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I am  proposing here an exam ination  o f the text Reading Capital, written 
by Louis A lthusser in 1965. I will consider it as a text in the history o f 
philosophy. In Reading C apital A lthusser explicitly asks w hich philosophy 
provides the basis, the foundation, fo r M arx ’s scientific work? In this sense, 
Reading Capital is, at the sam e tim e, a text in the history o f ph ilosophy and 
a text in the philosophy o f science. In research on M arx ’s philosophy, it 
becom es essential in the A lthusserian  argument to consider M arx ’s historical 
position in relation  to the school o f  classical econom y, on  the one hand, and 
to  H e g e l’s p h ilo soph y , on  the other. In oth er words, it is a m atter o f 
d e te rm in in g  M a rx ’s p o sit io n  in a history o f  science and in a history o f 
philosophy.

I spoke o f  historical position, not sim ply th eoretica l position . Indeed, 
according to A lthusser, M arx ’s Capital opens a new  epoch in th e history o f 
sc ien ce an d  in th e history o f  philosophy: it marks a p o in t o f  no return in 
th ese  h istories. I w ant to say that in reading Capital, A lthusser does not 
simply establish  a com parison betw een different theories: he form ulates a 
historical judgment w hich is tem porally directed, a vector with a very precise 
course. M arx ’s science is not sim ply “better” th an  S m ith ’s or R icardo’s; it is 
subsequent. A n d  M arx ’s philosophy, w hich is im plicit in his science, is not 
simply “better” than  H egel’s philosophy; it is subsequent. It belongs to the 
follow ing epoch. H egel’s theories o f classical econom y are not sim ply other 
theories; they are the prehistory o f M arx ’s theories.

Before beg in n in g  w ith this top ic , a few words about the title I have 
chosen  for this paper— “History o f Scien ce and Scien ce o f H istory.” T h is is 
not a play on  words, because h istory actually  enters in to  the A lthusserian  
argum ent in two ways. O n the one hand, I said that A lthusser analyzes 
C apital as a scientific work in terms o f  the history o f  sciences. O n  the other 
hand, the particu lar science whose h istory A lth usser reconstructs is the 
science o f  h istory. A c c o r d in g  to A lth u s se r , M a r x ’s C ap ita l m ark s a 
fundam ental stage in the history o f  the science o f  history. T o  speak plainly, I 
have schem atized A lth usser’s position  in this way: according to A lthusser, 
it is on ly  w ith  M arx  th at h isto ry  b e c o m e s, fo r th e fir st  tim e , a true
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“science,” or at the very least a “m ature” science. In other words, before 
M arx there was only prehistory o f the science o f  history. O ne can  see it; 
the p lay  on  words is inevitable.

T o  get in to  my su b ject, I w ill app roach  A lth u sse r ’s tex t by ask ing a 
question  which is possibly  “aggressive” but, I believe, not too  dissonant 
with the spirit o f  the author. I ask what is philosophy? A lth usser aim s to 
situate M arx ’s C ap ital in a history o f  the sc ien ce o f  history. M oreover, 
A lth usser explicitly  says th at he reads Capital as a ph ilosopher, not as a 
historian. T o  exam ine Capital’s place in the history o f  knowledge is then a 
philosophical not a historical question. A lthusser says that to read Capital 
as a historian would have m eant to read it questioning the relation  betw een 
its h istorical analyses and an historical object, previously defined outside o f 
it , w ith o u t  d is c u s s in g  th is  o b je c t .  In o th e r  w o rd s, th e  h i s t o r ic a l  
co n sid eration  invo lved in  A lth u sser ’s ph ilosophy does n ot p lace  M arx ’s 
w ork in relation  to a “m ilieu” with a h istorical con text defined somewhere 
else. O n  the contrary, A lthusser’s philosophy reflects on  how to define these 
“contexts” or these historical “ob jects.”

Ph ilosophical discourse is specifically characterized by putting the object of 
a  science into question. A lth usser em phazises this characterization  in the 
com parison  betw een the p h ilo sph er’s reading on  the one hand, and the 
readings o f the h istorian , the econom ist, the logician , etc., on the other 
hand. T h ese last readings would have considered the object o f Capital as 
given, whereas the philosopher’s reading considers the object o f Capital as 
its  tru e  p ro b le m . In th is  s e n se , A lt h u s s e r  so m e t im e s  d e f in e s  th e  
philosopher’s reading as an  “epistom ological reading.” T o  read Capital as a 
ph ilosopher, says A lth usser, m eans to ask the ep istom ological question . 
T h a t  is to say, th e qu estion  about th e relation with its object, the question o f 
the discourse co n stru cted  to treat this ob ject— the question  o f  scientific 
discourse. T o  get to the bottom  o f the question I asked previously— what is 
p h ilo so p h y ?— we can  say th a t, a cc o rd in g  to A lth u sse r , p h ilo so p h y  is 
ep istom ology , and ep istom ology is reflection on  sc ien tific  discourse and , 
n o tab ly , re se arch  and rc o n stru c tio n  o f  the c o n c e p tu a l stru ctu re  th a t 
provides th e ob ject o f a science.

It is necessary to stress th at in A lth u sser’s text the term  “epistom ology” 
always has a broad m eaning. I would say it has the classical sense o f theory 
o f knowledge (conn aissan ce). In p articu lar, I w ant to say th a t it is not 
n e c e ssa ry  to  th in k  o f  th e  lim ite d  se n se  th e  term  is a ss ig n e d  in  the 
neopositiv ist tradition, w h ich  uses this term  to designate the investigation  
o f the logical coheren ce o f scientific argum ent, in polem ical opposition  to 
the term “philosophy,” suspected o f “m etaphysics.” A ccording to A lthusser, 
investigation o f the coheren ce o f  the argum ent constitutes the goal o f the
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logician ’s reading. T h at is to  say, the reading w hich poses the problem  o f 
m ethods o f exposition  and proof, again  without questioning the object o f 
these m ethods. T h us, the philosophical investigation o f a scientific work is 
n o t  s im p ly  an  h i s t o r ic a l  in v e s t i g a t io n ,  and n ot s im p ly  a lo g ic a l  
in vestigation . Ph ilosoph ical in vestigation  is always a n  inquiry into the 
conceptual structure o f  a science w hich involves a h istorical judgem ent. 
O n e  sees th a t the co m p ariso n — and indeed the d is tin c tio n — betw een  
“ p h i lo s o p h ic a l , ” “ h i s t o r ic a l , ” a n d  “ lo g ic a l ” is fu n d a m e n ta l  to  an  
understanding o f  A lth usser’s lesson.

W e can  ask other, sim ilar qu estio n s, alw ays w ith  the goal o f b etter 
u n d erstan d in g  w hat A lth u sse r ian  “ ep istem olog ica l p h ilo sop h y ” is. For 
exam ple , on e can  in vestiga te  p h ilo sop h y  w ith  regard to the d ifference 
betw een philosophy and science. O ne can  ask again— the question brings 
us b ack  to the sam e n ucleus o f  q u estio n s— w hat are the “ m ater ia ls” o f 
p h ilo so p h y ?  W h at d o es p h ilo so p h y  c o n c e rn  it s e l f  w ith? W ith  th is 
q u e stio n , I w an t to put forw ard a g a in  a p rob lem  ra ise d  p rin c ip a lly  in 
debates on th e su b ject o f  the history o f  philosophy. Should  th e  history of 
philosophy feed itself exclusively on interior m aterial, that is, philosophical 
systems? Or, on the contrary, should it limit itself to the exterior and follow 
its p ath  a lon gsid e  the h istory  o f  sc ien ces, the h istory  o f  re la tion s, the 
history o f culture, etc.?

I believe it is possible to find a un ivocal response to this question  in 
A lth usser’s text. First, one must include the sciences w ithin the “m aterials” 
o f philosophy— that goes w ithout saying. W e have seen th at philosophy is 
concerned with scientific discourse. Philosophy form ulates a judgm ent o f 
the capacity  for in n ovation  o f sc ien tific  theories, it aim s at recognizing 
“ep istem olog ical revo lu tion s” ; th is, notably , is the h istorical judgem ent 
engaged in by philosophy. T h e  sc iences are thus the m aterial par excellence, 
or indeed the raw m aterial o f  ph ilosophy, because philosophy does not 
really  have an ob ject (in  the sense that all science has its own ob ject). 
R a th e r , p h ilo so p h y  is a tw ice -re m o v ed  re fle c t io n  o n  k n o w led ge . In 
addition , sciences are the exclusive m aterial o f  ph ilosoph ical work. T h e 
knowledge philosophy provides for theory is only scientific knowledge. It is 
not, I w ant to say, a knowledge (savoir) in the broad an d  generic sense o f 
the term, th at is to say, the sense w hich  includes religions, m yths, forms o f 
life, mentalités, etc. T h ese  d ifferent form s o f  know ldege can  en ter into 
p h ilosophical discourse at best as “epistem ological obstacles,” th at is, on the 
negative side o f  a discourse w hich aims to distinguish betw een “scientific” 
and “pre-scientific,” between “science” and “ideology,” betw een “history” 
and “prehistory” o f  knowledge.
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O f course— we must clarify the point— these cultural “non-scientific” or 
“p re-sc ien tific” form s can  form  the specific ob ject o f  different particu lar 
sciences. In this case we will have “sciences o f  nature.” In this sense we 
m u st em p h asize  th a t  A lth u s se r  d e p a r ts  fro m  a strong unitary idea o f 
k n o w led ge , an  idea w hich  su ffices to  ex c lu d e  a priori any  d ich o to m y  
betw een “nature” and “culture.”

In conclusion, we can  say th at A lth u sser’s “epistem ological philosophy” 
is not related to “culture” in the generic sense o f  “hum an  expression” or o f 
any kind o f  “know ledge” (savoir). “E p istem ological p h ilo soph y” is only 
related to w hat is properly called scientific knowledge (savoir). It has to do 
only w ith  the know ledge (connaissance) o f  o b je c ts, e ith er “n a tu ra l” or 
“cultural,” but in any case objects w hich are defined and exam ined in a 
scientific manner. C onsequently, the history o f philosophy is the history o f 
sc ie n tific  k now ledge (connaissance), and its m ater ia ls can  be the “raw 
m ateria ls” o f sc ien ces, or even  o f  refin em ents, indeed o f p h ilo sop h ical 
elaborations.

T o  co n clu d e  the q u estio n  o f  the re la tion s betw een  p h ilo sop h y  and 
sc ien ce  in a p ro v isio n al m anner, we m ust add th at the unitary idea o f 
knowledge (connaissance) I spoke about does n ot exclude the plurality o f  the 
sciences. T h ere is n ot science (s in g u lar ); th ere are alw ays a num ber o f 
specific sciences. In the A lthusserian  conception , the plurality o f  sciences 
does n ot derive from a descriptive n otation  such as the specialization o f 
the m odern world or som ething similar. T h e plurality derives from  the 
d e fin itio n  itse lf  o f  “sc ie n c e .” In effect, there are a n um ber o f  sc ien ces 
because sc ience exists on ly  from the p o in t o f  the delimitation of the scientific 
object. W hereas philosophy, as we have seen, does not have an object, 
science is always science o f  a defined object.

“ D elim ita tio n  o f an  o b je c t” is really not the proper term . I chose a 
sy n th e t ic  fo rm u la , su ita b le  fo r  u n ra v e lin g  th e  d if fe re n c e s  b e tw e e n  
philosophy and science. But we m ust say that it is not really a m atter o f 
“ d e l im ita t io n ” b u t ra th e r  o f co n stru ction . T h e  term  “ d e l im ita t io n ” 
nevertheless em phasizes that a ll  science provides a rupture in  the “infinite 
unknotting o f sense that is the world.” (H ere, I’m using the words o f M ax 
W eber.) T h us, the plurality o f sciences finally  returns to the plurality o f 
possible ruptures. O n  the other hand, even the term “ob ject” is not the 
most precise. A lth usser, in fact, alm ost never uses it alone. He always 
speaks o f the “object-discourse relation,” o f the “unity o f discourse with .its 
object,” etc. I will return to this shortly. But let’s accept fo r the m om ent 
this incorrect form ulation, “delim itation o f the ob ject.” W e say then that 
all sc ie n c e  h as a d e lim ite d  (c o n stru c te d ) o b je c t , w h ereas p h ilo so p h y  
concerns the m odalities o f  delim itation  (construction). T h e  sciences can
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rightfully be unaw are o f  these m odalities o f  delim itation  (constru ction), 
either because they are not interested in  d iscussing them  or, in  a strong 
snse, because they do not understand them  at all. T h a t is, because they 
have forgotten or falsified the delim itation.

W here is the answ er to a question  w hich  derives spontaneously from the 
assertion that knowledge is only scientific know ledge: what is philosophy 
good for? what is the use o f it? In other words, isn ’t the family o f sciences 
sufficient? W hy would it need to have a philosophy alongside or over it? 
W e h av e  just seen  the reason: scientific practice ca n  work very well, can  
produce knowledge very well, even without understanding its philosophical 
constitution. A ccord in g to A lthusser, this is exactly the case with M arx. 
H is  s c ie n t i f i c  p r a c t ic e  d o e s  n o t  c o r r e sp o n d  to h is  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  
declarations. N otably— and here the philosophical judgm ent becom es an 
historical judgm ent— the scientific practice at work in Capital is often more 
advanced than the m ethodological assertions contained in the same text.

T h e  A lth usserian  analysis o f the contradictions betw een M arx ’s science 
and m any o f h is philosophical statem ents is well-known. T h e exam ples he 
uses are also well-know n (the Letter to citizen Maurice L a  Châtre, where 
M arx says that he applies the H egelian m ethod to econom ic and political 
argum ents). H ere let me recall the fundam ental ind ication  w hich brings us 
back to  A lth u sser ian  analysis. W e must look  for M arx ’s ph ilosophy in 
M arx ’s science— a science w hich is extrem ely innovative.

But how is M arx ’s science innovative? It is possible, yet again, to locate 
a c le ar  an d  u n iv o c a l re sp o n se  in  A lth u s se r ’s te x t . M a rx ’s sc ie n c e  is 
inn ovative because it is not empiricist, or, to express it better, because its 
object is constructed by rigorous, non-em piricist m odalities. I believe the 
tim e has com e to provide clarification  for the term  “ob ject.” In fact, there 
is hardly an  em piricist conception  o f knowledge that can  speak o f “ob jects” 
w ithout problem s. T h e  term  “ob ject” as well as the term  “subject” belong 
to  the em piricist trad ition . W hen  one speaks o f  the “con stru ction ” o f 
s c ie n t i f ic  o b je c t s  (n o  lo n g e r  g iv e n  o b je c t s ) ,  or th e  “ p ro d u c t io n  o f 
know ledge,” the question  becom es com plicated . It is n ot only a m atter o f 
co n stru ctin g  an  ob ject. T h e .s ta r tin g  poin t o f sc ien tific  production  is a 
c o lle c t io n  o f “ s tru c tu ra l  c o n d it io n s ,” one co u ld  say  a “ s tru c tu re  o f 
o b s e r v a t io n ” w h ic h , at th e  sam e  tim e , d e f in e s  visible objects (a n d , 
consequently, invisible ob jects), the position o f the subject in  the structure o f 
observation, and a domain o f verifiability.

I can not enter into the details here o f this triple determ ination which 
follows from “ scientific construction” (perm it me to refer you to my other 
work, especially  to the text “Per la critica di un ’autocritica” ). In any case, I 
w an t to stre ss in a few w ords th a t  the su b je c t  is d e te rm in ed  by th e
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conceptual structure as well as by the object. Indeed, in the A lthusserian  
reading o f Capital, anti-em piricism  is, at the sam e tim e, anti-subjectivism . 
S in ce  there is no longer a pre-categorial object, just as there is no longer a 
p re - c a te g o r ia l  su b je c t , the su b je c t  is “ p ro d u c e d ” by the “ stru c tu ra l 
con d ition s” o f  the theory, as well as the object. In other words, the givens 
o f  a “real ob ject” provided to sensible intuition and the givens o f the “ideal 
ob ject” com ing from subjective representation are equally poor according 
to A lth u s s e r :  n e ith e r  one n o r  th e  o th e r  su c c e e d s  in sh o w in g  th e  
conceptual structure w hich constitutes the objects o f  knowledge. There 
you have a critique o f  “ id ealist” su b jectiv ism . It is not a m atter o f  an 
id e a list  in v ersio n  o f  em piric ism . T h a t ’s very  im p o rtan t, b ecau se  th is 
c ritiqu e  can  avo id  the co n sequ en ces o f a re la tiv ism  w ith  no m ean s o f  
escape. Put another way, it concerns m ain tain ing the co nd itions w ith a 
view to guaranteeing the com parison betw een different theories— to avoid 
incom m ensurability.

It is also  im p o rta n t to en v isio n  the d e te rm in a tio n  o f  a d o m ain  o f  
verifiab ility . H ere one en coun ters the qu estion  A lth u sser’s interpreters 
h ave quarreled a good deal about: the question  o f the interiority o f  the 
c r ite r io n  o f  tru th . A b o v e  all it co n ce rn s— ag a in — an  an ti-e m p ir ic is t  
appeal. O ne must reject the idea o f  a verification  that would be exterior 
and foreign to the theoretical hypothesis. T h e pressing question o f  M arx ’s 
Capital— one knows it well— is th at a certain  M arxism  claim ed to verify it 
sim ply by revolutionary practice. A lthusser notes that such a claim  is not 
legitim ate in other sciences: fo r exam ple, the physicist does not claim  to 
verify all the m athem atical theorem s he uses.

I must now  ca ll attention  to a subsequent n otion  o f A lth u sser’s. O n e 
grants to sc ience the right to an interior criterion o f  tru th  from  the m om ent 
it is constituted and developed. W hat does that m ean? From what point 
can  one say that a science is “developed,” th at it is mature, or has com e o f 
age? In a word, sc ien ce ’s com ing o f age consists o f being at the level o f its 
tim e. T h us, it is at m ajority relative to its h istorical tim e. O r, accord in g to 
A lth usser, the form o f  scientificity at the level o f the present tim e is exactly 
that “constructivist,” anti-em piricist form we have been talk ing about. In 
the h isto r ica l p resen t, sc ien ces m u st1 not depart from  the p re-categorial 
g iven s co n cern in g  the o b ject, fo r  fea r  o f b e in g  ju dged  “ p re -sc ie n tific ,” 
“ ideo log ica l.” T o d ay — better, after M arx— there is a p roh ib ition  against 
being an em piricist; em piricism  is forbidden.

So  one can understand the sense o f h istorical judgem ent involved in the 
p h ilo so p h ica l in v e stig a tio n  o f  C ap ital. T h is  is not only a q u estio n  o f 
clarifying what M arx does. A t  the sam e tim e it is a m atter o f  indicating 
w hat the sc ien ces m ust do. O n ce  criticized, em piricism  is n o t ju st any
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theoretical choice whatever; it is backtracking, a retreat. M arx lies beyond 
the th resh o ld  o f sc ie n tific ity ; all em p iric ist sc ien ce  after him  rem ain s 
behind it.

I w ant now  to  draw  several conclusions. Philosophy m ust clarify the 
“form  of scientificity” w hich certain  scientific knowledge is based on (often 
without being fully conscious o f  it). But it does not simply concern m aking 
n otes. P h ilosophy does not have a purely exp lica tiv e  function . It p re­
sc r ib e s ; it re q u ir ie s  c e r ta in  c o n d it io n s  fo r  re co g n iz in g  k n o w led ge  as 
“sc ie n tific .” In o th er words, p h ilo sop h y  m ust d istinguish  th e sc ien tific  
from  the pre-scientific. It follows that philosophy is o f necessity history of 
philosophy. In effect, “sc ientific” and “pre-scientific” are relative concepts 
from the historical poin t o f view.

T h a t  m ean s, on  the one h an d , th a t A lth u sse r  a cc ep ts  the m odern  
dim ension  o f the relativity o f knowledges, but that does not m ean foregoing 
ju d g e m e n t  in the n am e o f  r e la t iv ism . O n  the o th e r  h a n d , c le ar ly , 
according to A lthusser, history is directionless. Rather, it has to construct 
a d ire c t io n , a d ir e c t io n a l i ty  w h ich  m ark s a s ig n if ic a n t  forw ard  an d  
backward. T h at is the ta sk  o f philosophy.

From  the second h a lf o f the 19th century, m any sciences are carried 
along by a process o f theoretical transform ation w hich will lead them  very 
far from  positiv ism  and empiricism. T h is is not a linear process. In fact, 
on e speaks o f  th is proces as a “crisis o f  the sc ien ces,” and this is n ot a 
process w hich unfolds in exactly the sam e m anner in each scientific field. 
But it is also not a m ovem ent o f  totally chaotic dispersion. O ne can  locate 
the directions, the coordinates. G aston  Bachelard spoke o f this process as 
the “form ation  o f  the new sc ien tific  sp irit,” including in it a num ber o f 
decisive “epistem ological ruptures” in the area o f  natural sciences, such as 
the in tro d u tio n  o f  p ro b a b ilism  in p h y sic s , the m a th e m a tic iz a t io n  o f 
chem istry, etc. In my opinion, the A lthusserian  reading o f Capital exhibits 
m any sim ilarities with the B ach elard ian  reading o f  the transform ations o f 
the n atural sciences. O n  the one hand, A lth usser judges the concept o f  the 
“m eans o f production ” to be an “epistem ological rupture” in the science of 
h istory  c o m p a r a b le  to  th e  m a t h e m a t ic iz a t io n  o f  c h e m is tr y  or th e  
introduction  o f  probabilism  into physics. O n  the other hand, A lthusser 
tries to  generalize the ch arac te r is tic s  o f  this “ ep istem o lo g ica l ru p tu re” 
beyond th e lim its o f th e particular sc ien ce where it arises. It is th e same 
synthetic schem e as B ach elard ’s. Bachelard sees different aspects o f  the 
same process in the conceptual transform ations o f chemistry and physics. 
A  process w hich leads, across its oscillations an d  alternating rhythms, to 
the goal o f a new scientific spirit w hich  can — in the n am e o f the unity o f 
sc iences— be pictured in a coh eren t ch art. In a certain  sense, A lthusser
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will com plete this ch art with the path  o f the historical and social sciences. 
T h is is the sam e path, because after M arx, h istorical and social sciences must 
leave the old em piric ist sp irit and re-exam in e their co n cep ts o f  “ law ,” 
“causality ,” “determ in ation ,” etc. T h is passing beyond em piricist history, 
w hich begins with M arx and is far from  being attain ed today, is not any 
theoretical transform ation  whatsoever, but the same transformation which 
the sciences attain  in general in the 20th century.

T h e consequences are rem arkable. AU barriers betw een “n atu re” and 
“culture” are broken down. T h is is not banal; a large part o f 20th-century 
culture, and notably G erm an  culture, has always protected these barriers. 
A fte r  M arx, one can  co n stru ct a critique o f  the em piric ist ideology  o f 
h isto ry  w h ich , on  the o th er h an d , is in m any w ays an a lo g o u s to the 
co n stru c tiv ism  em erg in g  in the ph ysica l sc ie n ces in  the 20th  century. 
C o n se q u e n tly , M arx  is d isp la ce d  from  the 1 9 th  cen tu ry  to  the 2 0 th  
century. T h us, w ith the perm ission  o f th e th eo re tic ian  o f  the “crisis o f 
M arxism ,” M arx  is n ot properly a “classical” author. O n  the contrary, he 
op en s the co n tem p o rary  age— th e new sc ie n tif ic  sp ir it  in the fie ld  o f 
history.

I would like to add in conclusion  th at M arx ’s displacem ent to the 20th 
century  is very sign ifican t w hen on e com pares him  w ith the m oderns, 
rather than  com paring him  w ith  classical authors. A lthusser reads Capital 
in relation  to classical econom ics and H egelian  philosophy, according to a 
tradition  w hich is certainly— we must say— philologically  correct. H egel, 
Sm ith , and R icardo  are indeed the true sources fo r  M arx. W h at I am  
suggesting is reading Capital in relation  to subsequent developm ents in the 
science o f econom ics and the theory o f  history, especially  in re lation  to 
authors in the historical school o f econom ics, on  the one hand, and on  the 
other, in relation  to authors who are engaged in a long debate with the 
historical school, the so-called conflict o f m ethods (Methodenstreit). O nce 
more I cannot go into details here, but again perm it me to refer you to my 
work cited earlier.

In any case, the lesson o f A lthusser is fun dam en tally  to attem pt this 
co m parison  betw een  M arx, on  the on e h an d , and Sch m öller, R osch er, 
K nies, M enger, W eber, an d  Rickert on' the other. It invo lves a com parison 
w hich is perhaps questionable from a philological poin t o f view, but is in 
my opin ion  correct from  a theoretical point o f  view. A  sim ilar com parison 
can, I believe, further illum inate the subject if one considers that today, 
not only in com m on usage, but also am ong a large num ber o f scholars and 
specialists, the term “h istorical” is used as a synonym for “em pirical.”

Translated  by M artha C alhoun


