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0. Foreword:


This short essay (and talk) is envisaged as a brief exposition on the problematic nature of doing history, philosophically constructing, in effect, a ‘pragmatic history’.
 (0) 
1. Exposition


In the disciplinary world there are many disciplines, some more credible and others less credible. Then, we need to understand that a credible discipline needs to be performed in a credible manner. I.e., as a discipline that is critically exercised, and, on certain occasions, as one that is seriously re-directed in a novel direction that is relatively radical and where ‘new vocabularies’ and new ways of doing things are incrementally and productively established.
 One of the most important disciplines, in my estimation, is that of ‘doing history’ since, as it is often stated, ‘those who do not learn from their mistakes are doomed to repeat them!’
 Needless to say, another important and socially necessary discipline is that of philosophy, and in this exposition, we will hear, or, perhaps, rather overhear these two disciplinary giants
 conversing with each other.
 (1)

My somewhat strange title is a representative shorthand for a number of themes that will be briefly noted, namely, the iterative nature of historical research; that doing history in the past is both doing history in the present and doing history in the future; moreover, when doing history we are more entering into the appearance of ‘doing history’ since in this iterative dealing with texts it could be claimed that we are more doing a form of ‘literary criticism’,
 and, as such that when the historian is comparing chronological texts with each other, it could also be argued that they are not doing history at all, indeed, something more ‘ahistorical’ and certainly not something that could be just reduced ‘merely to doing history’. And, yet, at the same time, a successful historian is also one who can metaphorically ‘bring back to life’ the specificity of their topic as if (as if, as if) through the simulation of that being simulated something more than the merely simulated is being brought back to life. Now, some might call it ‘truth’ or ‘history’ or ‘the historical’, but, equally, do not call it ‘Truth’ or ‘History’ or ‘The Historical’ with capital letters. Let me unpack some of these philosophical reflections... (2)
i. Historical ‘truth’ through Endless Re(-)Iteration?

In some ways doing history is thankless task
 since it can only be performed as an endless process of (an economy of) re(-)interpretation arrived at through processes exercised through iteration, reiteration and re-iteration…
 In other words, the apparent ‘historical destination’ of such research is provisional despite being, hopefully, at the same time, a productive ‘take’ on a certain period and place (or locale) in time. (3)

So, we must be resigned to the fact that all results arrived at through historical research must be ‘provisional’ in their historical status, but, also, hopefully, ‘insightful’ and ‘fruitful’. That the latter expectations can be both met because ‘in asking questions we should find some form of an answer’, and, that, in asking ‘suitably well-formed questions we should arrive at suitably well-formed answers’, i.e., responses that are both more informative and more significant than the information and significance invested over the course of such labours. (4)
ii. Doing History of the Past, of the Present, and of the Future?


It could be seen as a paradox that in doing history we can only do history, as a disciplinary topic, in the present. That, even doing a ‘history of the present’ is problematic, and, doing a ‘history of the future’ is also problematic in its own way. Of course, doing a ‘history of the past’ also has its own set of problems given that the past has gone and cannot be retrieved except indirectly through retrieving the deposition of texts that will be read as ‘interpreted indicators’ of an ‘interpreted semblance of the past’ that can only be somewhat ‘re(-)simulated through the medium of more texts...’ (5)

A point to note here is that past, present and future, in any economy of the temporal, must each be viewed as relatively incommensurable, but, as also possessing a deeper level of a relatively invariant transformational isomorphism given the persistence of logically nominated identities across such relatively incommensurable boundaries.
 That each consciously aware person is a living testament to such an observation. (6)

Therefore, how the historian approaches these three relatively incommensurable ‘time zones’ must also be relatively different. (7)

A preoccupation with the past can be done through a re(-)constructive collation of texts noting pre-formed historical texts, events, eyewitness accounts, secondhand reports, structural remains, other forms of intentionally manufactured artefacts, and so on. (8)

The doing of history of the present is difficult given a need to stand back in order to view the relevant significance of the co-succession of certain current events, and so forth. However, one way to approach such difficulties is to explore the statistical evidence of contemporary themes or memes as indicative of certain social anxieties as reported in various forms of media. In the light of this observation, in the Australian political context, I have discovered to learn that I am not supposed to say ‘boat-peoples’.
 (9)

As far as ‘doing a history of the future’ is concerned, how could we when the future has not yet arrived? However, the continuing clarion call about ‘the imminent adverse consequences of an accelerating global warming of the climate’ should indicate to us that such an approach is both possible and something that decidedly needs to be both scientifically done and politically taken to heart. (10)
iii. Doing History as a Form of ‘Literary Criticism’?


Since we are doing history through ‘a shuffling of texts’ it could be argued that ‘doing history’ is just another form of ‘literary criticism’. (11)

But, the same could be said of any discipline. Where each discipline defines and continually refines its specialized tools in ‘literary criticism’ to expedite the types of aspirational goals distinctively thematized in their disciplinary sense of a life-world. (12)

But, again, it could be argued that doing ‘literary criticism’ is not just ‘doing literary criticism’ given that different ‘forms’ of literary review cannot be reduced to just ‘doing a standard form of a literary review’ given that the ensuing existential surpluses of e/valuational formation attendant upon such distinctive forms of criticism must, likewise, be different, and potentially incommensurable and non-irreducible in relative terms of reference (assuming the relative incommensurability of distinctive disciplines), etc. (13)
iv. Explicating the Ahistorical?


As already intimated, doing history has a strange aspect to its exercise that cannot be seen as merely ‘historical’. Retrieving, collating and harmonically reconciling historical interpretations of chronologically predetermined texts, as a critical form of treatment, is a rather ‘ahistorical’ pursuit. We cannot conduct the comparative purport of such interpretations per se in time, but, as basically standing considerably out of time, in the critical sphere of the ahistorical. How, otherwise, could we run parallel interpretations together in order to appreciate which of these interpretations is the more cogent, or, where neither interpretation is to be judged as possessing a sufficient degree of cogency? (14)
v. Re(-)Simulating the Historical?


A good disciplinarian is one who can translate the import and significance of their chosen topics to those interested parties in the secular world without having to resort to an excessive overuse of interminable technical terminology. On the other hand, a good disciplinarian is also one who can translate their ideas to their peers, make sense of their findings in relevantly co-associated life-worlds of their fellow disciplinarians. All in all, a difficult path to tread and one that is ever open to misunderstanding, professional jealousies, being ignored or, worse, be radically misinterpreted. But such is life… (15)
vi. Finding and Narrating ‘Significant’ Historical Alignments and Connections?


A ‘disciplinarian’ is a ‘person who has a distinctive type of narration’ that is recounted in keeping, somewhat, with the perceived nature of their profession. Through finding verifiable historical patterns of alignment and then making insightful and profitable connections, or re(-)connections, the historian is in a position to also comment upon the course of our daily lives… expressing, insightfully, forms of significance that have an existential edge or tenor that could enact such a difference in the lives of others..? (16)

Beneficial ‘significance’ is that which could make a positive difference as to how we enact the passage of our lives, be that conducted either passively with(-)others, or actively before(-)others, and/or in a manner that is engaged through(-)others in such an existential fashion that promotes the freedom to enjoy a potential plethora of freedoms as they arise both for others and for one’s own self… (17)
2. Concluding Comments and Observations


So, what might we tentatively assume constitutes the work and value of the disciplinary efforts of an historian? (18)

That the endless work of the historian is re(-)iterative and re(-)interpretative; crossing the relative incommensurabilities of the past, present and future. A form of research that is akin to ‘literary criticism’ given their juggling of texts, both in time and out of time. In the process, refining old vocabularies, and, hopefully, creating ‘new vocabularies’ that will extend our understanding of this lived-world of living-experience. But, as we should also note, no historian is ever paid to do endless work. Consequently, and subsequently, their constructed visions of the ‘historical’, with a small ‘h’, must ever remain as works in progress, as provisional, as never definitively definitive, and so on. Yet, despite this inability to reach the aspiration of that impossible historical destination we must also note that that train has already left the station, whilst, equally, never arriving at such a ‘destination’. Still, as a ‘journey’, if it is something worth doing, as it is, then let it be found as something that is worthwhile to do and have it performed as something that suitably deserves to be done well. Where historians, either as professionals or as amateurs, find and disseminate the existential value of their enterprise both among themselves and for the sake of others..! (19)

Given such understanding(s), what is the raison d’être of the pragmatic historical prospect (or the pragmatic philosophical prospect, etc?
)? (21)

A mapping of the motivation that oversees the engagement with mutual relational experience within an existentially oriented and receptive sense of dimension that amplifies and enriches our overall semblance of freedom that can only be found the auspices of the other. A living semblance of ‘world’ that find itself through overlap and intersection, and not through some form of mere dissection. Because the emergence of this existential perspective should neither be misinterpreted nor mistreated in a reductive mode gives us ‘permission’ to move from the subjective to the intersubjective, from the cultural to the intercultural, from the national to the international, from relatively non-existential forms of intervention to relatively existential forms of intervention, and so on and so forth, and, by such means, truly engage in an in-depth experience with the other… through whose embrace we encounter, recognize and directly engage that which is ‘living-experience’ rather than its re-cycled, cast off circulation as ‘lived-experience’… once lived by some now alienated sense of an ‘other’… (22)

In effect, through the aegis of others, we find ourselves doing history, through making a(n existential) difference, through making a difference, through making a difference..!!
 (23)
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� 	This short talk was given on the 25.6.22. 


� 	Alluding to Richard Rorty’s new and novel vocabularies equated, ironically, with ‘final vocabularies’ as discussed in Contingency, irony, and contingency; Cambridge University Press, 1989; p. 77, etc.


� 	Paraphrasing Churchill (1948 speech in the House of Commons) paraphrasing Santayana.


� 	We could refer to both ‘disciplines’, effectively, as ‘super-disciplines’ given the large number of sub-disciplines that can be delineated within their separate confines or compasses.


� 	Noting that a ‘philosophy of history’ is ‘not history’ but ‘philosophy’, and, ‘the history of philosophy’ is not ‘philosophy’ but ‘history’. Also noting that, ostensively, ‘the history of history’ is ‘not history’ but ‘meta-history’, although through transformational retreatment we can conflate the same, albeit either relatively critically and/or relatively radically in this progressive, provisional re(-)forming of that parent discipline.


� 	Referencing another key idea of Richard Rorty; ibid. p. 76, etc.


� 	An observation that can be said about any credible discipline, i.e., one that is comparatively much more productive than a less credible discipline (regardless of whether they be closely allied or otherwise).


� 	I have explored the economy of re(-)interpretation in the essay titled: The Pragmatic Prospect: Part III: The Interpretation of Interpretation..??


� 	That our working discernment of such relative ‘invariances’ allows us to overlap and intersect various histories where short-term historical projects can merge with longer-term historical programs that in turn, can form the working-environment of an historical prospect (that, hopefully, is constituted from a qualified anti-representational perspective utilizing viable forms of qualified historical representation in line with such circumscriptions noted in this short essay and elsewhere).


� 	Looks like I didn’t learn that lesson. Such thematic reactions are also often highly polarized.


� 	Each order has a contribution to make to a prospect such as, e.g., the philosophical, the historical, the scientific, the political-economic, etc.


� 	Echoing the Hegelian idea of ‘thinking thinking thinking’ as if the world is thinking itself; the economic structure of language with the syntactic order of ‘noun, verb, and object or intentional objective; and, my exposition of the so-called ‘third moment’ of the interrogative economy where the second reply to a rhetorical question is an apparitional reply suggesting a literal correlate… ‘as if… as if… as if….’ ‘and where ‘X entails either a set of logical subjects s, a set of predicates p, and/or a set of relations r’, and, X’ is true iff X (albeit as suitably reviewed in the relevant sense of context subject to the requisite forms of transformational retreatment as indicated elsewhere. E.g., Pursuit, III.2Y.C)





