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Abstract

This article focuses on peculiarities of historiography in Germany in the light of German historians’ works from Chladni
to Lamprecht. It deals with both continuities and periodical differentiations. The distinctive features of historicism
consisting the main tradition in the historiography in Germany can be formulated as “history as an empirical
science”, “history for history”, “respect for the particular” and “knowledge of inevitability of historian’s subjectivity”.
Historiography in Germany has been loyal to aims of “cultural history” (Kulturgeschichte) and “universal history”
(Universalgeschichte) put forward by Herder, and developed the “universal cultural history” program. This program
advocates that fields of human activities such as politics, economics, religion, culture, besides old ages and foreign
cultures have to be dealt with “as of themselves”. Thus works of “universal cultural history” written beginning from
1750s in Germany can be seen as a kind of early forerunners of the attempt of “social history”, even of “history of
civilizations” meaning “integrative history” in Braudelian terms. Even if the pendulum of historiography in Germany
swung from 1750 to 1900 between Ranke’s naive objectivism and Droysen’s subjectivism, or between “political
history” as put by Iggers and “cultural history” devoid of political and economic base as put by Braudel, its main
axis has been defined by the holistic program of “universal cultural history”, which combined “cultural history” and
“political and economic history”, and surpassed “national history”.
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Alman Tarihgiliginin Alameti Farikasi “Devlet Merkezlilik” midir?

Oz

Bu makale Chladni’den Lamprecht’e Alman tarihgilerin galismalari 1s1i8inda Alman tarihgiliginin 6zglnliklerine
odaklanmakta, sureklilikler kadar dénemsel farklilasmalari da ele almaktadir. Alman tarihgiliginde ana gelenegi
olusturan tarihselciligin ayirt edici ilkeleri, “ampirik bilim olarak tarih”, “tarih igin tarih”, “tekile saygi” ve “tarihginin
6znelliginin kaginilmazlig)” seklinde formile edilebilir. Alman tarihgiligi Herder tarafindan ortaya konan “kilturel tarih”
(Kulturgeschichte) ve “evrensel tarih” (Universalgechichte) hedeflerine sadik kalmis, 19. ylzyilda “evrensel kulttrel
tarih” programini gelistirmistir. Bu arastirma programi hem siyaset, iktisat, din, kiltlr gibi insani faaliyet alanlarinin
hem de eski ¢aglarin ve yabanci kiltirlerin “kendileri itibariyle” ele alinmalarini savunmaktadir. Nitekim 1750’lerden
itibaren Almanya’da kaleme alinan “evrensel kilttirel tarih” calismalari erken tarihli bir “sosyal tarih”, hatta Braudel’in
kast ettigi sekliyle “bUttinlestirici tarih” anlaminda “uygarlik tarihi” girisiminin mujdecileri niteligi tasimaktadir. Aiman
tarihgiliginin sarkaci 1750-1900 araliginda Ranke’nin naif nesnelciligi ile Droysen’in 6znelciligi, Iggers’in iddiasindaki
gibi “siyasi tarih” ile Braudel’in iddiasindaki gibi siyasi ve ekonomik temelden yoksun “kiltirel tarih” arasinda salinsa
da; ana eksen, hem “kultirel tarih” ile “siyasi ve iktisadi tarih”i birlikte ele alan hem de “milli tarih”i asan buttinsel
“evrensel kilttrel tarih” programi tarafindan tanimlanmistir.
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Is State-Centeredness the Distinctive Feature of Historiography in Germany?!

“Peculiarities” of German history (Blackbourn & Eley, 1985), “special path”
(Sonderweg) (Wehler, 1981) and Germany’s “late” (verspdtet) (Plessner, 1982)
or “partial modernization” (partielle Modernisierung) (Riischemeyer 1969, as
cited in Kisler, 1984, p. 204) refer to difference-centered comparisons made
between Germany and other countries. Historiography in Germany has itself
been the subject of such comparisons. Georg Iggers, one of the leading experts
in German historiography, contrasted Germany with England, Italy, America and
France in particular, pointing out some of the distinctive features of historiography
in Germany. One of these features is that one single paradigm is dominant in
historiography in Germany, i.e. historicist tradition. Another feature is the
height of both the theoretical and methodological self-consciousness level of
German historians. At the same time, Iggers draws attention to the fact that some
characteristics of historiography in Germany cannot be seen as its distinctive
features, contrary to widespread acceptance. For example, critical analysis of
documents associated with Ranke cannot be seen as its distinguishing characteristic
since it was developed by an earlier generation of philologists, classicists, and
Bible-scholars (Iggers, 2012b, p. 3).

According to Iggers, the distinctive feature of historiography in Germany is its
state-centeredness (Iggers, 2012b, p. 4). State-centered historiography means that
German historians agree on the theoretical understanding that the discipline of
history is the science of the history of states - in terms of the nature of history. In this
context, Iggers advocates that German historicist tradition focuses on the conflict
between great powers as its topic, and on diplomatic documents rather than statistics,
social research etc. as its source. The dimension of state-centeredness regarding the
operation of scientific activities is “the insistence that historical study must keep
close to archival sources” (Iggers, 2012a, p. 36). The problem of reliability of sources
as a condition of being scientific leads the historian to turn away from various rich
categories of sources, and to limit himself to certain kinds of sources. So, as the major
institution holding archives, the state becomes the criterion of reliability.

Moreover, it is seen that Iggers supposes a positive correlation between state-
centered historiography and appearances of state-centeredness in other fields.
For example, according to state-centered history understanding, politics is the
main factor shaping history. History is the history of states. The main actors,
which determine the flow of history, are states (Freyer, 2012, p. 71). Therefore
the field of study of the discipline of history also has to be the state. This view of

1 This article is based on the PhD thesis entitled “Methodological Debates in German Sociology” (1870-1914)
written by Mehmet Ali Akyurt under the supervision of Ismail Coskun. This study has been supported by
TUBITAK 2214/A International Research Fellowship Program (for PhD Students) and Scientific Research
Projects Coordination Unit of Istanbul University (Project Number: 50641).
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history mostly appears together with the political-history-centered understanding
of historiography. As one of the leading representatives of this approach, and the
rector, dean of the faculty of philosophy, and head of the philosophy department
at the University of Berlin, the main higher education institution of the Prussian
state, Hegel’s position was parallel to Prussian international competition and
legitimacy search at the beginning of 19" century. As a state-centered example
of philosophical interest directed towards history, Hegel advocates that states are
actors and makers of history. Accordingly, history is the history of states, in other
words, the ones who make history are not ordinary people, classes or societies,
but states, statesmen and “great men”. Following Hegel’s formulation, there is
a moving force of history and this is neither family (organism) nor bourgeois
society (economics), rather it is the state (politics). Every great power following
each other in the history of mankind represents a certain stage of Geist. As each
state follow its predecessor, Geist goes a step further in its advancement, which
embodies the history of mankind (Freyer, 2012, p. 71).

In this appearance of state-centeredness, society, social institutions, economics,
culture and religion are not handled as autonomous entities. These are imagined as
mere functions or manifestations of state, or fields of lower status to be regulated by
states. It is possible to explain this through the incompleteness of the realm outside
the state. On the other hand, state-centeredness does not necessarily mean the total
neglect of fields such as culture, economics and society. Rather, it corresponds to
the lack of addressing them as of themselves. State-centeredness results in those
fields being dealt with from an administrative point of view limited to the scope of
policy development.

State-centered politics understanding means that German historians, even if
they are conservative, liberal, democrat or socialist, lie on the common ground
of state-centeredness as a political orientation (Iggers, 2012b, p. 4). Furthermore,
Iggers adopts the understanding of “power state” (Machtstaat) and seeing
the state as a purpose in itself as (regarding politics) one of three intellectual
pillars of historicism, which he perceives as the main paradigm determining
the historiography in Germany (the remaining pillars are rejection of normative
thought, regarding philosophy of values, and opposition to conceptualization,
regarding epistemology). While borders between state and society become
ambiguous in France and England, the distinction between the ruler and ruled
protects its sharpness and decisiveness. Related to this, while the state is seen
as an instrument for public good from a pragmatic perspective in France and
England, it is understood as self-evident with its own rules from an idealist
perspective (Iggers, 2012b, pp. 7-8).
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Another dimension of state-centeredness regarding “sociology of science” is that
German historians address experts in academia, bureaucracy and politics, instead of the
general public or a wider audience consisting of layman readers. Accordingly, German
historians are closer to the state, than to the society. Therefore, they are more interested
in political problems than social ones. German historians work mostly at universities and
the German higher education system determines their agenda (Iggers, 2012a, pp. 27-28).

On the other hand, being located under the roof of the state and financed by the
state does not necessarily result in a fully state-controlled research activity and
topic selection. For example, /813 spirit, which appeared after the 1806 defeat of
Prussia by France, brought with it a large-scale public funding in higher education
but scientific activity in Prussia never lost its autonomy within the framework of
the Humboldtian model of higher education. Furthermore, it is doubtful that a state-
controlled scientific inquiry would definitely lead to a limitation of interest by the state
in history. Likewise, the Prussian state in the pre-1870 period was in trouble in terms
of international competition and was trying to legitimate its leading position among
German states, and as a result it focused on foreign policy, and therefore needed a
state-centered history. On the other hand, in the period after 1870 when it coped
with social turmoil and inner politics, it required social and economic history. After
the Unification, the “social question” (soziale Frage) and gradually the “question of
working classes” (Arbeiterfrage) gained significance. As a result, studies of social
and economic history increased both in universities and other scientific institutions
such as in German Economic Association (Verein fiir Sozialpolitik, VfS). Adolph
Wagner reflects this process of transition from politics to socio-economics in 1895
as follows: “The social question (soziale Frage) is now the central question as the
national question (nationale Frage) [unification question (Einheitsfrage)] was before
18717 (as cited in Bas, 2015, p. 46). In other words, after the Unification, the subject
matter of history as a discipline expanded to the realms outside the state because of
being state-controlled by the discipline itself.

In which period was state-centeredness influential on the historiography in
Germany according to Iggers? By setting apart Herder as an exceptional pioneer,
Iggers sees Wilhelm von Humboldt and Ranke as founding fathers (Iggers, 2012b,
p- 3). Additionally, he points out the continuity between German historicist tradition
and the Schmoller School in the last quarter of 19™ century as of state-centeredness
(Iggers, 2012a, p. 37). Historians such as Jacob Burckhardt, Julius von Ficker, Johann
von Déllinger, Max Lehmann, Franz Schnabel, Lorenz von Stein and Karl Lamprecht,
and philosophers such as Arthur Schopenhauer and Friedrich Nietzsche are listed
by Iggers as exceptional authors, which have not a state-centered understanding of
history (Iggers, 2012b, p. 4). Evidently, Iggers sees most other German authors other
than these as proponents of the state-centered view.
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Limits and Sources of Interest in the State

Even if Iggers sees state-centeredness as the distinctive feature of historiography
in Germany (2012, p. 3), this, or interest in the state in general can be thought of as a
temporary intellectual tendency, which gains and loses popularity from time to time.
State-centeredness appears in its various dimensions distinguished above analytically.
Despite the fact that they sometimes coincide contingently, identification of them with
each other and reduction of one to another have to be problematized. In this sense,
state-centered historiography has to be delicately distinguished from appearances of
state-centeredness in other fields. In order to historicize German historians’ interest in
the state, three steps may be followed: (i) discovery of historical reasons behind the
production of the widespread opinion that this interest in the state is almost timeless
and stems from the “essence” of historicism, (ii) clarification of temporal limits of
this interest, and (iii) detection of historical reasons behind this temporal interest.

(1) Temporality of state-centeredness in 19% century German historicist tradition
is mostly kept in the background, probably because of the distortion of the empirical
ground by the historians which base their views fully on their own ages, countries and
values, exactly in the same manner as criticized by Herder (Gokberk, 1948, p. 79).
The inclination towards seeing the temporal state-centeredness in the historiography
in Germany temporally more widespread than as it is in reality, almost as a timeless
phenomenon, can be seen as a result of retrospective readings about 19" century
Germany’s development after World War I, and especially after the Nazi experience.
Those reverse order readings relate German military aggressiveness to the fact that
both German society and intellectuals give too much importance to state. Durkheim’s
attempt to reduce 19" century German thought to the ideas of statist historian
Treitschke, in his propaganda booklet written during the WW 1, can be seen as an
early example of those readings (Durkheim, 1915). The same tendency can also be
observed in the Post-war literature in English. Those works have to be re-analyzed
critically from this point of view.

(i1) Against this anachronic approach, the historicization project of the tendency
of state-centeredness among 19" century German historians also has to include the
attempt to identify its scope of influence. In which period and how far is historiography
in Germany state-centered? When and why is the culture-oriented understanding of
“cultural history” (Kulturgeschichte), which was highly influential in 18" century
historiography in Germany, replaced by politics-centeredness? To which periods,
authors and works is the political history orientation in 19" century limited? Exactly
when in the 19" century is state-centeredness again replaced by social history
orientation? How can the social and economic history studies by VfS founded in
1873 be explained? The same question can be asked for Lamprecht’s powerful 1885-
86 study on social history (Iggers, 2012a, pp. 31-32).
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(ii1) Study of factors behind this temporal political history orientation of the
historiography in Germany points towards some historical facts: the 1806 defeat,
for example, underlined the importance of political unity and central unitary state
in Germany. In the mentality of German society, the significance of the role of the
state has gradually increased in the Reform period following the defeat. According
to Ranke, only an independent state, which gains maximum power against his rivals,
can guarantee freedom, law and cultural creativity of its people. (Iggers, 2012b, p.
9) So, this idea became stronger in general in the German thought beginning from
1810s, and this resulted in a focus on the state in the historiography in Germany.

Secondly, in a period when international relations, foreign policy, struggle for
power and wars are on the agenda, an intensification of state-centered understanding
of history writing seems plausible. Active actors of this process are states - affairs
occur at the level of state. After that domestic politics and concerns gained primacy
and priority, as in the title of Kehr’s book on 19" century German social history
(Primat der Innenpolitik), social policy agenda and socio-economic research and
studies intensified. Those studies of economic and social history conducted especially
by V/S members were more “scientific” than 18" century cultural histories. In other
words, this was the result of partial resolution of foreign policy problems and the
emergence of social policy problems as a product of social change in 1870s.

Another reason internal to the scientific field was that the beginning of the 19"
century (when history was emerging and trying to prove itself as a scientific discipline)
was a period of strict Kantian conditions where being scientific also influenced “social
sciences”. Wolff-Kant tradition’s strict standards of being scientific, e.g. “there is
only as much science in a discipline as there is mathematics in it”, necessitated that
the material (events) and laws of history are universal, demonstrable, not particular
and not contingent. Wolff advocated 1728 that history is “the lowest form of
knowledge” (Beiser, 2017, p. 134). A critical student of Wolff, Chladni (Chladenius)
(1710-1759), “the German Vico” (Beiser, 2011, p. 27), who is counted among the
first methodologists of modern history, and accepted as the founder of history in
Germany as an empirical science (Miiller, 1917), advocated in his 1752 “General
Historiography” (4/lgemeine Geschichtswissenschaft) that those standards of being
scientific are not related to the material and laws of history, but to historical research
activity itself (existence of procedures, standards and rules followed during historical
research) (Beiser, 2017, p. 134). However, again in this case, history as the science
of human, society, culture and Geist had to limit itself to a restrained realm, where
it could satisfy those revised Wolffian standards in terms of scientific activity. This
resulted in political history because of the availability of reliable sources regarding
the history of states. Because sources on social, economic and cultural fields could
not be seen as reliable according to the mentioned criteria, historians had to limit

298



Akyurt, Coskun / Is State-Centeredness the Distinctive Feature of Historiography in Germany?

themselves to the political field where they could find reliable sources. This was a
new restriction, enforcing historians to unwillingly exclude the rich cultural material
studied in a “scientific” manner before Kant, and this meant the abandonment of
cultural history. When Neo-Kantians? and historicists flexed those Kantian standards
more and more, this idea that history should only deal with the state was gradually
left, and the social world with its cultural, economic and psychological dimensions
found a place for itself in the works of German historicist historians.

Lastly, there is an additional interest in the state in Germany’s historiography through
the field of law studies. “Germany was governed by a peculiar combination of Roman
law and German customary law. But understanding Roman law required knowledge
of Roman culture and history, just as understanding German customary law demanded
knowledge of the Middle Ages (Beiser, 2017, p. 136). Therefore, studies on law were
actually studies on the history of law, i.e. a kind of state-centered history.?

Philosophers and Historians’ Interest in History

The increase of interest in empirical historical studies can be related to political
and military failure. Therefore, the line between the end of “the age of reason” (18"
century) and the beginning of “the age of history” (19" century) is drawn by the
failure of the French Revolution. Accordingly, “one major lesson of the French
Revolution was that people could not create societies and states according to the
mandates of pure reason alone.” (Beiser, 2017, p. 133). In order to do this, a deeper
understanding of society is necessary, which also takes historical and irrational
factors into account. In other words, 18" century Enlightenment thought tried to rule
religion, society and state with the help of reason alone without looking to history, but
failed. In this sense, history as a discipline became a current issue after philosophy
failed to grasp religious, social and political fields. Put differently, Enlightenment’s
interest in history emerged as a next step after the failed attempt to remove the effects
of religion and state on social life.

In this period, the insufficiency of philosophical reductions as presuppositions
about human nature in ruling the world became visible, philosophy experienced

2 Historicism was a way of perception, which influenced various disciplines such as law, economics, linguistics
etc. Its effects transcended the field of history. In fact, Neo-Kantianism, which was formulated at the beginning
of the 1790s, lived its golden age from 1860 to 1914 as a result of the growing impact of two cultural
factors, i.e. German nationalism and historicist outlook. Neo-Kantianism emerged as a reaction against
two philosophical currents, Hegel’s speculative idealism of 1800-1830 and materialism of the 1850s. The
common features of Neo-Kantians can be summarized as a respect for Kant, seeing him as a shelter against
materialism, criticism towards giving philosophy the duty of shaping scientific activity, refusal of methods of
speculative idealism, advocating the necessity of balancing rationalism with empiricism, accepting value of
experience against reason, and perception against conceptualization (Beiser, 2015, pp. 1-5).

3 It has to be kept in mind that the history of law is also inclined towards social history, as state-centered
history. For example, Weber’s studies on agricultural law were close to the history of agriculture, production,
work, economy, and eventually social history.
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failure against the social world, and philosophical discourses created a smaller
reflection on society. Those developments resulted in the increase of interest in
empirical history and the need for history as an Imperial discipline. On the other hand,
political, military and economic victories against other countries caused a superficial
interest in society limited to philosophical speculations in those successful countries.
Sometimes big defeats create reactive philosophies of history as a shortcut attempt
to overcome the trauma. While the philosophy of history is mainly the discourse of
winners in the stage of history, in such exceptional cases, we see that they are created
and used also by losers.

The interest in history of Enlightenment philosophers, similar to society
conceptions of natural law theorists, is based on a philosophical understanding about
whichever aspect of human nature and mostly in the form of a philosophy of history
devoid of empirical basis. Freyer points out the divergence between historians’
human understanding and philosophers’ —who are proponents of rational natural
law theory. Accordingly, while historians try to make inductive inferences based
on empirical data, natural law theorists focus on the fundaments of human nature
and try to reach conclusions about social life based on their assumptions regarding
human nature. This means the reduction of history and society to certain instincts and
tendencies (Freyer, 2012, p. 29). History, which was seen once as the manifestation of
divine will by theologians, is now perceived by philosophers as the manifestation and
development of an instinct or ability in humans. Human history is read sometimes as
the development of reason or sometimes as the maturation of unity and solidarity of
mankind (Gokberk, 1948, pp. 62—63). Other explanations on the other hand say that
characteristics such as human instinct to survive, passion to obtain maximum power,
desire to maximize personal or collective benefit or will to protect honor are engines
of history and determine both meaning and purpose of history (Freyer, 2012, p. 29).

On the basis of the philosophy of history lies the assumption that human nature
is fixed, and that human existence and behavior can therefore be understood and
predicted by reducing it into a single feature of human nature such as a certain
instinct or rationality. In a similar way, natural law theory conducts a philosophical
discussion about human nature and aims to shape society and the future accordingly
in the end. The “history of civilizations” and historical phenomena views of
philosophers and historians as two ideal types can be contrasted as follows, based on
their methodological inclinations (Beiser, 2017, pp. 138-139):

According to Beiser, philosophers dealing with the philosophy of history build a
general “world history” view according to a priori methods. “Speculative history”
sees “empirical history” as “a mere under laborer whose purpose was to supply
materials for [its own] more exciting [purposes]”. Empirical historians do “tedious
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and laborious” work, “sweat over minutiae”. According to Hegel-led “philosophers”,
what Schleiermacher-led* “historians” of the 1820s did was “a conspiracy to empty
history of meaning by reducing it down to a multitude of disparate [...] facts.” On

Philosophers (Fichte, Schelling, Hegel) Historians (Chladni, Schleiermacher, Niebuhr, Ranke)
Philosophy of history Historicism

Speculative, an a priori (deductive), philosophi- | Empirical, a posteriori (inductive), historical, analytical
cal, synthetic history history

Individual cases are examples of universals and
can be understood on the basis of universals. | Looks at individual cases and tries to infer universals ba-
The starting point is general principles and rules, | sed on them. Starts from concrete data and experience and
which are possibly false and can only be verified | reaches general rules and laws.

by a priori ways.

the other hand, they excitingly “reveal, through sheer a priori excogitation, the goals
and laws of world history” (Beiser, 2017, p. 139). The historicist social science
tradition starts from history and therefore formulates an inductive, multi-layer, multi-
dimensional reading of “world history” against the deductive, progressive, linear
version starting from philosophy.

Historians dealing with society diverge from the normativity of philosophers’
adopted natural law theory, focus on how human societies develop in reality, and in
their effort to grasp humanity and society, they tend to formulate a totally different
“universal” history. This history is “universal” in two senses. The first universalization
means that interest in history has to be directed towards all cultural happenings, and
has to be extended to “cultural history”, instead of remaining limited to “political
history”. Accordingly, the subject of history is not only the state, politics, political
and military events, but also customs and traditions, material and spiritual cultures,
techniques, economics, thought, mentality, family life, language, religion, praying
styles, art and sciences of people. So, the focus is also on social life as a manifestation
of culture, not only on the state and rulers.® The second universalization means
the replacement of “national history” with “history of nations”, in other words,
“universal history” (Universalgeschichte). So, the historian’s point of view surpasses
borders of a single state, and a history emerges, which takes the whole of mankind
into consideration (Freyer, 2012, p. 28). In some cases, this approach is also known
as “world history” (Weltgeschichte) or “global history”.

4 Schleiermacher put forward a “careful and moderate” intellectual effort to develop “knowledge of praxis”
rather than “speculative systems”. In that respect, it is plausible that Dilthey conducted so many studies on
Schleiermacher (Scholtz & Aliy, 2012, p. 9).

5 Braudel criticizes German cultural history studies as a whole. Accordingly, the transition from state-
centered studies to culture-oriented studies was a movement from a partiality to another. Braudel sees it as
an unbalance. So, “cultural history” studies in Germany, from their emergence in 1780s to 1850s, reached
maybe to a universal scope as “world history”, but they failed to create a holistic “history of civilizations”
because they tried to understand the superstructure without base, by writing just “inner history” (culture,
literature and religion) without “outer history” (politics and economics) (Braudel, 1992, p. 272).
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Braudel refers this inclusive approach of history in 1959 as “history of civilizations”
(histoire des civilisations). According to Braudel “history of civilizations” means a
holistic history including all sub-branches of history (Braudel, 1992, p. 259). So,
the geographical expansion expressed by “universal history” and the expansion of
scope expressed by “cultural history” come together under the concept of “history
of civilizations”. A holistic and encyclopedic attempt of this sort attempts to bring
together all results of historical studies including all periods of history, all regions
of world geography, and all sub-branches of history. This approach, which comes
into being as a result of two-dimensional universalization, aims to analyze every
society that ever lived in the history of mankind, and from all aspects. We call this
holistic approach “universal cultural history”. As close formulations we see the 1806
book by Heinrich Daniel Andreas Sonne, “universal cultural history” (Universal-
Kulturgeschichte) and the institute founded by Karl Lamprecht in 1909, “cultural and
universal history” (Kultur- und Universalgeschichte).

The Peculiarity of Historiography in Germany: Early Victory of Historians

The replacement of philosophical investigations into human nature with empirical
historical research focused on richness and multidimensionality of the human
experience came into existence earlier in Germany because of the “political failure”
of Germany. The end of the “age of reason” and the beginning of the “age of history”
had already started in the 1750s in Germany.® The early awakening of interest in
history and the influential and pioneering position of history among other social
sciences are among the peculiarities of the German intellectual environment. History
was the first institutionalized social science discipline in Germany and therefore
became the role model of social sciences. According to Dilthey, as in the eyes of
Chladni, Niebuhr, Ranke and Droysen, history is “first and foremost among the mind
sciences (Geisteswissenschaften)” (Beiser, 2017, p. 143).

Even if small failures increased interest in “history” instead of “reason” in both
France and England, no radical change occurred in both countries. Although there
were some small moves’ in France in the direction of “universal cultural history” as a

6 The institutionalization of history in Germany as an academic discipline starts in 1750s. In this period,
there was an enormous increase in the amount of historical research. The first departments of history were
also founded in this period (Beiser, 2017, pp. 136-137). Chladni gave the first lecture on historiography
(Historik) in Germany in 1750 (Blanke, Fleischer, & Riisen, 1984, p. 334). The “General Historiography”
(Allgemeine Geschichtswissenschaft) of Chladni was published in 1752. The beginning of historicism, the
main tradition, which influences historiography in Germany (Iggers, 2012b, p. 3), is dated back to 1750
(Beiser, 2011, p. 1).

7 Voltaire’s 1756 Essai sur les meeurs et l’esprit des nations (Essay on the Manners and Spirit of Nations)
called by Braudel “the first study of history of civilizations” (Braudel, 1992, p. 259) is an early example,
which reflects the interest in empirical history and (parallel to French success in the international field)
the philosophy of history together. The title of 1759 English translation (An Essay on Universal History:
the Manners, and Spirit of Nations) showed the way of reception of the work as a “universal history”. In
addition, the book focused on customs and traditions, material and spiritual cultures, social lives of peoples
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result of cultural and political developments before and after the French Revolution,
France left this great historicist scientific project immediately, and opened the way
to the dominance of philosophy, a way of thinking based on human nature, and
the philosophy of history again. In other words, as one of the victors, France, like
England, reverted to dealing with history in a philosophical way. Germany, on the
other hand, maintained its scientific interest in history.

Therefore, Meinecke and Troeltsch underlined that historicism was merely the
logical result of European science of the 17" and 18" centuries, which aimed for
a deeper understanding of the human being. Only in Germany, however, could it
reach this point, and so German historicism rescued the modern thought from its
2000-year chains of “natural law theory” (Iggers, 2012b, p. 5). Meinecke in the
preface to his 1936 book, “The Emergence of Historicism” (Die Entstehung des
Historismus) labels historicism as “one of the greatest intellectual revolutions
that Western thought has experienced” (Beiser, 2007). Accordingly, beginning
from the 1750s, historicist thought started to replace ahistorical ways of thinking,
which were dominant during both Antiquity and the Middle Ages. “The older
ahistorical way of thinking saw human nature, morality and reason as absolute,
eternal and universal; the new historical way regarded them as relative, changing
and particular.” (Beiser, 2011, p. 1).

So, historicism put aside the thought that science consists of true facts with
timeless and absolute validity corresponding to the rational order dominant in every
corner of the universe. Historicist science, contrary to the “human nature”-centered
definition of science, defined itself as the knowledge of eternal diversity of mankind’s
experience throughout history. Meinecke sees historicism as a fundamental criticism
towards “natural law theory”, Germanys’ greatest contribution to modern thought
after the Reformation, and the farthest level of understanding in the human world.
Meinecke refers to the deep divergence between cultural and political developments
in Germany and the rest of Western Europe after the French Revolution as the reason
behind the latter’s continuing loyalty to natural law theory (Iggers, 2012b, p. 5).

France found a place among such victors of history as England, and became a
part of the party, which imposed norms. On the other hand, the idea of “respect
for the particular”, which was one of the pillars of historicism, also meant respect
for norms of the individual and historical examples not complying to the norms
claiming universal validity. As Iggers puts, “the rejection of the concept of thinking
in normative terms” (Antinormativitdr) was one of three pillars of German historicist
thought (the other two being the idea of “state as an end in itself”, Machtstaat and
the “rejection of conceptualized thinking”, Anti-Begrifflichkeit) (Iggers, 2012b, pp.

rather than political and military affairs, kings and commanders (Freyer, 2012, p. 28).
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8-10). This corresponded to the advocacy of culturalism against universalism and
reminds us of the relationship between the thinking styles of German philosophers
and politics. This emphasis on normative relativity functioned as an abstract shelter
for Germans against the claim that German society was backwards and less valuable
than the French and British societies according to so-called universal norms derived
from the experiences of those two societies. This idea of normative relativity closes
the door to pejorative approaches, regarding social and cultural situation and the
practices of certain societies by referring to universal norms, not just for Germany,
but also for all other countries other than England and France.

Therefore, Carlo Antoni related the historicist thought to efforts of political
theorists who wanted to protect local rights and privileges against the offences
and interventions of a centralized Enlightenment state. This was valid especially
for Swedish cantons and German small states, which had no modern bureaucratic
state apparatus yet. In this sense, historicism was the reaction and revolt of national
traditions against French reason and the age of Enlightenment (Iggers, 2012b, p. 6).

Germany was a country, where this conflict between ideas of French origin and
national traditions was especially intense. As of 1789, Germany was also devoid of a
great literary heritage, different from England, Spain and Italy (Iggers, 2012b, p. 7).
Therefore, in support, Germany had no choice other than “national soul” (Volksseele)
and “national culture” with an empirical, anthropological and ethnological content
and emphasis rather than the concept of “national spirit” (Volksgeist).

German political nationalism was aroused parallel to reactions against French
dominance after the French Revolution and during the Napoleonic Wars. This
military and political conflict deepened opposition against Enlightenment in
German thought. In this context, the historicist tradition is a result of German
national awakening and the Wars of Liberation (1813-1815). Against the French
efforts to define politics in the new world, the “spirit of 1813” was more influential
than the “spirit of 1789” in Germany. As the French Revolution emerged with
radical egalitarian demands and challenged all traditions, it left the way open to
the systematic tyranny of state on men, therefore Robespierre and Napoleon found
their place as its examples on the stage of history. On the contrary, the spirit of
1813 was a top-down reform movement, but managed to create balance between
traditional forms of authority and modern bureaucracy with its tendency to open a
place for individual freedom (Iggers, 2012b, p. 7).

Moreover, the doctrine of political legitimacy in German thought pointed to the
modern moral state as a third option against pre-modern feudal moral state and as a
replacement for the modern bureaucratic soulless state. According to this doctrine, the
source of legitimacy of the state is its effort to reach certain cultural-moral goals and
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to create an environment where certain cultural-moral values could develop (Ringer,
1990, pp. 10-11). This vision gave the role of cultural and spiritual leaders and wise
men to academicians, who made up the most spiritual (geistig) part of bureaucracy.
The idea of autonomy of the academy against the state was one of two main principles
of Humboldtian higher education doctrine in Germany, the other being the principle
of unity of education and research, was in accord with this role.

So, the main peculiarity of historiography in Germany can be seen as the
development of the “universal cultural history” program. The original formulation of
this scientific approach in Germany aims to understand all geographies, periods and
fields of human activity within an encyclopedic wholeness by interpreting every part
as of itself. The point here is that regardless of the scope of the research subject, i.e.
geography (spatial width), period (temporal width) or field of activity (depth), every
research subject has to be seen as the center alone and has to be analyzed from a
comparative and typological perspective within the broadest context, in other words
to be interpreted while keeping in mind the whole rich sum of experiences of human
kind throughout history. The principle of “history for its own sake” meant public
funding and autonomy of scientific activity from politics. The principle of “respect
for the particular” meant study of research subject as of itself and for its own sake.
These two principles were valid in the German social science environment and made
possible the research program, which we call “universal cultural history”.

“Universal Cultural History” in German Historiography

Modern historiography in Germany came across certain challenges between 1750
and 1900. As a result of those fluctuations, it created its own original solutions. The
first one of those is the response of Chladni in the 1750s against the challenge
raised by Wolff, a predecessor of Kantian line, that history cannot be the subject of
science. A similar conflict occurred between Kant’s own challenge underlining the
impossibility of “social sciences”, Hegel’s call for philosophy of history (history
as metaphysics) at two edges, and Ranke’s intermediary attempt for a “scientific
history” (possibility of history as a science) in the first half of 19" century. In
Germany, in the period before positivism, there was an effort to revise and fulfill
the newly defined conditions of scientificness in order to establish history as a
scientific discipline. So, history gained the leading position among German social
sciences. Droysen confronted this challenge of the positivist wave that had been
growing since the mid-19th century. Dilthey, Windelband and Rickert in this sense
can be seen as the successors of Droysen. Another challenge was the revival of state-
centered understanding of history in the 1870s, which was answered by Lamprecht’s
advocacy of “social history”. 1900 can be accepted as the date of the next victory of
“social history” and the emergence of “historical sociology” with the efforts of Otto
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Hintze, a disciple of Lamprecht, and Max Weber. All of those debates are more or
less characteristic to Germany, and they shaped the historiographic tendencies in
Germany. In other words, those historiographic debates can be seen as sources of
peculiarities of historiography in Germany.

Herder’s main contribution to German historicism was his emphasis on the
uniqueness of cultures and periods (Forster, 2018). Accordingly, there are “radical
mental differences” between “different historical periods” and “different cultures/
peoples”. Herder, “the German Rousseau” (Barnard, 1989), beginning from his
1766 article “On the Change of Taste” to the end of his career, sees the empirical
study of diversity and change including concepts, beliefs, values and emotions
as the main aim of the discipline of history (Forster, 2018). Furthermore, Herder
consciously focuses on inner worlds and psychologies of historical actors instead
of “great” political and military events (Forster, 2018). In this sense, Herder’s
view 1is culture-centered, and he does not have an exclusionist attitude towards
any culture (Iggers, 2012b, p. 29). Therefore, he can be seen as a relativist and
culturalist. Another important point here is the implication of the absence of any
center, which requires the inclusion of all cultures in the world into the field of
interest of the historian. In this sense, Herder can be seen as the forerunner of the
“universal cultural history” program. Another significant aspect of Herder is that he
is the obvious evidence of the emphasis on the uniqueness of historical phenomena,
cultures and ages do not require exclusionism and state-centeredness necessarily,
and that there is no direct “essential” link between them.

Herder at the same time, according to Braudel, is the person who formulated the
“cultural history” as a field of research for the first time. He did this in his 1784
“Outlines of a Philosophy of the History of Man” (Ildeen zur Philosophie der
Geschichte der Menschheit) (Braudel, 1992, p. 272). However Braudel underlines
as a criticism that Herder understands the material aspect of life under the concept of
“civilization” and the intellectual and scientific development independent from social
context under the concept of “culture” (Braudel, 1992, p. 265). This is parallel to his
criticism against “cultural history” that it is incomplete and far from being holistic.

Among “universal history” studies in the second half of the 18" century, Isaak
Iselin’s 1764 book “On History of Man” (Uber die Geschichte der Menschheit),
Johann Gottfried Eichhorn’s 1777 booklet “On the Scope and Method of Academic
Courses of Universal History” (Uber den Umfang und die Methode akademischer
Vorlesungen tiber die Universalgeschichte) and again his 5 volume “World History”
(Weltgeschichte) published 1799 to 1814, and Friedrich Schiller’s 1789 inaugural
lecture at the University of Jena “What is and to what end does one study universal
history?” (Was heifit und zu welchem Ende studiert man Universalgeschichte?).
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Among “cultural history” studies® after the 1790s, there are some efforts to combine
cultural history and statistics under the genre of “regional history” or “province
history” (Landesgeschichte). As works of “Cultural History of German Cities”
which focus on a certain region, there are also studies such as “A Cultural History
of Greece”, which concentrate on countries. Other “cultural history” studies in this
period address phenomena such as certain periods and centuries, languages, literary
movements, geographical regions, means of support like agriculture and gardening,
wedding ceremonies and festivals. After the 1830s, we see also books with titles such
as “philosophy of cultural history” and “foundations of cultural history”, which deal
with this field from a theoretical and methodological perspective. When we look
at the content of a “cultural history” book, for example Wilhelm Drumann’s 1847
“Outlines of Cultural History” (Grundriss der Culturgeschichte), we see chapters on
a certain period of a certain culture are divided as follows: state, national literature,
music, visual arts, sciences, crafts, trade, religion, moral education. This reflects the
effort to reach a holistic picture of the studied subject.

An innovation seen in an 1846 textbook by pedagogue Theodor Schacht is the
tendency of cultural history to extend its influence to neighboring fields. The full
title of the book is “Textbook of geography of old and new times with special regard
to political and cultural history” (Lehrbuch der Geographie alter und neuer Zeit
mit besonderer Riicksicht auf politische und Kulturgeschichte). Firstly, it shows the
tendency of convergence between neighboring fields of social sciences (in this case:
geography and history), and between different sub-branches of history (in this case:
political and cultural history). Secondly, we observe the increasing frequency of
the ending “with special regard to cultural history” (mit besonderer Riicksicht auf
Kulturgeschichte) in book titles towards the end of 19™ century. Again in the same
period, we encounter studies of “cultural history of mankind” combining “universal
history” and “cultural history”. As examples we see historian and ethnologist Friedrich
Majer’s 1798 2 volume “On Cultural History of Peoples: Historical Studies” (Zur
Kulturgeschichte der Vilker. Historische Untersuchungen) and philologist Johann
Christoph Adelung’s 1800 “An article on history of the culture of the mankind”
(Versuch einer Geschichte der Cultur des menschlichen Geschlechts).

Wilhelm von Humboldt was the person responsible for the higher education
element of the Prussian Reform Movement after the 1806 defeat of Germany by
Napoleon. His two main principles are that he adds research, i.e. doctoral theses, as
an integral part to the educational function of academies, and that he guarantees the

8 A Worldcat search for “cultural history” as “Kulturgeschichte” and “Culturgeschichte” in German book
titles shows respectively in 50 year intervals from 1750 to 1900 30, 148 and 1883 records; in 40 year
intervals from 1780 to 1900 77, 283 and 1720 records; and in 10 year intervals from 1840 to 1900 60, 167,
165, 388, 459 and 783 (this steady increase even continues until today). In the period of 1750-1900, 2061
German works on “cultural history”” were published, while the total number of English books with “cultural
history” in their titles was merely 6 in the same period.
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autonomy of academy against politics. After the establishment of a separate faculty
of history in 1810, the former principle resulted in a dramatic increase in original
empirical historical researches, which was important in terms of the development of
the discipline. In addition, they constituted a strong and rich basis of historical data
set for “social sciences”. The latter principle guaranteed that historians tended to
follow their own research agenda rather than the needs and expectations of political
authority, which in turn meant “history for history”.

Hegel can be seen as an anti-hero for historiography in Germany and opposition
towards Hegel has been more formative than Hegel himself. Therefore, both
Iggers (Iggers, 2012b, p. 289) and Beiser (Beiser, 2017) underline this point. On
the other hand, Hegel showed the way to sociologists such as Ferdinand Toénnies
and Max Weber with his countless concepts and theoretical formulations about the
historical-social world. Inspired by Hegel, they revised and developed those with
the help of empirical studies.

On the other hand, Ranke’s position against Hegel was clearer; he challenged
Hegel’s speculative idealism. Therefore, according to Beiser, Hegel’s a priori
(synthetic) method in the philosophy of history was discredited neither by Marx nor
by Kierkegaard, it was Ranke’s 1831 lectures, which did it (Beiser, 2017, p. 139).
Niebuhr, the founding dean of Berlin University Faculty of History, and his student
Ranke constituted the counter party to Hegel in the “objectivity debate” in history.
In this sense, a definition of “historicism” valid for the period when it is influential,
namely 1810 to 1945, putting its opposition to Hegel and to philosophy of history
at the center, which is one of its most important aspects emerged in its authentic
context, in Germany (Iggers, 2012b, p. 287) would be the idea that history is a sum
consisting of endlessly diverse particular, unique and multidimensional phenomena
rather than being a single and logical line of development. Based on this emphasis,
it seems more plausible to formulate historicism as “respect for the particular”
(Dellaloglu, 2010, p. 116) rather than defining it as a categorical rejection of
theorization, generalization and conceptualization (Anti-Begrifflichkeit) (cf. Iggers,
2012, p. 10 ascited in Iggers, 2012b, p. 289). However, this respect was accompanied
by a diffidence of theorization and generalization, even if not conceptualization.
Again, faced with the multidimensionality, richness and complexity of the
historical world, humility replaces the assertion of absolute universal knowledge,
the statement of “knowledge is power” and the effort of social engineering. On the
contrary, Comte attributed a great political mission to history and “believed it to be
the basis for a general science of society which would finally give mankind control
over its own destiny”. The slogan repeated by Comte was also frequently valid for
historical knowledge: “Know to foresee, foresee to be able.” (Savoir pour prévoir,
prévoir pour pouvoir.) (Beiser, 2017, p. 146).
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In 1840, naturalism gained a concrete form and formulation, and “modern
positivism” emerged. It meant a new challenge for historiography in Germany.
Historicism in its original form in the second half of the 18" century was not something
against naturalism or “positivism” as seen in its representatives like Chladni, Herder,
Humboldt and Ranke. However, after 1840, it gained its position opposed to positivism
with Droysen, Dilthey, and Simmel (Beiser, 2011, p. 514). Historicists before 1840
adopted Kantian conditions of scientific study and reinterpreted them as rigorous
examinations of historical evidence, but they rejected his pessimistic view that the
historical-social world cannot be known in a scientific manner. Their purpose was to
adapt natural scientific methods (developed by Newton for physics), to history and to
create “science of man”. Opposition to naturalism was developed by authors such as
Droysen and Dilthey after 1840 especially against its way of formulation by modern
positivism and gained its formulation at the end of 19" century (Beiser, 2011, p. 4).

Even if his reception in the US was in this way (Iggers, 2012a, pp. 29-30; see also
Iggers, 1962), seeing Ranke as a positivist was an anachronistic attitude because he
was a historian before a positivist, whose understanding of historiography developed
in the context influenced by Kant and Hegel. What he did was merely revise Kant’s
rules of science in favor of social sciences. His original contribution was not a critical
examination of sources as a former Gymnasium teacher fully aware of philological
methods. 19" century German social scientists without exception were graduates
from the Gymnasium, which meant Greek and Latin knowledge, a sound formation
of classical philology, and skill of critical reading. The philological methods of
critical examination were an essential part of this formation, as also seen in the case
of Ranke (Iggers, 2012a, pp. 24-26). This philological background was a peculiarity
of 19" century German historians compared to historians of other countries.

Niebuhr and Ranke’s “new history” asserted that something like “objective
knowledge” could be reached if critical methods were followed. They saw this as a
prerequisite in order to locate history at the same status level as empirical sciences.
Ranke in 1824 formulated “his highest law” as a “strict presentation of the facts”,
and his purpose was to show “how things actually happened” (wie es eigentlich
gewesen ist). By objectivity he meant a relative objectivity, which underlined the
avoidance of distortion, manipulation and fabrication from history. Distinction has
to be made between facts and “hearsay, embellishment, assumption, interpretation,
and distortion” Therefore the type of objectivity, which can be the aim of historians,
could only be similar to the partial objectivity in the courts of law and journalism,
and the fulfillment of procedural objectivity should be seen sufficient (Beiser, 2017,
p. 141). Even this type of objectivity resulted in the limitation of reliable sources to
formal documents, and accordingly the academic history in Germany tended to limit
itself to the history of state. Comparing 19" century historiography in Germany to a
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pendulum moving between cultural history and political history, and also between
national history and universal history, one can say that this pendulum moved to
political and national history in the 1820s.

Gustav Klemm who between 1843 and 1852 published his 10 volume “General
Cultural History of Mankind” (Allgemeine Cultur-Geschichte der Menschheit) is
seen by Braudel as the author who popularized cultural history studies in Germany
(Braudel, 1992, p. 272). As an anthropologist and ethnologist, as seen in English
literature, and as a cultural historian, as seen in German literature, he also published
a book in 1854-55 entitled “The Science of Culture” (Culturwissenschaft), which
was interpreted as a sign showing that he perceived himself a “cultural scientist™ In
1856, he published a 6 volume study with the title “Women: Descriptions of Cultural
History of the Condition and Influence of Women in Different Regions and Periods”
(Die Frauen. Culturgeschichtliche Schilderungen des Zustandes und Einflusses der
Frauen in den verschiedenen Zonen und Zeitaltern). Another important publication in
this period was his preface (Vorrede) on historiography written for the “Translation of
General World History” (Ubersetzung der Allgemeinen Welthistorie) by Baumgarten
in 1844 (Blanke, Fleischer, & Riisen, 1984, p. 335).

Georg Weber, who was the author of the 1853 book “World History”
(Weltgeschichte), according to Braudel, combined studies of cultural history and
universal history and created a new whole (Braudel, 1992, p. 272). This popular
work with many editions and publications was also later translated into English and
published in 1860 in the US with an addition of “American history” with the title of
Outlines of Universal History from the Creation of the World to the Present Time.

As a critical follower and student of Ranke, it was Gustav Droysen’s adaptation
of the “translation” concept in philology into history, which renewed and enriched
the historicist tradition against the positivist challenge of the 1840s. Droysen’s
analogy between historian and translator referred to a third way different than the
“culturalist” approach of Ranke, which supposes an analysis of a culture according
to its own values, and a “universalist” approach of positivists, which sees the
values of historians as universally valid. According to Droysen, the viewpoint of
the historian is neither ignored and diminished as in the “culturalist” approach, nor
seen as absolutely objective with self-legitimation in the “universalist” approach. The
limits of translation activity and confession of centrality of the target language can be
seen as the main contribution of Droysen to the hermeneutic approach of historical-
social sciences. So, the subjectivity, historicity, context, age, horizon of expectations,
needs, benefits, interests, culture and language of the historian are the accepted and

9 This formulation was later to become popularized by Rickert, as in the title of his 1899 inaugural lecture,
namely “Cultural Science and Natural Science” (Kulturwissenschaft und Naturwissenschaft) (Ozlem, 2001,
pp. 37-57).
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focused dimensions of historiography which influence and must influence written
history, which has to be seen as legitimate. All historical understanding is limited to
the culture and language of historians because they provide the terminology, which
the historian uses while translating words and actions in the past.

Droysen says, “there can no more be single perfect understanding of the past, than there
can be a single perfect translation of a sentence.” (Beiser, 2017, p. 140). Accordingly, as
the translation of a sentence depends on the target language, the way of understanding of
a historical event depends on the historian’s perspective. There are legitimate translations
of a sentence as much as the number of languages. So, there are ways of understanding
an historical event as much as the number of historians. According to Droysen, as our
point of view changes, our way of understanding of historical events will also change,
and therefore history has to be written again and again in every culture and age (as an
echo of Herder’s emphasis on uniqueness of cultures and ages) (Beiser, 2017, p. 141).
Therefore a single and ultimate history is impossible.

Droysen has a determining influence on German historiography in the second half
of 19" century. Ranke and Droysen formulated the ideographical tendency based
on the principle of “respect for the particular” before Windelband and Rickert.
Ranke’s “empathy” (Einfiihlung) preceded Dilthey’s “lived experience” (Erlebnis),
and together with Droysen, they forerun Dilthey in terms of intuitional action of
empathy and understanding as a direct experience (Iggers, 2012a, pp. 37-38).
The idea behind Droysen’s 1857 book “Historiography” (Historik) was indeed
inherited from Humboldt: “Language is the key to understanding the social and
historical world. Human actions are governed and motivated by thoughts, which are
embodied and expressed in language. If we are to understand these actions in their
individuality and uniqueness, we then have to understand exactly the language in
which they are expressed.” Therefore, philology was the key to the historical world.
There was a close relationship between the interpretation of history and text, namely
hermeneutics. Chladni and Schleiermacher developed this discipline before Droysen.
Droysen adapted fundamental principles of study in this discipline of history: “All the
techniques that we use for interpreting historical texts, could be applied to historical
actions.” So, the analogy between historian and translator/interpreter was based on
the analogy between human action and text (Beiser, 2017, pp. 148—149).

This emphasis on language and hermeneutic tradition actually underlined the
study of the entire human existence rather than its this or that dimension, i.e. just
politics, economics or culture, and referred to a holistic understanding of history
covering fields such as politics, economics and culture at the same time. Therefore
another significant contribution of Droysen to German historiography was his
criticism towards the historiography of British positivist historian Henry Thomas
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Buckle, who adapted Comte and Mill’s naturalist ideas to British history and was
more influential more than Comte on positivist circles in Germany'® (Freund,
2006, p. 226). Accordingly, Buckle’s project ignored human will, human action
and the concept of “purpose” (Beiser, 2017, p. 146). Even if Droysen himself
also limited the realm of social agency and human will to some extent by making
a history of “great men”, this voluntarist and subjectivist critique supported the
historicist tradition’s attention to the realm of individual activity and agency. The
Weberian emphasis on the subjective meaning imposed on action can be seen as
an extension of the same line.

In Germany, we also see a separate journal specifically on “cultural history”
(Kulturgeschichte) published in the 1856-59 period as “Archive for Cultural
History” (Archiv fiir Kulturgeschichte), and from 1872 to 1902 as “Journal of
Cultural History” (Zeitschrift fiir Kulturgeschichte). Again, we encounter the journal
entitled “Contributions to cultural history” (Beitrdge zur Kulturgeschichte) published
between 1897 and 1900, and with various journals in the titles of which “cultural
history” appears together with economics and politics.

Swiss historian Jacob Burckhardt, as Huizinga calls him, “the wisest intellectual
of the 19™ century”, published his The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy (Die
Kultur der Renaissance in Italien) in 1860. According to him, in order to understand
a society, its three components have to be analyzed, namely state/politics, culture and
religion. Burckhardt’s triple approach actually can be seen as an example of integrative
and holistic understanding of history suggested by the term “cultural history” in its
German context. However, Braudel asserted that Burckhardt devoted 60% of Die
Kultur der Renaissance in Italien to political history, 30% to cultural history and 10%
to history of religion. This was therefore an imbalanced and failed unity. He dealt
with politics, but ignored “material and social organizations” (he means basically
economics). So his “illuminating” superstructure, despite the author’s desire to find
concreteness, was left in suspense (Braudel, 1992, p. 272).

The 1880s and 1890s were two decades when the number of studies on “cultural
history” and “social history” increased in Germany. What follows are some of the
reasons for this increase: In terms of agenda, foreign policy was replaced by internal
affairs. Society was becoming more autonomous from the state. After accelerating
industrialization, the “social question” (soziale Frage) gained more significance.
An examination of studies conducted by the VfS the main aim of which was to
support state’s policy making mechanism shows that the economic history was the
main focus in the 1870s. However, mainly after 1890, the Protestant-Evangelical
Social Congress (Evangelisch-Sozialer Kongress, ESK) and Society for Social

10 For the influence of Buckle on positivist circles in Germany see (Fuchs, 1994).
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Reform (Gesellschaft fiir soziale Reform, GfSR), which Max Weber was also
closely related to, conducted more empirical studies, especially on issues such as
economic mentality, which constituted a kind of “cultural turn” (Bas, 2015, p. 174)
within the Historical School of Economics.

In the last two decades of 19" century, Karl Lamprecht was one of the leading
figures who used the term “social history” besides “cultural history”!". He published
his book “The Methodology of Cultural History” (Die kulturhistorische Methode) in
1900, but before that especially his 1886 “German economic life in the Middle Ages:
Investigations on the development of the material culture of the flat country on the
basis of the sources first of Moselle” (Deutsches Wirtschaftsleben im Mittelalter:
Untersuchungen iiber die Entwicklung der materiellen Kultur des platten Landes auf
Grund der Quellen zundichst des Mosellandes) is seen as a successful work of social
history. Focusing on economic history, structures and mentalities of the Moselle
valley (Iggers, 2012a, p. 37), this work of “regional history” (Landesgeschichte) was
based on primary sources, and dealt with society, politics and economics as parts of
a bigger whole. In this sense, studies on “regional history” were one of the leading
fields of study where an appearance of social history could be caught, or at least
where social history was allowed (Iggers, 2012a, p. 35).

Again in 1880s, another important figure was Eberhard Gothein who advocated
“cultural history” and “social history”. In his 1889 book “Duties of the Cultural History”
(Aufgaben der Kulturgeschichte), he argued for social history and interdisciplinary
work mainly based on society and internal issues. Therefore in 1889, a debate arose
between him and Dietrich Schéfer, who spoke for political history based on state and
foreign policy (Iggers, 2012a, p. 35).

Lamprecht published his 12-volume book “German History” (Deutsche Geschichte)
between 1891 and 1909. In the journal Année Sociologique published by Durkheim,
the book was reviewed in a way full of praise. The publication of the first volume
in 1891 provoked the “Methodological Debate in History” (Methodenstreit der
Geschichtswissenschaft) or “Lamprecht controversy”, where Lamprecht asserted that
history is “mainly a socio-psychological science” and opposed the state-centeredness
of'academic historians in line with Ranke. Lamprecht saw history as a social science,
as Wilhelm Wundt’s “social psychology” and Friedrich Ratzel’s “historical human
geography”, his colleagues from Leipzig University, which has to conduct its studies
in a cooperative manner together with different disciplines. Accordingly, academic
history must not limit itself to political history and “great men”. For example, Otto
Hintze wrote as follows: “We want to know not only the ranges and the summits but

11 A Worldcat search shows the concept of “social history” occurs in the titles of just 83 books (as
Sozialgeschichte and Socialgeschichte). Most of them were published in the 1890s and were about topics
related to the “social question” (soziale Frage) such as workers and trade unions.
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also the base of the mountains, not merely the heights and the depths of the surface
but the whole continental mass” (Burke, 1992, p. 15). On the other hand, Lamprecht’s
attempt to include realms outside politics and economics resulted in reactions of
political and economic historians such as Friedrich Meinecke and Georg von Below
(Braudel, 1992, p. 261).

This voluminous book could also be located in another context of dichotomy
between (idiographic) description and (nomothetic) generalization. While authors such
as Ranke and Windelband adopted a descriptive history, Lamprecht in this book built
concepts and generalizations, and went further with his effort to prove “predetermined
laws of historical development”. Therefore, Max Weber criticized this book and saw it
as “speculative nonsense”: “[He has] compromised for decades [a] good thing, namely
the effort to steer historical work in the direction of greater conceptualization [legitimate
theorization].” (Iggers, 2012a, p. 32). This book grounds on the concept of “national
spirit” (Volksseele), and uses the concept parallel to German romantic philosophy as
“a national spirit that remained constant through all ages” (Iggers, 2012a, p. 32), and
therefore can be seen closer to the “philosophy of history” than “empirical historicism”.

Lamprecht was fundamentally a cultural historian and saw psychological powers
and the collective psyche of the whole community as the base of history (Breisach,
1983, p. 279). Lamprecht underlined the importance of cultural history, material
factors, environmental conditions, social institutions and economic development as
opposed to the Neo-Rankean state-centered approach and Treitschke’s belief that
history is made by “great men”. In terms of the dichotomy between voluntarism
and determinism, he adopted a position, which sees both individual freedom and
historical regularities possible (Akyurt, 2017, p. 287).

Lamprecht’s conception of “universal history” (Universalgeschichtskonzeption)
and the theory of psychic development (Psychogenese) as its base reflected the
influence of Wilhelm Wundt’s “folk psychology” (Vélkerpsychologie). In this
theory of Lamprecht, the historical development of national consciousness is
periodized according to “cultural ages” (Kulturzeitaltern), which also correspond to
the development of economic culture. Lamprecht’s approach resulted in so much
discussion among contemporary academic historians and was mostly perceived in a
negative way (Smith, 1991, p. 127). Georg von Below, one of his opponents, in his
1898 article “The New Method of History” (Die neue historische Methode) criticized
Lamprecht’s attempt to determine laws of historical development (Below, 1898,
p. 193). Even if Lamprecht was labeled as “positivist” by the “guild” of academic
German historians (Smith, 1991, p. 83), and isolated as a result of this discussion, his
“cultural history” approach became influential in the US and on the Annales school
in France (Breisach, 1983, pp. 342-343).
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Beginning from the last two decades of the 19" century, there was a boom in studies
of “cultural history”, the number of published books in this field doubled every 10
years. So, cultural historical studies on every issue were conducted such as medicine,
surgical operation, beekeeping, love, music, street names, the Crusades, pets, war,
alchemy, rose motif etc. Therefore, Alfred Weber published a book in 1935 entitled
“Cultural History as Cultural Sociology” (Kulturgeschichte als Kultursoziologie)
which advocated his thesis that cultural historical works can be seen as examples
of cultural sociology, i.e. those works of history as works of sociology, based
on examples from world history (Weber, 1935). It means that works of “cultural
history” popular in German social sciences after the 1780s can be studied as “cultural
sociology”, even as “social history”. From that point of view, the tendency towards
“social history” in the German historicist social science tradition can be traced back
under the title of “cultural history”.

Conclusion

When we look at the historiography in Germany between 1750 and 1900, it seems
plausible to assert that the “universal cultural history” program constituted its main
axis rather than “state-centeredness” as formulated by Iggers, or an abstract and one-
sided “culture-centeredness” left in suspense and devoid of economic and political
base as formulated by Braudel. History as the pioneer, founder and model of German
social scientific tradition confronted so much scientific and political challenges,
became richer parallel to its efforts to revive, and gained some features peculiar
to Germany. Based on both methodological and practical appearances of German
historiography, this article focuses the historical reasons behind this peculiarity. In
addition to that, there has been an attempt to historicize the tendency towards “state-
centeredness” as a temporary divergence from a “universal cultural history” program.

Actually, this program was a result of the holistic interest in history, which
emerged around the middle of the 18" century known as the “age of reason”, and
of the optimism that it is possible to produce scientific knowledge, even if limited,
on a historical social world. As victorious countries, Britain and France remained
far from empirical, holistic and scientific interest in history, and were contented
with the philosophy of history. On the other hand, Germany developed an empirical
and holistic interest in history, and as a result reached principles of “history as an
empirical science”, “history for history”” and “respect for the particular”. History as
an empirical science in this sense has been related to the historians’ efforts to protect
the rights of various localities against offenses of centralizing Enlightenment states,
based on natural law theory and the philosophy of history. In other words, it can
be seen as the scientific reaction of national traditions against French reason and
philosophical attacks of Enlightenment.
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Therefore, the formulation of Meinecke and Troeltsch saw historicism just as the
logical consequence of European thought of the 17" and 18™ centuries, which tries
to understand human kind, and underlined that only in Germany had this conclusion
been reached. Accordingly, “[German] historicism liberated modern thought from
the two-thousand-year domination of the theory of natural law, and the conception
of the universe in terms of timeless, absolutely valid truths which correspond to the
rational order dominant throughout the universe” (Iggers, 2012b, p. 5). In addition,
beginning from the 1750s, “it replaced the older ahistorical ways of thinking, which
had prevailed from antiquity throughout the Middle Ages”, which “saw human
nature, morality and reason as absolute, eternal and universal” and “regarded them
as relative, changing and particular” (Beiser, 2011, p. 1). So, the historicist science
is based on the effort to understand the infinite diversity of historical experience
of mankind instead of “human nature”. According to Meinecke, historicism is a
fundamental criticism of “natural law theory”, and the fact that Germany developed
historicism after the French Revolution while other Western European countries
remained loyal to natural law theory was the result of cultural and political divergence
between two parties (Iggers, 2012b, p. 5).

As a result of focusing on “human experience” instead of “human nature”,
this empirical history project tended to study various fields of human activities
both one by one and from a holistic perspective. Accordingly, it is impossible to
understand the historical social world merely based on politics and economics,
or merely based on culture, religion and art. In the German historiography
between 1750 and 1900, one can find plenty of works which would justify
Braudel’s criticism towards Burckhardt that culture is studied as a superstructure
without base. However even if the pendulum of German historiography swung
between culture-religion-art and politics-economics poles, unable to improve an
“integrative” approach, seen from a cumulative perspective, a holistic picture of
the historical social world would appear. In this sense, the critique by Braudel
seems to balance the critique by Iggers.

The “cultural history” (Kulturgeschichte) dimension of “universal cultural history”
approach, which emerged on the empirical base totally separate from philosophy
of history, supposed the study of different realms of social life such as politics,
economics, culture and religion by relating them to each other, and without reducing
them to each other, in their own autonomies, as of themselves. The question is not
that the historian does not limit himself to politics and economics, and includes the
realm of culture in his study, but that the culture is dealt with as an autonomous
entity, for example it is not reduced to politics just as a matter of cultural policy. The
article argues that state-centeredness, formulated by Iggers as the distinctive feature
of German historicism, can also be seen as temporary “deviation” from the “universal
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cultural history” program. Behind those tendencies, reasons can be found such as
strict scientific standards limiting historians to official archives, and therefore to the
history of state, excessive growth of central government’s power, and promotion of
study of social realm based on policymaking. However, what is referred by “cultural
history” is not only the inclusion of the social realm into historical research, but also
that this realm is studied as of itself, for example not from a perspective of the state’s
administrative needs and expectations.

Similarly, for a “universal history”, the inclusion of different nations into the
narrative is not sufficient. Those different nations have to be studied from their own
perspectives. However, the impossibility of Rankean —excessively subjectivist,
therefore a kind of naive objectivist— culturalist position and the “inevitability of
a historian’s subjectivity” are put forward by Droysen. So, seeing different ages
and cultures/nations, as Herder imagines them, at an equal status, being aware
of a historian’s point of view, and seeing the subjectivity of the historian not
superior to the subjectivity of the studied age or culture/nation can be accepted
as principles of a revised and modest version of German “universalist history”
understanding.

Herder criticized historians for analyzing history based on his own values,
looking from his own age and country (Gokberk, 1948, p. 79). It constituted a
call for studying each age, country and event based on its inner logic, which was
parallel to the “respect for the particular” principle of German historicism. In
this sense, both Herder and Ranke neglected the subjectivity of historians with
an optimism before positivism. However, Droysen pointed out the naivety of
the assumption of being outside politics, which was a kind of convention among
German historians. Therefore, even if Droysen’s studies have been accused by
some historians of anachronism and of not being based on the original situation of
historical persons, he pointed out the limited nature of a naive objectivist version
of the “universal cultural history” project and extended it toward subjectivist
borders. From this point of view, Droysen’s Prussia-centeredness is not a simple
result of his nationalism, but a reflection of his high level of self-reflexivity in
terms of impossibility of elimination of subjectivity in historiography. One of the
main differences here is that Droysen does not try to cover his ethnocentrism, and
does not assert “universalism”.

317



iSTANBUL UNiVERSITESi SOSYOLOJi DERGiSi

Genis Ozet

Alman Tarihgciliginin Alameti Farikasi “Devlet Merkezlilik” Midir?

Alman tarihinin “kendine Ozgiiliikleri” (peculiarities) (Blackbourn & Eley,
1985), Almanya’nin “ayriksi yolu” (Sonderweg) (Wehler, 1981), “gecikmis”ligi
(verspdtet) (Plessner, 1982) veya “kismi modernlesme’’si (partielle Modernisierung)
(Riischemeyer, 1969°dan akt., Késler, 1984, s. 204). Almanya ile bagka iilkeler arasinda
yapilan farklilik merkezli karsilagtirmalara isaret eder. Nitekim Alman tarihgiligi
(historiography) de bu tiirden karsilagtirmalara konu olmus; Alman tarihgiliginin 6nde
gelen uzmanlarindan Georg Iggers da basta Fransa olmak iizere Ingiltere, italya ve
Amerika ile karsilastirarak Alman tarihgiliginin bazi ayirt edici 6zelliklerine dikkat
cekmistir. Bunlardan biri Alman tarihgiligine tek bir paradigmanin, tarihselci gelenegin
hakim olusudur. Bir digeri, Alman tarihgilerin teorik/yontemsel 6zbiling seviyesinin
yiiksekligidir. Iggers ayn1 zamanda Alman tarihgiliginin bazi hususiyetlerin yaygin
kabuliin aksine ayirt edici 6zellik sayilamayacagma dikkat ceker. Ornegin Ranke
iizerinden Alman tarihgiligi ile 6zdeslestirilen tarihsel evrakin elestirel ¢oziimlemeye
tabi tutulmasi hassasiyeti, daha 6nceki filolog ve ilahiyatgilar arasinda da yaygin oldugu
icin Alman tarihgiliginin ayirt edici 6zellikleri arasinda goriilemez (Iggers, 2012, s. 3).

Iggers’a gore Alman tarihgiliginin temel ayirt edici 6zelligi devlet merkezliligidir
(Iggers, 2012, s. 4). “Devlet merkezli tarih¢ilik”, tarihin dogasina iliskin olarak Alman
tarihgilerin tarih biliminin devletlerin tarihinin bilimi oldugu seklindeki bir teorik
anlayista ortaklagtigini ifade eder. Bu baglamda Iggers Alman tarihselci geleneginin
konu olarak biiyiik gii¢lerin arasindaki catismalara odaklandigini, kaynak olarak
da istatistik, sosyal aragtirma vs. yerine diplomatik evraka énem verdigini savunur.
Devlet merkezliligin bilimsel faaliyetin isleyisiyle ilgili goriiniimii arsiv belgeleri
iizerinde 1srardir (Iggers, 2016, s. 37). Bir bilimsellik sarti olarak kaynaklarin
giivenilirligi meselesi, tarih¢inin pek ¢ok kaynak tiiriinden yiiz ¢evirerek kendisini
belli tiirde kaynaklarla sinirlamasina yol agar. Bdylece arsiv tutan baglica kurum
olarak devlet, giivenilirligin de dlgiitii haline gelir.

Ote yandan Iggers’in “devlet merkezli tarihcilik” ile devlet merkezliligin farkl
alanlardaki goriiniimleri arasinda pozitif korelasyon varsaydigi anlasilmaktadir.
Ornegin “devlet merkezli tarih” anlayisina gére siyaset tarihi sekillendiren temel
etkendir. Tarih, devletlerin tarihidir. Tarihin akigina yon veren baslica aktorler
devletlerdir (Freyer, 2012, s. 71). Dolayisiyla tarihin inceleme alan1 da devlet olmalidir.
Bu tarih goriisii, siyasi tarih merkezli tarihgilik anlayigimi ¢cogunlukla beraberinde
getirir. Bu anlayisin baglica temsilcilerinden biri, ayn1 zamanda Prusya devletinin
baslica yiiksekogretim kurumu olan Berlin Universitesinin rektorii, felsefe fakiiltesi
dekani ve ayni fakiiltede felsefe kiirsiisii bagkan1 Hegel’in pozisyonu Prusya’nin 19.
ylizy1ll basi uluslararasi rekabet ve mesruiyet arayisiyla paraleldi. Tarihe yonelen
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felsefe ilgisinin devlet merkezli bir 6rnegi olarak Hegel tarihin faillerinin devletler
oldugunu savunur. Buna gore tarih, devletlerin tarihidir, baska bir deyisle tarihi yapan,
siradan bireyler, siniflar ya da toplumlar degil, devletler ve devlet adamlar1, “biiyiik
insan”lardir. Hegel’deki formiilasyonuyla ifade edecek olursak, tarihin bir muharrik
giicii vardir ve bu ne aile (uzviyet) ne de burjuva toplumu (iktisat), bilakis devletlerdir
(siyaset). Insanlik tarihinde birbirini izleyen biiyiik devletlerden her biri Geist’1n belli
bir kademesini temsil eder. Devletlerin birbirini izlemesiyle Geist insanlik tarihinde
tecessliim eden tekamiiliinde bir ileri asamaya geger (Freyer, 2012, s. 71).

Devlet merkezliligin bu goriiniimiinde topluma, toplumsal kurumlara, iktisada,
kiiltiire ve dine 6zerk birimler olarak yaklagilmasi s6z konusu degildir. Bunlar devletin
fonksiyonlari, tezahiirleri veya devlet tarafindan diizenlenecek bir alt statiide alanlar
olarak tasavvur edilir. Bunu devlet dis1 alanin giidiikliigii ile, heniiz gelismemisligi ile
aciklamak da miimkiindiir. Ote yandan devlet merkezlilik kiiltiir, iktisat ve toplum gibi
alanlarin hig ele alinmamasindan ziyade, kendileri itibariyle ele alinmamasi anlamina
gelir. Devlet merkezlilik bu alanlarin bir yonetim sorunu ekseninde, o alanda siyaset
gelistirme ihtiyacinin ufku ile sinirlanarak incelenmesi sonucunu dogurur.

“Devlet merkezli siyaset” anlayisi ise muhafazakar, liberal, demokrat ya da sosyalist
bile olsalar Alman tarihgilerin siyasi yonelim olarak da devlet merkezlilik ortak paydasi
iizerinde bulustuklarini ifade eder (Iggers, 2012, s. 4). Iggers ayrica “gii¢ devleti”
(Machtstaat) anlayisint ve devleti kendi iginde bir amag olarak gérmeyi de Alman
tarihciligini belirleyen temel paradigma saydigi tarihselciligin ti¢ diigiinsel temelinden
biri (siyasi temel) kabul eder (diger ikisi: deger felsefesi temeli: normatif diisiincenin
reddi ve epistemolojik temel: kavramlastirma karsitligi). Fransa ve Ingiltere’de
devlet ile toplumun sinirlart belirsizlesmisken Almanya’da yoneten-yonetilen ayrimi
keskinligini ve belirleyiciligini korur. Buna bagli olarak Fransa ve Ingiltere’de devlet
faydaci bir sekilde anlasilip toplumun ¢ikar1 ve refahi i¢in bir arag olarak gortiliirken,
Almanya’da idealist bir sekilde anlasiliyor ve kendi i¢inde kendi kurallari olan, hikmeti
kendinden menkul bir birim olarak goriiliir (Iggers, 2012, s. 7-8).

Devlet merkezliligin “bilim sosyolojisi” ile ilgili boyutu da, Alman tarihg¢ilerinin
genel okuryazar kamuoyu, genis bir okur toplulugu icin degil, akademi, biirokrasi ve
siyasetteki uzmanlar i¢in yazmalaridir. Buna gore Alman tarihgileri toplumdan ¢ok
devlete yakindirlar. Dolayisiyla toplumsal sorunlardan ziyade siyasi sorunlara ilgi
gosterirler. Alman tarihgileri bilyiik dl¢tide akademide gorevlidir ve Alman tiniversite
sistemi giindemlerini belirler (Iggers, 2016, s. 27).

Ote yandan tarih biliminin devletin catis1 altinda olusu, akademiyi devletin finanse
etmesi, arastirma faaliyetinin ve konu se¢iminin devletin glidiimiinde olmasin
gerektirmez. Ornegin Prusya’nin 1806’da Fransa’ya yenilmesi sonucu ortaya
¢ikan “1813 Ruhu” yiliksekogretimde genis Olgekli bir kamu finansmanin1 getirmis
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ama Humboldt¢u Ozerk iiniversite anlayisi ¢ercevesinde bilimsel faaliyet serbest
birakilmistir. Ayrica bilimin devletin glidiimiinde olusunun, tarihin ilgi alaninin ve
konusunun devletle sinirli tutulmasina yol agip agmayacagi da siiphelidir. Nitekim
Prusya devleti uluslararasi iligkiler alanindaki rekabetten dertli oldugu ve Alman
prenslikleri arasinda liderlik pozisyonunu mesrulastirmaya calistigi 1870 Oncesi
donemde dis siyaset ve dolayisiyla devlet merkezli bir tarih talep etmis, 1870
sonrasinda sosyal ¢alkantilar ve i¢ siyasetle ugrastigi donemlerde ise sosyal ve iktisadi
tarihe ihtiya¢ duymustur. Prusya’nin Almanya’nin birligini saglamasinin ardindan,
toplumsal sorun (soziale Frage) ve giderek isci sorununun (Arbeiterfrage) dnem
kazanmasi, gerek akademide gerekse Sosyal Politika Dernegi (Verein fiir Sozialpolitik,
V1S) gibi akademi dis1 kurumlarda sosyal ve iktisadi tarih ¢alismalarinin artmasi
sonucunu dogurmustur. Politik alandan sosyo-ekonomik alana gecis siireci, Adolph
Wagner’in 1895 tarihli “1871 dncesinde millilik meselesi (nationale Frage) [birlesme
meselesi (Einheitsfrage)]| neyse, simdi de sosyal meselemiz (soziale Frage) odur”
ifadesinde karsiligini1 bulmaktadir (akt., Bas, 2015, s. 46). Yani tarih biliminin konusu,
bizzat disiplinin devlet giidiimliiligii sebebiyle de devletin disina dogru geniglemistir.

Peki Iggers’a gore devlet merkezlilik Alman tarih¢iligini hangi zaman araliginda
etkilemistir? Iggers Herder’i istisnai bir Oncli olarak kenara ayirir ve kurucu
isimler olarak Wilhelm von Humboldt ile Ranke’den sz eder (Iggers, 2012, s. 3).
Ayrica 19. yiizyilin son ¢eyreginde faaliyet gosteren Schmoller Okulu’nun devlet
merkezlilik agisindan Alman tarihselci gelenegi ile siireklilik arz ettigine dikkat
ceker (Iggers, 2016, s. 37). Tarihe devlet merkezli bakmayan istisnai isimler olarak
Jacob Burckhardt, Julius von Ficker, Johann von Déllinger, Max Lehmann, Franz
Schnabel, Lorenz von Stein ve Karl Lamprecht gibi tarihgilerle Arthur Schopenhauer
ve Friedrich Nietzsche gibi filozoflari zikreder (Iggers, 2012, s. 4). Buradan anlasilan
Iggers’in bunlar disinda Alman filozof ve tarihgilerin kahir ekseriyetini “devlet
merkezli” gorlise mensup saydigidir.

Devlet ilgisinin Simir ve Kaynaklar

Her ne kadar Iggers Alman tarihgiliginin ayirt edici 6zelligi olarak devlet merkezliligi
gorse bile (2012, s. 3), devlet merkezliligi yahut daha genel bir ifade ile devlet ilgisini
donem donem yiikselen gecici bir egilim olarak diisinmek de miimkiindiir. Devlet
merkezlilik yukarida analitik olarak ayirt etmeye c¢alistigimiz farkli boyutlaryla
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Her ne kadar kimi durumlarda tesadiifi olarak birlikte bulunsalar
da, bunlarin birbiriyle 6zdeslestirilip birbirine indirgenmesi problematize edilmelidir.
Bu anlamda “devlet merkezli tarih¢ilik”ten s6z edilirken, bunun devlet merkezliligin
diger goriinlimlerinden hassasiyetle ayirt edilmesi yararli olacaktir. Alman tarihgilerin
devlet ilgisi iic adimda tarihsellestirilebilir: (i) bu ilginin tarihselciligin “6z”{ine
miiteallik ve adeta zaman {istii oldugu seklindeki yaygin kanaati iiretenlerin bu kanaati
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iretmelerinin ardindaki tarihsel gerekgeleri aydinlatma, (ii) bu ilginin ger¢ekten etkili
oldugu donemi netlestirme ve (iii) bu donemsel ilginin tarihsel sebeplerini tespit.

(1) 19. yiizy1l Alman tarihselci gelenegi igin devlet merkezliligin gegiciligi,
muhtemelen, tam da Herder’in elestirdigi tarzda, tarih¢inin tarihi kendi ¢ag ve
iilkesinden, kendi degerlerini merkeze alarak (Gokberk, 1948, s. 79) ampirik zemini
bozmasi sonucu biiyiik 6l¢iide golgede kalmistir. Alman tarihg¢iligindeki donemsel
devlet merkezliligi, oldugundan daha genis bir doneme yayma, adeta zaman {istii bir
olgu gibi gérme yonelimi, Alman 19. yiizyili hakkinda I. Diinya Savasi ve 6zellikle
de Nazi tecriibelerinden hareketle geri doniik olarak gelistirilmis okumalarin
sonucu sayilabilir. Bu sondan basa okumalar Alman askeri saldirganligin1 gerek
toplumun gerek entelektiiellerin devleti Onemseme seviyesinin yiiksekligi ile
iliskilendirmektedir. Durkheim’in I. Diinya Savasi sirasinda yazdigi Alman karsitt
propaganda brosiiriinde Alman 19. yiizyil diistincesini devletci tarihgi Treitschke’ nin
fikirlerine indirgeme girisimi bunun erken bir 6rnegi sayilabilir (Durkheim, 1915).
Aymi egilimi Almanya hakkinda II. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda gelisen Ingilizce
literatiirde de yaygin olarak gdzlemlemek miimkiindiir. flgili eserlerin bu gozle
elestirel bir yeniden degerlendirilmesi yapilmalidir.

(i1)) Bu anakronik yaklagimin karsisinda Alman 19. ylizyil tarihg¢iliginde devlet
merkezliligin tarihsellestirilmesi, ikinci olarak Alman tarihg¢iliginin aslinda 19. ylizyilin
hangi kisminda ve ne kadar devlet ve siyaset merkezli oldugunu ortaya koyma girigimini
icermelidir. Alman tarihgiliginin 18. yiizyilinda etkili olan kiiltlir-merkezli “kiiltiirel
tarih” (Kulturgeschichte) anlayisi, ne olup da yerini siyaset merkezlilige birakmistir? 19.
yiizyildaki siyasi tarih merkezlilik hangi donem, yazar ve eserlerle sinirlidir? 19. yiizyilin
hangi doneminde devlet merkezlilik yerini tekrar sosyal tarih merkezlilige birakmugtir?
1873’te kurulan VfS catis1 altinda yapilan sosyal ve iktisadi tarih arastirmalari nasil
aciklanabilir? Ayni sekilde Lamprecht’in 1885-86 tarihli son derece giiclii “sosyal tarih”
calismasi da ayni sekilde agiklanmaya muhtagtir (Iggers, 2016, s. 33).

(i11) Alman tarihgiligindeki bu gegici siyaset ve devlet yoneliminin tarihsel
sebepleri arastirildiginda, birkag sebebin one ciktigi goriilmektedir: Bunlardan
ilki olan 1806 yenilgisi, Almanlarin siyasi birlige ve merkezi iiniter devlete 6nem
vermeleri sonucunu dogurmustur. Alman toplumunun zihniyetinde devletin roliine
verilen dnem bu yenilgiyi takip eden reform doneminden itibaren artmistir. Ranke’ye
gore ancak rakipleri karsisinda azami gili¢ kazanan bagimsiz bir devlet, halki icin
ozgiirlik, hukuk ve kiiltlirel yaraticiligi garanti altina alabilir (Iggers, 2012, s. 9).
Bu anlamda 1810’larda Alman diisiincesinin genelinde devletin 6nemi fikri ytlikselis
gostermis, bu da Alman tarih¢iliginin devlete odaklanma egilimini gliglendirmistir.

Ikinci olarak, uluslararasi iliskilerin, dis siyasetin ve Avrupa’da rakip devletler
arasindaki giic miicadelesi ve savaslarin merkezde oldugu bir donemde devlet
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merkezli bir tarihgilik anlayiginin yogunlagmasi makul goriinmektedir. Bu siirecin
etkin aktorleri devletlerdir, isler devlet seviyesinde yiiriimektedir. Ne zaman ki
Kehr’in “19. ve 20. Yiizyilda Prusya-Alman Sosyal Tarihi” alt baglikli kitabinin
bashiginda gegtigi sekliyle (Der Primat der Innenpolitik: Gesammelte AufSdtze zur
preufisch-deutschen Sozialgeschichte im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert) “i¢ politika”
oncelik kazanir, sosyal politika caligmalar1 ve sosyo-iktisadi caligmalar tekrar 6ne
cikar. Ozellikle VfS iiyeleri tarafindan gerceklestirilen bu ekonomik ve sosyal tarih
caligmalari, 18. yiizyil kiiltiir tarihlerinden daha “bilimsel”dir. Bir baska deyisle, bu
durum 1870’lerde dis politika sorunlarinin bir dl¢iide ¢oziilmesinin ve toplumsal
degisme sonucunda sosyal politika sorunlarinin 6ne ¢ikmasinin bir sonucudur.

Gorece bilimsel bir diger sebep, tarihin bilimsel disiplin olarak ortaya ¢iktigi,
kendini ispat etmek istedigi 1800’lerin baglarinin Kant’in bilimsellik sartlarinin sosyal
diinyaya iliskin bilimleri de kat1 bir sekilde etkiledigi bir donem olusudur. Wolff-Kant
cizgisindeki kati bilimsellik kistaslari, 6rnegin “bir disiplin i¢inde ne kadar matematik
varsa o kadar bilimdir”, tarihin malzemesinin ve bunlara (olaylara) dayanarak ortaya
koydugu kanunlarin gosterilebilir, deneyle ispatlanabilir, tekrarlanabilir, evrensel
ve zorunlu olusunu sart kosuyordu. Nitekim Wolff 1728’de tarihin “bilginin en
disiik tiiri” oldugunu savunmustu (Beiser, 2018, s. 154—155). Wolff’un elestirel bir
ogrencisi olan, Almanya’da tarihin ampirik bir bilim olarak kurulmasinin temellerini
atan ve modern tarih biliminin ilk metodologlarindan biri sayilan (Miiller, 1917)
“Almanlarin Vico’su” (Beiser, 2011, s. 27). Chladni (Chladenius) ise 1752’de
Allgemeine Geschichtswissenschafi’ta (Genel Tarih Bilimi) bu bilimsellik sartlarinin
tarihin malzeme ve kanunlarinda aranmayip, bilimsel faaliyetin (bilimsel kanunlarinin
arastirilmasina iliskin prosediir, kural ve standartlarin) bu sartlari tagimasinin tarihin
bilim sayilmasi i¢in yeterli oldugunu savundu (Beiser, 2018, s. 154). Boylece insanin,
toplumun, kiiltiirlin, tinsel olanin bilimi olarak tarih disiplini, genisletilip esnetilmis
de olsa, en azindan bilimsel faaliyet itibariyle Wolff’un kistaslarin1 karsilayabilecek
bir alanla kendini sinirlamak durumunda kaliyordu. Bu da sadece devletin tarihine
iliskin giivenilir kaynaklar bulunabildigi i¢in siyasi tarihti. Toplumsal, iktisadi ve
kiilttirel alanla ilgili kaynaklar s6z konusu kistaslara gore bilimsel sayilamayacagi icin
tarih¢i kendisini bilimsel kaynaklarin oldugu siyaset alaniyla sinirlamak durumunda
kaliyordu. Bu da 18. yiizyilda, Kantg1 agidan bilimsel olup olmadigina bakilmaksizin
bilimsel arastirmaya konu edilen zengin kiiltiirel malzemenin isteksizce de olsa
disarida birakilmasini, kiiltlirel tarihin terkini getiriyordu. Bu Kant¢1 kriterler Yeni
Kantgilar'? ve tarihselciler tarafindan daha da esnetildiginde tarih bilimi tarafindan

12 Tarihselcilik farkli disiplinlere (hukuk, iktisat, dilbilim vs.) sirayet etmis bir algilama bi¢imiydi ve etkileri
tarih disiplininin 6tesine geciyordu. Hatta 1790’1arda formiile edilmeye baslanan Yeni Kantciligin altin ¢agini
1860-1914 arasinda yasamasinda da Alman milliyetciliginin yani sira tarihselci diigiincenin 1700’lerden
itibaren ytikselen etkisi gibi iki kiiltiirel etken rol oynamusti. Yeni Kantcilik kendisi diginda etkili olan iki felsefi
akima; 1800-1830 arasi etkili olan Hegel’in spekiilatif idealizmine ve 1850’lerde etkili olan maddecilige tepki
olarak ortaya ¢ikmisti. Yeni Kantgilarin ortak 6zellikleri Kant’a deger vermek, Kant’1 maddecilige kars1 bir
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sadece hakkinda giivenilir kaynaklar bulunan devletin bilinebilecegi fikri de giderek
terk edilmis ve kiiltiir, iktisat, psikoloji gibi boyutlariyla sosyal diinya kendine Alman
tarihselcilerin eserlerinde yer bulabilmistir.

Son olaraksa, Almanya 6zelinde hukuk {izerinden gelisen ilave bir devlet tarihi
ilgisinden s6z etmek yerinde olacaktir. Almanya Roma hukuku ile Alman orfi
hukukunun 6zel bir karigimi ile yonetiliyordu. Roma hukukunu anlamak Roma kiiltiir
ve tarihini, Alman 6rfi hukukunu anlamak ise Ortagagi bilmeyi gerektiriyordu (Beiser,
2018, s. 156—157). Hukuk bu yoniiyle aslinda bir nevi hukuk tarihi, dolayisiyla devleti
merkeze alan bir tarihti.'?

Filozoflarmn ve Tarihgilerin Tarih flgisi

Ampirik tarih  ilgisinin yogunlasmasi, siyasi ve askeri basarisizlikla
iliskilendirilebilir. Nitekim Bat1 Avrupa’da 18. yiizyili tarif eden “akil ¢agi”’nin
kapanip 19. yiizyili tarif eden “tarih cagi”nin acilmasi, 1789 Fransiz Ihtilali’nin
basarisizliginin ortaya ¢ikisina baglanir. Buna gore ihtilalin basarisizligindan ¢gikarilan
ders, toplum ve devletlerin saf akilla yaratilip yonetilemeyecegi olmustur. Toplum
ve devleti kurup yonetmek i¢in toplumu derinlemesine anlamak, tarih ve akil dist
faktorleri de hesaba katmak gerekmektedir (Beiser, 2018, s. 153). Baska bir deyisle
18. yiizy1l Aydinlanma diisiincesi dini, toplumu ve devleti salt akilla, tarihe miiracaat
etmeden anlayip yonetmeyi denemis fakat basarisiz olmustur. Tarih bu anlamda
aklin (disiplin olarak bakildiginda felsefenin) dini, toplumsal, siyasi alan1 kavramada
basarisiz olmasi sonucunda giindeme gelmistir. Bir bagka deyisle, Aydinlanmanin
tarih ilgisi, din ve devletin toplumsal hayattan tahliyesine yonelik basarisiz girigimin
ikinci adimi olarak ortaya ¢ikmuigtir.

Toplumsal diinyaya yon vermede insan dogasina iliskin 6n kabul niteligindeki felsefi
indirgemelerin yetersizligi ortaya ¢iktikca, felsefe toplum diinyas: karsisinda tarihsel
bagarisizliklarla kars1 karsiya kaldikca, felsefi soylemler toplumda karsilik bulmadikc¢a
ampirik tarih ilgisi gelismistir. Buna karsilik baska iilkeler karsisinda yakalanan siyasi,
askeri ve ekonomik basarilar, bu basarili iilkelerde toplum ilgisinin yiizeysel kalmasini,
felsefe ile simirlanmasmi getirmistir. Bazen biiylik yenilgiler, travmanin kisa yoldan
asilmasi ¢abast iginde savunmaci / tepkisel tarih felsefelerini giindeme getirmistir. Tarih
felsefesi yaygin olarak tarih sahnesindeki galiplerin sdylemleri niteligindeyken, bu istisnai
durumlarda magluplarm sdylem kurma girisimleri olarak da kargimiza ¢ikabilmektedir.

kale olarak gormek, felsefeye yiiklenmek istenen bilimi belirleme vazifesini elestirmek, spekiilatif idealizmin
yontemlerini reddetmek, rasyonalizmi ampirizmle dengelemenin gerekliligini savunmak; akil karsisinda
tecriibenin, kavrama karsisinda algilamanin degerini teslim etmek olarak 6zetlenebilir (Beiser, 2015, s. 1-5).

13 Hukuk tarihinin siyaset merkezli bir tarihgilik kadar sosyal tarihe de kap1 agtig1 unutulmamalidir. Ornegin
Weber’in tarim hukuku tarihi ¢alismalari da aslinda bir tiir tarim, iiretim, ¢alisma ve iktisat tarihi, nihayetinde
sosyal tarih ¢aligmastydi.
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Aydinlanma filozoflarimin tarih ilgisi, dogal hukukgularin toplum okumasi gibi
insan dogasinin su ya da bu yanini merkeze alan felsefi bir yaklasima dayanmaktadir,
ampirik temelden yoksundur ve daha cok tarih felsefesi seklindedir. Freyer rasyonel
dogal hukuk yanlis1 filozoflarla tarihgilerin insan anlayislarindaki ayrismaya dikkat
¢eker. Buna gore tarihgiler ampirik verilerden hareketle tiimevarimsal ¢ikarimlar
yapmaya ¢alisirken, dogal hukukgular dikkatlerini insan dogasinin temelleri tizerinde
yogunlastirir ve insan dogasindan hareketle toplum yasayisi hakkinda yargilara
varmaya ¢alisir; tarihi ve toplumu belli i¢giidii ve egilimlere indirger (Freyer, 2012, s.
29). Daha once ilahiyatgilar tarafindan tanrisal iradenin tezahiirii olarak goriilen tarih,
bu kez filozoflar tarafindan insanin igindeki bir glidiiniin ya da yetenegin tezahiirii ve
gelismesi olarak okunmaya baslanmstir. Insanlik tarihi kimi zaman aklin giiciiniin
gelismesi, kimi zamansa insan tiiriiniin birlik ve dayanigsmasinin olgunlagmasi olarak
okunur (Gokberk, 1948, s. 62—63). Bagka agiklamalarda ise insanin hayatta kalma
giidiisii, azami gii¢ elde etme hirsi, kisisel veya kolektif ¢ikarini maksimize etme
istegi, haysiyetini koruma iradesi gibi 6zelliklerinin hem tarihin itici giicli oldugu,
hem anlami hem de amacini tayin ettigi sdylenir (Freyer, 2012, s. 29).

Tarih felsefesinin temelinde insanin degismez bir dogast oldugu, dolayisiyla
insan varliginin ve davranisinin, insan dogasinda yer alan tek bir nitelige (i¢gidii,
rasyonalite vs.) indirgenerek kavranabilecegi ve dngoriilebilecegi seklindeki anlayis
yatmaktadir. Dogal hukuk teorisi de ayni sekilde insanin dogasina iligkin bir felsefi
bir tartisma yiiriitiip bu tartisma sonucunda toplumu ve gelecegi bu dogrultuda
sekillendirmenin pesindedir. Iki ideal tip olarak felsefecilerin ve tarihgilerin “uygarlik
tarihi”ne ve tarihsel fenomenlere yaklasimlarini, yontemsel egilimlerini merkeze
alarak karsilastirilabilir (Beiser, 2018, s. 158—160):

Beiser’e gore tarih felsefesi ile ugrasan filozoflar a priori yontemlere gére genel bir
“diinya tarihi” goriisii insa eder. “Spekiilatif tarih™ “ampirik tarih™i spekiilatif tarihe
hizmet edecek, zahmetli ve sikici islerle ugrasan bir hamal olarak goriir. 1820’1lerde
Hegel’in onciiligiindeki “filozoflar”a goére Schleiermacher'* Onciiliigindeki
“tarihgiler” tarihi paramparga bir olgular yigmina ¢evirip anlamdan arindirirlar.
Kendileri ise “diinya tarihi’nin anlam, ama¢ ve kurallarini felsefe sistemine gore
aciklayip ortaya koymak gibi heyecanli ve eglenceli bir isle ugrasir. Tarihselci sosyal
bilim gelenegi, felsefeden hareket eden, timdengelimci, tek ¢izgili ve tek merkezli,
ilerlemeci okumanin karsisina; tarihten hareket eden, tiimevarimci, ¢cok katmanli ve
¢ok merkezli bir okuma koymaktadir.

Toplumla ilgilenen tarihciler, dogal hukuk teorisini benimsemis filozoflarda
goriilen normatiflikten uzaklasarak insan topluluklarinin gergekte nasil gelistigine

14 Schleiermacher “spekiilatif sistemler”den ¢ok “praksis bilgisi”ni gelistirmeye yonelik “dikkatli ve dlgiili”
bir diisiinsel ¢aba ortaya koymustur. Bu ac¢idan Dilthey’in Schleiermacher iizerinde uzun uzun durmasi
bosuna degildir (Scholtz & Aliy, 2012, s. 9).
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odaklanmig, insan1 ve toplumu anlama cabasi i¢inde filozoflarinkinden tiimiiyle
farkli bir “evrensel” tarihe yonelmislerdir. Bu tarih iki agidan “evrensel”dir. Birinci
evrensellesme tarih ilgisinin kiiltiir olaylarnin tiimiine yonelmesiyle, siyasi tarihin
kiiltiirel tarihe dogru genislemesiyle ortaya ¢ikmistir. Buna gore tarihin konusu

Filozoflar (Fichte, Schelling, Hegel) Tarihgiler (Chladni, Schleiermacher, Niebuhr, Ranke)
Tarih felsefesi Tarihselcilik

Spekiilatif, a apriori (tiimgengelimci),
felsefi, sentetik tarih

Ampirik, a posteriori (tlimevarimci) tarihsel, analitik tarih

Tekil olan evrensel olanm bir 6rnegidir. Evren-
sele bakilarak anlasilabilir. Evrenselden baslayip | Tekile bakip, ondan hareket edip evrenseli kavrar. Tekil-
tekile iner. Yanlis olma ihtimali olan, dogrulugu | den baslayip evrensele yiikselir. Somut verilere dayanir,
a priori yollar disinda ispatlanamayan genel ilke- | tecriibeye niifuz ederek genel ilkelere ve kanunlara varir.

lerden yola ¢ikar.

devlet, siyaset, siyasi ve askeri olaylar kadar halklarin 6rf ve adetleri, maddi ve
manevi kiiltlirleri; teknik, iktisat, diigsiince, zihniyet, aile hayati, dil, din, ibadet
etme bicimleri, sanat ve bilimleridir. Boylece odak genisler ve odaga devlet ve
hiikiimdarlarin yan1 sira kiiltiiriin ortaya ¢iktig1 topluluk yasayis1 yerlesir.'s Ikinci
evrensellesme ise milli tarihin yerini milletlerin tarihine, baska bir deyisle evrensel
tarihe (Universalgeschichte, universal history) birakmasi ile gerceklesir. Boylece tek
bir devletin sinirlarini asarak ve ona bagl kalmadan, biitiin insanlig1 gbz Oniinde
bulunduran bir tarih anlayisi ortaya ¢ikar (Freyer, 2012, s. 28). Bu yaklasim kimi
durumlarda “diinya tarihi” (Weltgeschichte, world history) veya “kiiresel tarih”
(global history) olarak da adlandirilmaktadir.

Bu her agidan kapsayici tarih yaklasimina Fernand Braudel 1959 tarihinde
“uygarlik tarihi” (histoire des civilisations) isimlendirmesiyle isaret etmektedir.
Braudel “uygarlik tarihi”nin tarihin tamami, tarihin biitiin alt dallarim1 kapsayan
biitiinciil bir tarih anlaminda kullanildigini belirtir (Braudel, 1992, s. 259). Boylece
“evrensel tarih”in imledigi cografi genisleme ile “kiiltiirel tarih”in ifade ettigi kapsam
geniglemesi “uygarlik tarihi” kavrami altinda birlestirilmis olmaktadir. Bu tiirden
biitiinsel ve ansiklopedik bir girisim, tarihin biitiin dénemlerini igerecek bigimde,
hem diinya cografyasinin tamamini, hem de tarihin ilgilendigi biitiin alt branglarin
verimlerini bir araya getirme iddiasindadir. Insanlik tarihi boyunca gelmis gecmis
biitiin toplumlar1 biitiin yonleriyle ele almay1 hedefleyen bu yaklasim, tarih biliminin
gecirdigi iki yonlii evrensellesme sonucu ortaya ¢ikan biitiinsel anlayisi isimlendirmek
iizere “evrensel kiiltiirel tarih” seklinde anilabilir. Nitekim bu formiilasyona yakin

15 Braudel, Alman kiiltiirel tarih aragtirmalarini toptan mahkum ederek siyaset merkezli kismilikten kiltiir merkezli
kismilige gegis olarak, bir dengesizlik durumunda goriir. Buna gore Almanya’daki “kiiltiirel tarih” ¢aligmalari,
1780’lerdeki ortaya ¢ikigindan sonra 1850’lerde “diinya tarihi”ni kapsayacak sekilde evrensel hale gelmistir
ama dis tarih (siyaset ve iktisat) olmadan salt i¢ tarih (kiiltiir, edebiyat ve din) yaptig1, alt yap1 olmadan tist yapiy1
anlamaya calistig1 i¢in biitiinsel bir “uygarlik tarihi” yaratmayi bagaramamustir (Braudel, 1992, s. 272).
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orneklere Heinrich Daniel Andreas Sonne’nin 1806 tarihli kitabinin bashiginda;
“evrensel kiiltiirel tarih™ (Universal-Kulturgeschichte) ve Karl Lamprecht tarafindan
1909°da kurulan enstitliniin isminde; “kiiltiirel tarih ve evrensel tarih” (Kultur- und
Universalgeschichte) rastliyoruz.

Alman Tarihgiliginin Ozgiinliigii: Tarihgilerin Erken Zaferi

Insan dogasina iliskin felsefi sorusturmalarin, yerini insan tecriibesinin cesitliligine
odakli ampirik tarihsel aragtirmaya birakmasi Almanya’nin “siyasi basarisizligi”
sonucu erken gerceklesmistir. Almanya’da akil ¢aginin kapanip tarih caginin agilmasi
daha 1750’lerde baglamistir.'® Tarih ilgisinin erken gelismesi ve tarihin sosyal bilimler
arasinda belirleyici ve oncii bir konum isgal etmesi, Alman entelektiiel ortaminin
Ozglinliiklerindendir. Tarih disiplini Almanya’da yeseren ilk sosyal bilim olmus,
bdylece sosyal bilimlerin rol modeli haline gelmistir. Tarih Chladni, Niebuhr, Ranke
ve Droysen gibi, Dilthey’a gore de tin bilimlerinin (Geisteswissenschaften) ilki ve
“bagta gelenlerinden biri”dir (Beiser, 2018, s. 163).

Fransa ve Ingiltere’de kiiciik ve gegici basarisizliklar “akil”in karsisinda “tarih”i
giindeme getirse de bu iki iilkede koklii bir degisim hasil olmamuistir. Fransa’da bu
“evrensel kiiltiirel tarih” vizyonuna yonelik kii¢iik kipirdanislar'” goriilse bile, Fransiz
Ihtilali dncesi ve sonrasindaki kiiltiirel ve politik gelismeler, Fransa’nmn bu biiyiik
tarihselci bilim projesinden ¢abuk vazgegmesi sonucunu dogurmus ve felsefenin,
insan dogast merkezli diisiiniisiin ve tarih felsefesinin yeniden baskin ¢ikmasina yol
agmustir. Bagka bir deyisle Fransa galiplerin safinda kalmis ve tipki ingiltere gibi
tarihle filozofca ilgilenme moduna geri donmiis, buna mukabil Almanya tarihle
bilimsel bir sekilde ilgilenmeyi slirdiirmiistir.

Nitekim Meinecke ile Troeltsch, tarihselciligin aslinda insan1 anlamaya ¢aligan 17.
ve 18. yiizy1l Avrupa diisiincesinin mantiki sonucuna vardirilmasindan ibaret oldugunu,
fakat sadece Almanya’da bu sonuca ulasildigini vurgularken Alman tarihselciliginin
modern diisiinceyi, “dogal hukuk teorisi’nin iki bin yillik boyundurugundan
kurtardigint savunmustur (Iggers, 2012, s. 5). Meinecke 1936 tarihli Tarihselciligin

16 Almanya’da tarihin bir disiplin olarak kurumlagmasi 1750’lere kadar gotiiriilmektedir. Bu yillarda tarih
¢aligmalarinda inanilmaz bir artis olmus, nitekim ilk tarih kiirstileri de bu yillarda kurulmustur (Beiser,
2018, s. 156-157). Almanya’da tarihgilik (Historik, historiography) tizerine ilk ders Chladni tarafindan
1750’de verilmistir (Blanke, Fleischer & Riisen, 1984, s. 334). Almanya’da tarihin ampirik bir bilim olarak
kurulmasinin temellerini atan ve modern tarih biliminin ilk metodologlarindan biri sayilan (Miiller, 1917)
Chladni’nin “Genel Tarih Bilimi” kitab1 (4/igemeine Geschichtswissenschaft) da 1752 tarihini tasir. Yine
Alman tarihgiligini belirleyen baslica gelenek kabul edilen (Iggers, 2012, s. 3) tarihselciligin baslangict da
1750 olarak tarihlendirilir (Beiser, 2011, s. 1).

17 Braudel’in “ilk uygarlik tarihi ¢alismas1™ olarak niteledigi (Braudel, 1992, s. 259) Voltaire imzali Milletlerin
Orfleri ve Ruhu Ustiine Deneme (1756) ampirik tarih ilgisi ile (Fransa’nin uluslararasi bagaris1 nispetinde) tarih
felsefesini i¢ ige gegmis bigimde yansitan erken bir 6rnektir. Ingilizce terciimesinin bashginda “evrensel tarih”
(universal history) ibaresi gecen kitap, ayrica siyasi ve askeri olaylardan, hiikiimdar ve kumandanlardan ¢ok
halklarm 6rf ve adetlerine, maddi-manevi kiiltiirlerine, toplumsal hayata odaklanmaktadir (Freyer, 2012, s. 28).
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Ortaya Cikisi (Die Entstehung des Historismus) kitabinin 6nsoziinde tarihselcilik
icin “Bat1 diislincesinde yasanmis en biiyilik entelektiiel devrimlerden biri” diyordu
(Beiser, 2007). Buna gore tarihselci diisiince, 1750’lerden itibaren, Orta Cag da dahil
olmak iizere Antik Cagdan beri hakim olan tarih-dis1 (ahistoric) diisiinme bigimlerinin
yerini almistir. Eskide kalan tarih-dis1 diisiinceye gore insan dogasi, ahlak ve akil
mutlak, ebedi ve evrenseldir. Yeni donemde gecerlilik kazanan tarihselci diigiinceye
gore ise goreli (izafl), degisken ve 6zeldir (Beiser, 2011, s. 1).

Tarihselcilik boylece “bilim”in “evrenin dort bir yaninda egemen olan rasyonel
diizene denk diisen zaman istii ve mutlak gegerlilige sahip hakikatler” oldugu
yoniindeki diisiinceyi de rafa kaldirmistir. Tarihselci bilim ise “insan dogas1” merkezli
tanimin aksine “insanin tarihteki tecriibesinin sonsuz cesitliliginin anlagilmasi”
olarak tanimlanacaktir. Meinecke, “dogal hukuk teorisi’nin temelden bir elestirisi
anlamima gelen tarihselciligin, Almanlarin Reformdan sonra modern diisiinceye
en biiyik katkisi oldugunu, insan diinyasmnin anlagilmasinin en ileri asamasi
oldugunu savunur. Meinecke Fransiz Thtilali sonras1 dénemde Almanya disinda Bat:
Avrupa’nin dogal hukuk diisiincesine baglh kalmasinin sebebini iki taraftaki kiiltiirel
ve politik gelismelerin arasinda vuku bulan derin ayrilma (divergence) olarak goriir
(Iggers, 2012, s. 5).

Fransa’nin, tarihin galipler sahnesinde yer almasiyla, ayni Ingiltere gibi norm
vaz eden tarafa gegmesi tiirlinde bir gelismeden s6z edebiliriz. Tarihselciligin
temellerinden olan “tekile saygi” diisiincesi, ayni zamanda evrensel gecerlilik
iddiasindaki normlar karsisinda, bu normlara uygun olmayan baska bir tekillik ve
tarihselligin normlarina saygiy1 da ifade etmektedir. Iggers “normatif terimlerle
diiginmenin reddi’ni (Antinormativitit) Alman tarihselcili§inin {i¢ temelinden
biri saytyordu (diger ikisi: kendi i¢inde bir amacg olarak devlet, Machtstaat ve
kavramsal disinmenin reddi, Anti-Begrifflichkeit). (Iggers, 2012, s. 8-10) Bu
ise evrenselcilik karsisinda kiiltiirciiliglin tarafin1 tutmaya denk dismektedir.
Bu ise Alman diisiiniirlerinin bu diislince tarzlarinin siyasetle iligkisini giindeme
getirmektedir. Normatif gorelilige yapilan vurgu, Alman toplumunun Fransiz veya
Ingiliz toplumlarinin tecriibelerinden tiiretilmis birtakim evrensel normlara gore
onlardan daha degersiz ve geri oldugu iddiasina kars1 bir mevzi islevi gdrmektedir.
Bu normatif gorelilik fikri, sadece Almanya igin degil, Ingiltere ve Fransa’nin
disindaki biitiin {ilkeler i¢in, toplumsal ve kiiltiirel durum ve pratiklerine, evrensel
normlara atifla gelistirilecek asagilayici yaklasimlara kapiy1 kapatmaktadir.

Nitekim Carlo Antoni de tarihselci diisiinceyi, merkezilesen Aydinlanma
devletinin tecaviizleri karsisinda yerel haklar1 ve ayricaliklar1 korumak isteyen
siyaset teorisyenlerinin cabalariyla iligskilendirir. Bu 6zellikle modern biirokratik
devletin heniiz kurulmadig Isvicre kantonlar1 ve Alman devletgikleri igin gecerlidir.
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Bu anlamda tarihselcilik, milli geleneklerin Fransiz aklina ve Aydinlanma c¢agina
tepki ve isyanidir. (Iggers, 2012, s. 6)

Almanya, Fransa kaynakli diisiincelerle milli gelenekler arasindaki ¢atismanin
bilhassa yogun oldugu bir iilkedir. 1789 itibariyle bakildiginda Almanya’nin
Ingiltere, Ispanya ve Italya gibi biiyiik bir edebi mirastan yoksun olusunun da (Iggers,
2012, s. 7) Almanya’ya kacacak fazla yer birakmadigi, dayanak olarak, “halk tini”
(Volksgeist) kavramindan farkli olarak son derece ampirik, antropolojik ve etnolojik
icerimleri olan “halk ruhu” (Volksseele) ve “halk kiiltiirii"ne yoneldigi sdylenebilir.

Alman siyasi milliyetciligi de, Fransiz ihtilali ve Napolyon Savaslar1 sirasindaki
Fransa egemenliginden siyrilma ¢abasiyla i¢ ice ylikselmistir. S6z konusu askeri-siyasi
catisma Alman disiincesindeki Aydinlanma karsithgini derinlestirmistir. Bu yoniiyle
tarihselci gelenek Alman milli uyamisinin ve Kurtulus Savaglarmin (1813-1815)
bir sonucudur. Alman Kurtulus Savasi ruhunu ifade eden “1813 Ruhu”, Fransa’nin
yeni diinyanin siyasetini belirleme hamlesiyle 6ne atildigi “1789 Ruhu” karsisinda
Almanya’da daha etkili olmustur. Fransiz Ihtilali radikal esitlik¢i taleplerle ortaya
¢ikmis ve biitiin geleneklere meydan okurken, devletin insan iizerinde sistematik
tiranhigma giden yolu agik birakmustir ki Robespierre ve Napolyon bunun ornekleri
olarak tarih sahnesinde yerlerini almistir. Halbuki 1813 Ruhu bir yukaridan asag1 reform
hareketi olarak, iktidarin geleneksel bi¢imlerini 6l¢iilii bir sekilde bireysel 6zgiirliige
alan agmaya egilimli modern bir biirokrasi ile dengelemistir (Iggers, 2012, s. 7).

Ustelik Alman diisiincesinde yeseren siyasi mesruiyet doktrini, modern &ncesi
feodal manevi devlet ve onun yerine gecen modern biirokratik ruhsuz devletin karsisina
ticiincii bir segenek olarak modern manevi devleti koyuyordu. Devletin mesruiyetinin
kaynagi, bu doktrine gore devletin belli kiiltiirel-manevi hedefleri gerceklestirmeye
caligmasi ve belli kiiltiirel-manevi degerlerin geligsebilecegi bir ortam yaratmasina
baglhyd: (Ringer, 1990, s. 10—-11). Bu da biirokrasinin en “manevi” kesimini tegkil
eden akademisyenlere bir tiir kiiltiirel 6nderler, manevi liderler, bilge kisiler rolii
bigiyordu. Ogretim-arastirma birlikteligi ile birlikte Almanya’da Humboldt yiiksek
Ogretim doktrininin iki ana ilkesini olusturan akademinin devlet karsisinda 6zerkligi
diisiincesi de bu rolle uyum i¢indeydi.

Boylece Alman tarihgiligindeki temel oOzgiinliik “evrensel kiiltiirel tarih”
programinin gelistirilmesinde ortaya ¢ikar. Bu bilimsel yaklasimin Almanya’da aldig:
0zglin bigim diinya cografyasinin, insanlik tarihinin ve insani faaliyet alanlarmin
tamaminin, her bir par¢anin kendisi itibariyle anlamlandirildigi ansiklopedik bir
biitiinliikk i¢inde anlagilmasi amacina yonelir. Burada s6z konusu olan, inceleme
nesnesinin kapsami hangi cografya (mekansal genislik), donem (zamansal genislik)
ya da faaliyet alan1 (derinlik) olursa olsun, her birinin esit derecede merkeze alinarak
incelenmesi ve s0z konusu {i¢ acidan en genis baglama oturtularak karsilagtirmali ve
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tipolojik bir yaklasimla zengin insanlik tecriibesi biitlinii i¢inde anlamlandirilmaya
calisilmasidir. Alman sosyal bilim ortaminda gegerli olan “tarih i¢in tarih” ilkesinin
imledigi kamu finansmani-siyasetten dzerklik birlikteligi ve “tekile sayg1” ilkesinin
imledigi arastirma nesnesini aragtirma nesnesinin kendisi i¢in, onu merkeze alarak
aragtirma pratigi bu girisimi Almanya’da miimkiin ve anlamli kilmistir.

Alman Tarihgiliginde “Evrensel Kiiltiirel Tarih”

Modern tarih¢ilik Almanya’da 1750-1900 arasinda belli meydan okumalarla
kars1 karsiya kalmis ve sonucta gecirdigi dalgalanmalarin neticesinde kendi 6zgiin
¢Oziimlerini iretmistir. Bunlardan ilki Kant¢1 ¢izginin seleflerinden Wolff’un tarihin
biliminin yapilamayacagi seklindeki meydan okumasmna Chladni’nin 1750’lerde
verdigi cevaptir. Benzer bir ikilik Kant’in “sosyal bilim”lere meydan okumasi ve
Hegel’in tarih felsefesi ¢agrisi ile Ranke’nin 19. yiizyilin ilk yarisindaki “bilimsel
tarih” girisimi arasinda da kurulabilir. Almanya’da pozitivizm dncesi donemde tarihi
bilimsel bir disiplin olarak kurmak i¢in, tanimlanmis bilimsellik sartlarinin gézden
gecirilmesi ve yerine getirilmeye ¢aligilmasi s6z konusu olmustur ki bu ¢aba yoniiyle
tarih disiplini Alman sosyal bilimlerinin 6nciisii konumunu kazanmigtir. 19. yiizyil
ortasindan itibaren gelisen pozitivizm dalgasinin meydan okumasi ise Droysen
tarafindan karsilanmistir. Dilthey, Windelband ve Rickert bu agidan Droysen’in
stirdiiriiciileri olarak goriilebilir. Bir diger meydan okuma ise 1870’lerde yeniden
canlanan devlet merkezli tarih anlayist ve bu meydan okuma karsisinda Lamprecht’in
“sosyal tarih” savunusudur. 1900 bu anlamda “sosyal tarih”in yine galip geldigi ve
Droysen’in 6grencisi Otto Hintze ile Max Weber lizerinden “tarihsel sosyoloji’ye
kap1 actig1 bir an olarak da kabul edilebilir. Biitlin bu tartismalar az ¢ok Almanya i¢i
karakter arz etmis ve Alman tarihgiliginin yonelimlerini belirlemistir. Bagka bir deyisle
bu tartigmalar, Almanya’da tarihgiligin 6zgiinliiklerinin kaynaklari olarak goriilebilir.

Herder’in Alman tarihselciligine temel katkisi kiiltiirlerin ve ¢aglarin biricikligine
yaptigt vurgudur (Forster, 2018). Buna gore “farkli tarihsel donemler” ve “farkli
kiiltiirler/halklar” arasinda “radikal zihniyet farklar’” vardir. Kavram, inang, deger
ve duygulart kapsayan bu c¢esitlenme ve degismenin ampirik olarak arastirilmasi
“Almanlarin Rousseau’su” (Barnard, 1989) olarak da nitelenen Herder tarafindan 1766
tarihli “Begenin Degisimi Uzerine” (On the Change of Taste) makalesinden kariyerinin
sonuna kadar tarih disiplininin temel amaci olarak goriliir (Forster, 2018). Daha da
otesinde Herder son derece bilingli bir sekilde “biiyliik” siyasi ve askeri olaylardan
ziyade tarihteki aktorlerin i¢ diinyalarma ve psikolojilerine odaklanir (Forster, 2018).
Bu anlamda Herder hem kiiltiir merkezli hem de higbir kiiltiir karsisinda dislayici tavir
takinmayan (Iggers, 2012, s. 29), gorececi ve kiiltiircii bir konumda sayilabilir. Bir
baska dnemli husus ise bu yaklasimin ima ettigi “merkezsizlik” imasidir ki bu da biitiin
diinya kiiltiirlerinin tarih¢inin ilgi alanina dahil edilmesini gerektirir. Bu agidan Herder
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“evrensel kiiltiirel tarih” programinin temellerini atan isim olarak goriilebilir. Herder’in
bir diger énemli yonii de, tarihsel fenomenlerin, kiiltiirlerin ve caglarin biricikligi
vurgusunun dislayicilik ve devlet merkezliligi zorunlu olarak gerektirmediginin,
bunlar arasinda 6zsel bir iligki olmadiginin canli bir ispati olmasidir.

Herder ayn1 zamanda Braudel’e gore “kiiltlirel tarih™i bir arastirma alani olarak
ilk kez formiile eden kisidir. Bunu 1784 tarihli “Insanlik Tarihinin Felsefesi Uzerine
Diistinceler’de (Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschheit) yapar (Braudel,
1992, s. 272). Fakat Braudel bir elestiri olarak Herder’in “uygarlik”tan hayatin
maddi yanimi, “kiiltir’den ise toplumsal baglamdan bagimsiz entelektiiel ve bilimsel
ilerlemeyi anladigini belirtir (Braudel, 1992, s. 265). Bu tespit Braudel’in “kiiltiirel
tarih”in biitiinsellikten uzak ve “yarim” olduguna dair elestirisi ile uyum i¢indedir.

18. yiizyilin ikinci yarisindaki “evrensel tarih” ¢aligmalar1 arasinda, Isaak Iselin’in
1764 tarihli kitab1 “Insanlik Tarihi Uzerine” (Uber die Geschichte der Menschheit),
Johann Gottfried Eichhorn’un 1777 tarihli “Evrensel Tarih Hakkindaki Akademik
Derslerin Kapsam ve Yéntemi Uzerine” (Uber den Umfang und die Methode
akademischer Vorlesungen tiber die Universalgeschichte) baslikli risalesi ve 1799-
1814 arasinda yayimladigi 5 ciltlik “Diinya Tarihi” (Weltgeschichte) ile Friedrich
Schiller’in 1789°da Jena Universitesinde verdigi “Evrensel Tarih Nedir ve Ne Amagla
Ogrenilir?” (Was heifit und zu welchem Ende studiert man Universalgeschichte)
baslikli agilis dersi 6ne ¢ikmaktadir (Terctimesi i¢in bk. Aytag, 2008, s. 99—114).

1790’lardan itibaren “kiiltiirel tarih” ¢aligmalarina'® baktigimizda “bolgesel tarih”
veya “prenslik tarihi” diyebilecegimiz Landesgeschichte tiirli altinda kiiltiirel tarih ile
istatistigi birlestiren 6rneklere rastliyoruz. “Alman Sehirlerinin Kiiltiirel Tarihi” tiiriinden
belli bir bolgeye odaklanan ¢aligmalar gibi, “Yunanistan’in Kiiltiirel Tarihi” gibi tilkeler
iizerine ¢aligmalar da var. Bu donemde yazilan diger “kiiltiirel tarih” ¢aligmalari ise belli
donem ve yiizyillar, diller, edebiyat akimlari, cografi bolgeler, tarim ve bahgecilik gibi
gecim yollar, evlilik ve bayramlar gibi fenomenlere odaklaniyor. 1830’lardan itibaren
“kiiltiir tarihinin felsefesi” ve “kiiltiirel tarihin temelleri” gibi basliklar tagiyan, bu alani
teorik ve yontemsel agidan ele alan kitaplar goriiyoruz. Bir “kiiltiirel tarih” kitabinin,
ornegin Wilhelm Drumann’in 1847 tarihli “Kiiltiirel Tarihin Anahatlar’nin (Grundriss
der Culturgeschichte) igindekilere baktigimizda, belli bir kiiltiiriin belli bir dénemi
hakkindaki boliimlerin arastirma konusunun biitiinsel bir resmini olusturma ¢abasimi
yansitan sekilde alt bagliklara boliimlendigini goriiyoruz: devlet, milli edebiyat, miizik,
gorsel sanatlar, bilimler, zanaatlar, ticaret, din, ahlak egitimi.

18 Worldcat’te bashiginda “Kulturgeschichte” ve “Culturgeschichte” (kdiltiir tarihi) gegen kitaplara yonelik
yaptigimiz katalog taramasinda 1750-1900 arast 50 yillik periyotlarda sirasiyla 30, 148 ve 1883 kayda
rastliyoruz. 1780-1900 aras1 40 yillik periyotlari karsilastiran arama sonucu soyledir: 77, 283 ve 1720. 1840-
1900 aras1 10’ar yillik inceleme de siirekli bir artis gdstermektedir (ki bu egri giiniimiize kadar da ytikselisini
siirdiirmektedir): 60, 167, 165, 388, 459 ve 783. 1750-1900 araliginda Almanca 2061 esere karsilik, ayni
aralikta Ingilizce olarak “cultural history” kavramimin baghginda gectigi kitap say1s1 toplamda 6’dan ibarettir.
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Egitimci Theodor Schacht’in 1846 tarihli bir ders kitabinda goérdigiimiiz bir
yenilik de bagska bilimsel alanlardaki kitaplar etkileyen bir ilgi alan1 olarak “kdiltiirel
tarih”in yayilma egilimine girmesidir. Kitabin tam baghigi “Eski ve Yeni Zamanlarin
Cografya Ders Kitabi: Siyasi ve Kiiltiirel Tarihe Ozel Ilgi fle”dir (Lehrbuch der
Geographie alter und neuer Zeit mit besonderer Riicksicht auf politische und
Kulturgeschichte). 11k olarak komsu sosyal bilimler (burada cografya ve tarih) ve
tarih biliminin alt brangslar (burada siyasi ve kiiltiirel tarih) arasinda bir yakinsama
goriiyoruz. Ikinci olaraksa “Kiiltiirel Tarih Agisindan” (mit besonderer Riicksicht
auf Kulturgeschichte) seklindeki bu ekin, 1900’lere dogru kitap isimlerinde giderek
yayginlastig1 gézlemlenmektedir.

Yine ayni donemde “evrensel tarih” ile “kiiltiirel tarih™i birlestiren “insanligin
kiiltiirel tarihi” tiirii ¢alismalarla da karsilagiyoruz. Tarihg¢i ve etnolog Friedrich
Majer’in 1798 tarihli iki ciltlik “Halklarm Kiiltiirel Tarihine Dair: Tarihsel
Arastirmalar” (Zur Kulturgeschichte der Volker. Historische Untersuchungen),
filolog Johann Christoph Adelung’un 1800 tarihli “Insan Tiiriiniin Kiiltiiriiniin
Tarihine Iliskin Bir Deneme” (Versuch einer Geschichte der Cultur des menschlichen
Geschlechts) gibi eserler gorilyoruz.

Wilhelm von Humboldt, Almanlarin 1806’daki Napolyon yenilgisini takip eden
Prusya Reform Hareketi’nin yiiksekdgretimden sorumlu uygulayicisiydi. Getirdigi
iki temel ilke, akademinin 6gretim islevinin yanina ayrilmaz bir sekilde aragtirmay1
yani doktora tezini eklemesi ve akademinin siyaset karsisinda 6zerkligini garanti
altina almasiydi. 1810°da miistakil bir tarih fakiiltesinin kurulmasiyla ilk ilke, 6zgiin
ampirik tarihsel arastirmalarin ¢ogalmasi gibi tarih disiplini agisindan son derece
onemli bir gelismeye kap1 agmisti. Bu sayede “sosyal bilimler” i¢in saglam ve zengin
bir tarihsel veri hazinesi olusuyordu. Ikinci husus ise tarihgilerin siyasi iktidarin
ihtiyaclar1 degil, kendi aragtirma giindemleri dogrultusunda hareket etmesini, “tarih
icin tarih”i getiriyordu.

Hegel Alman tarihgiligi i¢in bir anti-kahraman gibi goriilebilir. Hegel’den ¢ok “Hegel
karsithig1” Alman tarih¢iligi i¢in belirleyici olmustur. Nitekim gerek Iggers (Iggers,
2012, s. 289) gerekse Beiser bu hususu vurgular (Beiser, 2018). Ote yandan Hegel
tarihsel-toplumsal diinya hakkinda irettigi sayisiz kavram ve teorik formiilasyonla
Ferdinand Tonnies ve Max Weber gibi sosyologlara yol gostermistir. Onlar da Hegel’den
esinlenerek bunlar1, ampirik arastirmalar yardimiyla gozden gecirip gelistirmistir.

Ote yandan, Ranke’nin Hegel karsisindaki konumu daha netti; onun spekiilatif
idealizmine meydan okuyordu. Nitekim Beiser’e gore Hegel’in tarih felsefesindeki
a priori (sentetik) yontemini itibarsizlastiran ne Marx ne de Kierkegaard, 1831
tarihli dersleriyle Ranke olmustur (Beiser, 2018, s. 158-159). Berlin Universitesi
Tarih Fakiiltesi kurucu dekani Niebuhr ile 6grencisi Ranke’nin Hegel’e karsi
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konumlandiklar1 “tarihte nesnellik” tartigmasi, Alman tarihgiligine yon verecek
o6nemdedir. Bu anlamda “tarihselcilik”in, etkili oldugu 1810-1945 aralig1 boyunca
gegerli bir tanimi yapmak istenirse, terimin Almanya’da otantik baglaminda
kazandig1 Hegel ve tarih felsefesi karsitligi merkeze alinarak (Iggers, 2012, s. 287),
tarihin tek ve mantikli bir gelisim ¢izgisi degil; sonsuz ¢esitlilik arz eden tekil, biricik,
¢ok yonlii fenomenlerden olusan bir toplam oldugu fikri esas alinabilir. Bu vurguya
dayanarak, tarihselciligi kategorik bir teori, genelleme ve kavramlastirma karsitlig
(Anti-Begrifflichkeit) (krs. Iggers, 2012, s. 10) yerine, “tekile saygi” (Dellaloglu,
2010, s. 116) olarak formiile etmek makul goriinmektedir (Iggers, 2012, s. 289).
Ote yandan bu saygiya kavramlastirma degilse de, teori ve genellemeler konusunda
bir ¢ekingenligin eslik ettigi sdylenebilir. Yine tarihsel diinyanin ¢ok katliligi,
zenginligi ve karmasiklig1 karsisinda, mutlak evrensel bilgi, “bilgi glictiir” ve toplum
mithendisligi iddiasinin yerini de bir tevazu alir. Bunun karsisinda yer alan Comte
ise tarihe biiyiik bir siyasi misyon yiikliiyor ve tarihi, insanligin gelecegini kontrol
altina almay1 saglayacak sosyal bilimlerin zemini olarak goriiyordu. Comte’un sik
sik tekrarladig1 slogan, tarih bilgisi i¢in de gegerliydi: “Bil ki 6ngor, ongor ki yonet”
(Savoir pour prévoir, prévoir pour pouvoir) (Beiser, 2018, s. 167).

1840’ta dogalciligin bigim degistirip katilagmasiyla “modern pozitivizm”in
ortaya ¢ikmast Alman tarihgiligi i¢in yeni bir meydan okuma anlamina geliyordu.
Tarihselcilik 18. ylizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren Chladni, Herder, Humboldt ve
Ranke gibi isimlerle ortaya ¢iktiginda ne dogalcilik ne de “pozitivizm” karsitiyken,
1840 sonrasinda Droysen’den Dilthey’a ve Simmel’e kadar pozitivizme karsi
olmustu (Beiser, 2011, s. 514). 1840 oncesi tarihselciler, Kant’in koydugu bilimsellik
sartlarm1 benimseyip ‘“kaynaklarin ince elenip sik dokunmasi” olarak yeniden
yorumluyor ama tarihsel-toplumsal diinyanin bilim yoluyla bilinmesinin imkansiz
olduguna dair kotiimser yaklagiminmi reddediyordu. Amaglari, Newton’un fizik
6zelinde gelistirdigi doga bilimsel yontemi tarihe uygulayarak “insan bilimi” yapmak
istiyorlardi. Dogalciliga muhalefet, 1840 sonrasinda modern pozitivizmle aldig1 yeni
bi¢im 6zelinde, Droysen ve Dilthey gibi yazarlar eliyle gelistirilecek ve ancak 19.
ylizy1l sonunda belirginlesecekti (Beiser, 2011, s. 4).

Her ne kadar Amerika’daki alimlamasi dyle bile olsa (Iggers, 2016, s. 30; ayrica
bk. Iggers, 1962), buna gére Ranke’nin pozitivist olarak nitelenmesi anakronik bir
tavirdi zira Ranke pozitivizm 6ncesi doneme ait, tarih¢ilik anlayisin1 Kant ve Hegel
karsisinda, onlar baglaminda gelistirmis bir tarihg¢iydi. Yaptigi, Kant’in bilimsellik
kurallarini sosyal bilimler lehine iceriden genisletmeye ¢caligmaktan ibaretti. Filolojik
yontemlerden fazlasiyla haberdar olan eski bir Gymnasium 6gretmeni olan Ranke’nin
Ozgiinliigii elestirel okuma degildi, zira 19. ylizy1l Alman sosyal bilimcileri istisnasiz
Gymnasium mezunuydu ve bu da Grekge-Latince’nin yani sira saglam bir klasik
filoloji formasyonu, yani elestirel okuma becerisi anlamina geliyordu. Ranke’de de
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karsimiza ¢ikan elestirel filolojik yontemleri kullanma bu formasyonun temel bir
pargasiydi (Iggers, 2016, s. 26). Bu filolojik arka plan, 19. yiizyil Alman tarihg¢iliginin
diger iilkelerinkinden farkli yanlarindan biriydi.

Niebuhr ile Ranke’nin “yeni tarih™i, elestirel yontemlerine uyarak “nesnel bilgi”
benzeri bir seye ulagabildigini iddia ediyordu. Tarihin ampirik bilimlerle ayni statiide
sayilmasi i¢in bunu gerekli goriiyorlardi. Ranke 1824’te “en yiice ilke”sini “tarihsel
gerceklerin harfiyen temsili”, amacini ise “olaylarin gercekte nasil oldugunun, esasen
nasil gerceklestiginin® (wie es eigentlich gewesen ist, how things actually happened)
gosterilmesi olarak ifade ediyordu. Burada nesnellikten s6z ederken goreli bir
nesnelligi kast ediyor; carpitma, tahrif ve uydurmalarin tarihten ihra¢ edilmesini
talep ediyordu. Dedikodu, sdylenti, abarti, varsayim ve yorum ile olguyu ayirmak
gerekiyordu. Nitekim tarih¢inin hedefleyebilecegi nesnelligi, bir yargic ya da
muhabirin hedefledigi kismi nesnellige benzetiyor, belirlenen nesnellik 6lgiitlerinin
karsilanmasini yeterli sayryordu (Beiser, 2018, s. 160-162). Ote yandan bu tip bir
nesnellik bile gilivenilir kaynaklarin resmi belgelerle sinirlanmasini ve buna gore de
Almanya’da akademik tarihin mesaisini devletin tarihine hasretmesini getiriyordu.
19. ylizy1l Almanya’sinda tarihciligi kiiltlirel tarih ile siyasi tarih, ulusal tarihle
evrensel tarih arasinda sallanan bir sarkaca benzetirsek, 1820’lerde bu sarkacin siyasi
ve ulusal tarihe yakin oldugu sdylenebilir.

1843-1852 tarihleri arasnda 10 ciltlik “Insanhigin Genel Kiiltiirel Tarihi”ni
(Aligemeine Cultur-Geschichte der Menschheit) yayimlayan Gustav Klemm, Braudel
tarafindan Almanya’da kiiltiirel tarih ¢aligmalarini popiiler hale getiren yazar olarak
goriiliir (Braudel, 1992, s. 272). Ingilizce literatiirde antropolog ve etnolog olarak,
Almanca literatiirde ise kiiltiir tarihgisi olarak nitelenen Klemm, 1854-55te “Kiiltiir
Bilimi” (Culturwissenschaft) baslikli bir kitap yayimlamistir. Bu da kendisini bir
“kiiltiir bilimei” olarak gordiigii seklinde yorumlanabilir.' 1856’da “Kadinlar: Farkli
Bolge ve Caglarda Kadinlarin Durum ve Etkilerine Dair Kiiltiir-Tarihsel Vesikalar”
(Die Frauen. Culturgeschichtliche Schilderungen des Zustandes und Einflusses der
Frauen in den verschiedenen Zonen und Zeitaltern) basligi altinda 6 ciltlik bir eser
yayimlamistir. Yine Baumgarten’in “Genel Diinya Tarihi Terciimesi’ne (Ubersetzung
der Allgemeinen Welthistorie) yazdig tarihgilige iliskin 1844 tarihli 6nsoz (Vorrede)
de bu dénemin 6nemli yayinlarindandir (Blanke, Fleischer & Riisen, 1984, s. 335).

1853 tarihli “Diinya Tarihi’nin yazari Georg Weber, Braudel’e gore kiiltiirel
tarih ¢aligmalarini evrensel tarih ile birlestirip bir biitiin haline getirmistir (Braudel,
1992, s. 272). Daha sonra da ¢ok sayida edisyonu ve baskis1 yapilan bu eser 1860°ta
Ingilizce’ye ¢evrilip “Amerikan Tarihi” ilave edilerek Amerika’da “Diinyanin

19 Bu isimlendirme daha sonra, 1899 tarihli “Kiltir Bilimi ve Doga Bilimi” (Kulturwissenschaft
und Naturwissenschaft) baslhkli konusmasinin bashiginda da goriildigii gibi Rickert tarafindan
yaygmlastirilacaktir (Ozlem, 2001, s. 37-57).
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Yaratilisindan Giliniimiize Evrensel Tarihin Ana Hatlart” (OQutlines of Universal
History from the Creation of the World to the Present Time) bashgiyla yayimlanir.

1840’larin pozitivist meydan okumasi karsisinda tarihselci gelenegi yenileyip
gelistiren, adeta yeniden ayaga kaldiran, Ranke’nin elestirel bir takip¢isi ve dgrencisi
olan Gustav Droysen’in filolojideki terciime diisiincesini tarihe uyarlamasi olmustu.
Droysen’in ortaya attigi miitercim-miiverrih analojisi, ele alinan kiltiiriin kendi
degerleri itibariyle ele alinmasi gerektigini savunan Rankeci “kiiltiircii” yaklagim ile,
tarih¢inin degerlerini evrensel gegerligi olan degerler sayan “evrenselci” yaklagim
disinda tigiincii bir segenege isaret ediyordu. Tarihginin bakis agisi, ne “kiiltiirci”
yaklagimdaki gibi yok sayilip sifirlanir, ne de “evrenselci” yaklagimdaki gibi
mesruiyeti kendisinden menkul agir1 hakim bir konuma yerlestirilip mutlaklastirilir
ve Oznellik boyutu goriinmez kilinir. Terclime faaliyetinin simirliliklart ve hedef
dilin merkeziliginin itirafi Droysen tarafindan hermenétik tarih-toplum bilimleri
yaklagimina yapilan baglica katki olarak goriilebilir. Boylece tarih¢inin 6znelligi,
tarihselligi, baglami, ¢agi, beklenti ufku, ihtiyaglar, ¢ikarlari, ilgileri, kiiltiirii, dili
yazilan tarihi etkileyen, etkilemek zorunda olan ve etkilemesi mesru sayilmasi
gereken hususlar olarak makbul sayilir ve giindemde tutulur. Biitiin tarihsel anlama,
tarihg¢inin kiiltiir ve diliyle sinirhidir. Cilinkii bunlar, tarih¢inin gegmisteki kelime ve
eylemleri terciime ederken kullanacagi terimleri saglar.

“Bir ciimlenin tek bir milkemmel terciimesi olmadigi gibi, gecmisin de tek bir
milkemmel agiklamasi olamaz” (Beiser, 2018, s. 160) diyen Droysen’e gore bir
climlenin terciimesi nasil ¢evrildigi dile bagliysa, bir tarihsel olayin anlasiimas: da
tarihg¢inin perspektifine baglidir. Nasil bir climlenin g¢evrilebilecegi dil sayis1 kadar
mesru terciimesi varsa, bir tarihsel olayin da, tarih¢i sayisi kadar mesru anlasilma
bicimi vardir. Droysen’e gore bakis acimiz degistik¢e tarihsel olaylar1 anlama
tarzimiz da degisecegine gore tarihin her kiiltiir ve ¢cagda (Herder’in her kiiltiir ve
capin biricik oldugu vurgusunun yankisi gibi) yeniden yazilmasi gerekiyordu (Beiser,
2018, s. 161). Dolayisiyla tek ve nihai bir tarihten s6z edilemezdi.

Droysen’in 19. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Alman tarihgiligi {izerinde belirleyici bir
etkisi vardir. “Tekile sayg1” ilkesinde ifadesini bulan tekil fenomenden yola ¢ikma ve
idiografik yonelim, Windelband ve Rickert’ten dnce Ranke ve Droysen tarafindan
ortaya konmustu. Ranke’nin “empati”’si (Einfiihlung) de yine bu agidan Dilthey’in
“deneyim”ini (Erlebnis) dnceliyordu ve Droysen ile birlikte ikisi, sezgisel bir empati
edimi, dolaysiz bir deneyim olarak anlama konusunda da Dilthey’1 miijdeliyordu
(Iggers, 2016, s. 38-39). Droysen’in 1857 tarihli “Tarih Yontemi” (Historik)
kitabinin arkasindaki diislince aslinda Humboldt’tan mirasti: “Dil, sosyal ve tarihsel
diinyay1 anlamanin anahtaridir. Insan eylemi, dilde ifadesini bulan diisiinceler
tarafindan motive edilip yonetilir. Bu eylemleri biitiin tekillik ve biriciklikleri i¢inde
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anlayacaksak, onlarin ifadesini buldugu dili anlamaliyiz.” Bu yiizden filoloji, tarihsel
diinyanin anahtariydi. Tarih ile metin yorumlama yani hermendtik arasinda yakin
iliski vardi. Bu disiplin Droysen’den 6nce Chladni ve Schleiermacher tarafindan
gelistirilmisti. Droysen bu disiplinin temel arastirma ilkelerini tarihe tesmil etti:
“Tarihsel metinleri yorumlarken kullandigimiz tiim teknikler [...] tarihsel eylemlere
de uygulanabil[ir].” (Beiser, 2018, s. 169).

Bu dil vurgusu ve hermenétik gelenek belki de en Onemlisi tarihin insan
varliginin su veya bu yoniiniin, salt siyaset, iktisat ya da kiiltiiriin degil biitiiniiniin
ele alinmasimin altini ¢iziyordu ve siyaset, iktisat, kiiltlir gibi alanlarin dahil edildigi
biitiinsel bir tarih anlayis1 ima ediyordu. Nitekim Droysen’in Alman tarihgiligine
onemli bir katkis1 da, Almanya’daki pozitivist ¢evreler iizerinde Comte’tan daha
cok etkili olan,”” Comte ve Mill’in natiiralist goriislerini ingiltere tarihine uyarlayan
Ingiliz pozitivist tarih¢i Henry Thomas Buckle’1n tarih yontemine iliskin goriislerine
getirdigi elestiriydi (Freund, 2006, s. 226). Buna gore, Buckle’in projesinin insan
iradesine, eyleme ve “ama¢” kavramina yer vermiyordu (Beiser, 2018, s. 166—168).
Her ne kadar Droysen de bir tiir “biiyiik adam tarihi” yaparak toplumsal 6znelik ve
irade alanini bir dl¢iide sinirlamigsa da, bu iradeci/6zneci elestiri tarihselci gelenekte
bireyin faaliyet ve failiyet alaninin Onemsenmesinin bir dayanagi olmustur.
Weber’deki eyleme aktdr tarafindan yiiklenen 6znel anlam vurgusu da ayni ¢izginin
uzantist olarak kabul edilebilir.

Almanya’da 6zel olarak “kiiltlirel tarih”e odaklanan ayr bir dergi de goriiyoruz.
1856-59 yillart arasinda “Kiiltiirel Tarih Arsivi” (Archiv fiir Kulturgeschichte)
olarak yayimlanan bu dergi, 1872-1902 yillar1 arasinda “Kiiltiirel Tarih Dergisi”
(Zeitschrift fiir Kulturgeschichte) adm aliyor. Yine 1897-1900 arasinda “Kiiltiirel
Tarih Arastirmalar1” (Beitrdge zur Kulturgeschichte) dergisiyle karsilagiyor ve dergi
isimlerinde iktisat ve siyasetle “kiiltiirel tarih”in yan yana gegtigi drneklere rastliyoruz.

Huizinga’nin “19. yilizyihin en bilge entelektiieli” dedigi Jacob Burckhardt’in
Italya’da Ronesans Kiiltiirii 1860’ta yayimlanmisti. Burckhardt’a gore toplumu
anlamanin {i¢ ayag1 devlet/siyaset, kiiltiir ve dindi. Bu ti¢li “kiiltiirel tarih”in ima
ettigi biitiinsel tarih anlayisina 6rnek olarak degerlendirebilir. Braudel’in tespitine
gore Burckhardt’mn [talya’da Rénesans Kiiltiirii kitabinda bunlara ayirdig1 oran: %60
siyasi tarih, % 30 kiiltiir, % 10 din seklindeydi. Bu da Braudel tarafindan basarisiz bir
biitiin teskil etmekle suclaniyordu. Siyaseti ele alsa da “maddi ve toplumsal biinyeler”i
(baska bir deyisle iktisadi) disarida biraktig1 igin “gdz kamastiric1” iist yapi, yazarin
somutu arama arzusuna ragmen havada kaliyordu (Braudel, 1992, s. 272).

1880 ve 1890’larda Almanya’da “kiiltiirel tarih” ve “sosyal tarih”in yiikselige
gectigini goriiyoruz. Bunu dis siyasetin yerini i¢ siyasetin almastyla, toplumun giderek

20 Buckle’in Almanya’daki pozitivist ¢evreler lizerindeki etkisi i¢in bk. Fuchs (1994).
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daha ozerk bir varlik gostermeye baslamasiyla, hizlanan sanayilesmeyle birlikte
“toplumsal mesele’nin (soziale Frage) Onem kazanmasiyla iligkilendirebiliriz.
Asil amaci yaptig1 arastirmalarla devlete yol gostermek olan VfS’nin ¢aligmalari
incelendiginde, 1870’lerde iktisadi tarihin odakta yer aldigi, 1890’lardan itibarense
Max Weber’in de yakindan iliskili oldugu Evanjelik Sosyal Kongrenin (Evangelisch-
Sozialer Kongress, ESK) ve Sosyal Reform Toplulugunun (Gesellschaft fiir soziale
Reform, GfSR) kurulmastyla, Tarihselci Iktisat Okulu’nda, iktisadi zihniyete y&nelik
ampirik ¢aligmalarin arttig1, tabir yerindeyse bir “kiiltirel donemeg” (cultural turn)
yasanmistir (Bag, 2015, s. 174).

1880’lerde “kiiltiirel tarih”in yam sira “sosyal tarih” ifadesini*! de kullanan Karl
Lamprecht (1856-1915) isminin 6zellikle 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. 1900 yilinda “Kiiltiirel
Tarith Yontemi” (Die kulturhistorische Methode) baghikli bir kitap da c¢ikaran
Lamprecht’in 6zellikle 1886 tarihli “Ortagagda Alman lktisat Hayati: Moselle
Vadisinde Maddi Kiiltiiriin Gelismesinin Kaynaklara Dayali Olarak Incelenmesi”
(Deutsches Wirtschaftsleben im Mittelalter: Untersuchungen iiber die Entwicklung
der materiellen Kultur des platten Landes auf Grund der Quellen zundichst des
Mosellandes) ¢aligmasi basarili bir sosyal tarih ¢alismasi olarak nitelenmektedir.
Moselle vadisinin ekonomik tarihi, yapilari, zihniyetlerine odaklanan (Iggers, 2016,
s. 37) bu “bolgesel tarih” (Landesgeschichte) ¢alismasi birincil kaynaklardan hareket
etmekte ve toplum, siyaset ve iktisadi bir biitiiniin parcalar1 seklinde ele almaktaydi.
Bu anlamda “bolgesel tarih™ sosyal tarihin bir goriiniimiiniin yakalanabilecegi, sosyal
tarihe izin verilen bir alan olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktaydi (Iggers, 2016, s. 35).

1880’lerde “kiiltiirel tarih” ve “sosyal tarih” savunusu yapan bir bagka isim de
Eberhard Gothein’d1 (1853-1923). Gothein 1889 tarihli “Kiilttirel Tarihin Gorevleri”
(Aufgaben der Kulturgeschichte) baslikli kitabinda toplumu ve i¢ politikay1 merkeze
alarak sosyal tarihi ve interdisipliner ¢alismay1 savunuyordu. Nitekim 1889°da devleti
ve dis siyaseti merkeze alarak siyasi tarihi savunan Dietrich Schéfer ile aralarinda bir
tartisma ¢ikmigtir (Iggers, 2016, s. 35).

1891°de, yaymi 1909’a kadar siiren ve Durkheim’in Année Sociologique
dergisinde ovgiiyle soz edilen 12 ciltlik “Alman Tarihi™nin (Deutshce Geschichte)
ilk cildinin yayimlanmasiyla patlayan “Tarihte Yontem Tartismas1” (Methodenstreit
der Geschichtswissenschaft) ya da “Lamprecht Tartismasi”nda Lamprecht, tarihin
“esas olarak sosyo-psikolojik bir bilim” oldugunu savunuyor ve akademik tarihin
Ranke ¢izgisindeki devlet merkezliligine karsi ¢ikiyordu. Lamprecht tarihi Leipzig
Universitesindeki meslektaslar1 Wilhelm Wundt’un “sosyal psikoloji”si ve Friedrich
Ratzel’in “beseri-tarihsel cografya”si ile birlikte, farkli disiplinlerle “ortaklasa”

21 Almanca’da “sosyal tarih” (Sozialgeschichte ve Socialgeschichte) ifadesine 1801-1899 araligindaki kitap
basliklar1 arasinda sadece 83 kayitta rastliyoruz. Bunlar da biiyiik 6l¢iide 1890’larda yogunlastyor, ayrica
is¢iler ve sendikalar gibi “sosyal mesele” (soziale Frage) konularina egiliyor.
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caligan bir sosyal bilim olarak goriiyordu. Akademik tarih de kendisini siyasi tarih
ve bilylik adamlarla sinirlamamali, “sadece siradaglar: ve doruklar1” degil, “daglarin
etekleri” de dahil “biitiin kara kitlesi’ni merak etmeli (Otto Hintze) (Burke, 2014,
s. 14). Lamprecht’in siyaset ve iktisat dis1 alan1 da tarihe katmaya doniik girigimi
Friedrich Meinecke ve Georg von Below gibi siyasi/iktisadi tarihgiler tarafindan da
tepkiyle karsilanmist1 (Braudel, 1992, s. 261).

Bu hacimli kitabin yerlestigi bir zitlik baglami da iki ucu teskil eden betimleme ve
genellemeden hangisine daha yakin durmak gerektigiyle ilgilidir. Ranke ve Windelband
gibi isimler betimleyici tarihi esas alirken, Lamprecht bu eserinde kavramlara ve
genellemelere ulasmakla kalmiyor, “tarihsel gelismenin dnceden saptanmis yasalari”n1
kanitlamaya c¢aligarak diger uca savruluyordu. Nitekim Max Weber bu kitab
“spekiilatif bir sagmalik” olarak gorerek elestirmektedir: “Tarihsel ¢aligmay1 daha
biiyiik kavramsallagtirmaya [mesru teorizasyon] dogru yénlendirme cabasini yillarca
iflah olmayacak bigimde bozdu.” (Iggers, 2016, s. 33). Kitap, yukarida da degindigimiz
“halk ruhu” (Volksseele) kavramini esas alan ve Alman romantik felsefesi ile paralel
olarak “biitin ¢aglar boyunca degismeden kalan ulusal ruh” anlaminda kullanmasi
acisindan “ampirik tarihselcilikten ¢ok “tarih felsefesi ne ait goriilebilir.

Lamprecht temelde bir kiiltiirel tarih¢iydi ve tarihin temelinde psikolojik
gliclerin, toplulugun biitiiniiniin kolektif psisesinin yattigini savunuyordu (Breisach,
1983, s. 279). Lamprecht Yeni Rankeci devlet merkezli yaklasima ve Treitschke nin
tarihi “biiyiik adamlar’in yaptig1 seklindeki inancina karsi kiiltiirel tarihin, maddi
etkenlerin, ¢evresel sartlarin, toplumsal kurumlarin ve iktisadi gelismenin 6nemini
vurguluyordu. Iradecilik-belirlenimcilik ~dikotomisi karsisinda hem bireyin
Ozgirligiini hem de tarihte diizenlilikler bulunabilecegini kabul eden bir konum
benimsiyordu (Akyurt, 2017, s. 287).

Lamprecht’in  “evrensel tarih” anlayisinda (Universalgeschichtskonzeption)
ve temelinde yatan ruhsal gelisim (Psychogenese) teorisinde Wilhelm Wundt’un
Vélkerspychologie’sinin etkisi goriiliiyordu. Lamprecht’in bu teorisinde milli bilincin
tarihsel gelismesi, iktisadi kiiltiiriin gelisme asamalarina da denk diisen “kiiltiir
caglar”na (Kulturzeitaltern) gore donemsellestirilmektedir. Lamprecht’in yaklagimi,
cagdas akademik tarihgiler arasinda pek ¢ok tartismaya yol agmis, ekseriyetle olumsuz
karsilanmistir (Smith, 1991, s. 127). Lamprecht’in muarizlarindan Georg von Below,
1898°de yayimladig1 “Yeni Tarih Yontemi” (Die neue historische Methode) baslikli
makalede Lamprecht’in tarihteki gelisme yasalarini tespite kalkigmasini elestirmigtir
(Below, 1898, s. 193). Lamprecht bu tartigma sonucunda akademik Alman tarihgileri
“lonca”sinda “pozitivist” damgasi yiyerek (Smith, 1991, s. 83) tecride ugramissa
da “kiiltiirel tarih” yaklasimi Fransa’da Annales Okulu iizerinde ve ABD’de etkili
olmustur (Breisach, 1983, s. 342-343).
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1880’lerden 1900’lere “kiiltiirel tarih” ¢aligmalarinda adeta bir patlama oldugu, her
on yilda kitap sayisinin ikiye katladig1 soylenebilir. Boylece her alanda kiiltiirel tarih
calismalar1 yapilmis; tibbin, cerrahinin, ariciligin, askin, miizigin, sokak isimlerinin,
Haglilarin, evcil hayvanlarin, savasin, simyanin, giil motifinin ilh. kiiltiirel tarihi
iizerine egilen aragtirmalar ortaya konmustur. Nitekim Alfred Weber 1935°te “kiiltiirel
tarih” verimlerinin aslinda “kiiltiir sosyolojisi” olarak, yani bu tarih eserlerinin
sosyoloji eserleri olarak, degerlendirilebilecegine yonelik tezini diinya tarihi
tizerinden Ornekledigi “Kiiltiir Sosyolojisi Olarak Kiiltiirel Tarih” (Kulturgeschichte
als Kultursoziologie) baslikl1 bir caligma yayimlamigtir (Weber, 1935). Alman sosyal
bilim tarihinde 1780’lerden itibaren yogunlasan “kiiltiirel tarih™ ¢alismalari, “kiiltiir
sosyolojisi” olarak ele alinabilecegi gibi “sosyal tarih” olarak da diistiniilebilir. Bu
acidan bakildiginda, Alman tarihselci sosyal bilim gelenegi iginde “sosyal tarih”
egiliminin “kiiltlirel tarih” ad1 altinda da olsa ¢ok eskilere dayandigi goriilmektedir.

Sonug¢

Alman tarih¢iliginin 1750-1900 yillar1 arasindaki seriivenine baktigimizda,
ana ekseni Iggers tarafindan formiile edildigi gibi bir “devlet merkezlilikten ve
Braudel’in elestirisinde dile getirdigi gibi ekonomik ve siyasi temelden yoksun,
soyut ve havada kalmig bir “kiiltiir merkezlilikten ¢ok, “evrensel kiiltiirel tarih”
programinin tesgkil etti§ini iddia etmek anlamli goriinmektedir. Alman sosyal
bilim geleneginin Onciisii, kurucusu ve modeli olarak tarih bilimsel ve siyasi pek
¢ok meydan okuma ile karsilasmis, bunlar karsisinda ayakta kalmaya cabaladik¢a
zenginlesmis, Almanya’ya 0zgili karakteristikler kazanmigtir. Makalede Alman
tarih¢iliginin yontem ve uygulama alanindaki tezahiirlerine bakilmis, bu gelenegi
Ozglin kilan tarihsel sebeplere odaklanilmistir. Ayrica “evrensel kiiltiirel tarih”
programinin “kiiltiirel tarih” boyutundan doénemsel bir uzaklagma mahiyetindeki
“devlet merkezlilik” egilimlerinin tarihsellestirmesine calisilmistir.

Aslinda bu program, “akil ylizyili” olarak bilinen 18. ylizyilin ortalarinda ortaya
¢ikan biitlinsel tarih ilgisinin ve tarihsel-toplumsal diinyaya iliskin siirli bile olsa
bilimsel bilgi iiretilebilecegine iliskin iyimserligin sonucudur. Ingiltere ve Fransa
galip llkeler sifatiyla ampirik, biitiinsel ve bilimsel tarih ilgisinden uzak kalarak
tarih felsefesiyle yetinirken, buna mukabil Alman tarih¢iligi bu ilgiden hareketle
“ampirik bilim olarak tarih”, “tarih i¢in tarih” ve “tekile sayg1” ilkelerine ulagmustir.
Ampirik bir bilim olarak tarih bu anlamda, merkezilesen Aydinlanma devletlerinin
dogal hukuk teorisinde ve tarih felsefesinde temellenen tecaviizleri karsisinda farkl
yerelliklerin haklarin1 korumak isteyen tarihgilerin ¢abalariyla iligkilendirilmektedir.
Baska bir deyisle, Fransiz aklina ve Aydinlanma ¢agimnin felsefi saldirilarina karsi
milli geleneklerin bilim cephesinden iirettikleri bir tepki olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

338



Akyurt, Coskun / Is State-Centeredness the Distinctive Feature of Historiography in Germany?

Nitekim Meinecke-Troeltsch formiilasyonu da tarihselciligi, insani anlamaya
calisan 17. ve 18. ylizy1l Avrupa diisiincesinin mantiki sonucuna vardirilmasindan
ibaret sayar ve fakat sadece Almanya’da bu sonuca ulasildigim1 vurgular. Buna
gore Alman tarihselciligi modern diisiinceyi, “dogal hukuk teorisi”nin iki bin
yillik boyundurugundan ve evrenin, biitliiniine hakim olan rasyonel diizene denk
diisen zaman-iistii ve mutlak gegerlige sahip hakikatler iizerinden kavranmasindan
kurtarmistir (Iggers, 2012, s. 5). Ayrica 1750’den itibaren Orta Cag da dahil olmak
lizere Antik Cagdan beri hakim olan; insan dogasi, ahlak ve aklin mutlak, ebedi ve
evrensel oldugunu savunan tarih-dis1 (ahistoric) diisiinme bi¢iminin yerini almig
ve bunlarin goreli, degisken ve 6zel oldugunu 6ne stirmiistiir (Beiser, 2011, s. 1).
Boylece tarihselci bilim insan dogasmi degil, insanin tarihteki tecriibesinin sonsuz
cesitliliginin anlasilmasim merkeze alir. Meinecke’ye gore tarihselcilik, “dogal
hukuk teorisi”nin temelden bir elestirisi anlamma gelir ve Fransiz Ihtilali sonrasi
donemde Almanya tarihselciligi gelistirirken, Bati1 Avrupa’nin diger iilkelerinin dogal
hukuk diistincesine bagli kalmasi, iki taraf arasinda gerceklesen kiiltiirel ve politik
farklilasmanin sonucudur (Iggers, 2012, s. 5).

“Insan dogas1” yerine “insan tecriibesi’ni esas almasi sonucunda, bu ampirik tarih
projesi farkli insani faaliyet alanlarini hem tek tek hem de biitiinsel bir perspektifie
ele almaya yonelmistir. Buna gore tarihsel toplumsal diinyay: nasil sadece siyaset
ve iktisat lizerinden anlamak miimkiin degilse salt kiiltiir, din ve sanat {izerinden
de anlamak miimkiin degildir. 1750-1900 arasi Alman tarihg¢iliginde, Braudel’in
Burckhardt’a yonelik kiiltiiriin bir temelsiz bir {ist yap1 olarak ele alindig1 elestirisini
hakli ¢ikaracak pek ¢ok eser bulunabilir. Fakat Alman tarihgiliginin sarkaci kiiltiir-
din-sanat ile siyaset-ekonomi kutuplar1 arasinda, “biitiinlestirici” bir yaklagim
gelistiremeden sallanip durmus olsa bile, birikimsel olarak bakildiginda ortaya
biitiinsel bir tarihsel toplumsal diinya resmi g¢ikacaktir. Bu anlamda Braudel’in
elestirisi Iggers’in elestirisi ile birbirini dengeler goriinmektedir.

Tarih felsefesinden biitiiniiyle ayr1 olarak ampirik zeminde geligen “evrensel kiiltiirel
tarih” anlayisinin “kiiltiirel tarih”te (Kulturgeschichte) ifadesini bulan ilk boyutu
toplumsal hayatin siyaset, iktisat, kiiltiir, din gibi alanlarinin eksiksiz olarak birbirleriyle
iligkilendirilerek ele alinmasinin 6tesinde birbirlerine indirgenmeden, birbirleri itibariyle
degil kendi ozerklikleri iginde, kendileri itibariyle ele alinmasidir. Mesele bizatihi
tarih¢inin kendisini siyaset ve iktisatla sinirlamayip kiiltiirii de incelemeye konu edip
etmedigi degil; kiiltiiriin bir yénetim sorunu olarak, siyasete indirgenerek degil kendisi
itibariyle incelenip incelenmedigidir. Makale, Iggers tarafindan Alman tarihselci
tarihg¢iliginin ayirict vasfi olarak formiile edilen devlet merkezliligin “evrensel kiiltiirel
tarih” programindan donemsel “sapma”lar olarak da goriilebilecegini savunmaktadir.
Bu yonelimlerin arkasinda, kati bilimsellik kistaslarmin tarih¢iyi devlet arsivleriyle
ve dolayisiyla devletin tarihiyle sinirlamasi, merkezi hiikiimetin asir1 giiglenmesi,
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toplumsal alanin politika tiretimi merkeze alinarak incelenmesinin tesvik edilmesi gibi
sebepler bulunabilir. Halbuki “kiiltiirel tarih”ten anlasilan, sadece toplumsal alanin
tarihsel aragtirmaya dahil edilmesi degil, 6rnegin devletin yonetsel ihtiyaglari ve
beklentileri degil, kendisi itibariyle ele alinmasidir.

Ayni sekilde “evrensel tarih” igin de farkli milletlerin tarihinin anlatiya dahil
edilmesi yeterli degildir. Farkli milletlerin kendileri itibariyle ele alinmasi gerekir.
Fakat Ranke’nin —asir1 Oznelci, dolayisiyla bir c¢esit naif nesnelci— Kkiiltilircii
pozisyonunun imkansizligr ve “tarih¢inin 6znelliginin kagiilmazligi” Droysen
tarafindan ortaya konmustur. Boylece farkli ¢ag ve kiiltiirlerin/milletlerin Herder’in
tahayyiiliindeki gibi esit statilye sahip sayilmasi, tarih¢inin bakis acisinin farkinda
olunmas1 ve tarih¢inin 6znelliginin ele alinan ¢ag veya kiiltiiriin/milletinkinden
iistiin goriilmemesi Alman “evrenselci tarih” anlayisinin revize edilmis miitevazi
versiyonunun ilkeleri olarak kabul edilebilir.

Herder’in tarihginin tarihi kendi ¢ag ve iilkesinden, kendi degerlerini merkeze
alarak incelemesine yonelik elestirisi (Gokberk, 1948, s. 79) Alman tarihselciliginin
“tekile saygi1” ilkesine paralel olarak, her ¢ag, iilke ve olayin kendi i¢ mantigi
esasinda ele alinmasina doniik bir ¢agri teskil ediyordu. Bu anlamda Herder
de Ranke de pozitivizm Oncesi bir iyimserlikle tarih¢inin 6znelligini goz ardi
ediyordu. Droysen ise Alman tarihgiliginin {izerinde uzlastigi bu politika digilik
varsayiminin naifligine dikkat ¢ekmisti. Nitekim Droysen’in c¢alismalar1 bazi
tarihgiler tarafindan anakronizmle, tarihteki insanlarin kendi orijinal durumlarim
esas almamakla elestirilse de, “evrensel kiiltlirel tarih” projesinin naif nesnelci
versiyonunun sinirliligina isaret ederek onu Oznelci sinirlara dogru genisletip
zenginlestirmistir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, Droysen’in Prusya merkezliligi
milliyet¢iligin basit bir sonucu degil, tarihg¢ilikte 6znelligin bertaraf edilemezligine
iligkin ulastig1 yiiksek 6zdiislinlim seviyesinin bir yansimasidir. Buradaki temel
farklardan biri de Droysen’in etnosantrisizminin iistiinii drtmeye ¢aligmamasi ve
evrensellik iddiasinda bulunmamasidir.
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