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Schemes of Historical Method in the Late 19®
Century: Cross-References between Langlois
and Seignobos, Bernheim, and Droysen

At the end of the 19% century, most professional historians - wherever they
existed - deemed history to be a form of knowledge ruled by a method that
bears no resemblance with those most commonly traceable in the natural sci-
ences. The bulk of the historiars task was then frequently regarded as being
the application of procedures frequently referred to as ‘historical method In
the context of such an emerging interest on historical methods and meth-
odology, at Jeast three textbooks stand out: Johann Gustav Droysens Grundriss
der Historik {Outline of the Theory of History}, Exast Bernheim's Lehrbuch der
historischen Methode (Handbook of Historical Method), and Charles Langlois
and Charles Seignobos's Introduction aux études historiques (Introduction to
the Study of History). These books were quite influential in Germany, France,
and elsewhere, and they very much helped promote a general idea of histori-
<a method that would become relatively consensual arnong historians of many
fationalities by the early 20® century. Such a relative agreement on historical
method sponsored both the communication and the development of a sense of
disciplinary identity among historians trained within different and sometimes
conflicting national traditions. It was then partially extended, partially chal-
lenged, and surely made more complex when, from the 1920s on, social and
economic historians became a good part of the historiographical establishment
in many countries.?

The three books by Droysen, Bernheim, and Langlois and Seignobos were al-
feady pieced together by Rolf Torstendahl, who studied them as a group of texts
that, despite their differences, contributed to shape the developments outlined
above.> However, Torstendahl's primary aim was to show how Droysen, Bern-
heim, angd Seignobos all resorted to ‘method’ as a way to circemvent skepticism
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against the possibility of historical knowledge, rather than investigate the

internal interrelationships between the three texts. In this chapter 1 follow pre-

cisely this latter, not yet taken, road, focusing on crucial cross-references be-

tween the Grundriss, the Lehrbuch, and the Introduction. 1 intend o show that, at

a general level, the schemes of historical method found in these texts are largely
couvergent, and that this convergence is due to Bernheints reading of Droysen
and to Langlois and Seignobos’s reading of Bernheim. I will attempt © do it
through a regressive approach that starts with an analysis of the Introduction. As-
pects of the editorial history and circulation of the three texts will also be briefly
addressed, as a way fo illustrate their special importance within the framework
of early 20" century historical theory. Because my argument calls for a focus on
the most general lines of Droysens, Bernheinys, and Langlots and Seignoboss
schemes of historical method, 1 will, for the sake of consistency, refrain from
analysing in-depth the complex epistemotlogical and ontological arguments in
which those schemes are nested.

One common meaning historians use to associate with the term ‘method’ is
that of a set of research operations and rules whose application can guarantee the
validity of knowledge produced out of past mmaterials. In line with this under-
standing, historical methodologists have traditionally been occupied with ana-
lyzing ‘the procedures by which the historian collects, criticizes and elaborates

4 lerzy Topolski is the awthor of what is perhaps the most comprehensive treatise on
historical methodology ever published. According to his classification, I am actually
addressing only one aspect of the problem of ‘method’ in history. Topolski differenti-
ates between objective, pragimatic and apragmatic methodologies of history, Within
his framework, I would be dealing here with a moment in the history of the ‘prag-
matic’ methodology of history, that is, of that branch of methodology that focuses on
the cognitive operations in historical research. Topolsia further associates the ‘apragr
matic methodology of history with ‘eflections on the results of research, i.e. ob the
science of history interpreted as a set of statements on the domain under investiga-
tion. The ‘objective methodology of history, on its part, specializes in ‘reflections 0%
the subject matter of historical cesearch, 1.¢. on history in the sense of the past events.
Jerzy Topolski (1976). Methodolagy of History, translated by Olgierd WojtasiewicZ
Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 30. Topolski’s ook is full of powerful insights and deserves
much more attention than it has received since its English transtation was published
in 1976. But he works with an unusual and overly inflated notion of rmethodology that
covers almost the whole field of theoretical reflection on history and historiography-
1t encompasses not only the research procedures employed by historians, but also the
operations invelved in historical explanation and writing, in addition to issues mOre
frequently addressed by substantive philosophers of history.
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on the documents upon which their science is founded’® It has been so at least
since Johann Gustav Droysen's well-known statement that ‘the essence of histori-
cal method is to understand by means of research {forschend Verstehen) (OPH
12, tfazzslati{m slightly modified).® But the hermeneutical link between ‘method:
and ‘research’ that this definition presupposes did not prevail in all times. Barly-
madern methodologists, from Jean Bodin in the 16" century to August S.ci}iézZr
in the late 18" century, rather spoke of ‘method’ to point to principles related to
the: presentation and learning of historical knowledge. Theirs was, as Jorn Rilsen
pointed out, a mostly didactical and rhetorical concept of methoc;.?

ghe emergence of a research-oriented notion of method in the middle of the
1{9 century was an important aspect of the amplified process of professionaliza-
tion and institutionalization then experienced by historians and history in man
countries. This process unfolded according to chronologies that differ from hné
to land, but Protestant Germany undoubtedly pioneered it. Here by mid-centu
{and later also elsewhere), history became the kind of academic discipline \g
enco.tsz:r in most university landscapes until today® Historians were then be-
coming professionals’ of historical knowledge, as the institutionalization of their
discipline enabled a mounting number of scholars 1o work full-time with research

iﬁ:;z :i:iipizen ;%Oﬁfjéimmducﬁan & Phistoire, Chicoutimi: Les classiques des sci-
ales <http: Ao fdo: i i
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ples of stfo‘ry, translated by E. Benjamin Andrews {translation of the last version of
tl“le Grundriss der Historik, 1882}, Boston: Ginn & Company e
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intyre, Juan Maiguashea, and Attila Pék, Oxford: Oxford Univ:ersity Preis 78-96 *



i08 Arthur Alfaig Assis

9 T
and teaching, and to devote most of their working l;res ;?Ietfixeis; f:;:}?::;‘tﬁz’:
sides, historiography was experiencing what cclyuld‘ e cim A ot
istorians were increasingly impelled to base hxstoni::ai owledge o1 o
htisizrdl i archives - and less on non-archival sources like former historiograp ;th
. . o i
o g, e e e o o prelogea work with
1 Concomitantly, virtues and skills cose: ,
firci':uri(;ms, such asy meticulousness and dj}i.genc.e, \n\jere rfnori zdezzxz sempha
sized as the most impc)rt?hnt stances ofh the Eﬁg;::spf;‘:ezzz e eakin
By the end of the 19" century, wien e e
i idea that the knowledge produced byf professio storians
Wajeiz;?;;e}:;;ﬁ by the operations gathered toge’ther inthe not]icn:1 ocfi h;:;t}z:
133: thod was already well-established. “Method' then corresgfon ed, gf
f}thfr:ihings‘ to a distinctive mark of the profession.ai h'zsmriaﬂsi s;{)le;ﬁ I::;; ;}e
researching evidence and understanding past experiences. it;;_:ﬁjmi i the
space of acadesnic history, secluding it from that of non«pzo}b o “,} e
ish historians, as well as from other science?s regarded as t:’ll u ; Z} o difleent
‘methods. In addition, the reflection on ‘historical me;ho wiide o o
propaedeutic and reflexive fapctions, as it was suppe;e . to pr;) e o
dents and practitioners with the meajans tovap?joac:h the formal p
dy of history and historical inquiry. ' s
to té}:vj;i};gth cenm?:’y historians, philologists, and phzlosa.plgrzn \g:;tis c;zeh;z ,
torical method.” But for sure no text on the matter was as indle

265
g Iererny Teiman {1994}, ‘Review Essay, History and Theory, Vol. 33, Nt. 2, 249
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Droysen, Jacob Burckhardt, and Ottokar Lorenz. See Herlman e,
:;eraicYStuciy of Records: The Contested Persona of the Archival Historians,
i $ -83. ‘
fie Human Sciences, Vol. 26, Nr. 4, 67-8 ) ‘ . —
12 {i);;:;;e g:)rst Walter, Dirk Flejscher & Jérm Ruser? {1984). Thea,r;,; Of }f;s;irg ;1; b
torical ‘Lectures: The German Tradition of Historik, 17501900, History
i 23, Nt 3, 331356 {cit. 351-352). st
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troduction aux études historigues, published in 1898. This text is the productofa
partnership between the medievalist and palaeographer Charles-Victor Langlois
(1863-1929), and Charles Seignobos (1854-1942}, methodologist and historian
of the modern world. In 1896-97, when both were junior faculty members at the
University of Paris, they decided to jein forces on lectures aiming at introduc-
ing their students to the practice of historical inquiry. Out of this propaedeu-
tic enterprise emerged their famous Introduction (ISH, 3)." Since the historians
connected to the so-called Analles School began to play the leading role in the
French historiographical mainstream in the 1930s, Langlois and Seignoboss
textbook has been much more criticized for being epistemologically naive than
praised for the eventual merits it might have. Antoine Prost showed that a good
part of the criticism nourished particularly against Seignobos by many leading
20° century historians was actually unfair, since it was not based on careful read-
ings of his texts, but rather on stercotypes ~ the most effective of those were
propagated by Lucien Febvre in the 1930s, within the context of a fierce struggle
for power among French historians of different generations.™
There is no doubt that Prost is right, but it is interesting to recal that as Feb-
vre was hypercritical against his methodological predecessors, so were Langlois
and Seignobos against theirs. Their Introduction’s foreword is particularly distin-
guished by a very sharp polemical tone. Here Langlois and Seignobos make an
effort to isolate the methodical and methodological issues they intend to deal
with from those typically discussed in {substantive) philosophies of history - a

Rogge (1890). De wetenschap der geschiedenis en hare methode, Amsterdam: Y.
Rogge; Alexandra Xenopol (1899), Les principes fondamentaux de Uhistbire, Paris :
Ernest Leroux {2nd ed.: 1968, La théorie de Phistoire, Paris : Ernest Leroux}; Charles
Seignobos (1901). La méthode historigue appliquée aux sciences sociales, Paris: A.
Colin ; Kristian Erslev (19113, Historisk Teknik. Den historiske Undersagelse fremstil-
et 1 sine Grundlinjer, Kebenhavn: Erslev; john Martin Vincent {1911}, Historical
Research: An Outline of Theory and Practice, New York: Holt; Ludwig RiefR (1912),
Historik. Ein Organon geschichtlichen Denkens und Forschens,
Verlagshandlung; Wilhelm Bauer (1921), Einfithrung in das
‘Hibingen: 1.C.B. Mohr.

ISH refers to: Charles Victor Langlois & Charles Setgnobos (1909). Introduction fo the
Study of History, translated by G. G. Berry, New York: Henry Holt and Co, (12
edition: 1898). On the history of the later editions of this text, see Anaclet
Tusto Serna (2005}, ‘Apologia de la historia metédics
contempordnen, No. 16, 128-136,

Antoine Prost {1994), ‘Charles Seignobos revisité,
Nt 43, 106-118.
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accurate {ISH, 155). For Langlois and Seignobos, source criticism is cubminates
with the determination of particular facts. After a set of documents undergoes
the chain of critical operations detailed above, information accruing from all
processed sources can be compared. The establishment of particular historical
facts is what almost naturally follows.

Considered together, all these critical procedures form what Langlois and Sei-
gnobos call analytical operations, But the authors’ view of historical methoed also
included another dimension of historians’ work, a dimension they labelled ‘the
synthetic operations. Criticism only renders particular historical facts, but in the
synthetic operations these facts are put together and synthesised in ord
a ‘historical construct’ (construction historigue) (
procedure is then the grouping of the particular
of the historical construction (ISH, 232-234

the gaps in the selected group of facts, by making use of what Langlois and Sei-

gnobos call constructive reasoning, that is, by a cautious and trained application

of the faculty of imagination (JSH, 252). This is followed by the construction of
general formulae, a kind of mental interpretation that condenses factual know-

ledge and elucidates their causal connections (ISH, 229). Finally, these formulae
have to be communicated to the audience, and this is the fask of exposition, an
operation to which Langlofs and Seignobos dedicate enly & short discussion.

T &1 N , 0
It is surprising to find such $trong constructivist arguments in a textbook 2
that many still see as the quintessence of positivism in historiography. As ftamar

Freitas has stressed, for Langlois and Seignobos the past actions historians ad-
dress with the aid of their sources can only
lectual operation.”® This operation does not culminate in a mirror-like form of
knowledge, but rather in a synthesis that, as they point out, is only reachable
through constructive reasoning. Also interesting is the fact that Langlois and
Seignobos only claimed a very partial originality for their exposition of the prin-
ciples of historical method. Indeed, they made it very clear that they were heav-
fly indebted to another methodological handbook published a decade before:

precisely, Ernst Bernheim(s Lehrbuch der historischen Methode. As Langlots and
Seignobos considered Bernheins textbook to be already the reference work in
the field of historical methodology, they felt like they had to justify their writing
another similar work. They knew that Bernheim had ‘worked through nearly

erto form
ISH, 211}, The first synthetic

facts that are going to be part
). The next step consists of filling

be approached via an entirely infel-

16 Ytamar Freitas,

‘100 anos de um manual: comentarios sobre Introduction aus 2tudes
historiques,

de Langlois e Seignobos, in; Hamar Freitas, Historias do ensino de histéria
to Brasil, Aracaju: Bd. UFS, 2006, 259-284 fcit. 267},
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bverst i he taught from 0
i the University of Greifswald, where t fron
e saodole i altivated in association with his engage-
1921. His methodological interests were cultiva '
ment for the reform of both the German university system @d the stu‘dy foﬁtoq; Zt
the higher education level”” His first attempt at a systematic expicz::?non o e:r -
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ki i - ts at reflecting on historical me
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d go through six re-editions and some reprin thi :
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i7 Andreas Gestrich {2006}, “Ist vieHleicht der Unive:sitétsunte;rici;: e;eiberd\;:rzz-
arftig?” E i te Diskussion um die Reform -
bediirfig?” Frnst Bernheim und die : e Reform des un
i:lslitgfezf Sntefrichts um 1900) in: Vorlesung, Seminar, Repefztor:%zm. {Iifizye;s::;;e
geschichtswissenschaftliche Lehre fm historischen Vergleich, ed. Gabrielle Linge :
inchen: Martin Meidenbauer, 129-154. ‘ . ' N ‘
18 ziiif Be:rnheim (1880). Geschichisforschung und Geschichtsphilosophie, Gottingen:
bert Peppmiiller. ' ' ' ‘ |
19 3Elifedz ;/ierfoiv Fling (1899}. Outline of Historical Methid,dlmc;h; ]‘Ziéiﬁz;i;ﬁmo‘
i der historischen Methode und der ‘
26 Ernst Bernheim {1908}, Lehrbuch fst eth e s
i : . Leipzig: Duncker & Hum
io. 5th and 6th revised and extended edition ' y
{):Z;:i,oi{w;l be quoted here as LHEMGPh. Onthe changes and new c{ar;}te:gz;s ;}-tl;oi;cfm
i iti Knut Langewand (206%). Histo
nheim from one edition to another, see¢ : : "
;}};s?;:ismus, Geschichtsphilosophie und historische Methode bei Ernst Bernhei
Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 40-42.
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Bernheim's purpose in the Lehrbuch was, as he states in the shost foreword to
the first edition of the book, 1o take the first steps towards the establishment of a
historical methodology.*' He does not spell out which kind of audience he had in
mind, but it is clear that his book - differently in this regard from Langlois and
Seignobos’s Introduction - aims not only at familiarizing students with practical
and theoretical issues situated at the core of the historical discipling. Bernheins
writing is a treatise that delves deeply into the matters discussed rather than a di-
dactical introduction to them. Actually, the book presents itself as a contribution
to the discussion on the principles of historical knowledge, which in the late 19%
century was being carried out by historians, philosophers, philologists, jurists,
economists, biblical scholars, among other scholars.”

Compared 10 Langlois and Seignobos,
torical method reveals some slight differe
prefers to distinguish four - rather than three ~ major operations in historical
method: heuristics {Heuristik or Quellenkunde), criticism, conception {Auffas-
sung), and exposition (Darstellung). Whereas Bernheim considers exposition to
be a fourth autonomous methodical operation, Langlois and Seignobos integrate
it into what they call the synthetic operations. But, in spite of this, the similari-
ties between the two textbooks are large, and they confirm what Langlois and
Seignobos admitted right in the beginning of their Introduction where they men-
tioned how much indebted they were to Bernheinss book. Bernheints concept of

‘heuristics, for instance, roughly equals what the French authors call ‘the search
for documents’ Likewise, both criticism and conception in Bernheim’s text are

Bernheim’s general depiction of his-
nces. The most significant is that he

2% Erpst Bernheim (1889). Lehrbuch der historischen Methode,
Duncler & Hurblot, vi-vik,

22 Knut Langewand has recently pointed out that Bernheints arguments on historical
method were strongly tied to an eclectic set of theoretical ideas borrowed from con-
temporary authors such as Rudolph Hermann Lotze and Wi elm Schuppe, who were,
by the way, outsiders within the context of German late 19 century philosophy. See
Langewand, Historik im Historismus, esp. 61-72. That the ‘epistemology’ on the basis
of Bernheir's notion of method was far from being najve was recently demonstrated
by Herman Paul, with special regard to the issue of ‘historical distance’ According 1o

Paul, Bernheim argued for ‘istance’ less in terms of a temporal seclusion between
the historian and the historicized experience. He rather thought of distance as self

distanciation, Le, as the never fully accomplishable product of the exercise of an as-
cetic episteric virtue, a virtue by means of which one tries to take some distance from
ones own view of reality to better open oneself to the strangeness of the past. Her-
man Paud (2011). ‘Distance and Self-Distanciation: Intellectual Virtue and Historical
Method Around 1900, History and Theory, Vol. 50, Nr. 4, 104-116 {esp. 107; 10%9-110),

Ist Edition, Leipzig:
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et o ons - Bernheim agreed that Droysen’s booklet was ‘the only theo-
ffﬂ_m o Edltwﬂé iogical overview that did justice to the then contemporary prc»f
e I?eth‘{:;afs(::?ence’.” Moreover, after distinguishing the fm.zr operations o
ﬁf;e:&c:ic};ﬁ; - heﬁziszjcs, criticism, conception, a;:d represen;ai;r;};—e}:}ii??fn?
i in that he was grou
e -G O
. {:f?‘he?nos’c general elernents that structure his scheme of h;st?rlcai meth-
239‘251)&1“8 according to Bernheim himself, borr(.Jwed from %)roy:f,ens‘ ¢ Ancient
* foha G tav Droysen (1808-1884) was trained as 2 ins.tariaﬂ of -
o af? : his appointment as professor at the University ?f Kiel in ;850;
S; iii’ie%:lu;niaz student of the political history of modern Prussia. In the

23 See Tabfeg{ bi::v & Risen, “Theory of History in Historical Le:ctures’, 342&1 et
2% Bkanke,'F mich Buch der historischen Methode, 1st ed, 1451 Wach‘sn'fu s e
» B'emhem, " c; Geschichie ist das erste neuere Buch, weiche'ledaghch eg& ol
et T‘ﬂef)"iﬁ er ibey Begriff und Methode der Geschichtswissenschaft be e
m&m'om“nit;er?ninscha&en nur in diesem Rahmen behandelt (',”)‘. l’.}a;1 ‘?he e
o fbe izhi\;f;er ”fenéem und das einzige, das zugleich atuf d.e;, jetzige HO
}\ig;}ee;:ha& steht, ist Joh. Gustav Droysang Grundrfﬁ ;Eer th:n:oﬁm e flgenden
o 1 quote: “Wie wir in der Einleitung dieses Ka‘plte s sagten, e
* O_ﬁgma o die e elnen Grundsitze und Operationen enthalten, w e
e tabor e;m‘ oder die Methodik ausmachen. DHeselhen lassen s‘.c;n i
Wim_dte Metho‘d?i ogw(}ru en zusammenfassen: die Queﬁenku‘nde f)fier 1&;} e.sici‘-
elche foﬁdm ?ﬁe uncf §e11n1:1151zahme des Stoffes begreift, die Kritik, W;;i e
wcvfiche dlf” Samm ;2gst0ffes und der Konstatierung des Tatsichlichen besch . f; {(en ‘
i:fg?;i;gtvﬁihe ‘(iie Redeutung und den Zusammer:hax;g i;r;f;zs:z?:;;atsa&en
: ie in i usarnmenha L
nen hat, d;e_Dmstﬁgggtﬁicﬁvi;?;qzym footnote comes aftegI Cj;‘;i:fg
n erk::;?z:f::} und states: "Wie zuerst . G. Droysen in seinem Grundni
zi:a:nlso Torstendah), ‘Fact, Truth, and Text, 316.
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he moved briefly to the University of Jera and then to the Un
where he established himself as an important figure in the German academic
landscape of the second half of the 19 century.” Apart from being a historian of
both Hellenism and Prussian politics, Droysen also cultivated a life-long interest
for theoretical issues related to historical research and writing. While writing
and teaching on historical theory, he intended, according to his own words, ‘to

pierce deeper into the questions of our science, to establish its procedure and its
task’ (OPH, 8, translation slightly modified).

Droysen’s scheme of historical method is structured on the differentiation
between four basic moments in the hist

orians research: heuristics, criticism, in-
terpretation (Interpretation), and exposition (Darstellung, Apodeixis). Droysen
conceived of heuristics, to begin with, as the art of properly finding and selecting
what he called ‘the historical material’ that is, objects and texts from the Ppast that
are still accessible in the historians present, and that can be used, as he poetically
expounds, to ‘cause light to shine back into the empty darkness of the past’ (OPH,
11}, His typology of historical materials encompasses ‘remains (Uberreste) and
‘sources’ (Quellen). The basic difference between them is that the ‘sources’ are past
registers that were produced with the intention of establishing how certain events
or actors would be remembered. In contrast, ‘vemaing are phenomena that were
produced not to serve memory in the future, but rather to fulfill more practical
functions in the past itself - like a pottery vase once used to carry water, unearthed
by an archeologist, or an old law that is stll in use in a justice system (OPH,
18-20).% Bernheim, by the way, later assimilated Droysens typology of historical
materials in his methodology, with some adaptations (LHMGPh, 255-259).7

The point of departure for heuristics, in particular, and for the whole research,
i general, is the formulation of what Droysen calls ‘the historical questiory, It is this
Question' that functions as the highest criterion of relevance for the selection and
analysis of historical materials. As Droysen puts it, ‘research is not premised on

iversity of Berlin,

27 On Droyser's personal and professional biography, see Wilfried Nippel (2008).
Johann Gustav Droysen. Ein Leben zwischen Wissenschaft und Politik, Munich:
C. H. Beck; Onto Hintze {1904}, ‘Iohann Gustav Droysern) in: Allgemeine Deutsche
Biographie, Vol. 43, Leipzig: Duncker und Hublot, 82-114.
8 Droysen also differentiates a third type of histo

{Denkmaler), which he sees as composed of combi

Sources and remains.

9 (;uriousiy, Bernheim notices that Langlois and Seignobes did not follow the clagsifica-
o of historical materials developed by Droysen and then by himself, as they comp-

letely fgnored the specific problems posed by the ‘remaing’ and focused unilaterally
0 written sources (LHGPh, 256 n i

rical materials, the ‘monuments’
nations of aftributes found in both
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istori ossess at least an idea of what they

e tn djtscg e}ﬁﬁﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁﬁﬁm benefit from ax;?ioriz}g it, This

expec"w‘ﬁném i eci sely associated with what he refers to as the historical ques-

i{fﬁ'eXfolf;g ;diz ;srax?as gamn, for whom scientific knowledge emt‘:rged 01.1t of il;

ts!i::nit:}: fnt}; ative of actively questioning natu;e;i I)roy;zer;;feé:;gc :I:; :;5:?:;}‘35
S5 O

e o thaid:sc - ﬁ:‘i:‘: ﬁ;};ﬁ; qnegsﬁon Z&so involved, f{)lf I:_)Foyu

o - t‘owa; anteriais found and selected to the procedures of cr;tzc1§m,
:sen., ?u.bmf{-tmgt :ﬁma:he second grand operation of historical meth(?d? ‘whzchf
Sﬁ:}ii;saﬁo c?;'iticism of genuineness, diacriticailfpr;cedzzre:; a;:?tol;zmz{l}

. i mater )

idi finally the critical arrangement af th:e verifie ria o
Zj}lfigﬁjn doesymt deny the value of estabhs:::z;dg;h; iig?;ﬁfﬁ{;?; : o
e omes agcut?CZ;iitaz; geb}fi:f;rr‘:ai; task does not lie in criticism‘he
b ass???:ttte:’zs meethodoiogicai status from that of 2 1ead?ng toa sg;gart;x;g}
::;ﬂ;‘%: S;‘hee?].focess of historical knowledge. .At tizlze V;?:r :::;l;:?;t;{;m alrt:; o
Piacf’s i‘mtead ah{'htirfigrgse ;?;jz;érte;ii::{jzzzi‘materials, itis the iz%tergretatiin
ot g“‘fi‘?s o i y osha e to an answer. ‘Interpretation’ for Droysenis 'not yf:t the
tha't 'de&swe‘iy gl?ezfl texfs but the process of relating the critically veriﬁ?d m'fc‘)r—
mation " hiStzf’«C d cent;xts that together can be seen as forming the hzst.oncﬁz

ofan i " t,i'wal eve t or reality. According to him, four types of interpretation air '
of an hgswﬂ{‘; ::;Z?ng on the nature of the materials to be underf:too.d, nam:tzi
a?:gh:;aiiii’ iniSrpretation, interpretation of conditions, psychological interpr
fiozi and interpretation of ideas (OPH, ‘26~3‘2). i the writingof
Droysens fourth methodical operation is exposi imd, i hi,s PR
historical texts; the presentation of historical knowie fg:l; h o e
the issue, he again develops a fourfold typolog};, oW O ;:1 md o artie
1556, he expatiates on the investigative {untesuc ende), st
W“"fng- Tiherih didactic, and the discussive forms of exposition (O 1 e
ii;zniz:;nes) 1;1ig:1t1y modi‘fied). However, for the purposes 1 am pursuing

i i iti 4. Oxford
30 Robin G. Collingwood (1994). The Idea of History, revised edition, Oxfor
o .
versity Press, 269. ) et
Ui1versg£:$ S;Droysen (1971). Historik. Vorlesungen iiber Efizyklopgiii :tc Ol
! ?012;1‘2 der Geschichte, 6th unaltered ed., edited by Rudolf Hibner,

.35 fisted 1937L e Fut
3z ;niz;z;i;iij ifg»sis (2014}, What {s History Far? Johann Gustav Droysen ant
Ly

tions of Historiography, New York: Berghabn, 67.
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more important than Droysens sarprising insights on the issue of historical
representation is the fact that in the last version of the Grundriss,
is no lenger introduced as the last methodical operation historians perform. It
is then discussed instead as a third major issue, autonomously placed beyond
Droysens theory of historical method and the ontology of historicity he deve-
loped under the heading ‘Sisternatik’ Droysen'’s late promotion of ‘exposition’ o
the rank of an independent operation taking place outside the realm of method
introduces a clear differentiation between researching past materials available at
a given present, on the one hand, and, on the other, writing a text that aims at
communicating an understanding of the past, developed out of the historiar's
engagement with past materials (but not simply extracted from them). Thereby
Droysen narrowed the field of application of the notion of ‘method;, limiting it
to the procedures of research, i.e., to the relationships historians entertain with
the materials of the past they investigate. This internal rearrangemient atiests to
a more specialized idea of method than previous ones,
historical research, writing, and reading tended to blend together. Furthermore,
italready points to history writing’s autonomy from

research, something many
20™ century theorists would Jater e

g@ asize with differing degrees of intensity, _
Perhaps the US-American conaskh

itutional historian Allen Johnson had a peint @
when, in the 19205, he argued that Droysen ‘must be accounted the first writer on
method to lay a sound philosophical basis for historical research’ johnsog's praise
was surely related to the fact that Droysenis methodological arguments usually go
beyond the mere descriptive kind of discussions that were usual in former treatises
on seurce criticism.™ Droysen seeks to correlate the operational and technical issues
of historical research - such as the finding of materials, and the establishment of
their authenticity and reliability ~ with broader philosophical {epistemological, on-
tlogical, and ethical) contexts. The methodology summoned in Droysen's Grundriss
Actually attempts to mediate between critical inquiry of past materials, a perspective
focused on developments and individualities in the realities addressed, and a prag-
Matic view of the nature of knowledge. Especially because of this third aspect, he,
Much more than Bernheim and Seignobos, rooted his theory of historical knowledge
W the hermeneutical notions of ‘understanding’ { Verstehen) and interpretation.™

the exposition

in which issues related to

33 Allen lohnson {1934). The Historian and Historical Evidence, New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 133 (Isted. 1925),

4 Torstendahl, ‘Fact, truth and text’ 308-309,
7 Droysen’s historical hermeneutics,
Droysen and the Development of H

see Michael J. Maclean (1982). Johann Gustay
Vol. 21, Nr. 3, 347365,

istorical Hermeneutics, History and Theory,
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fact, many other differences and attempts at differentiation. in the reiat:;g;
hi;ﬂb::v;etln t}ie three texts can be pointed out. One wozhé, ?’o; :;s:::;li:;i;mk
; iti i lois and Sei
in Va'm‘for 8 i;;)rs:i::ngeéfu:;gﬁsie: Eizf! literature j:view, referring .to
,'}:hey‘ — dazftic and confused beyond all imagination’ {ISH, 7). Bemhe;}xln
iza; c?ifia:};tptfsaaﬂy show any special regard for Dz:oy;ein’s idaa:} ez:; };v:{e}?thz
S influence on his generai s the
adﬁﬁzqci}{ztpi{;jifs{~haasdxi1:}? ai Zt:;’;:f :;sic differentiation Eetwegx ‘tiagio;)
and ‘ren J sify sources. Perhaps this &
- ‘mf_nafn?, fe?lzz:;zr?rz;;ﬁ;ﬁsgaﬁﬁd onn Ranke, an aut}hor frequenﬂz
Bem}?ﬂugs mf ntally apposed to the politicizing and ‘enga.ged Droysen, an
P o Droy mhims};if exaggeratedly deemed as one of his intellectual ant;g;
W'hom g Bernheints reservations towards Droysen contrasts wit A is
et medmgx:laiiz;ion for Ranke's intellectual accomplishments, as expre.ssei 1::
g:}t:z;nmiiedgemem that ‘essential parts of the kn?wledge ?nd tgc; 531’1;::1 ti;{m)
?;esented in this book can be traced back to Ranke’s exampie an P
(Lfgziz;lzgzi;xheim’s and Langlois and Seignobos’s 1exts fn;?r?; ;tzfﬁt;fi
i . Regarding their schemes of his et
diff;iii(:si:se 31;’ irt'}:pz:izginz if that, %ike Droysen, Eemhein: ?E?;;;i; 21;:
oh ’ ; ic of questions and answer N
s fese;*’f‘ 12:;2&33;1;2%,&;% the :)lther hand, only reiat;e suc}Ix a:;)egi;
?53-254}; 0? tgeir methodology, namely to the synthh.et-ic operatlcnsi) nesmbw
v . lar facts are a direct outcome of the criticism, and can € &5 1
e B ;zrthe analytical operations, without the mediatio{: of sub)f:ctfv:hz
el thmug' (ISH, 226). Besides, Bernhein's notion of cc’m‘cephfm, o
Sha}?eji ie:s(;fngiois‘and Seignoboss ‘synthetical operations, is ultmz; :h};
o j‘:o fhe kind of philosophical underpinnings from which the at;t%:{n:rrivmg
t;"'r duction wished to free history. For Bernheim, part of the wor farriving
at & histor 1 conception from critically obtained facts had to do wi o
_3t " e som ! causis and determinations of a set of facts, and these cal e
mgdtzet g:ﬂr::;ions acccfding to him, could only be darif%e{i by refe;'ehr;:mw
zngen;:i canceptiogl of historical development, i.e., by a philosophy ©
s
(LzMGPh, 74?;% have seen, Langlois and Seignobos reifer.red 0 E_;er;zi;rlz;
owever, af highly positive way; and Bernheim on his side C{{’j'ditﬁ’ oh
methodoiegy ;:1 :n t%gze st;ie predecessor of his own scheme of historical men ot
D a?ha:n‘gr rian differences, the four authors shared the ajssumpt;}e .
Ih)izgf;;s :zsciencz in its own right, placed on the same footing as T
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philosophy, and the natural sciences. All of them, while 4
tory’s disciplinary autonomy,
of their own. All of them sh

ttempting to justify his-
resorted to the idea that historians follow a method
unned easy and unsatisfactory methodological solu-
tions in which method is regarded as equivalent to source criticism. Further-

more, they called attention to pre- and post-critical issues such as heuristics,
explanation, and to a lesser extent, representation.

images of historical method projected by these aut
This similarity is not just a coincidence;
highlighted above. Langlois and Seignob

s, and the latter is admittedly inspired in Droysen’s. Droysen (or more specifi-

cally, the later Droysen) in turn was, according to Horst Walter Blanke, the first
theorist who conceived of method as the combination

in historical research, namely: heuristics, criticism,

In their general outlines, the
hors are indeed very similar,
it was produced by the cross-readings
0s’s scheme is an adaptation of Bernhe-

of three basic operations
and interpretation.

Table: Droysens, Bernheints, and Langlois & Seignoboss Schemes of Historical Method

Texthook Basic Operations of Historical Method

Droysen's Grundriss Heuristics Criticism | Interpretation Exposition
der Historik {15t ed. [Heuristik] {Kritik] [Interpretation] {Darsteflung]”
1857-58}

Bernheimos Lebrbuck | Heuristics Criticism | Conception Exposition
der historischen {Quellenkande | {Kritik] i Auffassung] [Darstellung]
Methode {15t ed, 188%) {Heuristik}]

Langleis 8 Seignoboss | Search for Analytical | Synthetic Exposition
Introduction aux études | Documents Operations | Operations [Exposition}®
historiques {1st ed, [Recherche des | {Opérations [{Opérations

1898} documents] | analytiques] synthétiques]

X ¥ ¥

36 Horst Walter Blanke {1991}

37

33

Historiographiegeschichte als Historik, Stutigart:
Frommann-Holzboog, 235: ‘Grundlegend innovativ sind die Klarung der theore-
tischen Voraussetzungen und Prinzipien wissenschaftlicher Geschichtsschreibung
in der von ihm (Droysen) getroffenen logisch-systematischer Differenzierung der

historischen Methode in die vier Hauptoperationen der Heuristik, Kritik, Interpreta-
tion und Apodeixis (bzw, Top

ik} sowie die Begriindung der historischen Methode als
eines forschenden Verstehens
As already mentioned, in later versions of his text, Droysen removed this section on
EXposition from the realm

of his theory of historical method, placing # in a special
Mmajor section entitled Topik.

In Langlois and Seignobos's scheme,

the exposition is actually not a fourth autono-
Mous procedure, but the last of the s

ynthetic operations.
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As already mentioned, the late 19 century gave rise to m;ﬁg Oirr;ore ;2::6:;1:
hors who contributed to the discussion on historical mei 0 gy.B nethe
o here is no doubt that during the first half of the 20 century, Ber i
il erei " and Seignobos were particularly influential in that discussion. To
o Laﬂg;i: serfs Grundriss was by far the least influential of. t%%e three z‘:xts
ZZrZuiz;anrgd. During the author’s lifetime, this text,.which mmzla:j}; ;: ;:;1
tois and Seignobos's Jntroduction came out of acaderrluc i;ctuizfst,, \».ffmt p
: d of Droysen’s historical theory. Droysen had the booklets edition
ri-zs;eiy printed in 1858, He handed it out to some coﬁeagu;s,daiowe Lo b0
fhe students that attended his first course on theory and m{:;:d {; Ctiyauy b
tory at the University of Jena ~ since the bookiet was ccg.ch scally 2 2
f the classes. In 1868, the first commercial edition o fext wa
Suml?}agi | lemented with three theoretical articles formerly published by
%ﬁ;ﬁi}n i)nst‘;i?l%{)s, Re-editions with corrections and changes would come out
N ;z?t:;:ﬁé ?)E;Zt.he 19 century, the third edition from iSS:jzl;ras ;rgnslatﬁ:;;c:
i ions only had a rather limited impact.
o E:hg:;si:;;:?:hjziaznempts zo directly convey Droysen’s theory
53""3_‘31 o tsidi Germany, and they were never reedited — a fact t‘hat does nf}t
:i::lt;:);:‘:: to an enthusiastic reception, Even in Germfmy, the ioglc;se ;J:Sun}cli;x;f
der Historik remained ontil 1937 the only ax;c.essible testxfnom'y 0,3 znysB 9 tim >
sophical and methodological reflections on hzstqry aﬁi hisz);ggr hii}s :;1 e
full versions of his theoretical lectures were ?ubhs.hedq arfl - o his mettiodoe
started to be assessed within the context of the hzjstary o 1. ce g C?; ey
tics, Droyser's reputation as an insightful historical theorist would sig

istot A
ief 1 PHistoire, translated by F
1887, Précis de la science de : Bl
¥ ]Z;)hamy(};z?: Eprgjsgx((uansiation of the last version of the Grundriss der Historik
OUIIOY, :E.
o i idie und Meth-
40 ;jk?i}mo(}ustav Droysen {1937}, Historik. Vorlesungen u?er Enzyk::;pag:“ ;md] e
odologie der Geschichte, edited by Rudelf Hibner. Mumch: RO er;lsmn g;gen P
Gustav Droysen (1977}, Historik, vol. 1: Rekomrrukt:{{n der ersten vo . hnﬁ;fchgﬂ
us ader Vorlesungen (1857); Grundrifl der Historik in deq.r ersten han ;c et
2?2‘57}58} und in der letzten gedruckten Fassung (1882), edited b}_r Pet;r ‘_rg" 2 e
gart: Frommann-Holzboog; Tohann Gustav Droysen (Zﬁﬁzzf;iiiﬁsrgén,ke Srurigar®
’ is der Histori - ited by Horst er 3
o s der Historik {1826-1882), edite fter o
;‘3 lzmmbmki?{oizbcog, forn Risen is the analyst who mgst mjsistentlg aégzsophi"
I;‘O s centrality within the framework of 19 century histo_r;cal an P"gdurlg r
a;()tg)eught See Jorn Risen {1969). Begriffene Geschichie. Genesis End Begril
c ; . - -
Geschichstheorie J. G. Droysens, Paderborn: Ferdinand Schéningh.
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grow." This strongly contrasts with the constant decrease in audience experienced
by Bernheimss and Seignobos’s methodological texts as the 20 century advanced,

The editorial history of Bernhein's Lehrbuch indicates a more widespread
reception than that of Droysen’s Grundriss. From 1889 to 1908, six editions of

the text were published in Germany, and the last of these would be reprinted

at least three times in German by a New York publishing house up until 1976 -
indicating a good circulation of the text

book in the US, at Jeast among scholars
who were familiar with the German language.” The Lehrbuch would never be
translated into English, but in the first half of the 20 century some methodology
scholars ~ especially US-American - used fo complain about this deficit. Chap-

ters Three and Four {dealing respectively with heuristics and source criticism)

were translated into Italian by Amadeo Crivelluedi in 1897, and a translation of
the entire text was then published in 1907. A Japanese transiation of the entire

text would follow in 1922, Bernheim also published an abridged version of his

Lehrbuch under the title Einleitung in die Geschichtswissenschaft (Introduction to
the Science of History), a text that had four German editions and was translated to

many languages during the first half of the 20 century.” This book was particu-
larly influential in China and Japan, where its arguments were assimilated and
adapted by methodologists such as Liang Qichao and Kumezo Tsuboi.*

41 MacLean, Johann Gustay Droysen and the Development of Historical Hermeneutics,
347-348; Hayden White (1987). The Content of the Form. Narrative Discourse and
Historical Representation, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 83-85.

42 In the foreword to his famous work on historical method published in the 19407,
Gilbert Garraghan remarked that ‘it is generally recognized that Lehrbuch der his.
torischen Methode, by Ernst Bernheim, is the classic work in the field of historical
method See Gilbert Garraghan (1973). A Guide to Historical Method, edited by Jean
Delanguez, Westport: Greenwood Press (Reprint from: New York: Fordham Univer-
sity Press, 1946}, v; See also Albion Small {1923). ‘Some Contribations to the History
of Sociology. Section VII. Present Historical Methodology, The American Journal of
Socislogy, Vol. 29, No. 1, 83-84 {cit. 83): "Not historical students alone, but all students

of social science, because all have more or less occasion 1o evaluate historical evi-
dence, should, as a part of their necessary equipment, master Bernheim, Lehrbuch der

historischen Methode (6th ed., 1508). An infallible authority on the technique of any
portion of social science is hardly conceivable’

Ernst Bernheim (1905), Einleitung
For a complete list of the translati
Historik im Historismus, 97.98,
Massayuki Sato {2002), ‘Cognitive Historiography and Normative Historiegraphy, in:
Western Historical Thinkin

8- An Intercultural Debate, edited by Jorn Risen, New York:
Berghahn Books, 128-141 (cit. 129),

« tn die Geschichtswissenschaft, Leipzig: Goschen,
ons of Bernheinds theoretical texts, see Langewand,
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- ; istorical method
, ially Bernheim’s versions of historic (
¢, Droysen's and especially X - : Gy 20%
i N%? d: ﬁme difect impact on the methodological dlscusfszgn aef ‘ii;e e;i ei;is .
g b but they were pot the most important convey:}rs oft e; 4l Z:n " ade.
th
Céﬁmz"y‘ 1 method that came out of the context of 19 century l:h pFrenc}unen
hl?m;:z:loxiogr&PhY As already mentioned, that piacedbeéongs f{a,;g ot
mic i duction enjoyed, by an :

{ Seignobos, whose Introdic . its original ver-
L?ngiieifoznioungé 1900.% Until the end of the long 19 h centuﬁ»;isriﬂfg:he s
c:z;u\joluld be re-edited at least four times in ?rmce. hflifezv?he booi was also
SPeriod the English translation would reach }nf;ih': a;;af"fd in Greek, Polish,

&4 H ; il

into several other languages. Until 1914, tuguese
gms?a;einn:}t;ussian Later, ranslations into Chinese, Japanese, and Portugu
?allis s . )

would stiil emerge.

Iable‘ Edltf{”’ls ﬁfid Ilaﬂslaﬂcﬂs Qf C . ¥ Lﬁﬂglois é C}L Seigfiﬂbass ntroduction aux

18981914 | 1915-1950 Aﬂj;;jst} ]
rcomm 1898 1925
| France 1698
1945
oo 1966
USA-England 1898 112?,2 e
1508 1969
19505 1979
1512 1906
1962 1972
Spain-Cuba-Argenting 1913 e
1926 1942
China 1926
1859
Rassia s
Greece
1912
o 1542 1989
}apm‘} ] 1946
Brazit

i i e. Theori
45 Lutz Raphael (2003} Geschichiswissenschaft tm Zea‘t‘altieﬁr é‘ixtrem
oden, Tendenzen von 1900 bis zur Gegenwar, Miinchen: C.
Methodology of History, 112,

o, Met
. Beck, 41 Topoissl‘
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What 1 have been trying to show is that the general lines of what Langlois and
Seignobos popularized as the method of professional historians were the same
also found in Droysen and Bernheim. Assimilated and adapted by the French
scholars, the schemes of historical method initially developed by the German
authors were conveyed to several national audiences in the translations of the
Introduction, Together, Droysen, Bernheim, Langlois, and Seignobos forged and
adapted interesting tools that historians from the early 20 century could have
used to enrich their reflexivity vis-a-vis their own practice. Even though in this
regard the four methodologists were far from being entirely successful, this fail-
ure does not negate the fact that their inter_textual relations helped set a general
agreement on the issue of historical method. This agreement turned outto be a
significant contribution to the larger process of internationalization of historical
studies that was taking place around 1900.

The textual network Droysen-Bernheim-Langlois & Seignobos was very much
tepresentative of the late 19* century trend to think and write on the methods of
historical science - which is noticeable, by the way not only in France and Ger-
many, but also elsewhere. Ultimately, the theories of historical method that flour-
ished at that time were atternpts to abstractly depict the procedures that every
professional historian performed (or was supposed to perform) while doing her

or his intellectual work. Texts such as those discussed above greatly contributed

1o the establishment of ‘minimal standards’ that soon became characteristic of the

historical professional in many different national landscapes.* Hence, when his-
torical methodologies popularized a standardizing image of historians’ research
practice, the discipline of history was awarded a powerful reference that further

supported its delimitation not only from other sciences, but also from amateurish
history. Many academic histori

ans around the globe could recognize ‘themselves
and their work in the abstract images methodelogical textbooks were projecting.
They agreed that such methodologies contained valid descriptions of the daily
“ork of historians ~ or at least the vahid norms of what good historical research
should ideally be, In any case, with the aid of the notion of ‘historical method,
Professional historians then became able to clearly conceive

Wionomous, relatively homogeneous,
Asaresyl,

of themselves as an
and transnational academic community.
their disciplinary identity was strengthened. "

9% Raphael, Geschichtswissenschaft im Zeitalter der Extreme, 40-44.

4 Ga§rieie Lingelbach (2003). Kfio macht Karriere. Die Institutionalisierung der Ge-
SCh!chtswz‘sserzschaﬁ in Frankreich und den USA in der zweiten Halfte des 19. fahrhun.
derts, Gittingen: Vandenhoe

ck & Ruprecht, 386, See Torstendahl, Fact, truth and
lext! 309,
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alone clearly points to the limits of the

been stressing. In practice, one must not forget that the ideal of historical meth.

od was in many ways combined with nationalistic ideologies that were typical
of the golden age of imperialism.

However, the very idea of historical me
authors such as Droysen, Bernheim, and Langlois and Seignobos already rep-
resented a balancing mechanism that helped moderate the force of nationalism
in the field of historiography. At the v

ery least, the popularization of an abstract
image of historical research provided historians with a self-image that was not
only cross-thematic and cross-ideological, but also cross-national. The notion

that & professional historian, by working under the directives of method, pro-
duces a kind of knowledge that was 1o be taken into consideration by colleagues
from his and other countries was, of course, a very timid development within the
context of the age of national empires. In any case, such a notion was at Jeast ac-

companied by the first steps towards the institutionalization of a trans-national
community of historians. When the first Infernational Congress of Historical Sci-
ences 100K place in 1898 in The Hagu

» this community found one of its most
interesting forms of materialization. Sin

place on a more or less regular basis; 51
International Committee of Historical
historfans of different nationalities lea
countries as professional colleagues. 2

process of internationalization I have

thod as propagated in the works of

ce then, similar conferences have taken
nce 1924, under the coordination of the
Sciences. In these and many other events,
rned to recognize participants from other
Within the context of a discipline so nega-
tively influenced by different forms of nationalism, the fact that historians from
different countries were able to accept each other as professional equals was no
smal] feat,

%
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This book bears witness to the tightening of bonds that has been taking
place among the Brazilian and the German historiographical communi-
des in the last years. It presents a wide array of historiographical issues by
various scholars: the role played by history writing in modern processes of
nation-building, Alexander vor Humboldr’s indirect Brazilian expetience,
the humanistic and methodical legacies of 19th century German historical
thinking, current perspectives in the history of concepts, and the potentials
and limits of history as a means for political education,
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Portugués

O didlogo entre alemdes e brasileiros no campo do conhecimento historico se
iniciou relativamente cedo. Em 1845 era publicada a dissertagio do naturalista
Carl Friedrich von Martius Como se deve escrever a historia do Brasil. N&o muito
tempo depois, em 1860, vem a lume 2 Histéria do Brasil de Heinrich Handel-
mann, entio catedratico em Kiel, Da Escola de Recife a Capistrano de Abreu, de
Sérgio Buarque de Holanda 4 enorme influéncia de que desfrutou o marxismo
a0 longo da segunda metade do século XX, a historiograiia brasileira sempre se
manteve em contate, ora maior, ora menor, com 0 pensamento histérico alemao.
Mas se até relativamente pouco tempo se podia falar em algo como trocas
desiguais nio mercado historiografico” (Carlo Ginzburg), 2 dtima década mostra
um desenvolvimento diferente. De um lado, o interesse pela tradicio e pela lin-
gua alemi readquirku forca nos meios historiograficos brasileiros. De outro, os
desenvolvimentos recentes da pesquisa histérica feita no Brasil tém sido acom-
panhados com curiosidade crescente na Alemanha. Multiplicam-se os sinais
de que as duas comunidades historiograficas caminham atualmente no sentido
de um crescente estreitamento de lagos e de intensificagdo de projetos comuns.

Em 2013, por ocasiio do Ano Brasil-Alemanha, o Simpésio Brasileiro de
Histéria da Historiografia (Universidade de Ouro Preto, 12 a 15 de agosto) teve
por objetivo contribuir para a ampliacio do contfato e intercimbio cientifico
entre duas culturas histéricas que sempre estiveram abertas uma 208 estimu-
los da outra. .

Fruto das discussdes realizadas no Campus de Mariana, este livio pode tam-
bém ser lido como o mais novo capitulo dessa longa histéria.

Deutsch

Der deutsch-brasilianische Dialog im Bereich der historischen Forschung be-
gann relativ frith. 1845 verdffentlichte der Naturforscher Carl Friedrich von
Martius seine Dissertation Bemerkungen iiber die Verfassung einer Geschichte
Bm_siliens. Kurz danach, im Jahre 1860, erschien die Geschichte Brasiliens von
Heinrich Handelmann, damals Professor in Kiel. Von der sogenannten Recife-
Sch&le bis zur Capistrano de Abreu, von Sérgio Buarque de Holanda bis hinein
in die zweite Hilfte des 20. Jahrhunderts, als der Marxismus weltweit eine grofe
Verbreitung erlebte, blich die brasilianische Geschichtsschreibung, manchmal




