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COURSE GOALS AND OUTCOMES

This course is about historiography, which is the study of history as a discipline, So we will read history and examine various approaches to writing and interpreting it, starting with older history and coming up to the present. 

The main goals are to give you (1) a working familiarity with major theoreitcal approaches to doing history; (2) a familiarity with different kinds of historical literature, from monographs to the articles and reviews available in JSTOR; (3) a mastery of the Chicago style of documentation; (4) the ability to work through your thoughts on paper efficiently and clearly, every week, without the grammatical errors that would distract your reader from what you are saying, or that might leave your thoughts unclear even to yourself; and (5) the ability to talk through historical and historiographical issues each week with others engaged in the same enterprise. 

We will meet in a seminar, which is a very traditional thing to do in the study of history. In each class meeting we'll discuss the week's reading, the historical events that it discusses, and the historiographical issues that it raises. The seminar will be lively and free-form. Ours is a highly demanding and highly rewarding class, a shared exploration of really good writing and really good thoughts. It is intense. It is the introduction to your profession. 

You cannot participate in the seminar in any meaningful way if you haven't done the reading. Be warned – if you are quiet I will sometimes call on you at random, so you had better come to class prepared. I won't call on people at random in this way very often, or as often as some other professors do. Usually my mind will be on what we are discussing; and as I am very single-minded, calling on quiet people does not often occur to me. In other words, the responsibility is on you to get in there and join the fray if you want to get a decent participation grade. 

The outcomes by which your progress will be measured will be your success in discussing and writing about historiography. 

READING HELP

As you do your weekly reading, you might want to keep track of the following issues. You will not give equal weight to every question for every author. You need to develop a sense of which questions are most relevant to the work before you.

What is the historian trying to find out?

What is the historian trying to communicate?

Does the historian seem to tell us her purpose openly, or do you have to figure it out?

Why did the author pick this set of evidence and put it together in the order she did?

What audience does the historian seem to be writing for?

Is the author reacting against earlier schools of history, or building on top of them?

What, from money to sex to philosophical enlightenment (or what have you), motivates people, in the author's mind? 

Does the historian maintain that things change or that things stay the same?

Are any analytical categories like class, status, race, national character, or gender being employed? If so, how?

What historical methodologies (of the kind discussed in class) is the author using?

Is the author taking you behind the scenes, to discuss sources and uncertainties and alternatives, or is the historian "hiding her bones" behind a smooth narrative?

You can't cram all of these things into a short paper, and probably not even into a long one. Go with what works in making an interesting exploration of the reading that week.

But for every work of history that you read, there are THREE key questions which I really want you to ask yourself. Each of them takes you closer to thinking like an historian:

1. Are the conclusions of the book well supported according to the evidence presented? (With this first question, you are asking yourself how the book works on its own terms.) 

2. Are the book's conclusions well-supported according to the evidence that might have been presented? Answering this question involves exercising your historical imagination about the nature of any other evidence or issues out there in the world. 

3. Are the conclusions of the book based upon new thinking and new research, or are they rehashed? (Answering Question 3 means looking at other scholarship, in part through the book reviews in journals. You cannot answer this question out of your own head as you could with Questions 1 and 2, unless you already know the relevant historical literature.) 

COURSE SCHEDULE, BY WEEK


*Books ordered in the bookstore are marked with an asterisk. Most of the journal articles listed here can be found by looking them up in the SDSU ibrary catalog, OneSearch, by journal title and clicking "Online Access." The few articles not available through our library I have noted below. 

I. (22 Aug.) History as Inquiry?

*M.I. Finley, ed., The Portable Greek Historians: The Essence of Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Polybius (New York: Viking, 1959).

II. (29 Aug.) Genealogy and Identity.

*María Elena Martínez, Genealogical Fictions: Limpieza de Sangre, Religion, and Gender in Colonial Mexico (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2008).
III. (5 Sept.)  No class meeting – Labor Day 

IV. (12 Sept.) History and Enlightenment.

Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire [1776], Chapters 1-2, 15-16, 26. {Get these online or in a library. Be sure to sample Gibbon's footnotes.}

Kenneth E. Bock, "The Comparative Method of Anthropology," Comparative Studies in Society and History 8:3 (April 1966): 269-80.

H.M. Höpfl, "From Savage to Scotsman: Conjectural History in the Scottish Enlightenment," Journal of British Studies 17:2 (Spring 1978): 19-40.

V. (19 Sept.) Nineteenth-Century Liberal History: Archival Research and Enquiry into the Modern.

*Alexis de Tocqueville, The Old Regime and The French Revolution [1856].

Richard Sigurdson, "A European View of Modernity?", review of An Aristocratic Liberalism: The Social and Political Thought of Jacob Burckhardt, John Stuart Mill, and Alexis de Tocqueville, by Alan S. Kahan, Review of Politics 56:2 (Spring 1994): 407-9.

Bonnie G. Smith, "Gender and the Practices of Scientific History: The Seminar and Archival Research in the Nineteenth Century," American Historical Review 100:4 (October 1995): 1150-76.

VI. (26 Sept.) Nineteenth-Century Liberal History: Cultural History.

*Jacob Burckhardt, The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy [1860].

Jürgen Große, "Reading History: On Jacob Burckhardt as Source-Reader," Journal of the History of Ideas, 60:3 (July 1999): 525-47.

VII. (3 Oct.) Nineteenth-Century History: Sociology and Identity

*W.E.B. Du Bois, The Suppression of the African Slave-trade to the United States of America, 1638-1870. [1896] Given in W.E.B. Du Bois: Writings (New York: Literary Classics of the United States, 1986), pp. 1-356. {Please read pp. 3-96, 193-8.}

W.E.B. Du Bois, The Souls of Black Folk. [1903] Given in W.E.B. Du Bois: Writings (New York: Literary Classics of the United States, 1986), pp. 357-547.

VIII. (10 Oct.) The Emergence of a Modern Profession

Patricia Nelson Limerick, "Turnerians All: The Dream of a Helpful History in an Intelligible World," American Historical Review 100:3 (June 1995): 697-716.

Dorothy Ross, "Grand Narrative in American Historical Writing: From Romance to Uncertainty," American Historical Review 100:3 (June 1995): 651-77.

Gordon S. Wood, "A Century of Writing Early American History: Then and Now Compared; Or How Henry Adams Got it Wrong," American Historical Review 100:3 (June 1995): 678-96.

Oscar Moro-Abadía, 'Thinking about "Presentism" from a Historian's Perspective: Herbert Butterfield and Hélène Metzger', History of Science 47 (2009): 55-77.

Carlo Ginzburg, "Clues: Roots of an Evidential Paradigm," in idem, Clues, Myths, and the Historical Method, trans. John and Anne Tedeschi (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986), 96-125. {On reserve.}

IX. (17 Oct.) Toward Total History: Structuralism and the Annales School.

*Fernand Braudel, The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip II [1949; 1966], trans. Siân Reynolds (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), vol. 1, pp. 13-167, 231-84, 353-438.

Fernand Braudel, '"Personal Testimony," Journal of Modern History 44:4 (December 1972): 448-67.

Olivia Harris, "Braudel: Historical Time and the Horror of Discontinuity," History Workshop Journal 57 (Spring 2004): 161-74.

X. (24 Oct.) Grand Theory and Total History: Post-War Marxism.

Immanuel Wallerstein, "Marx and History," in Etienne Balabar and Immanuel Wallerstein, Race, Nation, Class: Ambiguous Identities (1988; London: Verso, 1991), 125-34.

Etienne Balibar, "From Class Struggle to Classless Struggle?," trans. Chris Turner, in Etienne Balabar and Immanuel Wallerstein, Race, Nation, Class: Ambiguous Identities (1988; London: Verso, 1991), 153-84.

{These first two articles are in a book which is on reserve.}

E.P. Thompson, "Time, Work-Discipline, and Industrial Capitalism," Past & Present 38:1 (December 1967): 56-97.

Mark Hailwood, "Time and Work in Rural England, 1500-1700," Past & Present 248:1 (August 2020): 87-121.

XI. (31 Oct.) Power and Verification. 

Richard Hamilton, The Social Misconstruction of Reality: Validity and Verification in the Scholarly Community (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1996), chapter 6.  (I'll provide ít.)

Arthur Marwick, "All Quiet on the Postmodern Front," Times Literary Supplement, 23 February 2001. 

Andrew Scull, "Scholarship of Fools: The Frail Foundations of Foucault's Monument," review of History of Madness, by Michel Foucault, Times Literary Supplement, 23 March 2007. 

Catherine Edwards, "Grades of Boys," review of The Greeks and Greek Love, by James Davidson, Times Literary Supplement, 14 March 2008.   {Copies of these TLS articles will be on reserve.}

XII. (7 Nov.) Counterfactuals and the Linguistic Turn.
*Geoffrey Hawthorn, Plausible Worlds: Possibility and Understanding in History and the Social Sciences (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

Jacques Derrida, "Racism's Last Word," trans. Peggy Kamuf, in "Race," Writing, and Difference, ed. Harry Louis Gates (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), 329-38.

Anne McClintock and Rob Nixon, "No Names Apart: The Separation of Word and History in Derrida's 'Le Dernier Mot du Racisme," in "Race," Writing, and Difference, ed. Harry Louis Gates (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), 339-53.

Jacques Derrida, "But, beyond… (Open Letter to Anne McClintock and Rob Nixon)," trans. Peggy Kamuf, in "Race," Writing, and Difference, ed. Harry Louis Gates (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), 354-69.

{I will provide electronic copies of these articles.}

XIII. (14 Nov.) Social History, Gender History, and the Monograph. 

Erika Diane Rappaport, Shopping for Pleasure: Women in the Making of London's West End (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2000). (A free ebook in our library.)

Joan W. Scott, "Gender: A Useful Category in Historical Analysis," American Historical Review 91:5 (December 1986): 1053-75.

XIV. (21 Nov.) Biography. – Class will meet on Zoom

Dane Kennedy, The Highly Civilized Man: Richard Burton and the Victorian World (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2005). (A free ebook in our library.)

Lois W. Banner, "Biography as History," American Historical Review 114:3 (June 2009): 579-86.

Alice Kessler-Harris, "Why Biography?" American Historical Review 114:3 (June 2009): 625-30.

XV. (28 Nov.) Memory.

Thomas Cripps, "Historical Truth: An Interview with Ken Burns," American Historical Review 100:3 (June 1995): 741-64.

Kerwin Lee Klein, “On the Emergence of Memory in Historical Discourse,” Representations 69, Special Issue: Grounds for Remembering (Winter 2000): 127-50.

Jan de Vries, "Playing with Scales: The Global and the Micro, the Macro and the Nano," Past & Present 242, Supplement 14 (November 2019): 23-36.

Jessica Moody, "Off the Pedestal: The Fall of Edward Colston," Public History Review 28 (2021): 139-46.

Kiera Lindsay and Mariko Smith, "'Setting the Scene': Statue Wars and Ungradteful Citizens" Public History Review 28 (2021): 1-17. (Pages 1-6 only.)

Tony Ballantyne, " Toppling the Past?: Statues, Public Memory and the Afterlife of Empire in Contemporary New Zealand," Public History Review 28 (2021): 18-30.

XVI. (5 Dec.) Scientism and Social Scientism Redux. 

*Jared Diamond, Guns, Germs, and Steel: The Fate of Human Societies (New York: W.W. Norton, 1997). (In part)

Ira Bashow, review of The World Until Yesterday: What Can We Learn From Traidtional Societies?, by Jared Diamond, in the Times Literary Supplement, 5 April 2013, pp. 3-5. 

Deborah Posel, "What's in a Name?: Racial Categorisations under Apartheid and their Afterlife," Transformation 47 (2001): 45-74.

XVII. (12 Dec.) Urban History.

*Charles Duff, The North Atlantic Cities (Liverpool: Bluecoat Press, 2019).

Finals Week: Paper discussions on Zoom. 

YOUR WRITTEN WORK FOR THIS CLASS

references: You will be responsible for the elements of writing and documentation in these two books:

William Strunk, Jr., and E.B. White, The Elements of Style, 4th ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 2000). 

Kate L. Turabian, Manual for Writers of Term Papers, 7th ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007). (In Turabian, use the note and bibliography form, not the parenthetical reference and reference list form.) Turabian presents a subset of the rules in the Chicago Manual of Style, which you can use instead if you like. Use the note and bibliography system presented in chapter 14 of the 16th edition of the Chicago Manual, not the social science system (chapter 15). 

You might also want to explore the University of Chicago Press website, which has a Chicago Manual home page and various online resources. 

The Chicago format is THE way to do things in the American historical profession. In other words, we use footnotes (or endnotes, it does not matter) -- but we never use the in-text parenthetical references that the social scientists and the English professors use. As historians we work with primary source documents. Our references are often longer and weirder. So we need the room that footnotes or endnotes give us. And we need to evaluate a book or article's sources at a glance; the bare author-date system does not allow that because the references are too cryptic. 

Moreover, as historians we want to keep our work readable. We are humanists, and we write to inform and persuade. Whether we write our points clearly is one of the main ways to test the logical validity of what we are trying to say. We want technicalities stuck down in the notes, not gunking up the main text.

So footnotes it is, and in the precise Chicago format. Get to know the Chicago style from day one. Feel it in your bones. That way, in taking your notes, you can label everything with all the information you will later need for your footnotes. If you do not label everything -- every cocktail napkin with full Chicago-style information -- you will soon have unattributed notes whose sources you will have to try to reconstruct late at night as you are trying to finish typing something. Not fun. 

Subjects: Now, after all that material on footnoting in your papers, what papers are you writing and what are they supposed to be about? Every week except the first and third, discuss and make some interesting case about your reading in a paper of three pages (within two or three lines, and not counting notes), typed, double-spaced (12-point Times Roman, 1-inch margins, no cover page) turned in at the beginning of class. Late papers will be late (!), and counted down by one full grade each business day. Even if a paper is so late that it will get an F, it must still be done sometime. All written work must be done to pass the class. The only excuse that I will accept for lateness is a doctor's note written on your cast.

To be counted on time, the paper must be handed in at the beginning of class, and you must stay to the end of class. The purpose of the paper is to facilitate discussion.

On the final day, you have a 15-page paper due which goes into more detail on two or more of our readings, and how they connect to or model the historical discussion in an area of history of interest to you. 

In each paper, short or long, use a selection of readings from the class to make a case about something or to explore a theme. You must have an introduction with thesis, body paragraphs with evidence, and a conclusion, and of course those blessed footnotes (or endnotes) and the bibliography. The bibliography might be pretty short in some of your short papers, but still it must be there. It does not count toward the page minimums or maximums. I want how to do footnotes and how to do bibliography entries to become second nature to you, That is why you have to do them on every blasted little paper. Think of this as a form of mental tattooing so that you will never forget the Chciago style. (No, there is no extra credit for having Chicago-style footnote formats actually tattooed on your body – say, on your feet – left foot for monographs and right foot for journal articles. You should learn the Chicago style well enough that getting yourself permanently inked in this way should not be necessary in most cases. I want you to tattoo the Chicago footnote formats on your mind.)

The Weekly Papers: The case that you make in your weekly papers (once again, 3 pages each) might focus more on the history itself or more on the historiography. That is up to you. In other words, you can write about what happened, or you can write about how to write about what happened, or you can write about the people who have written about what happened. These papers are due every week except Weeks I and III.

The big paper  (15 pages) needs to include both history and historiography. Besides looking at a significant amount of the reading from our class, it needs to examine a historical monograph (a single-authored historical work that makes a case and uses primary-source research) published in the last ten years. Choose this monograph and run it by me before committing to it. To examine your monograph properly, your paper will also need to use reviews pertaining to the book and articles or other books pertaining to the subject. 

Finally, I want to make clear that you are not writing book reports, but arguments. To me, book reports are a kind of summary. Book reports are exercises in typing, not writing. I want writing. You are not trying to "get all of it in" – and certainly will not do so in those weeks when we have a good many short pieces to read. You are not going chapter-by-chapter through each book, reporting on its contents. What I am looking for is not a catalog like that. I'm looking for an analysis that uses selection and judgment. All good history writing uses selection and judgment.

GRADING

Grading Standards: A paper that has all of its parts working well gets a B. That is, a B paper has an introduction with a thesis, body paragraphs with evidence from our readings, a conclusion, and the full scholarly apparatus of notes and bibliography in the Chicago Style. A paper substantially missing one or more of these elements, or showing a pattern of errors, will get a C, which is not considered an acceptable grade in graduate school. An A paper shows that you know the readings well enough to pick the best elements in them to make and refine your case. In other words, what I am looking for in an A paper is (once again) selection and judgment. If you have mastered the material well enough to select, judge, and smoothly communicate the best evidence, then you should have an A, while evidence that merely does the job will get you a B. Plagiarism would mean failing the class.
Grading Formula: Out of the fifteen smaller papers, the lowest grade will be dropped. Each of the other fourteen small papers counts as one part for the grade. The big paper counts as five parts. A single overall grade for discussion counts as four parts, for a total of twenty-three parts. 



