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INTRODUCTORYNOTE

ACT 23: Rethinking the Humanities. Paths and Challenges

The present volume is part of the “Alterities, Giiogs, Transfers — ACT”
series, hosted by the Center for Comparative Studigniversity of
Lisbon. The acronym ACT designates a series of ipatibns of
monographic thematic issues mainly connected with tesearch on
cultural contacts, dicursive migrations and disoguly, as well as
epistemological reconfigurations in the area of paratist studies. Topics
range from philosophy, anthropology, post-colosiaidies, and translation
studies to a strong emphasis on interart stud@kwing a rigorously
trans-disciplinary perspective. It also manifesit another dimension of
this project: the fact that each volume constitukes “transcription” of a
“performance”, of a set of texts orally communicht®, and actively
discussed by, an audience.

—Helena Carvalhdo Buescu
Jodo Ferreira Duarte
Centro de Estudos Comparatistas
University of Lisbon






EDITORS INTRODUCTION
RETHINKING THE HUMANITIES

RICARDO GIL SOEIRO AND SOFIA TAVARES

The International symposiumReéthinking the Humanities: Paths &
Challenges'was organized in May 2010 by the Center for Contpara
Studies (University of Lisbon, Portugal) whose destl aim is to aggregate
the collaboration of a number of researchers withnate interests from
various departments of literary and cultural stedie order to pursue an
international research and publication agenda, ad as an ongoing
schedule of conferences, symposia, and guest ¢ésctlihese activities are
organized to function in transversal fashion to theademic and
Pedagogical Program, with particular focus on Intérgal Studies
(embracing travel literature, utopian literaturedadliterary translation);
European literary and cultural studies (highligbtithe presence of
Portuguese and Lusophone cultures in the contexEwbpe); Inter-
semiotic Studies with a focus on cinema, theaa@timg, and architecture.

It was within this wide spectrum of interests thhe idea for a
symposium on the state of the Humanities was b@ve. believe it
couldn’t have been more timely. Although we weréd imgerested in
working along lines charted out by the later Heiglrg for example, and
his focus on the notion of ‘crisis’ (according tohish the whole of
Western civilization is undergoing an absolute amgrecedented crisis,
for which the statement “God is dead” can standttas shorthand
expression), it is nevertheless indisputable tleaeral higher education
commentators have pointed to budget cuts, waniandest interest, and
dwindling tenure-track positions as evidence ofiaiin the liberal arts
and Humanities.

In the past few decades, we have witnessed a ese@f interest in
the present situation of the Humanities. Sever#ibgoia, collection of
essays and books are a clear evidence of suchorigeominence of this
attention. It would only suffice to name Paul Rigds speech
“Humanities Between Science and Art” at the operiegemony for the
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“Humanities at the Turn of the Millenium”, held #te University of
Aarhus, Denmark, George Steiner’s lecture “Humasiti At Twilight?” at
Boston University on 2nd of April 1998, the recéMinter Issue 2009 of
Dedalus the Journal of the American Academy of Arts &eBaies, which
expands on the overall theme “Reflecting on the Hnities” (see, for
example, Richard F. Franke's essay “The Powerh®fHumanities & a
Challenge to Humanists”, idedalus Winter 2009, vol. 138, n° 1, pp. 13-
23), as well as several important books, suchL#erary Culture in a
World Transformed: a Future for the Humanitiéa001), by William
Paulson,The Last Professors: The Corporate University ane Fate of
the Humanitie2008), by Frank Donoghue, afforming the Humanities
(2009), by Peter Levine. Even more recently thougimely in November
11-12, 2011, the University of Vermont held itsIFabnference 2011 on
the topic of “The Power of the Humanities: Why Thégtter”.

It could be argued, however, that reflecting upbe subject of the
crisis in the Humanities has always been a pereatipic, and that it
draws our attention to a deep self-critical awassn@egarding the range
and limits of their knowledge) which has constarfthen a common trait
to humanists. Be that as it may, this long-standirigcal stance has been
acutely dramatized in an era of increasing contingeand devaluation of
the Humanities. See, for instance, Martha Nussbaumndst recent book
Not For Profit: Why Democracy Needs the Humanitipablished in
2010), in which the American philosopher makes ssjpmate plea for the
Humanities, arguing that education has become asamgly utilitarian,
market-driven, career-oriented, and impoverisheitsiattention to the arts
and Humanities. Historically, she argues, the Hutemhave been central
to education because they have rightly been seessential for creating
competent democratic citizens. But recently, Nussbargues, thinking
about the aims of education has gone disturbingiy dooth in the United
States and abroad. Anxiously focused on nationah@mic growth, we
increasingly treat education as though its primgoal were to teach
students to be economically productive rather twathink critically and
become knowledgeable and empathetic citizens {tleia also underlies
Richard Rorty’'s notion of ‘solitarity’). This shaighted focus on
profitable skills has eroded our ability to cridei authority, reduced our
sympathy with the marginalized and different, andmeged our
competence to deal with complex global problemsasf George Steiner
admonishes, “the ‘humanities’ are indeed at twilighey should evidence
their claims to remembrance, to heuristic valuejaking us alert to the
new. They should continue to instruct us that theae be, even in the
unknown, there perhaps above all, a homecoming.”
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Drawing upon the interrogative tone of Steiner’'sags‘Humanities-At
Twilight?” (1999), the present volume, which arifesn the aforementioned
international symposium (although it surpasses #dope and in ambition),
aims at reflecting on the future of the Humanitéghe beginning of this
new millenium. Within the contemporary frameworkafe-definition of
the academic disciplines in the present day sgdiety legitimate to speak
of a crisis in the Humanities? (At the universityr instance, such crisis
manifests itself in the decline of the demand s field of study and, at a
social level, this crisis is noticeable when wekiat the demise of its
symbolic value within a multicultural, multilinguis and profoundly
globalised society.) Which set of horizons will beought about for the
“new” Humanities now emerging? What are the patiigénewal in light
of what may very well be a shift in terms of ansé@mological paradigm?
Are we, in fact, at the twilight of the Humanitie®?, on the contrary, is
there an excessively rhetorical discourse arouednibtion of ‘crisis’ in
this particular field of study? It is, then, ourajao contribute to the
clarification of these questions by examining tlodlofving topics: the
downfall of the Word’s legitimation vis-a-vis th@uhinance of the image
(the transition from a logocentric culture to ataté which largely rests on
the its visual dimension); the symbolic power af thumanities (the social
legitimation of the ‘litterae humanitores’); the-definition of the function
and of the education patterns within the Humangiethe universities; the
centrality of the ‘classics’ in an ‘era of the vbi{Lipovetsky); the
epistemological place of the Humanities (Humanitissa middle-ground
between science and art, and Humanities as tesgfimsre P. Ricoeur’s
essay in this volume); the civic (im)pertinence thfe Humanities.
Indelibly, changes brought upon by the resurgentea oprofit-and-
efficiency driven ideology have jumped to the fooet in our
understanding of the Humanities. What are the mwEs® then, by which
these changes occur? What is the extent of theseges? How can we
persuasively advocate for the importance of litmgthistory, philosophy,
and foreign languages in the globalized world ohtemporary higher
education? What should a compelling new visionhef Humanities look
like?

This collective volume brings together eminent $af®from across
different fields of the Humanities to engage in wha hope to be a
profound examination of how the Humanities findithmace in this period
of complex challenges and exciting new opportunites

The volume consists of two parts. The first partQuestioning the
Humanities” - , comprising three seminal texts taulPRicoeur, George
Steiner, and Marjorie Perloff, is crucial for theegall volume's coherence
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since it sets the tone for the following essays. fét, before the
contributors presented their lectures in Lisboni¢iwtwere then reworked
and rewritten for the present volume), they werkedsto reflect upon
these three texts, as they constitue, in our iy theoretical contributions
to what a clear and informed debate on the ‘stqugs of the Humanities
should be like. On the other hand, by choosingetgsticular texts, we
hoped to stimulate a fruitful discussion, given fhet that for the most
part of their final horizon, these three texts danbve beyond a rhetoric
of ‘crisis’ which the following essays (part Il -Néw Horizons for the
Humanities”) will then explore in length. Perhapgaaticular case in point
is Steiner’s essay, and it can easily be seentlieamajority of the texts
particularly draws upon Steiner’s approach of thespnt situation within
the Humanities, seeking, however, to deconstrietinetoric. It is in this
light that the unity of the volume is achieved,nsoch so that the first part
provides the theoretical and seminal framework wittich the following
essays will dialogue (more or less profoundly, delirey on the particular
case at hand). In short, in spite of the diversgeaof approaches (which
we do not wish to erase or neglect), the richndsthe volume is also
accomplished by its coherence and by its overajpgse: that is to say, to
surpass the enduring and dominant rhetoric ofsciigi drawing upon a
wide variety of perspectives and areas of resedtiis is the chief
justification for the volume’s subtitle: ‘paths &allenges’).

The opening text, “Humanities Between Science arit] Aorresponds
to Paul Ricoeur's speech given at the opening ocengmfor the
‘Humanities at the Turn of the Milleniumheld at the University of
Aarhus, Denmark. This event was a joint Facultyiative based at the
Centre for Cultural Research, Faculty of Arts, Wmsity of Aarhus,
Denmark. This initiative included the organisatimf a series of
conferences during the years 1999 and 2000 contevitl the following
themes, crucial to our reflection upon the pathd emllenges presented
to the Humanities: 1) The Humanities in the ProadsSlobalisation and
Internationalisation; 2) The Humanities and theinfation Technologies;
3) The Humanities at the University, and 4) The ldaities in
Transformation. Ricoeur’'s essay was first prese®@ keynote lecture
given at the opening ceremony (June 4th, 1999),teCefor Cultural
Research, University of Aarhus, Denmark, 1999.h& dutset, the theme
of memory is brought to the fore as it puts intayplthe paradox of
presence and of absence which, to Ricoeur’'s mimaksvas an aporia at
the heart of the phenomenology of memory. And plaigadoxical tension
is then transferred from memory to history. Subsedly, the French
philosopher points out three distinct phases in pihecess of history-
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writing: 1) the documentary phase, 2) the explayaphase, and 3) the
literary phase. To begin with, the preliminary phasncompasses the
written testimonies from which the historiographkés its departure (here
the notion of testimony and critique of testimonge gpredominantly
considered). This initial step is then followedthg explanatory phase, in
which the unsteady position of historiography migwaetween science
and art is explored (Ricoeur clarifies that thisvtsen history takes hold of
itself as part of the representation componenthef historical reality
itself). Finally, we enter the last stage of higtak inquiry, namely the
literary phase (bringing history closer to art, sthtoncluding phase
highlights the narrative form of the historical cbsirse). Apart from
providing a thorough analysis of the working of thistoriographical
operation, we find that this discussion also helpslluminate one of
Ricoeur’s central insights on the relationship hegw history and
literature: both of these spheres belong to thegmay of symbolic
discourses and, while differing from one anothefaasas their immediate
referents are concerned, their ultimate referetiéshuman experience of
time (it should not go unmentioned, however, tinat dialectics between
explanation and comprehension, mirroring the cartjon between the
documentary pole and the literary pole, servesearcexample of the
fertile dialogue between science and art at plathiwithe historical
process). Allowing us to overcome simplistic diartes which
antagonistically aim at separating factual fromtidical discourse, the
Ricoeurian approach teaches us that both histanies novels alike do
speak figuratively and symbolically about that malite referent — that is,
the aporias of temporality which can only be corgethrough a symbolic
discourse rather than through a logical and teathniiscourse. In
accordance with these considerations, since nagrdiscourse does have
a creative impact on the way we shape the perceigetll, it is possible
to argue for an extension of the creative powernafrative to the
Humanities seen as a whole. This could be linkedttat Marjorie Perloff
identifies in her essay as one of the major cafmethe trivialization of
the status of literary study in today’s academenelg the subordination
of the pleasures of representation and recogniftbe historical and
cultural dimension) to the pleasures of the fictive ‘what has happened’
to the ‘what might happen’.

George Steiner's essay “Humanities - At Twilight®as initially
presented as a lecture given at Boston UniversitRied of April 1998,
and it might be regarded as a central piece to lwhit the remaining
essays of the collection do indeed revert backAithough praising
Steiner’s thought-provoking essay, Richard Wolieslaot shy away from
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stressing a tone which is, in his assessment,abdyitSpenglerian (vd.
“Reflections on the Crisis in the Humanities”, ithe Hedgehog Review
13.2, Summer 2011, p. 8). In fact, the essay opgnswith Steiner's
musings on the intuition of crisis as an indelibépect to our being-in-the-
word, an insight already present in his convictibat we all comeafter,
that we are latecomers in the era of the epilogsestated itsrammars of
Creation(2001). No doubt this elegiac facet entailed bgirgir's essayism
sets the tone for the rest of the article. Butgsadly true that from the
very outset Steiner is clear enough to point oat the must safeguard a
kind of rigorous skepticism towards the notion afreis of culture. When
accepted without careful critical pondering, suchaéve notion of crisis,
he admits, runs the risk of merely turning intothggpssip tag, indeed truly
Spenglerian in its guise. Be that as it may, hesdgeant that the
ubiquitous malaise within the Humanities does ratjaecloser inspection.
In order to pursue such a critical scrutiny, Steisiarts by stressing the
difficulty in circumscribing the domain and the peoof what one usually
classifies as the Humanities, making it truly obadling to establish what
falls under the humanistic rubric and what does 8Stiner’s case is then
followed by a discussion about the pragmatic comsrges of the demise
of the Humanities made manifest, for example, & hlarsh funding cuts
vis-a-vis other academic fields, as well as theallpyg decline of the
former prestige of thelitterae humaniores'which, in its turn, carries a
deep impact on the dim career prospects for gradeaidents in the
Humanities. This situation is exacerbated by th&igaity which inhabits
the status of ‘research’ within the Humanities Wih&teiner (certainly too
hastily) equates with the mass production of théeemeral (which
produces a sort of reiterative criticism) and vatrer-specialization which
is now widely regarded as counterproductive. Ifcaading to Steiner,
theory within the Humanities is intuition grown iatgent (adictumwhich

is repeated throughout his work, namely in his 19@%llectual
autobiographyErrata), then it would be fair to conclude that the prase
day idolatry of the theoretical within the humaitisealm is no more than
a symptom for a futile yearning for respectabilityd prestige achieved by
the natural sciences. On the other hand, it isésteng to note that Steiner
also points the accusing finger to poststructuralisleconstruction, and
postmodernism, clearly reproaching these theotepesadigms for the
current state omisére By destabilizing the question of the meaning of
meaning and, by the same token, subverting therlymlg assumptions of
a transcendental humanism, these theoretical fationks and critical
discourses of our unstable post-modern conditidp deepens the present
sense of an acute crisis. But even if Steiner isgoenere harshly
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dismissive of the post-modernist venture, the aradly lies elsewhere.
Steiner calls it the Cordelia paradox which is diésel as follows: “In our
limited consciousness, the fictive can overwhelan blot out any ‘reality
principle’. The torments of Cordelia come to be tmaeal’ than the
torture or abuse of the child next door. The sedamulise is that toward
intelligible form. The shapes of the inhuman, ofildanjustice and
suffering tend to be messy, inchoate, almost implesso grasp other than
in the trivializing habituation of the media. Pasti the arts, music,
philosophic argument, the We know, and the merewation of such
knowledge is monstrous, that one can play Schubvegad Virgil in one’s
home and then proceed to the day’s work in theutestooms and
extermination camps. No poetic artistic respons#esn no scholarly or
scientific commitment to ideals of uncorrupt verityo prodigality of
institutions of higher learning or museums crowdedth loved
masterpieces, no multiplicity of operas, conceftshauality bookshops,
attenuates the potential for, the axiomatic fabfithe exact sciences, offer
those contours of legible order, those harmoniesesblution that the
literate soul seems to crave and seek out. (TherRtadoctrine of Forms,
with its incalculable legacy in Western idealisnmcarporates this
recognition.) Possessed by a delight in fiction amdhesis, by a more or
less sophisticated ‘rage for order’ (Wallace Ste\@rhaunting phrase),
men and women are made inattentive to, passiveeiffeice of, the politics
of injustice, of enslavement and of massacre. Theseever, are only
conjectures. | know of no comprehensive, convincamgwer.” Albeit
conjectural, Steiner’s premise according to which Humanities do not
necessarily humanize does bring us before a fundi@inerossroads where
the thrust of the crisis is inescapable (this igsumought to the fore rather
explicitly in Pedro Serra’s contribution). In couslon, brought to a
standstill, Steiner's concrete standpoint remaiosiee: he seems to be
lingering on what was ever so radiantly in the pa#iter than focusing on
what lies ahead. In doing so, we are only expedtedenvisage a
celebration of remembrance and to look forward to enigmatic
homecoming (with obvious Heideggerian overtoneH)tHe ‘humanities’
are indeed at twilight, they should evidence tlogaims to remembrance,
to heuristic value, by making us alert to the n&hey should continue to
instruct us that there can be, even in the unkndlere perhaps above all,
a homecoming.”

Although Marjorie Perloff's essay, “Crisis in theurtanities”, is far-
reaching in the questions it poses, resorting t@dremely rich field of
knowledge and references to support her argumgte tis nonetheless a
couple of basic assumptions underlying her stamdpahich, to our mind,
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will undoubtedly deserve further critical attentiftnom the part of the
reader. First of all, by hinting at the conceptlef Post-Human, the author
seems to be musing with the related notion of Plstanities.
Accordingly, in so doing, this would lead the reade ask himself or
herself whether in fact the crisis in the Humasitiéghlights or entails a
comparable crisis of the Human or vice-versa. Ohth® most daunting
features of the current state of afairs is the mdibation of the pleasures
of the fictive (the power ahimesisas described by Aristotle in HPoetics
- discussed here at length) in detriment to a fomusa historical and
cultural outlook which has diminished the statudigraty study in the
today's academy (in this respect, the rise of caltstudies in light of
traditional literary studies downfall is brought tbe fore). Another
troubling indicator is the despotism of the “uséf which the Kantian
notion of the ‘purposiveness without purpos@wgckmassigkeit ohne
Zwech has lost its legitimacy. Perloff describes thmiation as follows:
“Indeed, the neo-Puritan notion that literature éimel other arts must be
somehow ‘useful,” and only useful, that the Cicéaontriad - docere
movere delectare -should renounce its third element (‘delight’) and:e
the original meaning of its second element, so tihabovemeans only to
move readers to some kind of virtuous action, haslyced a climate in
which it has become increasingly difficult to jdgtihe study of English or
Comparative Literature.” In the final stage of laegument, Perloff draws
upon Steiner's essay “The Humanities-At Twilight® a paradigmatic
example of what she calls a misplacedro Kulturdrang — an overly
philosophical pessimism akin to The Frankfurt SdHimom whose cultural
straight-jacket the author dih Bluebeard’'s Castlenever quite freed
himself. To be sure, Perloff points out rather peigtly that in Steiner’s
elegiac take on the future (or lack thereof) of thenanities does not take
into consideration the vibrant versatility and omgp vitality of
contemporary culture — simply taking for grantedoAtb’s hyperbolical
dictum: “Kein Gedicht nach Auschwitz.” (‘No poetajter Auschwitz.’).
The second part of the present book, “New Horizdas the
Humanities”, opens with David Damrosch’s essay “Bmal of the Book?
Literary Studies in a Post-Literary Age, 1960/2@D&0". Using literary
studies as his case in point, this essay centetheonhallenges posed for
the Humanities by today’s new media and the neweasaxf reading and
analysis they foster. In an age of Google seardms 140-characer
Twitter feeds, the question that the author poseddar: Is there still a
significant place in modern culture for slow, complreadings of long,
complex texts? Damrosch frames his argument witlola fifty years back
to the state of reading circa 1960, at the junctirelder styles of “close
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reading” and the rise of intensive modes of thecay-informed reading,

and proposes a very different situation in 2060gmvheading can be seen
as largely absorbed into a “post-literary” cultdi@minated by images and
sound bites. His claim is that humanists can —randt — actively engage
with the new trends, which cannot be wished awhag;dssay closes with
examples of creative approaches to the new mediacin give us new
and vital ways to circulate and study the workswf humanistic tradition.

In Anténio Sousa Ribeiro’s essay “The ‘Crisis of tlumanities’
Revisited”, we are conducted throughout a revisitabf the course of the
Humanities as a discipline and knowledge field, tsounderstand its
present state of crisis and what to expect fromfttiere. This journey
starts in the Enlightenment period and finisheghia present with the
inevitable question about the future. And the fatutepends on the
transformation of the Humanities in something trxamsally involved in
every social practice. Bakhtine defends that ewetfural act takes place
essentially at the borders. Negotiating borders dafining spaces of
articulation is a core condition for the definitiai the Humanities. In
order to succeed, the Humanities need to abandenslee positions, and
to think transversally the domains that have beetoreomized in the
process of modernity instead of accommodating & #utonomy. The
Humanities do not need hibernation strategies,tlieyy are a model of
knowledge and understanding unique that cannogpkaced or subsumed
in any other approach.

In “Education Toward Autonomy”, Richard Wolin visithe several
periods of crisis that the Humanities have facddosér the years to
understand the nature of the crisis that is comifignthe Humanities
today. In a time in which we observe an accelenatib temporality and
the a severe shrinkage of social space, and where ts an endemic and
pervasive tension between our spiritual capaciied the reigning forms
of objectivity, the Humanities face a hard taskthis context, education
plays an important role because it is no longerptterogative of a well-
entrenched elite. The Humanities provide the irliai with the cultural
and intellectual prerequisites for individual sedflization and collective
self-determination. They provide them with the kiexdge of history,
language and logic necessary to assimilate thegrasto make informed
contemporary political judgements.

According to Candido de Oliveira Martins’s refletiin “New Horizons
for a Humanistic-Literary Culture”, the present diion of crisis within
the Humanities is a consequence of the social aiftdral evolution of
societies that, gradually, replaced it by the girempire of the natural
sciences. The clash between the humanistic culime the scientific
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culture dictated, if not the death — as the mosptical would consider — at
least a profound change within the heart of the Bhitres. The future of
the Humanities relies on a new attitude of cultur@nsference and
transversal knowledge. It is the moment to undeagoepistemological
change and explore new research areas, establistimigg connections
between the two cultures. According to the authbe, survival of the
humanistic culture depends on the ability to shiswsefulness within the
context of the contemporary world. To do so, the iumanities need to
become less elitist and more open to new areasidy.sThe written word
has to be fully used to oppose the “amnesic” woflgost-modernity. The
creation of a literary culture may establish thedesl connection between
past and present, and engage in a comparativegdmlable to provide the
right answers without excessive erudition or sgizeiion. The humanistic
culture can bring the necessary critical reasoting civilization that has
emerged so deeply in the present that has beconfergatfulness
civilization with no past and no future.

In Peter Levine's “An Ethical Turn for the Humae#l, we are
conducted through a description about moral comscegtd moral
judgement. The ethical argumentation proves to bmptex and not
always as straightforward as one would wish. Int,fécshows many
resemblances with the aesthetic judgment. Hrotagoras Socrates
suggests a method to deal with moral judgeme&sth@. This method
would be an alternative to the habit of telling anterpreting stories.
Throughout the following centuries the method wasedbped and offers
today many alternatives to the Humanities. Soc@érgists, lawyers,
ideological thinkers, amongst others belong to foh expertise that are
useful and that have tried to prove their supremadye Humanities, but
often conflict. That happens because there is nthedelogy that can
replace our public discussions or bring them tdose; and results from
the nature of moral reasoning. Although it is ipa@issable, its components
are heterogeneous and some cannot be incorporatgdneral theories.
The Humanities show enormous potential to enriath discipline public
discussion about moral issues. They need to rétutime public discussion
and overcome scepticism and handle diversity.

In his beautifully written essay “And in the Shadoiv Prometheus
Lives Man”, José Pedro Serra provides us with &luaderstanding of
the depth of the crisis at hand. He does not staydwm facing the deep-
seated perplexities brought about by the positimtupied by the
Humanities in today’s cultural panorama, audacipesioosing instead to
recognize the existence and the extent of the prokdt stake. The real
and all too menacing risk would be, in Serra’s vida downplay the
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implications of the predicament we find ourselvesy timidly giving in
to the cultural disorientation which strikes us rese deeply. Even if he
agrees to the difficulty of tracing the overridifactors which lead up to
the present crisis, Serra nevertheless does singléhe death of God” as
a major thread in the fabric of the current existeinlandscape - one
whose enduring echo continues to be felt. NietZsclamnouncement
(spelling as it does the demise of the idea oh#alligible, immutable, and
eternal principle), in Serra’s account, ultimatelgtails the question of
meaning, the hermeneutical dimension of Man. Cétfroin this lasting
arché deprived from a redeemintelos man’'s wanderings are now
forgotten by a disenchanted Ithaca. Furthermore, dbduction of the
techno-science, together with the rise of an erth@®fvoid, brought about
the downfall of the aura of splendour traditionaltached to the
Humanities. Literary studies, in particular, haveeb shaken in their
epistemological purposes and wounded in their ogtoal dignity. They
may have been turned into a tolerated luxury at: lzesnere product for
commercial consumption. Originating in wonder, lgea declination of
finitude and a fragile yet commanding testimony ador essential
incompleteness, literature seems to offer manifalssibilities — as long as
we remain open to its unique wisdom. J. Pedro Saaees this amorous
and loving answerability to the solicitation ofext at the centre of literary
studies. He also touches upon the importance ehéra, the importance
of the classics, as well as the indispensable ceasem of Faculties of
Letters meshed up with their eagerness for the rfewthe author so
brilliantly concludes: “Whilst we recognise oursetvas the protected
creatures of Titan, gazing in blind hope as we danith death; or in the
ambiguity of a magnificently creative act, whichghi well be seen as
damned, we will, strangely, be Mankind. Becausetha shadow of
Prometheus lives Man.”

Words well worth the notice of our heart and, itinae when the value
of the Humanities is called into question, they pahus on the right track
to achieve a keener understanding of how and wkyhtmanities do
matter and of how and why they will always succéedrrevocably
changing our lives.
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CHAPTERONE
HUMANITIES BETWEEN SCIENCE ANDART

PAUL RICOEUR

In this present essay | take “Humanities” as thedbe of disciplines of
which the human sciences — tlBeisteswissenschaften constitute the
hard kernel. And | take history, or rather histgraphy, as the
paradigmatic case of a human science, which extbetlseen the two
poles of science and art. At one end we have theeplures linked to the
treatment of archives, at the other end we haverémge of verbal
expressions which make history a segment of likeeatin between you
have the dichotomy between explanation and compeitwe, namely the
range of devices thanks to which historians attetopgive answers to
such questions as “Why did this event occur, why tiliese people do
these or those things?” These explanation deviees$ id different ways
with the clausdecauses the linguistic trait common to all our answers t
the questiowhy?, and we know how heterogeneous the uses of thisela
becausemay be. The conjunction of explanation and comprsios
midway between the documentary pole and the Iyepmie is itself a
good example of the mixture of science and artakdhg the historical
process. Before proceeding analytically by treaiimgurn three distinct
phases — the documentary, the explanatory/compseteerand the literary
ones — let me say a few words about the dynamity umhich holds
together the three phases. First, the whole processrs in the plane of
writing. Archives, at one hand, are written, andkm at the opposite end,
are written. This is why we may call the whole m@es historiography;
history writing. It would be a mistake to assige tategory of writing to
the literary phase alone. From beginning to ene, historiographical
process moves in the element of writing. This ie thain difference
between history and memory. Memory unfolds its esagithin the oral
discourse, even if declarative memory through stetlyng is ready for
being written. But precisely this last stage of roeynis the first stage of
history; then memories have assumed the shapelofamentary piece in
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an archive. For that reason it would be appropriateapply to this
transition, rather to this leap, from orality taipturality, if | may say so,
the kind of perplexity that Plato induces in thealdgue Phaedrus
concerning the invention of writing, or better, thit of writing. Is not
writing a threat for memory3s thispharmacon this drug offered by the
god to the king, a poison or remedy? The quessoparadoxical to the
extent that Plato himself kept writing. So the diggsis planted as a thorn
at the heart of all human practices shaped by s®eaf writing. It will
accompany us from the beginning to the end of nguiry. Does writing
work as a poison or as remedy as regards the wessdsieof memory?
Who knows? Which weaknesses? Which weaknesses aforgeas
prewriting? Two of them deserve to be pointed atawnse both of them
will accompany our travel through historiographyeTfirst one concerns
the phenomenological status of memories. A mem®y kind of mental
image which claims to provide a subsidiary presemncan absent thing,
more precisely to events which are no longer thabsent in that sense,
but which were present to contemporaries when tioeyrred. Presence of
absence, absence of a previous presence — subk imdin paradox of
memory as representation of past events. The Gradka first word for
this paradoxical phenomenon, the waitton that we may translate by
image, effigy, or representation. And they had heotword,mimesis to
say the relationship between the present imagettandbsent thing, the
past event. This paradox — presence of absencenabdsf a previous
presence — works as an aporia at the heart of tl@mgmenology of
memory. And it is transferred as such from memorhistory. At its first
stage, the documentary one, history relies ortrdmesleft behind by the
memory of past events; and the problematic oftthee repeat that of the
eikonas mimesis This paradox too will accompany our whole travel,
the extent that it is at the last stage of theohisal process, at the literary
stage, that historical writing assumes the functibrepresenting the past.
We speak of a historical text as a true representaif the events whose
traces had been stored in our archives and whidhblkan questioned in
terms ofwhy?and because The ultimate test is the corroboration of this
basic claim of any historical piece of literatuby, opposition to fictional
literature, the claim to tell the truth about pasgénts. But the heritage of
memory at the level of history is still heavier. ieries are not only
images occurring suddenly within our minds with theh claim which we
said as regards past events, - they are image$ \ahictarget of a search,
the search which we call recollection. And recdltatis a kind of action,
even of practice, sometimes of art, the famousfaniemory about which
Frances Yates wrote her famous bdile Art of Memory This search has
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its own rules that Aristotle was the first to exglan his essailemoria et
Reminiscentid reminiscentia being the Latin word for recolleatio
Recollection has not only its own rules, but algbadilties and failures of
its own. It may be prevented by resistances, aseamed with Freud, it
may be manipulated, as we learn by the sociologkrafwledge and
especially of ideology, and it may be ordered, tascicurs within the
framework of ritual commemoration. These recollatsi have to do with
the loss of objects of love (or hatred); the woflm@mory is also a work
of mourning. These burdens too have to be takenantount by history.
The threat of haunting ghosts, the tendency to atepastead of
remembering, the threat of ideology, and also trelén of preserving the
traces against this wearing away of memory that ca# oblivion,
forgetfulness.

Such are the two kinds of heritage transferred froemory to history,
the true representation of the absent past, thestaecollection of the
traces left behind by the testimonies related & paents and preserved in
our archives. In summary the task of history ilftanherited from
memory, the twofold task of providing a true remation of past events,
that of building its construction as recollectivaconstruction of the past.
The question remains: does the fulfilment of thisktprovide a remedy to
the weaknesses and diseases pertaining tedhé status of memory and
to the search process of active recollection?

1. The documentary stage

It is as a scientific method that history starts jpb. We called
documentarythis initial stage of historical inquiry. What isdmcument
and to what extent are we allowed to speak of dectany evidence? Let
us start from the concept tface that we introduced earlier in relation
with the Greek notion o&ikon and mimesis An eikon we said, is the
present image of an absent thing, of a past evkiatwis no longer present
but which was present, whidiad been Trace is the remain of such a
present. These remains are immensely various atatolgeneous, from
pottery, tools, metals, stones to written documdtitsmainly with written
documents the historians have to do, archaeologgsbng with the other
kinds of remains. Those that Carlo Ginzburg galices index indicating
marks. Now these written documents are mainly amitstimoniedeft by
contemporaries. And it's to these written testinegnthat the scientific
procedures linked to the critique of testimonies aonnected since the
time of Lorenzo Valla, the author of tl@onation of Constantinen XV
century and with a more and more critical eye, also MahijllRichard
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Simon, Bayle and also Spinoza with Aigctatus Theologico-Politicu’s
Let us stay a while with the notion of testimonylamitique of testimony.
What is a testimony? It is mainly the declaratidraowitness who says
three things. 1) was there2) believe me or nd3) if you don’t believe my
word ask somebody elsewas there This claim is that of transmitted
memory. It's a word said publicly to somebody elsbo receives the
testimony and in some cases, those that interesnites it down. The
testimony, we say, isleposited But before that the witness has linked
within me and the same statement an account, ativerand an act of
selfdesignation thanks to which he or she ascertfais or her testimony,
what we callto attest The discursive act of testifying links togethgrain
objective account and a subjective involvement.

Such is the first component:was there Then, the second one: the
other directed dimension of the testimony; somebethe is asked to
believe my own word; this relationship of confideris the presupposition
of all kinds of contracts, pacts, treatises etcit®@alies the whole structure
of the linguistic community to which | belong. Ohet extent that the
witness is ready to renew and confirm his or hstin@ny, testimony may
be held as a basic institution. But testimony aitkl®wn weaknesses to
those of memory; for professional historians evtestimony may be held
as unreliable as long as it has not been confirBgdvhat? By some other
testimony. | mean the testimony of other people. Meee nothing better
than a confrontation between competing testimoriiég. outcome of this
critical process is what has been called documgregsidence. It has its
own limits. First, documents remain mute as longhey have not been
qguestioned. And questions are themselves dependentsubjective
interests and intellectual affinity with some sfiecevents, protagonists,
institutions, or social and political trends; fiettmore, some new
documents may always be discovered; as the logtaiis of evidence, it
relies more on falsification than on verificatiorinally, it concerns
propositions related to relatively discrete fadtsplying proper names,
scattered dates, places, verbs of action description statements
concerning circumstances, etc. Nevertheless thiendlaat there are no
such reliable historical statements is merely agtto the experience and
the practice of professional historians, who agrleeut limited strings of
facts, that we call historical facts. They congétthe scientific component
of the truth-claim raised by historical knowledde that extent history
may claim to be more remedy than poison to collectnemory. The
reliability of documentary evidence is enough tdedé the negationist
stance which denies the patient and unlimited camanit of the historian
at work at the archives.
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2. The explanatory stage

Enough for the documentary stage of historiograpiwyough the question
already implied at the documentary stage we aretdethe explanatory
stage of historiography. A question usually consaarhypothesis bearing
on a contention of historical facts. All questiare not about causes and
reasons, but these questions constitute the kefriktorical inquiry. In
that regard analytic philosophers of history aghtito take into account
the whole range of uses of the clausmxause ranging from causality
down to reasons for acting, motivation, and ematidacts. In this way
we should no longer oppose explanation and undetlistg or
comprehension. Henrik von Wright is right when hepmses for historical
explanatory devices a mixed model connecting whatchlls causal
segments and teleological segments. In fact priofegkshistorians are not
interested in these canonical distinctions whicle aot adjusted to
historical practice. Philosophers, including lodjicariented philosophers,
should derive their explanatory/comprehensive categ from the actual
way of dealing of professional historians. For thidm@ important question
concernsthe connection between economical, social, poljticaltural
factors, the temporal architecture of long or shdutration, the play
between macro- and micro-development — you dorgttee same things
from above as from below, social constraints ardeeao detect at the
macro-level; strategies of negotiation where pediglet with uncertainty
are easier to decode at the micro-level. In theesaay the relationship
between structures, conjunctures and events prdhieleepistemological
look with specific problems which are connectedhvilie layer-structure
of historical time for which we have no ready-mddgical procedures.
We have to look at the historian’s practice, ityywéraising questions and
solving problems. History has its own intellectpabcedures which have
been learned on the spot. Among the numerous pnsblaised by such
contemporary historians as the French member oftimales school with
and after F. Braudel | should like to isolate opedific problem which
concerns more directly our inquiry about the relaship between science
and art in historiography. It is the problem of nadities and more broadly
of representation as a rather new "object” for essfonal historians.
Representation constitutes the mental componert sécial action, the
symbolic mediation of every social transaction. tblimns have to be
interested into the connection between representtnd actions, to the
extent that history itself is a kind of represeiotatof the ways in which
the social bond itself gets construed, including itkentities proceeding
from this linkage.



20 Chapter One

Representations in that way belong both to the mefsted objects of
history and to the historical process itself. ttie place where science and
art join their resources. Representations are kdaigts and mental
processes that may be approached from without gtoke phenomena
and from within as subjective devices with which sleare empathic
feelings. This is why the history of representatisrso problematic, but
also so interesting to scrutinise. The unstabldtipasof historiography
midway between science and art is quite perfeeiected in thedealing
of such good historians as Georges Duby writinguaBithe time of the
cathedrals” or “monks, warriors and womén”.

With the history of representations, history taked of itself as part
of the representation component of the historieality itself. We are led
in this way from the explanatory/comprehensive phafshistoriography to
the literary phase.

3. The literary phase

The third part of my paper will be devoted to thierary phase which
brings history closer to art. Two main problems nheyraised. The first
concerns the means, the procedures, which corgribaitthe literary
structure of the historical work. The second conséhe end, the finality,
of these operations. It's with the second probleat all difficulties linked
to the notion of representation come to the forgfradConcerning the
means, the strategies, the operation, the procgdie first thing to say is
that the literary representation cannot be redtcedmere verbal garment
added or superimposed to a discourse, the cohemnehich would be
completed before this stage; the verbal stratetfies we will describe
bring with themselves an intelligibility of theimm which will play its
role in the whole process of giving an accountaighful account of the
past. The specific ressources of the representatege is humerous and
complex. We have first of all the narrative formtloé historical discourse.
In Time and Narrativél took the narrative as the basic structure abhjs
writing and supported the claim of the so-calledrat@vist interpretation
of the historical understanding. Today | am moreticas and suggest to
reserve the discussion of the role of narrativahi third stage of the
historiographical operation. Why? Because, if yoldhistory-writing as
a species of the genre storytelling, then you hanrisk of dealing with the
narrative as an alternative mode of understandihgtha level of
explanation. To my mind the pair ‘explanation — ersfanding’ or
‘comprehension’ has to be dealt with as a distitagtic within the
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framework of the relation between the questishy? and the answer
because

Telling is not a substitute for explanation. Nehetess, the narrative
form brings with itself all the ressources of ifiggbility linked to the act
of emploting, emplotment. But not everything islatpn history writing;
the conjunction between structure, conjuncturenevaise a problem of
an explanatory kind, not merely of a narrative kiMdu are right to speak
of plot and emplotment when the concrete interactlmetween the
protagonist of social action comes to the forefrdtis this dramatic —
sometimes tragic-dimension of human action whickegjian opportunity
for a narrative representation of past eventshis tegard a typology of
the situation able to generate conflicts, confrbaie, but also deals of all
kinds, promises, treatises, exchanges provide matdtetelling. For the
Annales Schoadt'’s the event-layer of the whole historical prog&gich is
offered to narrative description, to narrative agtoto story telling. To
support with some reservation the claim of the atavist school we can
say the structure have to become conjuncture anpincture to become
event in order that history may be written. Themsthing happens -
events happen. Real people do real things. Thesenwthing to tell. But
telling is not the only device pertaining to thedary phase. The rhetorical
side of narrative should be taken apart from thec@ss of narrating. By
rhetoric devices | mean two different things. Weeotwo Aristotle’s
Rhetoric an useful distinction between the different uses poblic
discourse: deliberation, judiciation, and demortigtra They correspond to
three paradigmatic situations: the public assemthiy, tribunal, and the
audiences summoned by such situations as gamemlsbuwrictories,
defeat; then particular discourses assume the fofmlaudatio or
deploratig praise or blame or mourning, as funeral discoutss a
qguestion whether historical discourse may get rimnf praise, blame,
deploration, mourning. Classical historians suchThakydides praising
Pericles, seventeenth century historians praidimgKing were allowed
too to blame tyrannical figures. And today it's ioggible to write a
history of the holocaust without assuming the staraf blaming,
condemning the perpetrators and mourning the victidas praise been
disappearing from historical discourse? Praise rehimess according to
the diversity of the forms of greatness in demacrsocieties. What is at
stake is the very structure of a discourse aimirigtaresting, convincing,
and persuading the readers; there is a pact betiheemistorian as writer
and the public as a reading public; in this respengttoric is the whole of
devices aiming at persuading the reader that titenis right. But rhetoric
cannot be reduced to strategy of conviction; itlsoaa strategy of



22 Chapter One

persuasion; here come the socalled figures of disep the figurative
dimension of language Vico analysed and even prediometaphor,
metonymy, synecdoche, but also irony; such figueatievices get mixed
with the procedures of narration and with the stes of argumentation,
contributing in this way to the logic of probabjlitvhich prevails in the
discourse of Humanities. We should not forget tpabbability and
persuasion constitute the objective and subjectides of rhetorics.
Convincing and persuading constitute the corretateplica from the part
of the receiver, of the reader of the historicarkvd third device has to
be added to the two preceding ones: the narratidetize rhetorical. This
last one is the most problematic; it concerns ttnategy of depiction
added to that of conviction and of persuasion;dépiction bring history
close to fiction. The depiction of situations, obucse of action, of
characters, of dramatic events, with the stresb dai accidents, breaks,
leaps, discontinuities, brings historical worksselao epic, tragedy, and
for us modern, to the novel. It's a fact that 18émtury’s historical works
were contemporary to the production of the mostréagive novels from
Balzac to Tolstoj and Dostojevski. The danger tiethat of complete
fictionalisation of historical discourse. This dangould be anticipated, to
the extent that history as the heir of memory & ahe heir of the main
aporias of memory, the aporia of taion of the image as the presence,
the presentation, the representation of an absémy twvhich was present
when it occurred. The link between presence andratgswas already the
enigma of the mnemonic image. How an absent thamghe re-presented
in an actual image, which claim to be theage of This aporia of memory
was still aggravated by the fact that an imagehefgast is not only found
but searched for, and in a sense forged, elabgretedtrued, established,
such was the problem of recollection — as faithfillese two aporias of
memory return at the level of history writing inettiollowing way. The
guestion is whether history provides a more faltithage of past events
than memory. Of course its scope is broader, imaféise past proposed
by history are not private images but public imagsspported by
documentary evidence and the coherence of explgndg&vices; history
in that sense looks as a remedy to the weaknendediseases of memory.
We may speak of history as of learned memory, ticatimemory. But
that positive assessment should not prevent us fieing watchful as
concerns the specific deviations generated by ttexgss of history
writing. The paradox is that the narrative, thetohieal, and above all the
fictional strategies proper to this stage of hisigraphy tend to
overshadow the intentionality of historical knowdgegd namely the claim to
tell the truth about the past. The concrete amalydtvoted to the



