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THE RHETORICAL SUBSYSTEM
OF HANS KELLNER’S PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY

The postmodernist approach focuses on maintaining referentiality, which is threatened with
almost complete extinction under the influence of growing interest in rhetoric. Hans Kellner
proceeds from White's distinction between history and chronicle: in contrast to chronicle, history
must always be narrative, that is, have a known “beginning-middle-end” structure. In the narrative
is the necessary selection and organization of facts, and the description of facts is figuratively
coded so that their interpretation becomes a “harvest” of their meanings. H. Kellner believes that
modern philosophy of history should carry out a general re-certification of rhetorical philosophy
of history, that the structuring of rhetorical codes is a fundamental characteristic of the discursive
work of the historian. He balances on the distinction between history and literature, fact and fiction,
and emphasizes that postmodernist philosophy of history, studying issues of historical representation,
is united by an interest in the text of history, and the text can only be obtained by “distorting”
history. The text should be seen as a means of historical analysis required by historical discourse,
and at the same time as an adaptation by which discourse declares itself to be represented by reality.
In general, according to H. Kellner, the most important fact of modern historical knowledge is that
there are a huge number of different discourses and this avalanche is mainly aimed at studying
the past. Modern historical discourse, according to H. Kellner, should not only change our view
of the subject, but also add new information and formulate new questions. This ultimately leads to
a better understanding and representation of the past. Modern historical discourse does not have
a memorializing function, so the risk of historical representation cannot be eliminated, as there are
no special forms of representation corresponding to complex historical events such as the Holocaust.
Therefore, depending on the type of events, H. Kellner believes, it is necessary to choose the most
adequate forms of representation and work in all the diversity and variability of modern historical
discourse, in which the dominant, according to H. Kellner, is literary, rhetorical discourse.

H. Kellner s philosophy of history is a rhetorical subsystem of the epistemological postmodernist
subsystem of the philosophy of history. Its concept is a rhetorical approach to philosophical
and historical research, the structure — literary cognitive structures, the substrate — the category
of “readers letter” and the authors intention.

Keywords: philosophy of history, system of philosophy of history, post-modern subsystem, cognitive
strategy, referentiality, rhetoric, textualist argument.

Problem. During the 1980s—1990s, the postmodern philosophy of history was supplemented by
the names of H. Kellner, S. Bann, D. La Capra, L. Gossman, and many others. They focused on the prob-
lems of the referentiality and rhetoric of the historical text, the correlation of the text and the context,
the historical representation, the professional identity of the historian. According to M. Kukartseva’s
classification, White’s followers form the direction of so-called deconstructivism in postmodernity [1].
Such a division, in our opinion, has no good reason that we will try to prove with a summary of the the-
ories and views of one of the famous and recognized philosophers of history — Hans Kellner.
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Purpose. Following the textualist argument, postmodern philosophers of history “transmute much
(if not all) of the referential side of history solely to its representational and narrative (interpretative)
side, which inevitably destroys the imperative of semantic and eventual materiality, of materiality,
eventuality” [2, p. 449]. According to the postmodernists themselves, such a procedure of transmu-
tation is absolutely necessary in philosophical and historical constructions, since it gives the “power
over the reader” and opens up to modern historiography “pluralism of new possibilities”, even if all
the signs of objectivity of the conducted research disappear. In this situation, history risks its unique-
ness for the sake of “referentiality” and “clear and transparent historiographic style”; just to “make
the facts speak for themselves”.

In this context, a debate about the nature and effectiveness of the referential approach to narrative
is unfolding among postmodern philosophers of history, with the majority advocating the preserva-
tion of the referentiality that, under the influence of the growing interest in rhetoric, is almost com-
pletely extinct.

Results and discussion. Hans Kellner proceeds in his reflections on White’s distinction between
history and chronicle: unlike the chronicle, history must always be narratively narrated, that is, have
a known beginning-to-end structure. Kellner emphasizes that the necessary selection and organiza-
tion of facts takes place in the narrative, and the description of the facts is figuratively coded so that
their interpretation becomes the “harvest” of their meanings. “There are other sources in the for-
mation of narratives, taken not from the obvious but from a language that represents the obvious
at the semantic level” [3, p. 54]. H. Kellner believes that modern philosophy of history must carry out
a general re-certification of the rhetorical philosophy of history. Rhetoric, in his view, is the conduit
of freedom, and logic is the tyranny of modern history. H. Kellner praises the “magic imperialism
of rhetoric” [3, p. 229] and considers that the structuring of rhetorical codes is a fundamental charac-
teristic of the historian’s discursive work. He is inclined even to refer I. Kant and Z. Freud to the the-
orists of rhetoric, and believes that in modern philosophy of history, only one issue is not resolved
to the end: where is the basis and the beginning of rhetorical ciphers — in the language of narrative
or in the nature of man. Historical texts only take on the desired form in connection with the con-
struction of many rhetorical structures. Rhetoric is needed, it is an uprising “against the authoritarian
discourse of reality”, “truth and reality” are today, H. Kellner believes, a dangerous weapon of our
time [3, p. 190].

In his view, White’s emphasis on the significance of imagination in historiographical work marked
not only a new round of debates in historical science, but, more importantly, emphasized the power
and legitimacy of imagination in the profession of historian itself. The need for constructing rhetori-
cal structures is inspired, in Kellner’s view, by our in-depth understanding of the distinction between
what we mean and the texts we write. However, there is a small problem here: “Tropologically read is
a very difficult thing, but being read tropologically is almost an insoluble task™ [3, p. 301]. It is in this
sense that, in the works of Derrida and P. de Mana, among other things, it is declared impossible not
only to read but also to write. The excessive apology of rhetoric led Derrida and de Mann to the con-
trary: to formulate fundamental theoretical concepts that could make theoretical history possible,
but instead threatened to destroy it. What happened in White’s essay “The Moment of the Absurd”:
Rapture Turns History into Literature [4, p. 237].

H. Kellner agrees that modern literary theories determine the intellectual basis of history
and the philosophy of history, that the parallels between realism in history, literature and the fine
arts have become the basis of historical work, and, with all sympathy for rhetoric, tries to avoid
it. In his view, history can and should use literary concepts, but still remain history and always
identify as such. The means of fulfilling this requirement is to maintain and maintain referentiality.
The fascination with the literary aspects of historical work, pantextualism, leads to the disappear-
ance of referentiality, that is, the loss of a sense of objectivity of real relations in the world, and in
the world of history in particular.

It should be noted that H. Kellner himself balances on the verge of distancing history and literature,
fact and fiction, and practically comes close to denying referentiality in the general flow of historio-
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graphical reflections. Sensing this, H. Kellner focuses on the phenomenon of “textualism”, which, he
believes, virtually annexes all modern historiography and raises a number of serious problems. The
main one, H. Kellner believes, is the problem of historical representation as a problem of reproduc-
ing primary semantic content in secondary forms of text. In Kellner Language, Kellner emphasizes
that postmodernist philosophy of history, by examining issues of historical representation, is united
by interest in the text of history, and that text can only be obtained through “distortion”. A story is
always a historian’s construct, but if we focus solely on the text without noticing the real content, we
will get a description of the historical events “distorted”. According to H. Kellner, the text should be
regarded as a means of historical analysis, demanded by historical discourse, and at the same time as
an adaptation by which discourse proclaims itself as represented reality.

In this regard, Kellner’s solution to the problem of Holocaust representation, one of the most
sought after topics in history, is of great interest. and the philosophy of history. This interest is inspired
by postmodernism with its attention to the study of “small” situations, fragments of something more
general. Due to the unprecedented scale and means of annihilation for the modern civilization, the dif-
ficulty and often insolubility of the ethical side of the case (one cannot destroy the opinion of some
of the people about the unconditional correctness of the action caused by the Nazis) representations
of similar historical events. H. Kellner addressed this issue in the article “What will never happen
again happens again” [5]. He begins by saying that the words “never again is now” in themselves rep-
resent “a powerful expression of contradictions and discontinuities, paradoxes, and avenues of rep-
resentation. <...> The notion of non-repetition (never again) is filled with eternal present (is now)
and raises questions. of a temporal nature that is difficult to answer” [5, p. 127].

According to H. Kellner, no formal linguistic understanding of these words can do more than
merely hint at their possible belonging to a particular type of linguistic discourse. And revealing
the semantic content of these words is a huge task. Suffice it to say that this phrase, despite its non-im-
perative linguistic discourse, forces “someone” to decide that “something” should not be repeated
again. This “someone” is a Jew at first, and the “something” is the Holocaust. H. Kellner believes
that the Bible’s imperative of memory, Zakhor, is involved in these words: “And you will remember
that you were a slave in the land of Egypt, and the Lord your God brought you out from there with
a mighty hand and an outstretched arm; therefore the Lord commanded you, Your God, celebrate
the Sabbath day” (5:15) [6].

This command to remember a past event is framed as an imperative to observe and keep the day
holy, the ritual present as a figure of eternity. Earlier biblical requirements for observing the Sabbath,
such as Exodus, do not contain the historical memory imperative. It appeared as a kind of a replay
point: “remember Saturday, again”. This repeated historical memory, (the recitation-definition) that is
recounted by each Jewish Passover, has a specific function — to remind the Jews of the past to avoid
its recurrence. The tension between the call to celebrate and the command to remember, evoked by
the words “never again”, is, H. Kellner believes, the essence of the problem of historical representa-
tion of the Holocaust. The word “now” (“again”) creates the present over events that should not be
repeated, hence the misrepresentations of these events. In the representation of the past, there is often
a threat of anti-historicism as a result of the unintentional distortion of historical credibility due to
differences in the mentality of people of different historical eras; attribution to past events of such
values and roles that they did not have before the events of the present. The immediate past is difficult
to represent because it is “still a life of its own”.

In his time, A. Danto, exploring the structure of narrative proposals, formulated a thesis about
the fundamental incompleteness of the historical interpretation of the past. In contrast, Michael Oake-
shott believed that the past of history is an “irreversible present”, even if it is of little or no value [7]
at the moment. The past is simply the present, because it is part of our collective experience, and it is
always in the present.

The past, according to M. Oakeshott, should generally become a present before it becomes
and becomes a historical fact. If you accept Oakshott’s thesis, then the problem of historical rep-
resentation will disappear, since it is easier to represent the present. V. Mezhuyeyv, for example, writes:
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“To be a historical fact means to have <...> the value of the present <...> the main question that
excites the philosopher in his reflections on history — who we are in history and what is present in
the endless turn of historical events” [8, p. 86]. It is from these positions that the followers of post-
modernism approach the problem of historical representation, although in the future it is difficult not
to fall prey to their own individual (scientific, aesthetic and social) tastes and preferences, and, based
only on them, to choose the most important and necessary.

This is what H. Kellner is referring to when it comes to the power of the needs of today that weigh
on the process of historical representation. He believes that if we are aware of the reality of these needs
and the reality of the desires of the present in the representation of the past, then we are open to the contrast
between the historical weight of the present events and the historical weight of the desires of the present,
which cannot be expressed in words. At the same time, this contrast, such as a sense of balance between
the Holocaust itself and any interest in it, leads to a search for a limited representation of the Holocaust,
and the limitation of representation is, in turn, a limitation of the desire of the present.

On the other hand, the historical weight of the Holocaust adds to the libidinal aspects of rep-
resentation: the sense of guilt arises in any case, it is only a complaint, eyewitness testimony or
a style of presentation. The first is banal, the second is unreliable, and the third is too aesthetic.
We are a historical society, so in order to live in the memory of the community, the Holocaust
must be represented historically. To do this, it was ritualistic to remind the Holocaust once a year,
as a reminder on Pace to honor the Sabbath. “Memorization should be in language” [5, p. 129]
because if reminders take the form of photographs or museum objects, their meaning will still
depend on the discourse that articulates them. Language, linguistic, colloquial, discursive remind-
ers destroy memory, leave only facts. H. Kellner understands that there is some risk of giving
the Holocaust a “free discussion of discourse”, but he fears that this risk is equal to his potential
success in the Holocaust’s historical representation.

Before explaining his point of view, H. Kellner suggests looking at other options. First, to the mem-
ories of eyewitnesses. Listening to eyewitnesses, according to H. Kellner, is identical to the process
of viewing photos described by R. Bart. Someone looks at the photo of Jerome Bonaparte and thinks
that his eyes have seen the emperor, and someone listens to the eyewitness of Babi Yar and thinks that
his eyes have seen the shooting of thousands of people. The text in this case is written not on the page
but on the body. Can you then read about the Holocaust? H. Kellner believes that this circumstance
exposes the paradoxical, self-destructive nature of the Holocaust representation, which requires spe-
cial efforts to preserve it. Secondly, H. White considers it indispensable that there is a need for limited
discourse about such historical events, namely, the denial of literalism: something must be silenced
and presented as “something” as a form of language. To this end, White chose a special linguistic
form — the passive — in grammar of ancient Greek as a possible way of evading the subject’s unwanted
invasion of an event [9, p. 48]. In this linguistic form, it is assumed that the subject is already involved
in the action (event) that he wants to represent. The rhetorical nature of the liability confirms the dis-
appearance of the author or any view that exists outside the text. According to White (and H. Kell-
ner agrees here), the ability of a particular form of language to represent historical events is a sign
of a new type of philosophy of history.

H. Kellner is convinced that the Holocaust has a distinctly modernist nature, and the real effect
of its representation can only be achieved within historical discourse. Therefore, in Kellner’s view,
for the Holocaust representation, a chronological type of presentation where events actually speak for
themselves can be a form of representation. This type of Holocaust representation was proposed by
Beryl Lang [10]. In his view, literal representation constitutes an adequate understanding of events.
Lang believes that the figurative work of the imagination of the historian conflicts with the individual-
ity of historical events, and that the chronicles reduce the risk of any historical representation and are
the basis of historiography, that is, logically historical narrative always goes after the chronicle.

H. Kellner is convinced that White did not consider the historical narrative to the fullest extent
possible. A lost element in all discussions about the historical representation of the Holocaust is
the reader himself. The reader is “anyone who has experience of representing some part of the past:
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a Holocaust researcher or student who learns about it at school or the media, or just someone who
has a vague sense that “everyone knows” that Hitler made the Jews “something bad”. Any deliber-
ate representation of the Holocaust will have an appropriate audience” [5, p. 140]. This audience is
always the imaginary and often unconscious construction of the author himself; he always accurately
grasps the purposeful power of representation. “If the author is successful in the work, it is generally
because he can invent in his imagination an audience that he knows not from ordinary life, but from
the experience of previous writers who invented his audience, in turn, using information from previ-
ous authors, and so to the beginning of the written narrative” [11, p. 78].

Conclusions. We summarize the elements of innovation and the preservation of tradition in Kell-
ner’s ideas. Creating events means creating a reader who can recognize the event “as an event” and,
when presented, can follow its logic according to the conditions of its reading. The reader himself
designs the events, often in opposition to the official actions and intentions of their principled partici-
pants. The reader knows the plot that constitutes events of a certain type, and refuses to acknowledge
for the events anything else that happens within the known description. The reader always imitates
the notion of historical identity. For example, the Second World War was named precisely because
the reader had experience of a similar historical story (the First World War). Similarly, the armed con-
flict in Korea became the Korean War, despite all attempts by US diplomacy to portray it as a police
action, similarly to the Vietnam and Chechen war. The reader follows his or her individual and social
experience, knowledge, which in this case can be called a sense of historical identity. The forma-
tion of the reader’s attitude to the event is influenced not by the immediate impression of the event,
which may not be at all, but by the impression of a purely cognitive, a priori, which can still be called
secondary historical creativity. The image of this event is as if it is “planting” on an invariant image
of “something like that” and the act of identification is taking place. And since the history of mankind
reproduces a great number of repetitions of transformations (farce and tragedy) of original events, in
themselves small, the philosophical-aesthetic conception of historical reconstruction and representa-
tion offered by H. Kellner is not so implausible.

In the case of the Holocaust, the genocide of one people by another is a rare phenomenon in world
history, so the associative reorientation of the reader’s consciousness from a particular subject to
its generalized essence is not difficult here. Rhetorical techniques — epithets, metaphors, allegories
and others sublimate the process of Holocaust representation from external objectivity to its historical
and cultural construction. In addition, the Holocaust consists of separate events — Babi Yar, the War-
saw Ghetto, Auschwitz, etc. The essence of such an event, of course, lies not in the depiction of its
individual forms and parts, but in the filling of what is called the general picture — the Holocaust.
It is based on the imaginative systems of Japanese Kangi poetry and the painting of the suibokug,
the elements of the gozan bunghei (Five Mountains art). In these systems, which originate in Tao-
ism, the main influence on creativity is not a visual-spatial impression, but a literary impression. The
actual observation of nature is not as important as the contemplation of this nature in the “picture
of the heart”, when without seeing things, one can penetrate into their essence. In this sense, the crea-
tion of events is equal to the creation of the reader, as the creation of a work of art is equal to the crea-
tion of its viewer and vice versa. We think that H. Kellner, in creating the concept of the letter reader,
followed the logic in something similar to just described.

However, no author can be completely sure of his or her reader. H. Kellner emphasizes that the rhet-
oric ensures the reader’s loyalty to a certain vision of the subject (comedy, tragedy), but the exist-
ence of social codes cannot be ignored. They are given to better understand the nature of the events
described, as well as to regulate the relationships between the various components of historical work:
factual material, the author’s intent, the discourse that controls the author’s intention, and the reader’s
expectations of the audience. Together, the formal possibilities of rhetoric and the possibility of social
codes, a kind of referential reference, create the real credibility of the events represented. Especially
those events, that seem at all incompatible with reality, such as the Holocaust. In this sense, the word
«never again is now» is a rhetorical expression of our transcendent belief in the eradication of evil,
and this is what makes the Holocaust one of the central events of recent history.
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In general, H. Kellner believes, the most important fact of modern historical knowledge is
that it has a huge number of different discourses, and this avalanche is mainly aimed at exploring
the past. Contemporary historical discourse, H. Kellner believes, should not simply change our
view of the subject, add new information and formulate new questions. “With every successful
historical work, things must change if the profession works the way it should” [5, p. 141]. In
the end, it leads to a better understanding and representation of the past. Contemporary histor-
ical discourse does not send memorializing functions, so one cannot escape the risk of histori-
cal representation, since there are no special forms of representation corresponding to complex
historical events such as the Holocaust. Therefore, depending on the type of events, H. Kellner
believes, we must choose the most appropriate forms of representation and work in all the variety
and variability of contemporary historical discourse, in which, in Kellner’s view, literary, rhe-
torical discourse is dominant.
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PUTOPUYHA CYBCUCTEMA ®LIIOCO®Ii ICTOPII XAHCA KEJJTHEPA

Tlocmmooepricmcokuti nioxio CKOHYEHMpPOB8YEMbCA HA MOMY, Wob 30epeemu peghepenyianbHicms,
AKIN Ni0 8NIUBOM HAPOCMANY020 [HMepecy 00 PUMOPUKU 3A2POJACYE MAldce NOGHEe 3HUKHEHMHS.
Xanc Kennnep euxooums 3i écmanoenenoi Yavumom oucmunkyii icmopii ma XpoHiku: HA GIOMIHY
8I0 XPOHIKU ICMOpIis 3a62c0U Mac Oymu oghopmiena HapamusHo, mobmo mMamu 6i00My CmpyKmypy
«nowamox — cepeduna — Kineyvby. Y Hapamusi 6i00yeacmvbcsi HeoOXIOHA celleKyis U opeaHizayisn
Gaxmis, a onuc gaxmie gicypamuero 3ak0008aHULl MAK, WO iX IHMepnpemayis CMae «ICHUBAMUY
ix snauenv. X. Kewinep esaswcae, wo cyyacua inocoghis icmopii nosunna 30iCHUMU 3A2ATbHY
pe-amecmayito pumopuyHoi Qinocoghii icmopii, a maxkoxic wo cmpyKmypusayis pumopudHux Kooie
€ (hYHOaMeHmanbHOI0 XapaKkmepucmuKkow OUCKYpPCUueHoi pobomu icmopuxa. Bin 6anancye na medxci
oucmunkyii icmopii’ 1 aimepamypu, axmy i 6ueadku ma NiOKpeciroe, uo NoCMMOOePHICMCbKA
Qinocoghis icmopii nio uac 6usYeHHs NUMAHHA ICMOPUYHOL penpesenmayii 00 ' €OHana inmepecom 00
mexcmy icmopii, a mekcm modice Oymu OmpuManull MitbKu 3a805KU « BUKPUGTIeHHIO» icmopii. Texcm
NOBUHEH PO32IA0AMUCS AK 3ACi0 ICMOPUUHO20 AHANI3Y, WO BUMALAEMBCS ICMOPUYHUM OUCKYPCOM,
i 80OHOUAC K NPUCMOCYBAHHS, SAKUM OUCKYPC NPO20IOULYE cebe penpe3eHmoB8aHuM pedibHOCHI.
3acanom, sk 6sasicae X. Kennnep, natibinbui 8ax)ciusuii paxm cyuacHo2o icmopuino2o 3HaHHs NOAA2AE
6 MOMY, WO 8 HbOMY ICHYE eUUE3HA KINbKICMb PISHUX OUCKYDCI8, | Y5 IA8UHA NEPEeBAINCHO CNPAMOBAHA
Ha 0ocniodceHHs munynozo. Cyuachuil icmopuuHutll ouckypc, na nepexonanuns X. Keannepa, nosunen
He nPOCmo 3MIHIO8AMU HAW NO2TIAI0 HA npeomem, a U dooasamu Ho8y iHghopmayito ma ghopmynoeamu
Hosi numanus. Came ye 3peuimoro gede 00 Kpaujo2o po3yMiHH: U penpesenmayii munynoeo. CyuacHuil
iCmMopuYHULL OUCKYPC He BUKOHYE MeMOPANi3yIoYl (hyHKYIL, momy no30asumucs i0 pu3uxky icmopuyHoi
penpeseHmayii He MOJCHA, OCKIIbKU HeMA€e CneyianvHux opm penpesenmauii, wjo 8ionosioaroms
CKILAOHUM ICMOPUYHUM NOOISIM, N0JiOHUM 0o Tonokocmy. Tomy nHeobxiowo, sk eeaxcae X. Kennnep,
3a1eHCHO 810 Muny nooil subupamu Hatdibw adeksamui opmu penpezenmayii ma npayeamu
8 YCbOMY PIZHOMAHIMMI U MIHAUBOCMI CYUACHO20 ICIMOPUYHO20 OUCKYPCY, V AKOMY OOMIHVIOYUM, HA
OVMKY 84€H020, € 8Ce-MaKu AimepamypHutl, pUmopudHuti OUCKypc.

Dinocoghia  icmopii  X. Kemrnepa € pumopuunoro — cybcucmemoro  enicmemonoiuHoi
nocmmooepricmcvkoi niocucmemu ¢hinoco@ii icmopii. Ii konyenmom € pumopuunuii nioxio 00
Ginocopcoro-icmopuunux 00CiodNceHb, CMPYKMyporo — 1imepamypo3Hayi KOSHIMUGHI CMpyKmypu,
a cybcmpamom — Kamez2opii « RUCbMO YUmMava» ma «a8mopCcoKa IHMeHYisy.

Knrwwuosi cnosa: ginocoghia icmopii, cucmema ¢hinocogii icmopii, nocmmooepnicmcoka
cyocucmema, KOCHIMUHAa cmpamezis, pegpepeHyianbHicmsb, pUmopuKd, mexKCmyaibHull apeymeHm.



