of “history” as an epistemological object. Up until the
eighteenth century, there was an absence of a common concept for all those
histories, res gestae, the pragmata and vitae, which have since that time been
collected within the concept “history” and, for the most part, contrasted
with Nature.

Before presenting some examples of “prehistorical” experience in their
temporal dimensionality, three modes of temporal experience will be
recalled in a schematic fashion:

1. The irreversibility of events, before and after, in their various proces-
sual contexts.

2. The repeatability of events, whether in the form of an imputed iden-
tity of events, the return of constellations, or a figurative or typological
ordering of events.

3. The contemporaneity of the noncontemporaneous (Gleichzeitigkeit
der Ungleichzeitigen). A differential classification of historical sequences is
contained in the same naturalistic chronology. Within this temporal refrac-
tion is contained a diversity of temporal strata which are of varying duration,
according to the agents or circumstances in question, and which are to be
measured against each other. In the same way, varying extensions of time are
contained in the concept Gleichzeitigkeit der Ungleichzeitigen. They refer to
the prognostic structure of historical time, for each prognosis anticipates
events which are certainly rooted in the present and in this respect are
already existent, although they have not actually occurred.

From a combination of these three formal criteria it is possible to
deduce conceptually progress, decadence, acceleration, or delay, the “not
vet” and the “no longer,” the “earlier” or “later than,” the “too early” and the
“too late,” situation and duration—whatever differentiating conditions
must enter so that concrete historical motion might be rendered visible.
Such distinctions must be made for every historical statement that leads
from theoretical premises to empirical investigation. The temporal determi-
1ations of historical occurrences, once encountered empirically, can be as
wmerous as all the individual “events” which one meets with ex post, in the
*xecution of actiorior in anticipation of the future.

re, we wish initially to articulate the difference between natural and
istorical categories of time. There are periods that last until, for example, a
attle is decided, during which the “sun stood still”; i.e., periods associated
sith the course of intersubjective action during which natural time is, so to






