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 The "Herbert Butterfield

 Problem" and its Resolution

 Keith C. Sewell

 Herbert Butterfield (1900-1979)1 published The Whig Interpretation of
 History in 1931, a year after he became a Lecturer in the University of Cam-

 bridge.2 He became Professor of Modem History in the university in 1944, the

 same year in which he published The Englishman and His History.3 This dis-
 cussion addresses what J.G.A. Pocock referred to as das Herbert Butter-

 fieldproblem-that is, the problem of ascertaining the precise relationship be-
 tween the arguments presented in these volumes.4

 The Whig Interpretation of History of 1931 (hereafter, The Whig Interpre-
 tation) was a sustained critique of the motivation, methods and fallacious con-

 clusions of the "Whig" practice of staging historiographical narratives
 anachronistically so as to produce a ratification of the present, or justification

 of a position currently espoused by the author.5 The term "Whig," as Butterfield

 used it in 1931, referred to the nineteenth-century school of historiography that

 praised "progress," "protestantism," and "liberty" and that generally attributed

 the triumph of such principles to the beliefs and activities of generations of
 Whig politicians.6

 1 See Harold T. Parker, "Herbert Butterfield," in Some 20th Century Historians: Essays on
 Eminent Europeans, ed. S. W. Halperin (Chicago, 1961), 75-101; Michael Hobart, "History and
 Religion in the Thought of Herbert Butterfield," JHI, 32 (1971), 543-54; Maurice Cowling,
 "Herbert Butterfield 1900-1979," in the Proceedings of the British Academy, 65 (1979), 595-
 609; John Derry, "Herbert Butterfield," in The Historian at Work, ed. John Cannon (London,
 1980), 171-87; and my "The Concept of Technical History in the Thought of Herbert Butterfield,"

 Fides et Historia, 27 (1995), 52-76; biography by C. Thomas McIntire is anticipated from Yale
 University Press.

 2 The Whig Interpretation of History (London, 1931, 1950, 1959).

 3 The Study of Modern History: An Inaugural Lecture (London, 1944); The Englishman
 and His History, repr. (Hamden, Conn., 1970) with a "Preface 970" inserted at i-iv.

 4 Pocock, Virtue, Commerce, and History (Cambridge, 1985), 305.
 5 The Whig Interpretation, v-vi, 3-5.
 6 Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation, 3-5.
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 600 Keith C. Sewell

 The Whig Interpretation argued that the judgments concerning both pro-

 gressive and reactionary individuals and movements in Whig historiography
 were anachronistic, in that they were based on general propositions held by the

 Whig historian in the present. To correct this error Butterfield argued that his-

 toriography should not be based upon any general propositions. Basing histo-

 riographical narratives on general propositions purporting to be of universal
 and unchanging validity was seen as inevitably placing them on an anachronis-

 tic basis. In The Whig Interpretation Butterfield required the historian to repre-

 sent past "life itself " but to avoid doing so on the basis of a view or "interpre-

 tation" of past human experience and action. Historiographical narration should

 be free of any interpretative standpoint and equally open to any possible subse-

 quent interpretation. For Butterfield "the historian carries us away from the

 world of general ideas. It is not for him to give a philosophical explanation of

 what happens in time and space"; "any history that he writes ought to be as
 capable of varied philosophical interpretation as life itself seems to be ... the
 historian's explanation ... is not a piece of general reasoning," and "if at any
 point we need further elucidation all that he can do is to take us into greater

 detail."' It seems appropriate to refer to this as Butterfield's "neutrality postu-

 late." Butterfield subsequently used the term "technical history" to denote this

 methodological concept.8
 As might be expected, such a neutrality postulate was replete with prob-

 lems, however valid Butterfield's strictures towards Whig historiographical
 anachronism. How is the historian to abridge for the purposes of narration and

 explanation without interpreting? Butterfield argued that we are right to de-
 mand of the historian that "he shall not change the meaning and purport of the

 historical story in the mere act of abridging it." No theory should intrude. As

 the detailed complexity is abridged, there should be no loss of "the purport and

 tenor of the whole."' Abridgment was to be accomplished without interpreta-

 tive perspective, even though sympathy and imagination are indispensable.10
 Such was Butterfield's prescribed antidote. Yet the exercise he recommended
 requires more than a specific statement of the concrete, the individual, and the

 particular. It also requires a general idea of the "meaning" of "the whole" that

 the historian is called upon not to distort. Indeed, Butterfield drew attention to

 the basis of his historical thinking when he asserted that while historical re-

 search does not provide proof of the existence of a providential order, it never-

 theless provides evidence of how profound and mysterious are its workings."
 In The Whig Interpretation no attempt was made to reconcile the advocacy

 of a non-interpretative neutrality dealing exclusively with the individual, the

 7 Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation, 71-72.
 8 Christianity and History (London, 1949), 19-26.
 9 The Whig Interpretation, 102-3.
 1o Ibid., 91-95.
 11 Ibid., 23.
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 The "Herbert Butterfield Problem" 601

 concrete and the particular, and Butterfield's actual belief in a providential or-

 der to which the historical process is subject. After 1931 Butterfield continued

 to argue for a particularistic historiography not based on general propositions.

 It was this non-interpretative mode of historiographical statement that Butterfield

 later referred to as "technical history."'2 As if to underline its apparent contra-

 diction with his own Christian interpretation of history, one of the strongest

 formulations of his idea of "technical history" is to be found in the first chapter

 of Christianity and History (1949), where Butterfield argued that a historical

 thesis must be equally valid whether I present it to Christian or atheist,

 Whig or tory, Swede or Dane. In respects of points which are estab-
 lished by the evidence, or accepted by the judgment of common sense,

 history has a certain validity of its own, a certain minimum signifi-
 cance that is independent of philosophy, race or creed.13

 Here it is the evidence that is presumed to establish points of fact, not the

 historian. It is as if the evidence organizes itself, with the historian "wait[ing]

 until the pattern begins to stare at him from a multiplicity of facts, as the mind

 mixes itself into the assembled data."'4 This required a "particular act of self
 emptying."" Butterfield associated such a standpoint with the Baconian em-
 piricism of those who established the Royal Society. They restricted discussion
 to what could be empirically verified, and avoided foundational issues, but
 without formally disavowing ultimate beliefs.'6

 Although The Englishman and His History (hereafter The Englishman) was

 published in 1944, its origins lay in the immediate pre-war period. In 1938

 Butterfield was invited to lecture in Germany on the history of the Whig inter-

 pretation. He accepted and in 1938 lectured in K61ln, Bonn, Miinster, and Ber-
 lin.'7 In spite of his early admiration for McKechnie,"' Butterfield later stated

 that up to 1938 he had not considered "the origin and history" of the Whig
 interpretation and that the request prompted his "first serious engagement with

 12 Butterfield seems to have first used the term "technical historian" in print in order to
 distinguish Toynbee's technical scholarship in the field of classical history from his post-
 Spenglerian interpretation of world history ("History in 1934," The Bookman, 87 [1934], 142).

 13 Christianity and History, 19.

 14 The Reconstruction of an Historical Episode (Glasgow, 1951), 27. Cf. Michael Stanford,
 The Nature of Historical Knowledge (Oxford, 1986), 99.

 15 History and Human Relations (London, 1951), 103.
 16 Christianity and History, 19. This later explicit orientation towards Bacon and the Royal

 Society was not apparent in The Whig Interpretation.
 17 The Englishman (Hamden, Conn., 1970), i.

 18 William S. McKechnie, Magna Carta: A Commentary on the Great Charter ofKing John
 with an Historical Introduction (Glasgow, 1905; rev. 1914). Cf. Butterfield, The Englishman
 (1944 and 1970), 56.
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 602 Keith C. Sewell

 the history of historiography."'9 The substance of the lectures delivered in 1938

 was published in 1944 as part of The Englishman. In the Butterfield oeuvre this

 work stands in close proximity to Napoleon (1939) and The Statecraft of
 Machiavelli (1940). All three works relate to the Machiavellian and Whig ap-
 proach to and utilization of the past, to the perils of revolutionary action, and to

 the English path to liberty. However, a close examination of The Englishman
 suggests that no more than pages 12 to 68 and 73 to 78 of the 1944 book can be

 regarded with any certainty as being derived from the 1938 lectures.20 This

 point is significant in relation to the subsequent assertion by E. H. Carr that The

 Englishman constituted some sort of wartime repudiation of The Whig Inter-

 pretation. While we accept Carr's view that historiography tends to reflect the

 time and place of its composition, that assertion cannot be sustained on the
 grounds that the entire text of The Englishman reflects wartime conditions. The

 latter may only be said of pages 1 to 11, possibly 69-72, and 78-139 of the
 published volume.
 In The Englishman, Butterfield explained the political tranquillity of En-

 gland in comparison with continental Europe in terms of the Whig and English

 propensity to work "in co-operation with" rather than "against" or "in the face

 of' the "historical process."21 Accordingly, Butterfield concluded The English-

 man with a paean of praise to the English tradition, which, with its empirical

 and practical temper, opposition to speculative ends, and reconciliation of con-

 tinuity with change, had often conformed in its development to what he else-

 where referred to as "the ordinances of Providence."22 This raised serious ques-

 tions. In 1931 what was termed "the Whig interpretation" was strongly rejected;

 while in 1944 the Whigs were fervently applauded. The determination of the
 relationship between these two standpoints is one of the key issues of Butterfield

 interpretation. In what respects was he a friend or a foe of Whigs? It was the

 reconciliation of the anti-progressivism of The Whig Interpretation with the

 celebration of the Whig form of progressivism in The Englishman that J. G. A.

 Pocock had in view when he used the phrase "das Herbert Butter-
 fieldproblem. "23

 Many have concluded that reconciliation is impossible. They believed that

 Butterfield changed his mind, that he had abandoned one standpoint and adopted

 a contrary position. Carr asserted this view in his celebrated 1961 lectures on
 What is History? (1961). In Carr's words, when The Whig Interpretation first

 appeared, it:

 19 The Englishman, i.
 20 The Englishman (1944 and 1970), particularly at 2, 72 and 82.
 21 Ibid., 99, 116-17.
 22 Ibid., 137-39. Cf. Christianity in European History (Oxford 1951), 60.
 23 Pocock, Virtue, Commerce, and History, 305.
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 The "Herbert Butterfield Problem" 603

 enjoyed a great and deserved success ... the Whig interpretation was a

 bad thing ... it "studies the past with reference to the present." On this

 point ... Butterfield was categorical and severe.... Twelve years elapsed.

 The fashion for iconoclasm went out.... [The] country was engaged in
 a war ... fought in defence of the constitutional liberties embodied in

 the Whig tradition, under a great leader who constantly invoked the
 past "with one eye, so to speak, upon the present." In ... 1944 ...
 Butterfield not only decided that the Whig interpretation of history was

 the "English" interpretation, but spoke enthusiastically of "the
 Englishman's alliance with his history" and of the "marriage between
 the present and the past." To draw attention to these reversals of out-

 look is not an unfriendly criticism.... My purpose is ... to show how
 closely the work of the historian mirrors the society in which he
 works....24

 This presumption of such a reversal has long persisted. Joseph Hamburger
 has argued that Butterfield, "by acknowledging the political usefulness of the

 Whig interpretation, qualified his 1931 condemnation of it."25 Much later, John

 W. Burrow saw The Englishman as "Butterfield's celebration--of the Whig
 tradition ... which he had earlier so effectively criticised."26 John P. Kenyon
 saw the work as signaling a "conversion to Whiggism."27 A. Rupert Hall stated

 that Butterfield: "In maturity ... could swallow what the delicate appetite of his

 youth found nauseous."28 George Watson wrote of a "generous retraction."29

 Christopher Parker declared that Butterfield "resigned" his earlier position in
 1944, and yet "changed his position again after the war."30 Later, David
 Cannadine was sure that in The Englishman "Butterfield had recanted of his
 youthful polemic."31 More recently, Michael Bentley has spoken of it as "seem-

 ingly retracting," but also as a "recantation of his anti-Whig position."32

 Carr's view that The Englishman represents a reversal, although widely
 influential, was not original. It dates from the time of the book's first publica-

 tion. By stating that Butterfield was now praising what he had previously de-

 nounced, G. H. Guttridge already broached "das Herbert Butterfieldproblem"

 24 Carr, What is History? (London, 1961), 35-36.

 25 Hamburger, Macaulay and the Whig Tradition (Chicago, 1976), 229, n. 100.
 26 Burrow, A Liberal Descent: Victorian Historians and the English Past (Cambridge, 1981),

 300.

 27 Kenyon, The History Men (London, 1983), 273.
 28 Hall, "On Whiggism," History of Science, 21 (1983), 45.
 29 Watson, "The War Against the Whigs," Encounter (1986), 23.
 30 Parker, The English Historical Tradition Since 1850 (Edinburgh, 1990), 147.
 31 Cannadine, G. M. Trevelyan, A Life in History (London, 1992), 210.
 32 Bentley, "Butterfield at the Millennium," Storia stella storiografia, 38 (2000), 19, cf. 22,

 n. 19.
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 604 Keith C. Sewell

 very shortly after the publication of The Englishman.33 A. J. Woolford contem-

 poraneously amplified this viewpoint in an extended review.34 Woolford was

 convinced that "Butterfield has changed his mind about the interpretation of

 history. He has not merely written a new book and in it presented a new point of

 view: he has deliberately and scornfully rejected his earlier thesis.""35

 The Whig Interpretation was seen by Woolford as the work of an idealistic

 youth "who was concerned with a disinterested search after truth," and with a

 view of "the art of the historian" that "dwindles to that of pure narration." It
 "must ever be preoccupied with more and more concrete detail." However, he

 saw Butterfield's warnings about the deceptiveness of history at the end of The

 Whig Interpretation and his later reference in The Englishman to "the mis-

 guided austerity of youth"36 as heralding a significant change. He also argued
 that Butterfield, in his discussion of the period from Coke to Burke, had contra-

 vened his previously declared methodological principles. It was now:

 Clear as to where the author's sympathies ... have over-ridden impar-

 tiality in several places.... It is one thing to demonstrate in what ways

 ... Coke was unscrupulous in his "discovery" of anti-monarchical pre-
 cedents: it is another to praise his actions, in spite of their dishonesty

 by the standards of this or any other century, because the results remain

 palatable.... It is one thing to point out the contrasting attitudes to tradi-

 tion of England and France as evidenced by their ... revolutions in 1688

 and 1789 and another to ascribe the whole of their subsequent devel-

 opments ... to this difference in attitude. To select a theme of history ...

 as "the story of our liberty," to find evidence in support of it even if it

 involves explaining away the Tudor despotism ... is to commit those

 very Whig errors of viewing the past with the eyes of the present, and

 of using a tendentious principle of selection in the process of abridg-

 ment, against which the author so powerfully inveighed in 1931.37

 In other words Butterfield had produced an abridgment that was not non-

 interpretative, but clearly oriented towards the Whigs of the Rockingham-Burke

 connection. Butterfield had now adopted the very "top hat" and "pontifical

 manner" he had previously rejected.38 He had advocated a specific position
 "without avowal of bias and with a refusal to mention such facts as are incon-

 3 Guttridge, review of The Englishman in the Journal of Modern History, 17 (1945), 48.
 34 Woolford, "The Interpretation of History," Scrutiny, 13 (1945/46), 2-11.
 35 Ibid., 6.

 36 Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation, 131-32; The Englishman, 3.
 37 Woolford, "The Interpretation of History," 8-9.
 38 Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation, 4.
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 The "Herbert Butterfield Problem " 605

 venient to his theory."39 He had awarded a place to interpretation in abridgment

 not envisaged in 1931. Woolford believed that Butterfield's previous "disinter-

 ested search after truth has yielded to the writing of history on a patriotic and

 nationalistic impulse." He came to the conclusion "that the work of 1944 is

 retrogressive."40 Woolford's declarations bring us to the heart of the problem.

 How did Butterfield's support for "the Whigs" in The Englishman relate to the

 anti-Whig critique of The Whig Interpretation? Was Butterfield anti- or pro-
 Whig? Some commentators have been more guarded than others. Paul
 Christianson was justified in writing circumspectly of a partial recantation.41

 Those who have assumed and written of a straightforward conversion from

 "anti-Whig" to "pro-Whig" standpoints have presented a misleading picture,
 perhaps based upon too cursory a reading of the relevant texts.

 In order to achieve a resolution it is necessary to ask if Butterfield changed

 his attitude towards the Whig political and historiographical traditions and if

 The Englishman represented a new and possibly alternative methodological
 and narrational stance in comparison to that advocated in The Whig Interpreta-

 tion. It will be argued that Butterfield's stance towards Whig politics and histo-

 riography did not change, but that The Englishmen did represent a departure

 from the methodological prescriptions enjoined in The Whig Interpretation.

 Concerning the question of whether or not Butterfield changed his attitude

 towards the Whig political and historiographical traditions, those who saw

 Butterfield's later praise of Whig politicians as implying or requiring a retrac-

 tion or modification of the tenets of The Whig Interpretation were mistaken, at

 least to the extent that they neglected to observe his distinction between Whig
 politicians and Whig historians. This distinction is crucial. In 1931 Butterfield

 had already referred to the happy political consequences of the Whig use of the

 past.42 It was this theme that he much more fully developed in 1944 by distin-
 guishing between [1] the "Whigs [i.e., politicians] of the past who were so
 much greater than [2] the Whig historians."43 In 1944 it was the Whig politi-

 cians of the "trimmer" school who were praised, while Whig historiography
 remained under the 1931 critique, notwithstanding its beneficial political ser-
 vices.

 Indeed, it may be argued that Butterfield regarded the Whig historians he

 attacked in The Whig Interpretation as un-Whig, in that they adopted in their

 historical writing an attitude contrary to the best Whig political principles praised

 in 1944. Where the Whig historians were anachronistic and divided men into

 39 Woolford, "The Interpretation of History," 10.
 40 Ibid., 11.

 41 Paul Christianson, "The Causes of the English Revolution," Journal of British Studies,
 15 (1956), 41.

 42 The Whig Interpretation, 63.
 43 The Englishman, vii.
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 606 Keith C. Sewell

 good and bad camps, the Whig politicians worked with history and sought to
 achieve a modus vivendi between rival parties. The historians engaged in judg-

 ment, the politicians in reconciliation. The Whig historians, especially as ex-
 emplified by the later Lord Acton (1834-1902), promoted forms of moral abso-

 lutism that tolerant and practical Whig politicians would have shunned." Con-

 versely, the historiographical principles and method advocated in 1931 were
 compatible with the "Trimmer" and "Whig" political principles praised in 1944,

 that is: a depreciation of general and abstract propositions; a focusing upon the

 immediate, concrete, and particular, and an avoidance of grand schemes and

 complex systems. Indeed, the 1931 volume may be seen as a call for the reform

 of historiography consistent with true Whig principles as they were later ex-

 pounded in 1944. Butterfield approved of the suggestion made in 193 I-pos-
 sibly by C. H. Smyth-that The Whig Interpretation "ought to have been en-
 titled 'An Appeal from the Old Whigs to the New.' "45 In this respect, Robert

 Walcott was correct in observing that "there is a real continuity between the

 two essays."46

 Butterfield had not changed his mind concerning the Whig tradition. How-
 ever, certain commentators had failed to observe the decisiveness of his dis-

 tinction between the Whig political method and the Whig historiographical
 method. Admittedly, Butterfield did not make it easy for his readers to grasp

 the relationship between The Whig Interpretation and The Englishman. In the

 latter he referred to those who "in the misguided austerity of youth, wish to

 drive out the Whig interpretation."47 Later Butterfield described this and cog-

 nate passages as "a menace to those who thought that the criticism of the Whig

 historians involved an attack on the Whig political tradition."48 Butterfield con-

 firmed this view when he much later wrote that in The Englishman he had

 sought "to make it clear" that his "hostility was to the Whig historians ... who

 perverted the story-not to [the political methods of] the actual Whigs them-
 selves."49 Potentially misleading asides notwithstanding, this conclusion can
 be sustained from a careful analysis of the two volumes.

 However, the clarity of this conclusion is liable to be obscured by assump-

 tions made concerning the actual standpoint of Macaulay, and of Butterfield's

 44 Christianity and History, 92.
 45 C. Thomas McIntire, "Introduction: Herbert Butterfield on Christianity and History," in

 Writings on Christianity and History (Oxford, 1979), xxxi. Cf. Butterfield, review of Carr, What

 is History? in The Cambridge Review, 83 (2 December 1961), 174.
 46 Walcott, review of The Englishman, in the American Historical Review, 50 (1945), 600.
 47 The Englishman, 3.
 48 Review of Carr, What is History?, 174.
 49 "My Literary Productions," Butterfield Papers [B.P], the Department of Manuscripts,

 Cambridge University Library, Cambridge, England, B.P, 269/3. Permission to inspect this ma-
 terial was kindly granted in the first instance by Lady Pamela Butterfield; also thanks to the
 Syndics of Cambridge University for granting permission to quote from these papers.
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 The "Herbert Butterfield Problem " 607

 attitude towards him, not least in the work of Hamburger, who apparently ig-

 nored Butterfield's articles on Macaulay, and, perhaps as a consequence, mis-

 represented The Whig Interpretation as an incorrectly applied critique of
 Macaulay.so This misrepresentation has not been without influence. For ex-
 ample, W. A. Speck has also seen The Whig Interpretation as an implicit con-
 demnation of Macaulay's work."5 However, Butterfield is on record as refer-
 ring approvingly to the high regard in which various historians all held the best

 work of Macaulay.52 Moreover, a comparison of The Whig Interpretation with

 Butterfield's later articles on Macaulay indicates that he did not regard Macaulay

 as having committed the worst sins of the Whig historians.53 Indeed, some sig-

 nificant affinities emerge. For example, Macaulay, like Butterfield, "learned
 from the Romantic Movement the notion of history as a work of 'resurrec-

 tion.' " With a powerful imaginative sympathy Macaulay's historiography ex-

 emplified the immediacy that Butterfield prized so greatly.54 Both W. G. Carleton

 and Hamburger argued that Macaulay was not a dogmatic and partisan Whig.
 His true and persistent standpoint was that of a "Trimmer.""55 However,
 Butterfield fully appreciated that this was Macaulay's stance, emphasizing that

 he "was far from regarding himself as one of those historians who are always

 on the side of the Whigs, seeing them as the perpetual agents of liberty."56
 Butterfield's positive view of Macaulay cannot be validly adduced as indicat-

 ing a change in attitude towards Whig historiography, simply because Butterfield

 did not regard Macaulay as exemplifying the errors and fallacies of the Whig

 historiography criticized in The Whig Interpretation.

 In The Whig Interpretation Butterfield had already argued that the British

 constitution was not the product of a single party but a result of party conflict.57

 Butterfield's 1931 work was not a critique of Macaulay, any more than his later

 remarks on him amounted to a retraction.'" Butterfield did not change his atti-

 tude towards the Whig political and historiographical traditions. In 1931 and
 1944 he saw Whig historiography as deceptively present minded and prone to

 engage in anachronistic misrepresentation in the pursuit and advocacy of its
 liberal and progressive agendas. At the same time in 1931 and in 1944 he also

 50 Hamburger, Macaulay and the Whig Tradition, 110-13.
 1 Speck, "Thomas Babington Macaulay," in The Historian at Work, 64-65.
 52 History and Human Relations, 232-53, cf. 228.
 53 "Macaulay as Historian: A Centenary Assessment," in The Methodist Recorder (31 De-

 cember 1959), 9, and "Reflections on Macaulay," The Listener, 90 (13 December 1973), 826-27.
 54 "Macaulay as Historian: A Centenary Assessment," 9.
 55 Carleton, "Macaulay and the Trimmers," The American Scholar, 19 (1949/50), 74-75.

 Hamburger, Macaulay and the Whig Tradition, 137.
 56 "Reflections on Macaulay," 826.
 57 The Whig Interpretation, 41. For Macaulay on the contribution of both Whig and Tory to

 the British constitution, see his History ofEngland, ed. C. H. Firth (London, 1913), I, 89, and for
 the historiographical implications, 21-22.

 58 The Englishman, 4-5.
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 608 Keith C. Sewell

 supported the gradualist, empirical, and ameliorating anti-doctrinaire policies

 of the Whig politicians over against the twin extremes of reaction and revolu-
 tion.

 However, even though The Englishman and Butterfield's articles on
 Macaulay did not represent a significant change in his attitude towards the
 Whig political tradition, the works of 1939 onwards were written from a meth-

 odological and narrational perspective other than that advocated in The Whig

 Interpretation.59 While The Whig Interpretation was oriented towards the no-

 tion of "the past for the sake of the past" and the avoidance of all anachronism,

 works such as Napoleon (1939), The Statecraft ofMachiavelli (1940) and The
 Englishman (1944) were oriented towards what might be called "the past also
 for the sake of the present." There was now a degree of presentism uncon-
 templated in 1931. This was a new development, and it accounts for the differ-

 ence between the methodology Butterfield advocated in The Whig Interpreta-
 tion (1931) and the authorial posture deliberately adopted from 1939 onwards.

 Those who detected a change were not wholly wrong, even if they wrongly
 identified its basis.

 This development was clearly enunciated by Butterfield in his "Inaugural
 Lecture as Professor of Modern History" delivered on 14 November 1944 and

 entitled The Study of Modern History. In this important statement Butterfield

 indicated that now his view was that "the past for the sake of the past" and the

 avoidance of anachronism was no longer enough. Without formally setting aside

 The Whig Interpretation, he supplemented this earlier teaching by now advo-

 cating a "second kind of history." This was "not like life" itself but a historiog-

 raphy that would address long-term developments, and achieve explanatory
 and expository depth.60 I refer to this second type of historical writing as "ex-
 pository historiography." This is not Butterfield's term, but it would seem to be

 substantiated by his own description of what he now envisaged:

 The historian seeks in the first place to "resurrect" something or other
 that has happened in the past.... One half of him seeks to know more
 about the men and events, and to describe them ... in fuller detail; but

 there is a tension within him, and another half of his mind strains to

 discover some meaning in ... the centuries, some pattern in the shifting
 combinations of circumstance. The historian moves forward to other

 purposes, therefore, and his narratives turn into exposition, his pictures

 acquire depth and structure.61

 59 In addition to The Englishman (1944), Napoleon (London, 1939) and The Statecraft of
 Machiavelli (London, 1940).

 60 The Study ofModern History, 7-11. The reference to a "second kind of history" appears at
 9.

 61 Ibid., 7.
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 The "Herbert Butterfield Problem " 609

 Without such "exposition" and "depth" the reader was now seen as being left to

 wander "high and dry in a wilderness of unrelated things."

 Nevertheless, Butterfield still retained a strong commitment to the con-

 crete, the individual and the particular. He was exceedingly careful not to lose

 sight of this when discussing expository historiography. Butterfield's model
 historian now has two halves, and there is a tension between them. Accord-

 ingly, he urged that when the historian "moves forward to this realm of analysis

 and exposition" he "must never lose touch with the world ... of the mere narra-

 tor" or otherwise the past would only be seen as "a matter of mere process and

 development."62 He still called for "sympathetic imagination."63 Moreover, this

 "sympathetic imagination" may again be seen as the actual means whereby

 Butterfield's narratives were in practice based upon his own belief in a "provi-

 dential order," for in describing the focus of expository history he often em-

 ployed the terminology-a "history making which goes on over our heads"-
 that in the Butterfield corpus always alludes to his concept of "Providence."64

 Butterfield was now calling not only for the representation of past life as

 once lived but also for the analysis of entire past situations. The task was to
 "examine processes, transitions, historical structure, social systems and trends

 of thought."65 Moreover, it should be stressed that Butterfield did not regard the

 exposition he now called for as an extrinsic exercise, or an optional extra to the

 kind of historiographical representation prescribed in The Whig Interpretation.66

 Rather, he came to view expository history as intrinsic to the historian's task, as

 "within the realm of his own technique," and resulting in "a body of knowledge

 that represents historical explanation erected into a system."67 In spite of the

 insertion of limitations and safeguards, these observations assigned to the gen-

 eral and universal a place in historiography not explicitly countenanced in The

 Whig Interpretation. However, this turning point in Butterfield's view of the

 requirements of the historiographical task went generally unnoticed at the time.

 The exception was an incisive review by Louis Gottschalk, who detected a
 significant development in Butterfield's stated position, and who later gave
 considerable attention to the question of historical generalizations.68

 62 The Study of Modern History, 10, cf. 10-11, n. 1.
 63 Ibid., 13-19.

 64 See The Whig Interpretation, 48-49; The Historical Novel (Cambridge, 1924), 81; The
 Study of Modern History, 19; Christianity and History, 94, 96, 108; Man on His Past, 140;
 George III and the Historians (London, 1957), 207; "Christianity in History," and "History of
 Historiography," in the Dictionary of the History of Ideas: Studies of Selected Pivotal Ideas
 (New York, 1973), I, 376 and II, 488 respectively, and The Origins of History (London, 1981),
 219. For this expression in Ranke see Friedrich Meinecke, Machiavellism (London, 1957), 388
 and 388, n. 1.

 65 The Study of Modern History, 21-22.
 66 The Whig Interpretation, 104.
 67 The Study of Modern History, 8.

 68 Gottschalk, Journal of Modern History, 17 (1945), 273-74.
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 610 Keith C. Sewell

 The expository tendency in Butterfield's thinking developed strongly
 throughout the 1940s. The collapse of the European political order in the 1930s

 and the continuance of crisis conditions after 1945 helped prompt Butterfield

 towards a more deliberately expository form of historiography. The former pro-

 duced Butterfield's essay on "Napoleon and Hitler," and later a succession of

 reflective articles, and books, all of which were expository in the sense of be-

 ing examples of present-minded historical reflection.69 By the early 1950s
 Butterfield was calling for "the power to envisage history in long periods."70

 He now complained that historians "have neglected that deeper kind of analy-

 sis and exposition which would have enabled them to give these more impon-

 derable factors their proper place in the story."71 While

 historians have developed a remarkable scientific apparatus for the dis-

 covery, handling and sifting of historical evidence. They have not al-
 ways remembered that this leaves vast areas of historical reconstruc-

 tion and historical thinking which have not yet been brought under the
 same scientific control....72

 The "moment has come," Butterfield argued,

 when what we should stress is history not so much in its aspect as ...
 "resurrection" but rather in its aspect as exposition.... To think that
 history can be a laying-out of the past without being an exposition of it

 too, and an exposition of the processes involved, is an unscientific

 thing.... It is capable of resulting in a presentation of the past which

 leaves the door still open for every ... danger that history can present.73

 This development not only represented a significant supplementation to
 the methodological individualism of The Whig Interpretation, it also exhibited

 a new unwillingness to produce a historiography that pre-interpretatively left

 the door open to any possible subsequent interpretative use. Without endorsing

 69 "Napoleon and Hitler," The Cambridge Review, 62 (6 June 1941), 474-75; "Notes on the
 Way: Antidote to Dogmatic History," Time and Tide, 27 (12 January 1946), 29-30; "Limits of
 Historical Understanding," The Listener, 37 (26 June 1947), 997-98; "Reflections on the Pre-
 dicament of our Time," Cambridge Journal, 1 (1947), 5-13; "Notes on the Way: The Predica-
 ment of Central Europe," Time and Tide, 31 (21 January 1950), 31-32, and "The Scientific
 versus the Moralistic Approach in International Affairs," International Affairs, 27 (1951), 411-
 22; Christianity, Diplomacy and War (London, 1953) and International Conflict in the Twenti-
 eth Century: A Christian View (London, 1960).
 70 "Broadcasting and History," The BBC Quarterly, 6 (1951), 134.
 71 Liberty in the Modern World (Toronto, 1952), 23.
 72 History and Human Relations, 165-66.

 73 "Broadcasting and History," The BBC Quarterly, 6 (1951), 133.
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 "Whig" historiographical anachronisms, Butterfield now appeared to be intent

 on guiding his readers towards his view of what constituted a correct general

 interpretation of human history. This movement towards a scientific or valid

 historiographical generalization accounts for Butterfield's favorable references,

 following the later Acton, in the direction of Buckle's form of historiographical

 positivism.74 These references should not be read as a strict endorsement of

 Buckle. Rather, they indicate a greater openness towards generalization, and a

 desire to acquire the insight that validly formulated generalizations might pro-

 vide. Moreover, it should be emphasized that Butterfield was not calling for the

 assimilation of history to the other sciences. As Gottschalk has written, gener-

 alization is in practice unavoidable in historiographical practice and may as-
 sume a wide variety of forms. Generalizations may be recognized or unrecog-

 nized as such by the writer, and where recognized they may be used explicitly

 or implicitly. Historians ineluctably employ abstract general propositions as
 presuppositions, and they may utilize general concepts derived from the social
 or other sciences.75

 In The Whig Interpretation Butterfield was less than specific as to the forms

 of general reasoning that he was rejecting,76 although these certainly seemed to

 include those generalizations that would form part of any religious, philosophi-

 cal or ideological interpretation of history.77 At the same time, the formulation

 of general statements that reflected "the whole" was seen as central to the task

 of achieving valid "abridgments"-and in this respect his argument reflected
 his own general view of "the historical process."78 Butterfield's lack of clarity

 here may itself be seen as a result of his aversion towards abstract theory. Ac-

 cordingly, and in order to preserve the distinctive integrity of history as a disci-

 pline, he now insisted that if history was to proceed to exhibit the generalizing

 capabilities of the other sciences, its generalizations were to be irreducibly its
 own. Statements to the effect that "our own academic history is deficient in

 explanation and exposition" were coupled with suggestions "that history may
 need patterns and formulations which are sui generis."79 Butterfield's expand-

 ing concerns from the late 1930s onwards were not regarded by him as an

 74 "Lord Acton," Cambridge Journal, 6 (1953), 483; Cf. Man on His Past, 66, and "The
 Role of the Individual in History," History (New Series), 40 (1955), 16-17; and Buckle, History
 of Civilization in England, vols. I and II (London, 1857 and 1861). Cf. Butterfield, review of
 Carr, What is History?, 172.

 75 Gottschalk, "The Historian's Use of Generalization," in The State of the Social Sciences
 (Chicago, 1956), 436-50, and "Categories of Historiographical Generalization," in Generaliza-
 tion in the Writing of History (Chicago, 1963), 113-29.

 76 The Whig Interpretation, 68.
 77 Ibid., 72, 74.
 78 Ibid., 102.

 79 History and Human Relations, 100. Butterfield wanted to regard history as "a science sui
 generis." See his "The Historiography and the History of Science," in Melanges Alexandre Koyre,
 II (Paris, 1964), 60.
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 612 Keith C. Sewell

 excursion into (or borrowing from) other disciplines. This stricture applied par-

 ticularly to the social sciences and especially towards sociology as exemplified

 for him by Max Weber.80 By contrast Butterfield envisaged for historiography a

 specifically historical form of generalization, itself the product of "historical

 thinking." Expository historiography involved taking up Acton's advice to "study

 problems and not periods," and accorded well with Acton's view of world his-

 tory as "more than a rope of sand," and even an "illumination of the soul.""8
 Indeed, it was in this realm of historical thinking and historiographical exposi-

 tion that Butterfield now turned to Acton for inspiration.

 Butterfield's recurrent criticism of much Acton scholarship concerned its

 apparent failure to account for the substantial changes in Acton's thought dur-

 ing his career. He considered the literature to be especially deficient concern-

 ing Acton's clear reversal of opinions on the merits of the early and later Burke,

 on the idea of providence, and the question of moral judgments in historiogra-

 phy.82 This latter question was of profound long-term concern for Butterfield.

 After all, The Whig Interpretation was not a critique of Macaulay but moved
 from a general critique of the anachronisms of Whig historiography, to a spe-

 cial critique of Acton in particular.83 In Acton the "Whig" errors had taken on a

 particularly trenchant form because Acton had insisted on the duty of the histo-

 rian to enter into moral judgments against those deemed conservative, authori-

 tarian, and unprogressive. Yet from the 1940s onwards Butterfield derived con-

 siderable inspiration from the writings of the younger Acton for his articulation

 of the requirements and possibilities of expository historiography. Butterfield's

 continued interest in Acton was bound up with his increasing orientation to-

 wards expository history. Although Butterfield continued to be highly critical

 of the later Acton in his self-appointed office of moral judge, he came to prize

 the earlier Acton as a great "historical thinker."84
 The contradiction that this entailed resolved itself into a challenge to ac-

 count for the decline of Acton's historical thinking and its replacement with a

 heavy and judgmental use of historical scholarship as a vehicle for moral con-
 demnation. For Butterfield the central question in Acton studies lay in explain-

 ing why the later dogmatic moralist came to overlay and subordinate the earlier

 historical thinker. Butterfield's examinations of Acton's intellectual develop-
 ment are not only significant in their own right. They also stand as his both

 80 Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, tr. Talcott Parsons (London,
 1930). Cf. Butterfield, The Study of Modern History, 25-26.
 81 "Acton: His Training, Methods and Intellectual System," in Studies in Diplomatic His-

 tory and Historiography in Honour of G.P Gooch, ed. Arshag O. Sarkissian (London, 1961),
 188; and Lord Acton (London, 1948), 7.
 82 Man on His Past, 72-73.
 83 The Whig Interpretation, 109-32.
 84 LordActon, 6, "Lord Acton," Cambridge Journal, 6 (1953), 485, and "Acton: His Train-

 ing, Methods and Intellectual System," 188.
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 critical and appreciative reflections on one to whose best historical thinking he

 considered himself to be deeply indebted. He concluded that Acton adopted his

 view of the necessity of moral judgments in historiography, reversed his views

 on Burke, substituted a liberal idea of progress for a broader concept of provi-

 dence, and lost those more comprehensive attitudes required for historical think-

 ing, as a result of his experiences in opposing the increasingly ultramontane
 character of the Papacy in the period between 1864 and 1870. Acton was con-

 sumed by his conclusion that the triumph of the ultramontanes was based upon
 conscious and deliberate falsification. This conviction served to deflect and

 impede his historiographical productivity.85
 In the first "Sir Herbert Butterfield Lecture," G. R. Elton lamented what he

 saw as the "unwisdom" of Butterfield's continuing "obsession" with Acton.
 Elton wished that Butterfield "had forgotten about him after 1931." However,

 while Elton correctly distinguished between Butterfield's high view of Whig
 politics and his critique of Whig historiography, he did not seem to detect the

 significance of Acton for Butterfield's 1944 announcement of"expository his-

 tory."''86 Perhaps Elton's assessment was affected by his own aversion to Acton.87

 If so, it seems to have prevented him from appreciating that the continued com-

 mitment that Butterfield brought to his study of Acton was the product of his

 quest to determine why so great a historian became a pontificating moralist.

 The actual "expository history" exemplified in Butterfield's writings from

 1939 onwards represented a major step in the direction of generalization and
 the universal when compared to the apparently particularistic orientation advo-

 cated in The Whig Interpretation. It also represents a development within
 Butterfield's thinking towards a more explicit avowal of the universalist side of

 Ranke's thought, as much as towards Acton's historical thinking."88 However, it
 is necessary to keep in view that for Butterfield expository historiography was

 not seen as replacing, but rather as supplementing and complementing his ear-

 lier methodological individualism and particularism. The working relationship

 between the historiography advocated in 1931, with its stress upon the particu-

 lar, and this more generalizing expository historiography was to be that of a
 "perpetual shuttle service in the mind."89

 Here again a serious discontinuity is encountered. Rapid shuttle services

 notwithstanding, The Whig Interpretation demanded that the past be viewed

 for its own sake, without reference to later considerations; while expository

 85 Lord Acton, 6, 10, and "Lord Acton," 481-82.

 86 Elton, "Herbert Butterfield and the Study of History," Historical Journal, 27 (1984), 733.
 Cf. Owen Chadwick, "Acton and Butterfield," Journal ofEcclesiastical History, 38 (1987), 386-
 87, 397, 405.

 87 Elton, The Practice of History (London, 1969), 30.
 88 Lord Acton, 7, and "Lord Acton," 483-84.

 89 The Study of Modern History, 11.
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 614 Keith C. Sewell

 history demanded that history be viewed not least in terms of consequences
 and outcomes. For this reason expository historiography cannot be correctly
 understood as simply the exclusive particularism of 1931 writ large. It is quali-

 tatively different, even incompatible, with features of the position advocated in

 The Whig Interpretation. The expository historiography called for in 1944 re-

 quired a certain present mindedness, while in 1931 The Whig Interpretation
 demanded a certain past-mindedness in order to preclude anachronism. For
 example, The Whig Interpretation placed strictures upon the quest for origins

 as powerfully anachronistic.90 However, in his The Origins ofModern Science

 (1949), Butterfield, adopted a wider expository stance, stating that

 when we of the year 1949 take our perspective of the scientific revolu-

 tion-we are in a position to see its implications at the present day
 much more clearly than the men who flourished ... years before us.
 And ... it is not we who are ... reading the present back into the past-

 [a qualification that apparently indicates Butterfield's awareness that

 he was adopting a new standpoint] for the things that have been re-
 vealed in the 1940s merely bring out more vividly the vast importance

 of the turn which the world took three hundred years ago....91

 This stance differed markedly from Butterfield's earlier condemnation of the

 Whig assertion "that events take on their due proportion when observed through

 the lapse of time."92 In addition Butterfield's expository history writing was

 clearly indebted to his general belief in "Providence," while in The Whig Inter-

 pretation he had advocated an intense particularism and the exclusion of all

 general interpretative standpoints. On the basis of these observations we may

 conclude that the expository stance that controls the narrative of The English-

 man (and other writings from 1939 onwards), at least implicitly, and on occa-
 sions directly, was at variance with the methodological position advanced in
 The Whig Interpretation. The works of 1939 onwards represent a major devel-

 opment in Butterfield's avowed methodology. They exemplify the "exposition"

 with "depth and structure" called for in The Study of Modern History. Those

 who saw The Englishman as exhibiting the employment of a historiographical
 method other than that advanced in The Whig Interpretation were correct in

 their perception, even though they may have wrongly ascribed this to a changed

 attitude towards the Whigs.

 Yet there remains a major area of uncertainty, specifically Butterfield's in-

 ability to reconcile the neutrality postulate of"technical history" with the clearly

 90 The Whig Interpretation, 42-43.
 91 The Origins of Modern Science (London, 1949), 173.
 92 The Whig Interpretation, 13.
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 interpretative "expository" style of the historiography he was actually writing.

 A failure to recognize the systemic incompatibility of these two leading con-

 cepts in Butterfield's thinking helps to explain why the literature is so strewn

 with ambiguity on the relationship between the two volumes under discussion.

 That the confusion lasted for so long may be partly explained not only by the

 manner in which Carr's widely influential phraseology in What is History?

 (1961) tended to perpetuate the notion that Butterfield had changed his mind
 about the Whigs but also by the way in which Butterfield chose to respond to
 Carr's assertions.

 That response was given at a time when the neutrality postulate of "techni-

 cal history," was already attracting criticism.93 Butterfield had not resolved this

 problem at the time Carr delivered his lectures on What is History? in March

 1961. He had still not reconciled convincingly the neutrality postulate of "tech-

 nical history" with the clearly more interpretative status of the "second kind of

 history," based as it was upon his belief in Providence. However, while the

 disharmony between the two produced tensions within Butterfield's thought, it

 also allowed him two very different lines of critique when considering other

 writers. For example, historians were not clear as to the standpoint he was

 adopting in the course of his 1957 critique of Lewis Namier.94 Other examples

 may be given: Butterfield adopted an expository stance in favor of the gen-
 eral-and stressed the universal in Ranke-as a means of criticizing G. G.
 Iggers's charge that Ranke was so fascinated with the individual and the par-
 ticular that he opened the door to relativism.95 However, in sharp contrast, he

 took up a strongly "technical history" stance towards Carr-stressing the par-

 ticular in Ranke in opposition to what he saw as Carr's a-historical "sociologi-

 cal explanations.'"96
 Butterfield's continued invocation of the particularist methodology of The

 Whig Interpretation enabled him to criticize the expositions of others as anach-

 ronistic, or un-historical, or sociological. This was his stance towards Carr's
 lectures, even though this was incompatible with the present minded position

 of the "expository historian." Although Carr was among those who failed to
 observe Butterfield's distinction between the Whig political method and the
 Whig historiographical method, he made two important points. First, Carr cor-
 rectly argued that all historiography reflects the time and circumstances in which

 it was written.97 This challenged Butterfield's ideal of the past for its own sake,

 93 See the review of Man on His Past by Pieter Geyl in the Cambridge Historical Journal,
 12 (1956), 89-92.

 94 See P. J. Stanlis, and C. P. Ives, editors, "Conference on British Studies," in the Burke
 Newsletter, 4 (1963), 197-202.

 95 Review of George G. Iggers, The German Conception ofHistory in the English Histori-
 cal Review, 86 (1971), 337-42.

 96 Review of Carr, What is History?, 172.
 97 Carr, What is History?, 36.
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 the standpoint that Butterfield was disposed to use when opposing present
 minded sociological generalizations. Carr's assertion was one that Butterfield

 was unwilling to concede, because it eroded the neutrality postulate without
 which "technical history" was not possible. Secondly, Carr provocatively chose
 to illustrate his thesis with reference to the work of Butterfield himself. Carr

 rightly observed that the 1944 work viewed the past in terms of the present, and

 that in so doing it transgressed the "past for the sake of the past" principle set

 down in 1931. However, Carr neglected to make the all-important distinction

 between Whig politics and the anachronisms of Whig historiography. More-
 over, in the course of making this second point he wrongly attributed all or
 most of the text of The Englishman to the war years, whereas, as has been seen,

 most of the initial part of the work was delivered in 1938. In fairness to Carr it

 must be acknowledged that when he prepared the text of What is History?
 (1961) he was without the elucidation provided by the "Preface" added by
 Butterfield to the second (1970) edition of The Englishman.98

 In his review of Carr's What is History?, Butterfield seized upon this par-

 ticular error to dispose of the general question, stating that:

 it would seem like defeatism if I reviewed his book without comment

 on the matter. In 1931 I published a criticism of a particular fallacy
 which I regarded as underlying both the Whig and the Protestant ver-

 sions of history. It happened that in 1938, when I was invited to lecture

 in Germany I was asked to proceed one step further and talk about the

 history of the Whig interpretation. In 1944, that lecture appeared, with

 little alteration, in the first chapter of The Englishman-really an essay

 on the Whig political tradition. I carefully collated this work with the

 former one, and indeed added some trip-wires ... a menace to those
 who thought that the criticism of the Whig historians involved an at-

 tack on the Whig political tradition. I added all the safeguards I could

 think of.... I drew attention to the fact that wrong history might be
 beneficial in its political results.... And even Mr. Carr cannot claim that

 I became a Protestant nonconformist since 1931. He provides a species

 of sociological explanations for an alleged liberal conversion of mine
 which he sees as a result of the Second World War, though if there were

 the slightest grain of truth in the suggestion, the thing must have oc-

 curred by 1938.99

 These remarks further confirm that Butterfield did not regard The Englishman

 as reflecting a change of attitude on his part towards the Whig tradition as

 98 The Englishman (Hamden, Conn., 1970), i-iv.
 99 Review of Carr, What is History?, 174.
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 such.100 However, they did not address the question of the methodological dis-

 continuity between the two works. In addition and as if to confirm Carr's the-

 sis, the second portion of The Englishman was written after 1940 and at certain

 points clearly reflected the wartime situation.

 In subsequent conversation with Ved Mehta, Butterfield used Carr's incor-

 rect ascription of a change of attitude towards the Whigs to oppose the propo-

 sition "that he and I and all other historians are products of our times and our

 societies."101 This remark reveals the point at which Butterfield felt that he was

 vulnerable. By raising the question of "the past for the sake of the past"-as
 against the past for the sake of the present-Carr came very close to the actual

 discontinuity between the methodology advocated in 1931 and the expository

 practice of The Englishman in 1944. If Carr had considered Butterfield's advo-

 cacy of expository historiography in 1944, he may have formulated his point
 more effectively. Of course, the fact that Butterfield was not converted to a new

 view of the Whig tradition between 1931 and 1944 does not of itself disprove

 Carr's thesis concerning the historicity and interpretative character of all histo-

 riographical accounts. Although Butterfield's observations are consistent with

 his assertion that the teaching of the 1931 and 1944 volumes concerning the
 Whigs were not in conflict, the method used in 1944 was not the one exclu-
 sively advocated in 1931. In retrospect it would seem that both Carr's failure to

 observe Butterfield's distinction between the Whig political method and the
 Whig historiographical method, and Butterfield's unwillingness to address the

 incompatibilities between the neutrality postulate at the heart of "technical his-

 tory," in relation to his actual interpretative principle (his belief in a "providen-

 tial order"), gave rise to "the Herbert Butterfield problem."

 Butterfield never fully resolved the problem presented by the incompat-

 ibility of "technical history" with his own more expository style of historiogra-

 phy. He clung to the neutrality of "technical history" because he saw it as a
 defense against ideologically driven "intermediate systems" which threatened

 to undermine the integrity of the discipline.'02 Yet there was always a nagging
 doubt. Towards the end of his first discussion of Marxism Butterfield acknowl-

 edged that he did not know how to account for the phenomena of unconscious

 interpretation. 03 This raised the prospect that interpretation was ineluctable.

 This thought remained largely repressed in subsequent writings. It took the
 correspondence with Ved Mehta, following his visit to Cambridge in the spring

 00oo Man on His Past (1955), 27 and 27 n.1.
 101 Ved Mehta, Fly and the Fly-Bottle: Encounters with British Intellectuals (London 1963,

 repr. New York, 1983), 256.
 102 Butterfield, History and Human Relations, 141, cf. The Origins of History, 218-20.
 103 Butterfield, "History and the Marxian Method," Scrutiny: A Quarterly Review, 1 (1933),

 355.
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 618 Keith C. Sewell

 of 1962, to elicit from Butterfield the statement: "I think that technical histori-

 ans, whatever they might say ... don't really get rid of pre-suppositions."'04
 Arguably, if Butterfield had integrated this insight into his methodological re-

 flections from the outset, consistency would have brought him to a very differ-

 ent range of formulations-and we would not have been confronted with das
 Herbert Butterfieldproblem.

 Dordt College.

 104 Butterfield to Ved Mehta, 17 January 1963, third sheet. Cambridge University Library,

 Department of Manuscripts, B.P., in 79/1.
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