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PIECING TOGETHER THE PUZZLE OF THE PAST: A BIOGRAPHICAL RESEARCH PRO-
JECT ON “DOING HISTORY” THE FRED MORROW FLING WAY

by

KERRI NAPOLEON

Under the Direction of Chara Haeussler Bohan, PhD

ABSTRACT

Change all but defines the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries in American his-
tory. In the midst of these tumultuous times, America experienced a revolution of reform meant
to develop and enhance all areas of life from politics to society, which led historians to call this
time period the Progressive Era. However, the progress of the nation was not always the win-
ning ideology. At times, the backlash against progressive ideas restrained innovators and caused
them to disappear into the mires of history.

One reformer who experienced this backlash was Fred Morrow Fling. Although he was
an internationally-known historian, he remained a rather invisible history education reformer
because his ideas were overshadowed by the enormous human events of his lifetime, including
the work of other reformers and his unexpected death in 1934. As a trained scientific historian,
Fling was a pioneer of historical method and the application of what became known as “source
method” in the classroom and he espoused a radical approach to critical education that sought to

embed a scientific approach into the teaching of history that has clear parallels with best teaching



practices today. Thus, using traditional historical research methods and archival records from
both Bowdoin College and the University of Nebraska, the author presents in this dissertation a
biographical portrait of Fling’s life. Through the analysis of these historical documents and the
evidence of his life recorded in publications and the public press, this portrait will serve to
uncover both how Fred Morrow Fling’s conception of history education influenced his practice
as a history professor and researcher and how Fred Morrow Fling’s philosophy of education
formed and developed over his lifetime. Specifically, this author will consider: how can the
philosophy of history education created by Fred Morrow Fling inform our current history
education practices today? By investigating Fling’s life, researchers will finally be able to
acknowledge Fling’s myriad contributions to history education, which are vital to composing a

fuller picture of the history of social studies education.

INDEX WORDS: Fred Morrow Fling, Source Method, History Education, Social Studies
Education, Philosophy of Education, Historical Method, Scientific History, Progressive Era

Education
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1 INTRODUCTION

Momentous change occurred in 1884 for the field of history. In that year, the American
Historical Association (AHA) was born. The precursor to this organization, the American Social
Science Association, helped the infant AHA to spread its “Call for a Convention” and its mem-
bers helped determine the independent status of the AHA.1 At its first business meeting, Justin
Winsor, the newly appointed Chairman of the Association, expressed the organization’s task as
“to organize a new society and fill a new field.”®> He also explained the need for the organization
and the area from which its members would come,

We are drawn together because we believe there is a new spirit of research

abroad, - a spirit which emulates the laboratory work of the naturalists, using that

word in its broadest sense. This spirit requires for its sustenance mutual recogni-

tion and suggestion among its devotees. We can deduce encouragement and ex-

perience stimulation by this sort of personal contact...the future of this new work

is in the young men of the historical instinct, - largely in the rising instructors of

our colleges...>
Responding to this call for a new field and a new respect for history, many professors, historians,
and laypersons flocked to teachers colleges, research institutions, and the subsequent meetings of
this new association to express their views of the future.

One such professor was Fred Morrow Fling, a young, eager, and progressive reformer,
who began his educational career in the context of this plea for change. Fling was only twenty-
four when the AHA held its first public session on September 9™, 1884. In this session, Cornell

University President Andrew Dickinson White delivered an address, “On Studies in General His-

tory and the History of Civilization,” which appeared as the second item in the AHA’s First Se-

1J. Lloyd Eaton, et al., “Call for a Convention by the Preliminary Committee,” American Historical Asso-
ciation: Archives, 1884, http://historians.org/about-aha-and-membership/aha-history-and-archives/archives.

2 Justin Winsor, “Opening Remarks at the Preliminary Business Meeting of the AHA,” American Histori-
cal Association: Archives, 1884, http://historians.org/about-aha-and-membership/aha-history-and-
archives/archives/first-meeting-of-the-american-historical-association/preliminary-business-meeting.

3 Ibid.



ries, published in 1884. In this address, White commented on the concurrent rise of “scientific”
studies in the field of history. * By the founding of the AHA, the desire to defend historical and
other social science studies as equal to those in the natural science fields occupied the attention
of theoreticians both inside and outside the discipline. As White explained, these “scientific”
trends in history would finally usher in the respect and reputation that historical research de-
served. Moreover, he credited the work of historians under the German laboratory model, which
he proudly believed would become the future standard procedure in the field of history.® It is no
surprise, then, that Fling and other budding historians of his day chose studies abroad in Germa-
ny to complement their own education in the field of history and began infusing scientific pro-
cesses into their study of historical topics and their pedagogy as history instructors.

In 1890, upon the completion of his PhD in history at the age of thirty, Fred Morrow
Fling returned to the United States. The following year, Fling took his first position as a profes-
sor at the University of Nebraska and the AHA celebrated its seventh year in operation. Imme-
diately upon his acceptance of this position, Fling began his work as a pioneer of historical re-
search method and the application of what would become known as “source method” in the
classroom. Fundamentally, proponents of “source method” in this time period expected that
primary source documents and artifacts be used as materials to teach history to students in both
the secondary and primary levels. In modern times, these methods are commonplace. However,
in the early years of the Progressive Era, justifying the use of sources in the classroom was a re-
quirement for educators hoping for source-based education reform in the field of history. Promi-

nent scholars, such as Mary Sheldon Barnes, argued that because sources were the main materi-

4 Andrew Dickinson White, “On Studies in General History and the History of Civilization,” American His-
torical Association: Archives, 1884, http://historians.org/about-aha-and-membership/aha-history-and-
archives/archives/first-meeting-of-the-american-historical-association/first-public-session.

® Ibid.



als with which historians worked to produce historical narratives, these same materials should
form a basis of the resources at a teacher’s disposal for historical instruction in the history class-
room. In fact, “[h]istory, for Barnes, was not about the acquisition of facts, rather it was the devel-
opment of what she called ‘historical sense,’ the ability to analyze data, make generalizations from
historical evidence, and grasp history’s sweep.”® However, other thinkers of the Progressive Era,
such as Thomas Jesse Jones and Arthur Dunn, claimed that uninformed and untrained novices
were not adequately nor naturally equipped to grapple with the difficulties of interpreting histori-
cal sources on their own as the source method required them to do. In addition, “[a] standard,
contemporary (and continuing) objection to the source method was that it took way too much class-
room time.”” While these ideological battles raged between scholars and activists in the profes-
sional world of the AHA and teacher’s associations, other reformers, such as Fling, were left to
their own devices to create and employ effective teaching methods on the ground level in sec-

ondary and post-secondary classrooms.

The ideas and philosophies that Fling developed in order to accomplish this task provide
valuable insight into the specific techniques through which source method was implemented dur-
ing this time period of educational change. Although gaining state-wide recognition during his
tenure in Nebraska and a nation-wide nickname for source method as “the Nebraska Method,”

Fling himself has remained relatively unknown in the history of social studies education.2 How-

® Thomas Kevin B Cherry, “Online Cultural Heritage Materials and the Teaching of History in the Schools:
A Concept Analysis of State Archives and Collaborative Digitization Program Web Resources,” PhD, diss. (Chapel
Hill, North Carolina: University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2010), 49.

7 1bid., 47.

8 First use in William. G. Langworthy Taylor, "A Life of Historical Research," Nebraska Alumnus, (1932):
4; however, many researchers have cited this term since that time, including Robert Knoll, Prairie University: A
History of the University of Nebraska (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1995), 64; Ken Osborne, “Fred
Morrow Fling and the Source-Method of Teaching History, Theory & Research in Social Education 31 (2003): 469;
Chara Haeussler Bohan, “Early Vanguards of Progressive Education: The Committee of Ten, the Committee of Sev-



ever, his unique approach to source method as the critical analysis of materials selected, gath-
ered, and interpreted by students themselves in the pursuit of a systematically teacher- or stu-
dent-created historical investigation differs significantly from the popular use of source material
as simply supplemental examples alongside historical study. As leading educational reformers
like John Dewey argued for student-centered learning that revolved around inquiry within the
learner, Fling was merging this idea with the source method to provide genuine scientific re-
search opportunities to both secondary and post-secondary history students. Therefore, he trans-
cended the approach undertaken by proponents of either source method or student-centered
learning singularly and provided a unique pedagogy for history education that allowed the stu-

dent to experience both source method and scientific history inquiry in the history classroom.

Although active as an educator for forty-three years, Fling’s practices and ideas did not
garner wide recognition nor praise. Instead, his lack of popularity ranged from ignorance of his
methods to formal public criticism. As a result, many of his ideas remain unknown to educators
today. One such explanation for this apparent invisibility is an unexpected backlash Fling re-
ceived from, of all places, the AHA. In his first publication in 1897, Fling claimed that “[o]ur
age is scientific above all things, and this spirit has permeated, one by one, all branches of in-
struction” and that the source method of history had attained a “permanent basis” in the fields of
both history and education.® However, just two years later, the AHA published The Study of His-
tory in Schools: A Report to the American Historical Association by the Committee of Seven,

which frankly stated,

en, and Social Education,” Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 19, no. 1 (2003): 86; Cherry, “Online Cultural
Heritage,” 51; and James A Chisholm, Jr. “Unheralded Historian: Mary Sheldon Barnes and Primary Source Materi-
al in History Books,” PhD, diss., (Atlanta, Georgia: Georgia State University, 2013), 50.

® Fred Morrow Fling & Howard W. Caldwell, Studies in European and American History with an Introduc-
tion to the Source Study Method in History (Lincoln, NE: J. H. Miller, 1897), v.



We believe in the proper use of sources for proper pupils, with proper guarantees

that there shall also be secured a clear outline view of the whole subject studied,

but we find ourselves unable to approve a method of teaching, sometimes called

the “‘source method,” in which pupils have in their hands little more than a series

of extracts, for the most part brief, and not very closely related.°
Although not directly naming Fling nor explicitly lodging this criticism at him, it is clear that this
Committee of Seven report provided a stark counterargument to the method Fling was concur-
rently promoting.

The use and prominence of source method in the field of history education that caught the
attention of the AHA and its Committee of Seven was due to the work of Fling and his contem-
poraries, such as George Elliot Howard, Mary Sheldon Barnes, and Lucy Maynard Salmon,
whose work Fling believed he was extending and enhancing in his own educational philosophy.
These other reformers became famous for their work by heading committees, studying and work-
ing in normal schools, teaching in educational institutions, leading organizations, such as the
AHA, and publishing widely-read works on both history and education. Having studied in Ger-
many and perfected the “laboratory method” that the AHA had repeatedly applauded, Fling rea-
sonably assumed that he was working alongside these reformers and within the expectations that
the AHA had placed upon its members. Unfortunately for Fling, his pedagogy was far from cat-
egorically accepted and he received heavy criticism from historians, educators, and other actors
invested in educational progress. As a result, as early as the first years of his career, Fling expe-

rienced a self-doubt that crept into his future philosophical writings in subtle, yet significant,

ways. For the rest of his career and life, Fling would fight to defend his methods, ideas, and in-

10 American Historical Association, The Study of History in Schools: Report to the American Historical As-
sociation by the Committee of Seven (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1899), 481, emphasis added.



structional techniques against the onslaught — and backlash — of Progressive educational reforms
that evolved throughout his lifetime.

Overall, in the few short decades between the end of Reconstruction in the South in the
wake of the Civil War to American entrance into the Great War, America experienced prosperi-
ty, imperialism, nationalism, and growth as a world power. In the midst of these tumultuous
times, America also experienced a profound insecurity in the relationship between this change
and its dangers. In the 1890s, author Mark Twain appropriately dubbed this period the “Gilded
Age,” a name that has endured into modern times. The tensions between change and tradition,
growth and restraint, and boom and bust dominated national politics, economics, and society as
well as the lives of everyday citizens. In this context, the work of reformers who rose above the
challenges of the times gained the period recognition as “the Progressive Era.” However, the
progress of the nation was not always the winning ideology and, as the story of Fred Morrow
Fling demonstrates, the backlash against progressive ideas often restrained innovators and caused

these hopeful crusaders to disappear into the mires of history.

Fling’s philosophy and practices are examples of such reforms that experienced this Pro-
gressive Era backlash but his methods and philosophy of education bear an uncanny resemblance
to the pedagogies and recommended best practices of today’s classrooms. In the vast area of
history education, Fling’s ideas are currently being resurrected through emphasis on literacy ed-
ucation, Common Core standards of analysis and interpretation, and critical source evaluation
through secondary educational standards. The connections between these practices of today and
these Progressive Era beginnings in Fling’s work have never been made clear nor distinct. Fling
may have experienced harsh suppression in his day and may remain invisible in the annals of his-

torical fame, but the foundation he created for the use of source method in the classroom is sub-



stantial. Hence, the work of Fred Morrow Fling deserves a second look by researchers who want
a fuller picture of the development and prominence of source method in the history of social

studies education.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research study is to chronicle the life of Fred Morrow Fling and to
uncover and analyze his specific philosophy of education and the contributions that he made to
the field of history education. Fred Morrow Fling lived a long and productive life. He added to
the field of education as a reformer, a professor, a writer, a researcher, a progressive, and a pio-
neer. Although his works have survived, Fling’s legacy has been often overshadowed by the
work of other reformers, especially his contemporary pragmatists, such as William James,
Charles Pierce, and John Dewey, whose ideas took center stage during the years of the Progres-
sive Era and the decades of educational reform that followed. Thus, the intention of this research
is to examine the educational philosophy that Fred Morrow Fling envisioned and to unearth the
pedagogical suggestions and opportunities this philosophy provides for the field of history edu-
cation within the broader field of social studies education. Though unknown to most, Fred Mor-
row Fling emphasized and developed in his day many of the history education attributes that ed-
ucators value today, such as critique, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. So, it is only right to

acknowledge the development of these ideas in one of their sources of origin: Fling’s life.

Fred Morrow Fling’s life is no easy subject to investigate. He lived from 1860 to 1934, a
seventy-four year life span in which the world around him was reinvented. Not only did the Pro-
gressive Era change many domestic qualities of American life, including primarily the field of

education, but also America’s involvement in World War One, its isolation in the era of the



1920s, the devastation of the stock market crash in 1929, and the beginning of the Great Depres-
sion in the early 1930s all created upheavals during Fling’s lifetime. Meanwhile, Fling fought to
make a name for himself and his work in a field that was dominated by an elite and exclusive
group of educational reformers, of which Fling sought to be a part. In addition, although he was
a prolific professional writer, Fling was a significantly private person, which resulted in only a
small archive of private letters and writings from which to gain insight into his personal life.
Thus, creating a picture of Fling’s life from the sources that do remain in the context of his era is
immediately difficult. As Craig Kridel notes, “methodological issues encompass all aspects of
biographical inquiry, but discussions in recent decades have often been concerned with docu-
mentation and interpretation.”*! This difficulty is especially relevant to the biographical research
of Fling’s life: not only are the sources limited, but viewing the world through the eyes of a per-

son living during Fling’s lifetime is extremely difficult from today’s perspective.

On the positive side, Fling published forty-two different writings, including seven major
books and five peer-reviewed articles, and references to his life and works appear in the writings
and records of both his contemporaries and researchers today. So, as Kridel also comments, “in
spite of all the problems, biographers continue to write their biographies, and even with the
overwhelming complexity of methodological issues, they continue to find ways to portray
lives.”'2 Thus, the purpose of this study is not only to credit the foundation that Fling created for
the field of history education, but also to bring to life a reformer who, even in death, still has

much important advice to give.

11 Craig Kridel, Writing Educational Biography (New York, NY: Garland Publishing, 1998), 75.
12 1bjd.



The story of Fling’s life and the connections that it has to today are both enlightening and
engaging. As Barbara Finkelstein states, “[b]iography is to history what a telescope is to the
stars[:] it reveals the invisible, extracts detail from myriad points of light, uncovers sources of
illumination, and helps us disaggregate and reconstruct large heavenly pictures.”*® Her point is
that biography provides a method through which we can see and understand the past. The depth
that life stories bring to the field of historical research is undeniable. Specifically, as Finkelstein
explains, “[t]hrough the lens of biography, historians have constructed creative windows through
which one can glimpse several otherwise undiscoverable realities.”** In the field of education,
these discoveries are important because they provide bridges between current and past practices
through the real-life stories of the founders of American education. Biography as a field of re-
search helps historians and social scientists remember that, although the past often feels like the
tumult of forces outside of the control of human lives, it is in reality a human past made up of
human beings that create and enhance human change. In fact, as Ralph Waldo Emerson re-
marked, “there is properly no history; only biography.”*®> Thus, biography is yet another tool that

researchers have to uncover valuable information regarding the past.

In the field of education, the role that individuals play in promoting agendas, reforms,
and recommendations is irrefutable. Moreover, past individuals have created the foundation for
change for present activists. So, the study of historical educational biography has indeed “situ-

ate[d] historical storytelling at the margins of social possibility where social change originates,

13 Barbara Finkelstein, “Revealing Human Agency: The Uses of Biography in the Study of Educational
History,” in Writing Educational Biography, ed. Craig Kridel, Craig (New York, NY: Garland Publishing, 1998),
46.

4 1bid., 47.

15 Ralph Waldo Emerson, as quoted in Stephen Oates, Biography as History, (Waco, TX: Markham Press
Fund, 1991), 16.
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constraint and choice merge, large and small social structures intersect, cultural norms converge,
and the relative force of political, economic, social and cultural circumstance becomes clear.”®
Frank Vandiver reinforces this point by asking, “[h]Jow could biography be anything but an agent
of humanism?”’*’ This point is, lastly, made even clearer by Barbara Tuchman, who applauds the
assistance that biography affords to the historian by allowing people human glimpses of an oth-
erwise disassociated past. As she states, “[a]s a prism of history, biography attracts and holds the
reader’s interest in the larger subject. People are interested in other people, in the fortunes of the

individual .8

In short, biography helps historians remember the role of human agency in history in or-
der to convey a compelling story of a life that has the potential to reach a wider audience than
just those interested in historical study proper. Stephen Oates, another leading biographical re-
searcher of today, states simply, “all good biographies give history a human dimension.”*® Thus,
the purpose of this research study of Fred Morrow Fling’s life is to show precisely this role that

human agency has in the development of history.

Theoretical Perspective
Biography is regarded as a burgeoning field in research.?° Biography is also beginning to
fill an important role in specifically educational research by providing a glimpse into the lived

experiences of other educators who battle both historical and contemporary issues in their own

16 Finkelstein, “Revealing Human Agency,” 47.

7 Frank E. Vandiver, “Biography as an Agent of Humanism,” in The Biographer's Gift: Life Histories and
Humanism, ed. John F. Veninga (College Station: Published for the Texas Committee for the Humanities by Texas
A&M University Press, 1983), 3.

18 Barbara Tuchman, “Biography as a Prism of History,” in Biography as High Adventure, ed. Stephen B.
Oates (Ambherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1986), 94.

19 Stephen B. Oates, Biography as History, (Waco: Markham Press Fund, 1991), 8.

20 Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, 2.
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ways. As Kridel explains, “the study of biography is slowly emerging as a significant develop-
ment in the field of educational research.”?* This development is not surprising considering the

unique benefits afforded by this type of research. As Oates, explains,

There are good reasons for biography’s appeal. For one thing, it demonstrates that
the individual does count — which is reassuring to people in our complex, tech-
nical age, who often feel caught up in vast impersonal forces beyond their control.
For another, people are turning to biography for what they used to get in the Vic-
torian novel: a panoramic view of an age, and a life that has a beginning, middle,
and an end. That biography is about a real life makes it all the more reassuring.?2

Kridel loosely defines educational biography as the “telling [of] the life of another whose career
falls within the field of education.”?® However, he also cautions that all biography is actually
multidisciplinary in nature. In order to fully capture the life of the research subject, a biographer,
educational or otherwise, must “draw from all disciplines” and encompass the complexity of the
reality that the research subject experienced.?* Vandiver states that “[g]ood biographies deal
with the ways people faced living — tell how they met problems, how they coped with big and
little crises, how they loved, competed, did the things we all do daily.”? In this way, biog-

raphers connect with their audiences because “these studies touch familiar chords in readers.”?®

What then is biography? According to John Garraty, “biography, to begin with a very
simple definition, is the record of a life.”?” Accordingly, “it is thus a branch of history” because,

like historical research, biography collects seemingly disparate parts of a whole and weaves them

2L Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, 3.

22 Qates, Biography as History, 5.

2 Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, 8.

2 |bid.

% Vandiver, “Biography as an Agent of Humanism,” 16.

2 |bid., 16.

27 James Garraty, Nature of Biography, (New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1957), 3.
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together into a comprehensive account of both history and life.?® Leon Edel extends Garraty’s
conclusion by explaining:

The writing of lives is a department of history and is closely related to the discov-

eries of history. It can claim the same skills. No lives are led outside history or

society; they take place in human time. No biography is complete unless it re-

veals the individual within history, within an ethos and a social complex.?®
As Edel further notes, “[i]n saying this, we remember Donne: ‘no [one] is an island unto him-
self.””% Thus, it is safe to say that biography is the historical study of a person’s life, including
the experiences, contexts, and events that shaped that person’s life and that created the social en-
vironment in which that person lived.

Methodologically, biography borrows heavily from historical research, especially when
the subject of a biography is deceased. Although Judith Preissle-Goetz and Margaret LeCompte
acknowledge that life history writing generally entails interviews and observations, which can
obviously only be undertaken with a living subject, Vandiver offers that biography specifically
focuses on “someone who is no longer alive.”3! Although biography may rightly study either
living or dead subjects, a historical biography can often be more powerful than a living biog-
raphy due to its ability to connect seemingly disparate stories across the expanse of time. In oth-
er words,

We can live with another human being in another age; we can identify with his or

her journey through the vicissitudes of life. We see how somebody in another age

negotiated what we all face: the trials of adolescence, puberty, early adulthood,

maturity, and decline. We feel the subject’s struggles and failures, triumphs and
glories, as though they were our own.*

28 |bid., 3.

29 |_eon Edel, Writing Lives: Principia Biographica (New York: Norton, 1984), 14.

%0 1bid.

31 Vandiver, “Biography as an Agent of Humanism,” 16; Judith Preissle-Goetz and Margret D. LeCompte,
“Qualitative Research in Social Studies Edu-cation,” in James P. Shaver, ed., Handbook of Research on Social
Studies Teaching and Learning, (New York: MacMillan, 1999): 64-82.

32 Oates, Biography as History, 7.
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Thus, historical biography augments the present day experiences of life and allows people to
connect with individuals throughout time. As Kridel explains, this quality of biography may in
fact be its greatest strength in modern times because of the continuingly fragmented and frac-
tured nature of postmodern society and biography’s ability to remind us of the human connec-

tions that transcend both time and these modern fissures.®?

This point is also repeatedly supported by Maxine Greene, whose many works focus on
the importance of inclusion for marginalized populations in the telling of history.3* In her work,
The Dialectic of Freedom, she further emphasizes the importance of drawing together a diverse
array of authentic stories to weave a more accurate fabric of the world and society. As she states,
although we may “find as well a gathering uncertainty with regard to the relation between plural-
ism and freedom, pluralism and community, pluralism and a free society,” we can also bring
these disparate perspectives together to work towards freedom as a community.*® In the end, we
need to acknowledge that “[t]here are always strangers, people with their own cultural memories,
with voices aching to be heard.”*® These perspectives have the power to encourage actual indi-
vidual freedom in society through their combination and cooperation, which is only possible if
researchers allow these voices a presence in the writing and researching of history. Kridel him-

self acknowledges the importance of Greene’s work by partly dedicating his 1998 compilation,

33 Craig Kridel, “Biographical Meanderings: Reflections and Reminiscences on Writing Educational Biog-
raphy,” Vitae Scholasticae 25 (Sept 2008): 8.

34 See specifically Maxine Greene, The Dialectic of Freedom (New York: Teachers College Press, 1988)
for a main treatise on her philosophical ideas; Maxine Green, Releasing the Imagination: Essays on Education, the
Arts, and Social Change (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc., 2000) for a collection of essays regarding developments
in social education in a multicultural society; and, for a laudatory collection of accounts from various researchers
and theoreticians who credit Greene for her influence upon them, see William Ayers and Janet L. Miller, A Light in
Dark Times: Maxine Greene and the Unfinished Conversation (New York: Teachers College Press, 1998).

3 Greene, Dialectic, 105.

% Ibid., 87.
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Writing Educational Biography, to her ideas for the “importance of the humanities for educa-

tional research and scholarship.”®’

William Pinar and Anne Pautz further support the coalescing nature of biographical re-

search by explaining that the “biographical voice” in research has the power to reverberate like a
chorus. As they state, “[t]he resonance between biography and autobiography can spur an articu-
lation of lives that contest social norms and provide narratives that help teachers and students
redefine their educational experiences on their own terms and in their own voices.”*® Their point
is that this “biographical voice” allows populations that have been traditionally silenced to speak
their mind and contribute to the continually growing conversation of educational theory, curricu-
lum, and research. In their words, “the concept of voice allow[s] curricularists to speak their si-
lence, and in so doing, resist patriarchal structures.”®® This voice is important to the enrichment

of diverse postmodern societies.

The field of biography itself is complex and diverse. Kridel admits that “building a com-
prehensive, all-inclusive definition of biography seems fruitless and futile, especially once
placed in juxtaposition with the various areas of life-history writing, life-writing, biography, psy-
chobiography, narratology, or narrative lives.”*® However, in his 1998 publication meant to
guide biographers in a clearer direction, Kridel references Oates’ original tripartite conception of
biographical research as the starting point for defining biography.*! According to Oates, the

three primary approaches to biographical research are scholarly chronicle, critical study, and nar-

37 Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, dedication page.

3 William F. Pinar and Anne E. Pautz, “Construction Scars: Autobiographical Voice in Biography,” in
Writing Educational Biography, ed. Craig Kridel (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc, 1998), 72.

% Ibid., 63.

40 Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, 7.

1 1bid., 8-9.
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rative biography.*? Briefly these categories identify chronological accounts (scholarly chroni-
cle), evaluative approaches to life history writing (critical study), and comprehensive portraits of
a subject’s life combined with a critical analysis of the historic time period in which he lived

(narrative biography).

By 2008, Kridel reconceived and expanded this list by identifying five “large realms” in
the area of biographical research that each entails its own method, concept, and perspective.*®
These five areas are scholarly chronicle, intellectual biography, life history writing, memoir bi-
ography, and narrative biography. Whereas the first three are limited portraits of a subject’s life,
which focus on the cause and effect events of a person’s life, the philosophical and psychological
mindset of a subject, and the chronological development of a historic figure, respectively, the last
two are more comprehensive. A memoir biography captures the total experience of a person’s
life through the combination of autobiography and research. A narrative biography encompasses
all elements of scholarly chronicle, intellectual biography, and life history writing in addition to

an in depth contextual analysis of the historical events surrounding the subject’s life.

Although inundated with facts and evidence, this narrative style of biography allows the
researcher to express the emotional, psychological, and personal development of the research
subject through a literary style akin to character development. This connection between the re-
search subject and the researcher’s portrayal helps pay respect to the character of the research
subject. As Blanche Cook explains, “I find the most compelling biographies are those, written

with passion and intensity, that seek to redress the wrongs, reconstitute the spirit and restore the

42 Oates, Biography as History, 6.
3 Kridel, “Biographical Meanderings,” 8.
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subject.”* Here, an empathetic connection to the research subject can enhance the intensity with
which the biographer writes. Kridel supports this point by explaining that narrative biography is
not “burdened by a definitive interpretation of the subject that must be accepted by all.”* In-
stead, as he claims, “[f]acts do exist and some interpretations are more thoughtful than others,
but the biographer, while consciously aware of his or her personal emotions and reactions to the
subject, recognizes that the telling of the story is primarily defined by the subject in relation to
readers.”® In other words, narrative biography allows researchers to capture the reality of the
subject through meticulous attention to fact and detail in records, but also to convey that story

with the richness and depth of a storyteller who engages and excites the reader.

A correlative word of caution on this front does appear in Kridel’s work. In his words, “I
have found that many biographers are so enraptured with their subjects that they...focus on his-
torical detail and minutiae” in their writing.*’ His point is that too much emphasis on minute de-
tails in the life of the research subject blurs the objectivity and comprehensiveness of the histori-
cal element of biographical research. André Maurois also counters Cook’s argument in his arti-
cle, “Biography as a Work of Art.”*® To him, in order for a biographer to connect with the life of
his subject, he must purposefully and formally detach himself from any emotional or moral con-
nection to that subject. In his words, “at the moment at which we ourselves display emotion, we

are incapable of observation.”*® His point is that, “[o]ur emotions are too strong and leave no

44 Blanche W. Cook, “The Issue of Subject: A Critical Connection,” in Writing Educational Biography, ed.
Craig Kridel (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc, 1998), 80.

45 Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, 9.

46 |bid.

47 Kridel, “Biographical Meanderings,” 7.

48 André Maurois, “Biography as a Work of Art,” in Biography as High Adventure, ed. Stephen B. Oates
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts, 1986) 3-19.

49 Ibid., 3.
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faculty of aesthetic criticism at our disposal” and, because of this shortfall in our interpretive ap-

titudes, we are unable to objectively see the life of the subject under study.*

Accordingly, researchers should distance themselves both emotionally and morally from
the plight of their subject and focus solely on recounting the events of that life, not of intervening
as a defender or savoir of the subject’s reputation. The purpose of biography is, thus, exposition,
not judgment. This distance is clearly the opposite of the connectivity that Oates repeatedly
stresses in his works. In his view, “[t]he prose of the biographer must radiate a sense of intimacy
and familiarity, quite as though the author himself has lived the life and walked the ground.”>*

In consideration of these differing viewpoints, narrative biographers must create a sensible bal-
ance between empathy and apathy in relation to their research subject. In order to accomplish
this task, Kridel makes the point that although biographers may be tempted by the literary in-

trigue of a life story, they should remember to approach their subjects as research.

In this vein, psychologist Simon Baron-Cohen’s work with cognitive and affective empa-
thy provides valuable insight. In his research, Baron-Cohen focuses on the neuroscience behind
empathy. In the book, Understanding Other Minds: Perspectives from Social Cognitive Neuro-
science, he and his colleagues explain that the neurological mechanisms that allow people to ex-
perience imaginative empathy actually function in two different realms: cognitive empathy and
affective empathy.>? Whereas affective empathy involves sympathy and the expression of the

appropriate emotional response to the situation or plight of another person, cognitive empathy

%0 1bid.

51 Stephen B. Oates, “Biography as High Adventure,” in Biography as High Adventure, ed. Stephen B.
Oates (Amherst: University of Massachusetts, 1986), 129; also cited in Kridel, “Biographical Meanderings,” 7.

52 Simon Baron-Cohen, Helen Tager-Flusberg, and Micheal V. Lombardo, eds., Understanding Other
Minds: Perspectives from Social Cognitive Neuroscience (Oxford, UK: University of Oxford Press, 2013), vi-vii.
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entails recognizing the psychological experience as another person perceives it without neces-
sarily invoking an emotional response. As these researchers explain, neurologically, “the two

components of empathy are both independent and yet interact.””

In a recent TedTalk provided by “Tedx Houses of Parliament” in London, UK, Baron-
Cohen presented further research regarding the interrelated nature of cognitive and affective em-
pathy and a human being’s inability to separate these two neurological aptitudes. In this talk,
Baron-Cohen explained that, in normally-developed, fully-functioning human brains, the neuro-
logical structure of the brain system, and what he identified as “mirror neurons of imagination,”
necessitate that our instinctual faculties connect us to both the psychological and emotional expe-
rience of others through our empathy whether we enter that connection with intention or not.>*
In this sense, by simply imagining the life, experience, or psychology of a research subject, a bi-
ographer is almost biologically mandated to engage his or her affective empathy with the subject
of research, even if the biographer tries to remove personal emotion from the equation. As such,
researchers may be physically incapable of rendering research that is entirely devoid of emotion-
al connection to, or at least emotional understanding of, their research subject. Baron-Cohen’s
research is relevant to the debate between researchers like Cook, Kridel, Oates, and Maurois be-
cause it provides neuroscientific support for the importance of finding a middle ground between

cognitive and affective empathy and, relatedly, the two polarized sides of this debate.

The differences over the constitution of biography as a research area and the methodolog-

ical procedures of proper biography occupy a great expanse of the literature on biography writ-

%3 1bid., vi.
% Simon Baron-Cohen, “The Erosion of Empathy,” TedxHousesofParliament (London, UK, September 12,
2012), available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nXcU8x_xK18
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ing. Relatedly, several other leading scholars also contribute to this contemporary debate of bi-
ography’s value and role in educational research. First, Corine E. Glesne connects biography to
the methodologies employed by ethnographers. As she explains, “[b]iographers and ethnog-
raphers make decisions about breadth and depth — the numerical questions of how many, how
long, how many times.”® Glesne also recognizes that the paradigmatic line between ethnogra-
phy and biography is often imprecise. Although ethnographers and biographers differ in several
crucial respects, such as confidentiality of subject, type of data collected, purpose of research
conclusions, and breadth of subject studied, they are still alike in many significant approaches to
their research. In fact, ethnographers and biographers are fundamentally similar because they
both target people as their subjects. As Glesne explains, both ethnographers and biographers
must “systematically manage their data,...select which pieces, which chunks to use and which to
file as rich refusals for future consultation, [and]...interpret, make sense of, give form to data.”*®
Moreover, although formally an ethnographer, Glesne admits that she has adopted an “increas-
ingly biographical orientation” as she realized the relevance of these methods to her work.>’
Glesne’s contributions to the description of ethnography as biographic in nature helps to expand
the modern understanding of biography’s role in educational research. And, as she explains from
personal experience,

As an ethnographer, my perspective is enriched when | use a biographic eye. |

am persuaded of the importance of researching deeply into the lives of a few. Ra-

ther than a yearbook of snapshots, | would like a few fine portraits situated in so-

cio-cultural landscapes. The biographic perspective reassures my movement with
other ethnographers towards intimate, long-term research relationships. ..

%5 Corrine E. Glesne, “Ethnography with a Biographic Eye,” in Writing Educational Biography, ed. Craig
Kridel (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc, 2008), 33.

% Ibid., 34.

57 Ibid., 35.

%8 Ibid., 36.
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In this way, biography has extensive research potential. Its use in combination with other

fields of educational research provide enlightening opportunities for authentic studies.

Second, Janet Miller also contributes to the description and identity of biography as a
field of research. Similar to the theoretical insights provided by Pinar and Pautz, Miller writes
extensively about the significance of voice in biographical research. In her chapter, “Biography,
Education and Questions of the Private Voice,” she builds upon the conception of biography as
“delicate” that Stephen Oates offered in his work, Biography as History.>® In her view, because
of biography’s “delicate” nature, it has been both applauded and criticized in educational re-
search and it now finds itself in a precarious place as both useful and vague in terms of rele-
vance, purpose, and method. To overcome these issues, Miller offers that biographers must per-
severe through the difficulties of biographical research and “confront often contradictory, frag-
mented and incomplete interpretations that point to what is unknowable about and within any
individual.”®® Moreover, she both acknowledges and cautions that “a self can be only partially
and incompletely represented and never fully known.”®! Her point is that, in their efforts to pre-
sent the life story of a research subject that they uncover through sources, records, and materials,
biographers must accept the natural limitations of private voice and the inherent multivalence of
essential self that is nearly impossible to communicate to others. Resultantly, biographers should
recognize that the complicated nature of self precludes the existence of only one singular inter-

pretation of an individual. This view of both essential self and voice admits to the complexity of

59 Janet L. Miller, “Biography, Education and Questions of the Private Voice,” in Writing Educational Bi-
ography, ed. Craig Kridel (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc, 2008), 225.
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real lives lived, which further serves to characterize biography as a complicated research meth-

odology that combines historical, psychological, and narrative research methods.

These descriptions of biography all provide a vivid picture of the nature of biography as a
research methodology and the purpose for which biographical research should be conducted. As
Miller points out,

At a time when so much teacher education and educational research focuses on

standards and on teaching as a set of delivery systems, biography as an education-

al practice generates material and processes that we educators can use to dislodge

unitary notions both of our selves and our voices and of prescriptive systems of
teaching and learning.®?

Again, this view informs budding biographers about the importance of plurality both in biog-
raphy and postmodern society and strengthens the claim that biography can be the essential
method for overcoming this disjointed nature of the world.

This biography of Fred Morrow Fling employs the methods of educational biography de-
scribed by these myriad researchers and specialists. Moreover, as Miller mentions, this biog-
raphy helps to “dislodge” the unspoken bias in the field of history education that there is only
one accurate picture of the past. Instead, as the philosophy of Fred Morrow Fling described
herein explains, “history” is itself interpretable and the study of history can enable students to be
their own critical analysts of the past, which, in turn, can provide students a more enriching edu-
cational experience than a prescriptive “delivery system” style of teaching. As Fling stated re-
peatedly, even though many are colloquially taught that it does, “history does not repeat itself

and no two things are alike.”®® Thus, through Fling’s story, educators receive a fuller picture of

62 |bid., 234.
8 Fred Morrow Fling, “World-History and Historical Consciousness,” Introduction to A History of Civili-
zation, Manuscript, n.d., Fred Morrow Fling Collection, Box 10, Folder 8, Archives and Special Collections, Uni-
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both the history of social studies educational developments and pedagogy and an insightful por-

trait of successful teaching methods for the field of history education.

Limitations and Methods of Biographical Research

The task set before a proper biographer is both enormous and difficult. Like the field of
historical research in general, biographical research faces many potential difficulties regarding
objectivity, sources, and evidence. These pitfalls are outlined by Peter Novick in his seminal
work, That Noble Dream, which chronicles the development of the field of history while focus-
ing on specific revolutionary time periods for the field. As he explains, although historians strive
for objectivity in their work — a pursuit followed by historians from the dawn of the discipline —
objectivity may be a “cruelly” elusive dream that continually escapes a researcher’s grasp.®
Therefore, biographical research as historical research must concern itself with perspective and
interpretation. No one can possibly capture the full life lived by another with complete disasso-
ciated objectivity, as the research by Baron-Cohen makes clear. In fact, even an attempt to see
the world through another’s eyes assumes that lives are interchangeable and that an outsider
could capture the unique lived reality of another person. However, as Oates explains, “biog-
raphy must honor fact. Yet, it must also honor character and personality.”®® Thus, more accu-
rately than seeing the world through another person’s perspective, the task of a biographer is to
uncover the life lived by the research subject as he lived it. Again, according to Oates, “[biog-

raphy] puts arms and legs on a name; it thrusts a face and a personality into the vortex of events;

versity of Nebraska Library, Lincoln, NE, (hereafter cited as Fling, “World-History and Historical Consciousness”),
8; and Marie Hermanek Cripe, Lecture Notes, October 6, 1926 - May 18, 1927, Fred Morrow Fling Collection, Box
14, Folder 5, Archives and Special Collections, University of Nebraska Library, Lincoln, NE (hereafter cited as
Cripe, Lecture Notes).

54 peter Novick, That Noble Noble Dream (Cambridge, NY: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 132.

8 Qates, Biography as History, 7.
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it transforms history from a world of lifeless data and impersonal force into a landscape filled
with living people.”®® Therefore, biography has a clear responsibility to persevere through the
hardships of seeking objectivity and must ensure neutrality and understanding towards the re-
search subject by recognizing both the historical elements as well as the unique realities of any

research project.

Although narrative biography has substantial potential in research, it also has several oth-
er shortcomings that researchers should reasonably address. Just like historical research, perhaps
the biggest difficulty faced by biographers is the interpretation of past sources. Historical
sources are inherently difficult for researchers to access, both physically and psychologically.

As Cook explains, “the fight over access to documents is just the beginning.”®’ Apart from find-
ing relevant sources, or a sufficient quantity of sources to form a full biography, researchers must
also acknowledge that historical sources were created in a different time period from the present
time. Because of this intrinsic historical factor, interpreting the intention and meaning behind an
author’s words is sometimes difficult. In fact, as Novick claims, a researcher’s ability to be ob-
jective in reading historical sources does not exist.® Instead, unintentional biases, ulterior moti-
vations, or inextricable presentism may naturally infuse themselves into historical studies. And
so, although researchers of the past may strive for conclusions that do not possess their own
judgments and interpretive biases, they are unfortunately — and irreparably — bound by the per-
spective of the age in which they live.

A related difficulty in biographical research is the role of personal archives in the finding

of sources. In historical research, sources from archives generally form the basis for data collec-

56 1hid.
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tion. And, although some may agree with Leon Edel who lamented, “I do not disparage ar-
chives. I simply groan when I see them,” no historian will doubt the necessity of archival re-
search.%® But, Edel may bemoan archives because he recognizes a very real conundrum in them:
“[w]ho is to say what should be kept and what shouldn’t?”’® His point is clear: archival research
operates on the assumption that valuable and sufficient resources exist from which to create a
historical narrative. However, facing this assumption as an assumption makes it even more ob-
vious that historical research is complicated and perhaps self-defeating. Not only are archives
selective receptacles of source information, but also they are contemporaneously maintained by
archivists who bring their own interpretive organization to the collections. So, archives may
ephemerally appear as warehouses of historic information, but they are in fact only another type
of snapshot of the past, complete with their own methods for selecting, retrieving, and sustaining
historical data.

Moreover, historical researchers have de facto access only to public documents and do-
mains of information. As Philo Hutcheson explains, there is an added complication when a re-
searcher seeks to investigate information found within private collections and archives.”* Name-
ly, who holds the rights to such archives? If personal archives are held at public institutions and
open to public access, then this question seems somewhat banal. However, when investigating
the personal lived experience of past individuals, there may exist a level of “privacy” that bars a
well-intentioned researcher from accessing private documents. Issues of copyright and other le-

gal reproduction regulations confound the work of many researchers. So, as Hutcheson con-

8 Edel, “The Figure,” 23.
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cludes, “[w]e must attend to the consequences of copyright and fair use, privacy, and literary
property rights issues while respecting the rights and wishes of those who produced the works
we wish to reproduce and while honoring the rights and wishes of those in the role of guardi-
an.”’? Because biographers seek to unearth private documents and archives not regularly publi-
cized for general consumption, these issues of archival access and rights to privacy may compli-
cate the work of a narrative biographer in a way not regularly faced by historians.

For this research project regarding Fling, two valuable archives exist to aid in the investi-
gation. The first archive is maintained at Bowdoin College Library in Brunswick, Maine, where
Fling studied for his bachelor’s degree in history. This archive houses several public documents,
such as newspaper clippings and a wedding announcement, as well as private correspondences
and materials, such as letters and transcripts from Fling’s time at Bowdoin. This archive also
holds an “Alumni Record” completed by Fling’s widow, Helene Dresser Fling, after his death to
update the university on several key elements of Fling’s career and life, such as permanent ad-
dress, research interests, tenure, and cause of death. This archive proved invaluable to uncover-
ing many otherwise unrecorded details of Fling’s life.

The second archive of both private and public documents, notes, and records from Fling’s
life exists in fourteen archive boxes at the University of Nebraska’s Library in Lincoln, Nebras-
ka. This massive archive collection, along with other general collections from the university that
coincided with Fling’s tenure at the institution that totaled thirty-three archive boxes, account for
the majority of the research material used in this project. This archive was compiled in coopera-
tion between the university and Fling’s widow after Fling’s death. The archive houses docu-

ments both from Fling’s tenure at Nebraska and his home collection of research materials and

2 1bid., 145.



26

notes that were donated by Helene. In the first place, the archive includes lecture notes from
students, lecture preparatory notes from Fling, research notes and drafts, private and public cor-
respondences between Fling both within and outside of the university, and private and public
documents regarding Fling’s notoriety during the war years and the events that occurred on cam-
pus at that time. Regarding private home documents, the archive includes photographs, letters,
manuscripts, and other miscellaneous notes that Fling produced at home in his private life. This
archive has been of paramount importance to recreating the story of Fling’s life through both his
public and private voice.

Both of these archives have provided unlimited access to these materials to the research-
er. Although Bowdoin’s archive is digitized and available electronically, the University of Ne-
braska’s archive is comprised mostly of the physical source material in its original form with on-
ly a few digitized items. Thus, accessing the complete archive did require travel expenses and a
large commitment of time spent in Lincoln, Nebraska. However, the plethora of information un-
covered through these collected materials proved the value of overcoming these research hurdles.
Thus, through the methods of archival research and physically inspecting and analyzing both dig-
itized and original source material, this research both confronted and addressed source material
limitations to produce the biography of Fling.

The third difficulty of biographical research is a biographer’s ability to connect with the
lived experience of the subject under study. Similar to issues of insider-outsider perspective in
ethnography, failure to connect with the subject or the subject’s time period may prevent a biog-
rapher from really seeing the life of the subject under investigation. This difficulty is empha-
sized by Cook in her discussion of connection between researcher and subject. As Cook ex-

plains, choosing a research subject may in fact be a matter of autobiography: knowingly or not,
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researchers gravitate towards biographical research subjects with which they feel some sense of
kinship. This understanding and connection between researcher and subject may be the crucial
link that provides biographers with greater insight into the subject’s life. As Cook describes in
her own research, “[m]y identification with the views and style of [my subject] became key to
my ongoing work. Personal involvement is central for me.””® Her point is that the most pas-
sionate biographies are the product of committed and connected biographers who understand and
embody the beliefs and attitudes of their subjects. Thus, she advises that young biographers
choose research subjects with which they connect on a personal level and attend to the empathy
and bond they feel with their subject, whether social, political, or intellectual. In this way, the
biographer can uncover the “essence of the subject’s life as deeply as possible.”’*

However, many researchers also warn budding biographers not to become too close to
their subjects. Although many biographers do agree that “[w]riting biography is an intensely
personal experience,” they also caution that distance between researcher and subject is necessary
to ensure historical and factual accuracy.” Alternatively, and perhaps unknowingly, biographers
may commit the fallacy of “re-story” by infusing their own viewpoints and opinions into some-
one else’s tale if they choose a subject with which they feel a strong personal connection.’”® In-
deed, maintaining a removed and objective perspective when studying any research subject is

difficult. After all, Pinar and Pautz claim that “[o]ne can often hear the autobiographical voice in

biographical narratives.””’ This voice may radiate through selection, interpretation, perspective,

3 Cook, “The Issue of Subject,” 81

4 1bid., 79.

5 Lynda A. Smith, “The Biographer’s Relationship with Her Subject,” in Writing Educational Biographer,
ed. Craig Kridel (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1998), 199.

76 John W. Creswell, Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Sage Publishing, 2013), 56.

7 Pinar and Pautz, “Construction Scars,” 69.
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or even “an intuitive process which draws as much from the writer as the subject.”’® However,
for a narrative biographer, this job may be even more difficult: by trying to “bring back to life”
the story of an individual, a biographer’s responsibility to uphold the integrity of that life is of-
tentimes stricter than researchers seeking to encounter generalizable theories.”® Narrative biog-
raphers are not trying to generalize their findings; they are specifically trying to prove that the
lived individuality of the subject they are studying is worth researching. Because of this speci-
ficity, the pressure to overemphasize the life of the research subject may subtly influence re-
searchers to exaggerate their findings or conclusions. To avoid this trap, researchers must both
choose a research subject with which they feel a connection, but also maintain an objective and
critical eye towards the evidence they encounter in order to depict only the subject’s story with
integrity and fidelity to fact.

Although the differences between researcher and subject in this biography of Fling are
obvious, the perseverance, determination, and intensity with which Fling approached both histo-
ry and education do strike familiar chords with the researcher. Moreover, although the Progres-
sive Era and the present are separated by a century in time, the parallels between the revolution-
ary social, ideological, and philosophical changes that occurred then and the constant upheavals
of modern times are distinct. Thus, in this biographical portrait of Fling, both Cook’s and other
researchers’ suggestions are taken into consideration.

The distance between researcher and subject is especially important when the biographer
seeks to uncover the psychology or philosophy of the subject under study. One’s educational

outlook guides the way he or she approaches best practices, pedagogy, and research. Education-

8 Ibid., 69-70.
7 Qates, Biography as History, 15.
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al philosophy helps us ask questions such as: why do we teach what we teach? Why do we do
what we do? How should education be constructed and conveyed to generations of students?
These questions have plagued educators and researchers since the beginning of education in the
world, but were never more present than during the Progressive Era when Fred Morrow Fling

lived, wrote, researched, and taught.

Unearthing a subject’s mindset and philosophy is perhaps the most challenging part of
writing a biography. For research subjects who published their own writings, researchers can
unearth the philosophical thoughts of their subjects that are infused within these works. As an
educational leader, Fling was a prolific writer. In this way, his books, articles, manuscripts, and
notes serve as manuals that elucidate the specific tenets of his educational outlook. However,
just like with any historical research that is based on source material, there are many considera-
ble limitations, such as interpretive difficulties, perspective bias, and lack of firsthand contextual
understanding of the shared mindsets of the time period. As researcher Lynda A. Smith warns,
“[o]verfascination is far from the only problem that can surface in a personal association with
one’s subject.”® Instead, navigating the fine line between empathetic view of subject and objec-
tive methodology of biographer can be a complicated task when the researcher seeks to uncover
the inner mindset of a subject’s way of thinking. Smith provides advice on this task by remind-
ing researchers that they can achieve accuracy in biography only “by tempering love with logic,
by mitigating fascination with reason, and by balancing subjectivity with objectivity.”8! So, even
while studying the mindset and life of an individual, biographers are responsible for clearly

grounding their conclusions in fact.

8 Smith, “The Biographer’s Relationship,” 197.
8 Ibid., 200.
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These challenges presented by narrative biography should not be restrictions that keep re-
searchers from undertaking these projects. Instead, they should be viewed as possible limitations
that merit recognition from the researcher. In this way, the researcher can constantly guard
against these tendencies. As Kridel reminds his readers, though narrative biography is a compli-
cated craft, its findings are of paramount importance in order to connect the disparate fields of
education through the “universality” of human experience.®?

Thus, even in the face of these differences in theory and difficulties in method, biography
has become and should continue to be a prominent field within educational research. Moreover,
the work of Craig Kridel, with the foundation of the works of Stephen Oates and other leading
biographical researchers, has attained a position of dominance. The works of Kridel and these
other scholars greatly inform the methods and structure of this research study. The life of Fred
Morrow Fling is filled with the richness of a story that is both uplifted and challenged by the plot
events of the world that surrounded it. Hidden within this life story is a magnificent educational
philosophy that can inform the history classroom of today. As Cook and Miller would say,
Fling’s voice is aching to be heard. Fling’s educational philosophy is both a product and a driv-
ing force of the Progressive Era. Although he was not alone in his emphasis on source method in
the history classroom, nor in his faith that students really could be the agents of their own educa-

tion, he was unique in his implementation of these philosophical ideas in the classroom.

Guiding Research Questions
This research project investigates the life and works of Fred Morrow Fling. As a pioneer

in historical research, history education, and educational philosophy, researchers can learn a lot

82 Kridel, Writing Educational Biography, 10-11.
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from this detailed investigation. A prolific writer, a committed professor, and a thorough re-
searcher, Fling is an admirable and accomplished figure. Thus, the significance of this biograph-
ical study on Fred Morrow Fling is manifold. Fling’s life provides valuable advice to education-
al reformers today who have to also overcome critics and resistance. Moreover, his educational
philosophy, although developed over one hundred years ago, provides insight into techniques,
pedagogies, and strategies that educators can apply to the history classroom. This study will help
inform and guide current educational practices in the field by providing another rich educational
philosophy for history and by showing a specific way in which that philosophy can appear in ac-
tion in the history classroom. Fling’s contributions have been regularly unnoticed by research-
ers, just as they were by his contemporaries. To correct this oversight, this research study will
follow these guiding research gquestions:
1. How did Fred Morrow Fling’s conception of historical methods influence his practice as
a history professor and researcher?
2. How did Fred Morrow Fling’s philosophies of history and history education form and
develop over his lifetime?
3. How might Fred Morrow Fling’s philosophies of history and history education inform

our current history education practices today?

The investigation of these questions will require and foster the pursuit of additional re-
search sub-questions. As these caveats develop, this research will evolve and investigate these
areas of inquiry as well. These research questions form the foundation of this study because the
author places direct emphasis on Fling’s educational philosophy throughout the analysis of his
life. Fling’s biography is enlightening and informative and his educational philosophy, though

overlooked in his time, is extremely relevant to educational progress today.
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2 FLING’S EARLY YEARS, EDUCATION, AND CAREER
Introduction

Fred Morrow Fling lived from 1860 to 1934. In this span of time, Fling was a lecturer,
researcher, writer, activist, war historian, and teacher consultant known both nationally and in-
ternationally. During his life, he travelled abroad for both school, research, and work, published
his works on method and the French Revolution, and defended his conceptions of history, histor-
ical method, and history education. When Fling died in 1934, his legacy as a reformer, history
educator, and educational leader mostly died with him.

This seventy-four year life spanned arguably the most tumultuous time in both American
and educational history. Born during the Civil War, Fling would live to see two more wars, the
rise of big business in America, the development of Progressive Era reform and rebirth of socie-
ty, the stock market crash, and massive American educational change and progress. Simply liv-
ing through these decades is difficult to imagine. However, Fling both lived and thrived in this
context by publishing seven books, five major articles, and twenty-eight reviews, offering teach-
er aid through creation of and consultation in a teachers’ association, and lecturing both in his
professorship and as a guest in lecture series events in Nebraska and throughout the country. In
each of these endeavors, the influence of Fling’s historical and philosophical context upon his
thoughts and efforts is immense. Working within an era for formative development in education
and the field of history itself, Fling established his own ideas and practices for history instruc-
tion. Unfortunately for Fling, the establishment of his own ideas was not as well-known or en-
dearing as the work of his professional contemporaries. Oftentimes, his ideological battles with
these counterparts alienated Fling from his colleagues, a side effect that would prove to have a

lasting impact on his legacy in the field of education.
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The Beginning of a Life-long Search

Fred Morrow Fling was born in Portland, Maine on November 4™, 1860.8° Little infor-
mation is known about his early life and schooling; however, his collegiate career began in 1879
when he enrolled in Bowdoin College in the nearby coastal city of Brunswick. Fling was an ex-
cellent student, receiving high marks in all of his classes, which focused primarily on a general
combination of humanities classes, with an emphasis on history.#* He earned his bachelor’s de-
gree in history in 1883 and spent the next five years trying to save money to pursue further stud-
ies. During this time, he taught various subjects, including mathematics, history, and Greek, at
the local Biddeford High School. This position gave him a first chance to define himself as a
teacher. As Fling would later mention to a student at Nebraska during the middle of his career,
his pedagogical techniques at Biddeford were based on the traditional style of lecture, recitation,
memorization, and recall that were common of history teachers in the 1880s.2° In fact, by his
own account, he taught “quite effectively,” even though he often believed that these methods
paled in comparison to the hands-on and practical way he taught mathematics.2® During the
summers, he also worked part time as an editor for a daily newspaper in Old Orchard Beach,
Maine.8” These early experiences are partly responsible for pushing Fling in the direction of his-
torical research and precise writing.

At the time that Fling began this career in secondary education, great changes in curricu-

lum and pedagogy in history education were already long underway. According to Ronald Ev-

8 Robert Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling: His Career and Conflicts at Nebraska University.” Nebraska His-
tory 62 (1981): 482.

8 Transcript: Fred Morrow Fling, 1879-1883, Fred Morrow Fling Papers, Bowdoin University Library,
Brunswick, ME.

% Cripe, Lecture Notes.

% |bid.

8 Lincoln Star Staff, “Dr. Fred Fling, Noted Historian of Nebraska University, is Dead,” Lincoln Star, 3
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ans, “[f]rom the 18" century to the 1890s, history in schools typically meant studying the myths
and legends of ancient Greece and Rome, heroes of the American Revolution, the discovery of
the New World, and “other stories designed to inspire patriotism and moral certitude.’”% Many
other researchers, including Kevin Vinson and E. Wayne Ross, agree that the history curriculum
followed the expectations of the dominant socio-cultural white majority and, as such, focused
primarily on military and political history.®® Patricia Graham also acknowledges these curricular
trends through the experience of her father, an immigrant in American public education during
the Progressive Era. As his story shows, the “assimilationist” goals of early Progressive Era ed-
ucation dictated that events and “heroes” of prominent White cultural history dominated public
curricula.®®

However, beginning in the 1880s, the desire for a different approach to historical learning
surfaced. The acceptance of Enlightenment ideas in American philosophical thought in the late
nineteenth century created a need for the reform of history curriculum and instruction to embrace
a more inclusive, democratic, and responsive view of society’s changing cultural composition.
Other general emphases of this Enlightenment and the Progressive Era that followed it included
responses to massive immigration, commitments to intellectualism, developments of moderniza-
tion, and desires to create an enlightened, patriotic American citizen.®? Oftentimes, these accents
found their way into curriculum and teaching in public education. These pressures also influ-

enced the work of education innovators and leaders working in this context to create democratic

8 Ronald W. Evans, Social Studies Wars: What Should we Teach the Children? (New York: Teachers Col-
lege Press, 2004), 5.

8 Kevin D. Vinson and E. Wayne Ross, “In Search of the Social Studies Curriculum: Standardization, Di-
versity, and a Conflict of Appearances,” in William B. Stanley, ed. Critical Issues in Social Studies Research for the
21%t Century (Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing, 2001), 42.

% Patricia Graham, Schooling America: How the Public Schools Meet the Nationals Changing Needs (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 28.

% Ibid., 29.
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and “progressive” education reforms.? As Fling was one such beginning professional, it is no
surprise that he also felt the need to discover better, more authentic teaching methods than these
traditionalist attitudes provided, especially after his firsthand experience with teaching at Bid-
deford High School. So, in 1888 at the age of twenty-eight, he enrolled in the University of
Leipzig in Germany, in pursuit of a better approach to history.

In this time period, many in academia began looking towards the models afforded by
German laboratory schools for the intellectual development of a “scientific” history. Under this
model, historians began to establish history as a professional field of scientific pursuit alongside
the more respected disciplines of the natural sciences to which those in search of objectivity of-
ten looked instead. As a student of these new methods, Fling quickly involved himself in the
concurrent debate regarding the nature and proper method of historical inquiry, even during these
early years of his own understanding of this new approach to historical study. Although this de-
bate does not have a specific philosophical name, modern historians such as Peter Novick identi-
fy it as the “search for objectivity.”% At its root, this debate encompassed the justification of
historical inquiry in a controlled and objective manner, a pursuit that many adherents to the “age
of science” felt was inherently deficient.’* Because theoreticians were entranced by the seeming-
ly concrete conclusions created by scientific experiments, fields of the “softer sciences” were
often ridiculed as lacking, subjective, or inferior. However, defenders of historical inquiry re-

sponded to these criticisms by arguing for the objectivity of history and creating justifications for

92 Such as William T. Harris, Francis W. Parker, Charles W. Elliot, and later John Dewey and Ella Flagg
Young as explained by Wayne J. Urban and Jennings L. Wagoner, Jr., American Education: A History (New York:
Routledge, 2009); and female education leaders such as Mary Sheldon Barnes, Lucy Maynard Salmon, and Lucy
Sprague Mitchell as explained by various researchers in Margaret Smith Crocco and O. L. Davis, Jr., ed. Bending
the Future to their Will, (New York, NY: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1999).

9 Novick, That Noble Dream, 21-46.

% Ibid., 169.
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the “scientific” nature of historical methods. In this context, Fling equally felt it was necessary
to defend the methods of historians. So, he quickly joined in the debate as another proponent of
“scientific” history, a point that is recognized in Novick’s survey of this time period.*

In Fling’s view, historical methodology is purely scientific but it does not create “truth”
in the same sense of the word as scientific truth, which generally garnered the gold seal of “ob-
jectivity” in the professional disciplines during the Progressive Era. To Fling, “absolute histori-
cal truth is beyond our reach.”® This contention is based on the acknowledgement that assump-
tion plays a critical role in the work of a proper historian in a way that it may confound the work
of a scientist. In other words, Fling confronts the role of “assumptions,” which would translate
into the modern “judgment,” in the work of history to distinguish it from natural sciences and to
claim that the type of objectivity that history preserves is also different from that of the natural
sciences.”” Fling is really arguing that the knowledge gained by historical study has a different
epistemic character than that derived from experimental methods. To Fling, the method em-
ployed by any investigator, be it a historian, scientist, or sociologist, determines the nature of the
conclusions drawn in the various disciplines. This methodological difference, however, does not
undermine the particular and unique objectivity of any discipline, history included. Thus, Fling
still maintained that

The refusal to concede to history a place among the sciences may have had some

weight a hundred years ago, but it has none to-day. “Knowledge is science in the

degree in which it can be subjected to method and law and so rendered compre-

hensible and certain. Under this test history must surely be assigned the rank of a

science, though confessedly inexact and as yet but partially wrought out.” But

what science is absolutely exact or completely wrought out? All are in a state of
flux, and are more or less inexact and incomplete. History is one of the late com-

% |bid., 38.
% Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 13.
 Fred Morrow Fling, “Historical Synthesis.” The American Historical Review 9 (1903): 11-12.
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ers. Its greater incompleteness and inexactness as a science is due to its com-
plexity...%

By this conception, Fling differs from his European progenitors of objectivity, such as
Leopold von Ranke, who defended the objectivity of history as identical to that of science.®® As
Novick explains, the German philosophers of the late nineteenth century had a significant impact
on American schools of thought, especially in the debate of “scienticity” that consumed the at-
tention of many Progressive Era thinkers.1® Oliver Pollak reinforces this point by explaining
that “[t]he study of history entered a professional and scientific period in Germany...in 1859”101
These developments only strengthened during the time frame of Fling’s doctoral work at the
University of Leipzig in the 1880s and 90s. In the United States, this debate then also became a
focal point of progressivism in the field of history. Promoters of these pursuits often found
themselves defending their methods against the attacks from researchers outside their field who
claimed their work was somehow less worthy than the work of scientists and other truly “objec-
tive” researchers. But, as Pollak expresses, “[s]cience and facts gave this generation of histori-
ans a sense of certitude.”*®® Thus, like many of his contemporaries within this context, Fling al-
so spent considerable energy defending his historical method as a scientific pursuit.

Unlike scientists, historians cannot directly observe natural phenomena that can be repli-
cated, manipulated, and recorded, nor can they remove themselves as a primary part of the his-
torical study as scientists can in their experiments. Instead, historians must observe the record of

an event, not the event itself, a practice that Fling called an “indirect observation™ to stress its

% Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 12, original quote uncredited.

9 Peter Novick, That Noble Dream, 21-46.

100 1bid.

101 QOliver B. Pollak, “Fred Morrow Fling, a One Hundred-Year Retrospective on Historical Methodology,”
Nebraska History 80 (1999): 166.
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difference from natural science.’®® Moreover, historians must use their personal judgment to
draw historical conclusions. Historical records contain their own faults of misrepresentation, in-
completeness, or plain absence. As Fling explains, “[t]he historical fact is what actually did hap-
pen in all its fullness and truthfulness; the record of the fact is the belief of certain persons as to
what happened.”% Moreover, he stresses, “[i]t is self-evident that the fact and the record of the
fact may be quite different things.”'% As Fling warns,

This is the material with which the historian works. He observes it directly, it is

true, but what he observes is not the event, not the object, but the record of an

observation made upon that object. And what an observation it often is! Made,

perhaps, by an incompetent person, who, at the time, had no intention of record-

ing it, it is onesided and incomplete, and written down so long after the event

that what little value it originally had has been materially impaired.1%

Thus, the historian must play a crucial role in determining the truth of any record and is therefore
personally involved in his research pursuits, unlike the scientist who enjoys a degree of separa-
tion from the concrete and controlled elements of his experiments.

This difference between historians and scientists partially accounts for the resultant dis-
parity in the type of knowledge gained from the two disciplines: whereas scientific experiments
produce disassociated, constructed elements of scientific theory, historical investigations produce
complex, narrative reconstructions of historical fact. To Fling the objectivity in either area,
however, is never in question. By adhering to a method, both historians and scientists produce

their own relative types of objective conclusions. In fact, to Fling, the task facing a historian is

in many ways more complicated and risky than that presented to a scientist. Regarding the

103 Fling, Outline of Historical Method (Lincoln, NE: J. H. Miller, 1899), 10.

104 Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 13.

105 1bid.

106 Fling, Outline, 9. Note: original spellings and diction have been retained, even when they do not con-
form to modern conventions and with acknowledgement that spelling, grammar, or syntax errors may appear in di-
rect original quotations without specific notation in text.
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sources, historians are presented with difficulties that threaten to undermine the objectivity of
their project, such as interpretive difficulties, presentism, and bias, whereas scientists are able to
control these subjective elements in their experiments to help ensure success. In other words,
from solely the remnants of the past, historians must piece together a seemingly disjointed and
incomplete puzzle of events, opinions, and renditions in order to create a coherent, defendable
narrative, which is a much more difficult task than conducting a pre-arranged and controlled ex-
periment. In Fling’s words, “[w]hat actually happened is called objective history; what is be-
lieved to have happened is called subjective history. The aim of the scientific historian is to
make the last approximate as closely as possible to the first.”'%” He recognizes, then, that the
material with which historians work differs in both nature and quality to that of the scientist.
However, he never wavers from the belief that the method itself is scientific and that the subse-
quent conclusions are objective.

Fling undertook his studies in Germany at an opportune philosophical time considering
that this intellectual debate raged throughout Europe and America at the same time that Fling
was trying to envision the proper scientific quality of historical research. The “laboratory work”
that appeared throughout German colleges and universities in the later nineteenth century had a
large impact on the adoption of these scientific methods in historical research. In fact, having
realized the ineffectiveness of high school history teaching during his time at Biddeford High

School, Fling went to Europe specifically looking for this type of alternative.® Since his arrival

197 Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 14.
108 Stated in Cripe, Lecture Notes.
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coincided with the “height of the German laboratory method” for historical study, Fling quickly
became an eager student of this new approach.*®®

This method was propagated by various theoreticians but perhaps the most well-known to
and praised by Fling was Ernst Bernheim. Fling credits Bernheim with the creation of scientific
theories on history throughout his works and even dedicates his last work, The Writing of Histo-
ry, to him as the “Dean of living writers on historical method.”**° In fact, researcher Thomas
Cherry claims that “[r]eading Ernst Bernheim’s handbook on historical methodology, Lehrbuch
der historischen Methode, published in 1889, sealed [Fling’s] commitment” to source method for
history.!!! In Fling’s own words,

There was need of a work that should gather up these partial results [of treatises

on method], combine them, and attempt to present them in a systematic and de-

tailed manner. Such a work was published by Bernheim in 1889. The title is

"Lehrbuch der historischen Methode.” It contains six hundred pages and de-

scribes in detail all the steps in the construction of an historical narrative. The

book marks an epoch. For the first time a real text-book on method had been pro-

duced.!?
Invigorated with this new scientific alternative to the study of history, Fling embarked on his ca-
reer of extending these German laboratory ideas to his own American classroom. Moreover, he
also strove to write his own “text-book on method,” which he finished and published in 1899,
just ten years after this milestone penned by Bernheim. Fling’s book, Outline of Historical

Method, was the most concise description of his version of scientific history that Fling would

ever complete.

109 Cherry, “Online Cultural Heritage,” 55-56; this point is also reinforced by Novick, That Noble Dream,
20-21, which identifies the “height” of German scientific methods of history to be the 1860s.

110 Fred Morrow Fling, The Writing of History (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1920), dedication.
First appearance of Bernheim’s contributions and Fling’s debt to them is in Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 11; more
detailed reference appears in Fling, Outline, 17; and references to Bernheim are prevalent throughout many of his
other published works as well as existent student notes from Fling Morrow Fling Collection, Archives and Special
Collections, University of Nebraska Library, Lincoln, NE.

111 Cherry, “Online Cultural Heritage,” 55.
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As much as Fling completed his studies abroad at an opportune philosophical time, he al-
so did so at a favorable historic time under the famous German historian, Professor Wilhelm
Maurenbrecher.!'®* With the upcoming celebration in France to commemorate the centennial of
its 1790s Revolutionary Era, historians across Central Europe were finding new excitement in
studies of French history. Fling found himself equally enthused by the French Revolution and
learned of the revolutionary, Honoré Gabriel Riqueti, comte de Mirabeau, to whom he would
devote both his doctoral and later historical research efforts. Fling sought to chronicle the life of
Mirabeau from his youth until his death during the French Revolution. For the purposes of his
dissertation, Fling focused on Mirabeau’s contributions to and controversial role in the French
Revolution itself. However, as a research endeavor, Fling’s fascination with this unique individ-
ual never waned.** As the research materials and drafts that Fling left behind upon his death
regarding Mirabeau show, this huge biographical undertaking consumed the majority of Fling’s
research attention, especially in these early years of his career.!'® Fling estimated that this pro-
ject would comprise a three- or four-volume biography, which he sorted, outlined, and wrote in
his research notes. Then, in 1908, he published the first portion of this biography as Mirabeau
and the French Revolution Volume I: The Youth of Mirabeau. During his lifetime, although he
labored at compiling and drafting work towards this project, Fling only managed to publish this

one completed volume and left the subsequent three volumes written but unpublished. 8

113 Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 481; corroborated by Lincoln Star Staff. “Dr. Fred Fling, Noted Histo-
rian of Nebraska University, is Dead,” Lincoln Star, 3.

14 Taylor, “A Life,” 4.

115 Out of the 17 boxes that comprise the Fling Papers archive at the University of Nebraska, 9 boxes con-
tain at least some research materials regarding Mirabeau. More significantly, Boxes 6-9 and two folders of Box 10
contain detailed written, but mostly unpublished, drafts of Mirabeau’s biography.

116 Fred Morrow Fling, Mirabeau Manuscripts, Boxes 3-10, Fred Morrow Fling Collection, Archives and
Special Collections, University of Nebraska Library, Lincoln, NE; also cited in Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 482
(hereafter cited as Fling, Mirabeau MSS).
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In order to gather information for his research on Mirabeau, not only did Fling become
the leading American scholar on French Revolutionary history, but he amassed a collection of
books and source material that “was regarded by historians [as] the best private collection in the
world.”**" In fact, Fling’s later student, Robert Carlson, had firsthand experience of Fling’s li-
brary when he was asked to reside in Fling’s home while Fling, his wife, and son travelled to Eu-
rope in 1933.1 As he remarked, it was breathtaking to see “the shelves of books that lined the
four walls of a library the professor had built onto the back of his home,” many of which were
“stacked two books deep.”'*® To accumulate these materials, Fling committed to avid travels
and spent time abroad in Austria, England, France, Germany, Holland, Italy, Spain, and Switzer-
land in each available summer or sabbatical from the college.*?® Although these research travels
generally occurred during summers and short times of leave from the University, at one point,
Fling spent eighteen uninterrupted months abroad.

Fling’s studies at the University of Leipzig would not conclude until 1890 upon the com-
pletion of his Ph.D. in history with an emphasis on French history. However, in addition to this
degree, Fling also gained what Carlson called “a perspective on history and an interest in other
subjects to which he was to devote a lifetime of research and study.”*?! Understandably, his time
spent abroad also resulted in Fling developing his amateur understanding of German into a lin-

guistic fluency. This language would not be the last he learned in his lifetime. He would also

17 Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 484; also see Appendix B; also stated in Lincoln Star Staff, “Dr. Fred
Fling,” 2.

118 See Appendix C.

119 Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 481.

120 Evidenced by requests for leaves of absence throughout various Board of Regents Reports, Board of
Regents Collection, Archives and Special Collections, University of Nebraska Library, Lincoln, NE; also confirmed
by Lincoln Star Staff, “Dr. Fred Fling,” 2.

121 Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 482.
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master French and Italian and gain a workable reading understanding of Portuguese, Spanish,
Dutch, Russian, and Norwegian.??

During his doctoral work, Fling collaborated with other American students, James E.
LeRossignol, William G. Langworthy Taylor, and Herbert J. Davenport, who had also chosen to
study in Germany. In fact, two years before Fling’s death, Taylor published a brief but detailed
account of Fling’s time at both the University of Leipzig and the University of Nebraska to remi-
nisce and catalogue their lifelong friendship.'?®> Observations from this article provide a
firsthand account of the intensity with which Fling approached his studies in Germany and the
passion that his doctoral work seemed to incite in him.** However, Carlson, Fling’s former stu-
dent, acknowledges that Taylor’s article was published at the university while Fling was concur-
rently a professor at the institution and so Taylor may have refrained from tackling controversial
issues or elements of Fling’s past. Regardless, both Taylor’s and Carlson’s accounts of interac-
tions with Fling speak to the fact that his studies in Germany were a starting point for the fervor
he felt towards historical studies because they introduced him to scientific history under the
German model. Moreover, both accounts acknowledge that Fling’s friendships while abroad
were comforting reminders of American cultural customs and kinship. In many ways, this
“American Club” kept him focused and devoted to his work for the two short years it would take
to complete his prestigious Ph.D.*?° In addition, two out of three of Fling’s other American

classmates in Germany would later become his colleagues at the University of Nebraska for at

least part of their professional tenure in university teaching. Clearly, the bonds formed in Ger-
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many between these students provided the starting point for their lifelong professional relation-
ships.

While Fling was studying abroad in Germany, significant historical and philosophical de-
velopments were taking place in America as well. Perhaps the most significant event for the
field of history was the establishment of the American Historical Association, which occurred in
1884. As Novick explains, the creation of professional organizations like the AHA created cohe-
sion amongst otherwise disjointed actors within the field of history. However, it also put a lot of
pressure on historians as they transitioned from hobbyists to professionals. As Novick states,
“[t]he professionalization of history meant a change in the status of the historian from privileged,
avocational, or entrepreneurial independence to that of salaried employee of a bureaucratic or-
ganization.”1?® With this salary came the pressure to uphold objectivity and impartiality, but it
also meant that “[h]istorical professionalization...provided the underpinning of authority which
the norm of objectivity sought.”*?’

As organized professionals, historians were now the authority on the past and, as such,
found themselves under the scrutiny of judges from all disciplines, many of which adhered to
classical scientific views on the nature of objectivity. The establishment of this professional
pressure coincided with Fling’s consolidation of his beliefs regarding the importance of scientific
precision within the field of history. Moreover, the atmosphere of this new professional expecta-
tion in the United States reinforced the dominance that the German laboratory methods held in

the field and resulted in the desire for educational reform to propagate exactly these new ideas to

the broader American educational system. The establishment of the AHA was one step in the

126 Novick, That Noble Dream, 63.
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direction of this reform. The return of several American experts, like Fling, from studies abroad
to this new world of the professional historian was another coinciding factor in the proliferation
of “scientific” history in American schools.

To most Progressive Era and early “professional” historians, it was their training in scien-
tific history that helped them overcome any possible susceptibility to the subjective in their
work.?® Although Novick ultimately claims that the professionalization of history did not en-
sure its objectivity, but simply its authority in historical study, he does explain that, “[a] related
way in which professionalization served to consolidate the norm of objectivity was through its
concentration on technique.”*?® Exactly as Fling was arguing, it was necessary to determine, un-
derstand, and adhere to a specific scientific process of historical inquiry. To Fling, it was this
embedment of a historic method in the field and study of history that ensured its objective con-
clusions.

The importance of educational reform, and specifically history education reform, during
this time period was due partly to the work of Fling’s contemporaries and partly to the work of
educational leaders who had come before him. These predecessors were responsible for creating
the intellectual backdrop in which Fling worked. Moreover, their influence upon the time period
was consumed by generations of students who, although not naming the origin of their beliefs,
adopted many of the educational reforms that they had posited. Perhaps the most important in-
tellectual in this vein was Johann Pestalozzi whose works set the foundation for many education-
al practices throughout the nineteenth century. The Pestalozzian school of thought had an influ-

ence on many Progressive Era educators, including Mary Sheldon Barnes, whose textbooks for
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educational reform were based on Pestalozzian principles.®®® According to Frances Monteverde,
Pestalozzi “stressed the cultivation of observation, reason, and precise speech,” which translated
into a very pragmatic approach to education and individual learning.3! Moreover, according to
James Chisholm, Pestalozzi “developed an educational philosophy and pedagogy placing chil-
dren at the center of the learning process.”**? Although these ideas sound similar to those later
developed by other pragmatists, such as Dewey, Pestalozzi was actually one of the pioneers in
their development. Born in 1746 and dead in 1827, Pestalozzi preceded these other Progressive
Era pragmatists by a century.'** Moreover, his ideas created a foundation of intellectual thought
that transformed the practices of normal schools that became popular at the time that Fling expe-
rienced his early education. Thus, although Fling never credits Pestalozzian principles as forma-
tive towards his own thinking, his upbringing in an era when Pestalozzi’s ideas were prevalent in
schools in the northeast where Fling was raised likely resulted in his subliminal acceptance of
these methods. So, taking from this foundation the necessity of process and the importance of
precision, as well as student-centered learning, Fling built upon this invisible theoretical frame-
work when describing his own methodological approach to history and history education.

During the 1870s and 80s, the subsequent work of Mary Sheldon Barnes, who was also
influenced by Pestalozzian ideas and with whom Fling did have direct contact and influence, is
also important to understanding Fling’s historical education reforms. Though a woman working
in a field dominated by men, Barnes was an influential actor in the source method movement that

occurred in history education during the early Progressive Era. Having enjoyed a progressive

130 Frances E Monteverde, “Considering the Source: Mary Sheldon Barnes,” in Margaret Crocco and O. L.
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education herself as the daughter of Edward A. Sheldon, a “pioneer in teacher education,”
Barnes became a leading advocate of Pestalozzian ideas of education.'®* Barnes translated these
ideas into textbooks that brought Enlightenment Era teaching techniques to life.**> In her career,
Barnes published three modern textbooks for history education: Studies in General History in
1884, Studies in American History in 1891, and Studies in Historical Method in 1896, just two
years before her death. Although these textbooks did not garner wide national support nor im-
plementation, their creation and embodiment of Progressive educational strategies and ideas evi-
dence that curriculum designers in the late nineteenth century responded to the changing de-
mands of their historical context. Importantly, also, Barnes was a strong advocate of the “source
method” that was beginning to gain public attention in the early Progressive Era. To her, the
source method was the historical correlative to Pestalozzi’s “object lessons” that he used in edu-
cation.®*® Through sources, students could learn history directly from the records of the events
as they existed, instead of solely through the narrative histories provided by teachers. Barnes
applied this belief as the basis for the creation of the textbooks and sourcebooks she published.
Significantly, even without national recognition, these books still caught the attention of
Fling, who also believed it was necessary to provide educators with appropriate resources for
history education. Fling was responding to the work of educators like Barnes because he worried
about the quality of the education that generic textbooks provided to students. In fact, in 1897
Fling stated, “[t]he narrative school history — Myers, Barnes, or Swinton — can never take the

place of the book of sources, nor can the book of sources take the place of the narrative. The pu-
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pils should use both. If they can have but one, it should be the book of sources.”**" Not surpris-
ingly, Fling was more encouraged by the development of sourcebooks that could be used along-
side textbooks to provide authentic materials to students. Along this line, Fling applauded
Barnes for developing sourcebooks. In his first publication, he stated,

| wish to urge teachers of history to procure “Studies in Historical Methods” by

Mary Sheldon Barnes. This book, issued by D. C. Heath & Co., 1896, is the

most important contribution that has been made in recent years to method. It is

full of suggestions that may be carried out in all our schools.%®
So, though still maintaining that dependence on textbooks was undesirable, he acknowledged
that the work of innovators like Barnes in developing sourcebooks to supplement classroom
study was helpful. For this reason, Fling published his own student source books, A Sourcebook
of Greek History in 1907 and Source Problems on the French Revolution in 1913. Although the
similarities between these works show the influence Barnes had on Fling, the fact that he created
his own sourcebooks instead of adopting and applying Barnes’ books to his own practice shows
that he still sought to improve upon these educational reform beginnings. So, just like his desire
to create his own textbook on method modeled after the seminal work of Ernst Bernheim, Fling
also published his own classroom sourcebooks for use in history education. In addition to these
texts, Fling also published an article, “One Use of Sources in the Teaching of History” in Histor-
ical Outlook, to accompany his source texts and explain the role that source method should play
in the teaching of history.*®

Fling also had a personal connection to Barnes that became apparent in communications

saved in the Nebraska archive from Fling’s time as a professor at the university. In 1896, Barnes
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wrote an extensive letter to Fling that outlined her ideas for the creation of a journal of reviews
for the teaching of history, which she titled “Historical Teacher’s Quarterly.”**° Although she
acknowledged that other journals for the teaching of history in colleges existed, she was con-
cerned over the lack of materials specifically designed for secondary educators. As she states to
Fling, she enlists his help and insight in creating this new journal because he is “so much in
sympathy with teachers of history in the secondary schools as to know very well that a teacher
even in one of our better high schools needs something more general.”**! Moreover, Barnes also
openly acknowledges Fling’s already-budding reputation for rigorous method by noting that the
added benefit of the journal will be to provide students with “an inner grasp of method such as
they can gain in no other way.”**? This appeal to Fling’s devotion to method and its propagation
in secondary schools was likely effective in convincing him to pursue the creation of Barnes’
journal. Unfortunately, Barnes’ death in 1898 caused a delay to the project and Fling reached
out to her prior classmate, Lucy Maynard Salmon, to attempt to see the idea through to fruition.
Salmon was, at the time, visiting normal schools in Paris. However, she responded to
Fling in two separate letters in 1899.1%® Though ultimately declining to participate in the creation
of the journal, she did offer interesting conversation regarding methods and her hopes for
“changes in the organization of the work in history” in American education.}** Although this
letter does not show that Salmon and Fling had a close personal connection, they clearly did have

a professional and ideological bond regarding the concurrent developments in history education.
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This letter is further evidence of the invisible ties that ideas in educational reform provided for
those working in the field of history in the early Progressive Era. Even after the death of their
common link, Mary Sheldon Barnes, Salmon and Fling engaged in a professional discourse re-
garding reforms. Moreover, even without the help of Barnes or Salmon, Fling was eventually
fundamental in the creation of the History Teacher’s Magazine in 1909, which later became His-
torical Outlook. This magazine provided to readers much of the material that Barnes had men-
tioned in her letter to Fling.

The ideas that Fling gained from pioneers like Barnes and Bernheim in addition to the in-
tellectual atmosphere created by educational reformers such as Pestalozzi no doubt laid the foun-
dation for Fling’s own works that he published later in his career. In these early years, both in
Germany and in America, the networking of professional communications in which Fling en-
gaged demonstrates the interconnectedness between the leaders of the Progressive Era schools
and reforms. Although it is difficult to imagine from the perspective of today, the world of high-
er education in the 1890s was relatively small and close-knit. These formal connections through
correspondences and publications show just how connected these diverse leaders were, even

when they were separated geographically.

The Early Years of Fling’s Career: the 1890s

In just the first decade of his career, Fling developed and published all of the major works
regarding his theories on history, historical method, and source method in historical study.
However, he would not complete his explanatory texts regarding his philosophy of history until
his final major work, The Writing of History, which he published in 1920. During this extent of
time, while Fling was consolidating his philosophical beliefs and spreading his ideas to both his

students and admirers, he was also working within emergent philosophical contexts that would
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prove influential to his own thinking. Though clearly not alone in his suggestion that the use of
primary sources should accompany the study of history in education, he was unique in precisely
what he thought students learned from these sources. Namely, the value of sources for historical
study lay not in their elucidation of facts or information, but in the process by which students
should read and analyze them and the skill of criticism they developed in so doing. This histori-
cal process, then, was the output of historical teaching. The students were trained as historians to
select, analyze, and interpret a vast array of sources, and to develop historical syntheses that re-
sulted in reconstructions of historical knowledge.'*® So, to argue for any legitimate type of histo-
ry education reform, Fling believed it was first necessary to argue for this revision of the histori-
cal method, which he would publish in 1899.

In 1891, Fling accepted a position as a professor of European History at the University of
Nebraska. Unbeknownst to Fling at the time, he actually replaced George Elliot Howard, anoth-
er source method advocate at this institution who had been the first history professor at the Uni-
versity of Nebraska.'*® Howard had accepted a position at the newly-formed Stanford Universi-
ty, which opened his position at Nebraska to Fling. When he arrived at Stanford, he subsequent-
ly worked alongside source method proponents Earl and Mary Sheldon Barnes during their coin-
ciding tenure at that institution.**” Howard had been a promoter of source method throughout his
professorship at Nebraska, which had begun in 1879. When he left that institution for Stanford,
he took his ideas with him and “merged” them with more New England style normal school

methods he learned from working with the Barneses.!#
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Not only did Howard continue to develop his practice of source method, but also he
“maintained ties” with Nebraska, which resulted in him returning to a position as professor with-
in the Department of “Political Science and Sociology” in 1901.4® Fling was already familiar
with the Barnes’ version of source method even in 1891, since they were both nationally known
for their work in educational reform, even though the existent formal communications between
Fling and Barnes are dated from 1896. '* However, later he became familiar with Howard’s
techniques as well.’® In his search for continually better teaching methods, Fling also developed
his own philosophy towards history education and source method instead of just replicating the
ideas of his contemporaries. Although many educational reformers were acknowledging the val-
ue of limited uses of sources in a history classroom, Fling began to advocate for a further role for
these materials: the student’s own critical analysis of them. These ideas were still in their infan-
cy for Fling during the late nineteenth century. But, as his later students readily admit, the stu-
dents’ critical study of sources eventually formed a pillar of his history classes.!*2

When Fling arrived at Nebraska in 1891, he continued the laboratory method style that he
had learned in Germany and for which Howard had laid the foundation at Nebraska. However,
an interesting item that appeared in the Board of Regents Report for September of 1891, the
month in which Fling began his career, specifically related to the new organization of professor-

ships within the Department of History. Although Fling was hired for the position of Associate

Professor of European History, he was also made the Chair of the History Department, which
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Howard had vacated upon his resignation. However, Professor Howard W. Caldwell, with
whom Fling would later co-author a major work, who was then a Professor of History at the uni-
versity was subsequently subjected to a position that was subordinate to Fling in technical rank.
Because Fling was “a younger man than Mr. Caldwell,” the Board felt it was necessary to reor-
ganize the entire history department to separate Caldwell’s role from any type of hierarchical
connection to Fling’s position.’>® As the Chancellor explained in his Report for the Board of
Regents,

| would suggest that the board create a separate chair of American History and

Civics, and make Professor Caldwell Associate Professor of the same.

This action is warranted, in my judgment, by the fact that Prof. Caldwell

must otherwise act as associate with, or assistant to, Associate Professor Fling,

himself a younger man than Mr. Caldwell, and occupying very different relations

to Prof. Caldwell and to the University, than those sustained by Prof. Howard.

The chair itself is one of great importance, and of growing importance,

and practically already exists by a division of the work in History agreed upon by

Prof. Howard and Prof. Caldwell, and carried by the latter for several years.*>*
This restructuring allowed Caldwell to earn the title of Department Chair himself in the new
“Department of American History and Civics” and allowed for the creation of separate depart-
ments of European and American Histories. In 1897, six years after becoming colleagues amid
such circumstances, Fling and Caldwell would co-author and publish what served as Fling’s first
major publication, Studies in European and American History with an Introduction to the Source
Study Method in History.

According to his students, Fling was a brilliant lecturer who actively dramatized his les-

sons to bring history to life. Moreover, though he was strict and maintained a high expectation

for his students, many of them were fascinated by his personality and found that “Fling’s lectures
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more than compensated for extensive outside class study.”*>® The existent notes from his stu-
dents evidence the meticulous detail he put into his lectures, but they also show clear indication
that he augmented his historical information with personal and philosophical asides. As Carlson
notes specifically, “I found the historical facts presented in outline form, but equally im-
portant...were philosophic and spiritual observations presented by the professor from his own
wide cultural knowledge.””*>®

This opinion is supported by a fictional explanation of a professor from which Willa Ca-
ther’s protagonist in One of Ours took a history class at the University of Nebraska in the late
1890s. Cather was herself a student of Fling’s at the university in 1894 and 1895, where she
studied European history with a specific focus on French history.**” In One of Ours, the hero,
Claude Wheeler, attends a lecture from the head of the history department at the University of
Nebraska and vows to study under him. Later, the narrator explains that,

The course Claude selected was one upon which a student could put as much time

as he chose. It was based upon the reading of historical sources, and the Professor

was notoriously greedy for full notebooks. Claude’s were of the fullest. He

worked early and late at the University Library, often got his supper in town and

went back to read until closing hour. For the first time he was studying a subject

which seemed to him vital, which had to do with events and ideas, instead of with

lexicons and grammars. 8
Having also studied under Fling in these early years of his career, Cather was likely influenced

by Fling’s zeal and rigor in infusing source method into the classroom. As Carlson acknowledg-

es, “[t]he professor [Cather] so vividly depicts could easily have been Dr. Fred Morrow
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Fling.”*® This point is reinforced by modern biographer of Cather, Janet Sharistanian, who ex-
plains that it is “undoubtedly correct in presuming that Claude’s unnamed professor is based up-
on Fling.”*® In fact, Sharistanian extends this point by arguing that Cather’s enthusiasm and
love for France was likely generated by Fling himself during her time as Fling’s student. Taking
these views as evidence of Fling’s influence on Cather, it is possible that her hero’s description
of his history professor is equally evidence of Cather’s opinion of Fling. As the narrator explains
further in One of Ours,

The class was very large, and the Professor spoke without notes, - he talked rapid-

ly, as if he were addressing his equals, with none of the coaxing persuasiveness to

which Temple students were accustomed. His lectures were condensed like a le-

gal brief, but there was a kind of dry fervour in his voice, and when he occasional-

ly interrupted his exposition with purely personal comment, it seemed valuable

and important.

Claude usually came out from these lectures with the feeling that the

world was full of stimulating things, and that one was fortunate to be alive and to

be able to find out about them. 61

Considering that Cather attended Fling’s lectures during just the early years of his time at
the university, these descriptions provide a vivid image of who Fling may have been as a lecturer
when he embarked on his long and ardent career in history. Even though the novel, One of Ours,
is itself a fictional source, it is likely that Cather’s great admiration for Fling when she attended
his lectures resurfaced in this dramatic and laudatory description from her book. Moreover, from
the remnants of Fling’s lecture notes maintained in the Nebraska archive, it is clear that his lec-

tures may very well have been “condensed like a legal brief.” In fact, the outlines he created for

his lectures were bulleted lists of notes that likely were supplemented by additional explanation
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when delivered as lecture in class.'®? Although he never scripted his lectures in full, these out-
lines would have needed elaboration in order to fill a regularly-timed lecture course. As other
students noted in their own notes, these outlines were oftentimes filled with personal narrative as
much as historical information.®3

Thus, at least some of Fling’s early students show great esteem for his methods and per-
sonality in the classroom. He devoted a great deal of preparatory time to these lectures as well,
which is clear from the extensive course notes he created. However, he also spent time develop-
ing his personal life. On July 26, 1893, after two years of teaching, Fling married Helene A.
Dresser in Minneapolis, Minnesota.*® They would remain married for the rest of his life. Hele-
ne was a partner in many of his research ventures, including co-authoring his second sourcebook,
Source Problems on the French Revolution in 1913. Helene also accompanied Fling to Europe
on many of his personal research projects. News of Fling’s marriage also reached his colleagues
who communicated their congratulations through correspondences that Fling kept.'®® Interest-
ingly, even these congratulatory letters also included political and professional commentary re-
garding world events, which shows that Fling and those in his time period were interested in
events beyond their localities and personal lives.'%®

A year into the Flings’ new marriage, Fling applied to travel as a visiting researcher to

the University of Geneva in Switzerland. Within this university, the Faculté des Lettres was a

famous research institution that focused on many academic areas, including General History, in
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which Fling was interested for the purposes of further research on the French Revolution. In or-
der for Fling to travel to the research facility, the French Ambassador to the United States, Jules
Patenotre, wrote a “Letter of Introduction” to Professor Lavoise of the Faculté des Lettres com-
mending Fling’s writing abilities and applauding him for his work in history education.'®” It is
unclear how Fling and Patenotre knew each other; however, according to press coverage of Pat-
enotre’s wedding in the Chicago Tribune, he was “famous” because he was the first foreign am-
bassador in America to marry an American woman.'®® The marriage took place in Philadelphia
in 1894, two months before Fling’s recommendation letter was written. Perhaps Patenotre’s
popularity, Fling’s determined attitude, or the sheer fact of the smallness of the world in the
1890s and the connection between Fling’s research interests and Patenotre’s heritage and posi-
tion occasioned a reason for the two to interact. Whatever the cause, this letter shows that as ear-
ly as 1894, in the beginning years of his career at Nebraska, Fling still actively sought research
opportunities regarding his true love: French history.

Patenotre was not the only highly reputable person who would provide a letter of recom-
mendation or introduction for Fling. Especially in the 1890s, when Fling’s research interests
were still developing and he spent great lengths of time abroad, Fling enlisted the aid of many
officials to gain access to archives in international destinations. These letters ranged in formality
from letters in penned ink, such as one from H. Moore Stephens of Cornell University in 1897, to

formal U.S. Department of the Interior letterhead with wax seal, such as one from Education
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Commissioner, William T. Harris, in 1900.1%° Perhaps the most recognizable name to provide a
letter of access to Fling was Secretary of State John Hay who wrote to the diplomatic and consu-
lar offices of the United States in France to acknowledge Fling’s research intentions in Paris in
1900.17°% Clearly, having connections to people of such stature was very useful for Fling, who
travelled yearly in the early decades of his career to continue his pursuit of French Revolutionary
history.

For his whole life, Fling would juggle his attention between his own research projects
and exposition of his theories on history and history education. These mental devotions began as
soon as his teaching career at the University of Nebraska did. Not only did he continue to en-
gage in research projects of his own, but he also sought to provide a thorough education to his
students. As a professor, he labored to convey to his students the importance of “historical con-
sciousness,” a philosophical idea that he was only beginning to refine in his early years at Ne-
braska. In his lectures, he explained the concept of “historical consciousness” to be the essential
ideological understanding of man’s place in time, both historically and presently.!”* To Fling,
historical consciousness was the power behind understanding history.

Moreover, the fact that early students like Cather showed signs of Fling’s influence later
in their lives leads researchers like Sharstanian to conclude that Fling must have emphasized an
artistically dynamic perspective of history. In her opinion, considering Cather’s love for interna-

tional history and culture and especially French ways of life, Fling must have emphasized these
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elements in his own teaching during Cather’s classes to “have struck a responsive chord in Ca-
ther as student.”'’? Though Cather’s opinion may be the only existent viewpoint from an 1890’s
student of Fling, this estimation of Fling as a mindful and vibrant purveyor of history is rein-
forced by his later students in the 1920s.1”® Thus, just like the refinement of his philosophical
views towards historical consciousness, these personal traits of “the stress he placed on the social
and cultural aspects of history” continued to evolve throughout his career.}’

Fling’s “hands on” and vibrant approach to the study of history has clear links to Fling’s
pragmatist counterparts that were consolidating and broadcasting their beliefs alongside him.
Like Pestalozzian ideas, although Fling never names the pragmatist philosophers as influential to
his thinking, the parallels between his philosophy and theirs is noticeable. Moreover, as Louis
Menand argues in The Metaphysical Club, these pragmatist philosophers created the ideological
atmosphere that operated as an invisible, yet unavoidable, intellectual backdrop to the Progres-
sive Era. In many ways, these philosophers’ ideas left a lasting impression on intellectual Amer-
ica and created a sort of “intellectual society” with its own set of ingrained beliefs, including the
emphasis on student-centered learning, social efficiency, and critical inquiry.1” So, although
Fling never credits the pragmatists as the progenitors of his own belief system, his ideas devel-
oped within the context that they created and his own philosophy shares many similarities with
their educational ideas.

Pragmatism can generally be thought of as the philosophical tradition of practical living.

In other words, pragmatists, like William James, C. S. Pierce, or John Dewey, saw the practical

172 Sharistanian, “Claude Wheeler’s,” n.p.

173 Cripe, Lecture Notes; also shown in Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 485.

174 Carlson, “Professor Fred Fling,” 485.

175 |_ouis Menand, The Metaphysical Club: A Story of Ideas in America, (Union Square West, NY: Farrar,
Straus, and Girrouz, 2001), xii.
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importance of knowledge and living as the foremost purpose of philosophy, and ultimately, edu-
cation. Thus, to these philosophers, learning was successful in its relation to how practically ap-
plicable it would be to solving real world problems.

John Dewey, arguably the most well-known of the pragmatist school, especially for edu-
cational purposes, took many of these ideas further in his major work, The Quest for Certainty.
As he explained in this book, the connection between the knower and his environment was es-
sential in order for that knower to learn. By this “situatedness,” Dewey envisioned that learning
took place when a subject encountered an authentic problem or dilemma that raised genuine in-
quiry in the subject.X’® After this encounter, the knower proceeded to engage with that environ-
ment in order to seek a solution to the given problem and overcome the problem by either adapt-
ing to the environment or interacting with that environment in a way that molds it to the needs of
that learner. In the pursuit of this solution, the knower will inevitably uncover further problems
and the path of inquiry will continue through genuine interest. So, as Dewey envisioned,

The problem of knowledge is the problem of discovery of methods for carrying

on this enterprise of redirection. It is a problem never ended, always in process;

one problematic situation is resolved and another takes its place. The constant

gain is not in approximation to universal solution but in betterment of methods

and enrichment of objects experienced.!’’

Relatedly, then, the purpose of education was precisely the development of abilities and thought-
fulness that would allow a student to continually search for questions and answers throughout
life on his own. As Fling explained frequently, it was exactly this emphasis on methods and skill

development that was lacking in the current field of history education that he sought to correct.

However, Fling would not have considered secondary students capable of pursuing scientific his-

176 John Dewey, The Quest for Certainty (New York: Minton, Balch, & Company, 1929), repeatedly.
17 1bid., 296.
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tory solely on their own. Instead, he repeatedly stressed the need for appropriately trained teach-
ers to act as guides alongside this student inquiry.*’® Thus, though there are similarities between
Dewey’s ideas of skill development and Fling’s vision of source method, there are also signifi-
cant differences between their overall views towards education.

Moreover, this particular work of Dewey was published after all of the major works pub-
lished by Fling but his philosophy and educational ideas in general were widely known during
the early years of Fling’s career. In fact, Dewey’s first major work on education, The School
and Society, was published in 1899, just two years after Fling’s first major co-authored work. In
this book, Dewey argues that schools should be microcosms of society and authentic problems
relevant to the present life of the student, and solutions to overcome those problems, should form
the basis of the school curriculum. As he explained, society was concurrently undergoing signif-
icant changes and “evolution.”*”® In the face of this evolution, Dewey saw the need for schools
to evolve as well. Instead of providing the traditional and passive form of education in which the
student serves as a recipient of information (sometimes called the “transmission model”’), Dewey
thought that student action in education should be more purposive.’®® As he states, “[n]o number
of object-lessons, got up as object-lessons for the sake of giving information, can afford even the
shadow of a substitute for acquaintance with the plants and animals of the farm and garden ac-
quired through actual living among them and caring for them.”8! This example of authentic
learning provides an analogy for Dewey’s main educational philosophy as a whole. Although he

recognized that schools also provided some beneficial skills, such as discipline and structure,

178 Fling, Outline, 5.

179 John Dewey, The School and Society (New York: McClure, Phillips & Company, 1899), 6.

180 As explained by Wayne J. Urban and Jennings L. Wagoner, Jr. American Education: A History, New
York, NY: McGraw Hill, Inc, 2004, many early pre-progressive theoreticians delivered materials through the
“transmission model.” This observation was true in history education especially.

181 Dewey, The School and Society, 8, emphasis in original.
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Dewey believed that a restructuring of the traditional teacher-student relationship was necessary
in order for students to become agents of their own learning and inquiry in an organic, authentic
way.

These ideas meant that Dewey placed faith in the child’s ability to engineer his own edu-
cation along the line of student-driven inquiry and, for this reason, Dewey placed much greater
emphasis and faith in organically developed student inquiry than Fling. Instead, Fling insisted
that teachers should play a more important role in directing student learning, especially at the
secondary level. Although Fling did believe that students were the main actors in their educa-
tional success and his source method did require that the sources be placed “in the hands of the
pupils” at all times, he also maintained that teacher training was essential to preparing teachers
for their role in classrooms as guides alongside this student research.*®? Moreover, while Dewey
was propagating ideas of student agency in education in general, Fling was consolidating his be-
liefs specifically for history education within the concurrent scientific history developments for
which he advocated at the college level. For this reason mainly, Fling focused on a reformation
of historical method first, before campaigning for his ideas regarding education. In the early
years of his career, he made it clear that these two subjects — history and education — were very
closely linked. Mainly, he thought that teachers needed proper training in historic method,
which could only come from proper studies within the field of history, before they could become
competent teachers in history classrooms. Once teachers learned and honed their own historical
skills, it was their task to convey these skills to their students by example in the classroom, much
like a chemistry teacher may lead a chemistry class through an experiment. In this way, Fling

does differ from Dewey: he did not follow Dewey’s line of student-driven inquiry to its fullest.

182 Fling, “One Use,” 208.
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Instead, he maintained that a teacher was necessary to the proper “guidance” of a child’s learn-
ing.183

In line with the context of his time period, Fling’s ideas of empowering the student to en-
gage with historical sources does have connections to pragmatist philosophy even though he did
not adopt this philosophy in its entirety. Moreover, although Fling never specifically mentions
the work of Dewey as a foundation for his own way of thinking, it is apparent that the contextual
environment of pragmatism, of which Dewey was a pioneer, had a significant influence on
Fling’s philosophical beliefs. Menand reinforces this point by emphasizing that the intellectual
work of this “metaphysical club” had a profound effect on many thinkers who lived during the
Progressive Era. His argument is that the often invisible pervasiveness of these “personal and
social situations” in which these ideas were found created an intellectual environment in which
many of the pragmatist beliefs became subliminally accepted by society.'® By operating within
this intellectual atmosphere, Fling was likely also influenced by the work of the pragmatist
thinkers, even if formal acknowledgement of that school of thought remains absent from his
work. In many ways, these thinkers were too prominent in the field of philosophy and education
to ignore. So, even without formal recognition, the tenets of pragmatist beliefs likely directed
the way in which Fling phrased or presented his own beliefs in the field of education. In this
vein, the most apparent connection between Fling and the pragmatists is seen through the lan-
guage Fling employed to describe both his views on historical research and history education.
Like Dewey, Fling often notes that “student inquiry” and “passion” from “within the pupil”

should form the basis of historical study.®® However, for this reason, Fling was devoted to

183 Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 208.
184 Menand, The Metaphysical Club, xii.
185 Fling, Sourcebook; and Fling and Fling, Source Problems.
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equipping teachers with a thorough understanding of method so that they could convey those
practices of historical inquiry to the students themselves, unlike Dewey who emphasized a more
purposive role for students in engineering their own learning. Although there are differences be-
tween these two philosophies, the endemic terminology within the time period has clear similari-
ty to many works within the pragmatist school.

In fact, in 1916, in response to the general development of historical events in American
society, Dewey published Democracy and Education, a book that also explained large portions
of his pragmatist philosophy.'® In this book, Dewey spoke more directly of the role that teach-
ers should play in the school. As he explained, teachers should impart critical thinking skills to
their students for the purposes of authentic inquiry so that the aims of education can be achieved.
These aims are: “[d]evelopment according to nature, social efficiency, and culture or personal
mental enrichment,” each of which implies that the purpose of education requires cultivation of
qualities within the student.¥” Moreover, one of Dewey’s main points in this book was to argue
that traditional education maintained too rigid a view of students as individuals, whereas the de-
mands of modern society required them to be educated as important — and inextricable — parts of
a community. Although this community emphasis was more often associated with the tenets of
progressivism than pragmatism, it did form a main pillar of Dewey’s philosophy.

Importantly, Dewey viewed education as an essential part of lifelong development. In his
view, “since growth is the characteristic of life, education is all one with growing; it has no end
beyond itself.”*8® His point is that the importance of education was found in its relevance to the

current needs of the student. Relatedly, the goal of education was the empowerment of the stu-

18 John Dewey, Democracy and Education: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1922).

187 1bid., 144.

188 |bid., 59.
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dent to become his own lifelong learner. Through his emphasis on placing sources directly in the
hands of students, Fling clearly agreed with Dewey on the importance of student autonomy and
empowerment, although he did still see a need for teachers to direct the path of education.

In addition to pragmatist sympathies, the philosophical influence of progressivism can al-
so be seen in these early years of Fling’s career. Loosely, progressivism can be thought of as the
philosophical tradition that sought reform and progress in all areas of American life. Philosophi-
cally, progressivism was a turn away from traditional, conservative modes of thought and elitism
in society and politics and towards a more democratic, issues-centered outlook. The Progressive
Era saw reforms that stretched from political representation to worker’s rights to societal im-
provement around the idea of community and cooperation. In the field of education, many of
these Progressive Era reforms were turning over the reins of learning to the students themselves
and seeking pedagogies that put students at the center of their learning. Not only is the pragma-
tist tradition evident in many of these Progressive Era changes, but these two schools of thought
also collide in Fling’s works. Fling adhered to pragmatic ways of learning and inquiry, especial-
ly in his view of the way in which students should engage with historical study. Moreover, he
openly embraced progressive reform for the fields of both history as a science and history educa-
tion as a discipline. The influence of these two significant contextual traditions are present
throughout Fling’s works.

Alongside this philosophical context, Fling merged the procedures and techniques he
learned from his historical studies in Germany with the emergent social and educational ideas of
his pragmatist and progressive counterparts. By the end of his career, the result was a compre-
hensive model of history education that emphasized process and method, but relied on empower-

ing students to be their own critical discerners of historical truth. In order to translate these ideo-
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logical developments into action, Fling created a method for historical investigation, which he
termed his “scientific historical method,” a repertoire of teaching and professional materials, and
a pedagogy for disseminating these ideas to students. In his own classroom, he both employed
and amended these procedures throughout his career. As a teacher-leader, he produced teacher
resource books, articles, and examples to guide secondary educators in the quest for successful
teaching methods. Although these devotions lasted his entire lifetime, the majority of his pub-
lished work regarding these philosophies appeared in the first ten years of his career and created

the foundation for his rigorous pedagogy of history education.
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3 THE 1890s AND THE CREATION OF FLING’S HISTORICAL METHOD
Introduction

Fling’s early career was marked by a vigor he felt from his education abroad and an ea-
gerness he maintained to transmit these methods to his students and the secondary school teach-
ers of Nebraska. As soon as he returned to the states and accepted the position as professor at the
University of Nebraska, he began developing his source method procedures and practicing these
techniques in his own classroom. Other reformers also continued their work, which garnered the
notice and involvement of leading national organizations of both history and education. Those
chosen to represent educators on committees for educational reform were often leading educators
from Normal School backgrounds and Teachers Colleges. Although Fling was a member of the
AHA, he was never chosen to appear as a member of a committee on education.

Fling’s work in his own state, however, resulted in the creation of “the Nebraska Meth-
od,” or the source method as it appeared in Fling’s works and practices. This method, which re-
quired that ““students learned history directly from collections of sources that had been selected and
manipulated to suit their age and maturity,” became the staple of Fling’s own pedagogy and the basis
for the creation of his sourcebooks.'®® Moreover, he strove to provide teacher education for the use
of this method and served as a guide in Nebraska for the development of trained teachers in the field

of scientific history.

Enter the Committees and the Rise of “Social Studies”
At the beginning of Fling’s career, one of the first contextual battles in which he found
himself engaged involved the AHA and other prominent history educators. As soon as he began

propagating his ideas about and arguments for the use of source method in history education,

189 Cherry, “Online Cultural Heritage,” 54.
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several highly publicized committee reports began circulating the country purporting differing
educational reform ideas. Notably, the first organized committees of national importance de-
signed to address the disjointed nature of the history curriculum in schools were the National
Education Association’s Committee of Ten (1893) and the American Historical Association’s
Committee of Seven (1896). Both committees created reports, in 1894 and 1899, respectively,
intended to provide “a definition for a modern approach to history.”'®® The Report of the Com-
mittee of Ten, or Madison Report, called for a standardized approach to historical study and his-
torical teaching methods as well as an enlargement of subject matter that fell under the historical
study umbrella beyond just political or military history as had been common before the 1890s.
However, this Committee of Ten was meant to more broadly deal with reformation in secondary
education as a whole, not just history.?®! The breadth of this Committee’s task meant that it ad-
dressed history education reform but lacked the depth and attention that a committee specifically
targeting history could have done.

So, the next group from the AHA, the Committee of Seven, focused more particularly on
history education. This Committee diverged from “a refined version of the traditional history”
created by the Committee of Ten, and offered a curriculum design meant “to prepare students to
meet the entrance requirements of college.”'%? The influence of female history education leaders
is also present in the work of this Committee of Seven by its inclusion of Lucy Maynard Salmon.

Salmon’s view of the study of history as “the dual purpose of enhancing reasoning skills and

190 Quoted text from Evans, Social Studies Wars, 9; National Education Association, “Report to the Com-
mittee of Ten on Secondary School Studies,” 1894 in Andrew Milson, et al, ed., American Educational Thought:
Essays from 1640-1940 (Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing, Inc, 2010), 269 — 320; American Historical
Association, The Study of History in Schools: Report to the American Historical Association by the Committee of
Seven (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1899).

11 Bohan, “Early Vanguards,” 73 — 94.

192 Evans, Social Studies Wars, 11.
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providing direct information” clearly aligned with the recommendations of the Committee of
Seven towards history.'® Moreover, her efforts on the Committee of Seven from 1896-1899 di-
rectly preceded her communications with Fling from 1899 that were saved in his archive in Ne-
braska. Though these communications do not specifically refer to her time or involvement with
the committee, they do show evidence of her continued devotion to the reorganization and reju-
venation of history curricula in public schools, which she communicated to and discussed with
Fling.1%

Fling also had communication during this time with another member of the Committee,
Albert Bushnell Hart in 1897. In this communication, Fling discussed the committee’s recom-
mendations for education and for the use of source method with Hart. Although the original let-
ter to Hart does not remain, the topic of conversation between the two men is discernible in
Hart’s reply. Having met Fling in Cleveland earlier that year, Hart admits that since that time he
had “thought much about the questions of method and of means of disseminating them which
[Fling] brought up.”'®® Later in the letter he also states, “I insist very much that your practice in
Nebraska and the general system advocated by the Committee of Seven could be taught with
time. The difference is not sources — it is a question of accent rather than quantity.”*% This
statement aligns with a common criticism of source method from the time period: namely, that

source method required too much classroom time to be effectively completed.'®” Because

Fling’s conception of the source method required lengthy and intensive study, this criticism was

193 Chara Haeussler Bohan, “Lucy Maynard Salmon: Progressive Historian, Teacher, and Democrat,” in
Bending the Future to their Will, eds. Margaret Smith Crocco and O. L. Davis, Jr. (New York: Rowman and L.ittle-
field Publishers, Inc., 2004), 60.
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195 Albert Bushnell Hart to Fred Morrow Fling, Jan 4, 1897, Fred Morrow Fling Collection, Box 11, Folder
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especially relevant to his model. In this letter Hart was explaining that teachers did not have a
problem with using sources in class, just that they were very careful in how they used them so as
to avoid an overwhelming time commitment. However, Hart also states that “I think I am
stronger in advocacy of ‘source-methods’ than some of my colleagues.”*%

Apart from these individual opinions, in the Committee of Seven’s report, the authors ul-
timately criticized source method and could not assign their official endorsement to the practice.
They also explained that “the student who is taught to consider political subjects in school, who
is led to look at matters historically, has some mental equipment for a comprehension of the po-
litical and social problems that will confront him in everyday life.”**® In many ways, this point
aligns with Fling’s vision of historical consciousness that he tried to convey to his students. In
his “History and the Teaching of History” course outline, he devoted individual lessons specifi-
cally to this type of historical mindfulness. In his words,

The great human needs, the need of seeing the past life of the race as a complex,

changing whole, and the need of acquanting [sic] each new generation with this

vision of the past, gave rise to historical writing and historical teaching. Con-
sciousness of the past life of man as a complex whole, a whole of which the pre-

sent age is the outcome and the latest act, is historical consciousness, and it is for

the purpose of awakening historical consciousness in ever widening circles of

humanity, of finally producing a world-historical consciousness, that history is

written and taught.2%°

Fling’s point is simple: “society has always believed, and with reason, that a study of the

past would furnish guidance for the future.”?! So, like the Committee of Seven who claimed

that a study of the past encouraged critical thinking of the present, Fling was also trying to ex-

198 Albert Bushnell Hart to Fred Morrow Fling, Jan 4, 1897.

199 AHA, The Study of History in Schools, 481.

200 Fred Morrow Fling, History and the Teaching of History Course Outline, Fred Morrow Fling Collection,
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201 Fling, “World-History and Historical Consciousness,” 1.
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plain that a study of history had a significant and imperative impact on the present state of mind
of society, including its teachers and pupils. As Fling explained repeatedly throughout his notes
and unpublished and published works, “the indispensable condition of social progress and the
writing and teaching of history are social necessity.”?% For this reason, and as he continued to
refine this early vision on the nature and importance of historical consciousness, Fling sought to
publish a book titled “A World Civilization,” which he described as an attempt “to trace the ex-
pansion of the civilized life of man, from its primitive beginnings in the valley of the Nile and in
the region of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers, through six thousand years of good and bad for-
tune, to its culmination, at the beginning of the twentieth century, in a vast, complex, world-
society.”?%

Unfortunately, by the time of his death, the only completed portion of the book was the
introduction and a few beginning chapters on man’s ancient history. However, by undertaking
such a massive historical task, and like the Committee of Seven who emphasized the intellectual
benefit of understanding historical study, Fling infused his lessons and practice with what he
considered to be a historically conscious mind. Thus, he continually stressed the importance of a
historically-trained mind for understanding and enhancing present-day society and its pitfalls.
Similarly, according to the Committee of Seven, this combination between historical knowledge
and critical thinking was meant to form the basis of curriculum and instruction for a new Pro-
gressive Era history. Although the Committee of Seven may have disagreed with Fling’s view

regarding source method, he was not in conflict with their overall ideology of education. How-

202 1pid., 7
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ever, the procedure through which he thought this propensity for critical analysis was developed
in students, the source method, did differ significantly from the views of the committee.

Both the Committee of Ten and the Committee of Seven represent a desire to standardize
and organize the curriculum provided to students of history, including recent immigrants and
women. This desire is both a product of the contextual pressures of modernization in the late
nineteenth century and a contributing factor to the development of the Progressive Era that fol-
lowed. In fact, researcher and historian Chara Haeussler Bohan posits that “the work of the
[Committees] ought to be viewed as an early part of a larger progressive movement that helped
to gradually transform the schools.”?%* Importantly for Fling and other source method advocates
of the time, the Committee of Seven also acknowledged that “[t]he use of sources in secondary
work is now a matter of so much importance that it seems to demand special and distinct treat-
ment.”?® This “special and distinct treatment” led the committee to denounce such practices and
to agree only to the “proper use” of sources in history education.?’® So, even though in his letter
to Fling, Hart offered that “I do wish we could come to some kind of understanding with you so
as to present a united front,” the committee as a whole ultimately could not accept the extent of
source method in pedagogy that Fling suggested.?%’

This disagreement was in direct conflict with Fling’s practices in which he repeatedly
emphasized that “the pupil must work on sources.”?® In the outline for his main history seminar
course, “History and the Teaching of History,” Fling does introduce the Committee of Ten’s

findings regarding history education but does not acknowledge the changes to history education

204 Bohan, “Early Vanguards,” 15.
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wrought by the Committee of Seven’s opinions in 1899. This omission may have been honest
lack of revision to the course structure, since he had been teaching from the same outline since
1894, and, in 1899, Fling did publish a scathing article review of the Committee of Seven’s find-
ings and was therefore well aware of them. However, this omission could also have been Fling’s
subtle way of condemning the Committee’s findings by not including their conclusions in his
seminar course.

In addition to history education, the Committee of Seven was also widely heralded as a
foundational part of social studies education, a broader field of public education in which history
held a primary position. In the recent book Critical Issues in Social Studies Research for the 21
Century, William B. Stanley compiles the work of many researchers who note that the termino-
logical origin of “social studies” itself and debates over its definition were significant topics in

educational reform during the Progressive Era.?%®

Moreover, although the formalization of “so-
cial studies” as a curricular area during Fling’s lifetime did not persuade him to adopt such
terms, its presence in the educational literature of the age shows the complicated development of
the field from before even the Committee of Seven’s Report in 1899. Specifically, the aforemen-
tioned Committee of Ten also addressed the disjointed nature of secondary education in terms of
“social education” in its report in 1896 while maintaining the prominence of history in the
field.?® As Jack Nelson explains, some use of the concept of social studies also appeared in

British educational literature as early as 1884, the same year that the AHA was founded.?!

However, like many American educators also came to believe, these early definitions of “social
) y ) y
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studies” only provided a loosely-conceived idea of a “field as part of a social science/social prob-
lems movement intended to be useful in dealing with social problems,” not necessarily as a full
curricular area equivalent to mathematics, natural science, or history.?*? As Nelson also states,
many explained “the purpose of social studies to be good citizenship within the school’s mission
of social efficiency,” a purpose that clearly could have been accomplished without a separate
subject of “social studies.”

In 1916, the NEA’s work under the Commission for the Reorganization of Secondary
Schools (CRSE) and precisely, the Committee on Social Studies, published a report that firmly
established the use of the term “social studies” within the field of American education.?*® The
explicit task for this committee was to properly define the broad field of “social studies” as a
separate curricular area in schools. During this large time span from 1899 to 1916, educators
often struggled to identify the characteristics of this new discipline of “social studies” in which
they worked, even though the professional literature on the subject was vague and diverse.
Moreover, the specific tenets of the curriculum for such a program were also elusive, which al-
lowed the well-defined history to remain the pillar of most social studies instruction.?** So, be-
cause of these broad and ill-refined parameters, “social studies” remained an ambiguous and un-
clear conceptual subject to Fling and, as history continued to be preeminent within that field,
Fling likewise continued to devote his attentions to history.?*®

As this theoretical debate progressed, educators like Fling often pulled away from the

semantical conflict — not realizing its ontological importance for an entirely new field — and de-
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voted their attention to refining the already-established field of history. In Fling’s view, he fo-
cused on perfecting history and history education while allowing these professional committees
to define “a general education to prepare citizens for participation in democratic society.”?!® The
work of these early committees would be augmented by the work of reformers throughout the
late 1890s and early 1900s, such as John Dewey, Mary Sheldon Barnes, Thomas Jesse Jones,
Arthur Dunn, and Lucy Maynard Salmon, to name a few. By the time of the 1916 Report offi-
cially recognizing “social studies” as a field, Fling had already spent over twenty years at the
University of Nebraska as a historian, professor, and educational leader who worked in the well-
defined and professionalized field of history. As Nelson explains, even if educators on the
ground level maintained their devotion to the more prominent field of history, defining “social
studies” as a subject for study in public education became a major endeavor in the early Progres-
sive Era for AHA authorities, the NEA, and independent educators who sought to defend this
field alongside its well-known counterparts of mathematics, science, and literature.?*’

Patricia Graham assesses the time period similarly. In her view, the field of social studies
went through a significant identity crisis during the Progressive Era and its implementation in
schools was resultantly uneven. To Graham, this variability was due to the simultaneous goals
of “assimilationist” agendas in public education for the nation’s immigrant population.?!® Fling,
himself a consultant and teacher guide in secondary education, no doubt was surrounded by this
debate, but never found himself caught up in it because his attention focused more on the per-
fecting of historical method, history education, and historical consciousness than on the nuances

of terminological differences in public education. To him, these issues were in the realm of the
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“professional educationists” — a term he did not intend endearingly — and were not proper con-
cerns of educators and pupils who were truly committed to the excellence of historical study.?*°

Moreover, his devotion to history even in the face of the development of a concurrent
“social studies” curriculum is not necessarily peculiar for his time period. The fact that the first
formal American use of the term “social studies” as a field of educational study instead of just a
loose field for educational debate did not appear until the 1916 publication of the Committee on
Social Studies shows that the consolidation of this area was itself a latecomer in the Progressive
Era. So, even though conceptual existence of “social studies” appeared before 1916, this term’s
appearance late into the developments of the Progressive Era, and of Fling’s life, can partly ex-
plain the reason why so many educators like Fling continued to devote their attention and efforts
to history education singularly, instead of social studies education broadly. Nonetheless, the
works of important Progressive Era social studies committees, the Committee of Ten, the Com-
mittee of Seven, and the later Committee on Social Studies of the CRSE, did set the foundation
of change and growth for the field of both social studies and history education.

In his courses, Fling made no mention of these terminological changes that ran parallel to
the committees’ conclusions on history education and, instead, maintained his allegiance to “his-
tory education” and not “social studies education.” By 1907, when Fling published his first
sourcebook designed specifically for use with history teaching, Fling had still only mentioned the
field of social studies once, even though he was technically titled as a professor within the
“School of Social Sciences” at Nebraska.??° In fact, by the end of his career, he had spent twen-

ty-nine years as a faculty member of the “School of Social Sciences,” which the university had

219 Oshorne, Fred Morrow Fling, 497.
220 Report Concerning the Establishment of a School of Social Sciences, Apr 11, 1905, Board of Regents
Collection, Box 17, Folder 140, Archives and Special Collections, University of Nebraska Library, Lincoln, NE.
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named in 1905 to house history and various other disciplines of social science.??

Interestingly,
during Fling’s tenure, the University of Nebraska had undergone many waves of departmental
and structural change. As mentioned, the first such alteration with which Fling was involved
was the creation of the American History and Civics Department alongside that of European His-
tory, to which his colleague Caldwell had been appointed chair. In 1903, courses in law and po-
litical sciences were split from the Department of History with the creation of “the Department
of American History and Jurisprudence.”???> Each of these departments operated within the struc-
ture of the College of Arts and Sciences, which had been created in the early years of the institu-
tion in order to formalize it into a “university.”223 Then, as stated, the “School of Social Scienc-
es” in which history was positioned was created in 1905 within this college.

In 1906, Fling was an implicit party to another restructuring that resulted in the creation
of the “Department of Political Science and Sociology.” This department was offered as a sug-
gestion by Professor W. G. Langworthy Taylor, longtime friend and colleague of Fling, and sup-
ported by esteemed Professor George Elliot Howard, who had returned to the Department of
American History and Civics in 1901.2%* By 1906, both professors acknowledged that the need
for a separation between social and political studies and American history existed. Thus, by rea-
son that “the new grouping would be in the direction of proper differentiation and essential unifi-

cation,” they suggested that a new “Department of Political Science and Sociology” be separated

from the renamed “Department of American History.”?? In the Chancellor’s acceptance of the

221 | bid.
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changes, he notes that the courses within “institutional history” of the Department of American
History and Civics will be discontinued and replaced with a newly created course and depart-
ment, “Political Science and Sociology,” and that Howard will be made “head of the department
so named.”?%®

Changes like these to the departmental titles at the University of Nebraska show the in-
fluence of leading educational committees and reformers and their debates regarding proper edu-
cational language. These changes and the work of the various committees were simultaneously a
response to and a product of their historical contexts, as was their reception in the general Amer-
ican educational system. However, Fling’s ideas and concepts within his own works often di-
verged too far and too quickly from the context in which he worked. As Progressive educators
carefully crafted evolving educational ideas, Fling posited more drastically divergent ideas such
as empowering students to “interpret” sources for themselves, which the Committee of Seven
specifically argued against. In fact, this “interpretation” debate appeared in many areas of
Fling’s philosophy because he openly embraced this term, among others such as “imagination,”
in his arguments for the objectivity of his historical method. According to Novick, in Fling’s
time, many historians denied the presence of “interpretation” of fact and shied away from using
such words as “imagination” in order to defend the true, objective nature of historical research.??’
However, Fling did not retreat from the use of such vocabulary. Instead, he embraced these
terms and established their definitions for use in his particular historical method.

This disregard for the patience of the Progressive Era is exactly what alienated Fling from

his contemporaries. Whereas many other progressives were willing to gradually improve the

226 £, Benjamin Andrews, University Bulletin from the Chancellor, May 9, 1902, E. Benjamin Andrews,
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field of education within the broader context of the Progressive Era as a whole, Fling was much
less willing to tolerate the slowness of this progressive approach. These confines or parameters
of his historical context were often amplified by the concomitant developments in national and
international philosophical thought. As Menand makes clear, the generations of thinkers that
preceded, overlapped, and outlived Fling were significantly pre-occupied with science, proof,
and reason. These strict epistemological concepts created an ideological world that revolved
around numbers, mathematics, evidence, and scientific investigation. The rigidity of investiga-
tions undertaken with scientific precision permeated the intellectual atmosphere of the time peri-
od and created a reliance on methods of experimental and scientific study. Those who profited
greatly from this context were those who learned to work within it, such as scientists and math-
ematicians who relied on the impartial support of hard-proven facts to back up their theories on
racial difference, evolution, social hierarchy and harmony, and ultimately, education.??® Howev-
er, those who were often suppressed or ignored were those philosophers who were either de-
bunked as pseudo-scientists, or those who insisted that scientific methods were not the only way
to unearth knowledge.

Unfortunately, Fling fell into this latter category. Not only did he argue and strive for a
reformation of historical method, but also he repeatedly pled for the elevation of historical meth-
od to the level of scientific method, a feat that was only possible if those two methods were in-
deed distinct. Many researchers and activists of the Progressive Era argued over whether histori-
cal method and the study of history were simply the scientific method subsumed within the study

of history or whether historical method was itself distinct from, and thus different in nature from,

228 Menand, The Metaphysical Club; evidenced by the organization of the chapters in the book in addition
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scientific inquiry. In the former case, theoreticians argued that “historical method” was simply
the name given to the scientific method when its elements of evidence and investigation involved
pieces of the past, such as documents, pictures, eye-witness statements, and the like.??® Howev-
er, in the latter case, researchers argued that the historical method was epistemologically differ-
ent from the scientific method, and thus, the outcomes of its method, such as historical narra-
tives, were also epistemologically different.?3° Significantly, in the first case, scientists could
agree with historians in some methodological instances without forsaking their allegiance to the
supremacy of science; whereas, in the second case, scientists who admitted that there were mul-
tiple ways to unearth knowledge and, resultantly, multiple sources of knowledge, also implicitly
accepted that scientific proof was somehow not singularly responsible for the conclusions and
information that society acknowledged as true.

In an age where scientific study and logic were ideological tenets that fostered natural
scientists an elite sense of objectivity and respect, agreeing that historical study could somehow
be separate from science but still viewed as equally “objective” or “true” was taboo. However,
this “separate but equal” argument is precisely what Fling was purporting by defining and teach-
ing his own historical method. Fling sought to defend history as a “scientific” pursuit but he em-
phasized that it was a different science.?®* Moreover, seeing that the arguments of many of his
contemporaries failed to appease the scientific community, Fling began changing the terminolo-
gy of the debate itself. Instead of continuing to measure historical study by the methods of sci-
ence, Fling sought to explain and define the methods of history to separate it from and elevate it

to the concurrent objective pursuits of science. Evidence of Fling’s commitment to this distinc-

22 Fling, Outline, xx; Fling, “Historical Synthesis,” 11; reinforced by a general overview of the time period
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tion appears as early as Fling’s first major publication in which he includes a chapter specifically
devoted to “Historical Methods” and dedicates considerable length to not only a defense of his-
torical method, but to an exposé regarding its nature and importance.

That work, Studies in European and American History, was co-authored with Fling’s
American History counterpart at the university, Howard W. Caldwell. The book was in fact the
reprinting of many articles that Fling and Caldwell had published in the North-Western Journal
of Education in 1896-1897 compiled in book form. According to the co-authors the point of
publishing the book was in response to great demand. As they explained,

The following pages are reprinted from the North-Western Journal of Education

(now North-Western Monthly) for 1896-1897. During this year, the source study

method was introduced into Nebraska and these papers were prepared in the midst

of university work to enable the teachers of the state to see what the method

means and how it may be applied. They answered their purpose and evidently

aided in placing the new work on a permanent basis...numerous requests received
during the summer both from old readers of the Journal and new readers of the

Monthly, have induced us to reprint them in book form.??

Later, in Chapter I of the book, Fling and Caldwell even insert their views on the ideological de-
bate regarding the nature of historical method. As they explain, “[t]he pedagogy of the last half
of the nineteenth century differs both in matter and in method from that of the first half...[b]ut
the new matter was not more important than the new method.”?*® Further,

The change in matter has consisted in a revolt against the claims of the classics to

a monopoly of all knowledge and all discipline...The old method, or lack of

method, presided at the birth of the new studies, but the text-book recitation was

at first supplemented by experiments performed before the class, and at last by

experiments performed by the class, and the change was complete.?*

Although Fling and Caldwell begin by explaining how this new method appeared in science

classrooms, they ultimately claim that this method has “universal application and might be as

232 Fling and Caldwell, Studies, Preface.
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readily employed in teaching other subjects.”?*®> Of course, the subject in which they seek to ex-
plain this application is history. However, Fling and Caldwell do not see this relevance of scien-
tific method to history classrooms as a complete adoption of the scientific method intact. In-
stead, they acknowledge that there has been a “touch of scientific influence” in history and that
historians’ own “historical method” has now “in the last generation...[been] sufficiently devel-
oped to make it possible for the great teachers of history.”23®

To aid in the dissemination of historical method for use in the classroom, Fling and
Caldwell were also heavily involved in “The Association of Nebraska Teachers of History,” an
organization they helped found in 1896 that later adopted the name Nebraska History Teachers’
Association (NHTA). As Fling and Caldwell explain,

Every teacher should be a member of this association. Membership costs nothing

and is simply an evidence of interest in the work and proof of the willingness to

co-operate in making it a success. There is a secretary for each district and under-

secretaries will be appointed for the counties. The work of these secretaries will

be to solicit membership, distribute matter on methods, and to gather information

that may be helpful in teaching history.?%’
These efforts at reaching out to secondary education in the state were induced by Fling’s belief
that “the time has come for energetic and systematic work in the grades below the college.”?®
To increase teachers’ knowledge of historical method, Fling and Caldwell supplemented their

original North-Western Journal of Education articles with a chapter intended “to give a short

sketch of the ‘History of the Teaching of History,” to deal in a general way with ‘Historical

23 1pid., 10.
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Methods,” and then to indicate, month by month, in the treatment of American and European his-
tory how these methods may be applied in studying and teaching history.”?3°

In accomplishing this purpose, Fling and Caldwell begin by defining history. To them,
history is complex and no simple definition of the discipline will suffice. However, they start by
citing Bernheim’s definition of history from his Lehrbuch der historischen Methode: “history is
the science of the evolution of man in his activity as a social being.”?*° Later, they refine this
definition by breaking it down into its component parts and arguing that each element of the def-
inition is true. Namely, that “history is a science, that is, a body of systematized knowledge;”
“history is the ‘science of the evolution of man;’” and “history has to do with all the activities of
man as a social being.”?** Their first argument is the most interesting and shows the greatest in-
fluence of the ideological contextual debate regarding the place of history among the sciences.
As they state, “all sciences are not equally exact, and that if the term ‘natural’ be used to exclude
man, then there are sciences that are not natural sciences.”?*? In other words, the co-authors are
specifically admitting that “science” is not a uniform term that applies to all disciplines that are
purportedly pursued with objectivity. Instead, there are many sciences and, specifically, “there
are sciences that are not natural sciences.” To the authors, one of those non-natural-science dis-
ciplines that is “not equally exact” to its counterpart in experimental sciences is history.

This book generally and these arguments specifically were the culmination of many years
of diligent work advertising history as a science alike but not akin to the natural sciences to

which Fling was committed during the early years of his career. Published in 1897, this book did

not appear until Fling had already been teaching at Nebraska for six years. However, the ideas
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presented in this significant first chapter on method did not originate in 1897. Instead, they are
the product of the laboratory method he learned in Germany during his graduate work, his expe-
riences as an early professor at the university, and his publications in university periodicals,
teachers’ journals, and the North-Western Journal of Education in previous years. Thus, this
book represents the impact of Fling’s first decade as a professional historian and educator. Alt-
hough these ideas would continue to evolve and grow throughout his lifetime, this book serves as
a model for his patterns of thought and pedagogy throughout the 1890s and the beginning of his
career.

In February of 1898, human events began taking center stage for Fling as the battleship
USS Maine exploded in the Havana Harbor. In the midst of the public outcry for war in the wake
of this tragedy, the University community saw a glimpse of Fling’s undying belief in America’s
obligation to assist in times of war. As he explained in an address to a group of University stu-
dents, he felt strongly that the United States “was called upon in the name of humanity to inter-
fere.”?*® His eagerness for America to become involved in this small conflict that would later
become known as the Spanish-American War was only a hint at the enormous degree to which
he would become enthralled in the developments of World War I, the event with which he was
the most publicly notorious in his life. The only other international event that had occupied his
attention at these early points in his career was the proposed annexation of Hawaii, which con-
cluded in 1898 also. Fling was engaged in the debate as early as 1893, which is evidenced in a
letter from Moses Coit Tyler, professor of American History at Cornell University at the time. In

the letter, Tyler stated, “I did not reply to your letter about some popular polemic against the pro-

243 Fred Morrow Fling as cited in Robert Manley, Centennial History of the University of Nebraska: Vol-
ume I, "Frontier University, 1869-/919” (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1969), 253.
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ject for annexing Hawaii...I quite agree with you that annexation would be a step in the wrong
direction.”®** Thus, Fling’s attention often focused on international events as they concerned
domestic developments.

In 1899, Fling began publishing his own major works on scientific history. In the same
year that the Committee of Seven published its report summarily dismissing source method as a
viable practice for classrooms, Fling published his first book specifically devoted to describing
and defending his theories of historical study, both for research and education. This book, Out-
line of Historical Method, would prove to be Fling’s most comprehensive work on historical
method. In that same year, Fling also published Greek and Roman Civilization: With an Intro-
duction to the Source Study Method. Similar to his co-authored work with Caldwell, this book
began with an introductory chapter that explained the importance of historical study and enriched
historical methods and then provided source study examples and suggestions in its remaining
pages. The Outline of Historical Method, on the other hand, was a comprehensive manual of
step-by-step instructions for employing Fling’s historical method in research and instruction.
These two books were his first and most important independent major works on his theories of
scientific history.

As modern researcher Oliver Pollak explains, Fling’s commitment to teaching this new
historical method rested on his desire for “better qualified teachers” in high schools.?*® In
Fling’s view, the only way for teachers to provide a better education to their students was for

those teachers themselves to be better trained as historians. In Fling’s view,

Very few teachers feel competent to teach mathematics, or Latin, or German, or
even the sciences, unless they have studied these subjects for many years. But in

244 Moses C. Tyler to Fred M. Fling, Mar 25, 1893.
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history the thought has been that any one could read history for a little time and

then be competent to teach it. This is an absurdity.?4

Pollak posits that “[Outline] was written at the height of university influence on the high
school history curriculum, and at a time when professional historians wanted to separate them-
selves from literature and philosophy.”?*” Novick reinforces this point by acknowledging that
early professionalization of history meant that historians sought to distinguish themselves from
mere laypersons with a creative interest in storytelling. In his view, “[t]he professional historians
of the late nineteenth century, in pursuit of the authority of science, consistently distanced them-
selves from, and disparaged, ‘history as literature,” ‘history as art’.”?*® Moreover, it was Fling’s
lamentation that anyone could be charged with teaching history at the high school level, which
he himself had done before his studies in Germany, because he felt this practice perpetuated the
disrespect and lack of precision in historical study that these new professionals were trying to
eradicate. As Cherry acknowledges, before his German encounters with laboratory method, even
“Fling taught math through problem solving and history through the traditional method of text-
book, lecture, and memorization.”?*® However, after his reformation in Germany, Fling dispar-
aged the work of traditionalist teachers and advocated for the extension of source method into
even the secondary school classroom. As he expresses, “no one would expect Latin or Greek to
be taught by other than a trained and qualified teacher.”?® So, in his opinion, the same qualifica-
tions should apply to history teachers as well. Thus, Fling wrote Outline of Historical Method to

provide a comprehensive manual on the essential qualities of history and historical instruction
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for teachers in Nebraska, just like Bernheim had written Lehrbuch der historischen Methode for
historians.

However, as Pollak acknowledges, even though the Outline of Historical Method was
“ostensibly addressed to high school teachers,” its “rigorous, perhaps uncongenial, and forbid-
ding tone seemed to ignore the psychology of teaching and probably limited its impact as a seri-
ously read and applied high school history teacher’s aid [sic].”?®! In this instance, Fling’s own
attention to detail in his research and pride in his precision actually prevented these materials
from being accessible on a larger scale at the secondary school level. In fact, Osborne reinforces
this point by acknowledging that Fling’s meticulous nature and fastidiousness in writing ac-
counted for the paucity of reception of many of his materials throughout the state, even though
he specifically “believed that source work would make teachers’ work more intellectually re-
warding.”?®? Fling argued that this sense of accomplishment was the greatest incentive for
teachers to use his materials and hone their historical skills. As he stated later in 1907 regarding
his first sourcebook written for teachers to use in their instruction, “[a] book like this, if properly
used, should give the teacher of history an inspiration and an uplift similar to that drawn by the
teacher of science from work in the laboratory. He is learning himself, and he is trying to teach
his pupils how to attain to historical truth.”?*® Thus, Outline of Historical Method was intended
as a teacher resource that could prepare and empower teachers to provide the most rigorous his-

torical education available to their students through the use of a scientific historical method.

21 Pollak, “Fred Morrow Fling,” 168.
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Fling’s Historical Method in the Outline

To Fling the historian’s work was rigorous and analogous, though not identical, to the
work of his natural science counterparts. However, Fling acknowledged that many researchers
still belittled the work of historians because they claimed it was riddled with inherent weakness-
es, such as subjectivity and bias. Moreover, the sources of history themselves were often incom-
plete or insufficient for drawing objective conclusions. For historians, the only way to overcome
these inherent defects in historical records is to view them critically and skeptically, taking noth-
ing ostensibly as fact, but only forming a consensus out of the information after careful analysis.
Clearly, these tasks are exceptionally difficult and, as Fling would claim, more difficult than the
work set before the natural scientist.

In fact, Jared Diamond, in his article “Soft Sciences are Often Harder than Hard Scienc-
es,” argues along exactly this same line. As Diamond explains, “all scientists, from mathemati-
cians to social scientists, have to solve the task of operationalizing their intuitive concepts” but
the hard sciences can rely on measurement and quantity, which are often straightforward and
formulaic.?>* However, “the task of operationalizing is inevitably more difficult and less exact in
the soft sciences, because there are so many uncontrolled variables” and operationalization of
concepts with which social scientists work is very uncertain.?>> In many ways, Fling was argu-
ing this exact difficulty for history by explaining that the methods of historians, though objective,
were not experimental in exactly the same way as the natural sciences. To him, historical meth-
od was a much greater undertaking than scientists themselves pursued because there were no ex-

act measurements of the past on which historians could rely. Instead, historians had to imagine

24 Jared Diamond, “Soft Sciences are Often Harder than Hard Sciences,” Discover (1989), 39.
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not only the connections between the facts they uncovered, the reality of the context and events
being described by the sources, and the reliability of their sources and investigative methods, but
also they had to invent the entire parameters by which their historical research undertaking was
designed. Although qualitative and quantitative researchers of today can easily recognize this
debate, Fling was in a lot of ways prescient in arguing for the nature and quality of historical re-
search.

Moreover, because this historical understanding was not necessarily innate in all people
with historical interest, it was the purpose of history education to follow and propagate a reliable
technique for analyzing source material in order to gain historical insight and to teach students
how to approach sources critically through this method. Fling was showing that, just like it
would be impossible for a layperson to gather scientific materials and conduct an experiment
without formal training, so it should be just as impossible for an untrained eye to review source
material and make sensible conclusions about the past without formal historical training. Thus,
partly to add to the defense of the practice of history as a science, and partly due to personal pas-
sion in transforming an outdated discipline, Fling created his own reformed historical method,
guides to follow that method, and a defense to solidify its use.

This procedure starts with the sources and proceeds in a step-by-step process of critique,
evaluation, and synthesis, which Fling painstakingly delineated in his Outline of Historical
Method. In the final stage, the historian develops a synthesis of his arranged facts in order to
convey those facts to others in the form of a final, written history. Importantly, throughout this

process, the role of the historian is simply to “communicate to others the results of his re-
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search.”?*® To Fling, the historian maintains his objective and scientific nature by simply retell-
ing the past as it happened instead of interpreting or amending that past. To Fling there is no el-
ement of subjectivity within this pursuit because the historian does not allow personal motiva-
tion, sway, or allegiance to mold his presentation of the facts. Moreover, these “facts” are simp-
ly a priori past elements that exist beyond the construction of the historian, which he has already
uncovered through careful analysis and evaluation. So, the retelling of these facts neither alters
nor affects them. Instead, these facts are pieces of information to be discovered, which the his-
torical method serves to bring to light through careful and thorough analysis.

Many of Fling’s contemporaries and modern historians like Novick show how this depic-
tion of “objective” truth has its own set of snares. Perspective, interpretation, beliefs, exclusion
bias, and even personal attitudes all affect a historian’s ability to provide a genuinely “objective”
account of the past, if such an account is even possible, which many contemporary historians
doubt.?®" However, for Fling’s purposes, arguing for the “truth” that this pursuit uncovered and
the “facts” that the historian includes in his narrative were never the main foci of Fling’s philos-
ophy. To Fling, historic facts were self-evidentially true and objective; their nature did not need
a defense. In his view, if a student or historian employed the source method correctly, then what
he uncovered was fact; it did not need to be defended as such. The only way a student could un-
cover untruths would be to apply the source method incorrectly, which was not a fault of the on-
tological quality of historic fact but of the student and the teacher. Thus, the prevention of this
error was exactly why students needed well-trained teachers who were themselves skilled at his-

torical method. For this reason, Fling did not feel the need to defend history as objective; he

26 Fling, Outline, 113.
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rarely even entertained the idea that objectivity in history was questionable. To him, this charac-
teristic was a basic truism that made history intrinsically scientific. Instead, Fling’s arguments
focus on defending the use of historic method with students in history classrooms. Through this
method, he believed that students could become more proficient scientific historians, just like his
professional companions that were legitimating the field itself. As he explains, for both histori-
ans and students, history was to be “no longer a simple teller of stories; the muse has set herself a
sterner task.”%®

This “sterner task” was the new process that historians were to employ to produce histor-
ical narratives, which students could also learn through instruction in this method. Fling strove
to achieve this higher level of historical inquiry in his own research on the French Revolution,
which he published in 1903, 1905, and 1908. Alternately throughout his work, Fling calls this
task or set of tasks “historical method,” “historical criticism,” “inquiry,” or simply “history.”
This method required a specific set of analytical skills and a devotion to seeking the truth, a prac-
tice that Fling titled “historical criticism.”?® These skills, however, were not innate to all stu-
dents nor historians but Fling assured his readers that people could learn them. He related these
abilities to an understanding of psychology. As Fling explains,

The student of history must have at least a working knowledge of psychology.

Much good history, it might be said, was written before such a science as psy-

chology existed. True, but it was written by men who through introspection

knew much about the workings of their own minds, and through experience

much about the workings of their fellows’ minds. They applied this to their

work, sometimes consciously, more often unconsciously. To-day, in addition to

his own introspective study and his experience, the student of history has at his

disposal scientific treatises upon the operations of the human mind, and is
taught to apply this knowledge consciously in his work.?®

2%8 Fling and Caldwell, Studies, 12.
29 Terminology found and consistent in all of Fling’s major works, including student notes.
260 Fling, Outline, 12.



92

Historians today would call this process intuition or reflection when applied to considering one’s
own mindset and empathy or imagination when applied to considering the mindset of others.
Basically, Fling is claiming that historians need to be thoughtful, reflective, critical, and most
importantly, skeptical, in their approach to historic sources or materials. The reason for this
skepticism is clear: all historians must employ the same historical method and that method relies
on the remnants of the past, which historians critically assess for their overall value to the inves-
tigation. ¢!

The first step in this process is the selection of appropriate sources. When studying the
past, historians may find that very few sources or a plethora of sources exist for a particular
event. In either case, the historical method begins when the historian gathers these sources to-
gether in order to create a comprehensive collection of observations. Although this task may
seem daunting, cumbersome, or even banal, Fling reminds the historian that it is essential to the
discipline of history:

The historical method, whose aim it is to keep as close as possible to the percep-

tible reality...renders its concepts definite by producing a clear image of the

person or event that it is treating. It often uses for this purpose more material

than appears to be logically necessary.26?

In other words, in this initial stage of the historical method, the historian should not limit the
sources that he collects. Instead, he should gather all relevant material to be as thorough as pos-
sible.

The next stage of the historical method is the criticism of the collected sources. This

stage employs several sub-steps, divided into “external” and “internal” criticisms.?®® These two

criticisms differ in that the external criticisms employ various analytical tools to determine the
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sources’ potential reliability and usefulness, whereas the internal criticisms employ the tools of
psychology that help the historian determine the interpretation and synthesis of the historical
facts. So, this stage is “external” and “internal” in relation to the historian, not to the sources.
Moreover, as Fling explains, the historian is likely to quickly realize that “his work can not go on
without the use of one or more auxiliary sciences,” such as psychology, but regularly also “pal-
aeography, or the science of writing...diplomatics, or the study of documents, and perhaps sev-
eral others.”?%

Ultimately, the historian’s goal in this stage is to select only the sources that are the most
dependable, useful, and genuine for studying the object under inspection and, from those
sources, only the pieces of information that are the most accurate, reliable, and valid. Each of
these tasks obviously requires the judgment of the historian, which Novick and other historical
objectivity pessimists posit as the reason for the lack of objectivity in these historical pursuits.®
However, Fling contends that these decisions, when augmented by the tools of psychology and
historical mindfulness, are precisely the honed skills of a trained historian that preempt the pos-
sibility of subjective determinations from being employed during the research. To him, the
“judgements” of a qualified historian are de facto objective specifically because of his training,
expertise, and experience in using the method to form conclusions.

In other words, through the use of historical methods, historians become different think-

ers who are uniquely able to see past subjective influences and garner only the truth from histori-

264 |bid., 23-24.

265 See Novick, That Noble Dream. As he explains, historians of Fling’s time period repeatedly defended
their tactics as “objective,” failing to see the obvious distinction between personal judgment in historical research
and unbiased presentation of historical fact. Instead, historians of the Progressive Era often believed that the concur-
rent professionalization of history, which made them entitled to respect as authorities of historical inquiry, ensured
their consistency in output, and thus, their objectivity. In other words, the fact that historians were finally “profes-
sionals” was enough to guarantee the objectivity of their word.
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cal research as long as they continue to employ the historical method correctly. Of course,
Novick would still consider this sentiment to be part of the overall contextual arrogance of early
professionals who believed they were elite as compared to laypersons and thus somehow re-
moved from the possibility of bias or error.?%® In his view, these early historians believed they
were the ultimate objective authorities on historical knowledge. In Fling’s description of the be-
ginning stages of his method and the abilities of historians who are properly trained, Novick’s
description does seem accurate. However, as a product of his time period, Fling would not have
been wary about these views. Instead, they were endemic to professionals of his era. Moreover,
even modern researchers like Reynolds identify the existence of a researcher’s “sixth sense,”
which, though difficult to define, was an essential tool in the historian’s craft. 267

Fling does provide one warning regarding the beginning stages of the historical method.
Because historical study is such a massive undertaking, Fling recommends that students of histo-
ry design a research study around a “specialization.”?®® By specialization, Fling means a focused
approach to study that concentrates on a specific element, era, or event of the past instead of a
large expanse of time. As he explains, “[s]pecial study and comprehensive views of history are
not irreconcilable things.”?®® So, he is not suggesting that researchers should have only a narrow
focus and forego the investigation of holistic understandings of time periods or historical eras.
Instead, his point is that historical study is the discipline of the entire expanse of human history

or, as he states, “the evolution of man in society.”?’® As such, this undertaking simply cannot be

completed by one historian during one study. Instead, it must be the collaborative work of all

266 |bid., 146-151.

267 Reynolds, “Finding Facts,” 179.
268 Fling, Outline, 24.

269 |bid., 25.

210 |bid., 24.



95

historians whose collective work serves to chronicle the holistic picture while each one’s indi-
vidual work specializes in an exact area in order to treat each area with the most precision and
objectivity as possible.?’* Only by undertaking history in this way can each historian ensure that
his conclusions are accurate and that his narratives may add to the overall body of shared
knowledge regarding the past. As Fling explains,

We are just coming to a realization of the magnitude of the task to be accom-

plished in correctly tracing this evolution [of man in society], and of the only way

in which it may be accomplished. The uninitiated are accustomed to sneer at the

specialist in history who confines himself to a limited field and works it thorough-

ly. But, it is the sneer of ignorance. Such specialization in the natural sciences is

taken as a matter of course. We must learn that the same reasons make specializa-

tion imperative in historical sciences. Without specialization, we can not ad-

vance.?"
In this quote, Novick’s sense of elitism is also palpable. First, by calling the detractors of this
view “ignorant,” Fling is again distancing the professional historian from the layperson or the
critic who may disagree with this refined vision of historical study. And, second, by relying on a
comparison to the field of the natural sciences, Fling not only shows his constant battle for
recognition as an equal counterpart to the scientist but also relies on a scientist’s more commonly
accepted reputation as support for his argument. In both of these instances, Novick’s point is
supported as a review of the time period: not only is Fling reinforcing the elitism of scientists by
referencing their already-held position of respect, but also he is again trying to distance the “spe-

cialist in history” (read: professional historian) from the amateur. In this passage, Fling’s own

sense of elitism is evident.

271 This is Fling’s view and argument in the 1890s when you published Outline. However, as stated previ-
ously, Fling will eventually change his view and decide to chronicle the entire expanse of human history on his own,
even though he never finishes this project. Thus, by 1920, his views regarding specialization, at least for his own
study of the past, seem to have changed from this specialized view to a comprehensive, yet still scientific and de-
tailed, one.

272 Fling, Outline, 24-25.
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Nevertheless, the warning and defense he provides does have merit for an understanding
of the study of history. As historians today may readily agree, comprehensive surveys of history
are often the least rigorous and the most superficial narratives in the field of historical study.
Although they do serve an important function, such as history that is consumed by the masses or
summarized views of large expanses of time, they often lack the depth for which academic histo-
rians strive in their own work. Sipress and Voelker reinforce this point by explaining that
“[o]ver the past several decades, history instructors have faced what one scholar has called ‘a
steady enlarging of what historians have included as history,” a phenomenon that has pushed our
textbooks and courses to ‘the breaking point’.”?”® Moreover, they posit that the desire for meth-
ods of “coverage” in these large survey courses in history have resulted in a scarcity of depth.2’*
Their point is precisely Fling’s argument from more than one hundred years prior. Namely, in
order to include more material in a history survey course, a teacher must sacrifice depth and ped-
agogy. So, to avoid this sacrifice, historians should specialize in a particular area in order to treat
it with the level of precision it deserves. Today, it is quite commonplace for historians to spe-
cialize in differentiated eras, regions, or themes of history within their broader fields to overcome
this lack of historical depth.

Fling’s point seems to be a view of this direction that historical study would follow in the

eighty years after his death. As he states,

273 Joel M. Sipress and David J. Voelker, “The End of the History Survey Course: The Rise and Fall of the
Coverage Model,” The Journal of American History 97 (2011): 1050; original quoted text from Thomas Menden-
hall, “The Introductory College Course in Civilization,” in Eric Russell Lacy, ed., Readings on Historical Method,
(New York: MSS Educational Publishing Company, Inc, 1944), 82. Though the original quote is from 1944, even
the authors make special note of this time discrepancy in text. Their point is that this age-old lamentation — voiced
as early as 1944 — still has special significance in education today and the fact that decades have passed and little has
been done to correct this deficiency only makes it that much more disheartening.

274 1bid., 1051.
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Every scientific investigator will not only know first hand the results obtained in

his own part of the field, but he will know second hand the results obtained in

other parts of the field. Specialization can be dangerous only when the specialist

fails to keep in touch with the greater whole of which his work is only a part.?”
Thus, Fling is not suggesting that historians remove themselves from the “bigger picture” of his-
tory as a whole and focus solely on finite and disjointed parts of the past. Moreover, he is well
aware of the importance of a contextual understanding of a comprehensive history in order to
study any event or topic with precision. As he states later in the Outline, “[t]he historian of to-
day realizes that it is not only necessary to consider each event as a link in a chain of events—if
he would understand the particular event—but that he must also possess a knowledge of the
physical, psychical, and social conditions that form the environment of the events.”?’® Thus,
context is just as important as the specialization of the topic under scrutiny. His point is simply
that historical study is best completed when the depth of the study outweighs its breadth. In this
first stage of the historical method when sources are compiled, this emphasis on a specialized
area of history can seem like a blessing in that it does decrease the extent of sources that must be
collected. Moreover, by maintaining a narrower focus, Fling contends that it is possible to gather
all necessary and relevant sources. Once the sources are gathered, the researcher is ready to
begin the formal tasks within the criticism stage for each of the sources.

First, the historian must perform the various external criticisms of a source in order to de-
termine its validity. These external criticisms include “genuineness” of the source, “localization”

of the source, and “analysis” of the source.?’’ To determine the genuineness of a source, the his-

torian must determine “if it is what it pretends to be.”?’® The potential pitfalls are its likelihood

275 Fling, Outline, 25.

278 1bid., 100.

217 |bid., 26.

278 Fling, Greek and Roman Civilization, vii.
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of being a forgery or the likelihood that the historian perceives the source to be more meaningful
than it actually is. Although the first shortcoming is a problem of the source itself, the second
problem is the fault of the historian. As Fling warns, “criticism is often a thankless task” be-
cause the historian will likely discard many of the sources he spent his time and effort to col-
lect.2’® This difficulty may tempt the historian, either consciously or subconsciously, to stretch
the sources to glean from them information that they do not provide or to use a source in a way
that distorts its original intention. Thus, the historian must be on guard not only for forgeries, but
also for self-deception.

Second, the historian must determine the “localization” of the source.?®® By localization,
Fling means the origins of the source, including “when the source originated, where it originated,
and who the author was.”?®* However, these are not simple questions with simple answers. In-
stead, each analytical step itself produces greater investigation of its own. To illustrate, Fling
provides an example of the localization of a source from Herodotus on the battle of Salamis:

Suppose, for example, we have a description of the battle of Salamis; what do we

want to know about that account in order to determine its value? First of all, who

wrote it? Herodotus. Who was Herodotus? A Greek. Was he living at the time?

Probably. Was he present at the battle? Probably not. Why not? The battle took

place in 480 B.C. and Herodotus was born in 485 B.C. That would make him

about five years old at the time. It is evident, then, that Herodotus, although he

lived at the time, could not have been present at the battle and must have obtained

his information from others and many years later. He is not, then, a source, but

was obliged to write his account from the sources, as a man born in 1860 might

write the history of our Civil War.?82

As this example shows, the historian must remain critical at all stages of the localization of a

source.

279 Fling, Outline, 27.

280 |bid., 36-48.

281 |bid., 36, emphasis in original.

282 Fling, Greek and Roman Civilization, vii-viii. Coincidentally, Fling is one such man born in 1860 and
never undertook to write a history of the Civil War.



99

In determining the source’s origins, the ultimate goal of the historian is to focus on the re-
liability of the author of the source. This reliability entails two essential elements of the author’s
credibility. First, the historian must determine the author’s ability to tell the truth, which is a fac-
tor of his relation to the event, his knowledge of it, and his level of education that would make
his observation accurate. Second, the historian must determine the author’s willingness to tell
the truth, which relates to his political socialization, motivation for writing the source, and poten-
tial bias or pressure that would cause him to distort the account. As Fling explains,

The determination of the authorship of a source is of greatest importance. Not

that we may simply know the name of the author, do we seek this information,

but that we may know what kind of a person he is and what his position in so-

ciety is. Only in this way can we determine what his testimony is worth.3
Only after this careful localization occurs can the historian consider the use of a given source in
his investigation. To Fling, if the source survives this scrutiny and the historian deems it useful,
then this process helps ensure the scientific objectivity of the research and synthesis.

The last step in the external criticism of a source is the formal “analysis” of the source.?3
To a modern historian, this terminology could be misleading. This stage does not include a for-
mal analysis of the information provided in the source, a procedure that Fling would call “inter-
pretation.”?8 Instead, to Fling, this stage is simply the reading of the source, preferably in its
original form, to gain a basic understanding of the source’s topic. Modern historians would like-
ly be more comfortable with the term “investigation” instead of analysis for this stage of the pro-
cedure, since the historian completes his analysis in reference to the source itself, not to the in-

formation contained within the source as the word “analysis” commonly implies. Moreover, this

stage may involve restoring the source if it has in some way been marred through the passage of

283 Fling, Outline, 44.
284 |bid., 49-61.
285 |bid., 62.



100

time, a task that modern historians would associate with historic preservation more than histori-
cal analysis. However, as many current historians would agree, Fling explains that “the need of
text analysis is self-evident.”?8 The main work of a historian is grappling with the original texts
and deciphering the information that they contain. At the most basic level, “[n]ot all parts of [a
witness’s] record are equally valuable and the first-hand evidence can be separated from the de-
rived only by analysis.”%%’

Like the localization of the source, this stage also involves two focal points. First, the
historian must analyze each individual source separately. Second, he must analyze the sources in
combination with others to gather all similar sources together. This step in analysis is analogous
to the eventual writing of the synthesis in which fragmented pieces of history connect to one an-
other in a coherent narrative of assembled fact. However, at this stage, the historian simply reads
and describes the sources and physically groups the sources together based on their topics; he
does not search within those sources for complimentary or contradictory information. In the his-
torian’s final synthesis stage, he will focus on the facts and information within those sources to
fully analyze the content of those sources and create a consensus of historical knowledge.

The next stage within the criticism phase of Fling’s historical method is internal criticism.
In these criticisms, the historian finally begins the long and treacherous process of investigating
the information found within the sources and compiling a coherent sense of historical fact from
the records. Fling considers these procedures to be internal criticisms because they rely on deci-
sions and judgments made by the historian himself. Although historians have been implicitly

making value judgments throughout the historical method, in this stage of internal criticism, the

286 1pid., 49.
27 1bid.
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historian relies solely on what he personally determines and creates. Thus, the act of internal
criticism relies on the psychology and intuition of the historian and forces him to reveal unique
information that is drawn from the sources based on historical judgments about them.

Fling devoted great effort to defending specifically this portion of his historical method
throughout his works. Due to the apparently subjective nature of this stage, it is understandable
that his efforts were directed in this way. In fact, his numerous defenses of this stage imply his
awareness of the tenuousness with which he expected his critics to receive it. Moreover, the em-
phasis he placed on defending his internal criticisms as scientific show his recognition of the
need to defend this point above most others. Similar to a child who tries too hard to convince his
mother of a lie, these defenses often read as though Fling himself may have felt uneasy with the
solidity of internal criticism’s objectivity within the historical method. Nonetheless, he urges
that through proper method, the historian can ensure success and fidelity to objectivity.

The first step of internal criticism is the “interpretation” of the sources.?®® Significantly,
Fling’s own understanding of his stage of interpretation seemed to grow and evolve throughout
his works on historical method. In his first major work of 1899, Greek and Roman Civilization,
Fling calls this interpretation simply the “arrangement of the facts”?° but, later that year, he
gives it a more precise description: “the mission of Interpretation is to discover the thoughts that
the writer expressed in the text...[and] to understand the testimony of the source in its signifi-
cance for the connection of the facts.”?*® Thus, interpretation appears to be the historian’s in-
quiry into the author’s comprehension of the information that a source provides in order to de-

termine the “general estimate of the value of the work” and how that work augments or extends

288 |hid., 62-74.
289 Fling, Greek and Roman Civilization, xv.
2% Fling, Outline, 62-63.
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the presentation of historical fact.?®* This act is done by reading and interpreting the source and

arranging the source’s information in relation to information provided in other sources. Through
repetition with all sources under investigation, the historian then begins to form a clearer picture
of the historical fact underlying the historical records.

Interpretation is one of Fling’s most difficult stages in the historical method both in terms
of how it is to be performed and precisely how it is meant to ensure objectivity when the only
means of investigation is the historian. Moreover, interpretation seems to be involved in every
stage of source collection and analysis, not simply a separate stage that the historian performs at
only one specific point in the process. Fling himself acknowledges this potential difficulty and
explains,

Yet, on the other hand, why not introduce Interpretation earlier...and make it a

part of External Criticism? To test the genuineness of a source, to localize it, to

analyze it, we are obliged to interpret it, to get at the thoughts that the writer

wished to express, and that is interpretation. The work of interpretation may

begin at the very outset of the work of the historian.?%2
However, Fling does not falter on his conclusion that interpretation deserves a separate stage of
the historical method. Instead, later in the same book, he defends his positioning by remarking,

After taking everything into consideration, it has seemed wisest to me to make a

compromise and treat the following topics under Internal Criticism: (1) Deter-

mination of the Value of the Source; (2) Interpretation of the Source; and (3)

Establishment of the Facts.?*®
Thus, Fling situates interpretation clearly in the realm of internal criticism as a separate step in

the process. Moreover, in his formal explanations of interpretation, he combines it with the task

of “valuation,” which he claims is the product of interpretation and is, therefore, a necessary and

21 1bid., 64.
292 1pid., 63-64.
293 1bid., 64.
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connected step within interpretation itself. His organization of Outline reinforces this connection
by combining both “interpretation” and “valuation” into one chapter.

The next step of internal criticism is “establishment” of the facts.?% This stage appears
straightforward: determining from the sources what piece of evidence or information constitutes
“fact” and what piece of evidence or information can be discarded as “unreliable.”?®*® This stage
is yet another area in which historical study differs philosophically from the natural sciences.
Whereas the goal of scientific inquiry is the establishment of laws to which the observed “unique
reality” only relates through example, the historian focuses primarily on this reality and builds
the historical “story” based only on those a priori facts themselves.?*® In other words, the scien-
tific method works perfectly for the facts of science because science focuses on the generaliza-
tion and only uses specific examples to test and solidify those generalizations. As Fling states,
“[science] depends also upon the assumption that what is found to be true for a part of the reality
is true for the whole of reality, in other words, that the concepts of natural science are universally
valid.”?" Thus, by this inductive reasoning design, science “loses its specificity” in the process
because its goal is the universally extractable theories and laws of nature.%®

However, history is concerned primarily with specificity (i.e. the historic reality as it oc-
curred) and cannot afford to lose it in the face of broad generalizations. In fact, as Fling ex-

plains, generalizations have no place in history and would not be regarded as valid conclusions

like they are in science because “[t]he reality is unique...[n]othing repeats itself and no two

294 1bid., 75-86.
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things are alike.”?% As he also makes clear, “[h]juman beings, moreover, are not like chemical
atoms; the same external causes, acting on different human aggregates produce unlike effects. To
one people, a sea would be a barrier; to another, it is the threshold to a new world.”3%°

So, unlike science, history is not concerned with finding the means by which historical
facts relate, but with presenting each unique historic fact as it appears through research. Fling is
confident in this type of science because he believes that history “can present something of the
uniqueness of the reality and at the same time retain something of its perceptibility.”*°? In other
words, historical research does allow historians to uncover facts of the past in all their individual-
ity and distinctiveness. In turn, the historian arranges those historic facts, which exi