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PREFACE

The life of J.B. Bury was the life of his mind. As
much as any other lmportant historlian of the twentlieth
century, Bury remalned, no doubt by choice, in the
academic clolster. Even in those areas in which he did
enter the arena of the active life, in which he disre-
garded scholarship in order to comment on meaningful
public issues, the nature of his participation was mental.
He did not care to make speeches, lead crusades, sit on
committees, or in any way actively participate in any-
thing but his own research and writing. Moreover, as is
pointed out in this study, Bury had little to do with
anything beyond his writing and teaching, and his teach-
ing was hardly inspiring, especlially in his later years.
Bury was something of a recluse and even some of his old
friends, such as Sir Almroth Wright, Norman Baynes and
Sir Prank Adcock, have left little by which we can get
to the inner man. There does not even survive the kind
of anecdotes which hover about the ghosts of men who be-
come academic legends. Even during hls tenure as Reglus
Frofessor of History at Cambridge, from 1903 until his
death in 1927, Bury neither used nor abused the privilege
of holding an academic chalr, a privilege otherwise
advantageous for personal advancement in England. He
was content to let hlis work make 1ts own way, and because
of its quality and the quality of his mind, 1t did.

Given the nature of the man, any study of Bury must
concentrate on his works rather than on his activity,
for it 1s 1in his works, in the 1life of his mind, that
he really lived. Furthermore, a thorough search in Cam-
bridge, London and elsewhere has indicated that most of
his personal papers are no longer in exlstence. They
were not preserved by Mrs. Bury and only some letters have
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survived. Thus, those hints which might have been obtained
from his unguarded moments, if there were any, are gone.
Those letters which do remain reflect the public and not
the private Bury.

This study is an analysis and assessment of Bury's
work in the area of the methodology and philesophy of
history and of his writings supporting his persenal
beliefs in ratienalism, freedom of thought and the 1ldea
of progress. As will be shown, Bury made a clear
distinction between his historical life and his personal
one, although the problems he encountered and the issues
he faced are not as mutually exclusive as he would
have liked: in the attempts to formulate a meaningful
philesophy of history and to develop a sound founda-
tion for his individual bellefs, he often dealt with
identical questions. In addition, although he was
not an actlvist and preferred to remain physically
isolated, Bury was very much aware of and concerned with
contemporary thought. He was never mentally alone
and the issuea he treated and the way 1n which he
treated them were net the result of the archaic be-
havier of a man not in tune with his times, but were
contemporary in the full sense of the term. His
reactions to problems of history are similar to those
of the leading thinkers of hlis day and his responses
to public issues were of his own time. Bury therefore
cannot be studlied in 1solation, but must be related to
the intellectual scene in those areas in which he
worked, for he waz influenced by his contemporaries and
in turn had some influence on them.

Bury also was not a characteristically English
historian in his concerns and his scope. He made it
clear that he disliked any special affection for
national history, he thought the issue of the phllosophy of
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history profoundly important, and his own research was
almost exclusively related to the European continent.

As a result, Bury was more influenced by the intellectual
climate of the continent than by that of England and he
felt more at home with European than with English scholar-
ship. Indeed, European historians regairded Bury, like
Acton, as one of their own--a cosmopolitan man who
transcended national boundaries. As a historian, Bury

1s thus much more closely tied to the European scene

than to the English one and perhaps this accounts, in
part, for his isolated position at Cambridge.

Bury's contributions to historical scholarship are
many and varied and today, almost two-score years after
his death, 1t can be seen that his place in the develop-
ment of historliography 1is secure. PFurthermore, he was
one of the few English historians to concern himself with
the significant issues in the methodology and philosophy
of history, and here he 1s of value both for what he said
and for the problems he could not solve. His writings
on rationalism and the ildea of progress can be read not
only for information and for the insights into the work-
ings of a fine mind who felt he had to concern himself
with issues of ultimate value, but also for what they
fell us about the force and meanling of these questions
to the European intellectual community in the first part
of the twentieth century. 1In all of these areas, Bury's
mind 1s still of value today.

I am greatly indebted to Professor A. Willlam Salomone,
whose guidance and encouragement, as always, went far
beyond the bounds of any academic duty. The Department
of History of New York University aided me 1n many ways
and the Samuel S. Fels Fund kindly gave me the time and
the opportunity to travel and research. My wife's
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patience, criticism and understanding played no small
part in helping me to complete this work.
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Part I - The Historlcal Consclence

Inaugural of a Historlan: The Autonomy of History
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In 1902 Lord Acton, European, Roman Catholic,
moralist, and scholar, died. For the last seven years
of his 1life he occupled the chair of Regius Professor of
Modern History at Cambridge, being the successor of Seeley.
The succession was somewhat lncongruous, for Seeley and
Acton not only differed in temperament and personal
values but had sharp contrasting vliews on the scope and
function of history. To Seeley, history was politics,
a branch of political science; 1t could even be described
as that academic function which supplied material for the
study of politics.1 For Acton, complex as he was, it was
more and less at the same time. "Politics and history
are interwoven, but are not commensurate.... It is our
function to keep in view and to command the movement of
ideas, which are not the effect but the cause of public
events." Yet Acton was kaleildoscopic; hileratic history
ought to have "some priority" over civil, and he
logically carried through his thought to advocate that
morality and history cannot be separated. While insist-
ing upon detachment, Acton viewed history as a part of
everyday life; we must learn to uphold our ideals in
history as we do in contemporary affairs, for "if we lower
our standard in history, we cannot uphold it in Church
and State."? Thus, the Victorian and the European

1 - Seeley, Sir John R., "The Teaching of Politics: An
Inaugural Lecture," in Lectures and Essays, London:
Macmillan and Co., .1870., See also Seeley, Sir John
R., Introduction to Political Science, London:
MacmIII®&n and Ccompany, 1899, pPp. 1-29. In the latter
work Seeley stated that "to lecture on Political
Science is to lecture on History." (p. 13).

2 - Acton, Lord, "Inaugural Lecture,” in Essays on Free-
dom and Powgr, New York: Meridian Books, 1955, pp.
26’ éi ’ ;I- ;E-
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Catholicx to Seeley history is the pleasant gathering of
dross for the affairs of state; to Acton the study 1is
interwoven into the history of ideas while being part of
the kind of presentism which views it as inseparable
from ethics.

John Bagnell Bury was Balfour's second, and possibly
his third, choice to succeed Acton. The chair was first
offered to the Prime Minister's friend and longtime
opponent John Morley, who declined.?! Bury was born in
Ireland in 1861 and trained in classics from an early
age. He initiated his huge published output in 1881,
collaborating with Professor J.P. Mahaffy on an edition
of the Hippolytus of Euripides. 1In 1893 he was elected
Professor of Modern History at Trinity College and in
1898 was appointed Reglus Professor of Greek, holding
the two chairs at the same time before reaching the age
of forty. Before his appointment to Cambridge his
histories of the early Byzantine Empire, Rome, Greece and
a new edition of Gibbon had won him a European reputation.2

The Cambridge chair had been undistinguished until
the middle of the nineteenth century; it had indeed been
more a sinecure than a chair of learning since it was
founded in 1724, perhaps reflecting the state of the English

1 - Gooch, G.P., "The Cambridge Chair of Modern History,"
in Studies of Modern Histo London: Longmans, Green
and Company, 1 315, & Dictiona or’National
Biograggx indicates that Maitlan rst cholce

u not want 1t. See Dictionary of National

Biogragg%, 1922-1930, ed. . Weaver, Oxlord:
Universlity Press, 1937, p. 144.

2 - See Appendix A for further bilographical detalls.
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university and the chaotic nature of the study of history.l

With the successive appointments of Stephen, Kingsley,
Seeley and Acton, Cambridge began to attaln some importance
in historical study. Bury's was the first appointment of
a man who had been exclusively a historian.2

"History is a science, no less and no more." This
was the message Bury imparted in his Inaugural Lecture,
and this was the epigram used by critics and students to
summarlize Bury's thought. Other than an article published
in 1891 pleading for a sympathetic understanding of the
past as contemporaries understood it, and a few utterances
i1n prefacesto his historical works,3 Bury had never
publicly stated his thoughts on the discipline of history.
His first statement caused a minor sensation, given as it
was at the time when history was freeing itself from the
bonds of the natural sciences. Bury!s statement was taken
in and of itself to mean that the methodology of history

1l - It should be noted that the Chair was founded by George
I expressly to train diplomats 1n modern languages and
history. It was not until history began to achileve
some respectabllity in European intellectual circles
that capable men were appointed.

2 - Gooch, pp. cit., passim. The other holders of the
chalr from 1its foundlng were Samuel Harris, Shallett
Turner, Laurence Brockett, Thomas Gray, John Symonds
and William Smyth. Only Symonds and Smyth made any
kind of attempt to discharge their duties; only
Gray did any work of lasting value and he, of course,
was 8 poet and not a historian.

3 - Bury, J.B., "Anima naturaliter pagana: A Quest of
the Imagination," Fortnightly Review, N.S., vol.
XLIX (1891), pp..102-112. K*so see the preface to
his Histog% of Greece, New York: The Modern Library,
n.d., an e introduction to his edition of Gibbon,
Ldward, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,
London: Methuen and CTo., Ltd., vol. I, 1896.
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was the same as that of the natural sciences, a positivist
statement with roots in the thought of Comte, the Social
Darwinlans, Buckle, Spencer, and Taine.

However, the word "science" had many meanings at the
turn of the century; among other things it conmnoted -
rational, correct, and precise. The value of science was
such that for an idea to be called scientific meant a kind
of respectability of thought whose value could not be
impugned. What Bury meant by science was a similar
connotation.

Bury's lecture began with a discussion of the growth
of the science of history in the nineteenth century.
Praising Niebuhr, Ranke and Wolf, he stated they provided
a "stricter standard of truth and new methods for the purpose
of "ascertaining truth. "1 Coincidentally, nationalism gave
impetus to the study of history, nations and nationalists
using it for "their claims for independence or for unity."
History was an "effective weapon" on which to base a
rationalization of the new political nationalism. Portui-
tously, the two movements--nationalism and the new
criticism--met in Germany in the first half of the nine-
teenth century. Nationallism provided an assumptlion of
cultural unity and historical continuity; the new critlicism
provided a new historical methodology. Thus, for Bury,
began the emancipation of the discipline of history from
a poslition which had placed it subordinate to other
branches of knowledge.

Bury then went on to deplore the old association of
history with literature, rhetoric, and ethics. If history

1 - Bury, J.B., "Inaugural Lecture," in Temperley, Harold,

ed., Selected Essays of J.B. Bury, Cambridge: Unlversity
Press, 1930, pP. - _
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is practical 1t 1s not so in that it teaches by example;
history may "supply material for literary art" but it

"is not a branch of literature.” History "has come out
into a place of liberty." Bury admitted that the impres-
sion of the past is "itself a distinct factor in guiding
and moulding our evolution" and contrary to what he had
previously implied, stated that he did intend to supply
his listeners with a theory of the practical uses of the
past.

The issue was severed at that moment and Bury then
discussed the necessity of history being true--that 1is,
correct, the need for objeetivity and the desirability
of historical perspective 1n not giving too much importance
to the modern period while denigrating the idea of future
development. The ldea of development, on which Bury would
later write, is stressed both for its importance as a
controlling assumption in the growth of the discipline,
as well as for limiting the emphasis on contemporary
affairs. It is here that Bury seemed to go back to the
idea of the practical significance of the study of history.
Having stated that history cannot be used as literature, as
rhetoric, to furnish laws, to gulde us 1n our actions,
or as an ethical study, he still had to answer the pragmatic
question.

The answer he gave was, at best, inadequate. Our
labor is Justified, he stated, in terms of posterity. We
collect and classify materials for generations to come.
This research can "help to build, firm and solid, some
of the countless stairs, by which men of distant ages may
mount to a height unattainable by us and have a vision of
history which we cannot view, standing on our lower slope."
Furthermore, the works of history that are produced in a
given period have value because they are products of an



-6-

age and can thus be used "as documents which mirror the
form and feature of the age." Thus, history is practical
in that 1t furthers research'and is performing a duty to
posterity, and "the only way to true history lies through
scientific research."!

Bury closed with a plea for universal history as
opposed to viewlng history as past politics. The larger
conception 18 the true one and the study must be related
to all the manifestatlions of human activity. It is some-
times necessary to divide the labor, but the larger view
must be kept in mind.

The two major themes--history as science and history
as having a practical importance--were then recapitulated:

...1f, year by year, history ls to become a more
powerful force for stripping the bandages of
error from the eyes of men, for shaping the public
opinion and advancing the cause of intellectual
and political liberty, she will best prepare kher
disciples for the performance of that task, not
by considering the immedlate utillty of next
week or next year or next century, not by
accommodating her ideal or limiting her range,
but by remembering always that, though she may
supply material for literary art or philosophical
speculation, she %s herself simply a sc ience, no
less and no more,

If we define positivism as that philosophy of history
which saw history acting in the service and with the
methods of the natural sciences, its twin program being
ascertalning facts and framing laws by 1nduction,3 Bury
can hardly be called a positivist and his unfortunate use

1 - Ibid., pp. 17, 18, 19.
2 - Ibid., p. 22.

3 - Collingwood, R.G., The Idea of History, New York:
oxford University Press, 1950, pp. IE§-127.



-7_

of the word "science" can hardly be used to view him as a
champlon of positivist historiography. It 1s true that
Bury sought to find a practical use for the study of
history at a time when the positivist program supplied the
only ready answer. Yet his answer would hardly endear
him to the Comtians, for he expressly rejected the use of
history to ascertain laws and he was uninterested in
soclology. He was indeed part of the evolutionary
tradition, but so were many others who were not positivists.
¢ It can more truly be stated that Bury failed to
supply historians with any practical Jjustification for
their labors; he was begging the question rather than
answering 1t. What did happen was that he had started by
negating all theories which viewed history as the hand-
maiden of any other area. Clio was neither a lawgiver
nor a muse. Having rejected all of the prevailing view-
points from Herodotus to Spencer, he was unable to find an
acceptable substitute. He was in the position of a man
who had revolted against the old, but whose mind was unable
to transform thls revolt into a new theory. History be-
came a “"sclence," and by this Bury was affirming something
more deeply felt than any pragmatic issue: history was
autonomous, it belonged to no other discipline, it had
no moral precepts to deliver, 1t should be obJjectlive, 1t
had no gutdance to offer, it had its own dignity. Bury
pushed off all the o0ld Jjustifications and found himself
with Just plain history. It 1s clear he meant that the
methodology of history should be as critical, as precilse,
as "true," as was that of the natural sciences; but it 1is
also clear that history had nothing to offer beyond the
vagueness of posterity and the humility of possibly serv-
ing the future. By sclence Bury meant what Acton did when
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he wrote of the "science of politics";l a sclence 1is an
independent study, no less and no more. History is
autonomous, it belonged to no other than itself.

The discipline of history had been dealing with the
question of autonomy for approximately one century before
Bury's Insugural Lecture. The greatest impetus for the
establishment of history as an important study had been
the growth of internal criticism and philological work,
the initial masters beilng from Germany, mainly from the
University: of Gattingen2 and more important in the
establishment and dissemination of sophisticated scholar-
ship, the University of Berlin. The great masters were,
as Bury stated, Niebuhr, Wolf, and Ranke.3 It 1s not so
surprising that this critical movement coincided with what
is generally thought of as eclectic and imprecise
Romanticism. For Romanticism had a view of the past which
made its adherents most amenable to historical investiga-
tion.u More 1important than i1ts use of the idea

1 - Acton, Lord, op. cit., p, 25.

2 - Butterfield, Herbert, Man on His Past, Boston: Beacon
Press, 1960, ch. 2, passim.

3 - Fueter, Eduard, Histoire de 1l'historiographie moderne,

trans. Emile Jeanmalre, Paris: Alcan, , DpP. Blo-
605, ssim. Barnes, Harry Elmer, A History of
Histor?caI Writing, Norman: UniversIty o ahoma

Press, 1937, p. 2040,

4 - It should be noted that Romanticism could hardly be
called a single movement. English Romanticism was
almost entirely a literary or artistic phenomenon,
very much different than its German counterpsart which
profoundly affected every sphere of activity and
was as much related to scholarship as to literature.
See Beers, Henry A., A History of English Rationalism
in the Nineteenth Century, New York: Henry Hol€ and
TCompany, 1918, p. 3b2; and Stokoe, F.W., German

Influence in the English Romantic Psriod, New York:
Russell and Russell, 3, Pp. 13-1F.
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of development or social change were the twin ideas of the
importance of the past in terms of present development and
the fact that Romanticism viewed previous periods and other
cultures as being worthy subjects of investigation.
Romanticism was sympathetic to the past and, probably even
more significantly, propagated a theory of cultural
relativism--1t did not attempt to Judge previous periods,

it merely recorded them. From the time of Herder, each -~
cultural milieu had value simply because it had existed.

No culture was correct, it was only necessary.

Many eighteenth century philosophers, as well as
earlier ones, did have the ldea of development. However,
history was treated as morality and literature.1 Great
arsenals of facts were used as grapeshot against the ancien
régime and the Enliightenment values were absolutized when
viewing periods of the past. Reason was enthroned and
historical investigation took second place to its dictates.
As Condorcet stated in his delightfully bizarre history:
"The time will come when the sun will shine only on free
men who know no other master but their reason."2

As the nineteenth century wore on historical scholar-
ship became more metlculous, historical investigation grew
into an industry, and historical speculation was a habit
of all academicians. No philosopher, historian,
sociologist, economist and others would be caught without
a philosophy of history. In this process history bifurcated
into two distinct areas--historical research and the

1 - Thompson, James Westfall, A History of Historical
Writing, New York: The Macmlllan Company, 1942,
vol. E?, pp. 94-95.

2 - Condorcet, Antoine-Nicolas de, Sketch for a Historical
Picture of the Progress of the RHuman MInd, trans. J.
Barraclough, London: Weldenfeld and NIcolson, 1955,

p. 179. : o
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philosophy of history. Most historians stayed in the
safety of the wings of research, whlile those few of their
colleagues, as well as many from other areas, who dared,
speculated on the meaning of the past. The dominant
philosophy, from mid-century on, was positivism, a theory
whose view on research fortunately coincided with that
of the earlier Romantics who emanicipated history but
whose final speculations subordinated history to the
epistemological ends of the natural sclences. As we shall
see later in greater detail, at about 1890 there grew
quite independently a revolt against the positivist view-
point of history as natural science, and many answers, some
0ld and some new--ranging from history as narpative to
history as philosophy to the need of a personality theory
through history--were given with a view toward finding
the ultimate interpretation of history. As a result of
the bifurcation, and undoubtedly because of the soundness
of its methods, historical criticism and investigation
was not discussed. The issue was one of a eriticism of
what became known as the philosophy of history and it was
wholly on the interpretive level. It was the search for
meaning out of the morass of facts offered by the researchers
and, incidentally, a Justification of the labors of the
historian.

Bury was elther not as ambitious as many of those
who countered the old trend or not as able. He did make
a minor attempt to develop a philesophy of history in the
lecture, but dropped the 1ssue in favor of just declaring
for the autonomy of history. 1In the preface to his Life
of St. Patrick Bury took occasion to use the term "science"
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agaln and to answer his critics.l In speaking of the
appendices, in which he discussed the sources and methods
used to arrive at his conclusions, he stated: "These
appendices represent the work which belongs to the science
of history; the text is an effort in the art of histori-
ography."2 In a note to the above sentence he continued:

* I may be permitted to remark that in
vindicating the claims of histo to be regarded
as a sclence or Wissenchaft (sic), I never
meant to suggest a proposlition so indefensible
as that the presentation of the results of
historical research is not an art, requiring the
tact and skill in selection and arrangement
which belong to the literary faculty.

1 - Bury specifically mentioned Morley and Butcher. Among
the more vociferous critics in print immediately
following the lecture, all focusing on the issue
of science and history, were Trevelyan, G.M., "The
Latest View of History," The Independent Review, vol.

I, pp. 395-414; and Butcher, ., Harvard Lectures
on the Oriéﬁnalit% of @reece, London: Macmillan and
Company, . s 0, pp. 251-253 (originally published

under the tltle Harvard Lectures on Greek Subjects,
1904). Even today Bury's epigram 1s used as &
contrasting battle-cry for those historians who wish
to point out the more literary aspects of their

craft. See, for instance, Wedgwood, C.V., Literature
and the Historlan, Oxford: University Press, 1950,
passim, A.T. Rowse in The Use of History, rev. ed.,

Eew York: Collier Books, 1963, p. 63 ang D.W. Brogan
in "Clio, & Muse,” The New York Times, l4 February 1965,
section 7, p. 2 also use the epigram to interpret

Bury as advocating a wholly scientific view of history.
C.H. Williams, in his anthology The Modern Historian,
London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, Ltd., 1938, pp. 14~

15, points out how Bury'!s statement, misunderstood

as it was, encouraged the practicioners of positivist
history.

2 - Bury, J.B., The Life of St. Patrick, London: Macmillan
and Company, Ltd., 1905, p. Vvilil
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"I did not," he further remarked, "sufficiently guard
against this misapprehenaion."1 The meaning seems quite
clear; although Bury often wrote and thought like a
positivist, for instance in bringing Gibbon up to date
and edliting and contributing to the Cambridge Series, he
was not one with regard to their philosophy of history.
Criticism must be "sclentific," history could not be.

Bury later took up the same position in the lectures
which comprised The Ancient Greek Historians. He again
stated that history has a practical value and 1s not
studied for its own sake. However, the question was still
left open for all he said 1n relation to 1ts practicality
is: "History cannot be isolated (except provisionally for
methodical purposes) from the total complex of human
knowledge; and human knowledge has no value out of relation
to human life." Thus knowledge is good, history is
knowledge, therefore history 1s good. A somewhat different
answer than in 1903, but one which still leaves the issue
cold. With reference to history as a science, Bury did
clarify his earller statement, although 1t should be
noted that he was becoming an avowed relativist by this
time. 1In speaking of the maxim "History for its own sake,"
Bury explalned that it 1is a regulative norm meaning that
"history must be studied as if it had no bearing on any-
thing beyond itself."

In other words, it assumes that history is a
science. The study of natural phenomena
intimately affects society 1n its ethics,
religion, and politics; the study of historical
phenomena must affect them too. But like
physical sciences and all other branches of
knowledge, history requires for its scientific
development complete freedom and independence;

1 - Ibid., p. vill, note.
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its value 1s annulled and its powers are
paralysed if it consents to be ancillary to
politics, ethics, or theology; in order to fulfil
its funetion, it must (like all sciencci) be
treated as if 1t were an end in itself.

The new Regius Professor who delivered his Inaugural

1903, was establishing a new credo, vastly different from
that of his predecessors, and unusual with reference to

other English historilans.
ment, but rather his first on the study of history.

This was not his final state-

this he began a long personal dialogue on the nature of
the study and meaning of the past while continuing his
impersonal scholarly researches at the same prodigious
rate as before.

1

Bury, J.B., The Anclient @reek Historlians, New York:
Dover Public&flons: Inc., 1958, pp. 2HE-245. See
also, Bury, J.B., "Darwinism and History," in
Temperley, %g..cit., (a lecture delivered in
1909), pp. 26-27, 33, 36-37.

With
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Bury was an accomplished classicist at a very early
age, and this training remained with him, both in his
scholarship and temperament, throughout his lifetime.

As Trinity College's best student of the classicsl and as
its future Professor of Greek, it was natural for him to
begin his scholarly work with philological studies.
History was approached by way of philology, with a side-
ward glance in the areas of philosophy and poetry.

The earliest publications are more in the nature of
~classical-philological studies than they are historical
investigations. At the age of twenty, Bury's list of
publications began with an edition of Eurilpides'
Higgolxtus,e edited in collaboration with his teacher J.P.
Mahaffy. The edition is not distinguished by an historical
introduction, a feature which would later become common-
place in Bury's classical studies.3 Bury was the Jjunior
member of the partnership and Mahaffy, writing the intro-
duction, stated: "The labour of sifting the materials and
composing the notes, has mainly been undertaken by Mr.
Bury."

This work was followed throughout his lifetime by
numerous articles on many toplcs, all relating to some
philological point, whether a brief examination or the
editing of a manuscript. In the early years, almost all

of Bury's articles can more truly be placed under philology

1 - Bury recelved first place in the area in 1882.

2 - Euripides, Hipploytus, ed., with Introduction, Notes,
and Appendix, Ey *.F. Mahaffy and J.B. Bury, London:
Macmillan and Company, Ltd., 1881.

3 - For instance, see the editions of Pindar.

4 - Euripldes, op. ecit., p. xii.
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or classics than history. He contributed to many publi-
catlions, most often giving emendations to Greek and Latin
texts, sometimes reinterpreting the meaning of a word,
other times giving his opinion on various archeological
discoveries.

Bury's interest in philology for its own sake
continued to the end of his 1life. But slowly, more and
more articles published on philology had as their reason
the 1llumination of history. 1Instead of suggesting an
emendation to a text, Bury, after the earlier studies,
would elither examine a whole text or use the philological
solution as an introduction to a historical problem.1 He
did continue to suggest only philological points, but these
grew fewer as the years wore on,

Philology slowly transformed itself in Bury's mind.
Though he never suggested that it had no value for itself,
his attitude toward his own studies changed it for himself.
Bury became a historian and what was once the material now
became a tool. This is also evidenced by the jump from
classical philology to work in the Byzantine period.

Until his Later Roman Empire of 1889, Bury confined his
philology almost solely to Greek and Latin texts. After-
wards, he divided his work between the Anclients and the
Byzantines; even the classical studies were now more often
than not conscious preludes to the understanding of history,

1 - For example, Bury, J.B., "The History of the Names
Hellas, Hellenes," The Journal of Hellenlc Studies,
vol. XV (1895), pp. 217-238; and Bury, J.B.,
Treatise De administrando imperio," zantinische
Zeitschrift, vol. XV (1906), pp. 517~ ;

2 - For example, Bury, J.B., "The Helladikoi," English
Historical Review, vol. VII (1892), pp. 80-8¥; and
Bury, J.B., "Some Points in the Pentekontaetia,"
Hermathena, vol. X (1889), pp. 153-158.

2



-16-

preparations for his History of Greece, published in 1900.

It becomes clear that as Bury's own interests began to
change, his uses of philology underwent a similar transforma-
tion. By the turn of the century, philology was approached
as an adJjunct to history, a part of the historical method:

It 1s now universally recognized as a funda-
mental principle in historical work that
philological criticism (literary and
guellenkritisch) is the necessary preparation

or a satisfactory use of authorities. Docu-
ments are not ready for the constructive
operations of the historian till they have been
submitted tolthe analytical operations of the
philologist.

It was now history which interested Bury in special
philological problems; 1t had been the other way around in
his earliest work. This transformation--from philology
to history--is not as clear in Bury's work as one would
like 1t to be. It occurred almost imperceptibly, for in
many cases the distinction between the two is one of
emphasis rather than of kind. As late as 1910, Bury
published an article on a purely philological level.2
As early as 1886, he was writing history.3 Yet, it is
clear that history was Bury's second discipline. His
tralning was as a classicist, and his knowledge of languages
probably matched that of any of his contemporaries. Bury
‘wooed Erato before he won Clio, and, after he consciously
switched disciplines, his philological training not merely
colored, but greatly aided, his historical work.

1l - Bury, J.B., "The Treatise De administrando imperio,"
op. cit., p..517. ,

2 - Bury, J.B., "Note on the Metre of the Inscriptions in
Popular Greek," The Annual of the British School at
Athens, no. 17. (ISI0=I9IIJ.

3 - Bury, John B., "Euboia before the Lelantine War,"
English Historical Review, vol. I (1886).
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As a classlicist, Bury was always interested in
classical training and in the issue of 1its value to the
educated man. One aspect of such training in which he
participated in his early years was in the translation of
modern poetry into classical verse or, as it was then
called, "classical verse writing." Trinity College in
Dublin had long been a home of the classics, boasting of such
men as Tyrell and Mahaffy among a distinguished faculty.
There had been a little publication, Kottabos, devoted to
translations and parodies of the classics written by
students and faculty at Trinity. It had been allowed
to langulsh after 1881 as the practice of rendering
modern verse 1nto classical languages began to go out of
fashion. Bury revived the publication in 1888 and became
its chief contributor until its second life ended in 1895,
Swinburne was his favorite, but he also translated
Goethe (from the German), Landor, Tennyson, Edward Lear,
Remy Belleau (from the French), Rossetti, Marlowe, Herrick,
Shakespeare, Matiew Arnold, Shelley, and Coleridge. In
addition he did a few popular rhymes and some humorous
poetry.l This was a sideline, an exercise in the use of
language, but, Bury felt, a very useful one. In 1897,
he wrote a lament on the decline of the practice for the
Saturday Review.

In the 1850's, 60's, and 70's, Bury stated, England
took Greek and Latin verse translation seriously and was
elaborating it into an art even while lagging behind

1 - Though Kottabos also contalned humor and parody,
Bury's contribution in these areas was almost
nil. He did do an unusually clumsy parody of
Gibbon, whom he admired, entitled "A Short Study
in Style," Kottabos, N.S., vol. VI (1888),
pp. 94-96,
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German scholarship in philological studies. But, he

stated, Engllish scholarshlip has turned and having begun

to woo "the favour of grimmer divinities" in an attempt

to overtake Germany, 'we are now groaning under the

yoke of facts and statistics and other wearisome inventions."

Scilence has invaded the old citadels, turning out the

more artistic endeavors. "Classical scholarship," Bury

asserted in an analogy with a friend's opinion of the

merit of the Glant's Causeway, "is growing too damned

sclentific. It will soon become a branch of mathematics."!
"The practice of verse composition in the ancient

languages has been often deprecated as a slight pastime,"

he continued, ‘

it may have been successfully defended, but
it certainly has a use of the highest kind.
I am not speaking of original composition in
Latin and Greek.... I speak exclusively of
the translation of modern poetry into those
tongues. The practice of such translation
supplies a training in the virtues of words--
a training invaluable for a literary student
and which nothing else can easily replace.
Since words in poetry, like stars, create
atmospheres around them, which cannot be
displayed in a dictionary, and since most
words in a modern and an ancient language

do not exactly correspond even in meaning,
much less 1ln poetical worth; it is evident
that the art of transforming English verses

1 - That Bury should criticize the revivification of English
philological scholarship might seem wholly inconsistent
in the face of his "scientific" contributions and
his being one of the few Englishmen who could compete
with the Germans on their own ground. However, he
always reserved the right to aesthetic Judgments on
the basis of what might be termed "art for artis
sake.”" As we shall see below, poetry was one of his
recreations, especially in his twenties. His attitude
here was in no way inconsistent with the aesthetic
3ide, such as it was, of his criticism.
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into Latin and Greek demands and developes a
subtle feeling for the aesthetic values of
phrases.

Bury claimed that there was still a use for classical
verse translation, hinting at a combination of old
aesthetics and new criticism in order to achieve "a more
consistently high standard in the reproduction of the
poetical virtues and effects of the original...." The
philologist, he stated, were he to undergo such training,
may "best win his way to the aesthetic apprehension of the
poets whose delightful gifts to mankind 1t is his privilege
to interpret to the world."l

This attempt to maintain the tradition of translation
into Greek and Latin was part of a larger battle in which
Bury had participated some years before. The issue of
Greek was not confined to philologists and translators, but
was, in the 1890's, part of a general reassessment of the
university curriculum. In England a battle was being
waged on the value of maintaining the study of Greek as
a compulsory part of university education. In the early
part of the decade there was an election 1n Cambridge to
determine whether the study of Greek would be retained on
a compulsory basis. The supporters of Greek won, and
Bury afterwards went on public record as one of their
number. What he did dispute with those 1n his camp were
the reasons they put forth in support of their stand.

The "barbarians," as those who were against retention were
symbolically called, had urged that Greek was useless and

1 - Bury, J.B., "The Decline of Classical Verse-Writing,"
Saturday Review, vol. LXXXIII (1897), pp. 375-376.
Although there are no papers to show whether Bury
ever did continue his translations in his study, no
further illustrations of this art were published
by him.
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therefore an unnecessary study; in reply, stated Bury, the
supporters of Greek jeopardize their position by attempting
to prove Greek a useful study. "Greek is useless,"

cried Bury, '

but its uselessness is the very strongest reason
for its being a compulsory subject in the
University course. For the true function of a
Universlity is the teaching of useless learning.
And if she attempts to do anything else, she 1is
going beyond her proper province. If she be
seduced into running after the useful, she is
simply denying herself. If she sets before
herself other objects than learning for its

own sake, she 1s abandoning her birthright; nay,
she is changing herself into something different
from a University. A University, as such, has

no concern with making her students statesmen, or
orators, or men of business, or men of religilon.
Instruction may be given, and subjects may be
studled, there, which may afterwards prove useful
to the statesmen, or the merchant, or the

artist. But with such accidental results
Universitlies are not concerned. That a subject
may prove useful is no reason at all for includ-
ing it in academic studies; that a subject 1s
useful, and has only its utility to recommend 1it,
would be a decisive argument against adopting 1t.

Thus, according to this criterion, Greek 1s the perfect
university study. But Bury realized he could not make lack
of utility into a godhead for university education and,
after he had gotten the full shock value out of his useless-
ness criterion, he injected the more important guldeline--~
that of having something to do with Western culture.

The place of Greek in Western culture cannot be disputed.
The function of a university being to promote the best part
of culture, to provide '"the exact measure of learning which
1s needful for a liberal education,'" Greek naturally held

a position equalled by few. Besides these qualifications
Greek was distinguished for the example its people set:
"They were always seeking knowledge for its own sake, with-
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out any regard for results; their curiousity was not
regulated by utlility, or deterred by fear.... They were
ready to follow reason."” Indeed, he stated, the "true
aim" of our universitlies ought to be to emulate the kind
of education pursued by the Greeks.

Bury rejected the arguments of the enemies of Greek--
that of being in tune with the Zeitgeist, the "half-Greek"
who advocates reading translations of the standard works
of Greek literature and those who argue against Greek on
the basis that students lose the language as soon as they
pass out of the university. The voice of the Zeitgeist
1s likened to a Zeitungsgeschrei; for Bury, a university
ought not be asked to progress in lines other than her own.
The "half-Greeks" are the true barbarians, the men who do
not recognize that "language and literature are fellows,
and their relation is one of reciprocity.”" Bury agreed
that Greek 1is lost once association with the university
ends, but he argued that the man who learned Greek will
never be the same as the man who never did. He closed
with a reiteration of his stand, turning the eplgram around
to further demonstrate its validity: "A University is
useful because what it teaches is ugeless. "1

1 - Bury, J.B., "Compulsory Greek: Reflections Suggested
by the Greek Victory at Cambridge,”" Fortnightl
Review, N.S., vol. L (1891), pp. éll-BEI, Egss*h.
Bury later recanted his position in a letter dated
28 November 1901 to his friend Wedd of King's
College, Cambridge. In the letter Bury stated that
though he was what nhe termed "an ardent Compul-
sionist" ten years previously, "reflexion" on the
best interests of education had.led him to believe
that it would be best to make Greek an optional
subject at Trinity. Bury asked Wedd whether he
felt this might rupture Cambridge's close relation-
ship with Dublin and inquired whether the rumor is
true that the regulation on compulsory Greek at
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In addition to his philological interests and his
more minor considerations on language, translation into
classical verse and the retention of Greek, Bury!'s early
extra-historical work took in the area of philosophy and,
more importantly, poetry. These, too, would never cease
to hold hils interest, though in the latter area his
significant contributions were ended with the year 189e.

Phllosophy was a study, part of his training, and
it would be too much to say that he was in any way a
philosopher. Yet, thls training affected his work in
many important ways, most significantly in making him
congcious of problems historians generally disregarded.
As consclousness breeds thought and thought attitudes,
Bury, the amateur philosopher or the conscious individual
was forced to maintain positions of a certain importance.
Bury's training was sporadic, never fully systematic, and
hardly complete. He was, of course, well acquainted with
the Greek and Roman philosophers. 1In addition, in his
earliest years, he admitted being most influenced by
Hegel and McTaggart.l As an avowed rationalist, he read
deeply into those men on whose work he would later write
The Idea of Progress. As a Byzantlinist and anti-clerical,
he felt it necessary to read in those areas as well.

Unlike most historians, Bury thus had more than a
nodding acquaintance with the history of Western philosophy.
The nature of the man was such that he felt it incumbent

Cambridge can be evaded. The answer to the letter

is not extant and Bury never publicly advocated
making the requirement an optional one. Bury, J.B.,
letter, 28 November 1901, to N. Wedd, Wedd MS, King's
College Library, Cambridge Unlversity.

1 - Baynes, Norman H., A Bibliograg%g of the Works of
J.B. Bury, with a Memolir, Cambridge: University Press,
1929, p. 41° ,
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to Justify his public stands--either on issues of the day

or in the area of methodology and philosophy of history--
with sound philesophical arguments. Bury was a historian
first, but he did not shy away, as we shall see, from the
more abstract problems of his craft. Rather, he rightly
regarded them as important and spent much time and energy
trying to resolve these issues. This interest and

concern was the result of both temperament and training:

he simply felt that one ought to think about his assumptions
and make them as clear and correct as possible; and his
early training made him somewhat at home with the abstractions
and questions of philosophic disputation.

Poetry was also a consuming interest; in one form or
another it stayed with him throughout his life. The most
dominant period was the years from 1880 to 1892 when he .
edited Euripldes and Pindar and wrote most of hlis classical
emendations and his translations from Greek verse. He
was at home with both the classics and moderns, but his
ma jor work was the editions of Pindar's Nemean and Isthmian
odes and some critical studies of Browning. After 1892,
with the publlication of his edition of the Isthmlan Odes
Bury confined himself to periodical work in emendations
and some brlef expository essays. Again, history took the
wind out of the sails of another discipline. Much of the
later work was related to historical points: like
philology; the classics and formal work in poetry in general
took second place to historical interests.

Pindar was Bury's favorite because "of all Greek
poets he is the most Greek," concerning himself more with
the Hellenic spirit than with the universal forms of emo-
tion reflected in most @Greek tragedies. He thus gave a
more distinctively Greek portrait than did any other poet
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of the times.l

In editing Pindar, Bury developed a theory of verbal
responsions or echoes found in Pindar's poetry, using it
as the way to discovering the meaning of the poet. Bury
claimed that Pindar systematically practiced the artifice
of "suggesting meanings by echoes,”" a subtle device much
like the refrains of primitive poetry. Being a great
poet, this art was generally hldden, but Bury used the
idea continually in his interpretation of the Nemean Odes.
The only importance of the theory is that it was partlally
retracted two years later in the edition of the Isthmian
Odes, and was never mentioned again by Bury, a tacit
admission that his critics were at least partlially
correct in attacking the theory. In the Isthmlan Odes
Bury stated that his critics will be pleased to find that
the 1dea of constantly recurring verbal responsions
"has been more seldom introduced into the commentary, in
deference to the Jjudgment both of those who are entirely
deaf to the echoes, and of those who, though willing to
allow that such echoes are sometimes audible, think that
I have carried the method to extremes. "3

Another critical point which Bury discussed was the
validity of certain types of emendations in the reconstruc-
tion of classical works. In dealing with passages which
obviously needed correction, he stated, "my first principle
has been that no conjecture is of the slightest critical

2

1 - Pindar, The Nemean Odes of Pindar, ed. with Introduc-
tion and Comm ommentary by J.B. Bury, London: Macmillan
and Company, Ltd., 1890, p. xi.

2 - Ibid., pp. xxx-xxxii.

3 - Pindar, The Isthmian Odes of Pindar, ed. with Introduc-
tion and Commentary bi'?’BT_B—'§T'Ebndon. Macmillan
and Company, Ltd., 1892, p. vii; see pp. vii-xi for
a further exposition of the topic.
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value unless it explains the origin of the corruption."
He condemned the majority of emendations proposed in
philological Jjournals for not adhering to this standard.l
One of the questions involved in such textual
critleism was the issue of introducing into the @reek
text words not found in the dictienary. Bury was inconclusive
on this point, basing the issue on "a degree of
probability." He admitted words not found in the
contemporary literature which has been preserved, but
found in the works of the Alexandrian writers and the
compilers of glossaries. Another problem was the restora-
tion of a word whose form is good, but whiech had not been
preserved at all in the literature we have of the perled.
He distinguished two kinds of strange words; the first,
a word "whese existence...is pre-supposed by actually
existent forms"; the second, words not presuppesed,
but which, being formed on correct analogy, "May have
been in use.” 1In this case, Bury preferred the use of
the first type to the second, admitting that in some
cases the probability of each might be equal under
certain circumstances. In uses of the second type, he
acknowledged that such emendations must be considered
doubtful, though they are possibly correct. In
certain circumstances, with other suppoerting textual

1 - Pindar, The Nemean Odes of Pindar, op. cit., p. liv.
Two years later, in 1892, while reviewing a work of
Freeman, Bury stated: "Conjectual emendation eften
goes to such outrageous lengths, that sober-minded
people who have a weakness for evidence are tempted
to denocunce it altogether. Yet they have to admit,
when special clrcumstances are put before them,
that conjectual emendation is permissable and
desirable within certain limits. The real problem
is te define these limits...." Bury regretted that
Freeman did not do so. Bury, . J.B., Review of The
History of Sicily from the Earliest Times, veol. III,
by EagafH'A. Freeman, Scottish Review, vol. XX (1892),
p. 310,
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evidence the degree of probablility is greater. Bury
stated that textual critiélsm is not based on strong
premises, and that any general conclusions need modification
in any particular instance. Furthermore, there 1s still
a great amount of difference among the experts--"different
minds will always estimate differently the amount of
evidence required to render probable a conjecture of the
kind here discussed."1 Scientific philological criticism,
Bury seemed to be saying, has hardly reached the point
where there is a unanimity of opinion with reference to
critical standards. This is perhaps one of the reasons
he began to devote more of his time to history, where, on
the level of methodology, the degree of certainty was
certainly less speculative.

Even earlier than his work on Pindar, Bury had an
interest in Browning and wrote two essays on his work.
The most significant was the one entitled "Browning's
Philosophy," where he tried to extract a philosophical
system from Browning's poetry and revealed a good deal of
his own thinking at the time it was written in 1882.°

Bury began his essay with the distinction used by
Browning between the objective and the subjective poet.
"The former is he who is impelled to embody his perceptlons
with reference to the many below; the latter to embody
them with reference to the one above him,..." Browning,
he stated, has transcended the confines of these categories;
he i1s at once objective and subjective; "he supplies

1 - Pindar, The Nemean Odes of Pindar, op. cit., pp. 1ii-
1xiv, passim. )

2 - Bury, J.B., "Browning's Philosophy," Browning Society's
Papers, vol. I.
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mediating links between experience and the absolute truth."
Bury insisted on the "necessity” of understanding
Browning's "theery” first, before one can understand

his practical conclusions.

For Bury, Browning starts from the individual amnd
then relates to the universal. Bury stated that he will
occupy himself firast with the latter, the less obtrusive
side, and then relate it in connection with the individual.
"Browning's first principle or absolute truth is love."

He further equated "love" with "truth” and with "@ed,"
and it is "most strictly philosephical.” Love reveals
"itself to itself...by its two modes, Power and Knowledge
(or intellect). Power is the mode of Love's manifestation
in nature. Knowledge is Love's recognition of itself
through the medium of Power."

Bury haed yet another dlialectical dualism--that of
truth and falsehood.l Citing many illustrations from
Browning's poema, Bury pointed out that the "Truth
of Love'" cannot be arrested unless we know of its
opposite-the reason evil exists in this lmperfect world
is to offer the posslibllity of truth.

The three elements of YLove, Power and Knowledge"
are part of all experience, and it i® "the inharmenious
blending of these elements that puts souls out of tune."”
This accounts for the "infinite variety of shades" in
men; man must harmonize them, '"which he can do but
incompletely until by the process of evolution he has
become, as @God, a perfect musician;..."

Bury then made a comparison of Browning's views
with those of Hegel. Browning had to be a metaphysician
and his method is called similar to that of Hegel. Were
Browhing to have been a philosopher proper, Bury stated, he would

1 - One is tempted to write Truth and Falsehood.
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have been a Hegelian. Similarities and correspondences

are noted. The truth of negation in Browning "is the
essence of Hegel." Browning procedes through a dialectical
series to a suspended moment; for Browning the Idea is
Love, for Hegel it is Being. Browning 1s different in

that he does not give a history of the progress of Love,
but uses poetic insight by "seeing into souls." For

Bury, at his own suspended moment in time, both represent

a duallity, one side of a perfect universe.

The essay now moved to the religious and individual
side of Browning's ideas. Browning, stated Bury,
recognizes the truth of Christianity but not the myths in
which it has been wrapped. This recognition of Browning--
that @od, in whom man "lives, moves, and has his belng, K
is Love"--"is the soul of Christianity." The dogma is
true for Browning; the history of the Church and the subse-
quent myths of the Christian creed are false. With regard
to the individual, he teaches that each being "has a worth
and meaning in and for himself" independent of the world.
His relation to the "Absolute" 1is as an individual and
as such he possesses universal value. The universe and
the individual exist for one another. The individual is
thus immortal, but not in the usual sense. Immortality
"implies a state inconceivable to us, limited as we are by
phenomenal conditions,..." It implies freeing oneself
from the limltations of space and time. According to
Browning, there is one way to gain a "foretaste" of
immortality and that is by music, which fuses ideas and
emotion, unlites love and knowledge. Bury did not choose
to go further into Browning's views on the validity of
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more conventional ideas on immortality.l
This essay 1s not similar to anything else ever written
by Bury and 1s remarkable for its style and type of thought.
Bury was never a Romantic, and never agaln publicly
dabbled 1n poetical and philosophical metaphysics. Indeed,
though he often admitted to having been influenced by
Hegel,2 he never agaln tried to imitate his style or type
of thought. The essay was written at the age of twenty-
one and was most probably the product of a youthful
intoxication with Hegelian thought, metaphysics, and a
Romantic vision. It is odd to read such a work by one
who would soon be a consistent rationalist, who would
find himself at home with Gibbon and Eniightenment
philosophy. Bury's writing style turned out to be one
which was not remarkable, but which was always clear and
inconspicuous. He may occasionally have been diffuse
in his historical work, but he was generally easy to
read--whether he was belng polemical or merely discussing
a minor technical historical point. He never again
became involved with the circumlocutions which
especially belong to metaphysics. This Browning essay 1s
the only published work which belongs in that category.
In it, Bury seems to have tried to combine Hegel's
involutions, bad poetical metaphor and archalc language,
and a conscious attempt to be profound. The result is
devastating. Were 1t not for the fact that the poet him-
self 1s saild to have politely praised Bury after the paper

1 - Bury, J.B., "Browning's Philosophy," op. cit., pp.
259-277, passim. _

2 - Baynes, op. cit., p. 41.



-30-

was delivered to The Browning Society,l one would conclude
after reading it that Browning comes out more Hegelian than
Hegel, more abstract than any metaphysiclian, and, most
probably, more Bury than Browning.

Four years later, Bury wrote a short study of Brown-
ing's Aristophanes' Apology--to show why Browning was
sympathetlic to the Hellenistic age and spirit--contain-
ing none of the lucubrations of the other paper. It 1s a
straightforward narrative essay, more a work on attitude
toward history than a critical study.

The publication of the Isthmian QOdes marked the end
of Bury's devotion to serious scholarship unconnected with
his historical work. The two overlapped by this time for
Bury had already written historical works, but they would
never meet again in quite the same independent way.
History would now be his craft and as he was an ecumenlical
scholar in these years, he would become one of the truly
ecumenical historians of his time. Henceforward, he would
be concerned with the issues of his new métier: writing
history, debating the nature and content of his study,
and searching within for its meaning and worth,

1 - Ibid., p. 47.
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The distinction between historical method and the
philosophy of history i1s not always clear; for the
significance that one attaches to a given set of facts
or ldeas 1s often heavily dependent on how one goes
about determining what happened and the limits placed
upon oneself by the rules of evldence. Yet, the
distinction is a valid one, if only historically so,
because the discilpline of history as it developed in
the nineteenth century created it for almost all
historians. Positivism was not only a philosophy of
history but came to be, in a quite different mode,
an historical method. And if, as we shall see, on
the level of meaning and cognition it was found ,
inadequate at the turn of the century, on the other
level of the everyday business of determining just what
did happen, most of its tenets--founded not by
positivists, but by working historians such as Ranke,
Niebuhr, and Savigny--are still universally accepted.
As Bury put it in hls intpoduction 4o Gibbon's Decline
and Fall: "To pass from scope and spirit to method...
the growth of German erudition 1s one of the leading
features of the intellectual history of the nineteenth
century; and one of its most important contributions
to historical mathod lies in the investigation of
sources." Just pointing out what might have been
relevant to Gibbon's work, Bury listed the distinction
between primary and secondary sources, greater care in
distinguishing contemporary and later witnesses,
criticism of sources to yield their precise historical
value, the illegitimacy of blending the evidence of

1 - Gibbon, Edward, op. cit., p. xlv.
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two distinect perliods in order to glve a complete
picture of an institution, the progress of textual
criticism and the availability of improved text, new
materials from numismatics and seals, and the growth
of the study of constitutional history and 1aw.1

By the time Bury began writing his histories, the
diffusion of the methodological revolution begun in
Germany in the early nineteenth century was virtually
completed. Historical investigation had by common
consent become professionalized and sources were analyzed
on a much more sophisticated level than had been done
before. Although the battle of philosophies of history
was continually being fought, there was little discussion
about the way to go about ascertaining an historical
fact. Indeed, most historians by the end of the nine-
teenth century did not even bother entering into
discussions of method, much less philosophy. They went
about the business of writing thelr tomes with the
vague thought that the accumulation of facts automatically
constituted an accumulation of knowledge.2 Historical
method had by this time become rationalized and in
this sense--in the sense of the verifiability and
universality--history had become scientific.

Bury inherited this methodologlcal tradition of
the nineteenth century and contributed to it. From

1 - Ibid., pp. xlv-liii.

2 - See Simon, W. M., E uropean Positivism in the Nine-
teenth Cent ca: Cornell Unlversity Press,
1963, chs. ssim. See below, pp. 50-57
for a diacussion o e influence of positivism
in European hlstarical thought.
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his earliest work in philology, he became aware of the
tenuous character of certain data; his writings in
Anclent and Byzantine history only confirmed it, and
his editing of Gibbon taught him the difference between
the methodologlical assumptions of the late nineteenth
and late eighteenth centuries.

Though Bury continually changed his position with
reference to the meaning of history, his attitude on
method was unitary throughout his lifetime. There is
no sense of development in this area of his scholarship;
the canons he laid down in 1886 for admitting certain
evidence could be used 1in 1923, It should be noted,
however, that this does not mean that he would have
written precisely the same kind of history at any
two different points in time. His idea of the meaning
and relationship of the facts collected changed through-
out his lifetime and, in this shadowy area, methodology
and philosophy often meet. But in terms of ascertain-
ing that a given thing occurred or that a document
is admissible, Bury's attitude remained the same
throughout his scholarly career, !

Bury's first canon of historical investigation was

1 - One case where phllosophy and methodology do meet,
even possibly colllide, 1s the case of bringing
a classic "up to date." Bury did such work,
having no compunections in correcting some of
Gibbon's errors and in revising Freeman's The P
Historical Geogra of Europe. See below, pp. 59-60
Tor an eIucIHa%Ion of Bury's attitude in this
area. .
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disinterestedness. Touched on in his Inaugural Lecture
and in The Ancient Greek Historlans, he took this to
mean that even should the histerian have an ancillary
interest in mind, this must not intrude itself upon
the investigatien of the facts. This was, to Bury,
a regulative principle--"it concerns only the methods
and immedlate aims of histerians; it does not express
the final purpeose of theilr labeurs."l As an example
of the necessity of history not being used for practical
ends, Bury earlier spoke of the medieval period.
"Christian historiography," he stated, "installed the
superior gutdance of an indefeasible authority...."
The reconstruction "held men's minds througheut the
Middle Ages, lmposed as 1t was by the highest
ecoleslastical authority." The synthesis was "grotesque,"
and man's knowledge did not advance. "History
submitted to autherity, and free inquiry was suspended
for centuries."?

In dealing with the facts themselves, Bury made
a number of isolated statements throughout his life-
time which indicated how he went about his own 1abors.3

1l - Bury& J.B., The Ancient @reek Historlans, op. ecit.,
p. 245

*

2 - Ibid., pp. 238-239.

3 - Bury is listed in the Cambridge University Reporter
as having given a lecture course entitled "!Eg"_——‘
Use of Autherities' almost every year from 1904
to 1925, The manuscript has noet bea preserved.
However, in an interview with Prof. Herbert
Butterfield on 18 April 1963, Prof. Butterfield
recalled that Prof. Harold Temperley had leoked
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He was ready, in géneral, to admit evidence that was
not fully supported by independent sources, or evidence
which might not be correct, but was the only state-
ment avallable. Working as he did in Ancient and
Byzantline history, the problems in these areas were
especlally acute. 1In an early article he had to face
the issue 1in relatiori to the authority of Zosimos.

Bury stated that although the authority of Zosimos "is
by no means unimpeachable,"” historians are Justified
in accepting his statements as evidence of the division
of the Empire into prefectures "provided they find no
conflicting fact, resting on authority, which may be
looked on either as certain, or as less impeachable
than Zosimos. If we do find a conflicting statement
better attested, that of Zosimos must fall."1
Similarly, Bury lald down the rule that a plece of
evidence which 1s not supported by any other authority
must be compared to what internal evidence exists of
the period before it can be accepted or rejected. He
accepted as genulne the evidence of the chronicler

at the manuscript after Bury's death and considered
it unworthy of publicatlion. It was, Temperley
stated, merely a rehash of Ernst Bernheim's
Lehrbuch der Historischen Methode und der
Geschichtsphilosophle, Leipzlg: Verlag von

Duncker und Humblot, 1889. The last edition of
Bernheim was published in 1923.

1 - Bury, J.B., "The Praetorian Prefects and the
Divisions of the Roman Empire in the Fourth Century
A.D.," 'Royal Irish Academy Proceedings, Second
Series, vol. II lIBBB}, p. #90. In & note it is
indicated that the paper was read before the
academy on 13 December 1886,
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Malalas on the relations of Olybrius ' with the

Emperor Leo, "even though 1t rests on the unsupported
authority of Malalas; for it is quite in accordance
with what we know of the period."! Thus, quite early
in his career, Bury recognized the necessity of using
some sort of conjecture in areas where the evidence
is scanty. Rather than disregard certain possible
factual material, he was willing to allow a kind of
sophisticated guesswork along with the admission that
what we do know might be totally wrong due to lack

of supporting evidence.

In 1896, Bury and W.H. Hutton published a series
of letters in The Guardian brought on by Hutton's
disputing Bury's theslis in the Later Roman Emplre that
Justinian, in old age, "lapsed into the theological
error which was known as aphthasodocetism." The
evidence massed on both sides was enormous and Bury
tried to silence Hutton by appealing to

a princliple of hilstorical criticism which,
I venture to think, is sound. The
principle is that neither (1) arguments
resting on considerations of improbability--
impossibility is a different matter~-nor
(2), as a general rule, arguments ex
silentio (which are, indeed, merely a
particular case of 1) can be legitimately
used to invalidate positive evidence which
is not on independent grounds suspiclous,
unless there exist some evidence on the
other slde. 7In this case no such positive
evidence 1s produced,...?

1 - Bury, John B., "A Note on the Emperor Qlybrius,"
English Historical Review, vol. I (1886), pp. 508-509.

2 - Bury, J.B., "Justinian's Heresy," The Guardian,
vol. LI (1896), p. 362. |
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In introducing Gibbon, Bury again acknowledged
the value and the necessity of sophisticated guesswork.
In determining that Procopius was the author of the
"Secret History," he did so by exclusion, by proving
that no one but Procopius was in the position to
write the history. He thus felt he could make the
statement a declarative one "for this assumption Jfof
there being no forgegz 1s the only one which supplies
an intelligible explanation of the facts."l Again,
in Judging Cratippus to be the author of a fragment
of Greek history, Bury argued from "exclusion" and
"that the few things we know about Cratippus correspond
to the indications of the new text."2

In allowing for conjecture, guesswork and
arguments from exclusion, Bury was not decelved that
one arrived at any sort of final truth; as he stated
about Gibbon: "Recognizing that Gibbon was accurate,
we do not acknowledge by implication that he was
always right; for accuracy 1is relative to opportunities."3
New methods of inwestigation and new knowledge could,
he realized, shatter old conceptions. Nonetheless,
rather than wailt for the millenium when all possible
information would be available, Bury was content to
be accurate within the limits of present ability. He

1l - Gibbon, op. cit., p. 1lix.

2 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient Greek Historlians, op.
Cit. L] po 1560

3 - Gibbon, op. cit., p. xliv.
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undoubtedly preferred to be revised than never to have
written at all; and he was more willing to go out on
an educated limb than to play for safety.

This attitude was summed up in his 1912 A History
of the Eastern Roman Empire:

When he has submitted his material
to the requisite critical analysis, and
reconstructed a narrative accordingly, the
historian has done all that he can, and
his responsiblility ends. When he has
had before him a number of independent
reports of the same events, he may hope
to have elicited an approximation of the
truth by a process of comparison. But
how when he has only one?

He stated that in his volume there are several instances
where he had derived a narrative from only one source.
After eliminating obvious errors and inconsistencies,
the usual practice is to accept the source as a
generally valid one. "The single account is assumed
to be veraclious when there 1s no counter-evidence.

But 1s this assumption valid?" Bury took the instance
of the murder of Michael III. One source has been
handed down, but he asked whether there 1is not a
"serious probability" that this source, after all
possible criticism, 1s at least partially 1naccurate.

I have followed the usual practice--it
is difficult to do otherwise; but I do
not pretend to justify it. There are
many portions of medieval and ancient
'recorded' history which will always
remain more or less fables convenues,
or for the accuracy ol which, at least,
no discreet person will be prepared to
stand security even when scientific
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method has done for them all it

can do.l

Bury often had critical problems with chronology
due to his work in Ancient and Byzantine history.
He recognized that the issue of chronology 1s relative--
that a date 1s important only in relation to another.
He deplored that the early historlians of Greece
lacked the sense of importance of reckoning time "by
a fixed chronological era" and suggested that they
might have adopted the TroJjan War as a fixed date.
That the date was uncertain did not matter, "so long
as a definite year was fixed upon," so that events
might be related to one another easily in time. The
system adopted by Hellanicus of glving the years of
magistrates or priests was 'clumsy" and conveyed no
sense of chronology. When cardinal numbers are used
from a fixed year, "not only 1s calculation simplified,
but the numbers present to the mental vislion a clear
historical perspective."2 In one of his earliest
articles, Bury expressed the same thought: "From a
philosophical point of view the actual date of a
diaiogue is not of very great importance: the matter
of importance 1s to determine the relative dates of

1 - Bury, J.B., A Histo of the Eastern Roman Empire
from the Fall of Irene to the Accession ol Ba_\gﬂ_
y, A.D. - > London: Macmillan and ¢ompany
LimItedqd, S pp. 1x-x. Bury then quickly
listed areas in which he was totally restrained
because the materials were "entirely insufficient."”

2 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient Greék Historians, op.
cit., pp. 32-33.

/
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the dialogues--their chronologlcal order. "l

One thing Bury greatly deplored was the writing
of history for present purposes, especially for purposes
of furthering modern nationalist sentiment. The
arguments among the Hungarians and Roumanians
especially incurred his wrath,2 but his most acild
comment was reserved for Ferdinand Gregorovius' work
on medieval Athens. After praising Gregorovius as a
historian and for his work, Bury stated that the
practice of entering into modern politics in works
where it is irrelevant

is emphatically to be deprecated. We
do not underrate the importance for
Germany of the war of 1870.... Z§u£7
we would suggest to them that it™—is
quite possible, without being traitors
to theilr country, to forbear alluding
to Metz and Sedan in a book concerning
a different epic of hlstory and a
different region of the world.

Bury imagined that there was "a Bismarckian decree in

force" making it necessary to allude "to the exploits
of which the rFatherland i1s so proud" before a book

can be published. '"We cannot congragulate Gregorovius

1 -¢ Bury, John B., "Questions Connected with Plato's
Phaidros," The Journal of Philology, vol. XV

(1886), p. B3,

2 - Bury, J.B., "The Coming of the Hungarians: Their
Origins and Early Homes," Scottish Review, vol.
xx (1892), pp. 29-52; and Bury, J.B., "The
History of the Roumanians,"” Scottish Review,
vol. XXIX (1897), pp. 30-55.
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in satisfying the apparently imperative condition."1
In contrast to Gregorovius, Bury had nothing but
admiration for Freeman, the man whom he regarded as
his mentor, and what 1little he had to say on style
was said about Freeman. Bury defended Freeman from
attacks of belng too repetitious, of saylng the same
thing too many times and ways. Rather than this
being a weakness, Bury regarded it as a strength;
this element, he felt, was what made Freeman stand
out as a historian. "He gives everything elbow-room,"
does not rush his narrative, and lets each fact be
seen from all possible perspectlives. Thus, his
"large and leisurely treatment" gives a "lasting
impression." Far from being overly diffuse, this
diffuseness conditioned Freeman's excellence.2
In his classical studies and more particularly
in The Ancient Greek Historians Bury had many opinions

1 - Bury, J.B., "Medieval Athens," Quarterly Review,
vol. CLXXIII. . (1891), p. 182. Bury Is here
echoing the sentiments of Fustel de Coulanges,
who continually warned against appealing to
antiquity in order to support one's political
or national viewpoint. See Fustel de
Coulanges, N.D., "Inaugural Lecture," in Stern,
Fritz, The Varietles of History, New York:
Meridian Books, Inc., 1956, p. 188; and Fustel
de Coulanges, N.D., The Ancient City, Garden
City, New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc.,
1956, pp. 11l-14,

2 - Bury, J.B., "Freeman's History of Sicily,"”
Scottish Review, vol. XIX (1892), p. 31; and
Bury, J.B., "Freeman's History of Sicily, Vol.
III," Scottish Review, vol. XX (1892), pp.
300-321.
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on the historical method of the classical writers and
on the subject of what qualities were essential in a
great historian. His most significant comments
were on the distinction between Herodotus and
Thucydides, the one often being called little more
than a myth-maker, the other Bury's admired
prototype of a historian. Bury often contrasted the
two men and periodically conducted an imaginary feud
between the two on the nature of method--Herodotus
being used to illustrate weaknesses and Thucydides
to illustrate strengths.

To Bury, Herodotus represented the continuation
of the "mythopoeic faculty of the Greeks" which,
instead of finding its form in epic poetry lodged
itself in the person of Herodotus in epic history.

He had a great "flair" for a story, but he resembled
the o0ld myth-makers in his disregard of the distinction
between myth and rationality. "Herodotus 1s the Homer
of...historical myths," stated Bury, hls writings on
the Persian War a "compact of fiction and nistory."!
Among other things, Bury accused Herodotus of being
naive, "expert in the act of not commiting himself,"
incompetent in military matters, relating events
without showing their inner connection, and a propagan-
dist under the influence of any source he was using

1 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient Greek Historlans, op.

cit., pp. 56-58; Bury, J.B., A History of
Oreece, op. cit., p. 309.
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at the moment.l

Bury did not attribute Herodotus' incompetence as
a historian to his methodological principles,2 but to
a particular frame of mind prevelant in the period,
a mind unable to grasp the importance of rationallzing
history in spite of such principles. Herodotus'
temperament was a pre-sophist one, and he was unable,
despite a somewhat critical attitude to rid himself
of the features of the old epics--excurses in
geography, digressions that are artistic rather than
historical, an episodic quality, and, most important,
the wish to produce a work whose primary purpose was
to entertain. Bury placed Herodotus at the close of
a period in Greek historlography and was content to
give him a backhanded compliment: "if his criticism
had been more penetrating and less naive, he could
not have been a second Homer,"3

1 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient Greek Historlans, op.
cit., pp. 60, bl, T72; Bury, J. E , "Mhe Campaign
of' Artemisium and Thermopylae," The Annual of
the British School of Athens, no., 2 (I835-9567,
p. 97; Bury, J.B., "The Battle of Marathon,"
Classical Review, vol. X (1896), p. 98; Bury,

- J.B., "Mhe Epicene Oracle concerning Argos and
Miletus," KLIO; Beitrage zur alten Geschichte,
vol. IX (1902), pp. 1A-25.

2 - These principles, whlich Bury approved, are listed
as 1) suspicion of superhuman and miraculous
occurences, 2) open-mindedness in the face of
conflicting evidence, and 3) the superiority of
first-hand oral information to any type of
second-hand information. The Ancient Greek
Historians, op. cit., pp. 69-70.

3 - 1Ibid., pp. 42-44, T4,
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Herodotus is continually contrasted to the ancient
historian, perhaps the historian, whom Bury most admired,
Thucydides, "the first truly critical historian of the
world." By critical, Bury meant rational and consistent,
and thlis is at the center of his critical suppositions.
Thucydides learned the great lesson of the Sophlists--
"to consider and criticize facts, unprejudiced by
authority and tradition;" he was logical rather than
mythical, he did not write to extol but to understand,
he was interested in recording events without wishing
to entertain.l

The first step for a critical historlan being
the discarding of myth, the necessity of a skeptical
attitude, Thucydides then went on to develop "a new
conception of history writing." He set up new standards
by judging his material on the basis of accuracy and
relevance within a total scheme. Bury contended that
even his omissions and digressions are important, for
they are based on a principle of exclusion: his subject
being a political history, he will not digress into
culture but gilve as large a view as possible within
his chosen area. His object i1s "to examine and reveal
political actions from an exclusively political point
of view., He does not consider moral standards, his
method is realistic and detached; he takes history as
1t is and examines it on its own merits."®

Writing in 1900, Bury contrasted the two men and

1 - 1Ibid., pp. T4-T8.

2 - 1Ibid., pp. 81-91, passim, 140-141.
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in s0 doing summed up his own attitude on the ideals
a great histcrian:

Only a few years can have separated the
day on which Herodotus completed his work
and the day on which Thucydides began his.
But from the one to the other there is

a sheer leap. When political events have
passed through the brain of Herodotus,
they come out as delightful stories. With
the insatiable curiousity of an inquirer,
he has little political insight; he has
the instinct of a literary artist, his
historical methods are rudimentary. The
splendid work of Herodotus has more in
common with the eplc poets who went before
him than with the historians who came after
him. When he began to collect materilal
for his history, the events of the Persian
invasion were already encircled with a
halo of legend, so that he had a subject
thoroughly to his taste. It is a strange
sensation to turn from the naive,
uncritical, entrancing story-teller of
Halicarnassus to the grave historian of
Athens. The first History, in the true
sense of the word, sprang full-grown into
life, like Athena from the brain of Zeus;
and it is still without a rival. Severe in
its reserves, written from a purely
intellectual point of view, unencumbered
wlth platitudes and moral Jjudgments, cold
and critical, but exhibiting the rarest
powers of dramatic and narrative art, the
work of Thucydides is at every point a
contrast to the work of Herodotus. Man-
kind might well despair if the sclence

of eriticism had not advanced further
since the days of Thucydides; and we are
not surprised to find that when he deals,
on the threshold of his work, with the
earlier history of Q@Greece, he fails to
carry his sceptical treatment far enough and
accepts scme traditions which on his own
principles he should have questioned. But
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the interval which divides Thucydides from
his elder contemporary Herodotus 1s a whole
heaven; the interval which divides Thucydides
from a critic of our own day is small indeed.l

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Greece, op. cit., p. 381.
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Even since it was colned hy Voltaire, the term
"philosophy of history" has given historlians as many
problems semantically as it has philosophically. 1In
a time when phlilesophy has ceased to connote its
traditional meaning and has become Jjust another
discipline, it 1is especially difficult to determine
Just what kind of ideas qualify to be dignified by
the term. It is, as I have stated, obviously to
be differentiated from methodology,l although,
despite some noble efforts to extract it from general
use,2 the term has too many historical associations
to discard it altogether. It has come to mean almost
any type of abstract thought dealing with the nature,
meaning and, in the twentieth century, the cognition
of historical study. It will be used in such a fashion
here, though it ought to be noted that Bury, like most
historians, never systematically developed a philosophy
of history in any full sense of the term. Rather,
his high level of consciousness and his own peculiarity
of temﬁerament forced him to occasionally discuss these
issues in isolated moments. Yet, in spite of his view
of himself as a working historian and not a dealer in
abstractions, the whole of Bury's work shows a decildedly
positive attitude toward the value and importance of
such speculations, and 1s, I think, the most enduring

1l - See above, pp. 31-32,

2 - Croce, for instance,
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part of his work. Bury wrote at the time when the
speculations on the philosophy of history went through
one of 1its most cruclal stages. Aside from England,
where he was often misunderstood, he made little
direct impact during his lifetime in this area. Further,
beyond the speculation that he was aware of continental
developments in the social sciences and philosophy
because of his unusually large frame of reference, no
one can know precisely what he did and did not read.
His writings on the subject are unusually personal,
either hidden as they often are in works belonging

to a different category, or, when addressed to the
philosophy of history itself, rarely referring to many
predecessors or contemporaries. However, though the
torturous dialogue was largely carrdéed out in his own
mind--between many of his selves, as it were--Bury's
thoughts, as we shall see, were hardly isolated from
the general atmosphere of his time. Indeed, he belongs
to the turn of the century in this area far more than
any Englishman, including his illustrious predecessor,
Lord Acton. The problems he forced himself to face
for his own personal self were the issues fought on
the battleground of European thought.

Bury grew up with the growth, proliferation and
general acceptance of positivism as a philosophy of
history. Having 1ts antecedents in the Enlightenment
view of the social sciences, positivism was the
culmination of the scientific view of man and the
mechanical theory of the universe. First popularized
by Auguste Comte, the term signified a different
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approach to the soclial sciences from the one used by
the German historians of the early part of the
century, those men who had established the canons of
historical methodology. Positivism was to be
sclentific in its interpretation of past events, in
opposition to former metaphysical and theological
interpretations. 1Its aim was to introduce into the
study of social phenomena the identical method as that
used in the natural sclences--facts were first to be
ascertained, then laws were to be framed by induction.?l
The positivist felt that the laws which determined
human events would be discovered when they had done
for the social sciences what Newton had done for the
natural sciences.®

There were indeed many other important infuences
in the historical thought of the century. Positivism

1 - Collingwood, op. cit., pp. 126-127. The best
general work on historical positivism is Simon,
W.M., European Positivism in the Nineteenth
Centggg, Tthaca® Cornell University Press, 1963.
Simon 1s especially excellent in tracing the
influence of Comte's thought and writings. He
quickly affirms the fact that Comte viewed
positivism as more than a method, but as '"a
system of affirmations," "a system, a dogma."
(pp. 4-5) Simon also gives testimony that
positivism as a Philosophy of history had a kind
of intellectual "organization'" in Europe in the
latter helf of the nineteenth century, apart from
the organization of the religion of positivism,
a product of Comte's latter and declining years.

2 - Thompson, TR' cit., p. 445, See below, pp. 50-57 ,
for some of the more significant positivist works
and attitudes.
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began its growth out of a French tradition, but the
German school of the early part of the century, which
had worked out the critical assumptions of their new
craft, did not pretend to be sclentific in their
interpretive approach. Rather, the facts which they
collected were either left in their singularity or

they used history as the handmaiden of philosophy,
deriving metaphysical systems such as Hegel's unfolding
of the Spirit,1 or reasserting thelr theological
commitments such as Ranke seeing history as the unfold-
ing of the hand of God.2 After positivism came to the
fore, these men entirely rejected the intellectual
invitation to work at the attempt to derive scientific
systems from historical fact.3 What did happen, however,
was that as positivism began to be generally accepted

on the philosophical level, its coincidence with the
German tradition on the plane of method helped it to
usurp the field entirely, for the positivist could

claim that all history was being written in the interest
of the final scientific panacea. Its very philosophical
assumptions ehcouraged the mighty opera of scholarship
produced throughout Europe by historians and, with or
without this justification in the back of their minds,

1 ~ Barnes, op. cit., p. 196.

2 - @Gooch, @.P., History and Historians in the Nine-
teenth Century, Eos%on: Béacon press, 1950, pp.

2 ’ L

3 - On the two traditions in the phllosophy of history,
see Manuel, Frank E., "Two Styles of Philosophical
History," Daedalus, vol. XCI (1962).
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historians continued to work as before, letting those
few who held the master key worry about the more
abstract problems of the craft. 1In addition,
positivism was alded by and in its turn aided the
sheer growth of historical study throughout the century.

The first apostle of positivism was Comte and
it was he who gave 1t 1ts first impetus toward becoming
a generally accepted theslis. Comte hoped to establish
a new sclence called Soclology, a science which would
use the facts gathered by history in order to discover
its inherent laws. Soclety, he belleved, had passed
through 1ts theological and metaphysical stages and,
with the advent of his thought, it would now be
permanently in the positivist period. Though men have
until now been ignorant of the static and unchanging
order of the world, they have always been subject to
it. Hils new sclence, which he bracketed with
mathematics, physics and chemistry, will reveal these
laws to which men have been subject throughout history.
With the discovery of these soclological laws, a new
synthesis occurs which supercedes the theological and
metaphysical speculations and is based on his "law
of historical development."l '

Comte eventually came to belleve that positivism
would succeed in replacing every other type of thought
and quickly establish 1ts intellectual superiority.

By discovering the laws which rule human soclety he

1 - Comte, Auguste, A General View of Positivism,
trans. J.H. Bridges, New York: Robért Speller and
SOHS, 19573 Pp. 35’36) 29: 361 366'367-
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hoped to succeed in finding the ultimate interpretation
of history--those forces which ruled human destiny
would be explalned in terms of scientific historical
laws., "Positivism," Comte stated,

has gradually taken possession of the
preliminary scliences of Physics and
Blology, and in these the old system no
longer prevails. All that remained was

to complete the range of its influence

by including the study of soclal phenomena.
For this study metaphysics has proved
incompetent; by theological thinkers it
had only been pursued indirectly and
empirically as a condition of government.

I believe that my work on Positive Phillosophy
has so far supplied what was wanting.

I think it must now be clear to all that
the Positlive spirit can embrace the

entire range of thought without lessening,
or rather with the effect of strengthening
its original tendency to regulate practical
life. And it is a further guarantee for
the stabllity of the new intellectual
synthesls that Social science, which 1s

the final result of our researches, glves
them that systematic character in which
they had hitherto been wanting, by supply-
ing the only connecting link of which they
all admit.l

In the spread of the posltivist attitude to historical
circles in Europe the names of Buckle, Darwln and
Taine stand out. Written Just before Darwin published
his work in 1859, Buckle's first volume of his History
of Civilization in England is a more sophisticated
restatement of the Comtlan 1ldea, with specific reference
to the discipline of history. Buckle lauded the fact

1 - Ibido ] p. 12.
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that historians have carefully carried out the initial
part of the positivist program--that of the gathering
of the data--but lamented that the "laws by which
these facts are governed" have not been attempted.
He, too, rejected metaphysics, feeling it unable to
discover regulating laws; in i1ts place he proposed
a historical method essentially the same as that used
in the Comtilan philosophy.1

Buckle's motives and expectations are highly
illuminating, a classic statement of positivist
historical thought:

...I hope to accomplish for the history of
man something equivalent, or at all events
analogous, to what has been effected by -
other inquirers for the different branches
of natural sclience. In regard to nature,
events apparently the most irregular and
capricious have been explained, and have
been shown to be 1in accordance with certain
fixed and universal laws. This has been
done because men of ability, and, above all,
men of patient, untiring thought, have
studied natural events with the view of
discovering their regularity: and if human
events were subjected to a similar treat-
ment, we have every reason to expect
similar results. For it 1s clear for they
who affirm that the facts of history are
incapable of being generalized, take for
granted the very question at issue. In-
deed they do more than this. They not
only assume what they cannot prove, but
they assume what in the present state of
knowledge 1s highly lmprobable. Whoever
is at all acqualnted with what has been
done in the last two centuries, must be
aware that every generation demonstrates
some events to be regular and predictable,
which the preceding generation had de-
clared to be irregular and unpredictable:
so that the marked tendency of advancing

1 - Buckle, Henry Thomas, History of Civilization in

Eggland, New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1853,
vol. ) ppo 3, 121-1250
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civilization is to strengthen our

belief in the universality of order, of

method, and of law.l

This was followed by a speculation common to the
positivist-~-in some ways the lnheritors of Condorcet's
dream of immutable progress and his mechanistic
cosmology. After agaln declaring his belief in the
sclentific method, Buckle projected his thoughts into
the future. He asserted that a century hence, with
the growing use of scientific inquiry and the conse-~
quent establishment of the "chain of evidence,"” there
is little doubt that any historian will be found who
will not believe in the "undeviating regularity’ of
the world.? | |

The introduction of Darwinlan ideas only reaffirmed
and gave greater depth to the positivist hold on the
historical mentality of the time. While evolutionary
theories of social change had been proposed before
1859, it was not until then that they succeeded in
taking hold of the public mind. Darwin himself abstained
from ever transferring his blologlcal theories into one
of & generalized view of social change, but the analogy
already being made between the natural sciences and
the philosophy of history was greatly reinforced.3
Evolution, linear development, the passage of history

1 - 1Ibid., p. 6.
2 - 1Ibid., p. 29.

3 - Bock, Kenneth E., "Darwin and Social Theory,"
Philoso of Sclence, vol. XXII (1955),

p. .
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from a lower to a higher type of thought with its
final secrets extracted by the goddess science--all
these ideas generated by Darwin hastened the
acceptance of positivism. If the German school of
the first half of the century had succeeded in
professionalizing and popularizing history, the new
sclentism of the second half generated a new excite-
ment on its behalf and drove it 1n a particular
direction. Furthermore, this type of socio-historical
thought was encouraged and given credence by Mill,
whose Logic legitimatized the establishment of a new
science.l New works on the science of man, using
history as its data, its culmination, or its Jjustifi-
cation, were rampant; popular philosophers such as
Herbert Spencer had great influence 1n setting the
tone of historical philosophy.

Taine's History of English Civilization, published
in 1863, was the French counterpart of Buckle, Three
categories, the "primordial forces" of race, surround-
ings and epoch, are used to explain the origin of
civilization and its transformation. History is
"but a mechanical problem," differing from the natural
sclences only in that 1ts means of notation are
different. Yet, "the final result is produced after
the same method" and scientific terminolcgy 1s used
to explain how in the future literature will be

1 - Mill, John Stuart, System of Logic, 8th ed., New
York: Harper, 1891, part 6. The first edition
of the Logic was published in 1843. 1In it, Mill
approve e new method of Comte.
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"regulated altogether by the 3 primordial forces."
Talne diG not deviliate from his use of the idea of"
causation, using his categories as the cause and the
historical happening as the effect. In using this
method he hoped to establish laws and "rules of
human growth." He regarded himself as a follower of
Montesquieu, who could not succeed because he was

a prisoner of the faulty notions of his time, and of
Stendahl who was misunderstood because he "treated
sentiments as they should be treated--in the manner
of the naturalist and the natural philesopher, who
classifies and weighs forces."l 1In brief, the
history of literature is the same as any other field--
there are laws to be found and sclence has shown the
way.

The Comtes, Buckles and Talnes were the exceptions,
for as positivism began making headway, the establish-
ment of laws was generally ignored and the critical
part of hlstorical scholarship--that part on which
the consensus was absolute-~began being carried out
with medleval fervor: no problem was too microscopic,
no tome was too lengthy. But the exceptions, the men
who dealt in phlilosophy, had a profound invYluence on
those whose only problems could lie in the realm of
historical methodology and it was here that the

1 - Taine, Hippolyte A., Histo of English Literature
trans. H. Van Luun, PEIIEH%%#EI&: Ehe Gebble ’
Publishing Company, Ltd., 1896, vol. I, pp. 17,
23-25, 32-33, 34,
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phllosophy of positivism changed, or rather brought
into patent relief, the efforts of those men who
had earlier established the methodological rules.
Positivism conceived of facts as being separate, as
being totally unrelated to each other, and had intro-
duced the necessity for an attitude of total
objectivity of Judgment on the part of the working
historian. This attitude, if history was a science,
made each fact equal to any.other; for, since the
objective historian was unable to judge, any fact
belonged in the total schema with a weight correspon-
dent to that of every other fact. The idea of the
obJectivity of historical study has continued to
plague historians until the present day. FPFurthermore,
the tendency to make everything into a science tended
to render an inJjustice to those areas which could
not be studied scientifically; the critical history
of art, music and philosophy was buried simply be-
cause the posltivist philosophy and method was
incapable of dealing with them. 1

There were, to be sure, important deviators from
this doctrine, Carlyle and Droysen belng among the
most notable.2 In addition, the German intellectual

1l - Collingwood, op. cit., pp. 130-~132.

2 - In his criticism, Droysen emphasized the importance

of epistemology, the distinction between the
nature of history and the natural scliences, and
the necessity of discovering a method to
objectify the diverse subjective approaches of
many investigators. He, more than any other
historian, anticipated the revolt against
positivism at the end of the nineteenth century.
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tradition of a less mechanistic view of the soclal
universe continued to persist and, in accord with
this tradition, when the revolt against positivism
would occur, it would begin from the German school.
But until approximately 1890, positivism held the
stage and the new science of human affairs worked to
establish itself in the image of the old science of
natural affairs.

Bury grew up in this scientific milieu and was
radically affected by it., Although the Inaugural
Lecture was his first systematic attempt to define a
philosophy of history, it should be noted that Bury
never can be designated a strict adherent of
positivist phllosophy, not even during the earliest
years of his career.l Its imprint on his work was

See Droysen, Johann Gustav, Qutline of the
Principles of History, trans. E. BenJamIn Andrews,
oston: Ginn and Company, 1893. For Carlyle,
"History 1s the essence of innumerable
biographies." Carlyle also heavily stressed the
significance of the great man, the subjective
elements in the writing of history and the
inability of the observer to fully know or
record the past as 1t actually occurred. See
Carlyle, Thomas, On Heroes, Hero-Worship and the
Heroic in History, London: Oxford Universlity Press,
3 and EarIyEe, Thomas, "On History,"
Critical and Miscellaneous Essays, London: Chap-
man and Hall, Ltd., n.d., vol. , pp. 83-95.

1 - For an opposite viewpoint, see Collingwood, R.G.,
Revliew of Selected Essays of J.B. Bury, ed.. Harold
Temperley, sh Historical Review, wol. XLVI
(1931), pp. ~I65; and Collingwood, R.G., The
Idea of History, op. cit., pp. 147-1h9,
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always more methodological in character than philo-
sophical, but, because of the kind of work he did, he
often ended in an impliclt approval of many of the
assumptions of positivism. Explicitly, in those few
discussions he had on the philosophy of history per
se, he cannot be classified in any school of thought.
They represent a certain type of groping common to

the period; although, like many historians of the time,
he never thought about the issues of philosophy in

any systematic way.

Bury was most significantly influenced by the
idea of causation, an undisputed assumption of the
positivist mentality. Many of his articles, both
before and after the Inaugural Lecture, singled out
an event or a moment in time and then elucidated the
causes of the happening. The most consplcuous example
of this attitude is in the 1889 edition of his History
of the Later Roman Empire, in which he traced the
success of the barbarian invasion to specific, general
causes,1 a thesis he dramatically would abandon later
when he developed a new type of causative norm based
on accident.

The most obvious example of the influence of
positivism was in the edition of Gibbon, published
from 1896 to 1900. 1In his lengthy introduction,

Bury discussed, among other things, errors made by

Gibbon in translation, punctuation, and errors seemingly

typographical rather than historical. In discussing

1l - Bury, J.B., A History of the Later Roman Empire
from Arcadius To lrene, London: Macmlllan and
Company, Ltd., 1889, vol. I, pp. 25-36.
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one sentence, Bury noted a "curious inaccuracy,"”
corrected it in the introduction, and then stated:

"I have no doubt that thls was the sentence originally
meant and probably written by Gibbon, and have felt
no scruple in extirpating the inveterate error from
the text.” 1In a note Bury gave other cases where he
corrected the text in the first volume and said he
had "followed Sir William Smith's precedent in deal-
Ing freely with the punctuation and in modernizing
the spelling of a few words."l fThis attitude of
belng able to bring Gibbon up to date, of adding
from recent research to the number of facts in it,
was one which viewed each fact as 1solated, as
capable of belng ascertained and referred to meaning-
fully without reference to any others. O0ddly enough,
Bury admitted that were Gibbon writing in the late
nineteenth century, his manner would be different,
affected as it would have to be by the "merely
historical point of view" of the century.2 Yet, he
failed to realize that adding to Gibbon or freely
changing the punctuation and spelling of the text was
a result of a mind trained in the "merely historical
point of view" and that by doing so he immediately
changed Gibbon. Furthermore, he succumbed to the
positivist attitude that all facts are equal, not
realizing the addition of one fact to Gibbon made every
other fact totally different. As Collingwood points
out, this type of thought "reached its classical

1 - @Gibbon, Edward, op. cit., pp. x1ii-x1iii, x1iii,
note.

2 - JIbid., p. xxxix.
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expression in the Cambridge histories....vast
compilations where the chapters are written by
different hands, the editor being given the task of
assembling the fruit of this production into a
single whole."l 1In planning the Cambridge Modern
History Lord Acton hoped to make the work anony-
mous in the sense of making the reader unable to
tell where one historian left off and another began,2
the quintessence of the attitude of objectivity in
historical study. Bury was the only man who wrote
for all three series and he helped edit the Medieval
and Ancient Histories.

In 1903, in his edition of Freemanis The Historical
Geography of Europe, Bury seemed to have rejected
this attitude in favor of treating the text of
another man as inviolate. Freeman's work 1s a hand-
book and Bury did bring it up to date by "brief
additions.” But, he added: "In editing a manual of
this kind, it does not seem incumbent or convenient
to treat the text as sacrosanct, as one would treat
Gibbon or the author's /Freeman's/ own Norman
COnguest."3 By that time he consciously rejected the
positivist attitude on the lack of individuality

1l - 0011ingwood, R.G., The Idea of History, op. cit.,
p. l47.

2 - Acton, Lord,‘Letter to the Contributors to the
"Cambridge Modern History", in Stern, Fritz,
The Varlet

arieties g{‘Hletog&,.Néw York: Meridian
ms, IgSS, ppo - .

3 - Freeman, Edward, The Historical Geogra of
Europe, 3rd ed., Iondon: Longmans Green, 1903,
pp. V-vi,
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inherent in the treatment of historical facts.

Thus, in Bury's own work and in his early attitude
toward editing he was typically positivist. But
there are indications that previous to the Inaugural
Lecture he rejected the sclentism and some of the
philosophic foundations of positivism. Causation did
not enchant him all of the time and he sometimes
imolicitly admitted it was not the correct method to
describe a certain event. In speaking of the changes
taking place in both the West and the East during the
eleventh century, he stated that we must not isolate
one from the other, '"we must assume that the new tide
in the west was causally, or rather reciprocally--for
reciprocity is generally the right category in history--
connected with the ebb in the east."! Bury did not
often adhere to the :ategory of reciprocity, yet the
statement, made as it was in the same year he was
causally tracing the barbarian penetration, has a
certain effect. It shows that though he was commited
to sclentific history, he was willing to follow his
own path in determining the relationship of certailn
events, that while he could be claimed by the positiv-
ists, he was not a true believer.

Bury also rejected the argument by analogy in
history, another part of the positivist creed, one
necessary in order to determine their historical laws.
While continuing to write articles of a type, he
specifically repudiated, in 1896, historical analogies
as belng "futile.”

1 - Bury, John B., "Roman Emperors from Basil II to
Issac Komnenos," English Historical Review, vol.
v (1889), p. 41.
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One day tells not another day, and
history declines to repeat herself.
Historical parallels are almost always
superficial, and, like claasical quotations
useful to embellish an oration, hot to
determine a policy. The statesman of the
present cannot employ the distant past to
help his prognostications, because all
the decisive circumstances (except
permanent features of the earth and of
la beéte humaine) must of necessity be
different. But parallels are often
suggestive 1f they lead us to seek out
the essentlal differences between two
superficially similar phenomena, which
are remote from one another in time. 1In
the instance under consideration it may
be safely sald that all the resemblances
are superficial, while the differences
are radical and decisive.l

Similarly, in 1896, in the midst of his introduc-
tion to Gibbon in which he acknowledged his right to
update him, Bury made one crucial statement which is,
on its face, a direct negation of positivism as a
philosophy of history. In speaking about Gibbon's
belief in progress, Bury recognized it to be "one
of the chief data with which the philosophy of
history has to reckon.'" But how are we to face the
multiple problems involved in a definition of progress
and in determining 1ts laws? Any answer must make
"some demand on faith." Furthermore, "there 1s
certainly some reason for thinking these questions
insoluble. We must say at least that the meaning of
the philosophy of history is misapprehended until it
1s recognized that 1ts function 1s not to solve

1 - Bury, J.B., "The British and the Roman Empire,"
Saturday Review, vol. LXXXI (1896), p. 645.
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problems but to transform them."l It can be said that
with this insight Bury rejected the guiding assumptions
of the positivist philosophy of history. He had, as
1t were, struck out on his own, not knowing where
methodology and philosophy lntertwined, not clear in
his own mind as to where he wanted to go. The rejec~
tion was unsystematic and was not elaborated, but
the statement was not the aberatlon of a pseudo-
sclentist, rather a consciousness of certain larger
problems that had not yet been satisfactorily
answered.

That the problems arose from time to time is
evident 1n one of Bury's earliest articles, written
in 1891, the only piece directly concerned with a
problem in the philosophy of history before the
Inaugural Lecture. Entitled "Anima naturaliter pagana:
A Quest of the Imagination,”" it attempted to answer
the question of the ability of modern man to fully
understand the mind and art of the ancient Greeks,
thus entering into the question of being able to
objectively understand past cultures. Bury imagined
a modern pagan totally out of tune with his own
time, who wishes to build a new spiritual home for
himself in the past by using his imaginative facul-
ties to project himself into a different era. Can
he succeed?

Bury listed qualities of the Greek temperament
which are different from the modern one 1in order to
point out the extreme difficulty of the task attempted
by his pagan. He then discussed the possibility of

1 - Gibbon, op. cit., pp. xxxvi-xxxvil.



_65-

using translations of the classics in order to get
an accurate view of the past. Translations, he
concluded, are inadequate; the best are very good,
but they have the inherent defect of being the work
of a modern man. They undergo changes in mood from
the original and "they are really works of English
literature." The better the translation, the more
deluding it happens to be. Thus, decided Bury, the
"psychological hindrances" are too great; his
imaginary pagan could never transport himself fully
into another time. By implication, though Bury was
with the Romantlcs in pleading for sympathy for the
past, he was stating that we are all victims of our
own time, that objectivity in historical study is a
fiction which cannot be realized. He again took
issue with the positivists, but he was dissatisfied
with this relativist position and concluded with a
bow to the future and a reassurance in the possibility
of objectivity in historical thought. "A new method
of historical psychology," he stated,

a new method in historical aesthetic,
must be instituted in order to solve
the problem. t is/ a gigantic work,
demanding a lilberal grant of time, and
needing the subtlest of brains....
When historical methods of
aesthetic have been perfected, there
may be some chance of sifting out the
Greek ideas in comparative purity; and
it may be possible for the imagination,
in some measure, to grasp the Greek
world. The processes of analysis are
slow, and our race shall have seen
many generations of historians pass,...
Yet the time may come when the patient
work of multitudes will have made a
road to a region whither the cllpped



wings of the most arieﬁﬁ pagan Hellenist
cannot bear him now.

wings of the most arient pagan Hellenist
cannot bear him now.

Bury's History of Greece, published in 1900, also
has that curious mixture of thought--sometimes
positivist, sometimes highly individualist--which marked
his earliest thinking on the subject. In the preface
he stated that he is writing a history from his "own
personal point of view,“2 but the text shows that
while the point of view may be personal, Bury
occasionally felt that history is less fraglile than
that. On one occasion he spoke of "a general law
which governs human societies" and on another he used
a highly deterministic statement to explain the
attempt of Persia to conquer Greece. "The history of
the world," he stated, "does not depend on proximate
causes."” It was inevitable that Marathon would be
followed by other battles.>

Bury's work up to the Inaugural Lecture thus
shows a kind of divisiveness with reference to
questions in the philosophy of history--while hoping
for a new type of historical psychology, he can still
think it correct to bring someone's work up to date;
while believing rigidly in the concept of the cause,
history 1is still a personal study. The only conclu-
sion one can draw from the varied nature of his

1 - Bury, J.B., "Anima naturaliter pagana. A Quest
of the Imagination,'" Portnightly Review, New
Series, vol. XLIX (1 , pPp. BI1=8BZI, passim.

2 - Bury, J.B., A History of Greece, op. cit.,
p. ix. - e

3 - Ibid., pp. 307, 244,
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thoughts in this area i1s that Bury never attempted to
develop a somewhat systematic attitude in his early
writings. 1In certain issues he was with the
positivists, in others he was a positivist manque€,
and yet in others he seems to have rejected many of
their tenets. He belonged to the positivists by
assoclatlion rather than by belief. As we shall see,
some of his thought, especlally the essay dealing
with a psychology of the aesthetic, if carried
further, would have placed him early among those
thinkers who were trying to develop systems to
replace positivism. But Bury did not carry his
ideas beyond their limited scope and he made

enough occasional statements of a positivist qdality
to make 1t seem as if he belleved history followed
the precepts of natural science. Following the
Inaugural Lecture, Bury would grow more gsystematic
in his writings on the problem and he would be
among those thinkers who viewed positivism as a
pernicious influence in historical thought.




The Spirit of the Age:
The Breakdown of Historical Positivism
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In 1913, Max Weber remarked: "Forty years ago
there existed among the scholars working in our
discipline the widespread belief that of all the
possible points of view ln the domain of practical-
political preferences ultimately only one was the
correct one.," He added: "Today this is no longer
the case."! '

This also came to be no longer the case in the
field of history, as in the two decades or so before
Weber's statement there occurred a revolt against
positivism which resulted in its being discarded as
a meaningful philosophy in all areas of social
science. In history, and in the social sclences as
well, this revolt stemmed from the German tradition
rather than the French, that tradition which did
not embrace positivism and the natural science
analogy as the ultimate solution to the quest for
universality in the interpretation of human affairs.

The giants of this revolt in the period up to
1914 were Dilthey, Croce and Weber. In addition
Bergson, Windelband, Rickert, Simmel, Meyer,
Troeltsch and Bury contributed either directly or
indirectly to the breakdown of positivism as a
unlversally accepted mode of thought. This move-
ment, which began to proliferate in the last
decade of the nineteenth century, did not end at
that poilnt; it went on and each of these men became

1 - Weber, Max, "The Meaning of Ethical Neutrality
in Sociology and Economics,'" in Shils, Edward
A. and Finch, Henry A., eds., The Methodology
of the Social Sclences, Glencce: Free Press,

1945, p. 8.
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a significant twentieth century figure, and their
digressions from positivism formed the basic theme of
many new ideas whose impact 1s yet with us. It
should be noted that these men often attacked what
they called the method of positivism as well as its
overall philosophy. However, by method they did not
mean the critical method established by Ranke and
others, but rather the philosophical method, the

way poslitivism arrived at 1ts so-called truths.

When they speak of methodology they actually mean
the philosophical foundations of positivism; only
Weber made the distinction between method and
philosophy in any careful way. Causation, for
instance, was attacked, but was done so as a false
way of inter-relating events; the rational inquiry
into the validity of sources was not questioned.

Were Bury to have followed up his essay pleading
for a psychology of aesthetics with a continued
philosophical inquiry into the area, he might have
ended in a similar position as that of Wilhelm
Dilthey, whose Introduction to the Mental Sclences
and other work in the philoesophy of history led him
to seek his answer to the riddle of history in the
realm of psychology.l Dilthey's Introduction to :the

1 - Dilthey, Wilhelm, Einleltung in dle
Geisteswissenschaffen, Lelpzig: B.G. Teubner,
ey, eim, Der Aufbau der
eschichtlichen Welt in den Jelsteswissenschaften,
%eIszg. B.0. Teubner, 1942.” The translations
used below are. taken, as noted, from Hodges,
Herbert A., w1lhe1m Dilthey, anl Introduction,
London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner and Company,
Ltd., 1944; and Dilthey;Wilhelm, Pattern and
Meaning in History, ed. H.P. Rickman, New York:

Harper and Brothers, 1961.
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Mental Sciences was published in 1883 and, coming ten
years before Croce's first presentation, eleven
before Windelband's statement that "history lacks the
fundamental characteristic of sclence," and thirteen
before Rickert's first work in the area, it 1is
generally regarded as being the first statement clearly
attacking both the positivism of the latter half of
the century and the German ldealist school while
attempting to construct a new system.

In the Introduction, Dilthey discussed his
objections to the previous schools of historical
thought and pointed the way to what he regarded as
the answer to the problem. One of his major concerns
was to establish a duality 1in the various academic
disciplines; there are those sciences which are
natural and those which are mental or cultural.
Dilthey claimed that the methods of the natural
sclences were correct in so far as they investigated
natural phenomena. However, his great objectlion was
in the transference of the methods of the natural
sciences inte the cultural oncs.l Both areas, Dilthey

1 - The germ of Dilthey's distinction goes as far
back as Vico's emphasis on poetry, myth,
etymology and the use of imagination rather than
causality in the Vichian system. Vico, however,
included mathematics and the mathematical
organization of material in his "new science"
of man and history and only implicitl¥ made. the
distinction between the method of the natural
sciences and the method needed to understand
the nature of man. See Vico, Glambattista,

The New Science of Glambattista Vico, trans.
T.G. Bergen and M.H. Flsch, lthaca: Cornell
University Press, 1948.
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maintained, can be studied in scientific fashion, but
they are different 1n type and form; consequently,
they cannot be grouped together, as the positivists
were doilng, under one philosophical method.1 More-
over, Dilthey asserted that the mental sciences must
be grouped together and a way found to investigate
them by subject matter, and not by method as was
asserted later by Rickert.2 The common subject of
the mental sciences is man--they are defined as '"the
totality of the sciences which have historico-
societal reality as their subJect—matter."3 Dilthey's
rationale for separating the fields in this manner
was that common subject matter necessitates common
epistemological characteristics, epistemology
eventually becoming Dilthey's central concern.
Dilthey viewed the problem historically in the
following manner: When the Middle Ages ended the
special sciences began to be emancipated. Yet, he
stated, "the science of society and history, remained
for a long time, far into the last century, in the
old slavery to me‘(:apl'aysd.cs."4 While the historical
school-~Herder, Burke, Niebuhr--at least had some
idea "which completed the emancipation of the
historical consciousness and of historical science,”

1 - Hughes, H. Stuart, Consclousness and Society,
New York: Alfred A. Knopl, 1958, p. 105.

2 - Hodges, Herbert A., op. cit., p. 34.

3 - Holborn, HaJjo, "Wilhelm Dilthey and the Critique
of Historical Reason,' Journal of the History
of Ideas, vol. XI (1950), p. 98, note.

4 ~ Hodges, op. cit., p. 110.
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they too fell into error. They did not relate their
ideas to the human consciousness. "In short," he
stated, "it had no philosophical foundation. "It had
no relationship with epistemology and psychology."
He praised such rebels as Carlyle and then launched
his greatest attack on the Comtians: "The answers
given to these questions by Comte and the positivists,
J.S. Mill and the empiricists seemed to me to mutlilate
historical reality in order to adapt in to the natural
sciences. "l

Dilthey bitterly attacked the positivists as
confounding nature and history, laws and the world
of ends and values. He referred to their system as
metaphysical and compared their search for laws to the
alchemists.2 To combat this metaphysical preoccupa-
tion, Dilthey went back to his master, Kant. As
Kant formulated the epistemological question for the
natural sciences, Dilthey wished to substitute
epistemology and psychology for the former metaphysical
assumption in the mental sciences.3

Dilthey's conception of reality 1s often defined
as "life" or "history." As Holborn states:

[To Dilthey/) the individual himself is
a4 historical being and the relations of

1 - 7Ibid., p. 112; Cf. Dilthey, Wilhelm, The Essence
ol Fhilosoggx, trans. S.A. Emery and W.T. Emery,
Chape ¢ University of North Carolina Press,

1954, pp. 21-22.

2 - Ibid., p. 140; Stein, Ludwig, "Historical
Optimism," The Philosophical Review, vol. XXXIII
(1924), p. 337.

3 - Holborn, op. cit., p. 99.
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the l1life in which he finds himself are
historical. Not only do the actual
political and soclial conditions mould
the 1ife of which the individual is
part, but its forms of consclousness
and expresslion are also determined by
history. Therefore, introspection can
never answer the question of what is
man; only history can.l

Also, Dilthey made much of the fact that the mental
sciences take intc account the "lived experience"
/Erlebnis/; that is, the process of understanding is
not a totally intellectual act. Following Schleier-
macher, on whom he had written, Dilthey called it a
projection of the self into the other, an imaginative
act. It 1s not totally logical, but partially
intuitive. '

The purpose of historical study, according to
Dilthey, is to know scientifically what we know in
art by 1magination.3 For Dilthey, the epistemologist
must lay his foundations in psychology, and Dilthey
attempted to formulate a new type, which he called
descriptive psychology, contrasting it with the
explanatory psychology of his day. The Introduction
was a study of the inadequacies of his predecessors
and it was meant to be a prelude to a projected
Critique of Historical Reason, which was to have
systematically formulated an epistemological base for
historical knowledge. The Critique was never written

1 - Ibid., p. 106,
2 - Hodges, op. cit., pp. 24, 28.
3 - 1Ibid., p. 28.



-Th-

and in the latter part of his life Dilthey worked on
his psychological system and his idea of the
Weltanschauung as the basis of an analysis of the
history of philosophy.l By 1894, he presented an
outline of his descriptive psychology, which he stated
would have an empirical base and would emphasize "the
inter-connectedness of all the functions of the

human mind. "2

Dilthey's use of psychology as the method of
understanding historical thought has provoked a large
body of criticism. Some, viewing his descriptive
psychology as a natural science, point to it as Dilthey's
ma jor error, as he did not realize he was using a
positivist approach to interpret the mental sciences.3
Others regard it not as a mixing up of his disciplines
but as a serious attempt to put psychology on a new
bzstsis.“l Over and above this argument it is clear that
though Dilthey was making an effort to break through
the excessive formalism of his day, he was, almost
out of necessity, fighting positivism with its own
language. Dilthey was also aware he was treading on
ground Just as dangerous as absolutism in history--
that of historical relativism.” Actually, Dilthey

1 - See Dilthey, op. cit., pp. 39-42.
2 - Holbdrn, op. cit., p. 110.

3 - Collingwood, R.G., The Idea of Hlistory, op. cit.,
pp. 173-175.

4 -~ Holborn, op. cit., p. 110; Hughes, op. eit., p. 197.

5 - Hodges, op. cit., p. 146,
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must be regarded as one of the first phllosophers to
attempt to free history from the positivist approach.
He neither made a restatement of the old ideals, nor
did he submit a new reality. His great achievement
lies 1n the breakdown of the chains of positivist
theory and in being the first to systematically
realize the necessity for establishing that the

basis for the study of history lies in a different
realm.

Ten years after Dilthey published his Introduction,
Benedetto Croce, a young historian of Naples, drafted
his ldeas on the philosophy of history, rejecting
the positivist assumptions with which he had been
working in the last few years. In the resulting
essay, entitled History subsumed under the general
concept gg_art,l Croce attempted to disassociate him-
self from the absorbtion of history by the natural
sciences, to maintain the dignity of art which was
"regarded as a hedonistic fact by the prevailing
positivism," and to negate the idea that history was
a separate third category from that of "aesthetic form
and from that of thought."2 ‘

Croce began by presenting the duality of sclence
and art. Both are cognitive activities, yet they are
different. Art is knowledge of the individual. Science,
at the opposite pole, is knowledge of the general;

1 - Croce, Benedetto, "La storia ridotta sotto il
concetto generale dell' arte," Atti della
Academia Pontaniana, vol, XXIII (I893).

2 - Croce, Benedetto, Logic as the Science of the
Pure Concept, trans, uglas Ainslle, London:
MacmiTlan and Company, 1917, p. 327, note.
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it constructs concepts and relates them accerding to
a partiocular method.l Given these two spheres, what
does history try to do? '"Historical writing does not
elaborate concepts, but reproduces particular events
in their concreteness."® History and art are identical.
Both are a representation of the individual. Carry-
ing his thesis forward, Croce stated that history
is a part of the artistic sphere. Art represents
what is possible. As a category of art, history
narrates what really happened. Since history happened
it 1s possible and 1s consequently one of the forms
of art. It is the "intultion of the real."3

Though the argument contains weaknesses to which
Croce readlly admitted in later years,u it 1s quite
significant. Both Dilthey and Croce presented a
similar duality, but Dilthey and other German thinkers
of the time insisted that history, though different
from the natural sciences, was yet a sclence. Bury's
difficulties with the l1dea of a science in the
Inaugural Lecture fall into a similar category--none
of these men could free themselves from the dogma that
if something is not "sclentific" it has no validity.
Even Bury's plea for a psychology of the aesthetlc
looked forward to the time when it will be formulated

1 - Collingwood, R.G., The Idea of History, op. cit.,
p. 101.

2 - Hughes, op. cit., p. 205.

3 - Collingwood, R.G., The Idea of History, op. cit.,
p. 191.

4 - See Croce, Logic, op. cit., p. 279.
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in a scientific fashion. Croce, unlike Dilthey and
Bury, was able to expunge the scientific ldea from
his mind by stating that history gilves us an entirely
different and equally profound truth as do the natural
sclences, but that the attempt to systematize history
under the sciences placed it in a sphere in which 1t
did not belong.

Beginning his systematic studles with the
Aesthetic of 1902, Croce, with a few unimportant
reservations, maintained his original position. He
stated that the positivist "sophisms' are due to their
fear that their discipline will lose its dignity if
it 1s not made into a science and to a fallacious
idea of art. He ridiculed them by stating that they
want to arrive at a concept of the individual, a
contradiction in terms. All history can do, he
repeated, 1s "represent the 1nd1vidual."1 At the same
time, Croce left himself open to critlicism that he
was 80 individualistic as to wind up 1n the subjective
school.? .

In the Loglc of 1909, Croce adopted his second
position. He claimed that the traditional distinction
in loglc between the universal and the particular is
false. Both the particular intuitive elements and
the logical universal, he stated, belong to history.3

1 - Croce, Benedetto, Aesthetic as the Science of
Expression and General LingulstIc, Trans. Douglas
XInsIie, London: Macmillanh and Company, 1929, pp.
26-28; for further elucidation see pp. 39-41
and for his attack on the positivists see pp.
388-403.

2 - Ibid., pp. 133-135.
3 - Croce, Logic, op. cit., p. 279.
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By showling that history contains a logical element while
art need not, Croce eradicated the former identity of
the two. He then proceded to 1llustrate the thesis
that faet and interpretation, subject and predicate,
history and philosophy are not mutually exclusive.
The facts are Just accumulations of data without
meaning untlil philosophy, with its abstractions, places
an interpretation on them. Philosophy is meaningless
abstraction without historical facts to interpret.
Thus we cannot think of them as being separate, but
rather they are one. The positivists erred in first
establishing their categories and then fitting in
the facts.l

Croce's new thesis involved an unusual relationship
between philosophy and history. 'Philosophy and
history," he stated, "are not two forms, they are one
sole form." And, in fact, since history is the only
individual reality, philosophy 1is subservient to 1it.
Philosophy became the methodology of history, it
functioned in order to think out the categories implled
by the facts. "Philosophy and history are distinguished,
as we know for didactic purposes.... But from the
very fact that the narrative lncludes the concept,
every narrative clarifies and solves philosophlic problems.
On the other hand, every system of concepts throws
light upon the facts which are bef'ore the spirit."2

In his essays of 1912 and 1913, Croce directed

1 - Ibid., pp. 299-300, 305, 309.

2 - 1Ibid., pp. 324, 325, 333-334, 349-350; Collingwood,
R.G., The Idea of History, op. cit., p. 199.
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himself specificalliy to the problem of history and
amplified his theory while completing the last volume
of his Philosophy of the Spirit. "Every true history,"
he proclaimed, "is contemporary history." By this

he meant that at the moment we are thinking about an
historical fact it is a present interest and becomes
ldentical 1in our minds with present affairs as well.l
It is thus the task of the historian to re-live or
re-experience the past in his own mind by criticizing
and interpreting historical documents. As Croce

stated it, after having written the Aesthetic, he
gained an understanding of the varlious philosophers
discussed "which cannot be acquired from reading

their books but only be reenacting their mental

drama in one's own person, under the stimulus of actual
11fe,"? This, as well as any other statement, defines
what Croce called the intuitive process necessary in
capturing the spirit.

There 1s thus a relatlonshlp between Croce's
"presentism,”" Dilthey's "psychology" and Bury's early
plea for a new "historical psychology.'! All three
men, unlike the positivists, were concerned with the
investigator and not simply the material being
investigated. They all recognized the inability to
"scientifically"” understand the past as the nineteenth
century saw it and agreed that the missing elements
were the 1limits of imagination and the necessity to

1 - Croce, Benedetto, History: Its Theory and Practice,
trans. Douglas AinsIle, New York: Harcourt, 19¢1,
pp. 11-12.

2 - (Croce, Benedetto, An Autoblogra , trans. R.G.
Collingwood, Oxford: Clarendon gress, 1927, pp.
64-65.
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somehow objectify this imaginative factor. Though
Bury was still so unsure of himself in 1891 that he
ylelded to the probabllity of a future solution, and
though Dilthey's attempt to form a new psychology
lapsed into an ldea with positivist overtones, none-
theless they belong with Croce in seizing upon a
similar ldea to try to revise the dominant thesis on
the nature of historical interpretation.

Croce then distinguished history from chronicle
and philology and from pseudo-histories classified as
poetical and rhetorical.l He further cast his
invectives at both Romanticism and positivism in the
historical section of his work,2 comparing both forms
of' thought as thesls and antithesis.

In his attempt to divorce history from science,
in the union of philosophy and history, and in his
reJection of both positivism and Romanticism, Croce
stands out in the attempt to define a new position
with reference to the philosophy of history. Like
his fellow philosopher, Dilthey, he did not articulate
the basis of a new consensus of thought; his state-
ments in the Philosophy of the Spirit are not final
ones, but ought to be regarded as another attempt,
simllar to Dilthey in desire, but different in
formulation, to break through the barrenness of the
positivist doctrine.3

1 - Croce, History, op. cit., pp. 19, 29-30, 35, 41,
2 - 1Ibid., pp. 264, 270, 281, 277, 295-296, 302,

3 - Later, Croce expanded his formulation of the early
part of the century by giving added meaning to
the 1dea that all history is contemporary
history. While continuing to denounce the
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During the same period that Dilthey and Croce
were developing their attack on positivism and attempt-
ing to formulate new philosophical norms for the study
and meaning of history, Max Weber was addressing him-
self to a similar question with respect to the social
sciences in general. The distinction made by Dilthey
between the natural sclences and social sciences was
already accepted at the turn of the century in German

distinction between philosophy and history and
the idea of a philosophy of history, he related
historical considerations to the ethical and
practical spheres. The very essence of history,
Croce now felt, required a selectivity and
emphasis which are akin to the kinds of value-
Judgments made in practical life. Therefore,
all history which is devoid of judgment is not
"true history," but chronicle or some other form
which only provides the basis for the mental
processes necessary to transform it to "life,"
thereby finally making it "true history.," The
nature of these value-Jjudgments are similar to
the kinds of Jjudgments we make in the present;
thus, our evaluation of historical affailrs is
preclisely the same as our evaluation of present-
-day affairs and both shed light upon one another.
This ethical-historical quality of an identity
between the past and the present also leads to
the idea that our research is determined by
problems which appear in the present and that
this research cannot be "objective! in the
traditional sense of the term. Croce, writing
in the 1930's, also stressed freedom of cholce
in history and in the present. Because history
and life are now a series of Judgments,--indeed,
these Jjudgments are what elevate the prosale to
the "spiritual"--to abstain from choice is to
deny . life and to make it 1s to recognize the
essential freedom of the human condition. See
Croce, Benedetto, Histo as the Sto of
Liberty, trans. S. Sprigge, New York: w.W.

Norton and Company, Inc., 194l.
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intellectual circles. Weber went one step further
within this framework and posed the next critical question:
what are the 1limits of knowledge to be gained from the
social sclences, and what method should be used to
make them coherent?

In answering this question Weber pointed out
that the belief in immutable natural laws and in the
evolutlionary principle had distorted the differences
between ethical norms and empirical objectivity. The
latter half of the nineteenth century had treated as
one the two propositions of what "is" and what "ought
to be." Weber rejected this viewpoint by positing
the duality between empirical facts and value Jjudgments.
He consistently held throughout his lifetime that "it
can never be the task of an empirical science to
provide binding norms and ideals from which directives
for immediate practical activity can be derived. !
The Comtian supposition that there will be a scleénce
of politics in which all value-judgments will be
derived from social laws is rejected in its assumption.
Weber carefully made the distinction between political
sclence and "politics as a vocation."® The science
has the task of investigating phenomena, of revealing
implicit values and contradictions hidden in a given

1 - Weber, Max, "On Objectivity in Social Science and
Social Policy," in Shils, op. cit., p. 52.

2 - For Weber's treatment of the vocation of politics,
see the essay "Politics as a Vocation," in From
Max Weber: Essays in Soclology, trans..and ed.
H.H. Gerth and C. Wright ﬁIIEs, New York:
Oxford University Press, 1958.
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course of action, of ascertaining the means to achieve
an end. It 1s the Jjob of the politician, on the

other hand, to establish the values necessary, choosing
among alternative courses of action. The one
clarifies, the other retains the right of choice.
Science, in short, can never tell us the meaning of
the world.1

Similarly, Dilthey's attempt to arrive at a
cultural science in the full sense of the term and
Croce's unification of philosophy and history, thus
deriving guides for action from higstorical fact, be-
come meaningless for' Weber. For him the two worlds
of fact and value could never meet, it was senseless
to attempt to unify them. He thus had a different
problem: given this duality "what is the meaning and
purpose of the scientific criticism of ideals and
value-Judgments?" 1In restated form, the large issue
was ''what then does science actually contribute to
practical and personal '111feto"?

Weber delineated many ways in which empirical
analysis can be useful, malnly in making clear the
means necessary to attain a given end and in point-
ing out the value inherent in any given course of
action. "An empirical sclence cannot tell anyone what
he should do-=-but rather what he can do--and under

3

certain circumstances--what he wishes to do.

1 - Weber, Max, "Science as a Vocation,”" in Gerth,
op. cit., pp. 141-143. .

2 - Weber, Max, "On Objectivity in Social Science

and Socilal Policy," op. cit., p. 52; Weber, Max,
"Science as a VocatIon,™ op. eit., p. 150.

3 - 1Ibid., pp. 52-54.
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Weber believed in working with the concept of
the cause within the limits of social science.l He
defended the objectivity of his investigation by
confining it to rational data and viewling the
irrational elements as deviations from a rational
norm.2 He did not, however, delude himself into
bellieving he had eliminated the realm of values from
soclal science. The positivist attempt to reduce
empirical science to laws is "meaningless," because
soclal laws are merely alds for understanding social
reality and the significance attached to socilal
phenomena are individual ones. He did maintaln that
after value-relevance is recognized the social
scientist could proceed objectively. In the method
of investigation and the construction of the
conceptual schema the "point of view'" is important.
In using the schema, however, the sclentist is bound
to the causal norm.

In order to overcome the inhibitlng question of
value, Weber developed his theory of ldeal types.

It enabled the investigator to free himself from
internal subjectivity, to handle problems of
significance in his own manner and to clearly state
the arbitrary categories at the outset, thus leaving
no room for the pretenslion and subsequent misapprehen-
sion of total objectivity.

As defined, an ldeal type 1s

l - Ibido ’ po 820

2 - Antoni, Carlo, From History to Sociology, trans,
Hayden V. White, Detroit: Wayne State University
Press, 1959, p. 144,
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formed by the one-sided accentuation of
one or more points of view and by the
synthesis of a great many diffuse,
discrete more or less present and
occasionally absent concrete individual
phenomena, which are arranged according
to these one-slidedly emphasized view-~
points into a unified analytical
congtruct. In its conceptual purity,
this mental construct cannot be found
anywhere in reality. It is a utopia.l

Weber continued by stating that its significance
is a limiting one by which all phenomena are compared
in order to ascertain theilr significance for the
major question; an ideal type 1s a fictional construct
by which we judge the relevance of emplrical events
to a given problem. Ideal types can obviously be
used on any level of abstraction from concepts of
class to 1ideal constructs of individual phenomena,
such as Christianity.

Weber applied this conceptual tool in all of
his studies, and was always very careful to point
out its use and significance. In his most famous
study, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism,
he called his i1deal types an "artificial simplicity,"2
and used them methodologically as abstractions with
which he compared various empirical data.

It should be noted that ideal types differ from
both the concept of empirical class and the idea of
historical laws. They are nelither an average nor a
force, and in no way represent a normative 1deal.3

1 - Weber, Max, "On ObJjectivity in Soclial Sclence
and Social Policy,” op. eit., p. 90.

2 - Weber, Max, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit
of Capitalism, trans. Talcott Parsons, New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1958, p. 98.

3 - Antoni, op. cit., pp. 173-174.
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There 1s consequently a great divergence between
Weber's method and that of the positivists. The
positivists attempted to find a valid definition by
empirically deciding on those characteristics of a
phénomenon which are most abundant. Weber, on the
other hand, searched for the unique features of any
phenomenon. Reality is therefore not confused with
statistical norm.1

Weber's synthesls, unique as it was, did contain
considerable elements of past eras. It was Romantic
in the sense of placing ultimate reliance on values
which can only be argued in philosophical terms. It
was positivistic iIn placing the soclal sciences on

~a foundation of empirical data. Yet, it was neither,
for the value-sphere was clearly defined as not
interfering with the treatment of historical fact;
and the empirical data were not meant to establish
values or norms. The categories of thought were
always 1n their proper place--in the subjective hands
of the investigator.

Although Weber adamantly denied he was a relativist,
in terms of his denial of the universality of meta-
physical certainty or historical truth, he certainly
was one.2 Close to Dilthey and Croce in his rejection
of positivism, Weber travelled a different course--
from the realm of phlilosophy to that of soclology--

1 - Aron, Raymond, German Sociology, trans. M. and T.
Bottomore, Glencoe: Free Press, 1957, pp. T73-74.

2 - For a discussion of Weber's relativism see Strauss,
Leo, Natural Right and History, Chicago: University
pp

Press, 1053, 75-176.
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by placing limits on his ability to interpret every
sphere of existence. 1In doing so he obtained the
autonomy of the social sciences within the limited
sphere in which it could operate. The positivist
notion that the sclences of society could finally
answer all questions of reality was relegated to the
warehouse of antiquated beliefs.

The thought of these three men--Dilthey, Croce and
Weber--and many others during this period resulted in
an almost total rejection of positivism and all it
had to offer. They all rejected the assumption that
history was a study similar to that of the natural
sciences and that universal laws could be framed.
They all attacked the premise that history was an
empirical science which could establish causal relation-
ships entirely free of any subjective model. They
all made efforts to introduce new ideas to replace
the positivist one which they regarded as being
outmoded.

As a system, positivism was riddled with weak-
nesses which were not recognized until the turn of
the century. The introduction of the scientific
method into historical thought made history as
mechanical and deterministic as any natural science.
This resulted in errors in logical thought such as
the one made by Taine in espousing a type of racial
determinism. He went in a circle by making
generalizations from perceptions and then backing
up the validity of his perceptions by making the
generalizations into a force. As Gooch stated, his

determinism "imprisoned history in an iron cage."1

1l - Gooch, G.P., History and Historians in the Nine-
teenth Century, op. cit., p. 220.
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The positivists never recognized their system was
based on a series of assumptions as unprovable as those
of Bossuet. They disregarded the role subjectivism
played in the mind of the investigator and mistook
history for a quantitative instead of a qualitative
study. As Thompson pointed out, what might have
been a useful analogy turned into a harmful 1dent1ty.1
Positivism did have a redeeming feature--it greatly
advanced the cause of meticulous research and stimu-
lated historians to achleve complete mastery over
their material.

The multifold rejections of positivism, includ-
ing Bury's own response, which we shall shortly
discuss, did not result in a completely monolithic
point of view. All those who agreed that the tyranny
of the natural sclences ought to be replaced could
not agree on the subject of the proper philosophy of
history. By 1914--and beyond--no new system which
could replace positivism and become, like the system
re jected, a universally accepted idea can be seen.
What happened from about 1890 on was that each of
the various answers given became one of many new
ideas to contend with in the era. After positivism
no new unitary foundation was established. Rather,
the European scene began to see many autonomous
systems, each with 1ts own secret for solving the
issue of the nature, meaning and cognition of history.
In time, thls new atmosphere would become an accepted
reality and the twentlieth century saw relativism
winning, not through the superiority of its tenets,
but by default.

1 - Thompson, op. cit., p. 458.
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This intellectual environment--the breakdown of
historical positivism and the consequent anarchy of
historical values-~-can be seen, in microcosm, in
Bury's development in this area from the Inaugural
Lecture to his death 1n 1927. Bury was neither
isolated from continental influences, nor did he
occupy a mental lvory tower and disregard the impor-
tance of the problems in the philosophy of history,
Rather, he was becoming more and more involved with
these problems and after the Inaugural Lecture his
writings on the philosophy of history became more
unitary in.berms of showlng a sense of development
and a more central concern with these issues than in
his earlier périod in which he discussed them in
more or less i1solated moments and in a dilletantish
way. Bury was not writing his histories or thinking
about their significance--both methodologlically and
philosophically--in any kind of mental seclusion:
the Inaugural Lecture forced him to systematize his
thought and with it he thereafter became involved in
precisely the same kind of issues dlscussed by the
European historical intellectual community.

As noted previously, the Inaugural Lecture was
a plea for the autonomy of history, cloaked in the
garb of attempting tc define the discipline as a

science. The use of the word "science" complicated
the 1ssue unnecessarlily, for the lecture was delivered
at the height of the controversy between the adherents
and the opponents of positivism. Nonetheless,
positivism 1s not directly mentioned and by science
Bury meant the methodological assumptions of the
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historian. In his attempt to define the practical
uses of history, Bury falled,u.but it is this failure
which 1s most instructive. The Inaugural Lecture
resembled the 1891 essay, in which he did not follow
up his speculations on the psychology of aesthetics,
but rather closed with a bow to posterity and the
possibility of clearing up the issue in the future.
After discarding the assoclation and subservience

of history to any other discipline and placing his
faith in 1its autonomy, Bury then left himself in a
vacuum, for he was unable to show that history had
any worth at all. Consumed with the ldea of utility
while denying 1t at the same time, he again closed
with an assurance in the future. Should history

"become a more and more powerful force in stripping
the bandages of error from the eyes of men...,' he
stated, she had best go about her business in her

own way, remembering that the key to the study lies

in its autonomy and critical ob,jectivity.l Bury

thus denled the positivist‘association, rid history

of its tie with any other area or type of thought,

and then, having done so but failed to define its

new limits and uses, held out the possibility of its
contributing to a clarification of certain modern
errors. As mentioned above, he rid history of its old
ties, but was unable to build up a new, acceptable
idea. The Inaugural Lecture was not an answer, merely
the posing of a question. Yet it 1is significant and

1 - Bury, J.B., "Inaugural Lecture,” in Temperley,
op. cit., p..22.
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in accord with the times that Bury did not choose

to answer the question with a rehash of old ideas,
whether positivist or Romantic. Furthermore, he was
seemingly unwilling to go beyond the idea of utility,
as he did in a different way with the issue of the
retention of compulsory Greek, to decide that history
was useless in terms of everyday affalrs and go on
from there. Rather, he left the l1lssue suspended in
his first attempt to systematically solve the problem.
He was unwilling or unable, at the moment, to go
beyond the idea of autonomy. Yet, the question was
posed and he continued to address himself to it
periodically. Perhaps consclous of the ambigulty in
his own mind and in an effort to clear up the haze,
the next year, 1904, he delivered a lecture entitled
"The Place of Modern History in the Perspective of
Knowledge."

In the lecture Bury first rejected the view of
Seeley and others that political history by itself
dominates the study of history. He pleaded for a
broader view, denigrating such an "unfortunate
restriction” of the field. '

Political development 1n the chronicle

of soclety, or a set of socletles, 1s
correlated with other developments

which are not political; the concrete
history of a socliety 1s the collective
history of all its various activities,

all the manifestations of 1ts intellectual,
emotional, and material life.

History, he stated, does not only serve as the hand-
maiden of political science; the latter 1s really one

part of a larger study.l

1 - Bury, J.B., "The Place of Modern History in the
Perspective of Knowledge," in Temperley, op. cit.,
ppc ‘43-1‘“4. )
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Bury found another threat to the "liberty of
history" in sociology, which studies man in a wider
scope than does political science and which glaims
that history is studied solely to furnish data for
its higher discipline. This idea runs counter to
the axiom of history for its own sake, one which has
been taken as self-evident in recent times. But
Bury asked 1if this principle is theoretically
Justified, a necessary expedient, simply a regulative
norm, or 1is it true that the ultimate value of history
"lies in its potential service to another discipline,
such as sociology?"1

Thus, the 1ssue is joined and it seemed as 1if
Bury wes explicitly and publiecly going to decide on
the question of history and soclology, the issue of
the independence of the disclipline or its subservience
to another idea.

However, the answer given is curilously hypothetical.
He stated that the solution must fall "according to
the view we take of the relation of man's historical
development to the whole of reality." The issue is
to be decided by how one views the world as a whole.
"Naturalism will imply a wholly different view from
jdealism." Should one think that the development of
man can be explained along Comtian lines then history
does merely supply the material for sociology. But,
in an "idealistic"'" interpretation, history "belongs
to a different order of ideas from the kingdom of nature
and demands a different interpretation." This brings

l - Ibido F) p- L"So



-93-

in the idea of a phllosophy of history which Bury
defined as "the investigation of the rational
principles which it 1s assumed, are disclosed in
the historical process due to the cooperation and
interaction of human minds under terrestral conditions."
Bury further noted that only in the interpretation
of history as a movement of reason can the axiom

of history for 1its own sake be Justified. He dis-
closed the feeling that the philosophy of history is
a necessary part of historical study, for any
collection or sequence of facts is meaningless,
"unless they mean something in terms of reason, un-
less we can hope to determine thelr vital connection
in the whole system of reality."!

According to Bury, the great defect of all
philosophles of history, had been that their frame-
work was made on a prilori principles. Bury specifically
discussed the systems of Hegel and Krause, calling
them both "splendid failures."2
the error into which these philosophies of history
fell, Bury asserted that "we must go to history it-
self without any a priori assumptions or predetermined
systems." Philosophy alone is lnadequate, because it
can only declide that history can disclose a certain
kind of reality. The disclosure, however, is made by
history; and Bury found that 1t 1s the historian and
not the philosopher who must make this dlsclosure.

Finally getting back to the subject-matter of the

In order to avoid

1 - 1Ibid., pp. 45-47.
2 - 1Ibid., p. 48.
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title of the lecture, Bury proposed that the approach
to a philosophy of history be changed. Instead of
proceding forward, he recommended that he who seeks
the key to an interpretation of the past proceed
backward: "he must start from the modern period."

The reason given 1s that 1t is only in the modern
period--the last three or four hundred years--that
enough material has been preserved to give us a
reasonably full picture of what happened; prior to
the modern period there are too many gaps. Further-
more, our own mentality 1s too far away from medieval
times; we are in a much better position for
"sympathetic appreciation” of modern ideas and move-
ments.1 This attitude, the necessity of an
irrational element in fully understanding the past,
is not far from the positions of Dilthey and Croce
and the ideallist position outlined at the beginning
of the lecture. Dilthey's i1dea of Erlebnis and
Croce's "reenacting [the/ mental drama" of history
both tried to make this element of comprehension a
precondition of any valid interpretation of the past.
Like them, Bury admitted that the methods of the
"scientific" historians of the nineteenth century
were not fully acceptable and the individual historian
must make a non=scilentific mental adjustment 1in order
to re-live a period in his own mind. For Bury, this

was most easlly accomplished in the more contemporary
period.
Bury then elaborated his distinction between the

1 - 1Ibid., pp. 51-53.
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modern and other perilods and then suggested a change
in the usual periodization. He was convinced that
the nineteenth century marked as great a change in
the history of man as did the sixteenth and proposed
the adoption of a distinction already in force in
Germany-~~the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth
centurles being die neuere Zelt, the nineteenth being
die neueste Zeit.l

At the end of the essay, Bury summed up his earlier
attitude on the place of history in the realm of all
knowledge. He again made the dichotomy between
naturalism and idealism. If we are believers in
naturalism, he salid, then the only answer is that history
"has its sole theoretical value in the function of
providing material for the investigation of sociologi-
cal lgws. It must accept a‘position such as Comte
assigns to it."” But if we opt for the idealist
position, then history is an independent study demand-
ing a distinct interpretation and thus glving us a
truth uniquely 1its own.®

Bury's answer was not explicit. But it seems
clear that he was not merely ready not to agree with
the Comtlans, but that he falls into the 1dealist
camp. Lacking any fundamental belief, other than
the ability of reason to illuminate the area, he
characteristically was unwilling to join forces with
any school of thought. Rather, he carefully cloaked
his thoughts in hypothetical answers to real problems
of which he was obviously aware. Nonetheless, however

1 - 1Ibid., pp. 54-56.
2 -~ Ibid., pp. 58-59.
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hypothetical he tried to be, the essay marked a
turn in Bury's thought. Though he was unable to
specifically state 1it, his preference for the idealistic
position 1n place of the naturalist 1s clear in his
remarks; in his first publlic discussion of the
Comtlan ldea, he avoided associating himself with it
in any way. All this can perhaps be traced to
Bury's passionate belief in the autonomy of history
and in some ways 1s a reiteration of hls posttion,
ambiguities and all, in the Inaugural Lecture. How-
ever, in one important sense, Bury deviated from his
previous work. He no longer called for faith in the
future to illuminate all that 1s now dark. Rather
than leave the 1ssue to posterity to discover laws
and btruths which were now not known, he shaped the
answer with reference to present bellefs. Whatever
remnants of hope had remained in the ability of
positivism to discover these laws were now dilscarded.
Personal belief in a system dictated one's answer;
there were no longer any possible absolutes.

In the next year, in the preface to his Life of
St. Patrick, Bury clarified his position with
reference to history, science and objectivity., The

distinction was made between the methodology of
history, which Bury considered a science, and tae
writing of history, which he acknowledged to have some
element of art. The confusion which grew up around
the epigram of the Inaugural Lecture--"history is a

science, no less and no more"--was made clear in a

note; "...I never meant to suggest a proposition so
indefensible as that the presentation of the results
of historical research is not an art, requiring the
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‘tact and skill in selection and arrangement which be-
longs to the literary faculty."l

In the area of objectivity and history, however,
he still clung to the belief that the investigation
of material was a completely sclentific phenomena and
hinted that the solution to a historical problem could
be reached by an impartial handling of the facts.
This feature of his thought assumes that given the
same set of materials, any two historians will reach
the same historlcal conclusion,

It 1s a minor defect in Todd's St.
Patrick that he 1s not impartial., By
this I mean he wrote with an unmistaka-
ble ecclesiastical bias. It 1s not
implied that he would have ever stooped
to a misrepresentation of the evidence
for the purpose of proving a particular
thesis. He does not conceal that the
conclusions to which the evidence, as
he interpreted 1t, conducted him were
conclusions which he wished to reach.
In other words, he approached a
historical problem with a distinct
preference for one solution rather
than another; and this preference was
due to an interest totally irrelevant
to mere historical truth. The business
of a historian is to ascertain facts.?

He went on to state that one of the reasons for
writing the work was his entirely detached attitude
of mind, his purely intellcctual interest in the
subject. He hinted that thus, if he has methodo-
logically accumulated all the facts, his bilography
will be definitive,.

1 - Bury, J.B., The Life of St. Patrick, op. cit., p.

. Sr————— opp———— ——

2 - TIbid., pp. vi-vii.
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For Bury, thlis was the last work in which he
adhered to any aspect of positivism. As has been seen,
Bury was never an out and out positivist, although
in his early years he dld seem, whether consciously
or unconsciously, to adopt some of the results of
positivist philosophy in his work. Furthermore,
in the only two essays specifically related to the
philosophy of history up to 1903, he held out hopes
of a positivist future solution to present problems.
If he was a positivist malgré lul in his early
period, in 1904 he renounced even this in the area
of philosophy. However, through the writing of St.
Patrick, much of which was done prior to his appoint-
ment as Reglius Professor, he still held some of the
critical tenets which resulted from the near complete
domination of positivism in the late nineteenth
century. From 1905 to 1909, in which years he
published an introduction to Gibbon's Autoblography,
The Anclent Greek Historians, and a major essay
entitled "Darwinlsm and History," Bury crossed the
aisle from right center to left center. His
favorable attitude towards unbiased fact-finding and
absolute causallity had diminished and he now became
a historical relativist with scientific overtones,

The introduction to Gibbon's Autobilography,
published in 1907, 1s remarkable for one assertion
by Bury, never even remotely stated at any other
time previously. Whether Bury wrote in a special
mocd, or whether he had actually radically changed
his position at the time, is difficult to know.
Nonetheless, in the midst of a standard appreciation
of Gibbon there stands as clear a statement of the
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relativist thought of the twentieth century as one
is likely te find in its first decads.

The blography of an historian is
valuable for the study of his werk. It
is slowly being recognized that history
is in the last resort semebody's image
of the past, and the image is conditioned
by the mind and experience of the person
who forms it. Omnly such things as
dates, names, documents, can be considered
purely obJjective facts. The reconstruc-
tion, which involves the discevery of
causes and motives, whiech it 1is the
historian's business te attempt, de-
pends on subjective elements, which
cannot be eliminated. Further, he
can only realize, fully and vitally,
the time in which he lives; this is
really, however unceonsciously, the
starting-point for his travels in the
ages of the past; he inevitably takes
preasent values and modern measures
with him; and the conacious allowances
which he makes for difference of
conditions cannot remove, though it
may disguise or mitigate, this limita-
tion of his mind. We cannot separate
a history from its writer, or the
writer from his time; and to appreclate
the particular interpretation of the
past which his work represents, 1t is
of the highest importance to know the
influences which moulded him and thf
external circumstances of his life.

The Lane Lecture delivered at Harvard University
in 1908 and published as The Ancient Greek Historians
contains the same note of relativism as 1ln the previous

1l - @ibbon, Edward, Autobiograggx of Edward @ibbon,
with an Introduction by J.B. 3ury, London:
Oxford University Press, 1907, p. xiv.
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year. Bury used the same methodological standards
he had always used as his standard of judgment in
criticizing the historians discussed; however, he
did not go beyond methodology and critical assump-
tions in his discussions of particular historians.
Their views of the world are their own and cannot
be judged in the same way. Bury was adopting the
Weberian distinction of fact and value: he allowed
himself to harshly criticlze the way some ancient
historians went about ascertaining their facts and
their critical assumptions; questions of value were
ignored.

Continuing his previous thoughts on the
importance of the recorder and the individuality
of perception, he stated: "A psychological re-
construction is thus always 1involved in history,

a reconstruction carried out in the mind of the
individual historian, and necessarlly affected by
his personal temperament and his psychological
ability." Bury further remarked that this is an
"inevitable subjective element” and is always
present in the writing of history.l One passage
facetiocusly goes further: "I know for myself that
on days when I amedeterminist I look on history in
one way, and on days when I am an indeterminist, in
quite another."?

At the end of the work, Bury took up the idea
of "history for ite own sake," calling it a "regula-
tive principle," concerning only questions of
methodology, not those relating to the purpose of

1 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient Greek Historian, op.
cit., pp. 107-108.

2 - 1Ibid., p. 204.
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the work of the historian. Bury then agaln entered
into the question of the utility of history, as he
did in the Inaugural Lecture. He made much of the
twin ideas of development and causality; by these
he meant the modern use of the evolutionary concep-
tion and the necessity of seeking rational
explanations of historical events.

In the Inaugural Lecture Bury dealt at length
with the 1issue of the practical uses of history.
Gulded as he was by the possibility of yet f{inding
a positivist solution to the problem of the
philosophy of history, he begged the questlion and

held out some vague hope of laboring for the enlighten~-

ment of future times. Now, only five years later,
but with a commitment to relativism, he found some
concrete answers to the problem.

In the first place, he stated, unlike the Greeks
we cannot view history as supplying examples for
present actions. However, with our conceptions of
development and a rational explanation of events,
we have shown that no given "social or political
phenomena” can be understood without knowing its
antecedents; '"that to comprehend the significance
of the present we must be acquainted with the history
of the past."l Thus, history 1s a desirable study
not merely for those in public affairs, but for an
enlightened public as well,

Of deeper practical importance is the condition-
ing of the relatively new idea of historical

1 - 1Ibid., p. 249.
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relativity. "We have come to see," stated Bury,
"that all events in the past, however differing
in importance, were relative to their historical
conditions;" no event can be understood outside of
its chronological context, and it has no meaning
except in relation to the whole of which it 1s a
part. For today, this means that present happen-
ings "have no absolute value, but merely represent
a particular stage of human development." This
idea of historical relativity was perhaps "one of
the most important results of the mental develop-
ment of the nineteenth century."1

Relativity also changes the relationship of the
historian to his work. No longer can we pretend
that there are final Jjudgments. No longer can we
hope for a Newton to provide the solution to the
issue of the phlilosophy of history.

I may observe here, and by the
way, that it is highly important for
the historian to be aware that the
doctrine of historical relativity
applies no less to his own historical
Judgments than to other facts. His
view is conditioned by the mentality
of his own age; the focus of his
vision is determined within narrow
1imits by the conditions of contemporary
civilisation. There can therefore
be nothing final about his Jjudgments,
and their permanent interest lies
in the fact that they are Judgments
pronounced at a glven epoch and are
characteristic of the tendencies and
ideas of that epoch.?2

l - Ibid LI} ppo 250"‘251 .
2 - 1Ibid., p. 252.
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Bury closed with a brief discussion of the idea
of progress, calling it "a Jjudgment of value, and
is not scientific." The idea is, however, a
"1iving force" in his time and has had a momentous
effect on the study of history. He next reiterated
his ideas on history and science, and in the con-
text of his discussion of the importance of
historical relativity it cannot now be misunderstood.
History, he repeated, has "become a science," and
its promotion to that rank "is due to the conception
of development." The problem of the historian is to
determine the connection, the causal relation and the
significance of a phenomenon within its own context.
This does not mean that the mysterlies of the past will
be solved once its full development has been investi-
gated. This is an "unattainable ideal," for though
history is faced with problems as scientific as
those in the natural sciences the two areas "deal
with different kinds of data and employ different
methods, "1 Thus, using a combination of the elements
used by those thinkers who initially attacked
positivism, Bury explicitly rejected its major tenets.
There are different kinds of sciences and the fact-
value distinction must be kept in mind. For the
first time in any of his major writings, Bury rejected
the assumptions of positivism while coming out as the
advocate of a new ldea.

"parwinism and History" repeats many of the
ideas stated in the closing section of The Ancient

1 - Ibido ’ ppo 256"2590
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Greek Historians. In a brief survey of the various
attitudes on history from the Greek period to his
own day, he stated: "The conception of the history
of man as a causal development meant the elevation
of historical inquiry to the dignity of a science."”
Once it shed 1its pragmatic approach, adopted the
idea of cause and effect, and conceived of itself as
tracing the development of man, history became '"the
obJject of scientific investigation." Progress is
again called "a judgment of value. "1

Bury agaln stressed the necessity for a rational
explanation of history, for if 1t serves another
purpose, whether theological or metaphysical, it
becomes something other than itself. The Darwinian
contribution aided the study of history by bringing
into relief the idea of continuity. However, the
analogy between soclety and an organism, made at the
time by many soclologists, was rejected and history

1 - Bury, J.B., "Darwinism and History,'" in Temperley,
op. ¢it., pp. 26-27. Again, it should be pointed
out That Bury used the word "science" in his
individualistic way. By no stretch of the
academic imagination can 1t be shown that he
meant the simllarity of history with the natural
sciences. Like Dilthey--at least i1n The Ancient
Greek Historians, thlis essay, and the works that
Tollowed--"sclence" meant for Bury any study
with its own methods not serving the purposes of
any other discipline and studied "for its own
sake." Unfortunately, Bury never used any
adjectives before the word--like the German
Naturewissenschaft and Geisteswissenschaft--

In order to clearly distTInguls8h between the two.
A whole academic controversy might have been
avoided had he done so at the start.




-105-

was also distinguished from anthropology.l

In the essay Bury specifically took up the
question of the supposed ldentity of history with the
natural scliences and, in his rejection of this position,
anticipated an idea he would later elaborate more fully
into a general thesis--that of contingency in history.
He stated that the i1dea that every social movement
can be explained by sociological generalizations '"is
still entertained by many in one form or another."
Speaking in his usual guarded hypothetical tone, Bury
noted that those who disagree with this view do not
deny that uniformities do exist, but do deny "that
such uniformities are laws or contain an explanation
of the phenomena." The dissenters point to an
element of chance and the importance of the wills of
individuals which do not reflect the general tenor
of the times but do shape and change history. Bury
gives i1llustrations of this attitude and concluded
that "it may be agreed that the action of individual
wills 1s a determining and disturbing factor, too
significant and effective to allow history to be
grasped by sociological formulae."

The hypothetical tone of guarded cautlon 1s
then dropped and Bury finally elucidated his opinion
on the matter:

The truth is that Darwinism itself offers
the best illustration of the insufficiency
of general laws to account for historical
development. The part played by colnci-
dence, and the part played by individuals--
limited by &nd related to, general social
conditions--render it impossible to deduce

1 - Ibid., pp. 31-34, passim, p. 32, note, p. 28,
note.
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the course of the past history of man
or to predict the future.

After a sympathetic dlscussion of Lamprecht's attempt
to arrive at a philosophy of history--"his system
1s the ablest product of the sociological school of
historians"--Bury asserted that the "heel of
Achilles in all historical speculations of this class
has been the role of the individual.” History always
has had several roads open to it at any given moment;
its development has always had the choice of diverging.
The individual has too many choices open to him to
be able to allow us to overgeneralize on the course
of the past..l

Thus, by 1909 the process which began in 1903
reached its omlmination, Ridding himself of the faith
in a possible positivist solution, Bury became a
cultural relativist discarding any possibility of a
final syntheslis in the phllosophy of history. He
still used the idea of the cause in interpreting
events, but this is not to be confused with causal
laws, the possibility of which he now entirely re-
Jected. History became a more individualistic study--
but this study had no relevance to the attempt to
develop laws of soclety comparable to those in the
natural sclences. The historlian 1s ensnared in his
own milieu, events cannot be understood outside of
their immediate context. Like so many historlans of
his day, Bury came to reject the positivist approach
for the more limited relativist one, 1In his emphasis
on the importance of actions of individuals, he toyed

1 - 1Ibid., pp. 31=33, 36-4l.
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with a "great man" theory, thereby leaving history
totally chaotic; however, he did not overemphasize
this objection to sociological history, but came back
to a more limited understanding of the past based

on a relativist point of view. History no longer had
to walt for the millenium to come in the future, for
there would be no Messliah. The discipline did its
work 1in the here and now and its educative function
in terms of i1ts being a part of all knowledge gave

it 1ts dignity and worth.

Historical relativism, with lts hidden built-in
feature of determinism, would not remain Bury's last
position, to be repeated over and over agalin as ‘
present conditions and past interests changed. Since
1904 Bury had been moving toward what he termed an
"idealist" position--history was differentiated from
the methods of the natural sclences, 1ts scope was
limited to the interpretation of questions of fact and
not of value, and it was a rational process not serv-
ing the interpretive end of some higher study.
Relativism was consistent with this rational, non-
soclological approach.

In 1916, in an essay entitled "Cleopatra's Nose,"
Bury's viewpolnt underwent a second transformation.
Though he tried to disguise contingency as a function
of the rational approach to the study of history, the
issue finally led him to a reaffirmation of much that
he had denied in the previous decade. Chance, or
contingency, is defined as "the valuable collision

of two or more independent ¢hains of causes--'valuable'
meaning that it is attended with more or less important
consequences."1 Bury stated that it is obvious that

1 - Bury, J.B., "Cleopatra'!s Nose," in Temperley,
op. ecit., p. 61.
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such circumstances 4o occur in history, that in many
cases chance has affected the course of history to
a great degree,

He proceeded to illustrate this theory by giving
examples, such as the two chains of causation which
produced the Peloponnesian wars and the Athenian
plague. One of the results of the plague was the
death of Pericles. The microbe had no interest in
the war, yet its political consequences are manifest.
Similarly, had George II been still reigning at the
time of the American Revolution, or had George III
been a different type of man, independence might have
come but "at a later time and in another way."!
Contingen¢y also enters into the development of thought--
for instance, had Plato died in infancy, there 1s
no reason to believe the ldeas he developed would
have been concelved 1in that particular form.

Bury concluded that '"the course of history seems,
then, to be marked at every stage by contingenciles,
some of greater, some of smaller import." He divided
contingencies into pure and mixed: a pure contingency
i1s one where two disinterested series of events
meet up to produce an important occurrence; a mixed
one 18 where the two sequences are not actually
independent of one another. After giving some
1llustrations, Bury ended with the hopeful comment
that as time goes on contingencles will become less
important in human evolution and chance have less
power over the course of events,..." As the world

1 - 1Ibid., p. 64.
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grows more rationally ordered, it will become less
subject to chance.l

Bury did not conceive contingency to mean that
history can no longer be understood even in the limited
relativist sense which he had earlier adopted. Like
Weber, he made contingency into a category by itself,
a deviation from a rational norm.Z What he did do
was refuse to accept this acclidental element as a part
of the process of history; he tried to subsume it
under a general sclentific category. From 1904, at
minimum, he had denled that history was scientific,
that 1t could be understood 1n the positivist sense.
Rather, his "idealist" position affirmed the idea that
a different type of cognitive activity was necessary
to study history. Historical relativism was a product
of this negation of science, limitling history to an
understanding of particular phenomena and limiting
understanding itself by denying the validity of
general laws. Contingency could have been used to
further this idea; the acecidental is the stuff of
which history 1s made and this 1s what gives it its
unigqueness as a study. However, he chose to make the
accildental a function of the loglical and, in so doing,
slipped back to the naturallist position which he had
earlier given up. His particular prejudice'was not
theological, metaphysical, or soclological--it was
rational. As Collingwood perceptively pointed out,

1 - 7Ibid., pp. 66-69.

2 - Ibid., p. 61; Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress,
New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1955, DpD.
303-304.
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"instead of concelving individuality as the very
substance of the historical process, he had never
thought of 1t as more than a partial and occasional
interference with sequences which in their general
structure are causal sequences."l After having given
it up in favor of relativism, Bury went back to the
old hopes of eliminating the contingent and making
history into a purely causal study. It is not
positivism, for he did not entertain the old idea of
finding laws or an absolute synthesis. But it is
determinism of a sort and i1t represents the break-
down of the attempt to find an adequate theory to
replace positivism. It 1s curious that the element
of contingency--the idea of the acclidental in
history--did not lead Bury to the position that the
idea of causation must be given up and/or that history
must be viewed as a series of independent accidents;
rather, instead of attempting to formulate a new
theslis out of this chaotlc situation, he opted for
rationality and causation, for a repudiation of his
carefully built-up "idealism."

The position taken in "Cleopatra's Nose" was
never modified. Bury remained a relativist, sympa-
thetic to rationalist theory and devoted to the con-
cept of the cause in the rest of his works. 1In his
next major work, The Idea of Progress, there is an
aslde on the theory of contingency in which he re-
affirmed his earlier position. In his discussion of
Comte, he stated that Comte did not discuss a question

1 - Collingwood, R.G., The Idea of History, op. cit.,
p. 150.
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vital to those who attempt to seek laws in history.
"I mean the question of contingency. It must be
remembered that contingency does not in the least
affect the doctrine of determinism; it is compatible
with the strictest interpretation of the principle
of causation.” After giving an example similar to
those in the earlier essay, he stated that such a
factor might explain the deviations in the historical
process admltted by Comte, or such a contingent
factor might "have once and again definitely altered
direction of the movement."1 As it was not his pur-
pose 1n The Idea of Progress to decide the issue,
Bury went no further, but his continued association
of contingency with determinism and causation--
rather than the opposite as one might expect--is a
significant point,.

The Idea of Progress interested Bury as far back
as 1903 and he 1s listed as having given a series of
lectures on the subject in 1914.2 Bury's bellef in
the historical importance of the idea of development
and his sympathy with rationalist thought 1n general
naturally led him to an historical investigation of
the dominant assumption of rationalist ideas. In the
area of the philosophy of history, the lmportance of
the work lies in Bury's reaffirmation of relativism,
both historical and valuative: "...the Progress of '
humanity belongs to the same order of ldeas as Provi-
dence or personal immortality. It is true or it is

l - Bm‘y, J.Bl’ The Idea _o_i; PPOSI‘QSS, 92. Cit. ) pp.
303-304.

2 - See the Cambridge University Reporter for the
academic year 1514-1915, voE. KEV.
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. false, and like them it cannot be proved either true
or false., Belilef in it is an act of faith." PFurther-
more, a theory of progress 1s dependent on a theory
of history founded, as are the natural sciences, on
invariable laws.1

In the work Bury 1s critical of the positivist
thinking of Comte, Buckle, Harrison, and Spencer.
Comte was a poor historian whose "a priorli treatment"
failed to fulfill the requisites of a scientific
hypothesis; Buckle's attempt was '"disappointing,"
based as it was "on a fallacious view of the signifi-
cance of statistical facts." 1In spite of Comte,
Spencer and Harrison, the positivist belief in progress
remains a "dogma."2

Yhose who attempted to discover scientific laws
also relied on the false notlion that having derived
laws of the succession of past events, they can
predict the future. Such a law, stated Bury, is
empirical--"there is no guarantee that it would apply
to phenomena outside those from which it was derived."

As for progress, Bury reiterated his earlier
stand: "...does not Progress itself suggest that its
value as a doctrine is only relative, corresponding
to a certain not very advanced stage of civilizatilon;
Just as Providence, in 1its day, was an idea of
relative value, corresponding to a stage somewhat
less advanced?"3

1l - ﬁuryauJ.B., The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
¥l 1 .

2 - Ibid., pp. 301-302, 310-311, 346-347.
3 - Ibid., p. 352.
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In this manner Bury reaffirmed his earlier
relativist position., Progress is a very appealing
theory, but the theory 1s seen merely as a stage in
civilization, as providence was the working idea of
the Middle Ages. We may be progressing or regressing,
there are no absolute criteria of judgment.

As mentioned above, in his earliest study of
the Roman Empire (1889), Bury adopted conventional
explanations in tracing its fall. In 1923 he wrote
a new History of the Later Roman Empire, covering
one-half the period of the earlier work. The
assigning of general causes 1s abandoned in favor
of contingent events.l

The truth is that the success of
the barbarians...cannot be explained by
any general considerations. It 1is
accounted for by the actual events and
would be clearer if the story were known
more fully. The gradual collapse of
Roman power...was the consequence of
a series of contingent events. No
general causes can be assigned that made
it inevitable.?

This work enables us to see that Bury did not de-
viate from the contingency theory which he proposed in
1916. He was firmly commited to it in his writings
from that year on, and his final works offer no solu-
tions to the problems of the philosophy of history.
That he continued a relativist is evidenced by a

1 - which, it should be noted, then became causes
themselves,

2 - Bury, J.B., History of the Later Roman Empire,
New York: Dover PﬁTIIEatlons, Tnc., 1958, vol.
I, p. 311. See also Bury, J.B., "The Hellenistic
Age and the History of Civilization," in Bury,
J.B., et. al., The Hellenlstic Age, Cambridge:
University Press, 1923, p. 7.
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letter written to the Morning Post in 1926. He stated
that though it is generally assumed that freedom from
blas and impartiality are requisites for good
historical writing, he would disagree. "I do not
think that freedom from bias is possible, and I do

not think it is desirable. Whoever writes completely
free from bias will produce a colorless and dull
work."l This was his final statement.

Bury's various attitudes and his attempts to
seek a solution to the problems inherent in the
philosophy of history, if not a reflection in minia-
ture of the very soul of his time, was certalinly one
of its characteristic products. His development was
in accord with the dominant thought of the period
in which he lived--but, unlike some of its other
thinkers--thls development cannot be regarded as
linear or becoming more and more profound. Rather
it i1s the symbol of the scholar, in his earliest
years sure of himself and his ldeas, eventually be-
coming a sceptic and frustrated in his search for
truth. In his case, his own mentality forced him to
search for a valid ldentity as a historian, and his
limitations prevented him from ever coming to terms
wlth the eternal predicament of the historian in
search for himself. What remains the most admirable
quality, however, 1s the self-conscilousness which
Bury brought to the problem, for he could have easily
avolded coming to grips with it without any damage
to his reputation and standing.

1 - Bury, J.B., "A Letter on the Writing of History,"
in Temperley, op. cit., pp. 70-T1.
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Nonetheless, having chosen to seek a solution,
Bury had certain limitations which prevented him from
ever going further than he did. Though he explicitly
stated that the solutlion lay in the problem of psychology,
unlike Dilthey he did not attempt but rather avoided,
ever entering into the area of epistemology. His failth
in the idea of causation and in the necessity of
rationality in history blinded him towards seeking a
solution in the individuality of history and, despite
the theory of contingency, in the significance of
the accident in shaping past events,

Contingency represented the final breakdown of
his thought, for 1instead of leading him in a new
direction, he used it to reaffirm his belief in
rationality and causation; i1t became the partially
positivist way out of a relativist solution, the re-
liance on an o0ld faith to justify a new ldea. Bury's
own destruction of many aspects of positivism and his
shift into the relativist school with its uncertainty
with regard to historical cognltion 1s a symptom
of a lost ideal of the nineteenth century and the
concurrent inability to fill this vacuum 1n the
twentieth. Although he was nelther as profound nor
as radical as some of the others who were working in
the same area, both his thought and historical thought
in general have ended with at best a partial and in-
adequate answer to the total problem. In this
sense he 18 not merely one of the products of the
early twentieth century, but can be seen as highly
symbolic of the time 1in which he lived. Bury's
questioning of the prevalling assumptions of the late
nineteenth century 1s typlical of the realization in
the early part of the twentieth century that positivism
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was no longer a tenable thesls; the fact that he
raised more questions than he was able to answer is
representative of the kind of groping going on in many
quarters in the search for an acceptable substitute
for the problem of historical meaning and cognition.



Part II - The Individual Conscience

Rationalism, Freedom and Lilberty as Seen from the
Early Twentieth Century
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As a historlan, Bury's interests were universal.
But he was acutely conscious of his mission to truth
and in most of his hilstorical work--especially in the
books and articles on Greece and the Byzantine Empire--
one rarely, if ever, finds him acting as a counsellor
for his personal beliefs. He did prefer Thucydides
to Herodotus, he did have interesting ideas about
Constantinople, yet his work as a historian was always
taken with Ranke's ideal in mind. When he did argue
a case, the case was always historical. Temperamentally,
as well, Bury was sulted to the role of a historian.
He was shy and retiring and disliked contact with
large groups of people. Bury came to Cambridge and
King's College at the time when both were in a
renaissance-~Bloomsbury was beginning to exert in-
fluence and King's was the center of much of English
intellectual activity. By intellect and, as we shall
see, by personal belilef, Bury was sulted to join these
groups or at least act on the periphery. Yet he dild
not, for he was more suited to sit in the archives
than at high table; his intellect was of the sort that
could not transfer itself to the drawing room.

Nevertheless, just as he could not hide his
speculations on the philosophy of history behind the
content of his historlies, and just as he could not
remain disengaged from the question of the ultimate
significance of his work, so, too, he could not totally
reslign himself to remaining above the fray on some
of the more significant lssues of the day. His
involvement was acute in both the areas of his histori-
cal and personal lives.
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The distinction between Bury as a historian and
Bury as an individual is as sharp as it is with any
major historian of the twentleth century. Not only
does one not intrude upon the other, but Bury did
not use his histories, like Acton, to help derive
or assert his moral phllosephy. With the exception
of a few works and rare instances 1in his histories,
Bury took care 39 intrude as little of himself as
possible. However, when he did decide to plunge,
he did 1t with the fury of a polemicist and he
always remained constant to his cause. The werks in
which the personal Bury appear are ﬁ_History‘gg
Freedom of Thought, The Idea of Progress, History of
the Papacylig the Nineteenth Century, and various
articles written for the Rationalist Press Assoclation.

In his personal beliefs, Bury was a rationalist
and had a deeply felt love of liberty of every sort.
He defined rationalism as "the uncompromising
assertion by reason of her absolute rights through-
out the whole demain of thought...” and freethought
as "the refusal of thought to be controlled by any
authority But its own...."l These principles he up-
held threughout his lifetime. 1In accord with these
ideas, he castigated all societlies which trled to
deprive cltizens of the right to seek their own
truths., Most often, the Catholic Church was his ad-
versary, but his scepticism enveloped even secular
autherity and all ideal socletlies were seen as "re-
pellent," from those of Mercier teo the Saint-

1 - Bury, &.B., A Histogﬁ of Freedom of Thought, 2nd
ed.,’Londoﬁ:_Ox or Iversity Press, I;g!,
p. 10.
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Simonians.l It was authority of any sort which
bothered him and when in doubt, Bury always chose
the problems of freedom to the solutions of authority.
It 1s possible that his approach to Byzantine
history--from the administrative and constitutional
polnt of view--stems from his preoccupation with the
problem of authority, for he recognized at an early
time that the key to freedom is not merely in the
written or unwritten constitution of a govermment
but resides in its administrative forms as well.

Bury's spiritual and historical father in his
devotion to reason was Gibbon, whom he knew as well
as any man living in the first quarter of the
twentieth century. He described Gibbon as a "Rational-
ist" who lived in an England '"unemancipated from
ecclesiasticism,” a man who could have gone to
prison for having written the most enlightened
history of his day. The most admirable qualities of
Glbbon were his HFilightenment humanity and his use
of reason. Bury admired him personally for the fact
that "all cruelty and persecution were odious" to
him and as a historian because: "in few historians
has reason exercised so supreme a control over feel~
ing. But it should be recognized finally that this
sovereign mastery of reason, tyrannical and inflexible,
was one of the conditions of Glbbon's great achieve-
mem:./“2

1l - Bury The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
198, '285 286" ’

2 - Gibbon, Autobiography, g_g. cit., pp. xiv-xvi;
Bury, J.B., "GI%Bon's Autoblography,”" The Pilot,
vol. III (1901), p. 75. - T
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However, in spite of his admiration of @Gibbon's
great accomplishments in history and to reason, Bury
was not unylelding in his respect. He regretted that
Gibbon was not ahead of his time with reference to
the idea of democracy and was disgusted with Gibbon's
parliamentary career.1 Naturally, Bury had certaln
reservations about Gibbon as a historian.2

Modern European history and modern English history
were heavily influenced by rationalist thought and
Bury was not out of either tradition when he wrote
as a rationalist. Even the tone of his rationalist
works might not be very much different from that of
some of his predecessors, for A History of Freedom
of Thought, his only fully rationalist work published
during his lifetime, has as little relation to '"pure"
history as did Herodotus' 'fables." The work is mainly
a diatribe against the Catholic Church written as a
lawyer's brief. Although punctuated with some
scholarly apparatus, it 1s not a scholarly work and,
for Bury, 1t is uniquely sloppy. Errors abound in
the work of a historian who is noted mainly for his
unusﬁally learned mind and great accuracy.3 The

1 - 1Ibid., p. xii.
2 - Gibbon, Decline and Fall, op. cit., Intro., passim.

3 - In 1931, G.P. Gooch described Bury as '"the greatest
historian who has ever held the Cambridge Chair."
The emphasis is, of course, on the word "historian.”
Gooch, G.P., "The Cambridge Chair of Modern
History," op..cit., p. 319. Gooch later bracketed
Bury with such men as Ranke, Mommsen, Stubbs,
Glerke, Maitland, and Tout as a model for histori-
cal writing. Gooch, G.P., Harold Temperley,
1879-1939, London: Humphrey M1lford, n.d., p.
27. 1In 1963 Gooch described Bury as "that great
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tone of the work 1s quite personal and the selection
of material seems haphazard. It is quite probable
that Bury wrote the work without consulting any notes
or sourc¢es, an accomplishment that would be viewed
with pride only by a polemicist. A History of Free-
dom of Thought is also the only volume written by
Bury with the general public in mind. Although The
Idea of Progress and A History of Greece are T
general surveys, even without knowing they were
written by Bury it is obvious they were produced by
a first-rate scholar for a knowledgeable and serious
audlence. A History of Freedom of Thought, part of
the Home UﬂIversity ﬂzgfary Serigg, could have been

written by someone who was not a historian; indeed,
were any historlian without the prestige of a Bury to
have written it, hls reputation would have suffered.
Yet, evidently, Bury felt the 1ssue to be of sufficlent
importance to lend the weight of his reputation as a
scholar to the support of the general issue. In
support of Bury, it is obvious that the work is a
personal one--phllosophical issues are debated and
he admitted that the selection of material 1is
arbltrary. This small volume is the only one which
Bury published in hls lifetime in direct support of
his own "faith."!

scholar, the most learned of English Historians."
Gooch, @.P., London, letter, 10 April 1963, to
the author.

1 - It can be speculated that A History of Freedom
of Thought was also written as a reply to Acton,
who was Catholic and was willing to work in the
framework of the Church, even though he viewed
history as the progressive evolution of human
freedom. Acton was used by Catholic pamphleteers
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That A History of Freedom of Thought hit home is
obvious from a few reactions immediately following its
publication in 1913. In 1914 the Catholic Truth
Society published two pamphlets directly attacking
Bury's position and the book itself. Both pamphlets,
one by Hilaire Belloc and the other by John G. Vance,
are a part of a series called Anti-Rationalist
Pamphlets published in order to counter some of the
rationalist trends of the day.

Belloc's argument, entitled Anti-Catholic History:
How It 1s Written, used Bury's work in order to
;EEAZE.FEhe writing of history in our Protestant
universities...."l Most significantly, Belloc attacked
the scholarship of the work. The bad scholarship,
the inaccuracies of fact, of "proportion ...in the
spirit of narration" were attributed to the
complacency of academicians hiding behind their titles
and realizing that works of thls sort would not be
crliticized. Belloc used Bury to prove that the
"Academic Authority" of those who attack the Church
is "usually valueless,' for the universities publish
bad'history.2

Vance, 1n Freedom of Thought and Christianity,
compared Bury and Acton on the subject of liberty and
freedom. He continually used Acton in counterpoint

with Bury in order to prove his case that the Catholic

in order to prove Bury's thesis wrong.

1 - Belloc, Hilaire, Anti-Cathollc History: How It
is Written, London: CatholIc Truth Sociely, 1014,
p. I

2 - 7Ibid., passim.
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Chureh has always been on the side of freedom and in
"the Middle Ages, thought was not enslaved, reason was
not in prison and knowledge did make progress."1
Vance also enumerated Bury's many errors of fact and
claimed these errors were what allowed Bury to make
his argument against Catholicism. Calling the work
a '"rationalist tract,” Vance urged the reader to go
back to the teachings of Lord Acton and asked Bury
to make a public apology in the form of "a little
volume of ‘'retractions'" in order to recover his
repu’cation.2
Of course, far from being the product of a
Protestant plot, Bury's volume 1s, as Vance stated,
a rationalist tract. But both Belloc and Vance seem
to attack Bury where 1t would have hurt him, at this
moment, the least. Were anyone to have attacked one
of Bury's purely historical volumes with respect to
its accuracy, had the case been half as strong as the
attack on A History of Freedom of Thought, Bury would
not only have retracted, but his own view of himself
as a disinterested historian would have been shattered.
The point is that Bury himself did not view the volume
as one of history and the retraction would only be in
order if he felt that his general viewpoint--that the
Catholic Church has lndeed hurt the cause of reason
and his own philosophical Jjustification of freedom
of thought--were proven wrong. Needless to say, no

1l - Vance, John G., Freedom of Thought and Christianity:
A Criticiam of ProTessor Bufy's r"History ol Free-
dom ol Thought', London: Catholic Truth Society,
I9I4 p. 10.

2 - 1Ibid., passim.
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retraction was forthcoming,

Bury appears as a polemicist in one other volume,
his History of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Century,
pﬁblished posthumously in 1930. The fact of
posthumous publication i1s instructive, for Bury gave
a set of lectures with the same title in the academic
years 1906-07 and 1907-08, also having the subtitle
"Pontificate of Pius IX."l! The lectures were never
repeated, contrary to Bury's custom which saw him
glve the same lectures for many years running.2
Bury could easily have published the lectures had he
desired to do so, but he chose neither to publish nor
to repeat the series, indicating that he had some
doubts about their value. The part that was published,
including most of the pontificate of Pius IX, 1is,
even without the footnotes which were suppllied by the

Rev. R.H. Murray, the editor, much more scholarly and
Judicious than A History of Freedom of Thought. Yet
it, too, is obviously blased against Pius IX and

the ultramontanes and in favor of, first, a liberali-
zation of the Church, and second, the liberals within
the Church. Bury was also quite patently afraild of
the influence of the Church on the modern world and
did not hesitate to state his fears. This work and

A History of Freedom of Thought can be contrasted with

1 - Cambridgethitersitg Reporter, vols. XXXVII,

2 - "The Use of Authorities" was given in Easter term
every academic year from 1904-05 to 1925-26 with
the exception of 1914-15. "The Barbarian In-
vasions," also published posthumously, under the
title The Invasion of Europe §¥ the Barbarilans
was given, sometimes w a slightly dlfferent
title, many times from 1903-04 to 1925-26,
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Bury's work on the Byzantine Empire in which his
discussions of Church history show a remarkable lack
of bilas: for anyone, much less a historian known to be
a rationalist.

History of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Century
was undoubtedly not published or repeated because of
this combination of scholarly apparatus and personal bias.
The book on freedom of thought is openly supporting
a cause, the works on the Byzantine Empire are openly
supporting scholarship. The lectures on the modern
Papacy are in a twilight zone somewhere in between
the two and, with that sharp distinction always in
mind, Bury did not want to get his personal selfl
mixed up with his historical one.

The Idea of Progress, which wlll be considered
in much greater detail below, also reflects, though
only in part, a personal commitment by Bury. For
purposes of his position on rationalism and freedom
of thought there is something to be gleaned from 1it.
It should be noted here that The Idea of Progress is
a thoroughly scholarly work and even where Bury does
contemplate problems of freedom, liberty, rationalism
and religion he is much more temperate and much clearer
in stating that this is a personal prejudice than in
any other of his works.

In addition to these three significant volumes,
brief statements in other volumes and some articles,
Bury, from 1915 on, occasionally wrote for the
Rationalist Press Association. The Assoclation was
founded in 1899 as an outgrowth of the Agnostic Annual
and the Rationalist Press Committee, whose function
was "to assist in the production and circulation of




-126-

Rationalist publications." The leading members of
the organization at its inceptlion were Charles
Albert Watts, whose printing firm published almost
all of the works sponsored by the Association, C.E.
Hooper, and A. Gowans Whyte. Leslie Stephen, John
M. Robertson, Emile Zola and Ernst Haeckel were
among lts original Honorary Members. The principal
work of the Assoclation was in 1ssulng pamphlets,
cheap reprints and translations, and original works
which aided the rationalist cause.

The Assoclation consciously disliked the terms
"freethinker" or "freethought," feeling that they
were too militant or assoclated too closely with
activist continental movements. As an organization
it steadfastly maintained that it "is not committed
to any political programme or any socilologlcal theory,"
and thus, unlike many of the European Free-
mason or free-thinking soclieties prior to World War
i, has been eminently non-political. While 1its
sympathles lay with the Liberal and then the Labour
Parties, 1t has carefully malntained a strict
neutrallity; because of tils and its numerous publi--
cations and lectures, 1t has achleved a good measure
of respectablility in Engllsh social life.

In addition to its other publicatlions, the
Association also sponsored an Annual and Ethical
Review to which Bury made brief contrilbutions. Though
Bury never belonged to the Association, it 1s easy
to see, because of 1ts policy of an unwillingness to
go to extremes in disseminating rationalist beliefs,
how 1t appealed to him as a place to air his views
on the Church, tolerance and free-thought. Bury was
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listed as an Honorary Assoclate of the organization,
elected in 1913, no doubt a tribute to his A Hlstory
of Freedom of Thought.l

The rationalist idea was not a new trend of
thought in England at the time when Bury was casting
his invectives agalnst religion. Modern rationalism
can be traced back to the English Deists of the late
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries and their
attacks on revelation coupled with the 1dea of a
natural religion. In the eighteenth century Hume and
Gibbon took up the cause in England and the Enlighten-
ment in Europe tended to denigrate revelation in
favor of reason.2

However, as the popularity of A.D. White's A
History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in
Christendoﬁjg—published in 1896, testifies, the issue
was still an important one at the end of the nine-
teenth century. Hegel, Darwin, science, and the
positivists had all made inroads into the traditional
sphere of religion, but the period was nelither 3o
cynical as to reject religion altogether, nor so
sophisticated as to be able to ignore the 1lssue.

m

1 - See Whyte, A. Gowans, The Sto of the R. P. A.,
1899-1949, London: wWatTs and Company, 13949; and
Hooper, Charles E., The R. P. A.: Its Origin and
@rowth, London: Watts and Company, n.d.

2 - See Robertson, J.M., A Histo of Freetho t, U4th
ed., London: Watts and Company, 1936, vol. ?I.
3 - White, Andrew Dickson, A History of the Warfare

of Science with Theology In Christendom, New York:
D. Appleton and Company, 1899, ¢ vols.

4 - See Benn, Alfred Willlam, The History of English
Rationalism in the Nineteenth Century, New %orE:
Russell and Russell, Inc., 1962, 2 vols., passim.
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One of the works which undoubtedly influenced
Bury was Lecky's History of the Rise and Influence of
Rationalism in Europe, published in 1865. Lecky had
been a student at Trinity College, Dublin, and was
the Liberal-Unionist M P. for his old school from 1892
until his death in 1903. Lecky's work was enormously
popular, having over twenty reprints in England after
it was published.

The position of Lecky, though less militant than
Bury's, was close to that of his constituent.l He
saw Catholicism coming to hurt political democracy
and democracy in the modern period being the champion
of Christian ideals now lignored by modern Christianity.
In addition, like Bury, he tied together freedom,
rationalism and progress.

Leckyy differed in one significant way from most

2

1l - Bury and Lecky knew one another and there 1is a
letter dated 16 May 1902 from Bury to Lecky in
Trinity College Library in which Bury thanks
Lecky for sending him a copy of Lecky's
Democracy and Liberty. Bury also implored
Lecky not to resign as representative. He
stated: "There has been a persistent rumour
that you think of resigning your membership as
our representative. I know that all my
colleagues are unanimously of the same opinion
as myself when I say that I should regard your
resignation as a great misfortune, and earnestly
hope that you are not contemplating such a step.
You can hardly realise how strongly we all feel
on this matter, and how highly we value our luck
in having secured an ideal representative. We
could not replace you." Letter from J.B. Bury
to W.E.H. Lecky, Lecky MS, Trinity College, Dublin.

2 - Lecky, W.E.H., Histo of the Rise and Influence
of the Spirit gZ_RaE%odEIism in Eurogg, New York:
George Braziller, 1955, vol. 11, pp. =208-221,

3 - 7Ibid., vol. II, pp. 346-357.
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nineteenth and early twentleth century historians of
rationalism in that he did not merely use the idea of
rationalism as a mode of thought antithetical to
religion, Writing at a time when the influence of
Hegel was paramount, Lecky liked to speak of an age
having "peculiar habits of thought, new modes of
reasoning, new techniques of inquiry." He talked of
the spirit of an age and saw the dominant trend of
modern times as the "spirit of Rationalism.”" Thus,
not merely theologlical tendencies are discussed but
also political ones and he can be said to have been
a precursor of modern soclology when he entitled a
chapter "The Industrial History of Rationalism."1
Thus, for Lecky the world 1s becoming rationalized;
for many before World War I, including often Bury,
it was simply a war between rationalism and theology.

In addition to Lecky, Bury was influenced by
historical ¢riticism. Indeed, his very attitude to-
ward:history, that it must be "scientific," bilased
him toward a rejection of revelation and a special
acceptance of the Bible as of divine origin. The
introduction of Biblical criticlsm and the tendency
in the nineteenth century to root the origin of
Christianity in primitive beliefs as a result of
anthropologlcal investigation also determined his
position.

2

1 - Ibid.’ VOl. I, pp- Xi-XXo

2 - Examples of those who defined rationalism or free-
thought only in terms of theology are Robertson,
John M., A Short History of Freethought, New York:
G.P. Putnam's 3Sons, , p. 9; and genn, op. cit.,
vol. I, pp. 3-4.
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By the time Bury began writing against prevailing
religious bellefs--from the lectures ori the History
of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Century of 1906-07
to a discussion of the trial of Socrates in 1926--
the 1ssue had not yet taken on the pragmatic neutrality
that 1t has in the twentieth century. Theology was
indeed in "retreat," as one commentator had described
it,l but nonetheless there was no certainty on the
part of freethinkers that it would remain there. 1In
England, the abolition of University Tests in 1871,
the Education Act of 1870, the abolition of Church
Rates in 1868, and the right of University dons to
marry in 1882 were all reforms of recent memory and
thelir wisdom was still debated in many circles. ‘There
was thus a Vietorian militancy about the arguments
for and against theology still present in the early
twentleth centiry. One did not debate, one exhorted,
and Bury's works in this area have this characteristically
Victorian tone. There was great tolerance in England
when he wrote A Hlstory of Freedom of Thought, but the
issue was not the sort which led to friendly disputa-
tion. Though you marshalled as many scholarly and
philosophical arguments as you could, you fought for
rationalism with every rhetorical device as well.
Bury's own writings in support of his personal beliefs
have this same tone,

Bury's belief in a rationalist approach to the
world, unlike his positien on the philosophy of history,
remained remarkably consistent over the years. If

1 - Benn, op. c¢it., vol. II, ch. 19.
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he was never sure about the meaning or even the
value of his historical studies, he nevertheless did
not transfer thls uncertainty onto the sphere of his
personal bellefs., Perhaps this is because he thought
that while scepticism can be maintained as a reasonable
way of conducting a life, it cannot be a fully
satisfactory method of conducting research. In order
to complete his historical work, Bury needed some
sort of unequivocal conclusion; yet, he felt that a
complete life can be led simply by asking questions
and appealing to reason.

That Bury bellieved this can be seen in his
discussions of Socrates, whose example he admired
without reservation. Bury found Socrates' historical
significance to lie in his constant questioning of
common-sense assumptions, his rejection of authority,
and his realization that truth was a most elusive
thing.l Like most commentators, Bury was fascinated
by Socrates' trial and, most especially, his

defense,2 in which Socrates acknowledged the fact

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
cit., p. 20; Bury, ;.B.T A History of Greece,
op. c¢it., p. 563; Bury, J.B., "rhe Age of
ITIlumInation," in Cambridge Ancient History, New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1927, vol. V, pp.
386-397.

2 - Bury speculated that Socrates was tried for some
sort of political reason and the charges of
religious treason and corrupting the youth were
used as an expedient in order to get him out of
the way. ©See "The Trial of Soerates,'" in

Temperley, op..cit., pp. 75-80. 1In A History

of Freedom of Thought, p. 21, Bury stated:
TFhere can, T mngi','ﬁe little doubt that the

motives of the accusation were political."
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that he did not worship the gods of Athens and
defended the charge of corruption with a plea for free
speech. For Bury, the most noteworthy aspect of the
defense was Socrates! assertion of 'the supremacy of
individual conscience" and "the public value of free
discussion." Bury thought this the "earliest—gﬁstifi—
cation of freedom of thought"1 and he continually
returned to it as the great example of the supremacy
of reason.

As for Socrates' controversial cholce when he
is found gulilty--death over banishment--the answer
given 1s simply that he preferred death to a worth-
less 1ife of silence. Bury indicated that he regarded
this as a reasonable choice and summed up: "He cannot
fitly be called a martyr, except in the wide, vague
sense in which that word is often applied to any
victim of intolerance. If he bore witness to any
cause, it was to the cause of freedom of speech."2

Bury observed that soclety is generally opposed
to progressive ldeals and this, combined with the kind
of intolerance which brought about the death of Socrates,
told him something about the nature of man. The reason
soclety 1s often unwilling to change its bellefs 1is
simply that "the average brain is naturally lazy" and
refuses even to conslider any rew ideas. With great

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
cit., pp. 22-23." 3ee Bury's own defense ol ngé-
dom of speech below., It is not far from Socrates!
plea, especlally in using the idea that freedom
1s more useful to soclety than censorship.

2 - Bury, J.B., "The Trial of Socrates," in Temperley,
op. cit., p..90; Bury, J.B., A History of Greece,
op. ¢If., p. 565.
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contempt, Bury felt that most men refuse to question
traditional beliefs which have been given to them as
dogma. This Bury called a "conservative instinct" and
he thought the instinct supported by a '"conservative
doctrine" which views the world as an organic whole--
any changes in a part of society will endanger the
whole fabric of the universe. Psychologically, this
doctrine 1s aided by the conservative nature of man
and, to Bury, most men see the good of the state as
"the preservation of its traditlons and institutions
unchanged."l

In modern times, Bury regarded religious institu-
tions as the main element 1n propagating this conserva-
tive doctrine, generally in order to preserve theilr
traditional power against the influence of new ideas.
Time and again in his discussions of the Catholilc
Church, Bury noted its unwilllingness to accept new
ideas in attempting to retain or regain its old
power in the world. The editor of History of the
Papacy in the Nlneteenth Century revealed that when
he asked Bury why he was lnterested in the modern
Papacy, Bury replied: "I consider it the other side
of the history of freedom of thought.“2 And it was
not merely the modern Papacy which Bury viewed as
antagonistic to the ideals of freedom. His continual
concern wlth the subject can be descrlbed as a life-

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
cit., pp. é4§. Bury also noted there are elements
of soclety which depend upon the status quo and
support the ldeas which prop it up.

2 - Bury, J.B., History of the Papacy in the Nineteenth
Century, 1860-=1878, €d. with a memolr by Rev. R.H.
Murray, London: Macmillan and Company, Ltd.,

1930, p. 1ix.
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long debate between Socrates and Innocent III.

The debate was seen by Bury as "a continuous
struggle between authority and reason." To accept
any idea on the basis of mere authority was odious,
especially if such knowledge could not be theoretically
ascertained by oneself. Bury's "average man," how-
ever, did accept i1deas merely because of thelr support
by some sort of authorlity; Bury found such authority
pernicious and connected it mainly with theological
bellefs. In contrast to thls, Bury found himself
supporting the forces of reason and freedom and tied
together the attempts of rationalist beliefs to
assert themselves with '"the fleld of theology, because
i% was in that fleld that the self-assertion of reason
was most violently and pertinaciously opposed." More-
over, those who claim authority generally tend to be
coercive., Yet, the burden of proof does not lie on
those who question traditional beliefs but on those
who accept them, because for Bury the only acceptable
authority is that which can be personally verified.l
The powers of theologlical authorities were such, how-
ever, claimed Bury, that 1t was not until the modern
period that the "intellectual revolutionary movement"
of reason began to come to - the fore and disturb the
authofity of the idea of providence.2 Bury was trying
to make those who support the "conservative doctrine"
face up to the same intellectual problems as those
who accepted his own reliance on reason.

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
Cit. ’ ppo 7—T1 .

2 - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, Op. cit., pp.
118-119.
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Christlanity was the oppressor for Bury and the
period which he saw as a kind of "dark ages" of free-
dom was the Middle Ages for the adoption of
Christianity by Constantine "inaugurated a millenium
in whieh reason was enchained, thought was enslaved,
and knowledge made no progress." Bury accused
Christianity of adopting a policy of tyranny over the
minds of men because of its belief that the ultimate
truth lay in the way of the Christian Church. This
attitude of having a monopoly on truth could not but
lead to a position of intolerance. In addition, the
idea of sacred books hardened the belief in the
efficacy afa traditional way of life. For Bury. the
significance of St. Augustine 1n the history of free-
dom of thought was that "he formulated the principle
of persecution...." Later, the Inquisition discarded
"every reasonable means for the ascertainment of
truth. "l

Not only the Middle Ages and Catholicilsm, but
the Reformatlon and Protestantism came into Bury's
disfavor on the 1ssue of toleration. He considered
it a hasty reading of history to think "that the
Reformation established religious liberty and the right
of private judgment." Indeed, the results--which led

1l - Buwy, J.B., A Histo of Freedom of Thought, .
cit., pp. 36-44." As we shall see below, Bury_2
recognized that history is anything but static
and that modern Christianity is very different
from 1ts medleval form. However, he was far
from pleased with the development of the modern
Church. See "The Success of Christianity," R.P.A.
Annual and Ethical Review, London: Watts and
Company, 1915; and Bury, J.B., History of the

Papacy in the Nineteenth Century, op. cIt. pp.
STo55 38-39- ==
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to the idea of toleration--were not due to its
ldeology but to the new political and socilal condi-
tions which 1t brought about. As for the idea of in-
tolerance, the new and old ideas were not very much
different; the Reformation in itself did little to
help the cause of freedom. Calvin is regarded as
the "blackest" of all Protestant theologians and only
the Socinians receive some praise as having helped
the cause of rationalism and 1iberty.1

If Christianity hurt the cause of toleration,
Bury did not give it high marks in its contribution
to knowledge. The idea of rooting out heresy "injured
the sense of truth," for it was done indiscriminately,
even by the invention of tales and fables. What
Christlianity lacked was "a disinterested appreciation
of truth" and as a result it put its dogmas in the way
of all the scientiflic advances of the modern world.
The medieval legacy was also condemned by Bury, for he
thought the past lay heavily upon the modern thinkers,
such as Bodin, who tried to formulate new ideas.2

In addition to hindering the cause of knowledge,
Bury noted that the Christian tradition, with its
adherence to a fixed truth, also injured the cause of
critical history. At the beginning of the Middle Ages,
Christianity reconstructed history in its own "theologi-
cal interegts." Whereas in the Ancient world, history

1 - Ruffini, Francesco, Religious Liberty, trans. J.P.
Hayes, éreface by 3.5. Bury, New Yorﬁ; G.P. Put-
nam's Sons, 1912, p. vi; Bury, J.B., A Histor
of Freedom of Thought, op. cit., pp. 58-63.

2 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thc%ght,_gg.
cit.i pp. ﬂstug; Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress,
op. cit., p. 41.
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was, if not overly critical, at least free,

Christian historiography installed the
superior guldance of an indefeasible
authority, the divinely inspired tradi-
tion of the Jewlsh records, whereby
they determined the general frame and
perspective of the history of the world.
This was the first appearance of the
principle which Cardinal Manning ex-
pressed in his famous saying that dogma
must overcome history, and which guldes
all the historiography of the Ultramon-
tane school.

Bury did credit the Church with assisting in the transi-
tion of the idea of universal history from the Ancient
to the modern world, although the price of free inquiry
was a high one to pay and Christianity, of necessity,
abandoned the idea of a cyclical theory as incompatible
with its central dogma.1

Bury also asserted that Christianity had many
social effects in areas related to the ideas of
tolerance, rationalism and freethought. Particularly
in the field of law, Christlanity had the opportunity
to effect theory and practice. Bury noted that in
its influence on Roman law, '"the catalogue of crimes
was increased" and lawgivers in general were influenced
by the ascetic ldeals of early Christianity. In
addition, he stated that "apologists" for Christianity
will .have to Jjustify mutilation before they can ''prove
that the social effects of Christianity were beneficial."?

1 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient Greek Historians, op.
cit., pp. 239, 252.

2 - Bury, J.B., "The Influence of Christianity on
Roman Criminal Law," R1P.A. Annual and Ethical
Review, London: Watts and Company, 1918, p. 24,
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As Bury summed up hls feelings on the Middle Ages:
"In the period, then, in which Christianity exercised
its greatest influence, reason was enchained in the
prison which Christianity had built around the human
mind. "1

In hls discussions of the modern Church, Bury
was most concerned with the pontificate of Pius IX,
the Syllabus of Modern Errors and the Vatican Council.
The Syllabus proved to Bury that the relation of the
modern Church to reason was the same as the medieval
one. Reason was not expressly rejected or condemned,
but the Church wants "to render both reason and science,
bound hand and foot of ecclesiastical aut:hor.’d:y."2

In his interpretation of the events leading up
to the issulng of the Syllabus and the final acceptance
of the dogma of Infallibility, Bury, like Acton,>
strongly belleved that the ultramontanes had the most
influential position in the Church. They desired
the Syllabus because it would be a reaction against
the large wing of liberal Catholies, and Bury viewed
the latter years of the relgn of Pius IX as mainly
a battle between the ultramontanes and the liberal
Catholic group, with the ultramontanes ultimately
winning the battles as well as the war. He unhappily
saw the conservative view of the ultramontanes being

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
01to ’ ppo 49-56-
2 - Bury, J.B., Histo of the Papacy in the Nineteenth
CentE!, ...E. v .y ppo I ;"'1 .

3 - Acton, Lord, "The Vatican Council," Essays on
Freedom and Power, op. cit., pp. 280-28I, 3II.
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asserted in almost every area of the Church during
these years. They were not merely responsible for
the issuance of the Syllabus and the Encyclical
Quanta Cura whlch accompanlied 1t,1 but for their
contents as well. The 1dea that revelation is always
perfect, that the Inquisition and Index have an
important place ina the affalrs of the Church, the
reassertion of the idea of speclal ecclesliastical
Jurisdiction, and, most significantly, that the

state is subordinate to the Church, are all views
which Bury attributed to ultramontane 1nfluence.2
Furthermore, Bury saw the Syllabus implylng a speclal
ecclesliastical idea of history which is 1n opposition
to modern thought. The ultramontane view of history,
he stated, '"is that it refuses to distinguish be-
tween historical periods”"; that is, it does not make
the distinction between the role and fate of the
Church in modern and medieval times. "This unhistorical
view 1s necessitated by the adhesion to the secular
pretensions of the medieval Church"; and all of
European civilization is still judged from the point
of view of the power of the medleval Church. As

Bury saw it, there was thus an incompatibility "between

1 - Quanta Cura, an Encyclical letter sent along with
the Syllabus to Catholic prelates, was a summa-
tion of the Syllabus, briefly discussing what
the Syllabus went into 1in greater detail. Bury
viewed its import as further emphasis of the
attempt of the Church to usurp much of the
authority now held by the modern state.

2 - Bury, J.B., History of the Papacy in the Nine-
teenéh.Cenéggz, op. cit., pp. &, 12, 1&, 22, 25,

s ’ .
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the dogmatic point of view and the historical principle,
which 1s one of the most important acquisitions of
the nineteenth century.” Until this is reconciled,
it 1is obvious the Church and the modern world will
always be at odds. The Syllabus was "a declaration
of war against the enlightenment."l

Unlike Acton and other liberal Catholics,2 Bury
refused to adopt the "historical principle" to
mitigate the meaning of the Syllabus and the doctrine
of Infaillibility and interpret them as particular
reactions to certain momentary trends. To Bury, "such
explanations are only the desperate resorts to which
those have to betake themselves who try to reconcile
the polar opposites, lliberty and papal authority,
progress and ecclesiasticism."3 While Acton and
Bury stood partially on the same side in their response
to the reactionary forces of the Church, Bury felt
that Acton fought a battle which could not possibly
be won. For Acton attempted to work within the Church
in order to obtalin much the same kind of civil,
political and intellectual freedom that Bury valued;
but, to Bury, the very nature of the Church meant
that one could not have both the institution and the
liberal 1declogy at the same time. Bury regretted

1 - 1Ibid., pp. 45-46; Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom
of Théught,‘_g. cit., é. 168, —

2 - Acton, Lord, "The Vatican Council," op. cit., p.
327; Quirinus, Letters from Rome on The Council,
New York: Pott and Amery, 1870, is8 a compllation
by Ddllinger of the attitude of the liberal
opposition.

3 - Bury, J.B., History of the Papacy in the Nine-
teenth Century, op. cit., pp. 9-10.
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that the ultramontanes were in control of the institu-
tion, but there is an almost deterministic attitude
on his part in his discussion of the Church and
liberalism: the Church could not be what it is and
be liberal at the same time; Acton was condemned to
a kind of Sisiphus existence in trying to have both.
Indeed, whlle Bury would have preferred to have the
liberal wing win the civil war within the Church, his
ultimate view was that their ought to be no Church
at all.

In his discussion of the affairs of the Church,
Bury had a great advantage. Though, unlike Emille
Combes, he had not been "raised in the harem" and
therefore perhaps did not "know its inner secrets,'
he knew Church history and precedent as well as any
theologlan. He therefore took lissue with the actions
of Pius IX at the Council, declaring many of them to
be the establishment of new precedents further adding
to the power of the Papacy.1 The restrictions upon
members of the Councll were many, and Bury argued some

of them violated the tradition of the Church2 and

1 - Again, there is agreement here with Acton's view-
point. Acton first tried to stop the ultramontane
trend and control by an appeal to precedent.
Later, when he realized the futility of this
approach, his attacks orn the Council became
more of an appeal to ideology than to tradition.
Himmelfarb, Gertrude, Lord Acton, Chicago:

University Press, 1952, pp. 99-117.

2 - Among the new precedents, Bury listed the follow-
ing: the retention by the Pope of the right to
decide what would be discussed; the fact that
the proceedings of the Council were secret; and
the independent position of the Pope in relation
to the Council.
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resulted in the fact that the Ceuncil "“was not a free
body in the sense in which this could be said of

other Councils." He ridiculed the whole affair by
claiming it was totally chaetic, the enly principle of
order being the Pope's "despotic will."l what Bury
never realized was that the Council was never meant

to be "free" in his sense of the term, but when he
argued from a personal and not a historical point of
view, his acute sense of histerical and moral
relativism entirely deserted him. \

If the pontificate of Pius IX repelled him, Bury
was also not particularly enamored with his character.
Bury claimed that Pius IX had "certain psychologicsal
traits" which led him to cooperate in a movement led
mainly by the Jesuits and ultramontanes; he even
implied that the Pope was 2 cap$ive of these groups
and not a particularly strong personality. Bury
pointed out that the Pepe had no difficulty in
believing in legends and propheslies and that there
seemed to be more than a coincidental significance
in the fact that certain dates, such as June 18, were
important in the reign. If he were not a Pope, stated
Bury, he would be deseribed as having "megalomania,"
thinking that the divine appeared in him. Moreover,
in his propagation of certain ocults and his being
influenced by thep, the "destinies of the Church were
affected by the visions and prophesies of remantic
women." Bury also felt that in attempting to proclaim
the dostrine of Infallibility the Pope thought he had

1l - Bury, J.B., History of the Papacy in the Nine-
teenth Century, op. cit., pp. 78-86,
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a "special mission.”" In support of this a case was
cited in which the Pope determined to have his way

even at the expense of making septagenarian

Patriarch resign. Bury also made much of the Guidi
incident, in which the Pope demanded a confession of
faith from Cardinal Guidl, who was in the minority

at the Councill and who had spoken against Infallibility.
Guldl cited tradition in support of his stand and

the Pope replied: '"La Tradizione son' Io." Bury
commented: "words which preghantly express the

ultramontane system."l

Bury disliked the Church because of the position
in which it put the role of liberty and the role of
the individual and he was almost Jjoyous in his personal
statements when he described the breakdown of the
medieval world; he even entitled the chapter in A
History of Freedom of Thought "Prospect of Deliverance."
This prospect began for Bury in Renaissance Italy as
"the "misty veil...which had hung over men's souls...
began to 1ift." Bury saw this reaction in a typically
Burckhardtian interpretation of the Renaissance,
although perhaps not qulite so typlical for one whose

1 - Ibid,, pp. 51-55, 101, 124, Acton also used the
Tncldent to cap his frustration in failing to
make the volce of liberal Catholicism a substantive
one at the Council. PFor Acton, also, the ultramon-
tane victory was cloaked in the garb of
1llegality and obscurantism. But Acton felt that
the Church would eventually turn and become a
potent force 1n the modern world by simply reject-
ing the decrees of the Council and accepting
the combination of '"faith and reason.”" Acton,
Lord, "The Vatican Council," op. ecit., p. 327.
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historical work in the medieval period was never accused
of bias and during & time when it was becoming respectable
to challenge the Burckhardtian view of the Renalssance
and, by implication, the medieval period.1 When he
cited some of the more impertant figures who helped
bring about this "prespect of deliverance," Bury was

80 enthuslastic that he made them almost into martyrs
for reasen. Figures such as Bruno, Vanini, Kyd, Kett
and Legate are all used to show the intolerance of
authority and the attempt of individuals to believe
acoording to their consciences. The confrontation of
the Inquisition with @Galileo is recapitulated--no

doubt because of 1ts great dramatic quality. All these
men are almost sainted hy Bury in his efforts to make
them victims of persecution.2

1l - Unlike many commentators of the time, Bury did
not view the Renaissance as opposing paganlsm
and Christianity, but rather as a generous
mixture of the two which did net automatically
discard medieval ideas. Bury's "battle” between
reason and authority did not begin until the
seventeenth century when the Carteslan system
"collided with the theory of an active Providence."
The Renaizsance was viewed as a ftransition
peried from the fourteenth to the seventeenth

gnngury. The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
-65

2 - Bury, J.B., A Histo of Frecdon of Thoggg
cit. : pPD. 54 =55, b7, o08-69. Bur most o her
men, found an affinity with particular thinkers '

and adopted some of them as heroes of his rational-
ist creed. Most especlally, in their historical
context, he greatly admired the works of Bayle

and Vbltaire as attacks on "falsehood, prejudice,
and 1mposture.. ' See Bury, J.B., "Bayle on
Original Sin," R.P.A. Annual and Ethical Review,
London: Watts and Company, 1923, and A Histe

of Presdom of Thougnt, op. cit., pp. 121-TZF.
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Modern science, anthropology, and the modern idea
of the 1nvariable laws of nature were all credited
with helping to push the world of theology into the
background.l Bury also did not neglect the contribu-
tion of the new historlical methodology of the nine-
teenth century, for he felt that 1t removed the appeal
of Christianity and the Bible from any factual basis.
Strauss, Lachmann and other German scholars of the
early nineteenth century are given credit for this
excavation of the foundations of traditional Christian
thought, but Bury was also acqualnted with the more
modern work of the Modernist movement and the attempts
of Loisy to publiclze the results of more contemporary
Biblical scholarshlip in the effort to define the Church
as an evolutlonary institution. Because of Loisy and
others, Biblical criticism was proving "a steady and
powerful solvent of traditional beliefs; and today we
see that within the Churches the men who have brains
and are not afrald to use them are transforming the
essential doctrines,..." Bury was not myopic enough
to feel that all this sclentific and historical
criticism has affected in any way the doctrine of
immortality and thus has changed the old appeal to
authority rather than reason. He was aware that the
"whole point of a revealed religion is that it is not
based on scientific facts" and because of his conserva-
tive view of human nature thought that the basic appeal
of a revealed religlon could never be attacked. None-

1 - Bury, J.B., The Anclent Greek Historlans, op. cit.,
pp. 251-252; Bury, J.B., A Histo of Freedom gi
Thought, op. cit., pp. 66?69"'1'&1, =186,
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theless, he hoped that the more its intellectual
foundatlons are eroded, the less might be 1ts overall
appeal. 1

Another inroad into religious beliefs, another
victory for the forces of reason, was sounded on be-
half of one of Bury's favorlte themes, the ldea of
development. The 1dea was thought incompatible with
the view of the world in the Middle Ages, for
Augustinian theory need not worry about the question
of change in this socliety. 1Indeed, Bury felt it
Impossible for the idea to appear in the Middle Ages--
"the whole spirit of mediaeval Christianity excluded
it." Close to the ideas of Lecky, he postulated that
the advance of freedom of thought was brought about
by new modern attitudes stemming from the Renalssance.
The idea of development and the idea of progress made
great contributlions to this change in attitude. 1In
brief, a new theory of the universe was introduced and
popularized in place of the old theological views.
For Bury, 'the idea of progress, freedom of thought
and the decline of ecclesiastical power go together."2

Strangely enough, unlike his discussion of the
Renalssance, Bury never entered into the question of
the industrial revolution and the changes 1t brought
about, as dld Lecky, in terms of its helplng to trans-

1 - Bury, J.B., The Anclent Gireek Historlans, op. cit.,
p. 252; Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom o
Thought, op. c¢it., pp. ISE-EEQ. '"

2 - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
20-21, 28-29; Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom
of Thought, op. cit., pp. Iub-I43, 180-182, 184,
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form the quality of thought in the modern world.
His stated theory of historical change was one of
contingency, and, by definition, this included both
the ideal and the material worlds: chance could bring
together two or more independent ldeas or events or a
combination of both and the complex process of histori-
cal change would begin. In his historical world,
Bury accepted the theory; however, in all of his
discussions of the transformation from the medieval
theological view of the world to the modern rationalist
one, the motive force of history was always the world
of ldeas rather than the world of space and time. In
his own personal existence 1t was ideas that counted
and he chose the "idealist" position over the
"naturalist' one.

At one point, Bury admitted that his study of
the Papacy in the nineteenth century was based on
more than a disinterested attempt to do some research.
Rather, he desired to understand "the behaviour of
the Roman Catholic Church in the present age" and it
was this behaviour which alarmed him. He was probably
most upset by the attempts of the Church to define
its relationship with the modern state. In his
commentary on the Syllabus he continually noted that
should the extravagant claims of the Church of Pilus
IX be accepted, the state would merely become a
function of it and would be subject to its dictates.
Moreover, Bury's interpretation of Infallibility claimed
that the Pope now had unusual power, a power not
brought up since the medieval period. First, although
the Paope's Infallibility is limited to the times when
he is speaking ex cathedra, only the Pope can define
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these times; also, the Pope is limited to revelation
when speaking on dogma, but the idea "is too wide

and elastic a conception to constitute a very
definite limit or guarantee." Bury took the most
exceptional of all historic elaims of the Church,
Unam Sanctam, to 1llustrate his thesis of why we should
fear the Papacy today. He argued that the doctrine
of the two swords has agaln been reasserted in its
most extreme form and cited Jesult and ultramontane
writers in order to let them testlify against them-
selves--though, of course, what Bury viewed as alarm-

ing, these men viewed as natural, As far as Bury
was concerned, Unam Sanctam "has been confirmed by the
Vatican decree, and 1ts doctrine is binding de fide
on members of the Church of Rome."1

As for the practical relations of the Papacy with
the modern state, Bury felt that the Italian govern-
ment treated the Church quite fafrly after taking
Rome in 1870. He viewed the Kulturkampf as an
"appropriate and pregnant name" because "it was a
struggle between two different ideals of clvilization,
between the ecclesiastical order of the Middle Ages and

1l - Bury, J. B., History of the Papacy in the Nineteenth

Cent —cIt., pp. 23, 24-33, I35-102., Mhe
IIBera% Ca hoII position was different motivated

as it was by 1lts necessity to accept the institu-
tion of the Church but not much of 1its new
doctrine. For the liberal Catholics, the acts of
the Councll were clearly illegal and thus did

not have the binding force of dogma. Eventually,
they felt, this momentary lapse of the Church
would be rectified. See Acton, Lord, "The
Vatican Council," op. cit., pp. 302, 308, 318,

327.
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the secular order of modern society." A few years
after his having given the lectures on the Papacy,
the battle in France between Church and state reached
its apex during the Combes ministry. This, to Bury,
was "another victory fer the modern State." He
continued:

The victory 1s not surprising. For the
fact which gives us the most cause for
thought, and which I have endeavoured
to bring oeut in these lectures is that
the Papacy, based as 1t 1s in mediaeval
ideas, has maintained and in many ways
increased its moral power and influence,
in an atmosphere which is repugnant teo
it, in the midst of social and pelitical
institutions, tendenclies, and 1dea1 to
which it is fundamentally opposed. .

During the World War, Bury took the opportunity
to discuss the question of whether Christianity would
survive, one debated by rationalists in the centext
of the larger question of the survival of civilization.
He noted that there is no doubt that the war will
affect "every tissue of our social fabric" and this
means the relatienship between "reason and tradition,
freedom and authority" will also be affected. He
anticlpated that the ldeological warfare between the
two will perhaps become more acute and, comparing the
later post-war period to the time after the Napoleonic
Wars, he even prophesied. that the forces of religion
might gain.2 The success of Christianity was not

1 - Ibid., p. 165.

2 - Bury, J.B., et. al., "Will Orthedox Christianity
Survive the World War?: an attempt at ferecast
by representative humanists,” R.P,A., Annual and
Ethical Review, London: Watts and Company, 1917,

p. 20,
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attributed to its doctrine but to its organizational
capacities. As a social phenomenon, Bury admitted
that Christianity "has had a distinguished and
instructive history." 1In giving the Church its
histarical due, he continued:

It answered social needs; it embodied an
ideology satisfactory to the Western
mind at a particular stage; it was in
intimate touch with social development.
Its effective organization gave it the
means of exerting its socilal activities
to thelr fullest extent--activities

both good and evil. The nature of its
metaphysical doctrines enables it to adapt
and adjust 1ltself to new phases of
thought in a way which was not open to
decline when 1t ceased to be fully
adequate to the needs of the time and

to correspond to all the tendencies of
progress. The decomposition, like the
growth, can be traced step by step.

However, it 1s the organization which survives.
Bury was acutely aware that organizations tend to
survive long after they outgrow thelr original aims.
Even though social change comes more rapidly in the
modern world than ever before, rationalists, even if
they "feel impatient at the persistence of supersti-
tious doctrine' must remember the nature of social
change. He predicted that only an optimist could hope
that Western civilization "will have dispensed entirely
with theological dogmas" in three hundred years from
the time he is writing--August 1914.1 Three years
later the same position was taken; the War will not
affect theological beliefs and it would "be a mistake

1 - Bury, J.B., "The Success of Christianity," op.
cit., p. 5.
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for Rationallists te expect that the alow process of
'creeping from point te point' will be greatly
accelerated."!

In his personal dlscussion on the virtues eof
reason and the abuses of the Church, Bury, if bilased,
wag not totally uncritical. The History of the Papacy
in the Nineteenth Century uses the words of the Church
to condemn and the selecticn and emphasis are not
totally arbitrary. Similarly, he was not blinded by
the forces of reason to the extent that he ever
advocated i1ts abuse in order to make it triumphant.

He was uncompromising im his stand on liberty and
tolerance, but these were never defined, as they so
often are i the twentieth century, in a way to
disregard them in their very name. As has been seen,
Bury disliked any doctrine, spiritual or secular,
which claimed to uncompromisingly know the truth and
whose soclal ideal and social actlons were rigidly
based on that truth.2 In his reliance on reason he
had an Aristotelian quality--any sort of extreme
seems repugnant; the purpose of the gtate 1s to enable
man to lead the good life as they see it and for this
liberty is necessary. '

This quality of a distrust of extremes, as well as
his sceptical temperament, led him to criticize abuses
of reasen as well as abuses of the Church. He was not
blinded to the fact that even in his much admired Athens

1 - Bury, J.B., et. al., "Wwill Orthodox Christianity
Survive the World War?," ep. cit., p. 26.

2 - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
198, '285-286, 305-306, 320.



-152-

anti-religious thought could occasionally be persecuted,
not only out of political emds, but out of an eccasional
spirit of intolerance. Furthermore, he had great difficulty
with Plato's Republic, as much as he admired the mind
of the man. Plato's ideal state, Bury asserted,
instituted a religion and meant that "all freedom of
discussion was excluded under the cast-iren system.
which he conceived." In his didcussion of the results
of the freedom afforded by the Athenlan pelis, Bury
included Plate among those who contributed to progress,
but one feels thids is reluctant recognition to a man
Bury dees not quite know where to place.1

If Plato bothered Bury, as. he has done many other
men of Bury's persuasion, Rousseau positively scared
him, as Rousseau has done to countless followers and
predecessers of Bury. The Genevan 1s compared with
the least tolerant Reformation figure and his ideal
state, argued Bury, would be "little better than a
theocracy." The problem with Rousseau is that he
imposes "indispensible beliefs”" and therefore "denies

the principle ¢f toleration."a' Both Plato and Rousseau

1l - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
cit.: pp. 121-T2%, — - = » 22

2 - Ibid., p. 97. In his almest Burkian fashion,
Bury also denounce nan% of the aspects of the
French Revolution %pp. 7-92§. He especially
deplored the idea of granting toleration,
instead of assuming 1t exlisted as a principle
prier te the establishment of authority.
Ratienalist cults and religions were considered
as evlil as Christian ones and Bury censured the
Reveolution for turning reason into a dogma.:
of faith: "Never was the name of reason more
greviously abused than by those who belleved they
were inaugurating its reigh."
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might be seen as necessary high points in the history
of reason, yet, arguing quite consistently, that was
not enough for Bury: they must not threaten the
higher categorles of liberty and toleration.

As often happens when a historian 1s presenting
a case rather than writing history, there was a certain
Journalistic flair in Bury's personal writings on the
modern perioed. He occasienally became & whig, &
presentist, and tended to give excessive historiocal
significance te contemporary events whose importance
could not yet be known. This occurred most often when
he was writing about the Church and he uncaovered his
fears and his hopes when doing so. Bury viewed with
alarm, and no doubt overly seriously, "the effortms
of the Catholicec Church in the years following the
Council to overthrow the French Republie and to fupture
the new @German Empire..." 1In his discussion of the
Modernist and Monist movements, Bury's perspective was
again distorted. His instincts were cautious enough
to use the qualifying phrase that "some think"
Modernism 1s the greatest internal ecrisis in the Church
since the thirteenth century. He admired Modernism
for its historical sense, was clearly in favor of its
tendencles, and regretted that Pius X took actlon
against it. Monism was beilng organized even closer to
the time Bury was writing and he felt it expressed the
new tendencles of the age. It was one of the many
sclentific movements growlng up at the time, but Bury
made much of 1%, especially emphasizing its sharp
distinction between science and religlon. He felt in
1913 that the movement would have great influence in
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propagating rationalist thought.l It was never
mentioned again in any context.

Intellectually, Bury was against all religion,
and when he criticized Christienity he noted he was
doing 80 as a rationallst. In the last decade of
his life he summed up the rationalist position:

In the eyes of Ratienalists, of course,
Christlanity, being simply a socilal
product at a particular stage of human
development, had, like all seclal
conceptions and institutiens, bad as
well as good effects. In emphasizing
or stigmatizing the evils caused by
Christian Theology and the influence
of the Church, the purpose of the
Rationalist is to show that, Jjudged

by its fruits, Christianity is not
Justified in its pretensiens to a
priviliged position as a phenomena

of other than human origin. For the
happiness which it has brought to many
hearts, as for the untold sufferings
which it has inflicted upon others,
man, and man alone, 1s responsible.?

Pascal's epigram on Cleopatra's nose was adopted
by Bury in order to intreduce one of his most controversial
ideas on the nature of history. Another of Pascal's
propositions, that on the nature of bellef, was
attacked by the rationalist. Pascal had stated that
if there 1s any chance, however small, that Christianity
is true, it is common sense to adopt it in order to

1 - Ibid., pp. 168, 159, 182-184.

2 - Bury, J.B., "The Influence of Christianity on
Roman Criminal Law," op. cit., p. 24. Bury also
made it clear that he disIiked the idea that
soclally religion was a good opiate for the
people and ought to be accepted on greunds of
utility.
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ensure one's redemption. Bury called this "playing
for safety"” and argued that it 1s Just as safe to be
anything else. He found this kind of thinking to be
"useless, because the only way of being safe would
consist in holding a number of mutually exolusife
beliefs at the same time."l

Thus, Bury stood uncompromisingly against orthodox
religious belief and suppression of any sort, religlous
or secular. He especlally blamed religien, the Catholic
Church in particular, for acts which vielated all
his princliples. It should be noted, not to over-
balance the piecture, that even in his more persenal
writings, as when speaking of the organization of the
Church,2 Bury could give the Church its due; when
not being totally vituperative, he rendered unte
Innocent what was rightfully his. Im addition, we
must always keep in view that the peculiar divisien
of Bury's mind--the sharp distinction he made between
himself as historian and &s an individual--~holds through-
out all of his comments. He was unusual in that the
two lines, though running parallel throughout his life-
time, rarely, 1f ever, met. In the course of his
prodigious historical researches--on Greece, Rome,
Byzantium, the Middle Ages and others--Bury had many
occasions to write about the Church and never descended
to the level of Hyde Park, as is almost the case in
A Histery of Freedom of Thought. When Bury wes a

1 - Bury, J.B., "Playing for Safety," R.P,A. Annual
and Ethical Beview, London: Watts and Company,
1520, pp. 18-19. :

2 - Bury, J.B., "The Success of Christianity," op.
cit., p. 5. .




-156-

historian, he pleaded no special cases; when he did
plead a case, he made it clear, and then did so with
all his power. This quality of honesty contributed
to the lasting property of some of his historical
work and to the great praise he received as a
historian and man of knowledge from those who read
and knew him.

Bury was nhot content to be a mere historical
expositor but felt it incumbent to go into the realm
of philosophy and Jjustify his belief in reason and
freadom of thought. For Bury, thought was not free
unless there was the prior condition of freedom of
speech. He stated that man could only conceal his
thoughts with the utmost 4ifficulty, especially if
he differed radically from the soclety in which he
lived. Thus, rather than go about the business of
concealing their thoughts, some men will generally
stop thinking in order to aveid difficulty: "freedom
of thought, in any valuable sense, includes freedom
of speech."l

Bury did not try to Jjustify his belief in
freedom of thought on the basis of some abstract ldea,
but rather, following Mill and nineteenth century
liberalism, on the basls of utllity. He argued, in
easence, that a society is better off when freedom
of thought exlists than when it does not. Thus,
"altar and throne formed a sinister conspiracy
against the progress of humanity" because in part
they followed a policy of suppressing freedom, feeling

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
elt., p. 1. .
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as they did that they were protecting soclety.
The argument that a man could not help helding
his private bellefs, since he did not will that he should
hold them but rather had them as a matter of conviction,
is negated. On this basis Bury found that coercion
could be Justified; he followed the example of Mill
throughout and went through Kill's argument before
going into his own.l
For Bury, "to advance knowledge and to correct
errors, unrestricted freedom of discussion is required.”
If humanity 1is to progresgs the one absolute condition
1s freedom of thought and speech. Furthermore, Bury
stated that a temporary violation of this principle
in the interests of another kind of utility is
unwarranted; the "permanent utility" of freedom 1is
more important than any temporary advantage to be
gained by abusing it. He recognized that the whole
welght of his argument was based on the assumption
that the progress of humanity, "its intellectual and
moral development, 1s a reality'and is valuable."
To arrest a man merely for writing or preaching against
existing bellefs 1s tyranny; as long as one acts
within the law one has a right to do whatever one llkes.
Once liberty and progress are recognized as wedded,
the utility of liberty 1is no longer regarded as just
an expedient but "passes...into the sphere of highe
expediency which we call Justice."2 ‘
Thus, Bury Justified his bhelief in freedom in the

1 - Ibid., pp. 186-1901.
2 - Ibid., pp. 191-195.
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idea that freedem is better for socisty than coercion.
This justification had that same nineteenth century
quality about it that most of his writing on the sub-
Ject had and, harking back to Bentham and Mill,
utility was still the principle on which soecial
Justice is founded. Freedom 1s valuable because
absolute freedom allows a society to adopt new
positions to meet changing circumstances. Even wrong
opinions are more valuable than any measure of coercilon.

This was written in 1912, in the days which Bury
later called "the days before the Flood." Taking up
the subject again just before the end of the World
War, Bury was forced to modify his position. 1In
the days before the catastrophe, Bury wrote that the
struggle between reasen and autheority "has ended in
what appears new to be a decisive and permanent
victory for liberty." He saw the progress of liberty
as an almoest inevitable thing and in questiening
whether this progress would be arrested he considered
it "improbable,” and only used the following limiting
clause: "(apart from a catastrophe sweeping away
EurOpean'culture)."l Few, if any, saw the approach
of a new "Flood" and Bury cannot be blamed for any
lack of feresight. But the War did cause Bury, as 1t
did many others, to mitigate his position. He was no
longer in the nineteenth century; Mill and Bentham
were no longer applicable.

In writing on "Freedom of Speech and the Censor-
ship" in 1918, Bury noted the problems of the War in

1 - Ibid., pp. 198-199.
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connection with the censorship policlies of the British
govermment. He asked whether or not his earlier
position must be modified, recognizing, as all must
do, that the "old Liberalism,”" no longer holds true

in complex modern soclety, that there is now a place
for goverrment to act positively as well as
negatively-«'"probably no political thinker would now
accept it /the old Liberalism/ as a true theory of

the functions of the state."”

Bury noted that the old argument of secial
utility assumed that truth emerged through argumeﬁt
and not through the force of arms. Thus, were the
Alliance and Entente fightling a war of words, it would
not be reascnable for any government to attempt
suppression. But, because this 1s a war of arms, the
conditions by which freedom of speech can be of utmost
utility no lenger exist. He surmised that it 'may...
be argued” that the conditions are so changed as te
make the o0ld principle no longer true.

This argument did not satisfy Bury, for he would
not feol himself quite that easily and recognized that
he was putting one utility against another. Nonethe-
less, he did reluctantly Justify the idea that.
censorship 1s necessary under the new conditions: a
"truer answer"” to the problem, he stated, "is that
every social principle 1s subject to the general
limiting rule that it must not enganger its own
existence." If this 1s applied to the situation of
the War, which he saw as a "defence of freedom against
tyranny," English soclety had a right to defend free-
dom by temporarily restricting it because of the new
conditiens that vielence is the only defense: "it must
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trangress 1ts principle in order to save it. The
principle ceases to be valld at the polnt at which
its operation would be suicidal."l

Thus, Bury felt hlis earlier position was not
compromised by allowing a degree of censorship in the
wWar. It 1s interesting that Bury did not attempt to
contradict himself in this difficult and disagreeable
situation--he did not pit one sort of utility against
another. What he dld was te add a new principle to
Mill, that freedom is limited in that it "must not
frustrate or destroy" itself. Of course, in many
ways, Bury begged the question, for although he stated
that the War was one of those situations in which the
higher principle was operative, he did net in general
define the conditions in which this new limitation
would always operate. Perhaps he was pleading a
special case; and it 1s probably more significant
that he viewed the War as another of the battles
between the forces of light and the forces of dark-
ness, and this may account for his seeing the necessity
of 2 1imited censorship. '

Bury's rationalism, tied in as it was with his
idea of progreas, was not of the same kind of dogmatic
quality that one sees in the works of true bellevers.
As neted pfeviously, he never used his histories to
plead a speclal case and, though he was ospecially
angry at the Church, he was indiscriminate in his
condemnation of all intolerance. Furthermore, and
most significantly, his belief in the power of reason

1 - Bury, J.B., "Freedom of Speech &and the Censorship,"
R.P.A. Annual. and Ethical Review, London: watts
and Company, 1
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and a contimuation of progreass, became an admitted
faith and not a dogmatic truth.l He was too aware

of his own assumitions to make them into absolute truth;
he was too much the sceptic to believe he had found
the answer to the riddle of the universe. His attitude
toward the use of reason remalned constant,‘haweéer,
throughout his lifetime. @ilbert Murray related 'that
in speaking to Bury about the rise of ascetlicism and
religious fervor in @reece between Plato and the Weo-
Platonists, Bury replied: "It is net a rise, it is

a fall or failure of something, & sort of fallure of
nerve."® And thus Murray acquired a famous title.
Religien was to Bury "a...failure of nerve.” It
meant the rejection of man's highest qualities, the
substitution of an easy answer for the agony of living
with difficult questions; it was also the negation of
one's value as an individual and the recognition of
the efficacy of force over freedom. Thus his contempt
for the Chureh, coercive states, and for Pascal whom
he felt was unwilling to face the real problem in.
"playing for safety." For Bury, "there is nothing for
1t but teo trust the light of our reason. Its cgndle
power may be low, but it is the only light we have."3

1 - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, op. c¢it., pp.
102, 351-352; @ibbon, Decline and Fall, op. cit.,
pp. xxxviil-xxxix; see below pp. 200-208.

2 - Murray, @ilbert, Four Stages of Greek Religion,
New York: Columbia University Press, 1012, pp.
7-8; Baynes, Norman, %%zantine Studies and Other’
Essays, London: The AThIone Preas, 19555, p. (.

3 - Bury, J.B., "Playing for Safety," op. eit., p. 19.
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As an educater and an ardent rationalist, Bury was
naturally concerned with the nature and quality eof
education in England. In A History of Freedom of
Thought he closzed with a plea for educational reform--
the kind of reform which would make the process of
educating the young & less authoritative one. He wanted
the young ¢o be taught te question authority and to
cherish freedom of opinion: "It should be part of
education to explaln to chlldren, as soon as .
they are o0ld enough to understand, when it is reasonable,
and when 1t 1s not, to accept what they are told,
on authority.”" While discussing whether Christianity
would survive the First World War, Bury made much the
same point: Christianity will undoubtedly surviée,
and "reason cannot help to enter into her own" until
there 1s a reform of the educational system--until
men "are taught in childhoed enough...to see that
history is not the dossier of an incompetent Prévidence,"
but a record of progress. Bury even called feor a
governmental reform of the system.l

Yet, strangely enough, Bury did not do much to
reform education at Dublin and Cambridge. In spite
of his enthusiastic bellefs, and in spite of his
having been in an excellent position in beth universities
to affect some sort of change in general pelicy, he
counted for little in the institutions 1in which he
spent all of his adult life.

1 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of The » OP.
cit. : PP. éOIlﬁﬁﬁ Bury, J.B “VTII"EF%&%abx
Eﬁflagianity Survive the World Var?," op. cit.,

pp. 20-27
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This odd situatien can probably be ascribed to
8 distaste for the active life and not to weakness of
bellef. He regarded himself as a researcher, knew he
was not an exciting lecturer, and did not like to
take part in academic hassles. Thus, whether rightly
or wrongly, he rarely involved himself 1in any of the
more burning 1ssues of the day; when he did invelve
himself, it was generally in the form of an article
or a public statement and not in a fermal academlc
meeting. :

This predisposltion to disregard the everyday
affairs of the universities was discussed by theose
who knew him well. Bury rarely, if ever, sought out
any puplls; he was generally interested in those who
were technically equipped and had a great desire to study
in his field, but that was all. Indeed, Bury disliked
lecturing, which is possibly the reasen he ropoatod
many of his lectures year after year. During Bury's
tenure at Cambridge there even grew the saying "doing
a2 Bury." “his was used when someone copied Bury's
habit of scheduling a lecture at the time of a college
meeting, then having to cancel the lecture; never
noted at King's for his interest in college affairs,
Bury ceuld generally be found in the library at the
time of meetings. As at Trinity, Bury was interested
at King's in the elections of fellows, nothing mere.l

1 ~ Runciman, Hon. Sir Steven, personal interview,
London, 30 April 1963, with the author; Adecesk,
Pref. Sir Frank, personal interview, Cambridge,

28 March 1963, with the author; Morris, Christopher,
personal interview, Cambridge, 30 March 1963,
with the author.
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Both at Trinity and at Xing's, Bury was never a
member of the Council, the small governing group of the
colleges. He had a profound distaste for committee work
and took no part in the administrative work at Dublin
or Canbridge.l Thus, Bury was never a part of the
academic establishment, in spite of his high position
at both universities. He was a retiring man whe
did historical research and pessionately believed in
freedom of thought. The implementation of his
beliefs he left mainly to others; he looked upon him-
self as a true "clerk."

The one issue whish Bury could not ignore at
Cambridge was the compositien of the Historical Tripos.
It 1s related that, along with the elections to fellow-
ships, Bury's interest was sparked in this area and
because of his great knowledge he was an excellent and
consclentious examiner. The nature of the Tripos would
unquestionably be a cause of concern, uniting as it
did his interest in education and hiastory.

The History Tripos and the serious study of history
at Cambridge are not rooted in the ancient histery of
the Universlty. Until Sir James Stephen became
Regius Professor of Modern Histery in 1849, the Professor-
ship 1tself was little more than a sinecure and Bury
was the first man to obtain the Professorship by sole
virtue of his histeorical work.2 The History Tripos

l - Bury, J. B., Histc of the Papacy in the linstecnth

Cent <I¥., pp. xxvill-xxx; Baynes,
K II%EE of the Work: or g B..Buq[, with'
a ﬂpiolr, _2. dIF., D.

2 - See above, pp. 2-3 . For a general history of

the Tripos, the disputes and solutions, see
McLachlan, Jean 0., "The Origin and Early Develop-
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only dates as far back as 1873, and it can be said
that history was not a professional study at Cambridge
until about the time that Lord Acton became Reglus
Professor. This was not only due te Acton, but to a
number of serious scholars generally at King's and
Trinity Colleges. Before this, history was a study
taken up by those incompetent or just teoe lazy to
bother with traditional classical studies. . Thus, Bury
entered King's and took up the mantle of Regius
Professor at a time when indeed history was "emancipat-
ing 1tself”" from other disciplines and was becoming
a "science;"

From the recognition that it was desirable to
have & separate Historical Tripos in 1873 and its
establishment in 1875, there was a continued contro-
versy among Cambridge historians about its composition
and requirements. Reforms were made in 1885 and 1897,
but the results were still regarded as unsatisfactory
and another change was made in 1909, the only one
during Bury's tenure. The reform ef 1897 had its
main effect in dividing the Tripos into two parts ‘in
order to make it possible for someone to take Honours
in two hisbory subjects. It was recognized that the
problem of what should be included in each of the parts
was essentlially left unresolved after a long controversy.
Maitland wasg particularly unhappy about the solution,
calling it a "variety show" program, because of the
haphazard and disunited form which it eventually teok.
After arguments carried on between Acton, Browning,

ment of the Cambridge Historical Tripos,"
Cambridge Historical Journal, vol. IX (194T),

pp. (8-106.
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Cunningham, Tanner, @Gwatkin and others the result was
a hodgepodge which admittedly satisfied ne one. The
firat part included eight papers, with an Essay, @eneral
Eurepean History: Medieval, English Constitutional
History to 1485 and a Special Subject of two papers
compulsory. The second part made an Essay, English
Constitutional History after 1485 and General European
History: Modern compulsory, with a choiece of three
other papers. Maitland called it "much too English,
much toe unhisterical, and much toe miscellaneous."”
In general, the first part was welghted to a knowledge
of facts and the second to political theory, political
economy and the history of ldeas in their non-compulsory
tcpics.l

It was clear that this compromise of a compromise
had to be revised and the reform of 1909 was partly
Bury's accomplishment, although he was dissatisfied with
the final result. The defects of the 1897 reform
were widely recognized, apart from the difficulty of
administration. In particular the Histery Board noted
that as it stood the student had to choose, at the
beginning of his first term when he had little knowledge
of history, between Anclent History and Comparative
Politics, Soclal History and Politicel Economy, and
between five Special Subjects of which he had te choose
one. In addition the subjects were so disparate that
it was recegnized the student could not be expected to
do all the work required, and that the first part eof
the Tripes had no "theoretical subject," meaning its
content was totally factual and not inteérpretive

1 - McLachlan, op. cit., pp. 92-95.
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in any way.l

The result, the new Tripos requirements frem 1909
to 1934, cured some of these defects. The English
history toplcs, (rirst four, and then later cut to
three) all compulsory, were all put into Part I, so
that the redding for one would supplement the read-
ing for the other. Medleval history and an essay
were stlll required and the student was given a
choice of politiscal science or Anclent History
among. only six papers. The second part now had five
papers, an essay, modern Eurepean history, and tio
papers on a Special Subject being required; the choilce
was between Pollitical Science, Pelitical Economy and
International Law. It should be noted that the enly
"theoretical"” subject in Part I was the non-required
Political Sclence.

In aceord with Bury's ldeas on the usefulness
of the past, he was most interested in giving great
importance to medern history. In the discussions on
the Tripos he tried to include more modern histery
in Part II. His first propoesal was to make modern
history the subject of twe of the five papers; when
this was defeated, Bury attempted to have the one
modern subject count twice that of any other: this,
too, was defoated.a Bury was also interested in
confining the Speclal Subjects to Part II and ne doubt
argued for it; but 1t is difficult to determine what

1 - Ibid., pp. 96-97.
2 - Temperley, op. c¢lt., p. xxii, note,
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part he played in getting it paascd.l Bury did not
take part in all the publiec discnuiona‘.2

One discussion in which Bury did participate and
which showed his great interest in the educatienal
reform going on at the time was that of 13 May 1909,
when the new regulations regarding the Tripos were
approved. It 1s here that we have the clearest
pleture of Bury's attitude to the type of eduscation
current at Cambridge in hlis day. In the discussion,
Bury immedilately signified his opposition to the new
Tripos by regreitting that he was unable, as a member
of the Histery Board, to sign the report,3 in spite
of the fact that he agreed "very strengly” that a
Tripos reform was needed. He admitted also that he
approved of parts of the new Tripes, citing 1n
partiocular the idea of having special subjects only
in the second part. Nevertheless, his disapproval
included several features of the new plan,

In the first place, he thought that
what he could only desoribe as the boom
in English History was very unfertunate.
They would notice that in the First Part
there were four papers in Emglish History.

1l - See Temperley, %g. cit., pp. xxx-xxxi, note.
McLachlan goes Too Tar in saying (p. 96) that
Temperley 'directly attributes this refoerm to
Bury." .

2 - Por instance, Bury did not participate in a discus-

sion of the subject on 7 May 1908 in the Senate
House. Historiocal Tripes Report, 1908.

3 - The new regulations were issued on 4 April 1909
and published in the Cambridge Wniversity Reporter
of 4 May 1909, pp. 820-B¥7. It was clear then
that Bury was opposed: his name is not ameng
those who signed. The discussion in whigh he

did participate was held en 13 Mey 1909, pre-
sumably a meeting of the University Gendie to
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One of those, of course, was an
alternative paper, but it was the paper
of a selected period of English History
which would certalinly be taken by mest
histerians. Mr. @lever had already
explained that it was the line eof least
resistance, and, as a matter of famt,
that was contemplated by the framers of
the Report, because at the beginmning

of the preamble the solid blecks of
English papers was emphatieally dwelt
upon as one of the new features in

the acheme which weuld tend to lighten
the burden hitherte impesed upon the
memory of the candidates. So it was
clear that the special selected period
of English History lay in the line of
least resistance, and practically all
of the candidates would take the four
English subjects. If they looked at
the Tripes as 2 whole, they would find
that there are nine subjects which
every student had to take. He omitted
the Essays because they were not pre-
pared work. Every student had to

take six of those nine subjects in the
Firast Part and three in the Second
Part. Of those nine subjects, four
were English. He quite admitted

that English History should ococupy a
large place in the Tripos, much

larger than 1t shoeuld eccupy as &
subject at, say, a foreign University,
but he thought that proportion was
excessive. IXIn fact, he thought that

it was positively indecent. It gave

a certain note of insularity te the
Tripos which was much to be deplered.

ratify the new regulations. The minutes of

this discussion are in the Cambrlidge Universlit
), pp. i

Reporter of 26 May 1909 (veol. X), pp.
975 . , _
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In his oplinien, two papers on EBnglish
Constitutional Nistery were unnecessary
and a defect; English Constitutienal
History would be quite well dealt

with in one paper. What they really
wanted was the Erglish Parliament,

and one paper was sufficient for that.
The early part ef English Constitutional
Histery, which constituted a considerable
part of the work that had to be prepared
for the first paper, was altogether
obscure and dublous and difficult and
only fit for advanced students. He

felt emphatically that English
Constitutional History should be cut
down to one paper.

Thus, Bury attacked the fact that English Constitu-
tional History should be broken at 1485 and, more
significantly, that the subject should be given as the
toplc of two cempulsory papers. Most lmportantly,
what Bury was attacking was the preovincialism of
English history. It should be recalled that Bury was
as strange an "English histoerian'" as was Acten, for
he never wrote a work on England; Bury was, like
Acton, a Eurepean historian in both senses of the
term--hls contributions were to Eurepean history and
his influence spanned the continent perhaps in even
greater degree than his own island. Here he felt
totally out of place; to him the history of the West
was being subordinated to national history and he

argued, in vain, for a more ecumenical polnt of view.2

1 - Cambridge University Reperter, 26 May 1909 (vol.

7, PP. - . .

2 - Altheugh Bury was defeated in 1909 in trying to
lessen the impoertance eof English histori, he was
vindicated in the Tripos reforms of 1934 and
1949. In both cases less English history was
made compulsery and the student had a wider
choice of topics.
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The second great defect which he
found in the schedule of subjects
/wes in/ the treatment of Ancient
History. There a question of funda-
mental principle arose. Was Ancient
History to be treated in that Tripos
as simply an alternative course, a
course which those students who cared
for Ancient History might take if they
liked, or was it to be treated as
an integral part of the Tripos,
compulsory to all students, or partly
compulsery to them alli? In the exist-
ing Tripos as also in the scheme they
were discussing, 1t was, as a whole,
treated as an alternative subject. He
dlid not think that was the right sourse.
For his own part he thought that
Ancient Histery had far more education-
al value than Medleval, and he should
like to see 1{ made part of the compul-
sory weoerk....

He entirely agreed with what Mr.
@lover had sald upon the subject of
Medleval History. There was no
objection whatever to a student omit-
ting Medieval History and passing from
Ancient History, whieh was full of
interest and ideas, to Modern History
which was also full of 1interest and
ideas, whereas Medieval Mistory only
became full of interest when they
could go down much deeper than the
ordinary student was ever likely to do.

Like the argument for compulsory Greek, Bury here
disliked the disregard of Ancient History, especlally
if placed alongside the compulsory requirement of a
medieval paper. 1In spite of the fact that his most
impertant research was in the general area of
medieval hlistory, he recognized its unpepularity, its

1 - Cambridge University Reporter, 26 May 1909
!voI. i%fIf’, P. 95%.

1




-172_

plodding difficulty, and argued, in essemce, against
his ewn research and in faver of his own values. He
could not bring himself to see the ancients ignored,
especlally at the expense of putting in its place the
requirement of learning the Middle Ages. Both
Ancient and modern history were, he felt, "full ef
interest and ideas," not only for himself but for

the student. It is clear from the argument that
Bury did net conceive of Tripos work turning out
trained professional historians. Rather, he viewed
it simply as giving the student some knowledge of

the past to be used as he saw fit. Thus, Ancient

and modern were most important, for they coentained
the most vital elements of the past. Medlieval
histery was "full of interest” but perhaps net quite
80 full of ideas and ceuld only be appreciated by a
fully trained and hardworking investigator. Better
to let the students, who were probkably viewed as

at best dilletantes who might turn inte histerilians,
have an understanding of the mest significant aspects
of the past than to let them get bogged down in an
area in which they would lack interest until they went
far beyend theilr Tripos preparation.

For Bury, then, the function of the Tripos was
fo teach the student something of the more important
history and ideas of the West and not to give him an
excess of English histoery--the Inaugural and other
writings stated what he thought of the relation be-
tween history and patriotism--or to begin his training
as & professional histerian, semething teo difficult
to accomplish in that way and in that period ef time,
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something which began after Tripos work and generally
accomplished by oneself. Bury went in oppositien to
his colleagues on this report, the discussion of which
began just a few years after his ceming to Cambridge.
There was no other major attempt at Tripes reform in
his lifetime and Bury never again tried to make his
presence felt. His idea of a universal education,
like his pronounced rationalism, was obviously out

of tune with the dominant mode of his time.

In addition to efforts to champion the retention
of compulsory @Greek at the universities, which he
later privately rem.mncml,:l Bury alsc came out as an
adveocate of educatioenal and political rights for
women, Both causes were burning issues in the days
of the Pankhurat sisters, and Bury, as a rationalist,
would naturally be on the side of emancipation. 1In
1896, he sarcastically chided the university
authorities, the dons and mostly the committeemen for
their inability to make & declision regarding the lssue
of giving university degrees to womern. He ascribed
part of the problem to the nature of committees and
the people who take the trouble to sit on them;
never interested in such work himself, he had total
contempt for the way committeemen went about their
business. To Bury,.the typlical member of a committee
guides his conduct by two principles, compromise and
delay, which he regards as of supreme importanse and
universal application." He is incapable of making
a decisieh, and therefore prefers not to say yes or
no. to an issue, but eventually opts for a third alterna-

1 - See above, pp. 20-21,.
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tive which has not been asked for and which nobedy
wants.

Shuffling is his highest wisdom; and he
flatters himself that he has really
'scored! when he has eluded the point
at issue. HNe reminds one of the

pieal diplematist ef the last century
nor is the genus Ostermann yet extinct)
who imagined at the secret of conduct-
ing the foreign arfairs of a State lay
in the art of petty dissimulations and
trivial expedients....Similar are the
methods of the academical Authority who
is always seeking for a via media which,
really leading nowhere, BEBalY appear to
take you to some extremely desirable
destination. Few fallaciles of metaphor
do 80 much harm as that of the via media.l

Bury maintained that this principle waz applied
when women asked for degrees at Oxford and Dublin.
At Oxford it was proposed te give women a Diploma and
not a Degree. "Both," Bury remarked, "begin with the
same letter; the resemblance hardly goes further.'
Bury also feared that this policy would "bring our
Universities into discredit and ridicule." At his
own Dublin the same course was taken after a delay
of three years. The questien of the admission of
women exposed the foolishness ef the universitles
and Bury feared for both.2

On the issue of political rights for women, Bury
came out as early as 1892 in faver of total equality,
although he only addressed his argument to the issue
of women's suffrage. Bury stated that on rational

1 - Bury, J.B., "Wemen at the Doors of the Universities,"
Saturday. Review, vol. LXXXI (1896), pp. 269-270.

2 - Ibid., p. 2760,
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grounds the issue is clear, the arguments on the basis
of "jJustice and consistency” all faver wemen. The
problem, as he saw it, was $hat justice and consistency
seemed to be irrelevant in determining the issue.

"rhey are 1dols; that is why they are admired; if they
were realities, they would be detestable." He noted,
a8 he did in hilis historical werks, that consistency can
be a vice in both public affairs and scholership;
Gladstene 1is admired as a politician because "he has
made inconsistency a fime art;" he 1s denigrated as

a Hemerisc eritic because "he has clung consistently

to ene idea from his youth up." As for justice, that
teo 13 sometimes not a viable policy and Bury used

the instance ef England's Egyptian policy as an
illustration.l What Bury seemed to be trying to de

was to turn the tables on all the old arguments to

find something new which can be brought up to the

front ranks in favor of wcun.z

1 - Bury, J.B., "The Insurrection of Women," Fort-
nrightly Review, vol. LVIII (1892), pp. 65I-

» Passim. .

2 - On the general question of justice, Bury was un-
willing to fully condemn his own time because of
its unjust treatment of women. His historlecal
relativism came into play here with the argu-
ment that an age must be seen in 1ts own light.
"It 18 irrelevant to refuse Athens the name of
democracy on the ground that she had & large
slave populatieon....A thousand years hence,
our own age will be regarded as unjust because
it has withheld political rights frem women; but
we may hope that the historians of that time,
when they are drawing the portraits of our
statesmen, will not refuse them the quality of
Justice on the ground that they sat in a
Parliament in which women were not represented.”
"@ibbon's Autobiegraphy,”" op. cit., p. Th.




-176-

Bury noted the arguments breught up by those against
voting rights for women and demolished those as well.
He admitted that "sex is eternally fixed by nature”
and from this blelogical difference there might come
a number of paycholeglcal differences, giving women
a different kind of intellectual ablility than men--
the popular netien being that ef intuitive as opposed
to rational qualities. Nenetheleas; he refused to
sanctien that this difference might disqualify wemen
frem participation in public affairs. @&ranting the
premises, "the inference dees not fellow.” In fact,
Bury insisted that women ought te loudly preclaim
this difference, instead of trying to negate 1t, for
the distinction between the sexes is viewed as an
argument in favor of women's rights and not agalinst
it.

Bury ridiculed the standard arguments that the
strueture of the family would be broken or that equal
rights would make women into asexual ecreatures as
merely symptoms of the heat of the discussion. Further-
more, he noted if women got thelr voting rights, nature
would hardly abandon its traditional ways and that women
will be very much the same after they step out of the
polling bodth as before. The notions that such a step
will encourage license, abolition of marriage or the
end of "true women" as epposed to just plain "wemen"
is regarded as absurd. Bury even imagined a parallsl
case on the planet of Mars in which traditionally women
have had rights and used these same arguments to care-
fully deny voting rights for men for their own good.l

1 - Bury, J.B., "The Insurrection of Women," ep. cit.,
pp. 655-662, .passim. .
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Argulng more positively, Bury insisted the
attitude that equal rights will tend te negate the
distinctions between the sexes is silly. And this
is the very point wemen should use; they should
adopt the argument of those who want to deny them
their rights, for

the eternal distinction of sex is the

T1adIum of wemen's suflrage. The
perpetua ,‘Ehshﬁi?iili,'Eii%ihilablc
differences, ergenic and functiomal,
biological and psychelogical, between
men and women arc Just she safeguard
which may enable men without soruple
and apprehension to make wemen their
political peers. Women may safe be
relieved from poliTIcAl dTse es
!%g!;!fiiEIﬁi!"tﬁif‘ﬁiiiﬁ‘ﬁi?i?’i?ﬁﬁhc
n

Sex is toe streng a distinction to possibly be-
come uniform. Moreover, argued Bury, to give the
women the vote would "tend to develop new types with-
in the range of the female sex. It weuld not make
woemen like men, but it would shape new kinds of
women." Fer new experiences would be open to wemen
and these would help to create new womenly qualities.

Yes, the true argument in favour
of wemen's suffrage is that we have the
chance of developing a new type. Ne
such chance has ceme to the werld fer
nearly twe thousand years. Christianity
gradually shaped & new type of weman,
and that was ene of its most impertant
effects.... But it seems quite possible
that the introductien of pelitical
equality between the sexes might so
modify the world and women's way ef
looking at the world as to develop a

1 - Ibid., p. 663.
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new type of woman as different from
that developed by Christianity as
that type is from the pegan.

This, to Bury, was the vital element in the argu-
ment for women's suffrage amd it was at the time an
entirely new argument. Women would not lese their
femininity, they would breaden it. And a "jew type"
of individuwal might come inte the landscape. This
would thus make the human experience much more
valuable and this in itself is the crueial argument
in faver of giving women the vote. Bury clearly
recognized that when he was writing the issue was
& highly emotional one and mo standard argument oould
have any weight. But to argue in favor of the
distinction of the sexez and that & nmew kind of
woman might eventually appear in history might be
valuable. The argument is an odd ene, yet i1t none-
theless has a certain charm and even a certain kind
of histerical loglc. For Bury was aware that the
issus "mainly concerns posterity;" that it is one
whieh will not really affect the following year, "but
the next century." '

But, of course, this is never recofnised.
When women's suffrage oomes to be granted,
as 1t assuredly will, it will be granted
for seme utterly trivial reesen. Histery
is always sending her wares and preducts
into the marketplace under false names,
otherwise they weuld never be sold. It
is tempting to guess &t her secrets, but
it is net either dangerous or useful.

One will prabably guess wreng, but mo
diviner, even if he guesses right, 1is in
the least likely to affect the sourse of
events. Perheps, hewever, it has been
worth while suggesting that the questien
of women's suffrage may have another
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aspect besides those which are usually
regarded.l

l - lb-_i_._d.-, po 6660
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In his discussion on the nature of censorship
during Werld War One, Bury justified the repressive
actions of the authorities on the grounds that the
times were extraordinary and that the principle of.
freedom of speech is limited by the "higher principle"
that it must net be allowed to defeat itself. The ‘
Great War caused him to modify his ideas on the basis
of defending a principle of civilization. 1In.
addition, besides the ache which the War caused in
Bury and all sensitive men, the War made Bury a
pamphleteexr for a very brief period.

Perhaps mere than any other war in history, World
War I caused an outbreak of literature on all sides
in defense of the battle. The finest minds in England,
France, Germany and the rest of Europe became locked
in a war of words on the causation, the validity, and,
in many cases, the necessity, of war. Histerians who
had never written as much as a word on the nineteenth
century began to delve inte documents and contemporary
events 1in order to discever the clue to the mighty
puzzle of the causation and morality of such a
devastating battle. Ameng Bury's friends, @Gilbert
Murray wrete essay after essay on almeost every
histerical and moral question pertaining to the War.
In August and September 1914 two of the larger issues
were whether it was correct for the demecracies te
fight alongside Czarist Russia-<«eught not England and
France be defending Germany, their historical
colleague in the “eivilized" world and net backward
and wicked Russia?--and did England have the right
to declare war on Germany on August 4, 1914. Murray
came t9 the conclusion that England was justified in
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its declaratien of war and put himself on the side
of those whe were happy te Jjein with Russia.l J.n,
Robertsen, one of the guliding lights ef ratienalist
thought, 2lso wrote against @ermany and placed the
legiens of the forces ef light on the battlefields
in Prance.Z The 1list or shose of Bury's colleagues
and asquaintanees who wrote en the War is so
numerous as to include almest every academician in
England. It was the overriding issue of the time.

Bury's one pamphlet was puablished in 1914,3
probably not mere than a few months after the sut-
break of war. His aim, like Murray'’s and Robertson's,
was to present the case for a Justificatlion of the
role England chese to play; he tried to preve that
an attempt to represent Germany "as the champien of
enlighterment against Russian "Barbarism'" must fail.
For Bury, the War was indeed at least partially one
of civilizations; however, he disputed @Germany’'s
claim te be on the side of civilization.

This position, unlike his attitude toward the
Church, was mot one which had been stated before the
War; Bury had not been harbering this sentiment for
many years as he had his antagonism to the social
agpeets of Chriatianity. He had written on German
history, koth as a peripheral and central theme,

1l - Murray, Gilbert, Paith, le, and Pelicy, Boston:
Houghten lifflin Compa 917 PP. IB, 20-21.

2 - Robertson, J.M., Brituin ‘versus' @ermany, London:
T. Fisher Unwin L¥d., n.d.

3 - Bwy, J.B., @Germany and Slavenic Civilisation,
London: Eyre and Spottlisweode, Ltd., 1914.
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before 1914, but his werk shows ne bias whatever;
indeed, he numbered among his friends many German
historians and acknowledged their contributions to
histery and civilization. His admiratien for
Krumbacher was so great thats it is better described
as adulation. Ne, thls pesition was the result of

a rethinking of the situation in the light of the
disgusting mess of the War. Moreover, the sentiments
expressed in his pamphlet, which publlicly gave his
position in favor of England's actions in August 1914
and inevitably preconditioned his mew attitude toward
censorship during the War, were never repeated or
revised. He early placed himself on the side eof the
angels; he was not an activist but felt he must give
his positien; he then went baeck to his own work for
"civilization,” his scholarship.

That Bury, like mest Englishmen, acknowledged
and was happy about @German influence on English and
continental thought before the War, did not mean
thet he felt England and @ermany to be flewing to-
gether in the same part of Herder's "streams of
culture.” They may have been different tributaries
into the same ocean, but he did admit, albeit only
impliecitly, an essential historie difference before
1914, In his lectures on the barbarlan invasions,
Bury noted in an aside that the ancient German "states"
embodied the principle of "the sovranty of the feolk,"
a principle he stated was still present in Europe.
However, the old idea of the folk had something of
a constitutional quality, he felt, but as the Germans
spread throughout Europe, some dlsregarded this. Bury
stated that the Lombards, Franks, and Visigoths went
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from the o0ld constitution to total centralizatioen,

leaving no political influence to the people, where-

as the Anglo-Suxens--the German invaders of Britain--

kept their old lecal institutions. This, he

indicated, accounted for socme of the medern dirforences.l
Bury was also unhappy abeut some of the more

ratent nationslistic qualities evidenced by German

histerians,? Reviewling @regerovius' @Geschischte der

Stadt Athen im Mittedalter in 1891, he commented:

« ‘There is one matter, however, on
which before proceeding further, we
will venture to enter a pretest. VWe
consider that the practice ef intruding
modern pelitics into discussions, where
they are completely irrelevant, is
emphatically to be deprecated. VWe do
net underrate the impertance fer Germany
of the war eof 1870, nor ars we out of
sympathy with the natural elatien of
the @ermans at their success, but we
should like to remind them that there
is a seasen to be jubilant and a season
not to be jublilant. We weuld suggest
to them that it is quite pessible,
without beling traitors te their
ceuntry, to forbear alluding te Metz
and Sedan in a boek soncerning a
different epoch of hisbeyy and a
different region of the world. We
think we may venture te speak on be-
half ef nen-Franco-fierman Eurepe and
assure the countrymen of @regorovius
that we are all quite ready te believe,

1 - Bury, J.B., The Invasien of Eurcpe by the Barbarians,
op. oit., ﬁp. T4, 290-291.

.2 = Bury also teok the Reumanians and Hungarians to

task for this quality. 800 Bury, J.B., "The
History of the Reumanians,” Scottish Review,
vol. XXIX (1897). pp. 30-32.
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that 'Corinthus was a son of Zeus,' or
that 'the @ermans thrashed the French'
or any other article of bellef they

may choose to propound, provided they
will only spare us unreasonable
lterations. One might almost imagine
that there is a Bismarckian decree in
force, or at least that some tyrannous
pressure of public cpirion prevails 1n
Germany, forbidding the publication

of any book that does not contain a
reference, or at least an allusion, to
the recent military exploits of which
the Fatherland is so proud. We cannot
congratulate @regorovius on his
ingenuity in satisfying this apparently
imperative condition. The @oths
attacking and mocking Athens, the city
of the booklearned...suggest to him
that the @Germans, 'who used to be mocked
as the nation of bookworms and phllosophl-
cal dreamers, ' recently struck the world
dumb by great achlevements in war. How
far-fetched, how frigid! If @regorovius
felt bound in honour and fealty to drag
in the eternal deleta est Carthago, we
think he might have managed 1t less
clumslly. Prench scholars, indeed, are
sometimes as frigid, though we might
hardly expect it. We remember that M.
Lenormant, writing about the campaigns
of Sargon eight hundred years before
Christ, went out of his way to
animadvert /sic/ on the ingratitude
shown by the French Chamber to M. Thiers.

Apart from these comments, which are really in
the nature of historical exposition and criticism,
Bury had nothing to say before the War. His pamphlet,
Germany and Slavonic Civilisation, interrupted a
profound silence, as the War did for most English
historians, on the essential and contrasting qualities

1

1 - Bury, J.B., "Medieval Athens," op. cit., pp.
182-183. 2B 2=
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of @erman culture and civilization. In the pamphlet,
Bury took up the main issues of the day and tried te
show, along with Murray and others, that @Germany had
no right to denounce Russie as barbaric or to
denounce other countries for having relations with
and coeoperating with Russia, and "that certain
specific features of German c¢ivilization in the
political sphere are, in prineiple, as fundamentally
opposed to ldeas for which Frenchmen and Britons,
Americans and Italians, weuld be ready to lay down
thelr lives, as are the specific features of Russian
autocracy."l

In order to refute the charge that the War was
"a conflict between Teutonis and Slavonic civilisation"
as some @erman oritics had stated, Bury first
discussed the diplomatic relations of Russia and
Prussia from 1772, thus demolishing the foundations
of the argument that the conflict was rooted in the
historical traditions of the twe states. He noted the
cooperation of the two powers from the partitions of
Poland, through the Reinsurance Treaty and elements
of "goodwill" during the Russo-Japanese War. The
point was that, at minimum, during the whole nineteenth
century until the dismissel of Bismarck "the relations
of Prussia and Russla...were almost lnvarlably rela-
tions of friendship and cooperation." Moreover, the
issue which @German apologists now brought up, that
of "Moscovite barbarism,"” was simply never in the
thoughts of Prussian statesmen. Bury stated that he

1 - Bury, J.B., @ermany and Slavonic Civilisatien,
op. cit., p. 3.
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was not critidizing German policy but merely
pointing out that when it was eonvenient for Prussia
to do so, she cooperated with Russia. "Her policy
has been legitimately determined by her cvonception
of her own interests." Moreover, Bury pointed out
that Russlia was in the process of a great "transfor-
mation” in the direction of political liberty,
ridding itself of the bureaucratic system built up
by Germany and which was the "great obstasle to re-
form in Russia." In this, the allies might aid
Russia and it might be hoped that Russia's new
"intimacy with France and England will help her in
her path, away from the autocratic system in which
Germany always sought to confine her, towards the
political ideals of Western civilisation."l

As for @Germany's charge that Russia 1s outside
the sphere of European culture, Bury auickly negated
this as absurd, quoting @erman works in order to do
s0. If the opposition between the two countries is

1 - Ibid., pp. 10-11. Bury felt as early as 1896
Russia was destined to play a great role

in the twentieth century. R.H. Murray relates
that when 1cctur1n§ on the Time of Troubles
Bury prephesied:: "Gentlemen, Russia 1s rotten,
politically rotten, to the core. The period
of troubles brought anarchy to Russia fer
generations. What has happened 1n the past may
well happen in the future in a land where to-
day met a few of the aristocracy are immeral
and ruined, where there 1s an underpaid and
corrupt bureaucracy, and where there is neo
middle class. In the twentieth century there
may ks another period of troubles lasting quite
as long as that of the seventeenth, and with
even graver effects upen the destinies of the
world." See Murray's memeir in Histery of the
Papacy .in the Nineteenth Century, op. c¢it., p.
xxiv,
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thus net in the areas of art and literature, then

Bury noted the "alleged antipathy must theroforc be

sought in the political and social institutions and

ideals.” And here, Bury admitted of great differences

between the two countries; imndeed there are also

great differences between the common ldeals of

England and France with @ermany as with Russia. If

Russia 1s outside of the mainstream of Europe on

this level, Bury charged that Germany is also so

different from England, France, Italy and the United

States in its institutiens as also to be on the other

side of the fence, though a different slide than Russia,
Having made the case for Germany's odd civiliza-

tien, stating that it is different in kind than "that

Western civilization of which ours is a variety,"”

Bury listed two distinctions affecting the international

situation:

1. One of the features which has
characterized Western e¢ivilization since
the dissolutien of the Holy Alliance
has been the growth of sympathy with
the spirit of nationality and a prevail-
ing tendency to recognize the right of
small peoples to enjoy poelitical
independence.

Bury charged that Russia belonged in this category and
that "Prussia has never shewn any sympathy with the
spirit of nationality, apart from the national union
of Germany itself."

2, At the outbreak of the present
war, Germany gave the werld a practical
lesson in pelitical philesophy. The
doctrine that treaties need not be
observed when they are seriously inconven-
ient is a logical deduction from the
principle that the plea of political or
military necessity Jjustifies any actlon
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on the part of a strong power. 1Its
application, in the invasien of DPelglum
in 1914, marks the progress of Prussian
political thought since the days ef
Blsmarck.

Germany 1s thus agalin opposed to the prevalling
principles of the West and, for Bury, "it is difficult
to see why it is more natural and preferable for
England and France to co-operate with @Germeny rather
than with Russia."l

Thus, te Bury, if the issue of the alignments
of the powers in the First World War was on the basis
of where one stood in relation to European civiliza-
tion, @ermany had no claim to the allegliance of
England and France. Imndeed, he bent over backwards
to prove that Russia's claim was perhaps more
acceptable than that of @Germany. Germany was an
autocratic state, totally outside the traditions of
liberty of England and France. It is interesting to
note that the two countries of Frgland and Franse
are always coupled for Bury, to him they stood fer
one tradition of political and civil liberty. @ermany,
on the other hand, was a symbol of autecratic rule,
of autherity without limitations or respensibility.
In 1914, Bury had greater hopes that Russia would live
up te his ratlionalist ideal of freedem than would
Germany. He recognized that Russia was 1ln an
unusually fiiuid situation and he hoped that the
Western influences would prevall so that Russia would
become a constitutional regime. In the end, Bury's
argument, of course, hinges on a definition of what

1l - Bury, J.B., Germa and Slavonie¢ Civilisation,
op. eit., pp. 13-15.
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is vital in European civilization. As we have seen,
for Bury, freedom of theught and the spirit of liberty
and equality were the keynotes in his opinion of the
value of European civilization. 1In this regard,
modern @Germany falled to live up to his standard and,
for all his admiration for its scholarship and people,
until Germany did se, England and France were correct
in defending what Bury considered to be the gains

of medern history. Germany was simply on the side

of the forces of regress.



The Idea of Progress: The Dilemma of
. the Twentieth Century Man
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It is with all of Bury's personal belliefs in
mind that one must appreach The Idea of Progress,
for the often unstated assumptions throughout the
work are the values of the Enlightenment. The Idea
of Pregress is unlike any other work by Bury--it
neitner resembles his History of PFreedom of Theught
nor is it like his pursly histerical works. The
work lacks any polemical charaeter--it does mot shout
at the reader and dees not urge him to give up his
mythical or backward beliefs. Indeed, the scheolar-
ship 1s impeccable, the narrative 1is stralghtforward;
almoest half a century after publicatien, it 1is still
a sound, standard secondary seurcs.

However, for all its dispassien, the study is net
a work of disinterested histery to be compared to and
bragketed with, for instance, Bury's histeries of the
later Roman Empire. Xt is more than this. It 1s the
only work of Bury's which falls into both his personal
and histerical lives; 1t alone oroasses over those
lines which he kept apart so carefully and painfully
througheut his lifetime. 1In The Idea of Progress
Bury's personal and professioenal interests finally
embrace. The work was his own kind of history as the
story of liberty, though different frem Croce's, or
his own version of histery as a preceas of coentinual
liberation, though antagenistic to Aston. Here is
where Bury--2 man who defined himselfl at least
partially in relation to history and not to any be-
lief in previdence--sought the ideas which made him
what he waeg and which made mankind what it is. There
is even the admission of a kind of religiosity at the
end of the book. Like many significant
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works,l

it is antiseptically scholarly and intensely
personal at the same time. Here is where Bury used
the past in a different sense than he ever used it
befere, but in doing so he had too much reverence
for the truth te misshape 1t for his own ends. Thus,
The Idea of Progress is & kind of culmination of the
man as historian in search of himself.

In The Idea of Progress, Bury 1s dealing really,
though not quite fully explicitly, with the idea of
soclal change and an interpretatien of the dynamics
of history. Oddly enough, although 2ll history must
consider the problem of change, Bury never handled
it befere this in quite so potemt a fashien. A
History of Freedom of Thought has & theery of change
embodied within 1t, but no one would elevate the work
to the level of pure history. Bury's other works
handle the preoblem incidentally te the general
narrative. In addition, The Idea of Progress is
unusul. in that, apart from A History of Freedom of
Thought, there were ne articles or any other hints
that Bury was consldering the larger subject. Preogress
is mentioned here and there in some of his earlier
volumes, but ne article ever handled the subject as
even a peripheral matter. Bury lectured on the subJject
at Cambridge in the Michaelmas term of 1914, but
afterwardb never repeated the lectures. It 1s an imo-

lated plece of his work, but its very isolation speaks
of its significance and Bury's desire to go off and
discover his own motivations as man and historian.

1 - Actoen on the Council, Burckhardt on the Renalssance,
and Croce on the history of the nineteenth
century come to mind.
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Bury's interest in progress and its significance
in the modern world stemmed directly from his defense
of freedom of thought. 1In his discussion of the
advance of freedom and "the triumphs of reason tn
the nineteenth century," Bury admitted that the
battle was not won simply by the power of leglie over
myth. New ldeas grew up which tended to change the
spirit of the times. "Now the idea of the progress
of the human race must, I think, be held largely
answerable for this change of attitude. It must,

I think, be held to have operated powerfully as a
solvent of theological beliefs."l Thus, progress was
sometimes used to mean an interpretation of history
and at other times used as a guide for Jjudging certain
ideas. The word is both normative and valuative and
can be used both ways. Before the First World War

it often meant boeth. Afterwards, 1t is difficult to
know what certain commentators meant, for while one
often talked of progress, its relativity in the

realm of values was generally acknowledged.2

1 - Bury, J.B., A Histery of Freedom of Thought, op.
cit., pp. 188-T8L. = = $ ok

2 - As instances of this problem between progress as
a conception of the dynamics of history and
progress as a value, see Ginsberg, Morris, The
Idea of Progress: A Revaluation, Bosten: Beacon
Press, 1 , @nd Sampson, R.V., Progress in the
Age of Reason, Cambridge: Harvard Ihvcrsl'?y"ﬁess,

6. Both acknewledge the relativity of the

idea and speak in terms of finding the acceptabllity
of & "rational ethic." If we agree on 2
"rational ethic” then.pregress becomes a "mean-
ingful conception." While one sympathizes with
the semantical and.logical difficulties both men
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Bury, ever candid in his assumptions, did not
hesltate to define what he was speaking of when he
used the term. He was an avewed rationalist, in his
history as well as his home, and the idea of progress
in the modern world meant a rational scheme. As
early as 1900, in his dissussion of Gibbon's Decline
and Fall, Bury noted that the very ideas of decline
and fall embodied "one of the chief data with which
the philesophy of histery has to reckon.” For some-
thing must decline and fall in relation to some
standard; what a @ibbon would call a decline, a Pie
Nono will call a rise. Bury asked the question of
whether such a standard existed, whether some ulti-
mate judgment can be had in relation to such issues.
In reply to his own question, however much he
sympathized wlith @Gibbon, he was forced to state:
"Answers have been given since @Gibbon's day, engaging
to the intellect, but always making some demand on
the falth--answers for which he would have the same
smile as for Leo's Dogmatic Epistlo."l Thus, for him-
self, progress was devolid of ultimate solutien as a
standard of value. Bury's bellefs were well known,
but they were just that: beliefs with ne ultimate
metaphysical Justification. In 1908, Bury again
broached the subject, this time in discussing The

are trying to overcome, it should be noted that
if we agree on an irratienal ethic pregress ean
still be a "meaningful oconception.” The vital
word is not. "rational" but "agree."

1l -~ @ibbonm, Bocline and rill, op. cit.; pp. -xxviii-
xxxiv.



-194-

Ancient Greek Historians. He stated that the modern
world has dealt with an idea ef pregress in centrast
te the ancients; indeed, it eould hardly be aveided

by a sensitive historian after the oightoenth century.
But:

'Progress' of course lmplies a Jjudg-
ment of value, and is not sclentifie. I%
assumes a standard,--some end or ends, by
relatien te which we Jjudge histerical
movyements and declare that they mean pro-
gress. . We have ne proof that absolute
pregress has been made, for we have no
knewledge of an absolute erd; and, there-
fore, secientifically we are net Justified
in speaking of the histery of civilised
man as pregress; we can only be sure that
it 1s a causal sequence eof transrornations.l

In A History of Freedem of Thought, as we have
seen, Bury was more outspeken im his discussion of
progress as a2 valuative term: the "comservative
instinet" of man is against the forces of pregress,
while all these who oppose authority and stand on the
8ide of freedom are within the pregressive scheme of
things. This conservatism, blinded b9 reason, has
operated throughout histery and has continued
"obstructing knowledge and progress."2 It is clear
in the work that Bury saw the struggle for freedem
of thought as coincidentally a struggle for continued
progress. This progress is not Just an ldea on the
movement of history, but is based on those absolute
standards which Bury used as a gulde to attack the
Church. Here he did not worry whether he was scientific

1 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient @reek Historians, eop.
cit., p. 256.

2 - Bury, J.B., A Histo of Freedom of Thought, op.
oit.: pp. 4, 113, passim.
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or not and thus provided an invaluable guide to his
beliefs. The @reeks were his heroes, the Middle Ages

a2 time of darimess, an arrest of the progress ef
mankind.l Therefore, A Histery of Freedom of Theught
1s what The Idea of Pregress ls net: a frank discussion
of how Bury thought manking has pregressed in terms

of believing what 18 gooed and opposing that which is
bad. XIts very simplicity acts as a gulde te Bury's
innermost thoughts. As he himself stated: "freedom

of theught i1s an axiom of human progreu."a'

In The Idea of Progress, Bury was not only more
restralned, but on sounder philosophical footing in
discussing pregress as a2 regulative value. The ldea
of progress was taken to be one of those "ideas which
bear on the mystery of life, such as Fate, Providence,
or personal immortality." 1In brief, it is a meta-
physical ldea which cannot be decided on simple,
utilitarian pragmatic grounds. Bury noted that in
its purest form the ldea simply means that civilization
is headed 1n a direction which is desirable. And even
if we agree on the conditions which we call progress,
it is impossible to determine "that civilisation is

1 - Bury veiced similar, though modified and less
ambltious, sentiments earlier. In speaking of
@ibbon, he noted that the historical development,
as seen by @ibbon, from the second century A.D.
has been one of regress, the famous "triumph of
barbarism and religien.” Bury commenied that
although we know much more than @&ibbon the major
point of the Decline and Fall 1s still $rue.
Gibbon, Decline and Fall, op. cit., p. xxxviii.
Bury also attacked Pio Neno as a foe of pregress.

nlatoﬁ of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Century,
JI o

. p. ¥O.

2 - Bury, J.B., A History of Freedom of Thought, op.
cit., p. 201.
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moving in the right direction to realise this aim."
We cannot reveal the future, however much we know
about the past. True to his theory of contingency,
Bury held that not only is progress an idea which 1s
relative, but if all men of goodwill decided on what
was progress, it would stlill be impossible to deter-
mine the future direction of mankind.

Thus, for Bury in the twentieth century, '"the
progress of humanity belongs to the same order of
ideas as Providence or personal immortality. It is
true or it is false, and like them 1t cannot be
proved either true or false. Belief in it 18 an act
of faith." Bury was undoubtedly quite willing to
make that "act of faith" but his sceptical mental
mechanism remained at work to know that one's acts
of faith cannot, like Calvin's, be accorded the dignity
of their imposition on all mankind.

Despite the fact that Bury classified the idea
as one belonging to Spencer's category of the Unknowable,
he did logically distinguish it from faith in any
kind of providence, another belief which is indeed
unknowable. The assumptions of a belief in progress,
Bury's assumptions, he took to be totally incompatible
with any bellef in providence, and this is why he could
view progress and any theologlcal authority as at odds
in the battle for the minds of humanity. Progress,
he stated, implied a belief "based on an interpretation
of history" that man was advancing from some lower to
a higher state and doing so of his own free will.
Should an "external will" be involved "there would
be no guarantee of its continuance and its issue,"
and the idea of progress would iapse into the idea of
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providence. Progress is thus the pregress of man through
his own efforts; should one believe that progress is
indicated by some external deity then one no longer
feels it has been the accomplishment of man; one must
feel that 1t not only has a past resulting in a
present but a present with an indefinite future. One
cannot be Brooks Adams and believe 1n progrcas.l

That the idea of progress is one of faith and
not of fact is in accord with Bury's attitude on the
philosephy of history. For among 1ts other implica-
tions, any idea of progress, invelving as it does "an
interpretation of history," embodies a full-fledged
philosophy of history. We have seen that at the time
Bury published on the idea of progress, he was enchanted
with the idea of contingency and entirely disregarded

1 - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
1-7. fThat progress aﬁi’prov§aoncd_§rd'Iibompatible
beliefs, while sustalned by many centemperary
thinkers (see, for instance, Becker, Carl, "Progress,"
Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, ed. Edwin
K. geIIgnan, Wew York: The Macmlllan Company,

1935, vol. XII, pp. 495-499) has been challenged
as well. Christopher Dawsen, who views the
culture of Western Europe as the preduct of the
two ferces of the Judeo-Christian tradition and
the scientific traditien, sees the ldea of
progress and a continued belief in the vitality
of the Christian tradition as so intertwined that
if one 1s disregarded the other must be as well.
He views religion as the continued dynamic in
the social life, "and the vital changes in
civilization are always linked with changes in
religious beliefs and ideals.” He concludes:
"Either Europe must abandon the Chrisatian
tradition and with it the faith in progress and
humanity, or it must return censciously to the
religious foundation on which these ideas are
based." Dawson, Cheistopher, Progress and Religion,
New York: Sheed and Ward, 1933, pp. 6, 256.
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the possibility of finding Newtonian laws as the key
to the past. So, too, these whom he acknowledged as
having made great contributiens to the dissemination
of the i1dea of progress are lamented in the fact

that the search for a law was totally unsuccessful.

The elghteenth century, Bury stated, as much as they
believed and in many senses originated the idea of
progress did not find and, like Condercet, often did
not seek for law. Hewever, the nineteenth century
raised a "mere hypothesis based on & very insufficilent
induction...to the rank of a scientific hypothesis"

in their attempts to discover a law. The word
"science”" had been Bury's bete-noire in his attempts
toe publicize his attitude on histery, but here there
iz no doubt of the contempt he had for the attempts

of nineteenth century ideologists of progress to
formulate a law., 3Saint-Simon is ridiculed, and although
Bury acknowledged that Comte did more than any one

to establish the idea as an assumption of the popular
mind, he noted that "he failed himself as a diviner....
For the comprehension of history we have perhaps gained
as little from Comte's positive laws as frem Hegel's
metaphysical categories."l One is more interested in
what Comte tells us about the nineteenth century than
in what he tells us about the world.

Thus, for Bury, inspite of what he believed and
histery often believed, progress was still a "dogma";
he was never willing to go so far as to turn his own
belliefs into the goals of mankind. If Comte was a

1 - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, op. cit., pp.
284, 301. .
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theologian of progress and positivism, Bury would admit
their theological qualities, but he would not be a
high priest of the one and he completely denied the
other. Bury's interest in proegress was intensely
persongl and real, yet in The Idca.gg Progress he never
claimed to have discovered the formula which revealed
the secrets of the life of man. He believed in free-
dom of theught, liberty and telerance and he would
have liked to have believed in the ldea of progress,
but ceuld not do so in the sense that Condorcet did.
Bury was 2 product of the late nineteenth century and
Condercet a product of the late eighteenth--in between
there lay the difference of what Bury called "the
histerical point of view" of the nineteenth century.
If Condorcet would be an apostle, Bury weuld be his
chronicler and theugh he was as sympathetlic to the
Condorcets, the Comtes, the Spencers as was any man,
he would Jjust remain the chronicler. And though he
was personally in tune with the idea of progress he
could not pretend he had alchemistically found the
formula toe unlock the secrets of the universe. One
can Imagine that were Bury to have lived one century
before he did, he would have been a chapter in some-
one else's The Idea of Progress. But in the early
twentieth century he had to acknowledge the ides,
however appealing, as a "faith" and a "dogma" and
remain true to himself by recording 1ts history and
not contributing te its theolegy.

Nevertheless, in spite of his reservatiocas, Bury
was no doubt inspired by a certain extra-historical
motive. As we have seen, Bury felt the hiastory of
the idea of pregress produced significant and valuable
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results in the modern world in that it was a good
operative principle in many cases. At the time he
was writing, of course, the idea was being attacked.
1920 was not the most optimistic ef years and the
Great War did net contribute te the furtherance of
any belief in progress. Indeed, Bury steopped his
survey of the idea at about 1880 and one can easily
believe that it was not only because, as a historian,
he felt he could not go beyond that date methodoleglcally,
but because he might have feared personally geing
further in time and discovering a new trend. But
Bury was not defending the idea against the forces

of absurdity, unreason and future Spenglers as much
as he was recording. He was not preaching a myopic
happiness. If anything, the only area of life he

did challenge was that of Christian theolegy,
attacking the Syllabus and the incempatability of
progress and providence, defending modern history's
belis¢i in preogress and it{s leavetaking of the assump-
tions of the medieval woerld. That this was necessary
was brought out by the celncidence that the Romanes
Lecture at Oxford in 1920 was given by the Very Rev.
W.R. Inge, Dean of St. Paul's and popular essayist
and leoturer. This lecture wes also entitled The
Idea of Progress and is in direct contrast with
Bury's attitudes.

Inge agreed with Bury on the cent¢ral position of
the idea of progress as the "working faith of the
West" for the 2ast century and a half. He was also
2 medern in that he did not try to glorify the Middle
Ages or return to it; the medern peried was frankly
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preferred. However, to Inge, progress was &
"superstition" which had hurt the West as it "vitiated
our histepy, our pelitical scilence, our philosephy,
and our religion." It did this by raising itself

to the level of what Bury called a "scientific
hypothesis,”" but whiles Bury weuld credit the idea,
however unscientific, with contributing to the grewth
of the West, Inge was unhappy about its effects. For
Inge, historians were blinded to regress as they
contimually made the facts fit the new scheme,
political aseclentists felt they could see the future
and this automatically became what is goed, and in
philosophy Christianity has been hurt. Most
significantly for Inge, religleus beliefs have beei
affected. Inge deplored the secularization of religion
and the distortion done to Christianity by the belief
in the 1dea of progress. To Inge, human nature does
not change and the distinction between modern man

and primitive man 1s not very great, 1f there is one
at all. Modern man may have more knowledge and
better institutions but real progress 13 measured in
terms of human nature and on this level the specles
has not changed.

What Inge would have liked to have seen is the
intreduction of an "absolute standard of values' and
Inge was not a secular sceptic like Bury, for he
believed that there were such values to be had. Inge
was a Platonist and believed that absolute standards
of "Truth, @oodness and Beauty" were to be found. He
felt that in the social woerld simplification and not
further complexity might be called progress. But in
the end Inge did not believe in progress except in a



-202-

vague spirlitual sense and then not for humanity in
general but for individuals. To him the idea of
progress as it existed historically was a myth which
disregarded certain central preoblems. He was not a
Pope who would condemn it as a modern error but he
would try to redefine 1t.1 The atmosphere in which
Bury was writing was still hbstile with regard to
the value of the modern secular spirit, If Bury's
work was a debate with the Cathollie Church, it was
one with the Anglican as well.

The idea of progress did net only imply certain
values but i1t was a historical fact as well., It
was this combination which intrigued Bury, along with
the colnclidence that the idea embodied a full-blown
attitude toward history. Moest of the book is not
concerned with progress as a value, but as an
assumption which grew and was accepted in one form
or another by many of the major thinkers of the modern
world and was eventually popularized so that it
became & major ingredient in the definition of the
nineteenth century. Bury had hinted its lmportance
as early as his Inaugurel Lecture when he spoke of the
significance of the idea of development in the nine-
teenth century and how it transformed the very idea
of history.2 Later, in 1908, he made the vital
distinetion between progress as a belief and progress
as one of the important guideposts of modern man.

1 - Inge, W.R., "The Idea of Progress,” in Diary of
& Dean, New York: The Macmillan Company, ’
PpP. 1890-207, passim.

2 - Bury, J.B., "Inaugural Lecture," in Temperley,
__Ro cit-., pp. .9-100 , .
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Fully admitting 1ts relativity in the realm of values,
Bury nonetheless refused to disregard it: "The idea
of progress 1s, in the present age, an actual living
force;..."t It 1s as a "living force” that Bury
discussed ‘it and traced 1ts grewth in'The Idea of
Progress. ’
Methodolaglcally, Bury was dealing with something
new when writing on the ldea of progress. Previeusly,
his works fall inte many categories: narrative history,
monographs, philoesophy, thoughts on and histeries of the
philosophy of history and others. Here, however, he
was also concerned with a subject which fell purely
into the category of the history of ideas. The only
full-scale work resembling this was A Histery ef Free-
dom of Thought and the resemblance is so remote in
schelarship and éerious history as to be nen-existent.
The first consideration in a work of this nature was
to be as famillar as possible with the relevant
primary work cencerning the subject. For this, few
were better suited than Bury and, like Burckhardt, he
steeped himself in the primary literature. However,
the histeory of ideas was a tenuous fleld--the great
difficulty throughout the work seemed to be the
establishment of the criteria for determining when
one idea was ascendant and another in decline. 1In
order to overcome this problem, Bury took another leaf
from Burckhardt's werks and spoke of "intellectual
climates,"” "mental atmoaspheres," and "intellectual
enviromments.” "Ideas,”" he stated, "have their

1 - Bury, J.B., The Ancient @reek Histerlans, op.
clt., p. 257.
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intellectual climates, and I propose to show.,.that
the intellectual climates of classicael antiquity and
the ensuing ages /until the sixteenth century/ were
not propitious to the birth ef the dectrine of
Pregress. "l

Thus, what Bury did was to show why there was
noe ldea of progress before the sixteenth century and
how it grew after the transitien from the fourteenth
century to the aseventeenth. It was the growth of
Cartesianism, the end of authority in determining
the destiny ef science and philesophy, a new secular
spirit, and, above all, the recognition that future
ages might be better than one's ewn that resulted in
the growth and acceptance of the 1dea. Progress is
continually linked te the growth of rationalism, but
here, unlike his other work on the subject, Bury was
careful to maintain the distinction between historical
fact and persenal values. A great wealth of literature
was clted and, amid all his sympathy for the idea,
he was the careful histerian throughout; he was writ-
ing a secondary source and not a rationalist pelemic.

Bury distinguished three stages in the grewth
of progress. Until the French Revolution he saw 1t
as being accepted "rather casually; it was taken for
granted and received no searching examination either
from philesophers or from histerians." The nineteenth
century recognized its significance and tried to find
a law, Comte belng the mest important advocate. How-
ever, up to that time, about the middle of the century,

1l - Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress, 0p. cit.,
p. T- : ‘
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i1t "was not yet universally accepted as obviously
true.” Darwin marked the beginning of the third
stage, its acceptance in the popular mind 2s one of
the conditions of the universe.l Bury did not ge
much further and did not discuss the fourth stage or
what has been commonly accepted as the end of the
belief in progress, dated semewhere from 1900-1914.

That which Bury did point out, and here he was
something of a pioneer, was that the growth and
acceptance of the idea of progress was one of the
ma jor characteristics of Eurepean civilization.3

1 - Ibid., pp. 334-335.

2 -~ Hayes, Carlton J.H., A @eneration of uatcrialism,
New York: Harper and Brothers, 1941, g
Hughes, op. cit., pp. 375-376, 421, 42

3 - Bury's work, one of the first and certainly the
most comprehensive up to that time te peolint out
the significance of the ldea, has been schallenged,
by such people a8 Dawson and Inge, and revised,
but is still one of the ma jor general sources on
the subject. Unlike A Histery of Freedom of
Thought it has not beceme a period plece. Among
the majJor works Carl Becker's The Heavenl Cit
of the Eighteenth-Century Philosephers, New Haven:
Yale Unlversity Press, n.d., actually lupports
Bury in his analysis of the Enlightenment and
in his assertion of a "faith" in progress.

Charles Frankel's The Faith of Reasen, New York:
King's Crewn rressT"Ibﬂy, alse points out that
reason was a "metaphysical” truth but censziderably
broadens the scepe of the subject in the
eighteenth century. Henry Vyverberg's Histerical
Pessimism in the French Enlightenment, Cambridge:
Harvard Sniveralty Press, IUEB, acts as an
antidete in showing that decadence and flux were
also serious ideas in the ightenment. Nenethe-
less, even Vyverberg admits (pp. 230-2311 that

the French Enlightenment retained its belief in
progress.

H
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Also, however Hegellan he was in methodolegy, his
recording of the effects of the idea affirmed a

belief in the ability of ideas to change the werild.

At a time when the social sciences were becoming a

new vegue in historical inveatigation and when
soclology itself was becoming a major discipline, Bury
stated that the behavior of men was as much affected
by the lntellectual milieu in which they lived as it
was by more basic environmental facters.

This, The Idea of Progress combined many separate
strands in Bury's life--the personal, the historical,
even the metaphysiscal. While Bury made other exhduring
historical contributions, this is the werk by whiah
he was defining modern man as well as himself. He
was a child ef the Victorian periocd who, despite his
unusual temperament which saw him turn inte a reckuse
before he had apent many years at Cambridge, bec:me
not only mere learned but in many cases mere
cosmopolitan tham any English profeasional histerian
of his day. HNe was at home in many disciplines; within
the field of history he can be c¢laimed by many
speclalties. In spite of the War, or perhaps because
of it, Bury did noet personally beleong to the pest-war
period.” There was a solidity, a point of view which
belonged to the pre-1914 era. Perhaps realizing this,
Bury diéd not take part in the pest-war ideoclogical
battles; even when he talked of sentingency in histery,
he did net carry the idea to 1ts end, but retreated to
caugsation. To him, progress was a vital idea,
shattered theugh it may have been by contemporary events.

Progress was also related to Bury's interest in
the uses of the past, an issue he centended with to his
own obvious dissatisfaction from the time of the Inaugural
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Lecture. He recognized that ameng the unstated
assumptions of the idea was an unspoken "ethical
principle." The principle was defined as "considera-
tion for pesterity,"” and it must be remembered that
from 1903 he was asking the question of what he, as

a historian, contributed to the welfare of present

and future humanity. In addition, of course, progress
"has been connested with the growth of medern sscience,
with the growth of ratiocnalism, and with the struggle
for pdlitical and religious liberty."} Fer Bury, the
rationalist, the idea of progress was the key in the
struggle against the perniclious influences of a

belief in providence, a reliance on authority instead
of reason, and it was the major idea in the "slew but
steady reinstatement of the kingdom of this world."
For all this, it deserved an important place in the

- hearts of all men of reason.

Yet, however vital Bury may have considered
progress t6 have been, it was net an illusion in the
sense that the originators of the idesa built up thelr
own "heavenly city,” or, if it was, it was an illusion
of which he was aware. He was never 30 blinded by
his sympathy for the ldea as to ge about presaching
it as gospel, or indeed, even to give 1t the dignity
of being a part of the final truth. Those who founded
the idea and made it a part of the werld-view of the
nineteenth century were described as ‘high-priests
and incsnse-bearers” of rationelism and, though Bury
preferred these priests to theose representing the
Christian tradition, they too are gospel aslingers.

1 - Buwry, J.B., The Idea of Progress, op. c¢it., pp.
247-248.. ‘
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The l1dea hélped to break down many old assumptions,
among them "the illusion of finality." However,
stated Bury, even the lidea which evercame this
illusion probably must fall to it eventually. If
progress took the place of prévidence, there is no
reason to believe, like Comte and Hegel, thaet it is
any more final than was its predecessor.

In other words, does net Progress
itself suggest that lts value &8s a
dectrine 1s only relative, corresponding
to & certaln not very advanced stage of
civilisation; Just as Providence, in lts
day, was an idea of relative value,
correspending to a stage semewhat lesas
advanced? Or will it be sald that this
argument is merely a disconcerting
trick of dialectic played under cever
of the darkness in which the issue is
safely hidden by Horace's prudent god?l

One cannet know whether Bury was aware he was
alse writing the obitumry of the idea as a vital
forece in the assumptions of zivilization. However,
one can admire the tenaelty with which he clung to
his positien as a sceptic and questioner of all
prevaeiling beliefs. It 1s easy to understand his
attack on the Church and the influence of Christianity;
his battle, for battle it was, with the idea of
progrese, 1s another issue. Here, in spite of his
predelection and preconditioning he was in accord with
his admiration of the scepticism of the Greeks. Lilke
his beloved and admired Secrates--as scholar, historian
and humen being--Bury felt he got closer te the truth
by asking questions than by answering them.

1 - Ibid., p. 352.



CONCLUSION
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Bury's work was not successful in the sense of
reaching any final conclusions er definitive answers.
Like most historians, his thought was a centinual
series of readjustments and reassessments and he is not
to be Judged en the basls of his final statement, but
on the overall quality of his work. It is generally
accepted today that this quality was of a high rank,
although not up to the level of the greatest modern
histerical minds. The questiens to which he addressed
himself, the problems he forced himself to centemplate,
were the real ones of his time. The tragedy, not only
in Bury, but in much of the twentieth century, 1s that
he himself realized he was not tetally successful
beth in his histerical or persenal quests. However,
one certainly cannot call him any sort of fallure
elther, for a man cannot be judged on whether or not
he has solved the riddle of the universe, but on
whether he attempted to do so with any kind of honesty
and profundity.

Most significantly, 1n spite of the fact that
he ches2 to be physically lsolated from his
contemporaries, Bury was net working in any sort of
vacuum. He was engagé te the point where contemporary
questions in history and in life consumed much of his
time and energies. On the issue of the nature of
histery, he stands alongside such men as Dilthey, Croce,
Weber, Bergson and Simmel in the recognitien that
the nineteenth century did not finally define the mean-
ing and place of the discipline and, with these men,
tried first te point eut the inadequacy ef positivism
and then to fermulate a new positien. In his grapplings
with the Church and the value of the idea of progress,
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he is part of the continuing Enlightenmont traditien,
but modern in the semse that he legitimately ceuld
nelther have the certainty nor the vision of the
future of a Cendorcet.

Bury did not solve the problem of what Marc
Bloch has called "the science of eternal change."
His 1deas of relativism and contingency were not-
complete formulations in the end because he could not
reconclile himself to the acceptance of such a fragile
theory of change and he was too much the rationalist
to ever carry it further and suggest as his basic
proposition that the essence of the historical is
the uniqueness of every datum. Finally, he was
forced into a semi-positivist position although even
he realized this was not really acceptable. One
of Bury's problems in this area--it is most clear in
his writings on rationalism and progress--was an
unwillingness to ever completely reconcile his
theory of contingency and his implied "idealist®
posltion on the nature of change. He fully belleved
that the world of ideas provided the motive force for
change, but cont!ngency demanded, and he partly did
80 in his last work on the Later Roman Empire, that
he affirm the significance of what was to him the
fragile, the insignificant meaning of something like
Cleopatra's nose. In the end, ideas were toe important,
for he lived a 1life of tho mind and he could net deny
its ultimate meaning, value and force.

The problems Bury met with in his attempt to
formulate a philosophy of history were also encountered
in his quest for personal valu#s. The problem of
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relativism again stopped him from ever elevating the
1dea of progress to the level of degme. Kven though
he wanted to, Bury could net absolutize his beliefs,
and though he carried on a private war with the Church
and intelerance, his own weakness was that he could
never have the same kind of Olymplan certainty of
opindon as did his opponents. Here, too, he adopted

a kind of optimism tempered by relativism end
contingency.

Perhaps ons of Bury's great problems and a clue
to the reason he dees not rank among the great but
only among the near-great histeorians, in spite of
having all of the talents and eapabilities of the
great, was that he did net have what we might cell
an integrated personality. Unlike such men as
Burckhardt, Croce and Acton, he did not unite his
history with his life. On the contrary, he struggled
to0 hard to keep them separate with the result that
both his history and his life do not have a finished
quality. Bury separated his personal ldeas from his
histoerical ones and, in consequence, his works on
freedom of thought are not up to the level of those
of a Croce or an Acton and while his historles are
first-rate, they lack the kind of imaginative quality
which would put them among the classics of histerical
writing. It is not that Bury did not have the
imagination, it is that he was unwilling to use it
when writing history. Only in The Idea of Progress
do we get a hint of what Bury might have done had he
not rigidly compartmentalized the two worlds and this
remains his most lasting and substantial work, both
for its content and for its thought.
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There is a kind of Faustian quality about Bury
in his attempts te become a hemo universalis, although,
of course, he was too sane and toeo uncertain of
himself to ever sell his soul to the devil., He was
the rationalist of the historical world at a time
when beth rationalists and anti-rationalists spoke
to problems which demanded different answers than the
traditional tirades against one another. Yet, he
carried 9n an henest persoenal dialogue and, though
he was with the Eniighternment in bellef, he recognized
there were new questions te be selved. All knowledge
was his proevince, and he refused to learn it by
rote or to find simple answers. This in itself is
no small accomplishment and he can be admired for it.
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Appendix A: A Note on the Bicgraphical Details ef
Bury's Life

Born in 1861, Bury was formally educated at
Foyle College, Londonderry and Trinity College, Dublin.
He 13 reported to have begun learmnlng the classics
at the age of four and to have impressed Prof. R.Y.
Tyrrell with his @reek grammar at ten; in 1879, Bury
was Judged to be the best student of the classics at
Trinity. He left Trinity with a double first in 1882
and in 1885 married a secend cousin, Jane Bury, and
accepted a fellowship at his 0ld scheol. Bury enjoyed
travel a great deal, and from 1880 to 1885 he spent
considerable time in Germany, Italy, London and
Switzerland. It is clear that Bury combined travel
with his craft--studying, delivering papers, and
visiting areas and archives te clarify certain
historical polnts.

The first major work of Bury, and one which
inmediately put him on the first level of Byzantine
schelarship, was his Histery of the Later Roman Empire,
published in 1889. PFrom that time until his death
in 1927, he was regarded as one of Europe's important
historians., 1In 1893, Bury was elected Professor of
Modern History at Trinity College. He continued his
travels as well, now mainly in the summers; up te 1895,
he concentrated on @Germany and England. In 1895,

Bury visited @reece for the first time, a conscious
prelude teo his History of @reece, published in 1900.
This was followed by trips te Sicily and Turkey. Bury
was appointed Regius Professor of @reek at Trinity
College in 1898, holding two of the important chalrs
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at the age of 37.

In late 1902, Bury was asked to succeed Acton as
Regius Professor of Modern History at Cambridge. He
accepted, and was elected a fellow at King's College.
He retained these positions until his death. In his
first years as Reglus Professor Bury supplemented his
travels by going te the United States, France, and
revisiting North Italy and Berlin. Bury encountered
health problems in 1910, and from then on he was
plagued with eye difficulties. Now, hls travels were
restricted and he went to the Isle of Wight, Rome and
Algiers in the winters from 1910 to 1918. From 1918
to 1927 Bury wintered in Rome. '

Almost all of the important facts about Bury's
external life are available in Baynes' A Blbllegraphy

. T S ——at. A — m—

interested reader will find them throughout Baynes'
affectionate memoir. Apart from those mentiened in
the Preface, Bury had few close friends--if he had any
who were close. Among them were R.C. Bosanquet, with
whom he travelled in @reece; Spencer Jerome, the
American ioonsul in Rome; the Rev. R.H. Murray, & student;
and Harold Temperley, a student and, with the exception
of Baynes, probably Bury's closest colleague among the
historians at Cambridge. Bury's testament is in his
works. He was not a great character, but he was a
good, dedlcated historian.
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Appendix B: Bury and the English Histerical Tradition

Although this study specifically deals with
the thought and opinion of J.B. Bury, the question
of Bury'!s relationship to the English historical
tradition has arisen from time to time. While Bury
was trained and worked in the English traditien, it
has seemed that he drew on a wider heritage than his
natienal one and was consequently, partly in the
tradition of Acton, somewhat more coesmopolitan in
thought and in his frame of reference than most
English historians. As has beeén pointed out in the
body of this work, Bury was a blend of both continental
and English influences.

Actually, the English historical tradition and
the continental one colneide as much as they differ.
In its beginnings, during the Ellzabethan Renalssance,
the new English histery was marked by & secularization
of lnterest, the use and influence of new methods
developed in Italy, and many new ideas of historical
interpretation which did away with the usual appeal
to authority.l The triumvirate of the eighteenth
century--Hume, Robertson, and Gibbon--belong as much
to the European Enlighterment as they do to England.
Scott's influence was admitted by the new Romantic

historians of Europe 1n the early nineteenth oentury.a

1l - 8ee Fussner, PF. Smith, The Histerilical Revolution,
New York: Celumbia WUniversity Press, 1962; and
Hale, J.R., ed., The Evcluticen of British
Historiogﬁagg[, New York: Nerldlan Books, 1964,
pp. ’ - . .

2 - Peardon, Thomas Preston, The Transition in E ish
Histerieal Writing, 1760-1830, New YcrE:_ﬁqul%Ia
niversity Press, 1933, pp. 19-33.
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Naturally, Acton was as much a European 28 he was an
Englishman, and Bury's epigram on science would be
unthinkable without taking into acceunt the whole
continental trend of the nineteenth century.

But, however much the two areas are related,
and despite the fact that "the history of English
historiography has yet to be writ’cen,"~1 there are
clearly a few important points where the traditions
on the ocontinent and in England do not ceincide. England,
as well as partaking of many of the same trends as
the rest of Europe, does have her own particular
traditions. These traditions, which have persisted
almost from the beginnings of English historiography,
are: a speclal emphasis on the importance of history
as literature, and what has been defined by Butter-
field as the "whig interpretation." 1In England the
narrative has cften been as important as the conmtent
and history has often been used to glorify the present
at the expense of the past.

The English narrative tradition--the importance
placed on presentation as well as what is presented--
stems all the way back to the seventeenth century and
the relation of English literature and history in the
Elizebethan and post-Elizabethan age. Hlstory was a
branch of literature on its own2 and from Raleigh and
Clarendon through @Gibbon te Trevelyan and Wedgwoed the

1 - Themson, M.A., Some Develo nts 1n English
Histeriography during the Eighteenth Century,
London: H.X. Lewls and Co., Efa., 1957, p- g.

2 - PFussner, op. 8it., p. 317. -

-
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literary side of historical writing has had a special
importance in England. Along with this trend, and
perhaps reinforcing 1it, there has been a tendency
in England from the Reformation encouraging the
composition and significance of national history.
Cut off from the coentinent at that time, histery
assumed a patriotic tene, "Englishmen were primarily
fascinated by themselves," and English historioegraphy
through Mecaulay and beyond developed an "insularity"
whlch stressed national and classical history and
excluded many continental influences.l

The c¢rucial time for the English narrative
tradition was in the middle of the nineteenth century
when histery was becoming more "scientifie” and more
professional, The poslitivis%t and academlc’ influences
from the continent were not negligible in England.
Whereas history had previously been written by the
learned amateur, it now began to fall under the aegis
of the trained professional. The chairs of history
at English universities were now taken seriously and
the history school began to grow te the point where,
when Bury came to Cambridge in 1903, it was among the
most impertant academic disciplines. In addition,
England had her Buckle--the man who treated history
as a pure sclence--on the one side, and Stubbs,
Gardiner and Maltland--men who kept abreast of
continental aschelarship and emulated it--on the other.
Yet, Buckle has been called an "iconcclast" who was
isolated in that one can find nelther predecessors nor

1 - Hale, op. cit., pp. 11, 21, 28, 31, 45-47.
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disciples; in England he prodused a universal
antipathy to the point where even the pesitivist
Frederick Harrisen denounced scientific histery in
1898.1 The sehool stemming from Stubbs was more
lasting and it was in the methedolegical sense that
England was influenced by the continental idea of
"science." In addition, Buekle's ideas received
little conslderation because of the influence of
the narrative traditien in developing in England a
"notorious...antipathy to the theorstical or
philosephical treatment of the problems of history.
As for the professionalization of histery, here
England also escaped a toetal emulation of the
continental trend. In the world of histerical studies,
England stlll maintained seme of her insularity and
in the last half of the nineteenth century English
historical writing was less systematic and scientific
and, perhaps most important, more national.3 The
amateur or semi-professional who wrote literary national
history which was peopular, such as Green, was at least
sharing the {irst pesition with his more '"sclentific"
colleagues, and it is clear that English historians
accepted the professionalization of histery in a "half-

ne

1 - Ibid., pp. 49, 55-58.
2 - Butterfield, Man on His Past, op. cit., pp. 22-23.

3 - Pitzsimons, Matthew A., et. 2l., eds., The .
Development of HistoriegTaphy, HarrisbuTg, Pa.: The
EiEcEEo;o ¢

ompany, , P. 202; Neff, Embry, . .
The Poetry of History, New York: Columbla University
Press, 7, D. 197. See also Forbes, Duncan,

The Liberal Anglican lIdea eof History, Cambridge:
Tniversity Press, 1952. V
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hearted and hesitant manner." The importance of the
literary quality in histery was still defended and
praiud.1

Thus, in its English context, Bury's remark that
"history 1s a science, no less and no more," seemed
to run counter to the English traditien and could
therefore achieve the gross misunderstanding that
it did. It was thought that in his statement he was
challenging that which identifled the English brand

of history from any other and the lidea of the lmportance

of history as literature and art has been defended
in the twentieth century in England with more
vociferousness than anywhere else, most notably by
Trevelyan and Wedgwoed.

Trevelyan's defense dates back to 1904, a direct
reaction to Bury's Inaugural Lecture. This essay
was later pelished as & general statement on the
nature of history and published in 1913 as "Clie, a
Muse.” In the essay, Trevelyan claimed that histery
was not a sclence and that there 1s no such thing as
an absolute interpretation of the past: "...he will
give the best interpretatien who, having dlscovered
and weighed all the important evidence obtainable, has
the largest grasp of intellect, the warmest human
sympathy, the highest imaginative pewers." He stated
that there was a clear diastinection between the German
scientific tradition and the English narrative one:

1 - Higham, John, et. al., History, Englewoed Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice Hall, Imec., 5, PP. 335-337.

2 - fTrevelyan, "The Latest View of History," op. cit.
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4!hé English/ ought to loek to the
ree, popular, literary traditions

of histeory in our own land. Until
quite recent times, from the days
of Clarendon dewn through Gibbo:n,
Carlyle, and Macaulay to @reen and
Lecky, historical writing was net
merely the mutual cenversatiocn eof
scholars with ene anether, but was
the means of spreading far and wide
througheut all the reading classes
2 love and knowledge of history,

an elevated and critical patriotism
and certain qualities of mind and
heart. But all that has been
stepped, and an attempt has been
made to drill us into so many
Potsdam @uards of learning.

But Trevelyan did net argue o6n the simple level
of patriotism. Rather, for him, history had three
distinet functions: the scientific, the imaginative
or speculative, and the literary. The literary
aspect was not secondary, but one of the primary
tasks of the historian: "Life is short, art is long,
but histery 1s longest, for it 1s art added to
soholarship."1

Histery, to those who follow the English nar-
rative tradition, is a part of the national literature.
The image evoked by Trevelyan is one of Clarendon,
Carlyle, and Macaulay versus "Mommsen and Treitschke,
at whose @erman shrines we have been instructed to
sacrifice the traditions of English history...."?

1 - Trevelyan, George Macaulay, "Clio, & Muse,” in
The Recreations of an Histerian, London: Thomas
Kelson and Sons, Ltd., 1919, pp. 14, 37-40.

2 - 1Ibid., pp. 49-50.-
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He hints that history l1s net valid unless it also
qualifies as high literature; for dlapassion,
"accuracy and good faith" are to be substituted; for
the professionalization of histery and the importance
of the academy, Trevelyan prefers history written
for the general public.1

Ironically, Trevelyan became Regius Professor
at Cambridge upon Bury's death in 1927. 1In his
Inaugural Lecture he made 1t clear that Cambrldge would
be going back to the o0ld English tradition. While
recognizing the valldity of other types of history,
his l1deai was astill history as 1:I.t:eraLture.2

C.V. Wedgwoed, Trevelyan's successor as the fore-
most narrative histerian in England, also continually
emphaslizes the literary aspects of the craft. Lilke
Trevelyan, Wedgwood has no overriding philosephy of
histery, nor has she sought any. An understanding of
the past 1s a personal effort, achieved by the "imagina-
tion" and not throeugh any "sceientific" truth. All
opinions and Judgments "are the outcome of personal
beliefs."3 Wedgwood recognizes the importance of the

1 - Ibid., pp. 56-59; F.M. Powicke in Three Lectures,
Oxford: University Press, 1947, p.” 0B, also has
emphasized the poetic values of histery.

2 - Trevelyan, @George Macaulay, The Present Position
of History, London: Longmans Ureen and Co., Ltd.,
7, P-. %7 For a contrasting viewpoeint in be-
tween Trevelyan's and the "scientific" one see
Temperley, Harold, Research and Medern Histery,
" London: Macmillan and Company, Ltd., 1930, P. 7.
Bertrand Russell in History as am Art, Aldingten:
The Hand and Flower Press, 1954, alse argues for
the importance of pepular literary histery in
the English tradition.

3 - Wedgwood, C.V., Truth and Opinien, Londen: Cellins,
1960, pp. 26, 43,
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introduction of the scientific method in the nine-
teenth century and the rele played by @ermany in
propagating the new histery. It 1s on the centinent
that she sees the break betireen history and literature
occuring at that time. "But in England this divorce
never became compnlete” and the English have retained
thelir own type ef history. Por this, she (s grate-
ful, for the "scientific historians" are seen as
having done damage to histery.

If e historian/ has the geod
fortune to write in English he can
further seek reassurance in contemplat-
ing that long alliance between history
and literature which has been, and
still 18, one of the glories of the
English-speaking peoples. The tradi-
tion stretches back five centuries
past Gibbon, Clarendon, Bacon, Raleigh,
te the Berners translation ef Froissart:
it has been upheld and renewed in the
twentieth century on both sides of the
Atlantic.

Wedgwood also attacks Bury's epigram and whatever
influence 1t might have had. She 1s in the long row
of English narrative acholars: "Literature amd history
were Joined long since by the powers which shape the
human brain; we cannot put them asunder."!

The fact that Bury's eplgram was misunderstood
is, at the moment, irrelevant, For it 1s clear that
Bury dees not belong in the tradition represented in
the twentieth century by Trevelyan and Wedgweod. Bury
did ackneowledge that histery had an element of art,
but for him the method of the scientific historlans

1 - Ibid., pp. 62-63, 36, 91.



-223-

of the nineteenth century was most important. Perhaps
history, because of its very nature, could not have
that liberty that one must grant to art. Moreover,
although he admired fellcity of style and wrote well
himself, the material was the primary consideration.
He wrote monographs and was not interested in popular
history. He viewed himself as a professional and

was not afraid to write only for his peers. In this,
Bury was influenced more by the continental, and more
specifically German, style than by the English.
History was autonomous, it dl1d not even belong to
literature and it did not matter whether it did.

On other levels as well, Bury stands outside the
English narrative tradition and its insularity from
continental influences. He did not care to write
English history and was not beguiled by the importance
of his own national traditions. His colleagues were
few in hlis own country, but were many overseas. Bury
disliked the importance placed on English history by
the universities and wished to stress the tradition
of the West over the tradition of his island. He was
a better European than an Englishman, both professionally
and personglly, at a time when national values were
exceedingly important.

Bury's speculations on the phlilosophy of history
are perhaps his most important break with the English
tradition. He did not fear such speculation, but
welcomed 1t; he was not an empiricist, but drew his
philosophy from the contlinental speculations of the
nineteenth century. At a time when England was 1indeed
isolated from the continent in the realm of the
philosophy of history, he and Acton both tried to draw



-284-

them together. Far from simply worrying about his
personal Jjudgments, he made the effort at universality.
At the time when the continent was in intellectual
ferment, Bury was dealing with preclsely the same
questions. As we know, the simplistic division

between history as sclience and art will no longer

hold, but in his concern, in his writings, and in his
assumptions akeut the nature of history, Bury stands
outside this literary distinction which helps te define
the nature of English historiegraphy.

The other distinguishing element of English
history is the whig tradition. Butterfield has pointed
out that there is a characterlistic English tradition
in historical interpretation: the English histerlan,
whether consciously or not, has from the seventeenth
century viewed the past with special reference to the
present and has used the past to glorify the present.
There has thus been a bias on the part of English
historians in stressing the centinuity ef history
rather than viewing the past in any kind of impartial
manner. The English tradition has been one of
narrative, but the narrative has hardly been impartial.
The act of interpretation has been made in stressing
an unbroken line of progress in attempting to prove,
through history, that English liberty has existed from
the earliest times. This viewpoint was especially
prevalent in the seventeenth century, but has had such
force as to almost eliminate any tory interpretation
from the time of the Stuarts. While the Marxists
Justify their actions by the future, and the French
by appealing to the traditions of 1789, the English
have attempted to cling to the coentinuity of hilstery
£t all costs. This has produced an histerical attitude
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which has viewed past problems not for themselves alone
but for the sake of illuminating present issues. From
Coke to Churchill, the theme of English histery and
the way the past has been viewed has been in relation
to thelr own history eof libcrty.l

In the attempt te demonstrate 2 special prineciple
of pregress, the English histerian thus has tended to
stress the similarities between the past and present
and not the differences. Most historians have been
"pProtestant, progressive and whig" and not "Cavholics
or dories” as 2 result of attempting to elaberate
this idea of pregress. The whig is one whe doees not
try to obtain histerical understanding by looking at
"history for its own sake,” but biases his viewpeint
by asking tie questien of what is similar and net
what 1s different, by seeking historical change as
a simple and net a complex thing, by seeking origins
instead of accidents. In addition, the nature of
the erganization of history also alds the whig cause:
history, of necessity, must be abridged; the more it
18 done se, the more it refers to preblems of the
present rather than the past.

Above all, the English whig tradition has behind
it "the passionate desire to come to a Judgment of
véluou, to make history answer questions and decilde
issues and te glve the historian the last werd in a
controversy...." Because of the spesial identifica-
tion with continulty, English historians often feel

1 - Butterfield, Herbert, The lishman and His
History, Cambridge: univers§§§ Press, 1O4T.
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that histery will abselve them in a very different way
than do the Marxists. History does net exist in a
moral vacuum for them, but is a constant series eof
Judgments on present politics; history has its own
wisdom and it is the functien of the historiamn to
act as an attorney in proving that the acts of the
present are not stemming from the sins of the past;
it is often the Jeb of the historian te make inneva-
tion seem like traditien at the expense of histerical
truth.l

This tendency to make Jjudgments is not merely
found in the realm of politics, but in the general
area of morality. English historians have noet been
afraid of moral Jjudgments and have often welcomed
them.2 This is also related to the English narrative
tradition, its distrust of the attempt to write
history from a neutral standpoint and 1ts distaste
for the continental "scientific" tradition.. 0ddly
enough, Acton, who was ameng the most cosmopelitan of
all English histerians, nonetheless stands here in
the broad English whig tradition. He did not fear
morality in history, he welcomed 1t; fer him, history
was part of a larger moral function; history was
exalted, because through history one was concerned
about the presont.3 Perhaps Acton never wrote his

1 - Butterfield, Herbert, The Whig Interpretation of
History, New York: Charles Soribner's Sons, 1951.

2 - See Wedgwood, Truth and Opinion, op. cit., p. 43.

3 - Acten, Lord, "Inaugural Lecture," op. cit.;
Butterfield, The Hhig Interpretation of Histery,

op. ¢it., pp. 109
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History of Liberty because of his inability to recencile
his whiggishness with the continental philesophy and
methodology of whlich he was 20 much aware.

Bury's relationship to the whig tradition is much
less than that of Aeton. The function of history, for
Bury, was not that of a meral quality and it was not
studied in order to illuminate the personal area of
ethics. When Bury could net find any utility in
history, he was centent to make the act of faith that
history ought to be studied for its own sake. If,
iike Greek, 1t was a useless study, this was not a
matter of concern. He rejected the very category of
usefulness. As for pollitics, Bury nelther viewed
history as an adjunct to political science nor, with
some exceptions which are not really a part of his
histerical writing, did he use it to approve or
disapprove of the larger issues of public poliey. To
Bury, histery was autenomous--it did not exist for any
reason but itself.

On the more subtle aspects of the whlg tradition,
Bury also dld not adept the whig approach. In his
histeries he was neither whig ner tory; he did not
" take a presentist viewpoint and always tried to make
that imaginative leap inte the past in erder to under-
stand an age on its own terms. Even in The Idea of
Progress, Bury refrained from looking at progress from
a twentieth century point of view: he did not ask to
what do we owe our theory or4prosress but rather how
did it arise. Histerical change te Bury was an
enormously complex affair, and his attitude toward the
nature of change grew less English as time went on--
he started out with causatien and woukd up with
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contingency; he felt it the function of the histeorian
to peint eut the contingemcies and not ratify the
determiniat attitude which sanctifisd present ideas.
In all of the areas which distinguish the whig idesz
from the continental one of history as a neutral
study, Bury was located on the wreng side eof the
Channel. Here, more than Ascton, he belonged to
Europe and not to England. Most significant, perhaps,
is that Bury constantly acknowledged the limitatioens
of the historian: historical morality was not an
absolute; he did not worry abeut giving his appreval
to the results of his research.

The one exception to the above--and here Bury was
more whig than the whigs themselves--is in these
writings en rationaliam in which he dropped all
neutrality and toek up the club of the histerical
polemicist. A History of Freedom of Thought, History
of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Century, and the articles
for the Rationalist Press Assoclation all fall inte
the category of whig history. Yet, even apart from
the fact that these were a amall portion of the total
body of his work, Bury was so clearly a whlg in these
writings that no one can aceuse him of hiding his view-
point behind the cloak of histery. He was 30 open &as
to negate any attacks on purely historical greunds.

Thus, Bury stands outside the English histerical
tradition and alongside the Earepean one. He was
neither a literary historian nor a whig. In his use
of the idea and hopes for science, in his having been
influenced mere by Europsan histerians than by English
ones, in his introspection and writings on the philosophy
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of history and methodolegy, in his subject-matter,
purely histerical peint of view, his cencerns and his
distaste for toe much emphasis on netional history,
Bury was much more cosmopolitan than most histerians

who were English.
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The gulding source for any study of J.B. Bury
is Norman Baynes' invaluable A Bibliography of the
Works of J.B. Bury, with a Memoir, Cambridge:
University Press, 1929, which lists all of Bury's
works chronelegically, occasioenally commenting on
the content or conclusions of the more esoteric
articles. In order net to repeat, but rather to
supplement, Bayres' bibliosraphy, the 1list of primary
sources below is divided inte volumes and articles,
"reviews and other miscellaneous works, editions and
intreductions, and translatiens in chronological
order within the separate categories. Letters,
papers and interviews are listed separately. Baynes
has omitted surprisingly few citatiens; those that
are not ia his bibliography are asterisked. Errers
in Baynes' bibllography have been corrected.

In addition, a search was made for manuseript
material and lettera. With the assistance of Mr. J.
P.T. Bury of Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, I was
able to ascertalin that no manuseript or unpublished
meterial of relevance te this study has been preserved
in the Bury family; nor have I been able to find or
hear of such material in Londen or Dublin. Some
letters, however, have been kept in the library of
King's College, Cambridge and in the Cambridge University
Library. These will be cited below along with inter-
views with those people who were kind enough to offer
their assistance and provide infermation on Bury.
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I - Works by Bury
A) Volumes and Articles

"The Eleusinian Inscription of 446 B.C.," Hermathena,
vol. IV (1883), pp. 90-95. ‘ |

"Browning's Philosophy," Brewning Seciety's Papers,
vol. I, pp. 259-277. .

"Miscellen," Beitrage zur kunde der indogermanischen
sprachen, vol, VITI iISB?T, PP. [B-8Y. &

"Zur lehre ven den nasalen und liquiden," Beitrage zur
kunde deruindqggrmanischcn sprachen, vol. VII’TI§83)
PP. 338-342.

"Eine alte parsicipialform bei Catullus CXIX," Beitrage
zur kunde indogermanischen sprachen, vol. VIII . »

p. 329.
“Emendations,” Hermathena, vel. V (1885), pp. 267-276.

"Notes on (x); the Trilogy and {II}, Certain Formal
Artifices of Aeschylus,” Journal of Hellenic Studies,
vol. VI (1885), pp. 167-17T3.

"On 'Aristophanes' Apolegy'," Browning Seciety's Papers,
vol. XI (1856), PP. 79-82? o % L

"rhe ffaotorian Prefects and the Pivisiens of the Roman
Empire in the PFourth Century, A.D.," Royal Irish

Acad Proceedings, Second Serios,.vo§. T1 (1888),

PP. -B16.

"A Note on the ror Olybrius,” English Histerical
Review, vol. I ?33563, PP. 507-509. _

"Eubola before the Lelantine War," English Historical
Review, vol. I (1886), pp. 625-638.

"She Lombards and Venetians in Euboia 5%20 130 ),"
The Jeurnal of Hellenic Studies, vol. VII (1886), pp.
- Pum—

"ceasura in the Iambiv Trimeters ef Aeachylus," The
Journal of Philolegy, vel. XV (1886), pp. T76-79.
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"Questions Connected with Plato's Phaidros," The
Jourmal of Philology, vol. XV (1886), pp. 80-85.

'“Iuygin Greek !agicé” he Journal of Hellenic

Studles, vol. VII (1886}, pp. 157-1560.
"Miscellen,” Beitrage zur kunde der indegermenischen

"Studia Lycophronica,” ﬁernathona, vol. VI (1888),
pp. 64-75. . :

""The Lombards and Venetians in Eubeia (1303-1340),"
The Jeurnal of Hellenic Studies, vel. VIII (1887}, .

pp. 19U-2I3.

"Paromomasia in Pindar," Hermathena, vol. VI (1888),
pp. 185-208- PR .

"Simul.," Beitrage zur kunde der indogermanischen
sprachen, vel. l1337’3 p. 282,

"$he Chrenolegy of Theophylaktes Simokatta," 1ish
Historical Review, vol. IIT (1888), pp. 31093%5.

"The Lombards and Venetians in Euboia. (1340-1470),"
Thcllournal of Hellenic Stwdies, vol. IX (1888), pp.

'“Eﬂ(TPtTC?,éﬁtTéT&fC\\eﬂiuépgcs K.T.A.," Classical
Review, vol. II (1888), pp. 42-43,

"Stritauos," Classical Review, vol. II (1888), p. 43.

"Sophecles, 'Antigone,' 782-9," Classical Review, vol.
IT '(1888), p. 224,

"Aeschyius, 'Agamemnon,' 555-7," Classical Review, vol.
IX (13%8),'p. 32}, | ’

"Salve Kottabe," Kottabos, New Series, vol. I '1888),
p. 7. .

*Bury, J.B. and Tyrrell, R.Y., "In Praepositum Collegii
Sanctae Trinitatis," Kottabkos, New Series, vol. I
(1888), p. 8. o

"A Shert Study in Style," Kottabos, New Series, vel. I
(1888), pp. 94-96. T
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A History of the Later Roman Empire frem Arcadius to
Trene, Eoﬁ&&hﬁ'ﬁhEiIIIhn and Tompany, Ltd., 1889, ~—
2 vols. .

"Roman Emperors from Basil IX to Isaac Xomnenos,"
English Historical Review, vel. IV (1889), pp. L1-64,

"Latin Tenses in BO, BAM," Classical Review, vol. IIX
(1889), pp. 195-196. :

“Euriﬁides, 'Hippelytus,'! 1. 32," Classical Review,
vol. IXI (1889), p. 220. :

"Euripides, 'Medea,' 511," Classical Reviuw, vol. IXI
(1889), pp. 220-221. .

"Hecate," Classical Review, vol. IIT (1889), pp. 416-417.

"Nugae Aeschleae,” Hermathens, vol. III (1890), pp.
105-108. o

"4 Pindaric Scholioen,” Classical Review, vel. IV
(1890), p. A47. , S

"Aeschylus, 'Agamemnon,' 425," Classical Raview, vel.
Iv (1890}, p. 182. .

"Coéag'a”Notes on Hesychius," Classical Review, vol.
Iv (1890), pp. 211-212.

s felve  ," Glassical Review, vol. IV (1890), p. 230.

"wijlvpes % glassical Review, vol. IV (1890), p. 230.

Hov TS ," classical Review, vol. IV (1890), pp.
230-231. .

"pAegesias of Syracuse and Stymphalos," Classical Review,
vol. IV (1890), pp. 480-481. .

"Phe 'Third Isthmian'," Hermathena, vol. VII (1890),
pp . 276-280 . .

"Anima naturaliter pagana: A Quest of the Imaginatioen,"
Fortnightly Review, N.S., vol. XLI (1891), pp. 102-112,
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"Compulsory Greek: Reflections Suggested by the @reek
Vietory at Cambridge,” Fortnightly Review, N.S., vol.
L (1891), pp. 811-821.

"Medieval Athens," Quarterly Review, vol. CLXXIII
(1891), pp. 180-210.

"Charles the @reat and Irene,"” Hermathena, vol., VIII
(1891), pp. 17-37. |

"Copaceecdis ," English Historical Review, vol. VI
(1891), p. 152.

"Euripides, 'Bacchae,' 506," Classical Review, vol,.
v (1891), p. 127.

"Notes on the Constitution of Athens,”" Classical Review,
vol. Vv (1891), pp. 175-182.

"Wepé  ," Classical Review, vol. V (1891), p. 232.

"Preeman's History of Sicily," Scottish Review, vol.
X1x (1892), pp. 26-54.

"The History of Siclly from the Earliest Times,"
Hermathena, vol. VIXI (1893), pp. 127-133.

"Freeman's History of Sieily, Vel. III," Scottish
Review, vol. XX (1892), pp. 300-321. -

"Phe Coming of the Hungarians: their Origin and Early
Homes," Scottish Review, vol. XX (1892), pp. 29-52.

"The Insurrection of Women," Fortnightly Revliew, vol.
LVIXI (1892), pp. 651-666.

"rhe Helladikoi," English Historical Review, vol. VII
(1892), pp. 80-81.

"phe Identity of Themas the Slavenian," Byzantinische
Zeitsghrift, vol. X (1892), pp. 55-60. .

A Source of Symeon Nagistor," zantinische
Zeitsohrift, vol. I (1892), pp.£§7ﬁ=57ﬂT““

“Catgélus, LXVI, 59," Classical Review, vel. VI (1892),
p. 3006, .
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"Etymologisches," Beitrage zur kunde der indogermanisehen
sprachen, vel. X'VIITTIB‘;'E), Pp. 292-295.

A Histery of the Roman Empire from its Poundation to
'Ehns a%h of Narous AureI;us, Lendon: John Murray,

"The Wandering of the Nations," Scottish Review, vol.
XXI (1893), pp. 329-349. .

"Some Notes on the Text of Anna Comnena," Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, vol. II (1893), pp. 76-78. .

"Behmer's 'Sicilian Odes of Pindar'," Classical Review,
vol. VII (1893), pp. 206-208. .

"St. Chrysostom and His Times," Classical Review, vol.

"Some Passages in the 'Thebaid' ef Statius," Classical
Review, vol. VII (1893), pp. 302-303. .

"pindar, ‘Nem.' x. 5," Classical Review, vol. VIII
(1893), pp. 346-347. . -

"Gritical Notes on Valerius Flaccus," Hermathena, vol.
VIII (1893), pp. 392-419. o

"Aristophanes, 'Equites,' 526," Hermathena, vol. VIII
(1893), p. h19. C .

"she Werks and Days; a Study in @reek Realism,"
Scottish Review, vol. XXIIX (1894), pp. 31-42..

"Fhe Greek Palace of Constantinople,” Scottish Review,
vol. XXIII (1894), pp. 251-269. :

"She Reman Empire in 600 A.D.," English Historical
Review, vol. IX (1894), pp. 315-3%8:

"Notes on Valerius Flaccus," Hermathena, vel. IX (1896),
pP. 95-104. . | .

"Remarques sur l'inscription de Kalapcha," Bulletin
%f.rrcapendanco Hellénique, vel. XVXII (189%), pp.
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"Buripides, 'Medea,' 160, 170," Classical Review, vol.
VXII ?1894}, p. 301. |

nahecoThpn S, TACLoTnpt ok, " Classical Review, vol.
VIXI (1894), pp. 301-302.

"The Histery of the Names Hellas, Hellenes," The
Journal of Hellenic Studies, vol. XV (1895), Pp. 217-

"Marathon,” The Annual of the British Scheol at Athens,
no. 1 (1894-58Y, pp. 99-109.

"Notes en thello\Te(a Abvaiwv ," Classical Review, vol.
Ix (1895), pp. 106-108. .

"Anime Poetae,” Saturday Review, vol. LXXX 1895), pp.

"The Campaign of Artemisium and Thermopylae," The
Aggpul of the British Schoel at Athens, no. 2 [1U95-
s PP. 83'101- .

":ﬁaginian'- Heresy," The @Guardian, vol. LI (1896),
p. 362, . o _

"Women at the Doers of the Universities," Saturday
Review, vol. LXXXI (1896), pp. 269-270.

"rhe British and the Roman Empire," Saturday Review,
vol. LXXXT (1896), p. 645.

"Italy Ynder the Lombards," Scettish Review, vel. XXVIX
(1896), pp. 33-54. .

"Homeric Warfare," National Review, vol. XXVIII (1896),
pp- 33‘4-344. . . .

"Some Passagqs in Valerius Flaccus," Classical Review,
vol. X (1896), pp. 35-39.

"The Battle of Marathon," Classical Review, vol. X
(1896), pp. 95-98. .

"A Phrase of a Boetian Poet." Classical Review, vol.
x (1896), p. 158. .
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"Note on €L Owépovoust in Thucydides, I, 40," Classical
Review, vol. X (1896), pp. 295-296. T

"Notes on Zosimus, V, 46," Classical Review, vol. X
(1896), p. 305. .

"Apistides at Salamis,” Classical Review, vol. X
(1896), pp. 414-418. .

"Date of the Pattle of Singara,” Byzantinische
Zeltschrift, vel. V (1896), pp. ,3%36‘5’—- .

"A @reek Word in the Liber Pontificalis,” Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, vol. V (1896), pp. 570-571..

"Notes on Propertius,” Hermathena, vol. IX (1896), pp.
314-317. . , _

"Nugae Procoplanae," Hermathenz, vol. IX (1896), pp.
358-361. .

"The German Excavations at Athens," Athenaeum, vol.
- cvII (1896), p. 257. .

"The Nika Riot,"” The Journal of Hellenic Studies, vol.
Xvir (1897), pp. 92-119.

"she Turks in the Sixth Century," %Eglish Historical
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"Iveron and our Lady of the @ate," Hermathens, vol. X
(1899), »pp. T71-99. ‘

“The History of the Roumanians," Scottish Review, vol.
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"Johannes Malalas: the text of the dedex Baroccianus,"”
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"ZU einer Stelle der Chronik des Throphanes,"
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“"Inedita Nicephori Blemmydse," Byzantinische Zeitsehrift,
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xI (1897), pp. 393-395.
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(1900), pp. 129-155..




-239-

"Some Observations on the 'Peace' of Ariatophanes,"
Hermathena, vol. XI (1901), pp. 89-98. .

"Phe Identity of AJax," Hermathena, vol. XI (1901),
pp. 126-130. .

"The Thorician Stone," Hermathena, vol. XI (1901),
p. 131. . ,

"Prehistoric Ionians,” English Historical Review, vol.
xv (1900), pp. 288-201.

"Bacchylides X. gxx.), 118," Classical Review, vol.
XIV (1900), p. 62.

”Saphocles, 'Oed. Col.' 1054-5," Classlical Review,
vol. XIV (1900), p. 127, .

"Notes on the Seventh Beok of the @Greek Anthology
ed. ?tadnullor,.,” Classical Review, vol. XIV
1900 .’ pp. 1‘48“ 53.

"Iconoclasm: An episode in the history of religion,”
The Pilet, vol. II (1900), pp. 550-552. .

“A Crisds in the History of Ireland," The Pilot, vol.
II (1900), pp. T765-T66. o T

"phe Oldest Life of St. Patrick," The @Guardian, vol.
LvI (1901), pp. 1615, 1647. ‘

"An ﬁnpubiishcd poem of Nicephorus Blemmydes,
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, vol. X (1901), pp.. u418-42kL,

"m0 Passages in Sophocles," Hermathens, vol. XI
(1901), pp. 331-334. .

"he Otteman Conquest,”" The Cambridge Modern History,
gow York: The Macmillan Company, 1 , vol. I, pp.
7—1030 .

"p{rechdn's Memoir of St. Patrick," English Histerical
Review, vol. XVII (1902), pp. 235-267.

"Supplementary Notes on T{rechén's Memoir of St. Patrick,"
%ggliah Historical Review, vol. XVII (1902), pp. 700- :




-240-

"The Tradition of Mulrchu's Text,” Hermathena, vol.
XII (1903), pp. 172-207. .

"she Epicene Oracle concerning Argos and Mlletus,"
KLIO3 Beitrage zur alten @eschichte, vol. II (1902),

pp. 1425,

'“A#¢5TGP°£ for movTes ," Byzantinische Zeitsehrift,
vol. XI (1902), p. 1ill.,

"Inaugural Lecture,” in Temperley, Harold, ed.,
Selected Essays of J.B. Bury, Cambridge: Unlversity
Press, 1930. S

"Phe Itinerary of Patrick in Connaught, accerding to

T{rechén," Royal Irish Academy Proceedings, vol. XXIV
(1903), SectIon C, Pp. IBB-IEE. ’ .

"A Life of St. Patrick (Colgan's Tertia Vita)
Royal Irish Academy Transactioens, vol. XXXII.11903),
ection C, pp. - .

"The Place of Modern History in the Perspective of
Knewledge,"” in Temperley, Harold, ed., Selected Essays
of J.B. Bury, Cambridge: University Press, 1930.

"Sources of the Early Patrician Documents," 1ish
Historical Review, vol. XIX (1904), pp. 493-;3!.

"fhe Origin of Pelegius," Hermathena, vel. XIIX (1905),
pp. 26-35. . |

"Navarine,” Hermathena, vol. XIII (1905), pp. 430-438.

"plan eines \cprpus der griechischen Urkunden des
Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit'," English Histori-
cal Review, vol. XIX (1904), pp. 408-HOY.

The Life of St. Patrick, London: Macmillan and Cempany,
188.51905. |

"An unnoticed MS. of Theopanes," zantinische
Zeltsehrift, vol. XIV (1905), pp.g%IE:EIET————

"?wo Literary CQmplinehts,"M01aasical Review, vol.
XIx (1905), pp. 10-11.




-2§1~

"Oon the Pervigilium Veneris," Classical Review, vol.
X1x (1905), p. 304, ,

"The Treatise De administrando imperio," Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, vol. XV (1906), pp. 517-577.

"The Oracle in Procopius B.G., I, 24," Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, vol. XV (1906), pp. 45-46.

"The Homeric and the historic Kimmerians," KLIO3
Beitrage zur alten @eschichte, vol. VI (19057, pp.

"The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Perphyrogennetos,"”
English Historical Review, vel. XXII (1907), pp. 209-
§§$T—EI7’E3§

"Russia, 1462-1682," The Cambridge Modern History,
Eew York: The Macmillan Company, 1908, vol. V, pPp.
T7-517.

"The Latins in the Levant," The Nation, vol. IV (1908),
pp. 275-276. .

“Darwinism and History," Darwin and Modern Scilence,
Cambridge: Unlversity Press, 1309,

The Ancient @Greek Historlans, New York: Dover

PublIcations, Inc., 1958.

"Mutasim's March through Cappadoeia in A.D. 838," The
Journal of Hellenic Studies, vol. XXIX (1909), pp.”

"Phe Embassy of John the Grammarian,” English Historiocal -
Review, vel. XXIV (1909), pp. 296-299.

The Constitution of the Later Roman Empire, Cambridge:
Univers ess, 1910.

"Alexius I," "Alexius IX," "Alexius IIX," "Baldwin I,"
"Baldwin II," "Basil I," "Basil IX," "Belisarius,” .
"gibbon, Edward," Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1llth ed.,

Cambridge: UhiversI?izFreaa, 1910, vels. I, IIXI, IX.

"Phe Chronelogical Cycle of the Bulgarians,”
¥§;gnt1nische Zeitschrift, vel. XXX (1910), pp. 127-




-242-

"Hagis;ritScriniorum , ANTITPAGHE and PHEPENAAPH(J:, ,,
Harvard Studies in Classlical Philelegy, vol. XXX (1910
pp. 23-29. &1

"The Bulgarian Treaty of A.D. 814, and the @reat Fence
of Thrgce é" English Historical Review, vol. XXV (1910),
pp. 276-287.

"The Naval Policy of the Romean Empire in relatiom to
the Western provinces, from the 7th to the 9th century,”
Centenario dolla Nascita di Michele Amari, vel. IX .
[Igﬁ: PP.

The Imperial Administrative System in the Winth Cent
with a 'Koviuﬂoxt of the Kle¥orelogion of Puiicthees,
Londen: GxTord UYniversity Press, .

Remances of Chivalry on @reek Soll, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 191L.

"Roman Empire, Later," Encyclepaedia Britannica, 1llth
ed., Cambridge: University Press, 19171, vol. XXIIX.

"Phe BAHKTo of Asia Minor," ' Bysantie, vol. II (1911~
1912), pp. 216-224. ’ ’

"Note on the Metre of the Imsoriptiens in Popular Greek,"
he Annual of the British School at Athens, no. 17 .
{19111, Pp. 92-9%.

A History of the Eastern Reman Empire from the Fall of
Irene to the Kccesslen of Basil I, A.D. B02-867, Lerden:
MecmilTan and Company Limited, 1312

"Phe @reat Palace," %?ntiniuchc Zeltschrift, vol.
XXI (1912), pp. 2l0-

A H:Lsto of !‘rendom of Tho\_nght 2nd ed., London: Oxford
nIvorsiEmieu 283, 19 ’

"The Fall of C natan‘cinoplc,” Yale Review, New Series,
‘vel. IXIX (19133 pp. 56-T7T. .

*@ermany and Slavonlc Civilisation, London: Eyre and
Spottiswoode, Ltd., 1914,

"The Success of Christianity," R.P.A. Annual and Ethieal
Review, London: Watts and Company, 1915, pp. 3-1.



-243-

“The Covered Hippodrome at Constantinople,” Le Museon,
troisieme serie, vol. I (1915), pp. 106-115.

"Cleopatra's Nose," R.P. A Annual and Ethical Review,
London: Watts and Company, 1916, pp. 16-23.

"The Date of the Notitia of Censtantinople,” English
Histerical Review, vel. XXXI (1916), pp. 452-E§§

"The Trojan War," Quarterly Review, vol. COXXVI (1916),
pp. 1-20 .

"Will Orthodex Christlanity Survive the World War?:
an attempt at forecast by representatsive humenisss,"
R.P.A. Annual and Ethical Revliew, London: Watts and

Company, 1917, pp. 20-27.

"rhe Influence of Christianity on Roman Criminal Law,"
R.P.A. Annual and Ethical Review, London: Watts and

Company, 1918, pp. 19-2%.

"Freedem of Speech and the Censorship," R.P.A. Annual
and Ethical Review, London: Watts and Company, 1919,

pp. 10-19. —

"Playing for Safety,” R.P.A. Annual and Ethical Review,
London: Watts and Company, 1920, pp. 13-19.

The Ydea of Progress, New York: Dover Publications,
Tne., 1955.

YJuste @rata Honoria," Jeurnal of Roman Studies, vol.
X (1919). pp. 1-13.

"Sheism," R.P.A. Annual and Ethical Roview, Loendon:
wetts and Ebnpany 1921, pp. 16-18.

"The Notitia Dignitatum," Journal of Reman 3tudies,
vel. X (1920), pp. 131-154

"The End of the Odyssey," The Journal of Hellenic
Studies, vol. XLII (1922), pp.

"Bayle on eriginal Sin," R. P.A. Annual and Ethical
Review, iLdndon: Watts and Compeny, 1023, PP.

Histe of the Later Roman Empire, New York: Dover
PublicatIons, Inc., 1958, 2 vels. .



=244 -

“"The Hellenistic Age and the History of Civilizatien,"
in Bury, J.B., et. al., The Hellenistic Age, Cambridge:
University Press, 1923, pp. 1-30.

*Summary of "The Struggle with the Saracens, (867-
1057)," Cambridge Medieval Histery, New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1923, vol. » PP. 151-152..

"A Lost Caesarea," Cambridge Historical Journmal, vol.
I (1923), pp. 1-9.

"The Achaeans and the Treojan War," Cambridge Anclent
History, New York: The Macmillan Company, 190, vol.
> PP.

473-497.
"Homer," Cambridge Ancient History, New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1928, vol. , pp. 498-517.

"The End of Roman Rule in North @aul," Cambridge
Histerical Jeurnal, vol. I (1924), pp. I§T‘2‘6‘IL- .

"A Misinterpreted Monogram ef the Sixth Century,"
Melanges offerts a M. @ustave Schlumberger, Paris,
1928, vol. II, pp. 301-307.

"pacitus, ‘Agricola,' C, 24," Journal of Roman
Studies, vol. XII (1922), pp. 57-59.

"The Provincial List of Verona," Journzl of Roman
Studies, vel. XIIX (1923), pp. 127-1B1.

"Greek Literature from the Eighth Century to the Persian
Wers," Cambridge Ancient History, New Yerk: The
Macmillan Compeny, 1020, vel. ﬁ, pp. U469-521.

"The Trial of Socrates," R.P.A. Annual and Ethical
Review, London: Watts and Company, 1926, pp. 1[-20

"mhe Age of Yllumination," Cambridge Ancient History,
ll'cg York: The Macmillan Company, Isi'r, vol. V, pp.
376-397.

"Dienysius of Syracuse,” Cambridge Anclent Histery,
Nog Yo:s'k: The Macnilla;x,c:ompany, 927, vol. VI, pp.
108-136. i

The Invasion of Eurepe %{_ the Barbarians, London:
Wacmillan and Company, Ltd., 1528,



-245-

*History of the Papacy in the Nineteenth Cent 1864~
1878, e‘.“ﬁliﬁ a l¢.¢¥f‘5& Rev. K.H. Hurray,‘gggaon:
Macmillan and Company, Ltd., 1930.

B) Reviews and Other Miscellaneous Works

Review of @li S nuoli e 1 Venezianl in Romagna
C. Ricﬁi, gn Egg?gsﬁ HIstTorical Review, vol. iI_
pp. 374-378. .

Review of Theo lactus Simecatta, ed. by C. de Boer,
in Classical Kcview, vol. II (IBB@), pP. 29.

Review in Athensei Naucratitae Dipnosophistarum, ed. by
G. Kaibel, In Classical Review, vol. ISFTIBEB%? p. 80.

11887),

Reviow of Zur Kritik des Johannes von Antiocha, b
¢. SogériaHIs, In Classical Review, vol, 11 (Ié88§,
PpP. 208-209G. .

Review of Polyblus' The Hliste of the Anclient Lesague
ed. by W.M. Capes, in ElansIoag RevIew, vol. II'TI%BB},
pp. 250-252,

Review of Commendationes Philoleogae..., in Classical
Review, vol. I IIBBB’, p. 381.

Review of Zosimi Histéria Nova, ed. by I.. Mendelssohn,
in Classical Review, vel. IIY (1889), pp. 37-38.

Review of Un empereur byzantin au dixiéme siecle
1cephere Phecas, by €. 3chiumberger, in Athenaeum,
. 9 pp. 181-188.

Roviei of Athenasel Naucratitae Dipnosophistarum Libri
XV, ed. by G&. Kelbel, In Classical Review, vol. ¥
Tr891), pp. 29-30.

Review of Commentationes Fleckeisianae, in Classical
Review, vol. V (1891), p. b2.

Review by zanﬁinisého Histoiker des zehnten und elften
Jahrhunder®s, by J. Seger, in Classical Review, vol. V

(T89I), ». ©3.

a!alaiphatou, a Rationalist of the Fourth Century, B.C.,"
Classical Review, vel. V (1891), pp. 102-103. ‘ .




-246-

Review of Geschichte der byzantinischen litteratur,
by K. Krumbacher, In GIaasicaI Review, vol. V. (1B91),

pp..318-320.

Review of Italy and Her Invaders, by T. Hedgkin, in
Classical Review, vol. VII (1893), pp. 273-275.

Review of The Byzantine Empire iy C.W.C. Oman, in
nﬁysh TR Ot o, VoI, VIIT (1893), pp. 327-

Review of Latin Hiltoricgii;psoriptiona illustratigi
the Histo of the Xarl ire, by &. MoN. Rushferth,
in IIsﬁ Histerical Review, vol. IX (1894), pp.
555=856. .

Review of The @reat Palace of Constantineple, by A.G.
Paspates, In AThenaeum, vel. CIV (IB?E,, PpP. 228-230.
Review of Philepatris, by R. Crampe, in English
Histerical Heview, vol. X (1895), pé. 135-!31.

Review of Dis Weltstell: des byzantinischen Reiches
vor den Kreuzzigen, by C. Neumann, 1n English
HIstorical lovgcw, vel. X (1895), p. ~5$.

Review of The Crusades, by T.A. Archer and C.L.
Kingsford, In English Histerical Review, vol. X (1895),
pp. T84-785.

Review of The History of Greece, by A. Holm, in
Classical Review, voi.'lx !1895’, pp. 57-60.

"Masterpieces of @reek Sculpture,” Saturday Review,
vol. LXXIX (1895), pp. 812-813.

"Julian the Philosopher,” Athenaeum, vol. CVI (1895),
pp. 89-90. . i

Review of The Church of Sancta Sophla, Constantinopls,
by W.R. LeTthaby end H. swainson, in Athenseum, vol.
cvr (1895), pp. 103-104. _

Reﬁiew of-Ital and Her Invaders, by T. Hodgkin, in
Athenaeum, vol. TVI ~(18%95), pp. 120-121.

"phree Books on Constantinople," Athenaeum, vol. CVI
(1895), p. 190. T



-247-

Review of Latin Poet by R.Y. Byrell, in Saturday
Review, vol. TXxX (1B95), bp. 509-510.

Review of Prochiron Legum, ed. by F, Branilione and V.
Puntogi, in English Histerical Review, vol. XI (1896),
pp. 349-352. |

"A New Edition of Procopius,” Athenseum, vol. CVII
(1896), pp. 407-408. S .

"Krumbacher's Byzantine Literature,” Classical Review,
vol. XI (1897), pp. 207-212.

Review of Zur—Entstchung_ der Stadtverfassung in Italien,
by L. von Heinemann, in Tish Historical ﬁe’ﬂ.‘ow,
vel. XIX (1897), pp. 144°IH%,

Review of Histoire des Roumains, by A.D. X;nopol, in
%gg}ish Histerical Review, vel. XIX (1897), pp. 330-

Review of The Balkans, by W. Miller, 1n English Historical
Review, vol. XIY (1897), pp. 392-393.

"Demosthenes as & Statesman,” Saturday Review, vol.
LXXXIII (1897), pp. 583-584..

"Cicero's (etters," Saturday Review, vol. LXXXIV
(1897)) pp. 65-66. .

"Edward @ibdon," The Guardian, vel. LIX (1897), pp.
228-229.

Review of L'Epepee Byzantine, by @. Schlumberger, in
Athenaeun, . of. 511:, ’ fbp. 805-806, ’

Review eof H:Latory‘of zanine Literature, second ed.,
by K. Krumb&#eher, In ;%_;rﬁml’ﬁor{ca]: Review, vol.
XI1IX (1898), pp. 333-339.

Review of Aetoelia, by W.J. Woodward, in lish
Historical Review, vol. XIII (1898), pp. §»§6-551

Review of Relationum H drém cuﬁ Oriente...Historia
¥, Xuun, In English Historical Review,

Antiquissime
VOI. XI!! !Iégs 'y PP. 747"750°




-248-

Review of Survey of Greek Civilization, by J.P. Mahaffy,
and other works, In Athenaeum, vel. GXI (1898§, p. 147.

Review of Die Reste der Germanen am schearzen Meere,

by R. Loewe, in EnglYsh HIsterical Review, vol. XIV
(1899), p. 812.

"Eighteen Cenguries of the Orthodox Greek Church, "
Athenaeum, vol. CXIII (1899), pp. 203-204.

Review of zantine COnstantineple, by A. van Hilliﬁon,
13 English Historical Review, vol. xv (1900), pp. 545-
547.

Review of Die Genesis der byzantinischen Thermenverfassung,
storica eview, vol.

by H. @elzer, In English .
(1900), pp. 765767

“Byzantine History in the Early Middle Ages," Athenaeum,
vol. CXVI (1900), pp. 81-83. T

"@ibbon's Autobiography," The Pilot, veol. III (1901),
pp. Th-T5. , .

ZEgrly Greece," The Pilot, vol. IV (1901), pp. LT5-
76. .

Review of Reallexlkon der indogermanischen Altertumskunde,
by O. gchraaer, In Athenaeum, vol. CXVIL (1951], pp.
TL7=-T18. .

Smyly, J. Gilbert, "PFragment of a Greek Romance,"
Hermathena, vol. XI (1901), pp. 322-330. .

Review of Justinien et la Civilization Byzantine, by
C. Diehl, In English Historical Neview, vol. XVII (1902),

pp. 547-5u49,

Review of Constantin V, Empereur des Romains, (740-
ombard, In English HIEEbrical‘F;view,

11;), by AL
vol. XVIIXI (1903), p. 39T:

Review of Der Patriarchat von Achrida, by H. Gelzer,
in E%slish'ﬂfsfcrIeaI Review, vol. XVIII (1903), pp.
00- L

Review of The Celtic Church in Britain and Ireland, by
H. Zimmern, 1n sh HIstorical Review, vol. XVIIX

(1903), pp. 543586,




-2l9-

Review of Neue Quellen zur @eschichte des
lateinischen BrzbIlstums Patr¥as, ed. by E. Gerland,
in English Historical Review, vel. XIX (1904), p. 814.

Review of Russisch-franzosische Politik, 1689-1717,
by M. VasgileIT, In TIsh Historical Review, vol.
Xmx (1904), pp. 817-BIlS.

Review of "William of Malmesbury on the Antiguilty of
@lastonbury,”" by W.W. Newell, in English Historieal
Review, vol. XX (1905), p. 190.

Review of Die Legende des h. Albanus, by W. Meyer,
12 English Historical Review, vel. XX (1905), pp.
345-347.

Review of @Geschichte Russlands unter Kaiser Nlkolaus
I, by T. Schiemann, in English°Historical Review,
vol. XX (1908), pp. 594-595,

Review of Proceplii Caesaelensis Opera Omnia, ed. by
J. lgmsxry, In English Histerical Review, vel. XX (1905),
p. ©06.

Review of L'Ytalie mérdionale et 1'Empire byzantin,
by J. @ay, in Tish Historical Review, vel. XX (1905),
pp. T75-T7TT79.

Review of Ecclelae Qccldentalis Monumenta Jurils
Antiquissima, ed. by C.H. Turner, in Journal of Theologi-
cal Studies, vol. VI (1904-05), pp. 439-EE3.

7
Review of Etudes byzantines, by C. Diehl, in English
Historical Kcviow','xvol. ool (1906), pp. i43-11$§.

Review of Soriptores Rerum Germanicarum, ed. by B.
Krusch, in __mtnz_gEEIsE Historical Review, vol. XXI (1906),

p. h409.

Review of @Geschichte des lateinischen Kalserrelches von
Konstantinepel, by E. Gerland, in 1Tsh Historlcal
Keview, vol. XXI (1906), pp. 567-568.

Review of The Romanisatlon of Roman Britain, by F.
Haverfield, 1n English Histerical Review, vol. XXI
(1906), pp. 759‘%f .




-250-

Review of Die alteren Bezleh en der Slawen zu
Turkotaren und Jermanen, By J. ’eIsﬁf,'ﬁ%ﬁ
HIstorical Revliew, vol. XXII (1907), pp. 333-33%.
Review of I titoli di nobilta nell' Italia bizantina,

by G. Bomolis, in Ish Rlstorieal Review, vol.
XXI1X (1907), pp. 398-399.

Review of Sturla the Historian, by W.P. Ker, in
English Historieal Review, vel. XXII (1807), p. 401.

Review of Procopili Caesariensis opera omnia, ed. J.
Haury, in EmgIish Historlcal Review, vol. YXII (1907),
pp. T70-77%2. . .

Review of "Pseudo-Aristides (S Baoinéa " wy I.
Turtsevieh, in !ﬁg%;gh Historical Review, veol. XXII
(1907), pp. 823=B2E.

Revici of étudc sur les Fausses D‘cr‘tales, by P.
Pournier, In Journal of Yheelogical Studies, vol. IX
(1907-08), pp. 10Z-ToX, |

"The Purgation of Homer," The Nation, vol. II (1907),
pp. U401-402, o

Historical

.Review of Figures byzantines, by C. Dlehl, in English
Re 5?&

view, vol. XXIII (1908), pp. 548-%56.

Review of Nistolre de la déginhtion'ncrnande en Italle

et en Sicile, by F. Chalandon, In English HistorIcal
Revliew, val. XXIXI (1908), pp. 763:$§5l

Review of Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum,
ed. by T. Preger, Classical Review, vol. EXTI-TIQUUT
pp. 20-21.

'y

“The Canon Law," Journal of Theological Studies, vol.
X (1908-09), pp. 3IB6-317.

Revisw of zantina, by D.T. Bjeljeav, in zantiniasche
Zoitschrifgf'?EITfZVIII (1909), pp. 207-213.

Review of Catalogue 6f‘the rlv rial zantine Coins in
the British Ruseum, by W. W rog-%, In 8 atorical
Review, voI. XXIV (1909), pp. 116-11F. _




-251-

Review of The Latins in the Levant, by W. Miller, in
%g.&nlh Histerical Revliew, vol. XXIV (1909), pp. 135-

Review of @Geschichte Russlands unter Kaiser Nikelaus I,
by T. Schiemann, in English Histerical Review, vel.
XXIV (1909), pp. 385-387. °

Review of Basile Ter, Empereur de Byzance (867-886),
kz;lr Qgé’Vost., Iﬁ English ﬁaforIcEI eview, vol. ﬂf&
s Pp. H540- . -

Review of Populare Aufsatze, by K. Krumbacher, in
%%lilh Historlcal Review, vol. XXIV {(1909), pp. B82l1-

Review of Lecons d'histoire romaine, Republique et

Empire, by A. Bouch#-Leclercq, In Byzan sche
Eigfiahrirt, vol. XIX (1910), pp. -7,

Review of Manuel de 1'Art yzantin, by C. Piehl, in
%lish‘muforlcarnevleu,. vol. XXVI 11911 , Pp. 156-

Reviey of Le @rand Palais de Constantinople et le Livre

des Cerémonies and Sainte-Sophie de Constantinople, by
J. Eberselt, In Classlical Review, vel. s

PP. 175-177 .

Review of Chronicle of Monembasia, ed. by Beés, in
English Historical Review, vol. XXVIII (1913), p. 607.

Review of @eschichte Russlands unter Kaiser Nikolaus I,
by T. Schiemanr:, In ) sterica]l Review, vol.
XxvIII (1913), pp. -T9%.

Review of "“Eifeccs etc.,” by Be#s, in English Historical
Review, vol. XxvIII (I913), p. 800.

Review of Jean II Comnene (1118-1143) et Manuel I
Comnéne (1Y43-11807, by andon, 1n By:zantinische

Feltsohrilt, vel. ¥XII (1913), pp. 194-195.

Review eof Tono!rafhi?_gg_b ‘rhoﬁsaloni ue and Thessalonique
au %mrtorz eme aldcle, by O !E!’Fa!! in %?Iilh
3 ] 1 - -

W storical Review, vol. XXIX.(1914), Pp.




-252-

Review of Altchristliche Stadte und Landschalften, by
V. Schultze, 1n 1ish Historlical Revliew, vol. XXIX
(1914), pp. 333-334.

Review of The Balkans, by D. Hogarth, et. sl., in
English His¥orIcal Heview, vol. XOXI (I916), pp. 344-345.

Review of Constsantinople, by B. Baréilles in English
Historical Review, vel. XXXIV. (1919), pp.’27u-2'?g.

Review of The Library eof Photius, by J.H. Freese, in
Theology, Vol. I !I%ngT Pp. L/8-176.

Review of Der Untergang der Roemerherrschaft in Pannonien,
by A. AlfeldI, In ByzantInlische Zeltaschrilt, vol.

(1925), pp. 394-395.

¢) Editions and Introductions

Euripides, KigEglgtus, ed., with Introduction, Notes,
and Appendix, by J.P. Mahaffy and J.B. Bury, London:
Macmillen and Cempany, Ltd., 1881. .

Pindar, The Nemean Odes of Pindar, ed. with Introduction
end Commentary by J.B. Bury, London: Macmillan and
Cempany, Ltd., 1390, &

Pindar, The Isthmian Odes of Pindar, ed. with Introduc-
tion and Commentary by J.B. Bury, London: Macmillan
and Company, Ltd., 1892.

Freeman, Edward A., Histog* of Federal @Government in
Greece and Itaél, second ed., ed. J.B. Bury, London:
¥Macmillan and Company, Ltd., 1893, .

@ibbon, Edward, The Decline and PFall of the Roman
Empire, ed. with Intreduction, Notes, Appendices and
Inscx by J.B. Bury, London: Methuen and Co., Ltd.,
1896-1900, 7 vols.

Freeman, Edward A., The Histerical Googgggg[.gg Europe,
3rd ed., ed. J.B. Bury, London: Longmeans éreen a
Company, 1903. . ,



-253-

G@ibbon, Edward, Autobliogra of Edward @ibbon, with
an Intreductien by 4. ury, Londen: Oxford University
Press, 1907.

Hay, J. Stuart, The Amazing Emperor Heiicgabalus, lntvo.
by 3.B. Bury, L %aih: ﬂacn!lIun and Compeny, Efaf,

19011, .

Ruffini, Francesco, Religious Liberty, trans. J.P.
Hayes, preface by J.B. Bury, New YorE: ®.P. Putnam's
Sens, 1912.

The Early Histery of the Slavenic Settlements in Dalmatia,
Creatia, and Nersia. Constantine Porphyrogennetos De
Edminlstrande Imperio, chapters, 2 , ed, J.B.

ury
Tondent Soeclety for FPromoting Christian Knowledge, 1950.

"Introduction,” Calbridfo Medieval Histery, Cambridge:
University rr;ss, vol. , 1923, PpP- vli-xiv.

D) Translations

Gécth., "@retchen at the Spinning Wheel," trans, J.B.
Bury, Kottabos, Original Series, vol. III (1881}, pp.
312-313.

Rossetti, "Sister Helen," trans. J.B. Bury, in Tyrrell,
R.Y., ed., Dublin Translations into @Greek and Latin
Verse, London: Longmans Green and Company, 18892, pp.
148-155. .

Anon., "How Hell is Paved,"” trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabhos,
New Series, vol. I (1888), pp. 12-13.

Swinburne, "A Ballad of Dreamland," trans. J.B. Bury,
Kottabos . New Series, vol. I (1888), pp. 16-17.

Anon., "The Heathen Athee," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos,
New Series, vol. I (1888), pp. 28-29..

Anon., "Coins and Counters,"” trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos,
New Series, vel. I (1888), p. 38.

Landor, "Rose Aylmer," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New
Series, vol. I (1888’, pp. 56-57.



-254 -

"Anonymi Dubliniensis Fragmentum," trans. J.B. Bury,
Kottabos, New Series, vol. I (18é8) p. 64,

Anon. , "Lavender," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New
Series,.vol. I (1888), pp. .78-79.

Anon., "0Old Rhyme," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New
Series, .vol. X (1 éBB), pp. 86-87.

Anon., "GAINOMENA," trans. J.B. Bury, Kot'cabon, New
Series, .vol. I (1889), ». 101, -

Tennyson, "phe Song of Love and Death," trans. J.B
Bury, Kottabos, New Series, vol. I (1 89), pp. 108-
109. .

Anon., "Receipt for Homeopathie Soup," trans. J.B.
Bury, Kottabes, New Series, vol. I %1 89 Y, pp. 124-
125,

Lear, "BOY I TPOPH " trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos,
New Series, vol. I (1889}, pp. 138-139. —_—

Belleau, "Avril," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabes, New
Series, vol. I 11889), pp. 146-149, °

Rossetti, "The Ballad of Dead Ladles," trans. J.B.
Bury, Kottabos, New Series, vel. I (1889), pp. 154~
155.

Marlowe, "In Dacum,” trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New
Series, vol. I (1889), pp. 166-167.

Swinburne, "Sunrise,” trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New
Series, vel. I (1889), pp. 176-179. -

Herrick, "Ambitien," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New
Series, vol. I (1889), pp. 180-181., = —

Sappho, "ER!@A/\AMION," trans. J.B. Bury, Keottabos,
New Series, vol. I (1889), pp. 188-189.

sSwinburne, "Love, what ail'd thee,”" trans. J.B. Bury,
in Tyrrell, R.Y., ed., Dublin Translations into @Greek
and. Latin Verse, London"'l.onmnl Wreen and Co., 1890,
Pp. 9.




-255-

Swinburne, "Choriambics,"” trans. J.B. Bury, Kottlbos,
New Series,.vol. I (1890), pp. 246-249.

Shakespeare, "Portentous Thi " trans. J.B. Bury,
Kottabos, New.Series, vol. In?1391) pp. 296-297.

Swinburne, "Phe @arden of Proaerpine," trans. J.B.
Bury, Kottabes, New Series, vol, I (1891) pp. 310-
3il.

Swinburne, "At & menth's end," trans. J.B. Bury,
Kottabos, New Series, vel. I (1891), pp. 328-

Tennyson, "Maud,” trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos, New Series,
vol. I (189L), pp. 3u48-349. -

Arnold, "Bacchanalia,"' trans. J.B. Bury, Kettabeos,
New Sories, vol. I (1891), pp. 366-367.

Shakespeare, "So " trans. J B. Bury, Kottabes, New
Series, vel. IX ?8692) pp. 8-9.

Swinburne, "Iseult," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottahos, New
Series, vel, II (léga), pp. 20-21.

Shelley, "The Earth-Spirit," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos,
New Series, vol. II (1892), pp. 38-41.

Lear, "Les Pécheuses," trans. J.B. Bury, Kottahos,
New Series, vol. IX 11892 ), pp. 68-69.

Ressetti, "@IAIA EOATPLH%ﬂLJME" trans. J.B. Bury, Kottabos,
New Series, vol. II (1893), pp. 132-133.

Herrieck, "Herrick and Amarillis," trans. J.B. Bury,
Kottabos, New Series, vol. IX (1894), pp. 206-217.

Horriek "G@o, Happy Rose," trans. J.B. Bury, Kettabos,
New Series, vol. IT (1894), pp. 224-225. —

Coleridge, "!hrough bush through briar," trans. J.B.
Bury, Kottabes, New Series, vel. II (1894) pp. 242-

243,

Merlowe, "Edward II, Act I, Scene 1," trana J.B. Bury,
Kottahos, New Series, vol. 1T ( 18955, p. 296



_256-

Swinburne, "vVanitas Vanitatum," trans. J.B. Bury,
Kottabos, New Series, vol. II (1895), pp. 338-339.

II - Letters and Interviews

Letters from J.B. .Bury to Hareld Temperley, Temperley
M3, Peterhouse College, Cambridge University.

Letters from J.B. Bury to P.J.H., Jenkinson, Jenkinason
M3, Cambridge University Library

Letter from J.B. Bury to W.E.H. Leck;v, Lecky MS,
Trinlty College, Dublin.

"A Letter on the Writing of Histery,” in Temperley,

Harold, ed., Selscted Essays e¢f J.B. ng, Cambridge:
Univorsity Press, 1930. L= =

Murray, R.H., Revolutiona Ireland and its Settlement,
London: MacmilTan and company, Ltd., 1011. entalins
& letter from Bury to Murray on p. xxiii.)

Letters from J.B. Bury to N. Wedd, Wedd MS, King's
Coliege Library, Cambridge University. »

Jenkinsoix, P.J.H., Diaries, Cambridge University Library.
Gooch, @.P., London, 10 April 1963, letter to the author.

Adcock, Prof. Sir PFrank, personal interview, Cambridge,
28 Harch 1063, with the author.

Bury, J.P.T., persoml interviews, Cambridge, April
1963, with the author.

Butterfield, Prof. Herbert, personal interview, Cambridge,
18 April 1963 , with the author.

Morris, Christopher, persenal interview, Cambridge, 30
March 1963, with the author.

Runciman, Hon. Sir Steven, personal interview, London,
30 April 1963, with the author. .



-257-

IIX - Other Works

Acton, Lord, Essays on Freedom and Power, New Yarkj
Meridian looEa, T985. ’

, Lectures on Modern Histery, New York: Meridian
“Boeks, Inc., 1PBL.

’ Letter to the Contributors to the "Cambridge
Modern History", in Stern, Fritz, The VarIeEfes
§371Ei¥3§i?‘§§i York: Meridian Books, I350.

Antoni, Carlo, From Histo to Socioiogx, trana. Hayden

V. White, Detrolt: Wayne stats versity Press,
1959.

Aron, Raymond, @German Socielogy, trans. M. and T.
Bottomore, &lencoe: Free %resa, 1957.

Barnes, Harry Elmer, A Histo of Historical Writi
Norman: University el Ggah_c’ua Press, 1937. ’

Baynes, Norman, A Bibliogra% of the Works of J.B.

. Bury, with a Femolr, ridge: Unlversitly Press,

Taﬁzan’cim Studies and Other Essays, London: The
AthYone ess, 1055 ’

, "John Bagnell Bury, 1861-1927," Histery, vol.
x1x (1927), pp. 135-136. .

Becker,barl, The Heavenly Ci of the Eighteenth-

Century Philosophers, Wew Haven: Yale Unlversity
Press, n.d. _ ,

, "Progress," Encyclepaedia of the Social Sclences,

ed. Edwin R..Sellgman, New York: The Macmillan
comPany: 1935: vel. XII) pp. u95'499-

Beers, Henry A., A Hiltog%bf lish Remanticism 1in the
» ’ " u![

Ninetesnth Ce: , Wew York: Henry Holt and
Tompany, 1918, _ |

Belloc, Hilalre, Anti-gatholic History: How it is Written,
Londen: Cathollc Truth Soclety, 1917,



-268-

Benn, Alfred William, The Histe of E ish
Rationalism in the Nineteen —Gcn% , New York:
ﬁ_us_scII and Russell, Inc., 1962, 2 vols:

Bock, Kenneth E., "Darwin and Secial Theery," Philesephy
of Solence, vol. XXII (1955), p. 131.

Braun, Martin, "Bury, Spengler and the Ncn‘ Spenglerians,"”
History Today, vol. VIX (1957), pp. 525-529.

Buckle, Henry Thomas, History ef Civilization in England
New York: D. Apﬁlc%on and Company, 18500, Tvo?s. ’

Butcher, S.H., Harvard Lectures on the Originslity of
@reece, London: RacmIllan and Cempany, Ltd., 1920.

Butterfield, Kerbert, The lishman and His History,
Cambridge: University %eu, 104K,

, Man on His Past, Beston: Beacon Press, 1960.

The Whig Interpretation of History, New York:
Thatles Soribner's ons, 1951.

Cambridge Univcrsiti
vols, XLV 1{%9
1908}, xxx1

Historieal Tripos Repert, 1908, Cambridge
Fﬁinraity LIbrary, 1965. ’ ’

Carlyle, Thomas, On Heroes, Hero-Worship and the
Hereic in History, London: Oxlford University
Press, 1904 A

"On Histery," Critical and Miscellaneous Essays
Tondon: cha-pmar’l.ana Hall, T¥d., n.d., vol. IXY. ’

00111hgw00d R.G., The Idea of History, New York:
Oxford ’Univor,'s'ﬁ'y’ Press, 1950.

» Review of Selected Essays of J.B. B , ed,
Rarold Temperley, English Histerlical Review, vol.
xLvI (1931), pp. 45"13"565‘- .

Comte, Ausiisto, A @eneral View of Positivism, trans.
J.H. Bridges, New tork: Robert Speller and Sons,

1957.



-259-

Condorcet, Antoine-Nicolas de, Sketch for a Historical
Picture of the Human Mind,” trans. J. Barraclough,
Tondon: Weidenfeld na—ﬂ'fcolson, 1955,

Croce, Benedetto, Aesthetic a8 the Sclence of Expression
and Goneral LIngulstic, trans. Touslas—l'inaf{
Tonden: Maoc: an an lepany, 1929.

An Autobiograpﬁ;, trans. R.G. Collingwoed, Oxford:
Claren on Press, 1927.

» History as the Story of Liber trans. S. Sprigge
lew YOork: W.W. Rorton and ompaxw: Inc., 1941, ’

, History: Its Theory and Practice, trans. Douglas
Ainslle, New York: Harceurt,

, Logic as the Science of the Pure Conce t, trans.
Douglas KInslle, London: Macmillan and Cempany, 1917.

, "La storia ridotta sotto 11 concesto generale dell'
a(.rge,; Atti della Academia Pontaniana, vol. XXIII
1893

Dawson, Chi'istopher, Progress and Rellglon, New York:
Sheed and Ward, 1'93§

Dictione of Natlonal Blogra » 1922-1930, ed. J.R. _
H. aeavor Oxford: University Press, 1937. ‘

Dilthey, Wilhelm, Der Aufbau der geschichtlichen Welt
%guden Gelisteawissenschalten, Lelpzig: B.U. Teubner,

, Einleitung in die @Gelsteswlissenschaften, Leipzig'
—B.¥. Teubner, 1923.

, The Essence of Philoso , trans. S.A. Emery

and W.¥. Emery, Chapel : University of North
Carelina Press, 1954,

Pattern and Meanl Histo ed. H.P. Riclman
l’iew York: Harper and rotﬁera, E ’

Droysen, Johann gustav, OQutline of the Principles of
Histery, trans. E. Benjamin Andrews, Boaten: &inn
and Company, 1893.




-260-

Fitzaimons, Matthew A., et. al., eds., The Development
of Historiography, HarrIsburg, Pa. The Sfac%oh
Company, iygﬁ A .

Forbes, Duncan, The Llberal Anglican Idea of Histery,
cénbridgc; University Press, 1952.

Frankel, Charles, The Faith of Reason, New York: King's
Crown Press, 1049,

Fueter, Eduard, Histoilre de 1'historiographlie moderne,
trans. Emile Jeanmaire, Paris: ean, K

Fussner, F. Smith, "rm Historical Revolution, New York:
Columbia University Press, 1962.

Fustel de Coulanges, N.D., The Ancient City, @Garden
City; N.Y.: Doubleday and Cempany, Inc., 1956.

, "Inaugural 'Lecture," in Stern, Fritz, The Varieties
of History, New York: Meridian Books, Inc.,

@insberg, Morris, The Idea of Pregress: A Revaluatien,
Boston: Beacon Press, 3.

@ooch, G.P., "The @Growth of Historical Science,"
Cubridfe.nodorn Histery, Cambridge: University
.SB, lu’ VOI. > pp- 816’8500

, Harold Temperley, 1879-1939, Londen: Humphrey
MilTerd, n.d. L 32

’ Histori and Historians in the Nineteenth Century,
“Boston: Beacon Press, 1959.

’ Studies of Modern History, London: Longmans Green
and Cempany . 1931. _ , .

Hale, J.R., ed., The Evolution of British Historiography,
New York: Meridian Books, 196%.

Hayes, Carlten, J.H., A éemration of Materialism,
Ka_rpcr and Brothers, 19UHI.

Heiacﬁberg, Auguit, "John Bagnell Bury," Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, vel. XXVII (1927), pp. g%7=§EUT“"‘




-261-
Higham, John, et. al., Histo Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice Hall, Tr’xc., Iggﬁf ’

Himmelfarb, Gei'trude, Lord Acton, Chicago: University
Press, 1952.

Holborn, Hajo, "Wilhelm Dilthey and the Critique of
Historilcal Reason," Journal of the History of
Ideas, vol. XI (195C7.

Hodges, Herbert A., The Philoso of Wilhelm Dilthey
Routledge, Keéan and Paul, %id—? 1852, ’

Wilhelm Dilthey, an Introduction, London: Kegan
f’aul, Trench, Trubrer and Comparw,’Ltd. , 194k,

Hooper, Charies E., The R.P.A.: Its Origin and @Growth,
London: Watts and Compeny, n.d.

Hughes, H. Stuart, Consciousness and Soclety, New York:
Alfred A. Knopl, 1958.

Inge, W.R., "The Idea of Progress," in Diary of a Dean,
New York: The Macmillan Compeny, 197, pp. 190-207.

Lecky, w.E.H., History of the Rise and Influence Ic;_f_'
the Spirit of Rationallism In Europe, New York:
George Braziller, 1055. ,

Manuel, Prank E., "Two Styles of Philosophical History,"
Daedalus, vol. XCI (1962). .

McLachlan, Jean 0., "The Origin and Earl‘ Development
of the Cambridge Hlstorical Tripos,” Cambridge
1i%s'coric:al Journal, vol. IX (1947), pp. TB-

o.

Mill, John Stuart, System of Logic 8th ed., New
"York: Harperz I§§I. - ’ ’

Miller, William, "John Bagnell Bury," English Historical
Review, vol. XLIII (1928), pp. 65'-%.

Murray, Gilbert, Faith, War, and Policy, Boston:
Houghton MifTIin Company, 1917.

» Four Stages of @Greek Religion, New York: Columbla
Unlverslty Press, .



~262-

Neff, Emery, The Poet f Histo New York:
Columbia Wliivers y’?bcaa, §§

Ortege y Gasset, Jose, Concord and Likerty, trans.
Ketgns Weyl, New York: W.W. Nerton and Company,
1946,

Parke, H.W., MS of oration on J.B. Bury, delivered at
Trinity College, Dublin, 29 May 1961,

Peardon, Thomaa Pro-ton, Thc Transition in English
Histerical writing , New York:
Columbla Gnivers y"Fiess, 33.

Powicke, F.M., Modern Historians and the Study of
History, London: Ddhams Press, Lfa.,_I§5§.

» Three Lectures, Oxford: University Press, 1947.

Quirinus, Letters from Rome on the Council, New York:
Pott and Amery, L

Robertson, J.M., Britain ‘'versus' Germagl, London:
T. Fisher Unwin Ltd., n.d.

History of Freetho ht, 4th ed., London: Watts
aﬂa'vbﬁiiﬁz 936"“1H“' ’

A Short Histery of Freethought, New York: G.P.
PuTnamTs Sons, 1906. — o

Rowse, A.L., The Use of History, rev. ed., New York:
Collier Bodks, 1963.

Russell Bcrtrand History as an Art, Aldington: The
Hand and Flo&ef'!?eg% , 1958,

Sampsbn, R.V., Progress in the Age of Reason, Cambricdge:
Harvard University Press, .

Seclej, Sir John R., Introdugtion te Political Science,
Londen: Macmillan and Company, 1890.

, Lectures and Essays, Lendon: Macmillan and Co.,
18707 ﬂ

Simon, W.M. opean Politivinnlig_tho Nineteenth
’cntggi Ifﬁgoa: Tornel]l University Press, 1963.



_263_

Stephens, W.R.W., The Life and Letters of Edward A.
Freeman, London: Macmillan and Company, Ltd.,
. vols.

Stokoe, F.W., Germen Influence in the English Romantic
Period, ,New York: Russell and Russell, 1963.

Strauss, Leo, Natural Right and History, Chicago:
University Press, .

Taine, Hippolyte A., Histo of English Literature,
trans. H. Van Laun, IEHéIpE{a: The Gebble
Publishing Company, Ltd., 1896, wvol. I.

Temperley, Harold, Research and Modern History, London:
Macmillan and Company, Ltd., .

Thompson, James Westfall, A Histo of Historical
Writing, New York: The Mach?%an Company, 1942,
vol. ??

Thomson, M.A., Some Developments in English
Historioﬁraggi aurl the EiE%teen entury,
London: H.K. Lewls and Co., .y 57 .

The (London) Times, 2 June 1927, p. 11,

Trevelyan, George Macaulay, "Clio, a Muse," in The
Recreations of an Historian, London: Thomas
Nelson and Sons, Ltd., 1919, pp. 11-60.

, "The Latest View of History," The Independent
Review, vol. I, pp. 395-414,

» The Present Position of Hlistory, London:
Longmans Green and Co., Ltd., 7.

Vico, Giambattista, The New Science of Giambattista
Vico, trans. T.®. Bergen and M.H. Fisch, lthaca:
Cornell University Press, 1948,

Vyverberg, Henry, Historical Pessimism in the French
Engightenment, Cambridge: Harvard University
ess, .

Vance, John G., Freedom of Thought and Chrlstianity:
A Criticism of Professor Bury's "History ol
Freedom of Thought™, lLondon: Cathollc Truth
Soclety, 1917,




-264-

Weber, Max, From Max thcr: Essays in Sociolo , trans.
and ed. nd €. W:I ew York:

Oxford Univeraity rrcls, 1958

» The Methodolo of the Soclial Sciences, ed.
Shils, Edward A. and ¥inch, Henry K., Ulencoe:
Free Press, 1949,

» The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism, trans. Talcott Parsons, New York:
Charles S

eribner's Sons, 1958.

Wedgwood, C.V., Literature and the Historian, Oxford:
University Press, 1956.

, Truth and Opinion, Lendon: Collins, 1960.

White, Andrew Dickson, A Histo of the Warfare of
Science with Theolo, Tetendom, New York:

D. Appleton and Company 1899 2 vols,

whitniy, J.P., and Temperley, H., "The Late Professor
J.B. Burx " Canbrid e Historieal Journal, vol.
7

II (19 , . PP~ 7.

Whyte, A. Gowans, The Story of the R.P.A., 1899-19k9
London: Watts and Company, I049. ’

Williams, C.H., The Modern Historian, London: Thomaa
Nelson and Sons, L&d., 19338.




