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ved at fi hold pa de store linjer og sammenhangene mellem de hxndelseshistoriske og
strukturhistoriske forlab, hvilke sidste nazppe gores til genstand for omtale (ordet »fron-
tier« forekommer ikke).

Inden for de rammer, der er blevet afstukket af forlaget ma man sige, at A.H. har lost
opgaven fortrinligt, og den kritik, der kan fremszttes skyder derfor givet over milet. Sor-
teper kan gi videre til Politiken, der, efter min mening med urette, mener, at markedet
for populaerhistorie kun kan dekkes af vacrker, der er anlagt efter traditionelle handelses-
historiske linjer.

Bent Essinger

Ronald Hingley: The Russian Mind. London, Sydney, Toronto. The Bodley Head. 1978,
Pp. 248. £ 5.50.

In his research study Hingley maps many problems of the notoriously enigmatic Russian
mind and tries to supply in some fields fresh insights. He tries to analyse the national
brand of leg-pull, to define the Prestige Project, to spotlight the Russian’s adroitness in
awarding to himself implied credit marks as part of his conversiational technique. He asks
whether the Russians are life-enhancers or life-deniers, How do their emotions and their
reasoning faculties interrelate, how do they act in different circumstances. What is their
attitude towards country, state, religion and tradition. What is the interrelation between
the continuity and change. How do the Soviet and Russian mentalities mix.

This ambitious intention might be only partly estimated as succesful. Only the chapter
IT “The communication system” in which the author shows the way of Russian’s acting
in various situations deserves to be appreciated as an original part of his book. But even
so, the thesis cannot be accepted without reservation because the author does not bring
out the differences between social groups and has a tendency to treat them ahistorically.
In the interpretation of the historical background of Russian mind the work does not
contribute new ideas and repeats the thesis several times promulgated by many authors.
The author quotes memoirs commonly known, sometimes second hand. (Custine - !). He
does not use a lot of cutstanding books very close to the subject of his interest. (The
Spirit of Russia by T. G. Masaryk or The Origin of Modemn Russia by J. Kucharzewski).
Hingley has left out of account the fact that Russian political thought concerning na-
tionalism has never been original and Russian nationalism has always copied foreign
models. Even those things which the Russian wanted to present as possessing an original
national character appear after closer investigation as having been copied from abroad.
Early South Slav nationalism was a model for Moscow, in the same way as later Moscow
Slavophilism garbed in national costume was a copy of German nationalistic theories.
The theory of the Third Rome was conceived in Bulgaria in the 14th c. and according
to this theory Timovo was to be a new Constantinople. Hingley is also mistaken in assert-
ing that the Bolsheviks used only in the 1930"ies nationalistic ideas for propaganda reasons.
A shrewed observer B. Russel who visited Russia three years after the revolution was
right when he wrote “Throughout the Polish war the Bolsheviks have acquired the support
of national feeling and their position in the country has been immensly strengthened”.
(The Practise and Theory of Bolshevism. London 1921, pp. 33-34.)

In the evaluation of the Russian revolutionary movement Hingley follows the point of
view expressed by T. Szamuely in The Russian Tradition, Londen, 1974. Finally the
comparison between the Russian attitude towards such important problems as patriot-
ism, the attitude towards the State and authorities, before and after the October Revolu-
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tion, seems to be not convincing because the author does not pay enough attention to the
enormous social changes from 1917 and to the omnipotence of the Soviet State. As a
result of this he compares for example the Table of Ranks by Peter the Great with the
bureaucratic system and practices during the ensuing sixty years and the last problem
he treats as a specific continuation of the previous one.

As a whole there is a gap between the author’s intention and the results of his work.

Emanuel Halicz
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Peter Orsted: Romersk historieskrivning. En analyse af en razkke generelle trak i antik-
kens opfattelse af historiens vasen og formil. Kebenhavn, Gyldendal. 1978. 230 s.

Som det framgir av den sjuttonhundratalsmissigt sirliga undertiteln syftar Peter ©rsteds
bok till att ge den romerska historieskrivningens svar pa generella historieteoretiska
frigor. Ett ledmotiv i hans framstillning dr Ciceros ofta itergivna men sillan forstidda
uttalande i De oratore: »Alla vet, att historiens forsta lagbud ir att inte viga siga nagot
osant, det andra att viga siga sanningen.» En filosofiskt intresserad lidsare blir sikert
besviken Gver att det dr s fi djupsinnigheter att finna i Peter @rsteds bok. Dette beror
inte pa att hans framstillning skulle vara for oproblematiskt skriven. Felet ligger hos de
romerska historieskrivarna, som skrev historia utan att egentligen vara intresserade av
teorctiska och metodiska fragor. Med all ritt betonar Peter ©rsted viltalighetens in-
flytande pi den antika historieskrivningen. Den yttre formen och stilistiken var faremal
for nistan vetenskapliga undersékningar. Historieskrivarens hopsamlande av material och
forsok att rekonstruera ett hindelscfrlopp utgjorde diremot inte nigot teoretiskt pro-
blem.

Fot att ge ldsaren ett perspektiv pi den romerska historieskrivningen mellan ca. 200
fiore och ca. 200 efter Kristus tecknar Peter @rsted i det forsta kapitlet den socio-kultu-
rella bakgrunden for denna konstart. Endast medlemmar av senatorsklassen eller folk med
hoga ambitioner skrev historia, och det forst efter grundliga studier i retorik. I det
féljande kapitlet klarligger Peter @rsted nirmare sambandet mellan historia och retorik.
Han gir dirvid igenom de relativt fitaliga uttalanden av till synes metodisk karaktir,
som aterfinnes om historiegenren hos frimst Cicero, Quintilianus och - kanske over-
raskande i detta sammanhang — den grekiske skriftstillaren Lukianos.

Den referensram, de romerska historieskrivarna hade, var grekisk. I ett alltfor kort
avsnitt redogor Peter @rsted for deras litterira och metodiska forebilder. Herodotos,
Thukydides m, fl. presenteras dir ur en romersk eftervirlds synpunkt, vilket inte gir den
grekiska historieskrivningen niigon storre rittvisa, Bl. a. det pragmatiska — nyttobetonade —
i Thukydides’ framstillning tillmits alltfér stor betydelse. Jag har ocksi svirt att hilla
med forfattaren, nir han liter Isokrates, den store athenske talaren fran 300-talet, sta
som portalfigur for den sk. retoriska historieskrivningen. Som han for resten sjilv pa-
pekar, iir egentligen sambandet mellan Isokrates 4 ena sidan och Theopompos och Epho-
ros i den andra ytterst svirt att beligga. Bide den retoriska och den tragiska historie-
skrivningen ir hypotetiska efterhandskonstruktioner.

Senrepublikens hivdatecknare hade emellertid ocksd egna traditioner att bygga pa,
nimligen den romerska annalistiken. I det vilskrivna och argumenterande fjirde kapitlet
analyserar Peter @rsted, vad romama sjilva menade med ordet »annales«. Det, som



