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From the point of view of the history of human and social sciences, it appears that the history of historiography is much less developed than that of other disciplines in the humanities and social sciences (history of geography, anthropology, psychology or sociology in particular).

The history of historiography is usually reduced to epistemological reflections, to methodological remarks, to a state of the art as if historians ceased to be historians by taking their corporation as objects of study. The historians considered seem to be « above ground », unrelated to any institution, devoid of sociability, not inscribed in controversies etc... The question of the timeliness of their so-called 'thought' takes precedence over a contextual reconstitution of their practices. In short, very often, the history of historiography resembles the history of philosophy as it is established in the philosophical departements at universities: an a-contextual history of ideas whose interest lies in their contemporary actualization. The case of Reinhart Koselleck is all the more interesting in this respect. On one hand, Koselleck has become an international reference in the contemporaneous historiographical debate. There are worldwide countless colloquia, workshops, publications relating to his work and his contribution to the historical method, but the vast majority of them doesn't treat him as a historical figure embedded in his time as if his historiographical and methodological propositions were timeless. It is as if the shadow cast by National Socialism in the academic world of the Federal Republic of Germany, Koselleck's close relations with the Nazi lawyer Carl Schmitt would reinforce this historiographical tendency. Therefore, it is as if the most important thing for his introducers would be to 'save' Koselleck from the national socialist past.

Fortunately, Reinhard Mehring, Niklas Olsen, Timo Pankakoski, Ernst Müller, Falko Schmieder 2 , among others, have done an immense effort to contextualize Koselleck's works.

To answer the objections of those who still consider that a contextual reading tends not to look closely enough at the letter of the text, not to be subtle enough, I would like to make a methodological experiment starting from Koselleck's case: that of what one could name provocatively 'a close contextual reading'. Since the 1990s, questions have been raised about what is called 'context'. Christian Jouhaud, Jacques Revel and Bernard Lepetit in France have criticized the idea that the context is a 'stage set (décor)', a 'landscape' (paysage) that should be recalled before starting to narrate the historical events, as if it would be independent of the choices of the narration 3 . On the contrary, they insisted that it was a historiographic operation: they encouraged more to talk of 'contextualization' than of a 'context'. I think we could go a bit further by trying to reconstitute the contextualization from the point of view of the actor one studies. What we could briefly call 'emic contextualization'4 . The idea is not to project a context which one would suppose to exist a priori, independently of the considered object. This type of practice supposes that the historian would be all-knowing, knowing the so-called 'context' before beginning his investigation. Against this tendency, I suggest to try to reconstitute the point of view of the author. For that one should start from the author's productions and consider his constructions and his own manner to contextualize and to refer to an exteriority of the text: through footnotes, bibliographic references, the choice of a scale, of sources…etc. This methodology also prohibits the use of subsequent texts. Contrary to a strong trend in historiography, I will therefore make no reference to subsequent articles or interviews, even if it means assuming a lack of information. My hypothesis is that these 2 Reinhard Mehring, 'Begriffsgeschichte mit Carl Schmitt', in Begriffene Geschichte. Beiträge zum Werk Reinhart Koselleck, eds. Hans Joas and Peter Vogt (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 2011 ', in Jeux d'échelles. La micro-analyse à l'expérience, ed. Jacques Revel (Paris : Gallimard-Le Seuil, 1996), 15-36 ; Bernard Lahire, 'La variation des contextes dans les sciences sociales. Remarques épistémologiques ', Annales HSS, 51/2 (1996) : 381-407 ; Bernard Lepetit, 'De l'échelle en histoire', in Jeux d'échelles. La micro-analyse à l'expérience, ed. Jacques Revel (Paris : Gallimard-Le Seuil, 1996), 71-94. On these reflections on contextualization, see : Wolf Feuerhahn 'Les sciences humaines et sociales : des disciplines du contexte ?', Revue d'histoire des sciences humaines 30 (2017) : 7-29. DOI : https://doi.org/10.4000/rhsh.493. questions are very related to singular situations and that we cannot therefore shed light on Koselleck's positions in the 1960s with the help of retrospective self-reconstructions published after 1989 in particular.

The hope of such a method is that, thanks to this type of contextualization, the work of the historian of historiography can no longer be accused of treating intellectual productions as mere 'documents', but as parts of controversies. Let's start with the point of view of the historian of books. January 1979 : the German publisher Suhrkamp, known for his publication of literature avant-garde authors and left thinkers and especially the Frankfurt school publishes in the 'pure non fiction' collection 'Theorie' 8 famous for its unillustrated dust jacket in a 'reserved, intellectual gray' [START_REF]Positionen und Begriffe. Zur Bedeutung Lorenz von Steins für Ernst Rudolf Huber und Carl Schmitt[END_REF] a book with a surprising title Vergangene Zukunft: a title that looks like an oxymoron. To be published by Suhrkamp was not a trivial event for a German academic. Siegfried Unseld, the director of Suhrkamp Verlag, had a famous motto : 'Der Suhrkamp Verlag verlegt keine Bücher, sondern Autoren.' -('Suhrkamp Publisher publishes no books, but authors'). Its publishing politics was much more a quest of authors than of titles. And in Koselleck's case, Siegfried Unseld and his collaborators (Karl Markus Michel particularly) began early (1965) to contact him and tried many ways to make of Koselleck a 'Suhrkamp author'. In 1965 they tried first to convince him to participate in the series 'Theorie 1' which aim was to republish forgotten or marginal texts of philosophy or the human sciences with forewords or afterwords written by contemporary academics charged with updating the scope of these texts 10 . They wanted Koselleck to preface a selection of articles from Pierre Bayle's Historical and Critical Dictionary (1697). Overwhelmed, Koselleck had to decline the offer 11 .

In the same year, they tried to convince him to contribute to the journal Theorie, they wanted to launch parallel to the book series 12 and apparently asked for a second edition of Koselleck's dissertation (Kritik und Krise). Koselleck is looking forward to it 13 . While the 'Theorie' book series has been in existence for four years, having heard that Koselleck was considering publishing a selection of his historiographic articles in a competing publisher, S.

Unseld tries in 1971 to convince Koselleck to publish this volume in the 'Theorie' collection at Suhrkamp14 . Having aroused Koselleck's interest15 , S. Unseld immediately revived the plan to republish Koselleck's PhD-Thesis (Kritik und Krise) in his new non-fiction paperback collection ('Suhrkamp Taschenbuch Wissenschaft') 16 . All these efforts paid off since Suhrkamp did publish the third edition of Kritik und Krise. Eine Studie zur Pathogenese der bürgerlichen Welt in 1973 (n° 36 of the 'Suhrkamp Taschenbuch Wissenschaft' paperback series, a series which, from its beginnings (1973) onwards, had an enormous commercial success17 ) and Koselleck's selection of his articles (Vergangene Zukunft. Zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten) in 1979. In the 1970's, Koselleck became a 'Suhrkamp author' which gave him the status of more than an academic: an 'intellectual' read beyond his discipline. As N. Olsen stress it, Koselleck 'won a degree of international fame unusual for a German historian after 1945'18 . Indeed this was the explicit aim of the book collection 'Theorie' planned as early as 1963 and the first titles of which appeared in 1966: thanks to it, Siegfried Unseld, with the help of his editor (Karl Markus Michel19 ) wanted to build bridges between academic and public discourse.

At the same time, this collection had another symbolic connotation : it made of an academic a 'theoretician'. Historians are rarely seen as theoreticians. And indeed, historians were not numerous in this book series. More precisely, the collection had published 97 titles between 1966 (its first year) and 1979 (the date of the publication of Koselleck's book) and Koselleck's book was the first published which was written by a professional historian. The two other books dealing with history had been the work of philosophers : Odo Marquard's Schwierigkeiten mit der Geschichtsphilosophie (1973) and rtur C. Danto's Analytische Philosophie der Geschichte (1974). There were no historians in the director-staff: 'Theorie' was directed by Jürgen Habermas (1963-79), Dieter Henrich (1963-85), Hans Blumenberg (1965-70), Jacob Taubes (1965-77) and Niklas Luhmann (1976-85) 20 . Philosophers were dominant and prescriptive in the definition of 'theory' and in a 1965 letter from Jacob Taubes to Karl Markus Michel he explicitly excluded historical science from the 'Theorie' collection 21 .

In his survey of the uses of the label 'Theorie' in West Germany from the 1960s to 1990s, Philipp Felsch states that "resuming older developments from the prewar period and even the intellectual history of the nineteenth century, the meaning and status of 'theory' underwent significant changes during this time (…) theory lost its status as expert knowledge and turned into a collective singular denominating a wide range of paradigms and schools. (…) A new intellectual culture based on reading and discussing appealed to growing cohorts of student generations, as the 'paperback revolution' produced a hitherto unknown quantity of difficult texts.' 22 . In order to study 'the tremendous impact these schools of thought had on both academe and Western countercultures during the Cold War', Ph. Felsch talks of ''genre' in a rather wide and explorative (…) sense' 23 with a focus on its publishing dimension.

Ph. Felsch is right to stress that, at that time, 'Theory' is 'a genre distinct from academic philosophy' 24 . Indeed: Jacob Taubes even told Karl Markus Michel that 'what we don't need is the kind of philosophy fashioned by philosophy professors' 25 .

But how to understand that Koselleck became one of the German 'theoretician' of the time? First of all, the exploration of the Koselleck and Siegfried Unseld archives in Marbach enables us to identify that Koselleck's interlocutors were not the directors of the 'Theorie' collection, but Siegfried Unseld and his collaborator Karl Markus Michel 26 . Secondly, what interested them was precisely that they saw Koselleck as a theoretician of history. In 1965, 20 Paul, 'Theorieproduktion als Vermittlungsproblem', 144. 21 Paul, 'Für den Gebrauch zubereitet', 40. 22 Felsch, 'What Was Theory ?', 6. On 'Theorie' as a 'collective singular' see Paul, Vor der Theorie', 33. See : Philipp Felsch, Der lange Sommer der Theorie. Geschichte einer Revolte 1960-1990 (München: C. H. Beck, 2015). lthough referring to Franco Moretti's 'distant reading', Ph. Felsch doesn't propose a quantification of the use of the label, but an ethnographical case study of Merve Verlag. A lexicometric and bibliometric undertaking would be very interesting. Indeed, there is already an unscientific use of 'Theorie' in German before the 1960s. See for example the use of the very generic and pejorative expression of 'Milieu-Theorie' around 1900: Feuerhahn, ' Specter is Haunting Germany'. 23 Felsch, 'What Was Theory ?', 7. 24 Felsch, 'What Was Theory ?', 10. 25 Jacob Taubes to Karl Markus Michel, ugust 26, 1965 quoted in Felsch, 'What Was Theory ?', 10. 26 Unfortunately, I could not consult the correspondence between S. Unseld, K. M. Michel and J. Taubes. It could be that Taubes, who was in close contact with C. Schmitt initially suggested Koselleck's name without his then dealing with the latter. when they planned to launch a journal called 'Theorie' they saw Koselleck as a potential contributor from a list of names which did not include any other historian 27 . In June 1971, Karl Markus Michel explicitly wanted Koselleck to deliver them a volume 'bringing together his articles on theory of history (Geschichts-Theorie)' 28 . In his answer, Koselleck sums up The success of Koselleck's book was as important as the publisher decided to canonize it as a 'contemporary classic' by selecting it for a 'weisses Programm' (white program) which plaid 27 Are quoted: Blumenberg, Habermas, Klaus Heinrich, Wilhelm Hennis, Dieter Henrich, Reinhart Koselleck, Odo Marquard, Hans Mayer, Alexander Mitscherlich, Wolfhart Pannenberg, Hermann Schweppenhäuser, Spiros Simitis, Peter Szondi. It is interesting to note that only names of German colleagues are mentioned. (Siegfried Unseld to R. Koselleck, 30.09.1965: DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095) 28 Karl Markus Michel to R. Koselleck, 22.06.1971: DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095. 29 'das Projekt, meine theoretischen ufsätze zur Geschichte und zur Historie herauszugeben, ist natürlich sehr verlockend. Der Titel könnte lauten Vergangene Zukunft. Der Untertitel Studien zur Temporalstruktur der Geschichte' (R. Koselleck to K. M. Michel, 13.7.1971. DL Marbach: HS.2008.0095.) 30 Olsen, History in the Plural, 233. 31 See: Reinhart Koselleck, Wolfgang Mommsen, Jörn Rüsen (eds.), Objektivität und Parteilichkeit in der Geschichtswissenschaft (München: dtv, 1977). Between 1989 and 2017, the book underwent ten reissues.

1979-1965: Koselleck's model for our times: Lorenz von Stein

Let's open to the book itself: it is an anthology in three parts dealing with: 1) the relations of past and future in modern history; 2) theory and method in the historical determination of time 3) semantic remarks on the mutation of historical experience.

The articles selected are not organized in a chronological way even in each part. Usually, when one publishes an anthology of his articles, he chooses the ones which are the less anecdotic, in particular when one wants to propose something as general as a 'theory of historical times'.

Yet the oldest text selected gives the impression to those who discover its title that it is a (geistesgeschichtlich), he asserts the superiority of 'socio-historical history' (sozialhistorischen Studien): the accuracy of Stein's 'prognosis' would be the effect of the reverse: 'Stein's declaration was, however, based on diligent sociohistorical and administrative studies and acquired its sense of immediacy from the historical circumstances in which it arose'36 .

For someone who never read any sentence of Koselleck this introduction should be very cryptic: I quote: 'Stein delivered prognoses because he had made the movement of modern historyand hence its futurityhis diagnostic theme. In retrospect, it can be seen that his predictions have endured the test of history, more indeed than in a merely historiographic sense.'37 What does he mean with the 'futurity' (Zukünftigkeit) of the movement of modern history? Diagnostic and Prognosis work together. Why is the test of history better than the test of historiography? More generally, the entire article is a praise of Lorenz von Stein and his art of prognosis. Value judgments abound to underline the relevance of Stein's judgments : let's quote two of them : 'acute prognoses' (klare Prognose)38 , 'Stein's capacity to project aspirations into the future is extraordinary'39 .

Koselleck underlines the unique character of Lorenz von Stein's 'art' of prognosis. In order to stress this uniqueness, he sketches two different conceptions of history before and after the French Revolution. This description is very odd : without any reference or quotation he asserts that 'until the eigteenth century it was an almost universally accepted doctrine that one could, from the history of the past, learn lessons for the future' and that 'during the Enlightenment all this changed slowly and then, with the French Revolution, quite radicaly'40 : 'the Revolution altered the space of experience', 'the 'ruse of reason' forbids one to learn from history'41 . How can we explain that this historical shift is not the subject of an historical argument? It is as if Koselleck had taken distance towards the profession of historians. Indeed, on several occasions he praised Stein's distance from historians by profession ('strict historians' (strenge Historiker) ; 'professional historians' (zünftige

Historiker) 42 .
It is also particularly strange that this historization of the experience of history does not leave room for contingency. So much so that he subsumes under the same category two experiences of the time as different as the thought of progress and historism: 'Progress and historism, apparently mutually contradictory, offer the face of Janus, that of the nineteenth century' 43 . It is as if Koselleck claimed to go beyond the criticisms leveled by historians like Ranke conceived as promoters of historicism, of philosophers of history like Hegel and to identify a common horizon. In a way, it is as if Koselleck would reactivate the category of 'Zeitgeist'! This implies two questions: first, on what empirical basis, how does Koselleck proceed to carry out such a generalization? Second, how can he affirm the unity of the experience of historical time proper to an epoch and emphasize that some authors escape this experience, that they manage to become aware of it and to put it into perspective?

The whole first part of the article tries to show that Lorenz von Stein escapes two apories presented as symmetrical: 'Stein had attained (a consciously adopted point of view) by uniting critical distance with progressive perspective. This is what distinguished him as much from professional historians as from utopian philosophers of history' 44 . And in the next paragraph: 'It would be wrong, therefore, to treat Stein's position as intermediate to an increasingly petrified historical idealism, on the one hand, and a rising empiricism, on the other. This would miss the point of his individuality. Stein did without both a totalizing design and a precisely additive chronology. Both aspectsthe metahistorical and the chronologicalare, however, taken up in his theory of history. He thereby stripped them of all utopian pretense and robbed them of the accidental quality of daily politics, opening up a prospect of the great movement of history' 45 . Lastly, by trying to explain the meaning of Stein's use of the adjective necessary », Koselleck specifies : 'Only in the course of critical researchsociological and historicalwas he able to establish the minimum of future necessity that made prediction possible with a maximum of probability. Here he went further than the professional historians with whom he was contemporary. But he did not go so far as the naive progressive who confused their own optimism with far sight' 46 'Neither…nor' seems to be double negative rhetorical trope chosen by Koselleck in order to define the type of diagnosis and prognosis which he praises by Lorenz von Stein. Doing that he at the same time take distance to what he calls pejoratively 'utopians' and the 'professional historians'.

In the second part of the article, Koselleck develops what he calls 'an exemplary case of this art' of prognosis thanks to the short essay written by Lorenz von Stein on the Prussian constitutional question of 185247 .

Koselleck points out that the article in question was first published in a journal of the bourgeois intelligentsia before synthesizing Stein's thesis in the following way : 'his basic thesis was that Prussia was not capable of rule in the Western sense, but that all the historical barriers to the creation of a Prussian constitution resulted in pressure toward the formation of a German constitution'48 . Koselleck names this a 'structural prognosis' which 'rectitude', for him, 'was demonstrated in the years 1860 to 1871' 49 This remark has two dimensions. First, Koselleck praises Von Stein's method : a structural prognosis based on a socio-historical diagnosis. What he calls 'his conditional prognosis' 50 . Indeed, the vocabulary of the 'diagnosis', of the 'prognosis' and their qualified 'rectitude' cross all this part of the article. Secondly, it has a thematic dimension : a critic on one side of liberalism and on the other side of utopias (which often seems to denote the one of communism). For example, Koselleck stresses the fact that von Stein's diagnosis that 'Liberal and Social' 'mutually paralyzed each other' sets von Stein 'apart from the majority of national Liberals' 51 . Von Stein's critic of 'the parliamentary model' are read by Koselleck as a way to make 'unpleasant truths apparent' 52 . He praises the fact that 'Stein had dissected the intellectual contradictions of the constitutional system with an acuity that provoked alarm' 53 ; his life. E.-W. Böckenförde (1930-2019) had very close ties with Carl Schmitt between 1953 and 1985, the date of his death. As well as Koselleck, these two lawyers had borrowed from their master, Carl Schmitt, his praise of Lorenz von Stein. In the article by Schmitt cited by Koselleck, Schmitt had already used the vocabulary that Koselleck will reuse to praise the work of von Stein: he appreciated 'the essay, which contains amazing insights and forecasts (Voraussagen)' 59 . Schmitt underlines in particular the importance of von Stein's reflection on the relations between society and state and considers the fact that he asserted that the Prussian state is 'incapable of adopting a constitution' as particularly well forecasted. For Schmitt, 'it will be only when the whole of Germany has a constitution that the Prussian constitutional problem will be solved' 60 . To support his reading, Schmitt quotes Ernst Rudolf Huber : 'And in a programmatic essay from 1934, Ernst Rudolf Huber (...) speaks of the fact that Stein, despite his separation of state and society, 'astonishingly encompasses the entire field of political science'. So its effect is by no means over' 61 . This article by Huber on 'the german political science (die deutsche Staatswissenschaft) ' (1935) 62 At that time, behind the competing journals they were the competing 'schools' of constitutional law [START_REF]Zusehen werden Sie bemerken, dass es sich um einen kleinen Beitrag zur "Theorie" handelt[END_REF] : on one side, the 'Schmitt school' which defended a 'decisionist' conception of the State and who interpreted these decisions as answers to crisis ; on the other side, the 'Smend school' who defended the possibility of smoothing and eliminating conflicts thanks to constitutional law and who was the defender of the 'Grundgesetz'. As Niklas Olsen has written it : 'Central for the members of the 'Schmitt-school' was the nineteenth-century understanding of the state as a neutral and sovereign entity and a focus on conflict and historical rupture. His favoured categories -« Liberalism » and « Utopism » -are so general that they may give the reader the impression that there is no peculiarity of the nazi era, that it is only one of the avatars of utopianism, and that finally it could be a legacy of French revolution. In 1965, Koselleck was far from confronting the question of a specific German responsibility for the advent of Nazism and the Holocaust.

  Suhrkamp's proposition as follow: 'the project to publish my theoretical essays on Geschichte and Historie is of course very tempting. The title could be Futures Past. The subtitle Studies on the Temporal Structure of History' 29 . Between this letter(1971) and the publication of Vergangene Zukunft (1979) Koselleck adopted the term when for labelling his work. In 1973, he became a 'Professor für Theorie der Geschichte' at the new funded university of Bielefeld.'Theory' was therefore his trademark including in this new elite university promoting many academic labels as, in the department of history, the 'history of society' (Gesellschaftsgeschichte) of his colleagues and opponents Hans-Ulrich Wehler and Jürgen Kocka. Koselleck became also a member of a 'Studiengruppe 'Theorie der Geschichte''.Founded in 1973 by Reinhard Wittram and Theodor Schieder, this working group will be at the origin of six meetings until 1987 30 . Koselleck organized, with Jörn Rüsen and Wolfgang Mommsen, the two first meetings in 1975 about the relation between objectivity and partisanship in historical writing. The diagnosis that constituted the starting point of this group was that the theoretical reflections in historiography have hitherto remained programmatic and have not involved any changes in the practice of historians 31 .

  the role of a vitrine of Suhrkamp's production in Philosophy as well as in social and human sciences. The official princip of this publishing program was to highlight the actuality of 'old' books. A quote from Edgar Wind was the motto of the program: 'We have eaten from the tree of knowledge and cannot steal backwards into paradise: the gate is locked and the angel watches over it. But the garden may be open at the other end' 32 . 22 books were selected written by an international pantheon of human and social sciences: Bachelard, Bateson, Bourdieu, Devereux, Duby, Durkheim, Habermas, Hirschmann, Jauss, Koselleck, Leroi-Gourhan, Lévi-Strauss, Luhmann, Mauss, B. Moore, Moscovici, B. Nelson, E. Panofsky, Rorty, Serres, Whitehead, E. Wind. From 1989, after the interruption of the 'Theory' collection in 1986, Vergangene Zukunft was released until today in the famous collection 'Suhrkamp Taschenbuch Wissenschaft' 33 .

'

  micrological' point of view as Nietzsche mocked the philological works. Its title 'Historical Prognosis in Lorenz von Stein's Essay on the Prussian Constitution' seems to be very esoteric. Who still knows Lorenz von Stein in 1979? And even more his Essay on the Prussian Constitution published in 1852? And what do we have to understand by 'historical 32 'Wir haben vom Baum der Erkenntnis gegessen und können uns nicht rückwärts ins Paradies zurückstehlen: das Tor ist verriegelt, und der Engel wacht davor. ber der Garten ist vielleicht am anderen Ende offen' 33 Reinhart Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft: zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 1989).

  prognosis'? Is it not exactly the contrary of what we think an historian has to do? No to forecast the future, but to explain or understand the past! The oxymoron 'historical prognosis' seems as strange as the one used in the title of the book. Let's describe the article itself to clarify what appears to be an enigma. It is divided in two parts which are not entitled. Contrary to what one might imagine of a historian of the twentieth century, in the first part of his article, Koselleck does not deny historians the possibility of predicting the future, but defends it on the contrary by making a conceptual distinction between forecast ('vorhersagen') and prophesy ('prophezeien'). The first part opens with a quote from Lorenz von Stein, an author which is supposed to be known by the reader: 'It is possible to forecast the approaching future, but one would not wish to prophesy individual events' 34 . Koselleck justifies the possibility of such prognosis by responding in advance to the objection that it would only be 'a secularized version of Christian prophets of doom whose lasting certainty always exceeded the accuracy or inappropriateness of individual short-term expectations' 35 . Against this point of view of the 'intellectual history'

  is a manifesto published just after he took the direction of the Zeitschrift für die gesamte Staatswissenschaft. The journal had been led by the national liberal Georg Brodnitz, from 1924 till 1934. In 1933 Brodnitz was forced to resign because of his Jewish origin on the basis of the occupational employee law (Berufsbeamtengesetze). In October 1941 Brodnitz was deported and was murdered in a concentration camp. It was in such a context of the Nazification of the journal that Huber praised von Stein as anti-liberal statethinker : Huber wanted to criticize what he called the 'old political science' (alte Staatswissenschaft) and, as stressed by Dirk Blasius, used Lorenz von Stein as a weapon in this struggle : Stein 'divorced the Marxist-materialist conception of the state, which determined also the liberal middle class', and he put the 'contrast of state and society' in the middle of his 'important work' 63 . Blasius stresses that 'Huber opposes to the 'pluralism of the liberal division thinking' the draft of a 'united and closed political science'

  which gives a central role to the history of constitution' 64 . As D. Blasius reminds us, Huber quoted himself a book published one year earlier by Carl Schmitt (Die drei Arten des rechtswissenschaftlichen Denkens), in which he praised the Verwaltungslehre (1865-84) of von Stein : 'The liberal doctrine of the division of powers, the basis of the liberal constitutional state and the normativistic positivism associated with it, is opposed by Stein (...) German order thinking (deutsches Ordnungsdenken). That is why (his) works are still of current interest to us today, monuments of an, albeit unsuccessful, but genuine attempt at design and not just treasure troves of valuable material' 65 . Already in 1935, Stein plaid in a circle of nazi lawyers the role of an anti-liberal and antimarxist author. In Koselleck's article and words, von Stein is presented as a critic of 'utopian philosophers of history' 66 , a 'catch-all category', which, like 'utopianism' (Utopismus) is able to denounce Liberalism as well as Marxism 67 . The article by E.-W. Böckenförde quoted by Koselleck had been published in 1963 in a Festschrift honouring Otto Brunner, with whom Koselleck was at that time already working on the project of the Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe. Böckenförde quotes Carl Schmitt's afterword to the republication of von Stein's article and stresses like him the ability of von Stein to forecast. It is Böckenförde who introduces the vocabulary of 'prognoses' which will be central for Koselleck 68 . He expresses his basic thesis on von Stein in the following way : 'It doesn't take a long interpretation to recognize how much this prognosis from 1850 affects the reality of the modern welfare state (Sozialstaat): the legitimation of the state not so much To account for this, as M. Nebelin reminds us, R. Koselleck coined the expression 'Prussian official state' ('preussischer Beamtenstaat') or 'Official Rule' ('Beamtenherrschaft') 73 . What emerges from this text? Carl Schmitt, Ernst Rudolf Huber, Ernst-Wolfgang Böckenförde, Reinhart Koselleck, Dirk Blasius, Eckart Panckoke 74 constitute a transgenerational interpretive community of Lorenz von Stein. Everyone quotes the other ones and particularly Carl Schmitt 75 . The question of the meetings of this interpretive community can be illuminated if we consider the last clue of our close contextual reading. Indeed, if one looks at the journal where Koselleck's article had been published, may have one more hint : Der Staat. Zeitschrift für Staatslehre, Öffentliches Recht und Verfassungsgeschichte. At the beginning of the 1960s, Ernst-Wolfgang Böckenförde fonded this journal with Roman Schnur. Its first issue appeared in 1962. Böckenförde and the lawyer Roman Schnur 76 had enrolled the lawyers Werner Weber, Hans Julius Wolff and the historian Gerhard Oestreich as co-editors. The new journal was meant as a competitor to the old Archiv des öffentlichen Rechts (fonded in 1885) and pursued, in a different way than the dogmatically criticized Archiv, a pluridisciplinary attempt: near the jurist, political scientists, historians and philosophers would find in the journal their 'forum' 77 . Reference point was the state as it emerged in Europe and considered as 'one of the most important safeguards of personal and political freedom' (eine der wichtigsten Sicherungen persönlicher und politischer Freiheit).

  decisionism' 79 . Koselleck's article on von Stein's reflection on the prussian constitution is clearly embedded in the contemporary discussion of the 1960's in the Federal Republic of Germany. Thanks to his praise of von Stein's critic of the weakness of the liberal constitutions he takes part the controversy over the conception of the state that should prevail after the Second World War. By choosing the journal Der Staat, by stressing the 'peculiarity of the Prussian State' he seems almost critic of the importation of the 'Western science of democracy' as many of the Schmitt followers of the time called the constitutional work of Rudolf Smend and his students 80 . The Schmittian orientation of the journal Der Staat was very clear to the peers of the time. In 1965, Christian Graf von Krockow considered the journal Der Staat as a symptom of the fact that Carl Schmitt still had a great influence on West German intellectual life 81 . He considered Koselleck's Kritik und Krise as an important contribution to the popularization of Carl Schmitt's reading of European history. He defended the German constitutional law professor and SPD politician Horst Ehmke and his distinction between 'state' and 'society' against the critiques of Böckenförde in his article on Lorenz von Stein 82 . For Krockow, Germany was faced with an 'alternative': either it opted for the Schmittian path and what he called the 'ideology of the state', or for a 'democratic conscience'. For him, the choice was made all the more quickly because 'history has already demonstrated the unstoppable turn of authoritarian aspirations into totalitarian power' 83 . The political orientation of the Suhrkamp editions was very different from that chosen by Der Staat. As C. Michalski showed, they claimed the legacy of the 'Aufklärung'. R. Koselleck was far from ignoring this fact, him who, in his thesis, had made the Enlightenment the sad entry into a modernity marked by utopianism, the cult of progress and the destruction of State authority. Solicited by S. Unseld to contribute to the journal Theorie which the publisher wished to launch, Koselleck sent an off-print of his article on Lorenz von Stein which had just been published in Der Staat and replied not without malice: 'You will rightly be unwilling if I first don't answer for a quarter of a year and then immediately fall into the open with the 'Staat'. But if you take a closer look, you will notice that it is a small contribution to the 79 Niklas Olsen, History in the plural, 134.80 Niklas Olsen, History in the plural, 134. 81 Christian Graf von Krockow, 'Staatsideologie oder demokratisches Bewusstsein. Die deutsche lternative', Politische Vierteljahresschrift 6, no.2 (1965): 118 -31. 82 Christian Graf von Krockow, 'Staatsideologie oder demokratisches Bewusstsein. Die deutsche lternative', Politische Vierteljahresschrift 6, no.2 (1965): 127 fn. 16. 83 Christian Graf von Krockow, 'Staatsideologie oder demokratisches Bewusstsein. Die deutsche lternative', Politische Vierteljahresschrift 6, no.2 (1965): 129.

  ), 238 -68; Niklas Olsen, History in the Plural. An Introduction to the Work of Reinhart Koselleck (New York: Berghahn Books, 2012); Timo Pankakoski, 'Conflict, Context, Concreteness: Koselleck and Schmitt on Concepts', Political Theory 38/6 (2010): 749 -79; Ernst Müller & Falko Schmieder, Begriffsgeschichte und historische Semantik. Ein kritisches Kompendium (Berlin : Suhrkamp-Verlag, 2016).See in this volume the article by Bruno Quelennec.

	3 See : Rédaction, 1988, 'Histoire et sciences sociales. Un tournant critique ?', Annales ESC 43 / 2 (1988) : 291-
	293 ; Rédaction, 'Tentons l'expérience', Annales ESC 44 / 6 (1989) : 1317-1323 ; Christian Jouhaud,
	'Présentation', Annales HSS 49 / 2 (1994) : 271-276 ; Jacques Revel, 'Micro-analyse et construction du social

1. 1979: how Suhrkamp canonized Reinhart Koselleck as a 'theoretician'

  Let's start from one of Koselleck's most famous books -Vergangene Zukunft. Zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten (Futures Past Futures Past. On the Semantics of Historical Time) 5then zoom in on the oldest text published in this anthology -the article entitled 'Geschichtliche Prognose in Lorenz von Steins Schrift zur preussischen Verfassung' (1965) ('Historical Prognosis in Lorenz von Stein's Essay on the Prussian Constitution') 6 -and try to show its construction, its regime of proof and how it plays on different historical temporalities: the temporality of and before what Koselleck calls from this time onward the

	'Sattelzeit' 7 , 1852: the publication date of Von Stein's essay, the bibliographical production
	on von Stein between 1940 and 1965 as well as the present of Koselleck's writing : 1965, its
	first publishing site. This essay is a real temporal palimpsest which has to be deciphered as
	such.
	5 Reinhart Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft. Zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp,
	1979); Reinhart Koselleck, Futures Past. On the Semantics of Historical Time, trans. Keith Tribe (New York:
	Columbia University Press, 2004).
	6 Reinhart Koselleck, 'Geschichtliche Prognose in Lorenz von Steins Schrift zur preussischen Verfassung', Der
	Staat. Zeitschrift für Staatslehre, Öffentliches Recht und Verfassungsgeschichte 4 (1965): 469 -81; Reinhart
	Koselleck, 'Geschichtliche Prognose in Lorenz von Steins Schrift zur preussischen Verfassung', in Vergangene
	Zukunft. Zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 1979), 87-104.; Reinhart Kosellek,
	'Historical Prognosis in Lorenz von Stein's Essay on the Prussian Constitution' (1965), in Futures Past. On the
	Semantics of Historical Time, trans. Keith Tribe (New York: Columbia University Press, 2004), 58 -71.

  59 Carl Schmitt, 'Die Stellung Lorenz von Steins in der Geschichte des 19. Jahrhunderts', Schmollers Jahrbuch für Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirtschaft im Deutschen Reich 64, II. Halbband (1940): 641 see also p. 642, 646. 60 Carl Schmitt, 'Die Stellung Lorenz von Steins in der Geschichte des 19. Jahrhunderts', Schmollers Jahrbuch für Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirtschaft im Deutschen Reich 64, II. Halbband (1940): 641. 61 Carl Schmitt, 'Die Stellung Lorenz von Steins in der Geschichte des 19. Jahrhunderts', Schmollers Jahrbuch für Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirtschaft im Deutschen Reich 64, II. Halbband (1940): 646. 62 Ernst Rudolf Huber, 'Die deutsche Staatswissenschaft', Zeitschrift für die gesamte Staatswissenschaft 95 (1935), 1-65. 63 Ernst Rudolf Huber, 'Die deutsche Staatswissenschaft', Zeitschrift für die gesamte Staatswissenschaft 95 (1935), 10 quoted in: Dirk Blasius, 'Positionen und Begriffe. Zur Bedeutung Lorenz von Steins für Ernst Rudolf Huber und Carl Schmitt', in Ernst Rudolf Huber. Staat-Verfassung-Geschichte, ed. Ewald Grothe (Baden-Baden, Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2015), 262. Unfortunately, because of the COVID 19 pandemy I could not get Huber's article.

On the emic/etic opposition, see : Jean-Pierre Olivier de Sardan, 'Émique', L'Homme. Revue française d'anthropologie, 38 (147) (1998) : 151-166. https://doi.org/10.3406/hom.1998.370510

On the history of this expression, see: lexandre Escudier, 'La Sattelzeit : gen se et contours d'un concept d'époque', Éthique, Politique, Religions 17 (2020) (special issue: La temporalité du politi ue. rise et continuité, ed. Bruno Godefroy) : 72-86.

'Für den Gebrauch zubereitet', 54. The book series had been designed by Willy Fleckhaus.10 The distinction between a series 'Theorie 1' devoted to the republication of little-known texts from the humanities and a series 'Theorie 2' publishing contemporary texts from the human and social sciences and essentially translated will last only three years. The 'Theorie' collection at Suhrkamp existed between 1967 and 1986. SeePaul, 'Für den Gebrauch', 39. 11 Karl Markus Michel to R.Koselleck (20.01.1965; 05.04.1965);Koselleck to Karl Markus Michel (20.04.1965). DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095. 12 Suhrkamp Verlag toKoselleck (30.09.1965); Koselleck toUnseld 05.01.1966). DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095. On the project of the Theorie journal, see: Stefan Müller Doohm, Jürgen Habermas. Eine Biographie (Frankfurt/Main, Suhrkamp, 2014), 147-148.13 Koselleck to S.Unseld (6.12.1967) DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095. But the second edition published in 1969 will again be published at the publisher Alber: Reinhart Koselleck, Kritik und Krise. Ein Beitrag zur Pathogenese der bürgerlichen Welt, 2d edition(Freiburg & München: Alber, 1969).

S.Unseld to Koselleck (27.04.1971; 11.06.1971) DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095.

Koselleck to Karl Markus Michel (13.7.1971) DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095. 'Koselleck was very interested, but he nevertheless asked: Since other publishers have also approached me, I would be grateful if you could inform me about the probable number of copies and the probable fee' ('Da auch andere Verlage an mich herangetreten sind, wäre ich Ihnen dankbar, wenn Sie mich über die vermutliche Auflagenhöhe und das vermutliche Honorar unterrichten könnten.')

Koselleck to Unseld (13.7.1971) DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095 

Reinhart Koselleck, Kritik und Krise. Eine Studie zur Pathogenese der bürgerlichen Welt (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 1973).

Olsen, History in the plural, 2. 

Karl Markus Michel (1929-2000) was editor at Suhrkamp Verlag from 1961 to 1974. From the mid-1960s he played a key role in the development of the scientific program and particularly the collection 'Theorie'. He brought authors such as Claude Lévi-Strauss, Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault to Suhrkamp, but was reluctant to publish Jacques Derrida (see: Paul, 'Theorieübersetzungen', 198).

Koselleck, Historical Prognosis, 58 (Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Historical Prognosis[END_REF] 'Es ist möglich, das Kommende vorherzusagen, nur dass man das einzelne nicht prophezeien wolle.')

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 58; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Historical Prognosis[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 58; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Historical Prognosis[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 58; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Historical Prognosis[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 60; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | DLA Marbach: HS[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 63; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Über die Theoriebedürftigkeit[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis',[58][59] Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Historical Prognosis[END_REF][88] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 59; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft, 89. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 62, 64; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Über die Theoriebedürftigkeit', 10. 93 See also the inaugural diagnosis in 'Wozu noch Historie?[END_REF][START_REF] Koselleck | Über die Theoriebedürftigkeit[END_REF] 95. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 60; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft, 89. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 62; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Über die Theoriebedürftigkeit', 10. 93 See also the inaugural diagnosis in 'Wozu noch Historie?[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 62; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Über die Theoriebedürftigkeit', 10. 93 See also the inaugural diagnosis in 'Wozu noch Historie?[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 64; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] Koselleck | Über die Theoriebedürftigkeit[END_REF][95] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 64; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft, 95. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 65; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[95][96] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 65; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft, 96. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 71; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft, 103. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis',[65][66] Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft, 96. 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 66; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] König | Theorie II (Wissenschaftstheorie)[END_REF] 

Koselleck, 'Historical Prognosis', 66; Koselleck, Vergangene Zukunft,[START_REF] König | Theorie II (Wissenschaftstheorie)[END_REF] 

Reinhard Mehring, 'Begriffsgeschichte mit Carl Schmitt', in Begriffene Geschichte. Beiträge zum Werk Reinhart Kosellecks, ed. Hans Joas & Peter Vogt (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 2011), 160. 

'Stein' made 'a prognosis that broke apart the Liberal movement's horizon of expectation' 54 .

Koselleck praises the fact that 'the State' 'was sui generis a historical entity' 55 .

On the other hand, he stresses the distance between Von Stein's thought and what he calls the 'utopists': His 'moving from diagnosis to prognosis and not vice versa' is considered by Koselleck as a good sign, a sign of Von Stein's distance towards 'a utopian fashion' 56 .

Lastly, Koselleck considers and praises the fact that Von Stein's stresses 'the peculiarity of the Prussian state' and that the social articulation and diversity of Prussia displayed insufficient homogeneity for the creation and maintenance of a parliamentary constitution 57 .

Paratext and Publication Medium: the 1960's and the specter of the Third Reich

This close reading already makes it possible to highlight the unconventional status of this article, which does not hesitate to make value judgments, valuing both the diagnoses and the historical prognoses as if its author, far from being a historian, had to be a doctor, a doctor of the Prussian society.

If one looks at the paratext and more precisely at the footnotes, the reader has a first hint to understand the meaning of the text. Except the references to Von Stein, Koselleck refers to three different texts : Carl Schmitt's afterword to a reedition of the text of von Stein in 1940 ; an article on von Stein as a theoretician of the movement from state and society towards the social state published by Ernst-Wolfgang Böckenförde in 1963 and Ernst Rudolf Huber's Deutsche Verfassungsgeschichte seit 1789 (1963) 58 . Huber (1903-1990) had been a doctoral student of Carl Schmitt. Like him, he had supported the National Socialist regime and had maintained a correspondence with Schmitt during all 54 Koselleck,'Historical Prognosis',[66][67]Koselleck,Vergangene Zukunft,98. 55 Koselleck,'Historical Prognosis',[START_REF] Nebelin | Stein 'legt dar, dass der Staat Preussen nach seiner Geschichte und bei seiner gesellschaftlichen und wirtschaftlichen Struktur überhaupt 'verfassungsunfähig' ist und die weitere Geschichte Preussen ein fortwährender Verfassungskonflikt sein wird. Erst wenn ganz Deutschland eine Verfassung hat, wird das preussische Verfassungsproblem gelöst warden können[END_REF]Koselleck,Vergangene Zukunft,103. 56 Koselleck,'Historical Prognosis',66;Koselleck,Vergangene Zukunft,97. 57 Koselleck,'Historical Prognosis',[START_REF] Böckenförde | Lorenz von Stein als Theoretiker der Bewegung von Staat und Gesellschaft zum Sozialstaat[END_REF]Koselleck,Vergangene Zukunft,101. 58 from its constitution as from its active, socially responsible administration (Verwaltung)' [START_REF] Böckenförde | Lorenz von Stein als Theoretiker der Bewegung von Staat und Gesellschaft zum Sozialstaat[END_REF] .

Böckenförde criticizes vigorously the abstract formalism of the human rights declaration, refers to Carl Schmitt several times and contests the idea that the dissolution of the oppositions in society may happen in the domain of the constitution. Lorenz von Stein is praised as an alternative to the marxist revolutionism and as a promoter of the 'social reform' (soziale Reform, 271) who defended a 'sober realism' (nüchterner Realismus, 277).

In the republication of his article in the volume Vergangene Zukunft (1979) transition from a conception of history as 'historia magistra vitae', a history capable of providing lessons for the future to a history in singular, a linear, progressive and schematic movement. This conception of history where past and future are separated allows, for Koselleck, utopian plans of the future. Thanks to this conceptual analysis, Koselleck's goal is to take distance to that comprehension of history which is particularly represented by Karl Marx and marxism in general. To develop a 'theory of historical times' is crucial for Koselleck in order to take the challenge of what he calls the 'communist camp' (kommunistischer Lager): to develop another 'political function' of history 96 than its 'philosophy of history'.

In West Germany in the 1960's-70's, 'Theorie' was a contested label. It was claimed by very different actors: philosophers of science [START_REF] König | Theorie II (Wissenschaftstheorie)[END_REF] , promoters of the human and social sciences (sociologists, linguists, anthropologists ...) some of which were also published in the collection 'Theorie', philosophers based in Francfort -Adorno, Horkheimer or Habermaswho claimed the label 'critical theory' (kritische Theorie) [START_REF] Dubiel | Theorie, kritische[END_REF] in dialogue with Marxism. Faced with all these actors, Koselleck seeks to defend the place of history as a discipline, also theoretical, and to assert another definition of 'Theory' which does not renounce having a political function but an alternative to Marxism.

When in 1971 he responded to Suhrkamp's offer to publish his texts on the theory of history in the 'Theorie' book series, Koselleck made clear that the book would be part of Carl Schmitt's legacy. He immediately suggested the title which would remain: Vergangene Zukunft [START_REF] Koselleck | DLA Marbach: HS[END_REF] . The title itself paid homage to Carl Schmitt because in 1968 Koselleck had published a text in a tribute volume to Carl Schmitt entitled 'Vergangene Zukunft der frühen Neuzeit' 100 , a text which he mentioned in his answer to K. M. Michel when sketching the content of Vergangene Zukunft, an article which will be the first one in the published book.

From the point of view of the profession, it was most probably seen as a provocation or at least a confirmation that with this book Koselleck once more stressed his debt to Carl Schmitt. Indeed as soon as the Carl Schmitt Festschrift had been published, one of Koselleck's peer, the historian Hans-Ulrich Wehler asserted: ' lthough Germany is undoubtedly an underdeveloped country in terms of political shame, the two Festschrifts that Schmitt has received in recent years regardless of his services to National Socialism are literally a scandal, cf. Festschrift for C. Schmitt, Berlin 1959, and Epirrhosis, Festgabe für C. Schmitt, 2 vol., Berlin 1968 (it ).' (Wehler, '' bsoluter Krieg'', 237) 102 Habermas, 'Verrufener Forschritt'. See Bruno Quelennec's article in this issue. 103 'Forum (…), auf dem sowohl stattgefundene Kontroversen dokumentiert und weitergeführt als auch neue angeregt und ausgetragen werden sollen' (Karl Markus Michel to Koselleck (11.06.1971). DLA Marbach: HS.2008.0095.) 104 'es wäre schön, wenn Sie sich beteilgen wollten' (Karl Markus Michel to Koselleck (11.06.1971)