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whether or not there is specifically "historical™
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makes implicit use of general laws and is, hence,
logically similar to sclentific explanation, is
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king toward an answer to the main problem, the
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INTRGDUCTION

Patrick Gardiner opens his book, The Nature of
. i
Historical Bxplanation, with the words, "‘Explanastion' ig a
]

P

vague concept." If to ask what we mean b§'"explanation“ as
it is used in éveryday gspeech presents a diffioult probl-.em9
the problem of historical explanation is even more difficult.
Difficult as it is, the problem of how we explain historical
events is basic to, and an integral part of several other
questions asked in the philosophy of history. The most
interesting of these is probably the guestion of whether or
not history is a science. At first glance such a question
appears quite simple, but, in fact, it ieg not, for what
eXactly do we mean by "science"? I think it can be said that
normally we know how td use the word "science". For ex=mple,
most of us would agree that physics is a sclence. The question
of whebther or not history is a science, however, cannot be
ansvered quite so clearly,

The reagscn it 1s difficult to answer the question of

whether ox not history is & sclence 1g that the questicn

L

Patrick Gardiner, The Nature of Historical Explanation,
(London. Ozford University Press, L166L), o

£

1bid., psl.
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itsell contains an ambiguity. As the question has been
phrased, "Is history a science?" this ambiguity is not
noticeablé. 1, however, I were to consider that the word
"seience' implies laws and that, therefore, the question,
"Is histéry a sclence?" can be reformulated by the question,
"Are there historical laws?Y" the ambiguity to which I am
referring would become clearer. If "historical laws" be
understood in the sense of laws govérning the process of
history, then it should be clear that the "history" involved
in the question, "Is history a science?" aﬁd the ”history"
involved in the qﬁestion of lews governing the process of
higtory, refer to two different things. The former refers to
the gubject of history or the study of history or the past,
and the latter refers to the past itself. Thus there are two
"higtories", one which is studied and one which is the study
itself. The reason this ambigulty passes unnoticed is probably
because we are accustonmed to thinking of "sclence" as a study
and, hence, are led to attach the corresponding meaning to
"history". This distinction might seem to be quite trivial
once it has been made, but there are several points where
the philosophers discussed in this thesis overlook the
distinction and, therefore, T think, fail to see the issues
in their proper perspective°.

The problem of whether or not history is a science
can partly be answered by attempting to determine whether

or not historians and scienbists treat their subject matter



in theAsame way. Part of the way in which they treat their
subject matter falls under the problem of how they explain
events and phenomena within the context of their respective
disciplines. It will be the aim of this thesis-to attempt
to determine whether or not there is such a thing as hig-
torical explanation. If there is historicel, as opposed to
scientific explanation, if things are explained in a different
way in history than they are in scifnce, then it would seem
that at least there is some ground for saying that history
is not a science. 1f, on the other hand, historical and
scientific explanations are in essence one and the same,
there is at least some ground for saying that history is a
seicnce. |

The problem, then, with which I shall deal in thig
thesis is that of historical explanation. I shall not attempd
to determine whether or not history is a science, although
any attempt to come to terms with the first problem should
illuminate the latter. The two are closely connscied,
although it would seem that the latter is a much broader
problem. Philosophers dealing with the problem of historical
explanation often appear to prejudge the problem of whether
or not history is a sclence, or should or should not be seen
as a science. Thus, the philosopher who thinks history is,

* ]

or can be, a science will as a result atbtempt Lo show that

o
|C‘l"
o

o no

n essence

[
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istorical and scientific explanations
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differ; in other words, that there igs no such thing as



specifically "historical" explanation.

In atéempting to»see‘whether or not there is such
a thing as "historical" explanation I shall first want to
see what it“means to eiplain somethihg, I have chosen to
begin with an exsmination of Carl G. Hempel's article, "The
Function of General Laws in History",5 because in elaiming
that all explanation, and, thereforé, historical explanation,
conforms to one pattern, he takes an extreme position., I
shall then exawmine the arguments of one of his chiel critics,

4
Williem H. Dray, whose book, Laws and Explanation in History,

is an attempt to undermine the Hempelian position., Having
looked at the arguments for and against the Hempeiian account
of explanation, I shall examine another common type of
explanation - causal explanation. This will entail an analysis
of what it means to say that something "causes" something
else, This done, I shall proceed to analyze what it means to
"explain" something, what we mean when we use the word
"explain" in common discourse. As background material, I

shall pléce heavy emphasis on a third work, The Nature of

b
Historical Explsnation, by Patrick Gardiner. Finally, I

shall attempt to determine whether or not there is such a
thing as "historical" explanation and if there is, what it

would mean. As a secondsry and subordinate issue, 1 shall,

k Gardiner, ed

1
inois: The Tree Press,
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in the process of attempting to solve the main problem,
critically analyze parts of the three works mentioned above,
in an attempt to glean from them what seems to me to be of

value in answering the principal guestion.
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HEMPEL'S POSITION

It is Hempel's purpose to shOW’"thét general laws
have quite analogous functions in hisﬁory and in the natural
gsciences, that they form an indispensable instrument of
historical research, and that they even constitute the
common basis of various procedures which are often con-
sidered as characteristic of the social in contradistinction
to the natural scienees."l The word "indispensable" is of
importance in respect to the criticisms of Williem Dray,
who, as will be seen later, makes great issue of the necesegity
of laws in history.

Having stated his purpose, Hempel goes on to define
a general law as "a statement of universal conditional form
which 1s capable of being confirmed or disconfirmed by
suibtable empirical findiﬂgsg”z Since "law" suggests that
confirmation has taken place, Hempel substitutes the term
"universal hypothesis™., Such an hypothesis would:

assert a reguiarity»of the following type: In every-

cagse where an event of a specified kind C occurs at

a certain place and time, an event of a specified

kind B will occur at a place and time which is

related in a specified manner to the place and
time of the occurrence of the first event. (The

1 . - . . .
"The Function of General Laws in History", in
Patrick Gardiner, ed., Theories of History (Glencoe: The Free
Press, 1959), p. 345,

[
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symbols "C" and "E" have been chosen to suggest the
terms "cause" and "effect', which are often, though
by no means always, applied to events related by a
law of the above kind.)

The main function of general laws in the
natural sciences is to comnect events in patterns which
are usually referred ©to as explanation and prediction.?d

Next comes the section so often quoted in monogrephs on
historical explanation:

The explenation of the occurrence of an event of
some specific kind ¥ at a certain place and time
congsists, as it is usually expressed, in indicating
the causes or determining factors of . Now the
asgertion that a set of events - say of the kinds
Cq1, C2, ¢oey Op = have caused the event to be ex-
plained, amounts to the statement that, according
to certain general laws, a set of events of the
kinds mentioned is regularly accompanied by an event
of the kind E., Thus, the scientific explanation of
the event in question consists of
(1) a set of statements asserting the occur-
rence of certain events Cy,..., Cp ab
certain times and places,
(2) & set of universal hypotheses, such that

(a) the statements of both groups
are reasonably well confirmed by
empirical evidence,

{b) from the two groups of statements
the sentence asserting the
occurrence of an event ¥ can be
logically deduced.®

Having defined the termg "law", "cause", and "ex-
planation" as he sees them, Hempel goes on to give an
example., He then states three criteria of a scientific

explanation. The determining conditions (Cj,.ce, C and the

n)
explanandum must logically follow the explanans.

Scientific prediction has the same logical structure

“Loc. cit.,

N s
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as the above scientific explanation. The difference is that
in explanation the initial conditions are gought, whereag in
prediction the "effect™ is sought. ldeally, then, an
explanation could in a-different function serve as a prediction,
but only ideally. Explanations are rarely stated sc completely
that a prediction could be made from them. This would require
logical deduction from the explanans - in other words,
criterion 2(b) of the above.

Hempel goes on to say that, "The preceding counsidera-

tions apply to explanation in history as well as in any

other branches of empirical science. Historical explanation,
too, aims at showing that the event in question was not la
matter of chance'!, but was to be expected in view of certain
antecedent o1 simultaneous conditionso"5 Bxplenation in
history, therefore, is logically similér to scientific
explanation but it is seldom complete in the sense that

the laws it presupposes are not explicitly stated. Hempel
gives two reasons for this. First, the universal hypotheses
used are considered familiar to everybody through everyday
experience and, hence, to state them would only be super-
fluous. Second, it would be difficult in many cases to
formulate these implicit laws in an explicit, precise form

conduaive to logical deduction and in agreement with all

. .
PIbid., pp. 348-349.



relevant empirical data, What historians actually give
ingtead of a full explanation is whalt Hempel calls an
"explanation sketeh'. This sketch gives vague reference
to laws and initial conditions and indicates possible
direction for fubure ressesarch which will "f£ill it out",
rendering it closer to the ideal form of éxplanation.-

| At this point Hempel spends considerable time in
demonsfrating that in many cases in which it appears that
laws are unsuited to the tybe of explanation, laws are
actually indispensable. He concludes by stating that he isg
"entirely neutral with respect to the problem of ‘'speci-

fically historical 1aws‘"06 He openly admits that the use

of laws from other fieldé of research is prevalent but
that this is not to say that there are not laws of hig-~
torical as opposed to socioclogical value; nor, of course,
is this to imply that there are such laws. It is Hempel's
purpose in this paper neither to prove or disprove their
existence, nor to demonstrate a way of distinguishing
historical from sociological laws should there exist such
laws,

In general, then, Hempel sets out a model of the
logic of explanation as it is found in the physical scilences
and claims that historical explanation is logically similar

and can be made to approximate the model agymptotically as

®Ibid., p. 355.

i
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the implicit laws are made explicit. It is important here
to note that logical similarity is Whét ig important to
Hempel. That Hempel considers the logical form of historical
explanation to be similar to that of his scientific model
does not imply that the purposes of history and science are
the same. Both, Hempel would claim, use laws to explaina,
but, whereas the primary purpose of history is to explain
individual efents, the primary purpose of science ig to
search for general laws, This distinction between logical
form and purpose is not as obvious as it might seem.,]7

May Brodbeck hss this in mind when she writes,
"Controversies over whether or not history is a science
typically fail to distinguish two differeant questions. The

first is whether or not the historian seeks to establish

e ———

laws; the second is whether or not the historian utilizes

;
jaws."8 This distincetion would appear to be an obvious one.
There 1s a brief passege in Hempel's article, however, which
is daifficult to interpret in the light of this distinctiong

It is a rather widely held opinion that history, in
contradistincetion to the so-called physical sciences,
is concerned with the description of particular
events of the past rather than with the search for
general laws which might govern those events. As a
characterization of the type of problem in which
some higtorians are mainly interested, this view
probably cannot be denied; as a statement of the
theoretical function of general laws in scientific
historical research, it is certainly unaccepbable.®

‘¢f. Maurice Mandelbaum, "Historical Explanation: the
Problem of 'Covering Laws'", History and Theory, I (1961),
229«242,8 .

May Brodheck, ed., Readings in the Philosophy of the
Social Sclences (New York: Macmillan, 1968), p. 358,

Q .
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The word "search" here causes some difficulty. Does Hempel
suggest tﬁat hiséorians ought to attempt to establish laws,
does he want us to understand that historians merely
utilize lawsY Throughout the remainder of the article
he emphasizes the implieit use of laws by historiang. If
"search" is connected with the utilization of lawg, then
Hempel must be using it in the sense of searching for the
appropriate laws which are applicable to the instance in
question.
It is because of this distinction that we should not
accuse Hempel btoo strongly of trying to make history into
& sclence. Scisantists search for laws. Historiansg, to Hempel,
only use them. The historian can become more of a sclentist
he makes his explanations approximate more closely to the
model. It would seem, then, that here the historian has a
criterion by which he cah judge the explanatory power of his
work. This criteriqn, however, may tell him only how closgely
hig explanation approximates to the scientific model. The
guestion is still open as to whether there can be other
riteria for explanation. The very fact that Hempel outlines
model implies that we can define "explanation". In other
words, there is only one type of ex@lanationg Iﬁ is impos-
sible to explain anything other than scilentificslly. One has
a8 stbrong feeling that Hempel is imposing his model on us,

1

. F Al : . ~117 A ~ el - A
that he is defining what explanation should be rather than
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observing the instances of "explanation, The very fact
that he does not use the word "model'" but rather that it is
used by his critie, William Dray, might indicate that
Hempel is not entirely aware of the fact that he is giving
a stipulative, rather than a reportive definition (stipu-
lative with respect to fields of study other than physical
science, although, perhaps, reportive for the physical
sciences), What Hempel actually does is to abstract a
definition of "explanation” from the physical sciences and

generalize 1ts usage.
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WILLIAM DRAY'S CRITIQUE OF HEMPEL'S POSITICN
Williem Dray refers to thal type of theory proposed

1

by Hempel as the "covering law model".” He gives this theory

the adjective "covering" "because it makes use of the notion
of bringing a case under a law, i.e. 'covering' it with a

2
law"; that is, "explanation is achieved, and only achieved,

by subsuming what is to be explained under a general 1”we"5

It is his primary aim in his book, Laws and Bxplanation in

Higtory, to "argue that if we are to produce a helpful
account of the logic of explanation in history, more is
required than a mere 'loosening up' of the covering law
model. This model is in Tact, so misleading that it ouvght
to be abandoned as a basic account of what it is to give an
explanationo“4

Dray starts his attack on Hempel's model by writing,
"The contention I want to examine is that an explanation
somechow requires a law, that it is not complete unless the
law in question has been verified by an appropriate em-

e o 5 )
pirical procedure."” In other words, Dray wants to show

1Laws and Explanstion in History (London: Oxford
University Press, 1957), p. 1.
ZLoc cit.

&

5;00{_313,
41pid., p. 19,

.
“Ibid., p. 22.

o
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that the covering law model is not a necessary condition of
giving an explanation.

Dray invents a case of a positivist trying to
convince an historian that he does use laws even though he
may not be immediately aware of it. After the historian has
rendered his explanation, the positivist will make explicit
what he considers to be implicit in the historisn's explana-
tion. The historian, on hearing this implieitwrenderedm
explicit law, Dréy c¢laims, would probably hedge abt being
committed to such a specific form of law. Dray cites

6 where the

Hempel's example of the Dust Bowl farmers,

historian would probably refuse to admit a law such as,

"Farmers will always leave dry land when damper areas are

accessible." The positivist would then make the law a more

general one in the hope that the higtorian would concede.

In the case cited ithis might be, "Populations will {tend

to migrate to regions which offer better living conditions.,"

Dray claims that the historian would continue to hedge

until a point is reached where it becomes difficult "to

conceive of anything which the truth of the law would rule

out. "’
Here it is important to note what, I think, is the

issue that would make historians baulk at Hempel's version

“Ibid., p.26.

"Ibid., p. 29



of explanation - namely, the problem of the universaiity of

-

of his laws. Hempel has done more than merely move to a
higher level of generality when he passes from "Farmers

will always leave dry land when damper areas are accessible"B
to "Populations will tend to migrate to regicens which offer
betﬁer living conditions," The important words in these
statements are respectively, "always" and "tend". The
meaning of "always" is dquite étraightforward but "tend" is
more complei, "Always" implies univergality, The historian
might be quite happy to concede the first statement if the
word "always" was deleted and replaced hy reference to a
tendency. I do noct think Hempel used the word "tend" without
good reason. He must have realized that it was the type of
word the histofian would use 1f pressed to state a law,

That is, the historian might agree to a law with the word
"Yend", but not containing "always". This is because "tend"
impliés non-universality. This can be seen if we contrast

"I always tend to ..." with "I sometimes tend to0 ...." The
former mekes sense but the word "always'" seems unnecessary.
The latter expression appears to be all.right but it certainly
is not commonly used. For instance, I might say, "I sometimes
eat too much rich food"™, or, "I tend to eat too mﬁoh rich

food," The first expression states a fact, sums up what

8Hempel did not actually make this statement, but
I shall assume he would agree that historians would not
accept 1it.
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happens when I am at a party where there is a great quantity
of rich food évailablen The sscond statement may refer to

the same Siﬁuations but places the emphasis on a characteris-
tic of mine - that I have a tendency to eat too much rich
food. Since a tendency is a characteristic of mine, it can
be seen as something relatively stable. I do not have a
tendency to do A one day and not to do A the next day. When

I say that I tend to eat too much riech food, this would be
translated as saying that I like rich food to the point

where I will make myself uncomfortable by eating too much of
it. "Tend"” is often used Lo replace "usually". "Sometimes
and "usually" do not have the same meaning, quite obviously.
"Sometimes" would mean "once in a while", perhaps "less than
fifty per cent of the time", "Wsually"” would mean "most of the
time". Thus, to say, "I sometimes tend to ...", would be
translated as "I gometimes usually ..." which mekes no

gense,

Thus in Dray's example of the historian's moving
from statements of lesser to statements of greater generality,
he is quite right. The historian probably would only stop at
a level of generality where the statement of the law would

be no more than a triviality, provided all the statesments

were universal. In the example he has used, however, I think

the historian would stop at the second statement - that
"Populations will tend to migrate to regions which offer

better living conditions". The reason why the historian
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would accept this statement is basic and crucial to the

whole issue of whether of not the Hempelian position can be
maintained. He accepts it because there is always a way out.

He can always say, providing he makes his explanationArest

on the stabement about populations tending to do A, that in
the particular case they may not actually do A. In other words,
the historian, if he is to graant the use of laws, will mean

hy "law" some statement of a probabilistic nabure as opposed
to a universal statement.

Dray is not satisfied with leaving the problem here.
Positivists are quite willing to go this far,9 A probabilistic
statement sbill comes under the general heading "law"., At
this point the Dray-Hempel controversy appears to bhe lin-
guistic. It apbears that what is at stake is whelher or not
probabilistic statements are "lawg". There is also some
ambiguity in the term "probabilistic". If this is to mean
"if C, then there is X per cent chance of E" the historian
is again likely to’baurllco For one thing, he does not have
such figures at his fingertips and so it is quite obvious
that he cannot be using them to give an explanation, If
"probabilistic” means just something other than "if C, then
always ®", such as "if €, then usually &Y, the historian

may admit that he does use such "laws" but was not aware that

9. . s . s .

Hempel in William H. Drsy, ed., Philosophical
Analysis and History ( New York: Harper and Row, 1966],
op. LOOTT .
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he 4id until the dquestion had been brought forward. Dray
geems willing to grant this point, but, albthough it is now
more difficult for the historian to repudiate any particular
candidate {law], yet it does not make it impossible. It is
8611l open to him to make nonsense out of the claim that he
is logically committed to anything of importence by insisting
ﬁhat the qualification df the 1aw‘be increased from 'usually'
to 'often', or from 'often' to 'sometimes’"elo Here, however,
I think bray ig not really refuting anything. Instead, the
historian is merely substituting the "often ¥ law for the "u=-
‘sually' law., Dray might not be willing to grant thig. In ang
case, his next point is sufficient to refute the positivist:
Does the "law'", "Whenever C then usually BV, really
explain the fact that in this case an E followed a €Y
Would not the same "law" have ‘“explained", in the
same sense, the non-occurrence of an ® as well?

eeo its explanatory force does not extengd. to
particular occurrences falling under it.+*

One must sdmit that here Dray has put rig finger on
a weakness in any type of probabilistic law. To sey that
because we have the law thabs fiftty per cexnt of all coins
flipped end up tails does not explain in the sense of "if ¢
then B" why the coin in front of us when flipped landed tails.

Even a law having ninsty-nine per cent probability does not

loLaws and Explanation in History (London; Oxford
University Press, 1957), p. 3l.

Loc. cit,
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"explain" the event subsumed under it. The event to be
éXplaineé might have becen of the remaining one per cent. .
Here Hempel's c¢!:im of the logical similarity
between prediction and explanation would appear to break
GGWﬂ, It seems as if the ninety-nine per cent statement
would explain but not predict. This is true as far as the
individual event is concerned. As May Brodbeck points out,
statistical statements have reference to classes of indi-
viduals and as such can prediot "only a so-~called mass event,
that is, the frequency with which an attribute will be
distributed in the given classe"l2 Thus, Brodbeck clainms,
a statistical law is Just as "uhiversal", when its terms of
reference are considered, as is the type of law that usually
goes by that name. Once these terms of reference or applica-
bility ere understood, it is readily seen that Hempel's
stetement of logical similarity bebtween prediction and
explanation 1s correct. Brodbeck gives an examplalS to show
that although this similarity is not eapparent, it is the
case., In this example we can explain why certain animals
survive a flood (because animals which can swim are more
likely to survive) but we could not have predicted that they

would survive. The error here is in singling out particular

12"Exp1amation, Prediction, and 'Imperfect' Xnowledge',
in liay Brodbeck, ed., Readings in the Philosophy of the
Social Sciences (New York: Macmillan, 19687, De 877,

Y31via., pp. 377-378.
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animals. We cannot explain why an individual animal survived
but can gtate that more animals that can swim survived.

Statistical laws, then, even for a positivist like
Brodbeck, do not explain individual occurrences on the
positivist model. Here Brodbeck and Dray are in agreement.
in the above quotaticn from Dray the "Would the same'law!'

not have 'explained'!, in the same sense .,." 1

n

Aimportant.
Dray is not saying that the "law" doeg expléin but only that
if it does explain for the positive case, it does likewise
for the negetive case. The positivists, however, are likely
to claim that statistical laws only indicabe our ignorance
of thne set of universsl laws that when combined in a
gpecified manrsr would yield the stvatistical result. For the
positivist, fof example, it should theoretically be possible
to predict the side on which g coln will land, when flipped,
if all the initial conditions are given. The laws of mechanlcs
would gilve the position and angle of inclination of the coin
at any time from the initial conditions, so one would merely
calculate the angle of inclinabion the coin would have after
an elapsed time when it has returned to the hand. Thig would
be an immsnsely complicated procedure, however, and would
require accurate and detailed measurement of many factors,
The statistical law will tell that the coin has a fifty per
cent chance of landing on either side no matter what the
initial conditions were. For this reason gstatistical laws

may appear tce be just summaries of obsgervations. vhat is
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happening here is that the positivist is sllowing the
statistical law to stand until he can substitute it with
a set of detailed universal laws, This is why Dray is so
adamant in his refusal to accept any byve of law, even a
vague probabilistic law of the "if C, then usually E" type.
The "usually" is made to suffice by the positivist for a
statistical iaw, which in turn is made to suffice until
a set of universal laws 18 available. The "usually" , in a
way, holds open the position in the model for universal lavs.
SQ'far, Dray has eliminated several alternatives to
which the positivist can push the historian. If the lawsg are
universal they must be so general as to be triviael. If they
are probabilistic in one way or another they do nolt explain
particular occurrences., The pcositivists, it might seem, still
have a way out. Hempel openly adwmits that historians do not
explicitly use laws. They give "explanation sketcheg" which
require "filling out" (making explicit the implicit laws
which allow movement from "cause" to "effect") rather than

complete explanations. Dray gives the examplel4 of

a
supposed law for the explanation of Louis XIV's uapopularity,
"Rulers who pursue policies detrimental to their subjects!

interests become unpopular.” The historian would refuse thié

because it does not specifly the policies; rulers who pursue

Laws and Bxplanation in History (London: Oxford
B " \ 7 rE
gy J 57
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any policies detrimentsal to their subjeots; interests are
not necessarity unpopular; it depends on the total situation.
Ardialectic is then set up between positivist and historian,
the positivist willing to incorporate Whatéver the historian
feels necessary into the law. Eventually the "law" has the
form, "Rulers who do X, ¥, Z ... become unpopular.” It
Beoomeé ever more difficult for the historian to deny that
the law allows prediction of the unpopularity of the ruler.
(Prediction is important here because it is the positivists!
criterion for completion of an explanation.) It might be
argued at this point, says Dray, that the specific laws
arrived at at each point in the dlalectic are not logically
required by the historian's explanation. The historien need
not at any point accept the temporary "law". As Dray put it,
"o matter how complicated the expression with which we
complete a statement of the form 'E because ...', 1t is part
of the 'logic' of such 'because' statements that additions to
the explanatory clause are never ruled out by our acceptance

15

of the original statement.”

L)

It is easy to give an example

=

of what Dray means. Suppose I want an explanation of why
the light went on, Someone says that it went on because he
turned it on. I retort that that does not explain why the
light went on. He could reply that it went on because he

turned it on and bhecause the light bulb was a new one that

15rh14a,, p. 25.
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workédo This could obviously go on for quite some time. The
positivist might argue in the case of Louis XIV that some
law is required, "Any ruler pursuing pélicies and in
circumstances exaétly like those of louls XIV would become
unpopular." Thus, some sort of generality is logically
involved, but it turns out to be a vacuous one. The "exactly",
as Dray put it, "rules out the possibility Which calling it
allaw! at first seems to envisage."l6

According to Dray, then, the positivist model, such
as that given by Hempel, says somebthing about explanation,
but its conclusions are pushed too far. First, if any laws
explain, only universal, and not probabilistic laws do so.
Second, such "laws" are of two types. They are either so
geﬁeral that they explain anything, or else they can be used
to explain only the specific case in question. An example of
the latter type of "law" is cited by Dray, "Any people like

the French in the aSpects specified would dislike a ruler

like Louls in the respects gpeeified, This, Drsy claims,

is hardly what the positivists would call & law in the

scientific sense. It is not "“the sort of thing which could
18

be ‘Tappealed to', or "used'",

Dray's next step is to attempt to show that what the

6
“1pia., p. 36,
Yrvid., p. 58,

8. .
Loc, cit.
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positivist considers to be empirical laws in the historian's
explanation are really only principles of inference. He
claims that the "law" which the historian admitted "was
elicited simply by means of the ﬂeﬁand that the hisﬁorian

be consistent."? In other words, if the historian says that

then this.statement "commits him, in

E because Cl A Cn,

consistency, to reasoning in a similar way in any further
cages which may turn up, since he claims universal validity
for the corresponding argument, 'p so q’"ozo Dray thinks

that this explains why, in the case given above, the historien
refused to admit that he was committed to a law when set upon
by the positivist. The historian probably pelieves that such

a complex series of circumstences as that symbolized by Yp"
will never recur. Thus, he is unlikely to assent to the
stetement or Ylaw" , "if (whenever) p then ¢". If the hypotheti-
cal were to have a nmeaning such that "if such an unlikely
complexity of circumstances (p) were ever to recur, then ¢",
Dray claims, then the histofian would probably accept it. It
is the "whenever" which bothers the historian. Whalt Dray wants
to do is to "make a digtinctlion between general statements
which express empirical generalizations and those which

merely project in generel terms the argument of the higtorian

- ,
Ivid., p. 59

“01pia., p. 4.
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in a particular case."

In other wordé, Dray would gay, the historien does
not draw>upon a stock of laws when he wants tc explain. He
does not use statements of "if C then B form, but for the
sake of consistency he is forced to-a&mit that when he says,
"B because C", should such a complex, C, again occur then
E would folléw, or if the complex, E, occurs then it must
have occurred because of a similar complex, C, The "if C then

E" thus results from the historian's argument and not the

argument from the "if ¢ then EY.
Dray writes:

Distinguishing between empirical laws and
principles of inference also helps to explain how the
logician could remain so firmly convinced that,
despite the historian's reluctance to agree, the
explanation must exhibit the pattern set forth: in
the model. For the logician will regard it as obvious
that every rational argument must have a principle =
a kind of covert universality which is brought out
by what L have called the demand for consistency.

A fTew pages later he writes:

There is no point in saying that it [the law] is
used or functions, in the explanation; and there
is 1 no point 1n ass ertlng it except to regluter one's o3
beliefl that the 1nference drawn was a reasonable one.
The two important words here are "consigtency" and

"reasonable". Dray seems to think that the positivists want

2l1pid., p. 42,

F8rpia., p. 42,



to draw up a logical model where the "if - then'" funclions
only as a logical connective, such that if the historian ever
states Cy «.. Cp again he will have to use "if C then E" for
the sake of logical consistency. Thé positivist would queétion
why the inferences were reasonable and how they setisfy the
demand for consistency. It is not enough to say that the
historian will reason consistently if similar circumstances
occur again. The historian does not believe that they ever
will, so any promise he makes to be consistent is in reality
a promise he does not think he will ever have to keep. The
positivist claims that the cogency of the historian's
explanation lies in a different type of consistency and
reasonableness. The inference is reasonabhle because it fits
in with what the historian has learned aboul how people
regularly behave. What he says in his explanation is con-
sistent with what he has observed sbout people in his
everyday life. Although these regularities and observations may
not be empirical laws in a strict sense, they do provide
8 basis for explanation which 1s somewhat more tangible
than the logical comnections which Dray seems to be claiming
the posgitivists have in mind, or to which he reduces their
argument,

Having examined some of Dray's more cogent arguments
against the necessity of covering laws for explanation, I

shall now look at his argument that even if there were a set
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of laws or generalizations of which the event to be explained
is an instance, this set would not be sufficient to explain
the event. Basically, Dray's argument against sufficiency

is, that by saying that A happens because that is what

always happens we are not necessarily explaining A,

Dray gives the example of an -explanation of the
éeizure of a motor-car en,g-;ineezéL The answer, says a mechanic,
is that there is a leak in the oll reservolr, This knowledge,
that when there is a lesk iﬁ the o0il reservoir the engine
will seize, may have been obtained by induction. This, however,
would not explain why such a leak would lead to a seizure.
Such an explanation would require information as to how the
lubrication system works and why it is necessary for the
operation of the car. It would be necessary to trace a
continuous series of events from the leakage to the seizure.

There are two objections, says Drey, to this "model
of continuous series", but both can be answered. The chain
of events can be made more and more conplete and, hence,
the most complete series will be the best explanation. Also,
each link in this chain of evenlts is subsumed under a
generslization of the form that it always follows events
of the type preceding it in the chain. Both of these objections,
Dray answers by what he calls the "pragmatic dimension" of

explanation. In answer to the first objecticn, Dray says

*Ivid., pp. 67-68.
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that a particular series may be continuous for one person
but not for amother. What is an explanation for the meghanio
may not be so for the J,aynian° Whether a series can be said
to explain or not is depen&entAon who the explainer and
explainee are, or what 1is presupposed without explicit
mention in the explanatory series. Thus, the series does

not have.to be of infinite length to explain, There is a
point where it can be said to explain for every individual
but this point will very, depending on how Much knowledge
the person has to whom the event is belng explained,

The second objection is also answered pragmatically
but it is not so obvious how, at first. It is true that ths
gross event may be explained by sub~laws. That is, the
seizure of the.engine can be explained by giving the series
each event of which may be subsumed under a lsw. The sub-law
ig, thus, part of the explanation of the gross event bhut does
not cover it;.the sub-law also covers the sub-event but does
not explain it. The sub-event would be explained by 8 series
of sub-sub-events with their corresponding sub-sub-laws.
These sub-sub-laws would not explain their sub-sub-events
and so, it would appear, an infinite regress is set up. IT
this is the case, nothing can be explained unless a point is
reached where there is some ultimate law that needs no

explanation, As Dray points out, however, it is important
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to keep in mind what we are explalaning, IT it is the questioﬁ,
"Why did the engine seize?" a series such as, the oil leaked
out of the reservoir; therefore, there was no oil in the
cylinders to lubricate the motion of the pistons; therefore,
the friction of the pistons against the cylinder walls
built up to the point where the metal surfaces expanded and
grew hot; firally; a point was reached where they locked
and fused. Thus, the problem of explanatién is pragmatic
with respect to explainer, explainee, and, finally, thse
event to be explained. We could go on Lo ask for an explana-
tion of why metal surfaces expand when hot but it is
important to note thalt we have changed our dquestion and are
asking for an explanation on a different level. For an
explanation to be complete, it is not necessary that it be
in terms of what is itself explained, but rather in terms
of what, at that moment, or for that purpose of inguiry,
or at that level, does not require explanation. As Dray
says, "It is part of the logic of ‘*explanation' that if
something can be explained, there is something else which
does not require explanation. But the reason it does not
require explanation is not necessarily that we know its
explanation alreadyo"25

" Several impoftant points have come to light in

this discussion. Among these are the distinction between

>

:
Ibid., po 7R
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individual events and kinds of events, the "pragmatic
dimension™ of explanation, and the failure of probabilistic
statementé to explain individual events. Dray has attempted,
with some success, Lo show that ooverihg laws are neither
necessary nor sufficlent for explanation. Thab is, we can
have an explanation without using covering laws and even if
éovering laws are used something else must be added to give
an explanation. Although the discussion so far has dealt
with what an explanation is not, it remains to say what it
is. If covering laws are not necessary for explanation, what
is%? 1If covering lews are not sufficient for explanation,
what else is required?

Before getting too deep into these topics, however,
I world first like to examine the concept "cause" because

this concept is inextricably interwoven with explanation.
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE COHCEPT "CAUSEY

It would sesm that when someone demands an expla-
nation of an event, he may; in some sense of "explanation",
want to know the cause or causes of the event; 1f we want
to get a cleérer understanding of what it means to explain
something, it will, therefore, be mnecessary to take a close
look at what 1s meant by saying that something "causes"
something else. What are the criteria for picking out X

rather than Z as the cause of Y? Questions of this nature

can best be illuminated by examining when and how the conceyt

"eause" is used.

Hempel avoids causal terminology. He uses the symbols

"CY and "E" to suggest "cause" and "effect"."In every case
where an event of a specifiled kind C occurs at a certain
place and time, an event of a specified kind B will oceur

at a place and time which is related in a specified meanner

to the place and time of the occurrence of the first event.'

e

As it is,Anherefore, it is rather difficult to say what
Hempel's views on causality are.

What lies at the basis of Hempel's positicn is the
Humean account of causation - we call X the cause of Y

because we are accustomed 1o seeing an X occur bhefore a ¥

UL e » '
T 3

"The Function of General Laws in History", in
Patrick Gardiner, ed., Theories of History (Glencoe: The
Pree Press, 1959}, p. 34b.
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in a specified manner that is the same for every occurrence
of X and ¥; whenever we have an X we have a Y. It is
important to note that Hempel uses the words, "in every
case", He slso menbions the spatio-temporal reiaﬁio&s of

X anﬁ Y. It is not just that X and ¥ are constantly conjoined
but also that they are conjoined in a set pattern. This 1is
quite important to the Humean and Hempelian concept of
"cause". This constant conjunction and geometrically constant
relationship 1s whalt leads us to thini that X in some way
forces ¥ to occur. There is something, we feel, in the X
which necessitates the occurrence of Y. It is not jJjust
coincidental that X and Y always occur together in the same
relationship.

Hume régarde& the felt necessity to pass from X to Y
as simply psychological. In other words, there was not®
neceésarily anything in the X which "caused" the Y. In
noticing that X ealways precedes Y in a set manner, we are
jugt led to think that this was the case, the human mind
tending as it does to behave in a certain fashion. Hempel
regards this tendency vo move from X to Y as grounded in
the derivation of the law connecting X .and Y from a broader
theory.

We do use the word "necessary" in comection with
"eause", however, We would éay that ¢ was necessary for
the occurrence of ¥, where ¢ and B are individual events,

if without C there would not occur E, providing thatl
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everything else remained the same. The positivists would
say much the same thing, only about types of events and
not about individual events. They would phrase it to read,
"only if X then Y", where X and Y are types of events.

The positiviets would also insist that '"cause" entails
something more than mere necessity. The& would claim that

the cause of Y ig that seb of necegssary coanditions wiich

lighting & match, for example, there nust be oxygen present,
the match must be dry, and so forth. Bach of these conditions
is necessary. The whole set of them must be present to

~

bring about the lighting of the match. Non-positivists, too,
would want a criterion of sufficiency. In this case the

sufficlency 1s often provided by a ceteris paritus clause.

Fay <301 L] o e

uifficlency is th

'

For both interpretations the problem of ¢

&

more difficult. For the positivist, the problsm ig how

many recessary conditions and their corresponding connecting
lawg are required for the Y-type event to occur. For the
non-positivist, the sufficilency criterion is usually
satisfied by some notion of the "real" cause, as opposed ﬁo
a merely concomitant event. It would not, for example, be
claimed that the shape of Cléopatra's nose was a Ycause"

of the downfall of the Roman Empi*e; The conditions
gsufficient to cause the downfall of the Empire would be

sore list that would not require information about Cleopatra's



nose. Most of the conditions sufficient to "cause" an
higtorical event would be necessary for the"ooourfence of
the event, but not all of them would always be mentioned in
an historical account of the "cause" of an event &. The
"cause” is usually used in referencé to the "real” cause
or the most important cause, the condition that primarily
brought about E; whereas "causes" would indicete the
sufficient set of conditiéns,

The problem still remains, however, why we would
infer that X, and not %, 1s the cause of ¥, even though Z
may occur with equal regularity previous to Y. In other
words, why do we think X is necescary for Y but that Z is
not? Red sky, for example, might be observed to precede
rain regularly; Since there is sometimes red sky and then
no rain, red sky ig cleswviy not o suffizient condition of
rain, but red sky might be taken as a cause of rain in
the sense of a necessary condition. The red sky might be
necessary for the rain but not sufficient; certain other
atmospheric conditions mighlt also need to be present. We
could not deny that the red sky 1s necessary on the grounds
that somebtimes red sky occurs without rain, because it
might be that some other condition was also missing. The
prohlen of why we choose some X to be necessary for Y,and

not some %z, is, therefore, still a very puzzling cne. 1t 1isg

A
=

9]

& problem that arises for sufficient as well as necessary

conditions, cn either the positivist or non-positivist account



of "cause',

It-makes gome sense to say that "X, and X causeg Y"
does explain ¥, where "causes" is not aﬁalyzed and X can
be a complex conoatenaﬁion of—events. When Dray sets out to
criticize what he calls the Ycausal version of the model"™,
where the causal laws take the form "X causes Y", what he
wants to criticize is the special Humean and Hempelian sense
of "cause" outlined above. He wishes to criticize that sense
of "cause"™ in "X causes Y", where "X causes Y" 1s equivalent
to "whenever X then Y7, It is his claim that a distinction
can be made between "offering a causal analysis of, and
applying causal laws‘to, a particular happening“,z and that
it is the former in which historians engage. It is part of
Dray's aim to show that causal language is applicable in
history but that "cause™ means something other than constant
conjunction. If it were merely constant conjunction,
according to Dray, he has already shown that covering laws
are neither sufficient nor necessary for explanation. If Dray
is right, and "cause" has & meaning exclﬁsive of its
pogitivist and Humean meaning, this explains why Hempel is
so distrustful of causal language. It also makes ﬁnnecessary
the distrust which idealists,such as Oakeghott, have for

r

. . . K .
causal language. The idealists, Dray claims,  tend to think

“Laws and Explanation in History (ILondon: Oxford

University Press, 1957}, p. 90,
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that "cause" means Humean "cause", and since this implies
laws_énd théy are against Taws in history, it is easy to
see why they eschew caussl language. What is at the base
of the idealist dislike of causal langusge is their
libertarianism., For them causal language would mean causal
laws, and causal laws imply a deterministic unlverse, one
which they find repugnant to human freedom. If the occurrence
of an event is completely determined in advance, there would
be ho place for human will to albter events,

As in the previous chapter where there was shown
"to be a dichotomy between scientific explanation and non-
scientific explanation, so it will be seen that there is a
dichotomy between the positivist or scientific sccount of
"cause" and the non-scientific account or accounts. Dray
does not try to refute the scientific account. What he does
attemplt is a demonstration that the word "cause" has a
non=-gcelientific meaning. If he is righi, then an historian
can legitimately speak of A as the cause of B without
comnitting himself to the covering law model.

As was pointed out above, Lo say that X causes Y is
to c¢laim more than constant conjunction, It also claims
that there is some ground why, whenever X‘oocurs, Y owill
occur. The positivist would claim that this ground or dirfercnce

between observed correlation and necessary, causal connection

H.

s a general theory which relates X and Y as cause and effect,



This theory is the scilentific answer to the potency of the
word "cause". In this sense when we say "X causes Y" we
have in a Sénse explained Y, where "expléin" does not just
mean placing Y under a covering 1aonf constant conjunction,
"if X then Y". The actual explanation is done by the theory.

Dray accepts theoretical explanation as a valid
way of grounding causal claims in science but does not think
it applicable to history. Although he does not explain why,
it is surely quite obvious. Theories are constructed on the
basis of emplrical observations. Their effect ig to codify
and systematize laws. They link up the observations into a
logical whole and,thus, scilentifically explain them. Hence,
" 1if Dray were Willing to accept the idea that theories
ground causal claims in history, then he would also be
indirectly accepbting the covering law model. He would be
saying that constant conjunctions(covering laws) explain
events, since theories are derived from and made to Tit the
the observationg or constant conjunctions. Since it is
Dray's main thesis that subsumpbion under laws does not
explain, except, perhaps, in sclentific context alone, he
is compelled to reject explanation by theory, as well,

The alternative for theoretical explanation in
history, for Dray, is the historian's judgment‘in the
particular situation. Thus, "cause" is interpreted as the

necegsary condition in the individual-event sense. In
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rendering a causal analysis the historian must judge what

are the causes. Hisrjudgment in a sense takes the place of
theory in a scientifié explanation., Where the scientific
theory provides the grounds for the explanation of types

of events, the histofian, since he 1is dealing with particular
events in a situation which is regarded as intrinsically
unique, must judge the causes in each individual case,

The historian, says Dray, must show two things
when he claims that a particular X caused Y. He must show
"that the condition called the cause was really necessary,
i.e. that without it what is t0 be explained would not hawe
happened. He must also be able to show thalt there is some
reason for‘singling out the condition in question from
among the other necessary conditioms.“4 Dray called these
criteria the "inductive" and "pragmatic" tests of causal
selection, reépectivelyo'

I shall deal first with the "inductive" criterion
of cause. Contrary to the "pragmabic" criterion, which is
something of which Hempel makes no mention, the inductive
criterion uses the same vocabulary as that which the
positivists use., The contrast between the two criteria
wou;d seem to be one of relative objectivity. The pragmatic
test, as its name suggests, has its basis outside the events

that are being studied. "Pragmatic" suggests that this

“Ibid., p. 98.



condition 1s chosen as a cause in the light of some purpose
or end., This is not to say that it is not on other grounds
a cause, but that it is particularly emphasized. It is
important to the historian and it is this importance that
is the basic difference between the "pragmatic" cause and
the other "inductive" causes. The prégmatio aspect of the
cause is not somethihg inherent in the cause itself, (as
opposed to anything that is "induetively" inherent) but
something that the historian considers about this particular
X to meke it of greater importance to its corresponding Y,
or to the story he is telling, and, therefore, usually chooses
it as a cause before proving its necessity.

The important concept in the inductive criterion is
that of "necessity". As mentioned above, if C is necessary
- for &, then, if € does not occur, neither does E, all things

being equal. The &ifficulty here is the ceteris paribus clause.

The historian, Dray claims, would say that "C causes B in
this particular siﬁua‘oiono"5 The "in this particular situation”
is ambiguous. Dray probably means that the conditions of B
and the events surrounding it are unique in some sense, butb
there is a vagueness in the temporal boundaries of the
"gituation'.

On the surface, it would appear that "cause" does

have a meaning independently of the particular situation.

®Ibid., p. 102.
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Dray, as méntioned above, is interested in differentiating
between the causal analysis of an event and the appilication
of causal laws to the event. The historian, he points out,
would not have to know laws of the "only if X, then Y" form
to establish the particular X as a cause in this particular
situation. It must be questioned, however, what right the
historian has to assert his X as a cause of the ¥ under
examination.

Both Dray and Patrick Gardiner have an answer to
this question. Dray says that for the historian to see if X
is necesgary if Y is to occur, he need only "think away" the
X in question and see what difference its non-occirrence
would make in the light of what else he knows about the
parvicular situatione6 Gardiner says that we can better
understand what is meant by "csuse" in a given case, and,
hence, "necessity", if we translate the higtorian's expla-
nation into the form of the "contrary-to-fact oonditional“.7
Gardiner's handling of this particular question has the
advantage over that of Dray by showing the differences in
meaning that "necessity" can have depending on what is
expected by the questioﬁ asked. When we say, for example,

that a certain series of shots on the boulevards caused the

6. .

lbid., p. 104.
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The Nature of Historical Zxplanation (London:
Oxford University Press, 196L), pp. L06-107.
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1848 Revolution, this could be translated into the contrary-
to-fact conditional, "If the shots had not occurred the
revolution would not have occurred." This is whab Dray had
in mind by saying that the historian "thinks away" the
"gause' in question. Gardiner goes on to meke explicit what
is implicit in the claim that the revolution would not héve
occurred. The contrary-to-fact conditional given above 1is

an attempt to answer the question, "Did the sholts cause the
1848 Revolution?" or, "Were the shote necessary for the
oceurrence of the 1848 Revolution?" Gardiner points out that
this 1s ambiguous in the sense thaﬁ it could indicate two
different questions. Do we want to know if the shots were
necessary for the revolution to occur when it did and in the
manner in which it did, or do we want to krow if the shots
were necessary if the revolution were to occur at all?

It would seem that the answer to bthisg question
would be that we want to know if the shots were necessary
for the revolution-to occur when it did, since it is a
specific historical event which the historian is examining.
If the gquestion were whether or not the shote were necessary
for the revolution tc occur at all, this would seem to
imply that one had in mind something like,"Are shots
necessary to cause revolutions in situations which resemble
this one in certain respects?" Perhaps this is the inter-

pretation Gardiner desires, since he wants "regularity" to



have a part in explanation in some nebulous way.

If we accept the first interpretation, and pake the
causal claim to be that the shols were necessary for the
occurrence of the revolution when, in fact, it did occur,
in other words, necessary for a specific, historiaal event,
we have Dray's case of "thinking away“ the candidate cause.
In the process of thinking away the Sﬁggested cause the
historian would have to assume that the other conditions
obtained. This is implied, says Dray, in the phrase, "the
situation being what it was", which indicates that the
historian has taken account of the other features of the
situation.

Dray then makes a comment which is difficult to
interpretQBHe mentions that if the necessity of the candidate
cause were seriously challenged, the historisn would be
reguired to bring in all the data, to render a "complete
explanation” (which, for Dray, would consist of a complete
descriptioabof the»chain of events leading up to the event
whose cause is in question, although the "complete' here is
guestion-begging) :

This is not to say that, after all, we must enlarge

our conception of a cause to that of a sufficient

condition rather than a merely necessary one., It is
rather that, if pressed to show conclusively that

QDray, Op. cit. p. 104,



X was necessary, the historian might have to specify

what, in fect, the other conditions were - i.e., O

rebut the suggestion that even without X they

constituted a sufficient set.?

What Dray is attempting to séy here is that a causal

xplanation is by no means a complete explanation, A causal

explanation highlights the important feabures in the chain
of events leading up to the situation in quéstion. I think
Dray has missged a difficulty here. I do not think that if
the historian were asked whether or not some specific event
before the event in question Ycaused" the event in question,
he would mention the "necessity" of the event. He would not
"phink away" the candidate cause. The historian would connect
"necessity“-with dsterminism in some vague sense and would
hesitate to say an event was necessary for the occurrence of
some other event. He would answer the question, "iJas event C
necessaryt" with some remark to the effect that he does not
know whether he would put it that way, but that C did ocecur,
B occurred after it, and C contributed something to bringing
about E. Perhaps the revolution would have occurred even
without C; the revolution might have been in the offing for
some time and C just triggered things off. C, then, is
necessary in one sense. Had ¢ not occurred, the revolution

as the specific, historical event which it was would not have

9
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occurred when and in the manner in which it did. It was a
"cause" in the sense of being one of the lead-up events to
fhe ouﬁbreak of the revolution.

Therefore, Dray is in a sense correct to say that
the hisgtorian would give a complete description of thé chain
of evénts leading up to the revolution if he agreed on the
idea of "necessity" in relation to "cause", but I do not
think most historiens would like the use of necessity" in
such a situation. The historian might say that a particular event
is a "cause" because it was particularly pre-ecminent in
leading the revolution to take on the form that it did -
not becsuse it was necessary for its occurrence as opposed
to its nonm-oceurrence. When the historian accedes to Dray's
"necessity" he is enly affirming that it was an event in
the chain df events leading up to the revolution and not
some completely extraneous event like whether or not the
sun @hone on a particular day.

Before the historian has shown that the condition X
ig a necessarylo condition of Y, he probably has chosen X for
a pragmatic reason. The necessgity of a cause is more
important than its pragmatic aspect because without the

fulfilment of the requirement of necessity, the particular X

10 .
From here on, I shall use "necessary" in a vague

sense thalt would be acceptable to an historian, not in the

sense in which Dray uses it. Often where I have used "necessary"
this could be replaced by "necessary, if the historian thinks
necessity is a redquirement of causal analysis in history.”

Some historians would probably agree with Dray, but not the
majority. :
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would not be a cause., The pragmatic aspect is temporally
prior, however, in most cases. That 1s, the historian |
chooses some X which according to his. research has impressed
him as being more important than other conditions or events
prior to the ¥Y-event. There are several reasons for which
the historian might choose a particular X as having more
significance in causing Y., Some of these reasons might be
widely held by other histofians as valid for choosing X in
tnis particular way. If a pérticular X were chosen simply on
pragmatic grounds and did not meet the inductive criterion,

the historian would be guilty of subjective bias. Thi

w

may
or may not be intentlional and the problem of historical

objectivity is certainly a complex one with which I have no
intention of de@ling. Suffice to say, however, that any biag
of the historian toward a particular kind of factor will
make him very unlikely to give up his X as unnecessary
without more than due consideration,

This is not to imply in any way that Dray's pragmatic
criterion is the sign of historiographic biag. Indeed, this
is only one type of historical "pragmatism”. Such "pragmatbism"
when 1t comes to the choosing of causes is"probably the
distinguishing feature of non-scientific cause, where
scientific cause is of the type "X's cause Y's", Often the
guestion, "What caused Y?" is anéwéred by "Xbcéused Y'", where

X is a single event or a single cause. Instead of translating
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"What caused Y¢" as "What are the causes of Y?" we often
ﬁranslate it as "What was the cause of Y7V Thig is most
often the case in everyday language. In tﬁis way, everyday
language is more "pragmabic" than historical texts.
Gardiner gives the example of the 1ighting of a matchell
When asgked what caused the match to light, most people
would enswer, "So-and-so struck it." There would be no
question of bringing in é sufficienﬁ set of conditions. We
would not say, unless the questioner hinted that he wanted
something other than the normal; obvious answer, that the
presence of oxygen and the dryness of the match caused its
lighting. It isg not that we do not realize that this must
be the case. Such conditions we would usually group under &

ceteris paribus clause, It 1s understood that the matches must

be dry and other conditions hold, but when we are asked why
the match lighted we tend to select what is often called the
"manipulative" condition. That is, we select that condition
which we, as human beings, can control. Thus, what is chosen
as the cause of an event is often largely dependent on its
practical value. For instance, says Gardiner, when the causes
of a war are investigated, economic, rather than psychological
factors are considexed more imporbtant. The reason for this

choice is that we consider it to be more within our power

11The Nature of Historical #Explanation (London:

Oxford University Press, 1961), p. 11,
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to control economic conditions than to regulate human
psychology, even though we fresly admit that the latter are
relevant. Thisg manipulative condition might élso refer to
what is left un-done, as Dray points outelz Here the cause
of ¥ was somebody's not doling X. Had they done X, Y would
not have occurred. The condition referred to may also lead
to the prevention of Y as opposed to its production, but in
all such cases the practical, manipulative aspect is
emphasized.

The condition subject to manipulation varies from
imdividual to individual. Although the striking of the match
“ig the manipulative'factor for the man who wants a fire
with which to warm himself, the manufacturer of the matchcs
would be interested in some of the other conditions covered

by the ceteris paribus clause., In this way what 1s considered

the cause of the match 1ighting varies 1in a way analogous
to what is considered to explain the seizing of the auto-
mobile engine. It is still the manipulative aspect thal is
of interest, but what condition ig considered to be
manipulative will vary depending on who demandsg to know the
cause.

Another aspect of the pragmetic test can ve seen in
the notion of the cause, or the real cause. These terms do

not imply that the other conditions leading up to Y are not

12 . _
Op. cit., p. 98,

R
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necessary. There is no sense in which one cause is objectively
(independently of pragmatic criteria) more "real'™ than
another, presuming that they are both neéeséarye'The "real”
cause is mérely that cause which is selected on some
pragmatic grounds as being of more importance than the other
causes. The criterion of importance often depends on the

level of generality at which the causal explanation 1is given,

Gardiner gives the examplelz

of a journalist and an historian
who each give an account of the cause of the First World War.
The journalist asserts that the incident at Sarajevo is "the!”
cause of the war, whereas the historian giveg another cause,
The two writers are not contradieting each other in this
case, The journalist is restricting himself to the period
of intense activity Just prior to the cutbreak of the war.
The historian, who 1s giving a more general account of the
period, depending on hig interests, may stete economic,
individual, diplomatic, or political conditions as the "real”
cause of the war.,

What is often chosen as the "real" cause is bthat
condition which leads to a deviation from the normal state

. 14 . . \ 15 )
of affairs. Gardiner gives the example of a man who is

ls?he Nature of Hisgtorical Explanation (London:
Oxford University Press, 1961}, p. 10b.
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suffering from indigestion after eating parsnips. Normally,
he can eat gcod helpings of parsnips with no adverse:
reaction. The night before, however, the same man has been
out at a party and has consumed a large guantity of alcohol,
The "real" cause in this case is the consumption of alcohol
sincé it is the condition which deviates from.fhe norinal
state of affairs. The eating of parsnips might also be a
necessary cause of the indigestion, however, since it did
not occur until after the parsnips had been eabten. A
counter-example might be given of a man who is a chroniec
alcoholic but does not normally suffer from indigestvion.
He eats parsnips and hasg indigestion. Here we have the
reverse case of the above, This time the eating of parsnips
is the "real' cause. It is quite possible that if such
examples were quite common we might be led to think that if
anyone ate parsnips and consumed alcohol, the result would
'be indigestion. Here both the consumption of alecohol and the
indulgence in parsnips are necessary conditions. This
example plainly shows that the pragmatic aspect of cause is
gometbhing superimposed on the condition of necessity.
Some-of the different uses of "cause” having heen
invegtigated, it now remains to see whether or not o give
the causes of Y is to explain Y. The answer to this, I
suggest, will not be of univocal nature. Gardiner's state-

ment that causal laws may be used as guldelines to further
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research,l suggests that, although the causes of ¥ may in
some way help to explain Y,they do not do so adequately.

It might be argued that the answer to the question of whether
or not to state the causes of Y is to explain Y, depends

on what we mean by "explain". If we are to determine

whether or not the éausal ahalysis of a situation is to De
congidered as in thet class of entities called "explanationsﬁ,
we shall first be required to define the range of that class.
This statement might lead us to believe that answering the
guestion of whether or not a causal analysis is an explahation
ig done in the same way as answering the question, "Is the
shape before ug in that class designated 'circles'?"™ There

are several reagons why this is not so., We have alrealy

seen that "cause" hag several meanings depending on its
context. "Gause" has meanings that appear to be contradictory.
The Humean "cause" refers to constent conjunction, whereas

in some cases "cause" refers to the excepbtion to the normal
state of affairs. it is hoped that this thesig will show

that Mexplanation' is just as difficult to define and theat

it, téo, has.many different meanings dependent on context.

To give a rather rough analogy, it is difficult to see if
area A fits ihto areé B, where these areas represent classes,
if the areas themselves have no definite boundaries. At this

point 1little more can be said than that not all explanations

Brnia., pe 93.
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are causal but that causal analyses 00 help to explain in

many cases.
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THE MEANING OF "EXPLAWATION"

S¢ far 1 have examined the Hempelian account of
explanation and dealt with what seem- to me to be Dray's
better afguments against the nesessity and sufficiency of
such a model. Although in some contexts, mainly the physical
sciences, the Hempelian model does explain, it does not do
80 in othersg. It would seem, therefore, that "explanation”
hags more than one meaning. Hempei’s model is not incorrect.
That is, it does not completely lack explanatory power. On
the other hand, however, an explanation need not require the
use of covering laws. Where the Hempelian model does go
agtray is not in its form but in its claim to universal
application. The Hempelian model is one type of explanation,
a technical, stipulative definition of Yexplanation",

Dray's emphasis on the pragmatic dimension of

explanation is important here. "Pragmatic" suggests that
there is not a definition of "explanation'™, but rather that
"explanation"” has several meaﬁings depending on its context.
We have examined one type of explanation in detail, the
causal explanation. It might be argued& that the Hempelian
model does not explain, bubt that neither does a causal
"explanation™., An attempt might be ﬁade in such a case to
fiﬂd another type of explanstion that would explain., T would
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is to approach the problem in the wrong way. We might
understand "type" to mean that this is an historical expla-
natipn as oﬁposed to a sociological explanation or a chemical
explanation. Some attempt will be made in the next chapter

to see whether or not there are-such "types" of explanation,
‘namely in the case of historical explénatioh. When I say that
to claim that there are types of explanation is the wrong
approach to the problem, however, I use "type" in a second
sense. Here, 1 mean not that explanationé are classified by
the subject matter which they claim to explain, but rather
“that they are classified as Hempelian or causal explanations.
When I say that such a search for types is wrong, 1 am
saying neither that Hempelian "explanations" or causal
"explanations"Aor some otbther type of "exblanation" does
explain, nor that any or all of them do not explain. What I
am claiming is that "explanation" must also have a second
pragmatic dimension. This second pragmatic dimension has
been mentioned earlier. Dray himself says that whether ox

not X explains "depends on who says it and to whom - or, to
put the matter in more formal termsg, it depends on what else
is presupposed, or contextually supplied."l Thus, it would

geem, an explanation is an explanation with respect to a

certain person, not with respect to any form it might have.

1. . . .
Laws and Explanation in History (London. Oxford
University Press, 1957), p. 67.
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A causel "explanation" may not explain for me.'Anqther
causal "e%planation” may explain. This would suggest that X'
is an eiplanatioﬂ as far as I am concerned if it satisfies
me in a particular way. Wnat this "particulsr way" is can
pérhaps be elucidated by examininguwhat "explain" means in |
ordinaryvlanguage.

Before examining the ordinary meaning of "explain
I would like to point out that this second pragmatic
dimension of "explain" may lie at the base of the argument
between Hempel and Dray. It is quite possible that Hempel
thinks all explanations are either explicitly or implicitly
Qf the form given in his covering law model, because to him
the only X's which count as explanations would conform in
gsome way to -this model,z In other words, certain types of
Texplanation" will explain for some people but not for others.
The reason for this, as pointed out earlier, may be that !
Hempel and others like him may consciously or unconsciously
have a deterministic view of the universe.

There must be some features of explanations that are
conmmon, otherwise it would mseke little sense to have words

such as "explain" and "explanation". Unfortunately, both

Gardiner and Draj have very little to say on the topic of ;

I do not imply here thal Hempel reslizes that this
is the case. On the contrary, he would probably object that
he has formalized the implicit structure of any act of
explanatioan. This objection could be answered by some sort of
empirical testing whereby different types of "explanation”
arc given for X and the person undergoing the test must
choose whiech "explanation" does explain X for him,
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"gxplanation" in ordirary language. Gardiner sees everyday
éxplanation as a type of causal explanation based on some
type of regularity.5 "Regularity" is an attempt on Gardiner's
part to take advantage of some of.the features of the
Hempelian model without its tight formalism., Dray says that
to explain something is to reduce its obscurity or difficulty
or make it intelligiblee4 This can be done by giving causes,
reasons, or more detail. This is consistent with the second
pragmatic dimension. By ex@laining X to Y we make it
intelligible to him. The "to him" is of importance. For Z

to he an explanation of X, it nmust be satisfactory to or
"explain" X to Y. Thus, an explanation is not just of X,

but for Y. For this very reason, there are grounds for

saying that what Gardiner, Hempel, and Dray say about
explanstion is in each case right, in a sense, provided

they add "for me". It is for this reason that Gardiner and
Dray say 1ittle about common language explanation. There is

little that is to be saild except that if 2 renders X

intelligible to me and satisfies5 me in this way, then Z is

5The Nature of Historical Explanation { London:

Oxford University Press, 1961), pp. b-&7.

4.
—'9‘,}_2'3‘.—09“:];20, ppa 75""760

5When,1 say that Z "satisfiles" Y, it might seem
that an obvious objection would be what are the criteria
of "satisfaction'. This, however, is to miss the point.
When 1 say that Z satisfies Y, T mean satisfaction to be
irreducible. 7 might satisfy me today but not tomorrow, and,
hence, is not a reflection of previous knowledge.
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an explanation of X as far as I am concerned. For someone
else, X might not bhe adequate,'but if it is for me, then

for me it explains. Sometimes Z may consist of causes,
sometimes of "regularities”, sometimeé of human motives,

or, mayhe on éccasionsf, jﬁst gome more detail. The explainer
must try out these until I say that, yes, that explains it.
To say that Z is the explanation is to say Z is tThe expla-
nation given by those who should know (for example, the
press) and, thus, may imply that for me, however, it does

not explain X. In other words, it is an explanation, where

it is assumed that it explains X for somebody (for example,
the newspaper editor who wrote it up) and is,thus, & possible
explanation for others. To say Z is bhe explanation may also
mean that 2 is the explanation as far as I am concerned.

What is important to note is that whenever the word
"explanation” is used, it 1is used with the idea that the

given Z will render an X intelligible to a 1,6 Something

6For example, 72 might be an explanation having to
do with astrology. Somebody gives the explanation that X
occurred because of some astronomical phenomenon and this
explains X for Y. It might not explain X for Yo, however,
because Yo does not helieve in astrology. Y cannot say why
Z explains X. He does not know why astrology should be able
to explain things for him, and, thus, to say Z explaing X
to Y because Y has certain beliefs is saying wvery little.
Z might not explain X to Yy who also believes in astrology,
gsince astrology is not as systematic as natural science.
There is just something ahout Z that explains X to Y. %
satisfies Y and this satisfaction is irreducible. Why can we
say that Chamberlain's giving way at lMunich explains VWorld
War IE to some ¥Y? It does not do so in virtue of Y's previous
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isvgg explanation in principle if it is intended to explain
X té ayY.

Let us grant that for Z to be an explanation of X there
mist, in principle, be a ¥ for whom the explanation is
meant, The "in principle"” and the idea of an explanation
suggest that explanationé usually consist of the same types
of things - causes, reasons, extra details, etec. Obviously,
an historian cannot write an explanation that will satisfy
all his readerg. Instead, he gives an explanation that
satisfies himself and hopes that in so doing it will satisfly
obthers. After all, he is writing to satisfy others. If his
explanations satisfy only himself or a mere handiul of
people, he will not be a very successful historian,

It remains to see if there is such a thing as

historical explanation, asg a type of explanation. Hempel

gives what is usually considered the scientific explanation,
subsumption under. Jaws. Is there a type of explanation that
is particularly historical? 1s history a study that is

sul generis and, thus, like scilence, requires its own

unique form of explanation? In the next chapter I shall

attempt to answer these questions.

knowledge, because, even if Y had been an adult in 1938

and, therefore, the knowledge was not of a type acquired

in the manner of historians doing research, he would simply
judge that Chamberlain's actions explained the war. To ask
what are the criteria of the satisfaction of Y, that thig is
the explanation of the war, is senseless.
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IS HISTORY SUI GENERIS WITH RESPECT TO EXPLANATION?

IsAthere such a thing ag specifically histqrical
explanation? By "historical explanation" 1 mean explanation
as it is given by historians when they are writing history.
I do not indend to answer the question empirically. Thsat is,

S

J do not intend to search historical works in an attempt to
see if historians use the words "explain" or "explanation™

or wording that might he construed as eqﬁivalént to these.

In other words, I will make no attempt to answer the question
as to whether or not historians "explain" at all. It appears
to be assumed by both Gardiner and Dray that they do and I

shall follow suit. When I say that I intend to investigste

whether or not there 1s such a thing as higtorical explanation,

I mean historical as contrasted with other types of expla-
nation. Is historical explanation the same as scientific
explanation, ordinary lahguage explanation, or is it in a
class by itselfl, with its own peculiar features?

The answer to thisg problem is usually sought by
abtempbing to answer another problem -~ is hisgtory sui

s ©

generis? The idea here is that if it can be proved that
history studies a unique type of subject matter, it will

follow ex hypobthesi that historical explanation will also be

of a unique nature. Let me say at the cutselt that a difficulty
which lies at the base of the problem of whether or not

b8
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history is sui generis, is the failure to distinguish

between the two histories, outlined in the first chapter -
"history" as what hag happened in the past, that which
historiaﬁs write about, and "history" as that which
historians write.

History is often considered as an autonomous branch
of study because historical events are seen as "unigue and
unclagsgifiable” and have "an irreducible richness and
complexityg"l This view is usually held by the non-positivists
who do not want to see history assimilated into the'scienoes
end do not think it can be. Those of positivist leaning,
however, claim that historical events are clagsifiable and,
indeed, are classified. The stock example is that of "revolution®,
The fact that historical events are classifiable, according
to the positivists, indicates that historical explanation
is connected in some vague way with "regularity”. O0ddly
enough, although Dray often speaks of Gardiner as a positivist,
as 1f the two philosophers were in direct opposition, bouk
rmen ccme to the seme conclusion on at least one point,
although their reasons for doing so and the inferences they
derive from it are not identical. Gardirer writes, "The fact
that the historian's interest is directed upon particular
events rather than upon universal laws is a fact sbout the

purpose of history and not a fact about the type of event

1 - . . R .
Patrick Gardiner, The Nature of Hisgtorical
Explanation (Londeon: Oxford University Press, 15o0l), p. 34.
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with which history deals."z Dray admits that just because

the French Revolﬁtion is éom@lex, this doses nét prevent its
being an instance of a law of revolutions.z What is important,
however, he clainms, is that if such were the case, it would
not ve history and this is where Dray and Gardiner would
agree. The historian is not interegted in & particular
revolution as en instance of revolutions in general, but
rather his interest is in the particular revolution as it is
in itgelf, distinct from.other revolutionsg. What is important
here is that, as Gardiner points out, "The given is neutral;4
and our Jjudgments of uniqueness or otherwise depend amonge!
otner things upon human selection, points of view, purposes,

and eonveﬂiencet”5

"The world ig one; the ways we use to
talk about it, various. And the fact that in some cases we
decide to describe it in one way rather than another. is

nb We must not meke the mistake

contingent upon our purposes.
of confusing history as that series of events which actually

occurred and history as it is written by historians. Gardiner

“Ipid., p. 64.

3 . . - - o '
Laws and Explanation in History (ILondon:; Oxford
University Press, 1957), p. 49.

4It might be argued that if Gardiner's "neutrality"
is to Dbe taken seriously he must be a nominalist. This need
not be the case, however, to make hig poinbt. There may well
be a "real" basis for clagsification but our classification
depends to a large extent on convenience and purpose.

9] .
Op._cit., p. 44.

e m

Ibid., p. 61.
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claims that this is a result of the mirror theory of meaning7
which says that the meaning of every word is an object and
that every sentence is a reflection of a state of affairs.
Thus, we can often make the mistake of supposing that the
historian is dealing with "queer entities" such as revolutions
which have a being all their own "out there'. Instead, the
historian imposes the concept "revolution" dn his subject
matter as a type of organizatién.

The subject matter is not completely neutral in the
sense that 1t possesses no grounds on which we can classify,
but a revolution does not have the same stetus as a chair.

A chsir is a concrete object. One might argue that that
concrete object is not a chair but one refers to that concrete
object, just the same. In the case of "revolution", there is
nothing to which we can point as the revolution. We can point
out various events but the classification "revolution" ig a
secondary step.

As Gardiner points out, the given is "neutrall. We
nust classify in order to communicate, however. This is
basically what langusge is, a classification of the given.
This does not mesn that there are things which we call
"revolutions” in such a way that we can go out and label
them, Historieal lenguage, like thet used in our everyday

speech, is relatively imprecise. There is no set definition

"Tphid., p. 55.
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of "revolution", for example. A revolution indicates

a séries of events of & certain nature which have certain
purposes. A "revolution' usually is accompanied by riots,
social disorder, and maés emotion., We do not say, however,
that a revolutidn oceurs when, as4Gardiner puts it, Vat
lesst 40 per cent of the total male populstion should have
appeared armed in the streets, shouting subversive Slogans.,"8
Such a restriction would unduly limit the applicability of
the term "revolution”. In ﬁhis way hisgtorical-councepts
differ from those used in the physical scienceg where they
ére nore precisely defined and must be in order to fit into
lawe that will have any relevant meaning. Concepts, being
ag they are only'ways of classifying the neutral given in
order to speak aboubt it for certain purposes in a certain

way, csnnot be the basls for making history sul generis

any more than science. So Gardiner would say. What is at
stake here, once more, is confuslon bhetween the two types
of history. "History" in the sense of the actual series of

events which occurred 1is not sul generis. Sul generis would

have no meaning here because it consists only of the
"neutral given", as Gardiner says when he writes.

The contention that the subject matter of history is
sul generis on the grouands that history is concerned
with special entities Feferred to by such words as

"revolution" and "nation" is a mistaken notion based
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upon a migunderstanding of the function of historical
concepts.?

There is ground for saying that history is sui

generis in the sense of "history" as it is written in history
text§° The historian uses the coﬁcept "revolution™ in a

very different way from the way in which a social gscientist
uses it, because his purposes are different. History can be

claimed to be sul generis on the basis of concepts, not

because these concepts refer to entities that only history
studies, and not because the words representing thes

concepts are different from those used in the social scilences,
but because the terms themselves are used differently

because nistorieng have a different purpose in their writing
than have gsoclal scientists. To. classify events as a
Yrevolution" is not to bring them under a law because the
concept "revolution" is not of the type required to fit the
precision of a law., It is imprecise because 1t 1s not
intended to be usged in a law.

Again, when it comes to the unigueness of events in
history as opposed to events in physical science there is
confusion of the two senses of "history". In history as it
occurred, all events are unique: An eolipse of the moon is
unique in the sense that that eclipse will never occur again.

The scientist may classify eclipses by giving them the label

a‘ a -~
“Ibid., p. 64,
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"eclipse™ and set up laws to predict future eclipses, but
what is given is "neutral" and anything beyond this is a
result of the scientist's classifying and organizing the

given. To say that history is sul generis because it deals

with unique events is, therefore, false, In that it choogses
to look at events in their unigqueness rather than attempting

to look for what is common among events, it is sul generis.

As Dray puﬁs it, "eveh if an event 1s, strictly
speaking, absolutely unique, it cannot be explained as
absolutely unique"olo This is because, as I have already
mentioned, to Speék of anything whatsoever, we use language
and language presupposes classification. Classification is
baged on common features among those entities which are
classified. The historiaan, when talking about the French
Reveolution ag "unique", is interested not in the French
Revolution qua revolution, but rather in the French Revelution
as unique within the class, VYrevolubtions". Also, when he
speaks of the French Revolutiom or any revolution, he is not
speaking about an event but a conglomeration of events.This
ig a distinction which neither Gardiner nor Dray make
explicit, although they probably realize that it is the case.

Therelore, although the French Revolution hasg
featurss in common with other reVolutions and, hencse,

deserves the label "revolution", it is also unique in the

10
Op. cit., p. 47.
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sense that it consists of component events each of which
themselves are unique. It might be argued that these
component events are not unique, that the king was killed
in both of two revolutions. Even if the component parts are
not unigue, it can at least be sald that the series of

events as a series is unique in that the series consists of

different combinations of evenlts for different revolutions
or that the numbers of events varied.

History, then, is sui generis not in its subject

mattery, but rather in the manner with which its subject
matter is dealt. Al the beginning of the chapter I mentioned
that non~positivists often try to show that historical

explansvion is of its own type because its subject matter

[
w

sul generis. Whether or not historical explanation would

be sul generis if its subject matter were is anobher problem

and one winich I do not intend to investigate. What 1 do hope

to have shown, however, is that history is sul generis in its

aim, in what 1t sets out to do., What this implies is not that

historical explenation 1s sul generis bhecause "history" is,

but rabther that "history™ isg sul generis because historical

explanation is. The first italicized "history"™ is history as
the events which occurred, the second, history as it is

written by historians. To say that "history" is sul generis

because hisgtorical explanation is, is equivalent Lo saying

that "history" means historical explenation. History is a

separate discipline because an historian coperates on the
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given in a different way than a scientist wculd. This
"operation" is our manner of organizing, conceptualizing

.

the given and this, in turn, governs the way we describe

te

and explain the given. History 18 not a science, simply
because historisns are not scientists. When the historian
uses laws and searches for common factors, he ceases to be
an historian.ll His history does not become a science and
we cannot make history a scilence. If we make history a
gcience, it is just that - Soienoe - and no longer history.
Higsbory is a manner of explanation. To differentiate the
disciplines can mean no more.

In conclusion, then, there is such a thing as
historical explanstion. This is not to say, however, that
any given historical explanstion "explainsg", because "explaing
in this sense implies satislaction of the individual to whom
and for whom the explanation 1is belng given. What it does
gay 1is that there is historical explanation, in prirnciple.
Tnat 1s, when historians explain, their explanations satisfy
at least thelir authors and, hopefully, a large percentage
of their readers. That these explanations do meke what is in
guestion intelligible is all that is required. In this sense,
the pragmatic dimension of explanation 1s its most important
spect.

It might seem that if the praegmatic aspect is what

is of greatest importance

then to speak of historical

{

114 - . . .
Spengler and Toyunhee are, therefore, not historians
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explanations as a type of explanation would be meaningless.
In other words, there cannot be types of explanation.
Somebthing either explains or it does not explain. In a sense
ﬁhis is true. This type of pragmatism I called earlier, the
"gecond pragmatic dimension'. There is a sense, though, in
which there are types of exélanation, We often hear it said
after someone has given a particulaf argument to his
philosophic colleagues that that "just is not philosophy".

1 do not want to comment on whether or not such a statement
has meaning, but I think an analogous example can be imagined
for the disciplines of history and the sciences., For example,
if en historian were to give a paper before his colleagues

at an historical symposium and were to explain by the usc of
general laws, 1 think there would be quite a feeling of
tension in hig audience. fMany would quite rightly be thinking
that it was quite an admirable paper as far as it went but it
just was not history. In other words, the speaker's paper

did not expliain to-the members of his audience gua historians.
In this sense he did not give an historical explanation, even
though some members of the audience may have felt thaet he

did explain what was in question to their own satisfection

- as an individual.

1 have attempted to show that Hempel's model of

o
i)

a8 such by historians.

and, indeed, are not normally classified
called "speculative

Instead, they would, in general, be
philosophers of histoxry'.
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explanation, whether or not it is accurate in its descripbion
of scientific explanation, is no more than this. I used
Dray's arguments to show that it is possible to explain
"without subsumption under laws, although whether subsumption
under laws does explain I left as an unanswered question.

I then tried to analyze the concept "cause" to show that it
can be used in different ways and that, therefore, the
historian can use it without having to conform to some
scientific or positivistic briteria. Having shown that causal
explanation is only one type of explanation, I proceeded

to give an analysis of the concepbs "explanation" and "explain',
placing particular emphasgisg on the pfagmatic aspects of the
‘problem. The desire to illuminate the importance of these
pragmatlic aspects was at the base of my distinction between
history as events and written history. The events are what
the historian tries to find out and to work with; the

writing expresses his aim gua historian. Since what we do and
whalt we say has its basis in usage esnd purpose, it follows
that the pragmatic aspects are the very core of what it is

to explain. Having exumined'explanation in general, I

proceeded, in the last chapter, to the problem of whether or

not history is suil generis and if so, in what way. I concluded

that history is sul generis on the basis of the historian's
aim because historians qua historiasns operete on the given
in a particular way, in contrast to the way social scientists

.

might operate on it. For historians dua historians, then,
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historical explanation does explain. Since everyday language
and historical language are closely related, in the sense
that their concepts do not have the precision of scientific
concepts, hisborical explanations are quite likely to explain
or make inteliigible what is in question, to non-historians.
This still does not refute the fect that any particular
historical explanation, even though it is historical and
explains in this context, is an explanation. To "explain"

it must explain to someone.
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