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ABSTRACT

The aim of this research is to reconstruct a metaphysical interpretation of the philosophy

of history with regard to the spirit of historical thinking. The spirit of historical thinking is

to emphasize the relation betweenwhat happened in the past and histoal thinking
about the pastin the present.However, current philosophies of history,which are largely
epistemologicaly oriented, have not adequately explored this relation. In order to
investigate the relation between past and present, | refer to an Astiotelian philosophy of
practice and politics, and adpt it to the domain of the philosophy of history, and argue
the case fora metaphysical science of historyA metaphysical science of history contains
two primary parts. They are the part onphysisand the part ontechnd® E OT TWItD E O
regard to physisthat metaphysically investigates thenatural generating progress of
entities, | argue thatthe existence ofhistorical events can be understood as a natural
developing progress inwhich the events are orakred in a chronological sequenceSuch
chronological sequence is esserdily the physisof history in the metaphysical sensq
AEAOAAOA OiitiAgsz&t00 8A & T @ @enAeg DE DO O Icdéntotstrate that
Aristotelian knowing is for itself an action of knowing, which is located beyond a given
temporal position in the past to both the past and the thinking present, and indicates the
EOT AAT AT OAT " AET CT AOGO 1 /GesBhBrer@idens j&)E TAE A QA A O A
that the historical eudaimonia, namely the pursuing of the completeness of historical
knowledge, is the final presentation of actualizingGeschehenszeits it bridges the past

and the present in accordance to the spirit of historical thinking.
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Chapter 1z The spirit of historical thinking, and
epistemological historicization

The philosophy of history studies not the subject matter of historical thinking, or even the
meaning of historical thinking, but the activity of historical thinking and the reason for it.
Therefore, the philosophy of history is distinct from historiographyand the history of
historiography. The philosophy of history is a philosophy, as philosophy isriginally

about the most fundamental reasons for the world and human beings.

1.1 Different levels of the spirit of historical thinking.

When we study a histoy, what are we actually doing? Are we discussing things that
happened in the past and regarthg them as the subject matter of a certain discipline
T AT AA OEEOOI OUde ! GRAIXIAAMT O EOEAROEHR ICAIOEGRE EITEE
involving particO1 AO AAOAO ET OEA DPAOOe -1 OA £EO1T AAI A
x EQOE O OdvénB §indeldoth are used to describe the happened status in the past
that may be distinguished from the happening status in the present, which indicates a
change fran where we were to where we are. This kind of question can be referred to a
AAAAOA AAT OO OEA mEO1T AAT AT OAT 1T AOGET A 1T &£ OOAE
OEA &£01 AAi AT OA1 EOACAI AT O 11 OEA TAOOOA 1T &
realm of the essential spirit of historical thinking . This theme may be discussed
depending on the extent of the ontological presuppositions of construing the knowing
AT A OEA TAATETCO T &£ 10 EI EEOOI OU8 3AUETC O
EEOOI OUG 1T O OEEOOI OET COA Bgtilitidthefgénerdd &k @i th& T OO A
thesis, indicates that | am going to discuss the spirit of historical thinking in the broadest
sense, which relates to its fundamental relation to philosophy@pirit § though somehow is
easy to misuse or misunderstand as a characterized abstractnessaogiven period of time
or era (like the famous@eitgeisB(time spirit) ), is still an appropriate characteriing term
to describe the common or universal existencef our mental world in a nornrtemporal or
atemporal sense though of course it is also possible to relate to tim@®y discussing the

Gpirit 8of historical thinking, | attempt to sketch the perspective or the @rmé of our
1



mental concentrationwhen we andour ancestors think of the@hinking 8activity in regard
to historical knowledge, and we will see it indeed essentially relates to time, though the
Gpirit 8of historical thinking for itself is independent from time but synchronizes with
thinking .
Regarding the relevance of history to philosophy, nearly seventy years ago, Karl
Lowith offered his famous argument on the spirit of historical thinking:
The historical consciousness cannot but start with itself, though its aim is to know
the thought of other times and other men, different from our times and ourselves.
History has time and again to be recovered and rediscovered by the living
generations. We understandz and misunderstandz ancient authors, but always in
the light of contemporary thought, reading he book of history backward from the
last to the first page(Lowith, 1949, p.2
In my view, this argument perfectly describes how the spirit of historical thinking can
be generally grasped adridging the gap between the past and the present, and
between the historical happened and contemporary thinking  about what happened.
3Ei ETAO O ,ExXxEOEB8O0 AOCOi AT O &I AOGOETI ¢ 11 AOEACEI
DOAOAT Oh wOEA 61 ACAT ET Al O Al AEi AA OEAO OEA EEOQ
hEOOI OUs AOO OEA DAOI AT AT O POAOGATAA 1T &£ OEA DOl ARG
xEQOE EEO Al 1 OABdgdi) 1978@pA@),GtougA A think that both these
arguments need further demonstration, especiallyin responding to those alreadygiven
and still-in-developmentin modern and contemporary philosophies of history.
However, different interpretations of historical thinking may be derived from
different interpretations of the significant aim and character of philosophy. For example,
one of the most famous characteristics of philosophy indicates that philosophy
irrespective of whether it is being differentiated as many disciplinesz naturally
investigates things in a historical way, and, conversely, history is naturally concerned as a
constituent of philosophy. Considering the relation between philosophy and history in the

broadest sensd, | think the spirit of historical thinking has at least three different levels.

/1T OEEO OEAIi Ah ATUITA AATTTO EGITOA 61 ACAIETISO xIi OEh

examined history not as a given object of analysis but as four relations with philosophyoegelin

1978, ppp @8 " AOEAAOh ) ACOAA xEOE gelin taE\egéli finalle T ES O AT 1 1 Al
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AEAOA 1 AGAT O AAT AA OACAOAAA A0 ODEWAALAEZEZEAIC
since they discuss the nature of history in a philosophical way, but it is not unacceptable
OEAO xA [ AU OAOEOO AAIT1EITC OEAI OPEEIT O PEU
the modern and contemporary form, namely, the form as a fierentiated discipline.

However, it is this paradox that presents the predicament of investigating the relation
between history and philosophy, that is, as far as we see history not as a given object to
analyse but as a world of reality in which philosopi also participates and where we are

living with the relations between history and philosophy It could be hard for us to stand

to one side and investigate another, though this could make the investigation easier since

this is the way we always do in the an-mental and material sciences. Even though, | still

try to clarify the basic characters of these levels of the spirit, since these different but

mutual relevant levels of the spirit of historical thinking may essentially have an impact

on, and even mayudndamentally determine, the nature of the philosophy of history as a
differentiated discipline.

The first level of the spirit regards history as, though not the essence, the
necessary way of philosophical thinking. For philosophers like Plato, the taskof
philosophy is to experience the tension between the poles of temporal mortals and
eternal immortal2 being. In the process in which the temporal mortals attempt to
experience the eternal being, the mortals transform their material existence into the
spiritual existence, in which the field of history emerges, since the mortal beings
generation by generationz naturally expand the experience of things to the field of a
temporal dimension by constructing the antecedensucceeded relation in time. This fiel,

ET OEA & Of T &# A OAipi OAl bDOiT AAOOh EO OEA E

abandoned his original scheme on a linear developmental interpretation of Western history and
believed that any unitary interpretation of history is intractable, though | also think that we should
distinguish two activities in the similar name of philosophy of history, that is, the one in which we
investigate the principles of a science that concerns history, and the one in which we investigate
the possible meanings of history itself rather than the way we concern history. SeeiIMEh O) O
3DAAOI AGEOA O0EEITT Ol PEU 1 £ ( EOOI OUsubsiaa©dadForfngnd h  E 1
History: A Collection of Essays in Philosophy of Histdedinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
1981, 107.
2 In this research, this pair of termsthe mortal and the immortal, should not be endowed vth
any theological meaning like the divine and the evjlrather, it is referred to describe the traditional
philosophical tension between humai® own existence and consciousness and a greater world the
order of which is without human interference. For philosophers like Plato, this tension is
synchronized with a smaller tension between humaé body and soulwhich further indicates that
only can soul approach the eternal existence beyond the temporalistence.

3



by philosophy. In this sense, a philosophy is naturally and essentially a philosophy of
history, just like that influential one which claims that a philosophy is naturally and
essentially a political philosophy(Strauss, 1976. Indeed, the fundamental sense of the
AEI 1 £ PEEI T OI PEU j &£ O AgAi 1 Ah 01 AOT 60O PEEI T Ol DE
ways, since it really discusses the basic nature of human beingas both temporal mortal
beings and mutually supported publicbeings. It can even be argued that this sense will
result in the view that philosophy is history and history is philosophy, and there is no
OOA1 AGET 1 OEEDPS AAOxAAT OEAIih OETAA A OAI AOGEI T OEE
things. This level of the spit of historical thinking has appeared many times in different
philosophies, irrespective of whether they refer to philosophy in a general or pure sense,
or the philosophy of history as a differentiated discipline. But a conclusive example which
clearly explicates this spirit without any other interpretation may be Plato and hissorgias
and Symposium Somehow, we can also list St. Augustine for his work harmonizing the
past and the future, and of harmonizing historical mortals and holy immortals; however,
strictly speaking, the Christian tradition or the Roman world provides only a new form of
ordering the human world, rather than a totally new spirit that separates philosophy
from history.

The second level of the spirit indicates the differentiated disci  plines. In one way,
it may succeed the first level in the sense that it still resists the objectivization of history
(done by the third level) and insists on the philosophical experiencing of history; however,
it goes further in that it attempts to structuralize the experience and establish an
intellectual process of history from the past to the present, and then, probably, to the
future. This process of history is initially not the same as the one from the temporal
mortals to the eternal being in the firstlevel, but it gradually sets up an intellectual
analogue upon the first one. The knowledge of the real world is divided into pieces by
identifying the temporal before and the temporal after, or by identifying different
domains of the subjectmatters of research, so that the knowledge can be operated in the
form of intellectual structuralization. Though it does not reach the extent of
objectivization, since it still serves the holistic aim of human beings themselves rather

than objects, it does result in tle independence of history as one differentiated

4



philosophy (epistémé which is parallel to other philosophies gpistémai), rather than as a
general sense philosophy. Many examples of this level can be offered, but one of them,
that of Aristotle, is more rd AOEAAT Ah 110 111U AAAAOOA 1 A
interpretation of ethical life (which may further indicate a historical life), but also, even
more significantly, because of his constructions of thdifferentiated disciplines, which
make the knowledg of real world analysable by soul for the first time, rather than
merely sensible by soulfor Plato.

4EA OEEOA ODPEOEO DPOAOAT OO EEOOI OEAAI OEEIT
EEOOI OUBh xEEAE énhabokd thel prirgiples df Ghg Qifle réniiafed
discipines8 4EEO AT EAT AAT AT O OEIi xO OEAOGHh 11 1 AOOA
T AAAOGOAOU xAU 1T £ PEEI T O1I PEEAAI OEETEET ¢ EOO/
subject matter of philosophical thinking, and, conversely, the plosophical thinking of
EEOOT OUh AOAT OEA OAOI OPEEIT OI PEU 1T £ EEOOI
Indeed, this objectivization scheme has many forms and sometimes does not explicitly
regard history as a clear subjectnatter for philosophical research (and in the form of
philosophical research). However, it spiritually changes the task of philosophy, so that the
equivalence between history and philosophy in the first level, which denotes that the field
of history is recognized as the tension be&teen the mortal and the eternal itself, cannot
be adopted any longer. History as a notion is interpreted for the aim of other
demonstrations of notions, which often come from political philosophy, especially in the
case that a political idea is recoveredral rediscovered by generations in the light of each
CAT AOAOGET 1 6 O coAckrhsGvhithEmak24A thdJnotion of history nothing more
OEAT AT ANOGEOAI AT O 1T &£ OAAOGAI T PiLékturésdad th&l O A
Philosophy of World History world history is essentially a development of the notion of
AOAAATT ET xEEAE EOAAAT I OAAI EOGAOG EOOAI E8 4
history (in his Capital: A Critique of Political Economgnd Communist Manifestpin the
sense that the historicalmovement is the constituent of a progressive political movement
toward communism.

Most of modern and contemporary philosophies of history areexemplifications of

the third level of the spirit of historical thinking. Though there are some traces or sections

5



presenting a concerrwhich indicate something ofthe first level, however their main does

not present their final aims this way. Philosophical thinking, for themis not as high as in
the first level of the spirit, which investigates the tension between temporal mortals and
eternal being; rather, it practically, even pragmatically, is concerned merely with the
critical nature of the thinking, which reversely makesphilosophy merely a method of

critical thinking rather than the bridge between the human and the holy. This means that
for these philosophies, what is important is not the graceful tension existing in the

historical and philosophical forms, but the subjetivism egothinking of historical objects

i xEEAE ) xEI1 1 AOGAO AEAOAAOAOEUA AO OAPEOOAITI T CE

say that the third level of historical thinking is full of mistakes; it does have a developed
philosophy of history andincreases (but does not improve) our understandings of history.
But do we have any other options ofhe philosophy of history?

This research aims to reconstruct the outlines of the philosophy of history in
accordance with the spirit of historical thinking in the sense of a harmonized synthetic
result of the first, the second, and even the third levels, that Bjust as Lowith arguedz
focusing on the relation between historical events in the temporal past and
historical thinking in the temporal present . In this research, | will mainly argue that
the tension betweenthe past and the present is the significance that most current
philosophies of history have attemptedunsuccessfully o clarify, since this is the task for

the first and the second levelwhereas they are constructed in the third level. This tension

betweenthe past andthe DOAOAT O xEI1 1 1 AAA OEA OOAEAT AA

metaphysical philosophy of history) to generate its own essence.

To demonstrate this, | will firstly outline a background of dominant philosophies of
history (in the narrow sense as a differentiated discipline) fromthe modern birth to the
contemporary fruits, and will present some of the epistemological characteristicso that
the case for the need for a metaphysical alternative of the philosophy of history can be

offered (Chapter 1, from Section 1.3). | will then claim that the metaphysical alternative,

I £# EEO

OEA OOAEAT AA T £ EEOOI OUBh AlelatxdtBelsignifiéanck of DOET AOU DA

the essence of history, namely, the part on thphysisof history and the part on the

D E Ol Tlaril @&hi@ of history (Chapter 2). For the first part on thephysisof history, | will

6



show that the order among historical eventperforms a chronological nature of history (I

AAl OrdnEn@sze® @ ET OEA OAT OA OEAO EEOOI OEAAI AOA
according to the temporal antecedensucceed sequence, and that this nature
metaphysically conducts the developmentrom historical events to the science of history

as the development from material cause to formal end causetelos). But this
interpretation of the physis of history shall be transformed into an interpretation

j Geschehenszéitq AAT OO OEA Abhistdradndthe@uAdtion 'of Auefl aBeing,

which calls for the second part on théd E O 1 Tartd @&h@ of history (Chapter 3). For the

second part, | will argue that to understand the Being and the function of history, we must

expand the original ethica philosophy on knowing to a range of historical dimensions. To

achieve that, | will suggest that historical knowing is for itself an action of knowing

i OEEOOI OEAAT AAI EAAOAOCEIT18Qqh xEEAE EO 11 AAOQOA
include bath the past andthe present thinking. This demonstration will refer to some

traditional notions like eudaimonia and deliberation, and also topoiesis and praxis

however, all notions like these will be reinterpreted in a historical dimension and

regarding the temporal tension betweenthe past and the present. This process may

complete the whole perspective ofactualizing Geschehensze{tChapter 4). Finally, | will

conclude this whole perspective fromOrdnungszeitto Geschehenszeits the fundamental

logic of the science of history (Chapter 5).

1.2 On the general method of this research.

Before outlining the perspective of epistemological historicization, | would like to
discuss further the method of this research. What kind of method can be appropriately
applied to the philosophy of history in that it investigates the essential characters of itself
AO A xET1T A OAOEAO OEAT 1T &£ EOO Al 1 OAT1 00e ! AOC
really presuppose is not an internal method of an individual disciplie that may be called
OOEA 1T AOET A T &£# OAOAAOAEETI ¢ OEA PEEIT OI PEU 1
Al 61 AA Appi EAA O 1 OEAO AEOCAEDPIETAO AT A xEI
way as well. For example, a research method in the realnf political philosophy (and

history of political thought) may also be adopted into the philosophy of history, since both

7



political philosophy and the philosophy of history in the broad sense in their first spirit

Z correspond to the approach of focusingn the tension between the temporal and the

immortal, which reversely makes both disciplines deal with their own themes in a

Aliii11 OPEEIT Ol PEEAAI 6 xAUus8 7EAO0 ) Ai CciETC O AI
another reason for the homogeneity betweermolitical philosophy and the philosophy of

history, that is, the fact that these two disciplines are all the practical sciences which are

AT 1 AOAOGAA AU A CcAT AOAT h O1 EOAOOAT OOEAT OAGEAAI OA
significant argument in this research in the sense that it supports the metaphysical

structure of the essential nature of the philosophy of history, and it will be demonstrated

thoroughly in Chapters 2 to 5.) Therefore, | will next offer some contemporary examples

of different kinds of research methods which have already been mainly adopted by

political philosophy and the intellectual history of political thought. Some kinds of these

methods are not completely concerned with the philosophy of history, but the philosophy

of history z if we do not limit its boundary and its depthz may be reconsidered with

these kinds of methods.

A OOUOOAI 86h OEEO EETA 1T &£ OAOAAOAREa AAITT OOOAC
PEEI T Ol PEAOBO xiI OE 10 OAO T &£ x1 OEO OEAO AAITT O/
which further presents the normative values and inspirations, or mistakes and
misunderstandings of this work (.g, John RawlIsA Theory of Justige
(2) Hermeneutically philosophical: A hermeneutical research also attempts to
investigate the selfcompatibility of a philosophical work, but it focuses more on
OEA OOAAI &8 T AATET CO O1 AAO OA@OOh AT A AT AO 1160
(e.g, Leo StraussThe City and Mah
The two kinds of method above are the ones mainly adopted in this research. To
AOOAAT EOE A | AOGAPEUOEAAT ET OAOPOAOAOGEIT 1T &£ OGEA 0O
OEA AOOAT OGEAI AEAOAAOAOOR AT 1T OAT OOh Ai A OOOOAOOC
OAZAOOET ¢ O ! OEOOT O1 A0 DPEEIT Ol PEUh ET OEA OAT 04
philosophical system. Somehow, it can be said that these two methodsis being widely

practised in the realm of political philosophy and the history of politicalthought z have

8



already been practised from the modern birth of the philosophy of history, the most

EAI T OO0 AgAi pi A ARAET C (ACAI 60 PEEIT OI PEU 1T £
significance of the spirit of the philosophy of history is greater tha the choice and

practice of certain methods (which shows that, in philosophical research, the
methodology fundamentally serves the significant argument). Hence, in this sense, it is
necessary for us to reinvestigate the spirit of not only Hegel, but alsaf all the given
philosophies of history, so that we can continually discuss whether we need a
metaphysical alternative and how we achieve that.

There are some other methods applied in political philosophy. They are probably
adopted into the philosophy of history since they investigate concepts and thoughts
beyond the limitation of differentiated disciplines. In this research, | will also adopt some
of these methods in particular demonstrations, but I will not view them as the basic and
fundamental method d this research, sinceit is hard to say that the studies applying
these methods can lead what | argue about the spirit of the philosophy of history to a
holistic view that responds to the enquiry on the essence of historical thinking and its
relevance to philosophy. As we will e, some of the examples of these methods attempt
to pursue the accuracyde factoof the formation of a notion, and some present a character
critical of the so-called de factg both of which, for me, are beneficial for increasing the
knowledge and the undestandings of history (if they are adopted into the philosophy of
history). However, they are still inadequate as they fail to provide a systematic
interpretation of historical thinking.

(3) Conceptual: A conceptual work analyses the relevance and mutual
communication between texts by which the development of a certain concept of
an idea can be clarified €.g, Charles TaylorSources of the Self: The Making of the
Modern ldentity).

(4) Cultural: Cultural research regards the change of thought as a part of the clgan
of the social culture (but the former is not definitely the result of the latter) é.g,
Lynn Hunt, Inventing Human Rights: A Histojy

(5) Ideological: This kind of research focuses on the social position and the class

background of a philosopher, and critizes the ideological features of his or her

9



thought (e.g, Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of
Taste).

Indeed, not only in this research, but in all similar studies, these methodand those
unlisted) can be used in a syntétic form. Some works combine the contextual method
and a kind of thebiographical method (like / 8 3 O I&IreBe@rahl onOakeshot), and some
integrate the cultural into the ideological. Even the first two philosophical works are
concerned with the others in particular cases. These methods indicate restricted
principles neither of a differentiated discipline, nor of general principles across
disciplines.

Besides, some could argue that | have not listed analytic philosophy as a method. In
my opinion, especidly in this research, wherein the philosophy of history is discussed in a
contemporary context, analytic philosophy is regarded neither as a method that is in
parallel with other methods, nor as a special tradition that comes from and embodies the
specifically philosophical trait from Wittgenstein to logical positivists, which can be
described as traditional foundationalism (in ChathA O 4 AUI T 08O x1 OAOGQ OEAO Al
rigorous logic of language as a foundation. Contemporary analytic philosophy, which has
been widely accepted in divergent philosophical themes, is regarded as an emphasis on
the rigorous logic of basic concepts involved in the demonstration of philosophical
argument. In this sense, any philosophical work that investigates the presupsgition of a
certain argument before directly entering into the argument is somehow analytic, since it
will inevitably examine the logical chain of the conditionsz in the most rigorous sense
that concerns the issues of whether it can be known and of how it can be kmo z of the
possibility of the argument. Also, this is the reason that contemporary philosophies of
history are given in a form of normative philosophy. Therefore, as will be seen below,
Al OET OCE ) xEI1 AGAITETA OEA OOAMEQEAT OUSE A AAAAA
OAT A1l UGEATAOEOEAAI OEAT Ooudh ) AT OAO xEAOEAO OE,
ApPpOi POEAOAR OET AA AOAT OEA OOPAAOI AOEOA OEAT OUG
and position in the sense that it investigates the rigorous condition diistorical thinking
to a certain extent. Analytic philosophy has kept and will continue to keep the diversity of

its applicability, however, due to which it goes beyond a specific method, but becomes

10



instead a general and basic principal requirement of plosophical research.

1.3 A short introduction to epistemological historicization.

I will now outline a perspective of epistemological historicization as a preliminary
explanation of the need for a metaphysical reconstruction of the philosophy of history.
The rest of this chapter illustrates an epistemological nature of (some representatives of)
the philosophies of history from Hegel to contemporary theories. This epistemological
nature accompanies the birth, the development, and the peak of philosophie§ fustory,
and essentially, corresponds to thehird level of understanding of the spirit of historical
thinking, that is, the objectivization of history, as the epistemological objective of a
subjective ega As | have argued, this means that no matter how we persist in viewing
OEEOOI OEAAT 8 AO A1l AOOAT OEAl AEAOAAOGAO 1 &
attempted to argue), it inevitably becomes the object of philosophical thinking, rather
than the harmonizing of philosophical experiences of the tension between the temporal
and the immortal. Giving the conclusion firstly epistemological historicization is
OOAAAOOAEDOI OETAA EO EAO AAAPAT AA PAT PI AGO Ol
it is not enoughz in terms of the lack of systematic explanatiog to respond some certain
intrinsic, original, and accompaniedwith -philosophy concerns about the nature of
history and historical thinking, the latter of which consists of the essence of philosoplof
history.

4ET OCE O1T 1T A AgEE 000 ACAET OO OEA ADPEOOAITI
pragmatism and Ankersnit@ attempt to revive the historical experience) have been
discussed thoroughly and are still influential in the academic researchnohistorical
thinking, the limitations led by epistemological historicization have not been
characterized as a clear set of notions or a kind of descriptions of current philosophies of
history. A possible reason for this ignorance could be the inappropriate reli@in between
OpOOA DEEIT OT PEUSE AT A OPEEIT O1I PEU 1T &£ EEOOI (
separate disciplines. For example, Rorty offered a plausible demonstration of the
characters of aCartesian epistemology within modern philosophy (Rorty, 1980), which,

however, has not been explicitly adopted into any analysis of the epistemological
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path-dependence of philosophies of history from past to contemporary times. Indeed,
Rorty regarded his antiepistemology workz ET  OEA AT 1 AET 1 £as@bOOAS DEEI] |
OEEOOI OEAAI 6 x1 OEh xEEAE EO OEIEI AO Oih EIT EEO xI
that somehow succeeds in the spirit of regarding philosophy as a historical work arndce
versg Rorty, 1980, pp.9-10). But it is inevitably noticed that the denonstration at the level
of pure philosophy z no matter how successful it is in terms of reminding us where the
current philosophies come fromz is still too general to introduce the perspectives of
philosophies of history: by simply referring to the critiques against the epistemologyt
the level of pure philosophy, philosophers of history (remember that most of them are
theorists thinking about their own themes inside the differentiated and even separated
AEOCAEDPI ETA AAiI T AA OPEEIT OI PEU | £ EEO®I OU6q AAT T
APDPEOOGAITI1 T CEAAl EEOOI OEAEUAOQETT N OAOEAOR OEAU 1A
further away since it is no help in increasing historical knowledge. Some of them may
notice, then debate, and then hold discussions, but they will always be teowlly later
OEAT OEA AEOAOQOOOGEITO T £# A OPOOA PEEIT Ol PEUBKh OET
secondary role of the philosophy of history in the intellectual hierarchy.

But as far as we are going to consider what has already happened to philosophies of
history, following the thinking logics of philosophers of history, we should grasp the
characters of epistemological historicization within the current philosophies of history,
rather than establishing the structural interpretation of the relation betweenhistory and
philosophy directly, though the latter is the final aim of this research. We should move
step by step.

&EOOOI Uh ) OET OI' A Al AOEAU OEA T AATETC 1T &£ OEA O
this term is derived not from the definition, but from the usage of it. Indeed, the usage
may be expanded to contextual research about the history of different usages; here, | just
COAOD EO ET CATAOAT AT A &£ AOGO 1 TOA 11T OEA 11TAAOI
ATTAO £O0Ti1 '1AEAT O 'ORAEEIAT AEAARROO ODEABOAOR ) x
linguistic roots to clarify that the original meaning of this term is concerned more with
OEA OOAEAT AA8 AT A OEA OETIT x1 AACA38 ET A OUOOAI AOGE
knowing in the modern sense), in thanodern and contemporary context of philosophy, it

12



has been referred to in the Cartesian tradition, from Descartes himself, to Kant and to the
AT 1T OAi b1 OAOU DPEEIT Ol PEEAOh AOAI ET xI OEO
transcendentalism overcoming Cartesiarepistemology but still accepting the Cartesian
literal meaning of it). In modern contexts, most epistemologists hold the view that the
subjectivist ego as the knower should put him or herself outside both observed reality
and the subject of knowledge, namly, his or her own featured characters. In this way, a
neutral and undistorted human science (namely, the philosophy in modern contexts)
AT 01 A AA bi OOEAI Ah OAOEAO OEAT OEA Al AOGOEA
philosophy deals with the nature of realities straightforwardly (though for them, it is
merely the necessity but not the final task of philosophy). For Descartes, philosophers
should abandon the classic ambiguous enterprises of subjegbject interpenetration,
since for him, an Aristotdian position, which may call for the universe of theeidosj OE A A Al
Al 0idq T £# OEA OOAEAAO AT A OEA 1T AEAAOh AATTI
knowledge to distinguish the falsity from the truth, and the appearance from the reality.
This view was even attacked by Kant, who focused not only on distinguishing the subject
from the object but also on discovering the conditions for the subject to experience the
I AEAAOGEOAT U ETTxI8 4EEO APEOOAITI1I 1T CEAAI PO
masterpieces as the transcendentalkego characterizes the reality as experience bound
together by transcendental rules, and thus relates as representations, which generate the
peak of the whole developing progress of traditional epistemology. In short, epistemology
has explored a long road concerneg@rimarily with the fundamental inquires by which we
ask how we come to know, rather than the traditional metaphysics that deals with the
presuppositions of the activity of coming to know.
The traditional Cartesian epistemdogy soon after emerged in other fields, if we at
least accept the given fact of the existence of differentiated disciplines. Though we could
claim that the honour for this should go to Vico, who originally proposed a philosophy of

history as a theory invdd OECAOET ¢ OEA OOAEAT OE¥mEMe donbtAOET A

3 For an introductory research on the premodern historical theorists, seeAvis, 1986. Through the
AOOET 060 AOcOi AT Oh xA AAT OAA OEAOh AO OEA OAl A«
theory generated an initial form of modern philo®ophy of history in the sense that it attempted to
AAREEAOA OEA OPAOOI AGOS 1T &# OEA PAOGO AT A OEOO OEA
did not accord to the modern account of the inquires and the characters of the philosophy of
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include the historical writings in the ancient world, which gave rise to arguments on the
purposes of writing, then we can see that a real internally coherent and systematic
philosophical structure of history was established by Hegel. It was with this that the
transcendental ego in pure epistemology was supplanted by a totally new scheme of
historicization . This was a greater scheme than all the previous schemes of
epistemological philosopy, since the subject of epistemology, the sddiven and
self-explained and thus seFKOAODT T OEATI A O) 86 | EOOAOPAAOGEOA T £ xEA(
concrete), was for the first time integrated into a temporal absolutez though such
so-called a temporal absolute was not connected to a real temporal process which
expanded in time but only a logical meaning like a metaphor. Anyway, such a temporal
absolute was symbolized finally as the spirit of humanity, and as the purposive end of
epistemology, having bee CEOAT OEA 1T AI A OEEOOI OUB8h AT A EAT A}
epistemological enterprise to continue into and inside the historical approach.
Logically, I should move to introduce the definition of epistemological historicization.
However, as any rigorous dfinition is essentially exclusive, attempting to give a definition
is inappropriate for sketching the whole perspective of the development of
epistemological historicization. Actually, epistemological historicization presents its
characters differently, & these have varied from the early metaphorical meaning to the
later analytical meaning and even to the post | AAOT A@NIET ¢6h AT A O1T 1 AET x E,
become a synthetic result of the above. These characters in general can be divided into at
least three obviows waves of enhancement of epistemological historicization, that is, the
wave of an intellectualization tendency, of individualization, and of fragmentation .
Each of these three waves contains both the enhancement itself and the efforts against it:
the theorists against epistemology unfortunately (at least, unfortunately for those who
focus on the deep interaction and interabandonment between pure theoretical
knowledge and a practical moraisocial constitution, since the atomistic tendency brought
by the traditional epistemology is still a contemporary problem for the political and social

philosophy that aims to establish a preconditioned foundation of normative

history, namely, the epistemological concerns.
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construction)4 have enhanced the epistemological character with the opposite attitude.
The three waves together have promoted the third level understanding of the spirit of
historical thinking in the sense that they have enhanced objectivization as the
fundamental role of history, by which epistemological historicization moves itself, at least
itself as a philosophy of history, further away from the synthetic spirit of historical

thinking that focuses onthe relation between historical events in the temporal past

and historical thinking in the temporal present 5

1.4 The first wave: an intellectuabeginning established by Hegel and Dilthey.

It may be a common view that our modern concept of history has come from specific
historical accounts of social or political progress and regress, especially given that
iTAAOT xAOOAOIT AEOE|I BOAGARDD AEIAD MAGARG A TPRAG
strengthen its unique modernity, which comprises most of the significant ideological
elements z even they themselves were incoherenz and reorganizes them into an
optimistic linear progress. However, beyond the simjfied appearance of a
OAAOAIT T Pi AT OA1 8 EEOOI Ouh 11T AAOT DEEIT Ol PEEA
nutrition from relatively earlier philosophies of history (even earlier than Hegel and
Dilthey as the beginning of modern philosophy of history)z or, more precisely,
philosophies of temporality in a historical form, which essentially affected the later, but
actually the real beginning of modern philosophies of history. Different from the historical
writings in ancient Greece or China, which have beenegarded as merely simple
OAEOI T EAI AGS6 AU 11 AA@&dme EhEsDaD I pbilEsaphérs, likeE 8t OE OO
Augustine, established a new foundation of historical thinking. It has been identified as

EAOET ¢ Al AOOAT OEAI A E O OFdstdblishirigistructeeal theoriessOE A O ¢

4 &1T 0 A@Al Bl AnhA Toehrk of Justicdespécidlly the former parts on the critique of
utilitarianism and intuitionism as a theoretical preparation of the latter normative constructions.

5 Ironically, the holistic trend of the development of epistemological historicization is dialectical,

xEEAE EAPPAT O OI AAh OI A AAOOAET AACOAAh EIT A
philosophy of history: a retrospectively dialectic. Of coursepr the later neo( ACAT EAT EOOOh (
final end of world history has been abandoned, but generally speaking, even in recent decades,
philosophers of history have still walked along a Hegelian path of epistemological historicizatian

like a metaphor rather than a science.

s)1 OEA T A@gO AEADPOAOR ) xEil Ai AOEEAU OEA AEEEAOA
OPAAEZEA OAOI OAEOITT1TCEAAIl | AEAOAAOAOQE8 ( AOA
normal.
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about organizing or reorganizing historical events in a wider temporal length, wider
than the period of such historical events, and interpreting the organized events as aiming
to achieve an end beyond themselves. This fodation in a fundamental sense gives rise
to further investigations into the nature of historical knowledge, since it means that by
using a historical structure z though later we will see it varies widelyz historical events
can be investigated as categaral kinds of previous formats, which thereby relate to the
similarity to or the difference from another temporal situation that may include any other
historical eras, and even the present situation, so that a universal character of historical
knowledge may be inferred. In terms of organizing historical events fundamentally,
historical structure in its broad sense must itself be exhibited in the presence of
experience, since it essentially corresponds to the situation that the subjective knower
understands. To this extent, it can be said that the philosophy of history even in an
immature form z is internally and intrinsically concerned with the first spirit of historical
OEET EET C8 4EEO EO E1T 1 ETA xEOE xEAO +1O0AI1 AAE E
declarations on temporality that Augustine made are not distinguished by their linear
Al of AT A OOAOOAT OEAI AAOAOI ETAOETTO 8 ! OCOOOET A
experience of temporality which made it possible for him to relativize the ente domain
of earthly experienced(Koselleck, 2004p.100).
But the modern philosophy of history has its own origin from which it has developed
its own characters, and this has affected the later philosophies of history in a fundamental
sense rather than in theOAT OA T &£ ' OCOOOETI A6O POET AEPI AO AO A,
providence. Here, two names have offered totally newy epistemological z theories on
organizing and interpreting historical events: Hegel and Dilthey. Generally speaking, for
the formation of thA AEEO0OO xAOA 1T &£ APEOOAITI T CEAAI EEO
APEOOAITIT T CEAAlI DPEEITOIPEU i1 OEA EEOOI OEAAI ATl
metaphysical (in the sense of its structure), political (in the sense of its politicalized
character), but alsometaphorical (in the sense of its final form) Spirit of World History.
This replacing was to some extent also accompanied with the academic conflict between
people who supported the idealism of a philosophical interpretation of history, and who

insisted on the empirical study of the experience of history. For the theorists of history
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(not even specifically philosophers of history) who have sympathy with idealism
PEEI T Ol PEUh 2 AGE&dtwisséntchak E@OBMOAAMOAEET ¢ ET x O
x A Q Avds more or less meaningless especially in confronting the problems of the
empirical research of history. However, rather than the theorists in the second wave, who
focused on the differetiating work between speculative theory and critical theory and
who to a certain degree supported critical theory and held a strong position of pure
epistemological inquiry into history, philosophers in the first wave, especially Hegel, were
still under the shadow of traditional holism in pursuing a systematic conditionof
historical knowledge. In turn, this still led these philosophers to attempt to embed the
philosophy of history into a complete philosophical system. For Hegel, a holism
philosophy may result in a phenomenon whereby the difference between him and
classical philosophers, like Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas, is smaller than the difference
between him and the following philosophers in the 20 century. Though Hegel
abandoned the traditional metaphysical inquiry on Beingness as the presupposition of
knowing, and adopted the epistemological ones on knowing (as far as PFhenomenology
of Spirit, he argued that the development of the consciousness is taken to reflect the
OOAEAAOBO I AOOOEOGU 1T &£ ETT xET ¢cqh (AGCAT OOEII
determinate form of history and the real experience reflected in different histories, the
spirit of which was continued from the classical Christian philosophies. Not only Hegel,
but both Hegel and Dilthey relied on a similar contemporary (for them) backgrouth in
which many materialist historians and scholars of historiography began to discuss the
presupposed conditions of historical science. Some proposed the possibility and means of
so-called neutral scientific history and its methods, and some began to bercerned with
the choice, or the conflict, but rarely with the harmonization between idealism and
empiricism.

Generally, both Hegel and Dilthey attempted to harmonize these two sides; however,
Al OET OCE $EI OEAuUnh O A AAOOAET AACOAA OOAAAC
relation between individual consciousness and worldwide history, did not follow He§ 1 & O

whole scheme on harmonization, but instead, selected some elements that could be

7)T OEEO OAQGAABGAEMEBAEDUOGAORAAT O OEA 1 DPDPI OEOGA 1T £ ¢
the critical Frankfurt schools.
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critically expanded.Dilthey argued that there is meaning in history, Hegel that meaning is
imposed on it retrospectively.) T $EI OEAU8 O OEAxh edrente@ideOOEAA ( ACAI
pure idealism. This could be an important reason why it is Dilthey rather than Hegel who
led the harmonization between idealism and empiricism to the first peak of

epistemological historicization, though without Hegel, this approach is inaaplete.

p818p (ACAI 60 APEOOAITITCEAAI OAT AAT AU E1T EEO DPEE
4EA EIi DI OOAT O OEET ¢ OI OAiAi AAO EAOA EO OEAO
encapsulated in his famour quote regarding the olwof Minerva, and also in thd_ectures

on the philosopy of historyOA CAOAET ¢ OEA Al Ei ET AGEIT 1 & Ai1 OET CA

philosophy of history as a whole is not an epistemology but indeed has an

epistemological tendency on particular demonstrationsIf we may put textual disputes

Qu
(@)

aside and just A OO 11 A DOAOAE] HReason dABtorfkholwn ds tie ( ACA
introduction of Lectures on the Philosophy of World Histdg/ we quickly grasp a viable

epistemologicalbasisfor harmonizing historical experience and traditional idealism. This

3¢
>
(@)

epistAi T 1 T CEAAl & 01 AAGEIT EO AOOAAI EOEAA Obil
historian should have, rather than the wellknown metaphoric World Spirit as the result
of thefoundationAT A OEA A 111 xET ¢ AAAOAOQGEI T O8thd EAOA OAEAO
relation between the historian and the events which he or she writes about. To
demonstrate their impact on the epistemological tendency, | am going to expand this
OEAT A 11 Oxi 1 AOAI 08 4EA EEOOO 11TA xEIlT EIT OAOOEC!/
of history, and the second one will be about his specific demonstrations of these
characters in the philosophy of history.

&EOOOI Uh EZL£ ) xAOA OANOEOAA O 00i Ob OEA AAOE
history in one sentence, | would say that his plesophy of history aims to sketch a
developmental perspective of the notion of freedom and the principle of it in which

freedom has realized itself. It is not difficult to illustrate a certain similarity between his

8 Hegel, 1970.The introduction of it is also titled as Reason in History Some good English
translations are: Lectures on the Philosophy of World Hisy, H. B. Nisbet transl., Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1975Reason in History: A General Introduction to the Philosophy of
History, R. S. Hartman transl., Indianapolis, 195%ectures on the Philosophy of World History,
Sibree transl., New ¥k, 1944. More explanations on the textual problems can be seen in George D.
/ 8" OmWALp30L.
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scheme and the Christian interpretationof history, especially since both integrate earthly
historical events in a developmental order aiming towards a relatively enclosed end. For
#EOEOOEAT Oh OEA #&£ET A1 OAAAIBPOEIT EO EIT OE/
historical/theological sense), while for Hegel, it is the seHrealization of freedom (in both
OEA EEOOI OEAAI AT A OEA DPiilEOEAAI OAT OAQs (Ac
is, apparently, based upon a transition from the oriental civilizations to the western
civilizations. (A 1T AOAO AOOAI POAA O xOEOA A AEOI T EAI
AOAAAT T 8 4EA TAATETC 1T &£ OAAOGAI T DI AT OAI 6 EO
OAOi 6h ) ACOAA xEOE '11 AOOAET 60 AOcOi AT O OEA
beCET T ET céh xEAOAAO AAOGAIT PI AT OAT 1T AOAT U AAO;
case, every moment of philosophical history has its own integrity, which is affected by the
previous moment(Goldstein, 1981p.42).°2 Hegel never claimed that the initial beginning
of so-called freedom, like the emperor in ancient China who is the only one who has
freedom (according to his words), has already contained the fundamental principles of
the universal process of the notion offreedom. The antecedensucceeded mutual
relevance of each stage demonstrates that rather than any linear necessity, a character of
contingency, which makes the end the modern notion of freedomz is never contained in
the beginning.

Therefore, for Hegel the first difficulty after claiming the modern meaning of the
notion of freedom by reconstructing the philosophy of history is that if he attempted to
clarify what freedom had become and what it is now, and more importantly, why it must
be what it is now, then he would have to overcome the contingency of history. He began
AOT T OEA 11T AAOTh TAI AT UR EEO Al 1T OAI BT OAOU AC
investigate what can be included and what cannot, since rather than pursuing any
material necessty, the demonstration of a notion (like the notion of freedom) is
essentially making what happened and happens knownintellectually z by
contemporary thought . For him, overcoming the contingency of history does not mean

explicating a possible trace insidehistory, but means elucidating the characters of the

notion which is determined by the contingency of its history(Goldstein, 1981,pp.52-53

°I'TA OEEO EO Al 01T OEA OAAOIT OEAO ) OAAEOOA AAIITE
be but also can be not contained in the material caasNeedless say Hegel.
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and 55). History, in the sense of rendering the intellectual knowledge of what happened,
is the presenting (rather than already-presented) status of the actualisation of a notion
of what happened.
4EEO &£O01 AAI A1 A1 MEAAOOOAA AEi 1T &£ (ACAI 60 PEEITO
intellectual demonstration of the notion of freedom, naturally requires the same kind of
intellectualized constituent, rather than the secalled de factomaterials, to support such a
demonstration. This intellectualized constituent begins with the discussion of the
AEAOAAOAO T £ EEOOI OEAT O ET (Lhcubes Be@el cimaA 08 )1 OEA
three different modes or stages of historical thinking/writing, that is, original history,
reflective history, and philosophical history. On these modes and their meanings,
especially on the difference between original history and reflectivehistory, Hegel
distinguished between the character of what an author examines and the character of
what an author uses to describe what he or she examines, though this discrepancy is itself
a developmental process, which means it is implicit in the firsttage, that is, the original
EEOOI Ous 3DPAAEETI C AAT 6O OEA 1T OECET Al EEOOI OUh (AcC
witnessed, experienced and lived through the deeds, events and situations they describe,
have themselves participated in these events & ET OEA OPEOEO xEEAE EI A&l C
(Hegd, 1975, p12). In this stage, the character of the historian and the character of the
AOGAT OO0 | AO OEA OOPEOEOS EIT EEO xi OAOGQ AOA 1 0OAOI At
case that the writer misunderstandsOEA OBPEOEO 1T £ OEA 1 EOEI ¢ AOA 10
xEAO DPAI PIA AObAOEAT AAh OEA EEOOI OEAT 860 1 x1 EIT OA
subjectivism understanding of what happened and happens, even the misunderstandings
and distortions, is the subgct matter of historical thinking. This stage does not require a
retrospective investigation on any specific history of notion, since the development of a
notion is also overlapped by the presenting status of the notion itself. This stage, though
inthend A T £ O OECET Al EEOOI Ouéh EO A DPOAOGAT & OAT OA |
Ol OACAOA AO OEEOOI OUd ET OEA 11 01 Al OATOA 1T £ OAE
However, this overlapping subjectivism z and its convenience for historiansz
becomes impossible irreflective history, since reflective history

depicts not only what was present and alive in this or that age, but that which is
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DPOAOGAT O ET OPEOEOh Oi OEAO EOO 1T AEAAO EO E
thing about it is the way in which it treats the historical material, for the writer
approaches it in his own spirit, which is different from the spirit of the object itself.

(Hegel, 1975, p.16)

By establishing a developmental progress of historical thinking, he continued to explicate
reflective history as a development from the universal form to the pragmatic form, then to
the critical form, and finally, to the specialised form. Thus, Hegel digtjuished the spirit

of history as a fact in the past, ores gestae and from the spirit of the historian who
thinks and writes in the present, orhistoria rerum gestarum This attempt to identify and
then bridge the gap between past historical fact and psent reflecting activity, in a form

of a dialectical development, for Hegel, means continually aiming at the next stage of the
PEEI T Ol PEU T £ EEOOT OUh OEAO EOh OEA ODPEEIT O]
presented. Reflective history, with is located between original history and philosophical
history, on the one hand, expands the temporal range of original history (in terms of
discussing the situation whereby the historian may not be temporally inside the history
investigated by him or rer), and on the other hand, providing the preliminary foundation

of philosophical history.

"00 A O OOh OEA OECIi EZEAATAA T &£ (ACAI G0 O
reflective history, rather than merely the broader progress from the original @ the
philosophical. In the dialectical development of reflective history, the epistemological
tendency for the first time emerges accompanied by historical thinking. This tendency, as
| mentioned above, is in a form of intellectualization. As one of theils-forms of reflective
history (the others are theuniversal form, the pragmatic form, and the specialised forin
the critical form concerns the philosophy of history in a similar way to the latteidays of
critical theorists of history, which is the way that regards the subjectively knowing
capacity of historical knowledge as the basic and core significant enquiry of the
philosophy of history, rather than the enquiry of the essence or the reality of historical
knowledge (since they, the latterday critical theorists of history, believed that the
AOOEAT OEAEOU 1T £ OEA OAATEOU 1T &£ EEOOTI OU AADPAT

As Hegel himself arguedOf # OEOEAAI EEOOI Ouy AT A0 116 AT
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pragmatic history], but rather the history of history ; it evaluates historical narratives

AT A AgAI ET AO OEAEO AOQqtesd, oFA g22)J° Itisshodld e OAAEAEI E

O

emphasized that the critical form is not one of the options of reflective history, but is one
of the necessary steps of reflective history. This means that without the subjectivism
enquiry, in the critical form, into the activity of thinking in historical thinking, reflective
history cannot complete itself and will fail to lead to the final philosophical history. The
critical form of reflective history consists of a necessary stage of the whole dialectical
retrospective progress, and makes itpossible to investigate the whole being as a
Geisteswissenshafterather than a Naturwissenschaftery the former for its own term

requires an epistemological selinvestigation in an intellectual way.

(e

™

Indeed, Hegel himself noticed the different meaning cOEE OO OU8 OAAEAOOEIT ¢ Ol

happened past or the thinking present, and he made his choice by emphasizing its
present status, namely, its subjectivism character, to support the final philosophical
history. As he argued

YT 1T 060 1 AT ¢OACA R miinEshothkobj€riive dnd dbiigpectivedrddnings,|

for it denotes the historia rerum gestarum as well as theres gestaethemselves, the

historical narrative and the actual happenings, deeds, and evengswhich, in the

stricter sense, are quite distinct from o another. But this conjunction of the two

meanings should be recognised as belonging to a higher order than that of mere

external contingency: we must in fact suppose that the writing of history and the

actual deeds and events of history make their appeance simultaneously, and that

they emerge together from a common sourcéHegel,1975, p.135)

yl OEEO OAT OAh O4EA + AOEOGEAAI Y EEOOI OEAT 1000
ET A AOAI Axi OB T & 1 OEAO EEOOI OHwithg®l 5OEIERIEFOO EI
1971, p.310). The historian in the critical form of reflective history does not regard past
actions as current objective subject matters of a historical study; instead, the critical

historical study, on which the subjective principle has an impact, regards as the elents

of historical study the intellectualized ideas and notions which are generated from the

)

0 AOOI AT AAT POO OEA OOAT O1 AGEI T OEEOOI OU 1T &£ EEOOI OEI ¢O

4 EA 1 OE C EHs/si nictth diez&eschicbte €2lbst, welche hier vorgetragen wird, sondern eine
Geschichte der Geschichte und eine Beurteilung der geschichtlichen Erzdhlungen und

Untersuchung ihrer Wahrheit und Glaubwiirdigkeitd h He§dl,1970, p.18.
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the philosophy of history, the philosophical history, in which the World Spirit will be
presented, is necessarily an intellectualized result of the former processes of history.
Historical knowledge in this final sense is the synthetic resulof the selfepistemological
knowledge, and thus is the actualization of the sefkalization of the notion of freedom,
since the selfepistemological knowledge is based on the intellectual presence of the
ET AEOEAOGAI 860 1 x1 xEII 8

There is a more importantimpact of this epistemological principle in the form of an
ET OAT 1 AAOOAI OAT AAT Aus (ACAI 60 1T Ax OAEAIT A 1
possibility of the third level understanding of the spirit of historical thinking, though he
still attempted to concern historical thinking with the first two spirits by identifying the
need to distinguish and then bridge the past and the present. By speaking of the
Obi OOEAEI EOUS | £#/ OEA OEEOA 1 AOAT ET xEEAE A
subject MM OOAO T &£ PEEI T Ol PEEAAT OAOGAAOAEhRh ) 1 AA
philosophy of history does not clearly explicate this essential character; rather, his
philosophy of history, though as a differentiated discipline for himself, should still be
examined as one of the parts of the whole philosophical systeth.However, if we focus
specifically on his philosophy of history rather than the whole system, we can easily
discover, as | have argued above, that his understanding of history aims to support the
demonstration of the selfrealization of freedom. This is not a rigorous sense of the notion
of historical thinking but rather a core notion of political philosophy, which, conversely,
reduces the philosophy of history to a historical retrospective of a pdical notion, and
further, a political philosophy. Though in the broadest sense of the first level of the spirit, |
have argued that both political philosophy and the philosophy of history are essentially a
philosophy investigating the tension between thegemporal and the immortal; under the
view of a political philosophy the final aim of which is demonstrating the uniqueness of
the selfOAAT EUAQCETT 1T &£ 100 OEIi A6O0 AOAAATI 8 (1 xAO,

has to become an approach of objectivition to meet the need of political

11 Some may argue this system does not includghilosophy of RightSee Goldstein1981, p.50.
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demonstrations, the latter of which has the priority to the former in an essentially
political philosophy. And thus, it has fallen down into the third level of the spirit of
historical thinking, though this was a long pogress which was implicit for Hegel but was

clearly explicated by Dilthey.

p818¢ $EI OEAUGO APEOOAITI1T CEAAI OAEAI A 1T £ EEO DPEE
"AOAA 11 $EI DEddUEGoticedtBadik & @Qeral scope, Dilthey was

thoroughly aware of the epstemological historicizing work initiated by Hegel, and that

OEEO ADPEOOAITITT CEAAI OAT AAT AUh ET S$EI OEAUBO OEAxHF

(ACAI 80 PEEITOI PEU 1T £ EEOOI Ous " 00O OEEO AT AO 1160

opposite approach,such as, for an assumed example, pure empirical historicization, to

rectify what Hegel had fdied to achievé) OAOEAOh EA AOOAI POAA O OOEI

principle on a subjectivism historicization and then revise the particular demonstrations,

switching OEA AAOAT AT O 1T £ PEEIT OI PEU T £ EEOOI OU EOT T (

EEO AOCOIi AT O 1T &£ OEA ESBEOCOEAOAICRGAADADAENRAQATI AOOS

philosophy of history in favour of identifying the meaning in history. Also, being

influenced by his contemporary debates between the idealism position and the material

method of historical study, Dilthey adopted a similar approach with Hegel in the sense of

harmonizing these two trends, though neither of them regarded a materialism grasp of

the experiences as the significant foundation of the philosophy of history (whereas Marx

did so). For both of them, the notion of the experience is an abstracted idea of concrete

circumstances as a whole rather than referring to each single specific knowledgéfacts

inside the circumstances, and it points not to the material condition or data of social

research but to one of the stages, probably a basic but not a fundamental stage, of the

i ET A0 ET OAI 1 AAOOAT DOT AAOGO8 ) Intn@ienEramtiieAT OAh S$EI OE

TTOETT 1T &£ AGPAOEAT AARh OEAO EOh OEEOOI OEAEOUS8 * O

structure of the historical world is not based on facts taken from experiences which then

acquire a value relation, but rather on the inner histoicity which belongs to experience

12 Dilthey, 1973.Some good English translation are: AAT ET ¢ ET ( EOOI OUd 78 $EI OEAUS
History and SocietyH. P. Rickman transl., ed., and introduced, London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.,
1961; Selected Writings,H. P. Rickman transl., ed., and introduced, Camligiet Cambridge
University Press, 1976.
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itself 6(Gadamer, 1979p.195).

The emergence of historicity actually promoted the real peak of the first wave of
epistemological historicization, since by interpreting historicity from the
already-abstracted experiences pon which people generate the relevance between their
subjectivism selves and the world of the realities (which Hegel had attempted to
demonstrate by discussing reflective history but he had not developed the notion of
historicity even in the stage of phibsophical history), the knowledge of historical thinking
will inevitably be constructed and construed in an intellectualized form. This notion,
though it has endowed history with an opposite value compared to the unclearness of the
fiction or the myth and denoted that the essence of a history is the actuality of the history,
has also endowed the philosophy of history with a necessary pattependence of an
intellectualized form, since this notion has become constituted to the significant
argument of the philosophy of history. And this dependenceon intellectualization
converselyenhanced the role othe ET AEOEAOAT 60 AT 1 OAET 601 AGO EI
I £/ EEOOI OEAAI OEETEET Cd O4EA EEOOO AT 1T AEOET
myself am a historical being, that the man who is studying historys the man who is
making historyo(Gadamer, 1979p.195; Dilthey, 1973, p.278).

4EA ETOAIT T AAOOAI EUAQEIT I xAO AT EAT AAA AU
experience to a historical broadness$ E1 OEAU6 O AI PEAOEO 11 OEA
AAAT OEI Ol OCEI U AEOAOOOAA AuUu 1 AT U OEAIT OEOO
ultimate presupposition for knowledge of the historical world, in which the identity
between consciousness and objecy that speculative postulate of idealismz is still
demonstrable reality, is experienc® (Gadamer, 1979p.196). But for Dilthey, the work of
historicization z though it generally appears in an intellectualized fornz still needs to be
linked to the experience basedd b1 1 AT ET AEOEAOAI 60 Al 1 OAET OC
whereby a history is meaningful (as one of the arguments of historical thinking) only
xEAT OEA EEOOT OU EAO AAAT OA&E AAOAA ET AT EI
actually experiencingin his or her life. To extend individual experience from a progressive

sense to a historical broadness, he or she elaborates the idea of a continuity of life as the

constitutive supposition of a historical continuity to the historical experience, which
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suggests that historical knowledge is known through the continuity of life that appears in

every individual particular experience. But far more than a solution that initially aims to

AopAT A OEA ET AEOEAOCAI 60 AoPAOEAT AA t BoOT A EEOOI
suggests that there is no AT U O1 EOAOOAI OPEOEO I £ EEOOIT OU j EI
philosophical history) but only historical individuals. This point forms an important step

Al O $EI OEAUGO APEOOAITITCEAAI EEOsioda AEUAOQET 1T h
continuity currently experienced by any living individual at all. This is to say, the subject

of a possible historical experience is not a real living individual, but an intellectualized

OOAEAAO8 !'TA A EEOOI OE A AdisciettiicAshbfedt @ psfcAdiogyl O© AA OOA O
rather, a historical subject is a hermeneutical being which is supported by a variety of

intellectualized notions and meanings, since this being has to be a temporary synthesis of

the notions that come from different tamporal periods beyond the limitation of an

ET AEOEAOATI 80 1 x1 AGPAOEAT AA8 )1 OEEO OAT 6OAh EO E
itself has a hermeneutical structure, since when it is prepared to be interpreted for the

ET AEOEAQOAI 60 A gstdcity,Oét litd owrD ek A Befodys ot only to the

current present but also to the past, which is described and interpreted by notions, as far

as the materials of the past have already decayed.

1.4.3 A short conclusion of the first wave of epistemotgical historicization:
intellectualization.
Hegel originally attempted to sketch a developmental outline in which the
philosophy of history was designed to demonstrate the modernity of his era, that is, the
self-realization of the notion of freedom. To spport this scheme, he specifically outlined
three progressive stages from original history, to reflective history, and to philosophical
EEOOI OUh O1T EiI 1 OOOOAOA OEA OT ENOGAT AOGO 1T £ EEO AOAS
notion of freedom comes from ad why it must be so. For Hegel himself, these stages
formed a complete system of historical thinking even in the sense of identifying and then
bridging the historical past and the thinking present (though this sense of the thinking of

history is merely aby-product of the demonstration of political philosophy rather than an

intended aim); however, for latter-day philosophers of history, his demonstrations,
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especially on reflective history, also offered an epistemological approach to historical
thinking, nal A1 Uh OEA OOAEAAOEOAT AOGO 1T &£ OEA OAEAOA,
been discussed in a thorough sense previously. This epistemological approach, as far as
the initial stage, was still immature, since it had not generated a clear principle oneh
ET AEOEAOAI 60 OA&I AAOGETT 1T &£ EEOOT OU AOO i AOAI
the past andthe present. It indeed is a fact that though Hegel wrote a theory on the
phenomenon of spirit and a theory on the reason of historyespectively , he never
attempted to make a firm relevance between these two systems.

This relevancez EO EO AOOAT OEAIT 1T U OEA OAME AAOGEI 1T
consciousnessg was finished (in terms of the mutual form) by Dilthey, who discussed the
notion of historAEOU AO OEA AAOOAT EOU 1 £ OAI b1 OAl A@
into a historical broadness. The significance of this progress is that the historicity is
constructed and construed in an intellectualized form as a notion which generates itself
from its own history, which means that the greatest character of the first wave of
epistemological historicization isintellectualization . For Dilthey, and also for Hegel to a
certain degree, historical knowledge in the form of intellectualization is thus
selfET T x1 AACAh OET AA OEA EEOOI OEAAT T U AgbAl AAS
OAAT EOEAO AT A OEAEO AoPAOEAT AAO T AAAOOAOEI U
AAOEOAA mEOI I OEA EEOOI OU T &£ OEA OOAEAAO8 !
shaken off authority and is seeking, through reflection and doubt, to attain to valid
ETT xI AACAho OEA OAAI EOEAO 1T 4&# 1EZAR 1 EEA OE
re-established upon a firmer basis, which can be traced by the history of itsefnd this
tracing work has to be done intellectually, as it is the notion rather than the materials that
generates the modernity (for Hegel) and the historicity (for Dilthey) and their projection
Opi 1 OEA ET AEOEAOAI 60 Ai 1 OAET 001 AOOS8

Since this is thefirst wave | am going to consider, | think it is better to state that |
ACOAA xEOE OEA OEAx OEAO OOEEITOIPEU 1T &£ EE
actualization of the right orderd(Strauss,1976, p.53). But when we delve into the specific

demonstrations of a philosophy of historyz as not only a philosophical thinking but also a

13 A similar later example is Edmund Husserl.
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differentiated discipline zAT U ET OAOPOAOGAOGEI 1T 1T £ OEA OOECEO 1 OAA
the path where the history comes from,and thus becomes dependent on the
APEOOGAT T 11T CEAAT NGehbidhte Her Gescrichil (I LOC DIEELOIOT ®U | £ EEOC
this sense, the modern philosophy of history, in the formation of the first wave of
epistemological historicization, has ineitably been endowed with the attempt at

intellectualization as a significant character.

1.5 The second wave: an individualized tendency resulting from distinguishing the
OAOEOEAAI OEAIT OUd8 &OI I OEA OODPAAOI AGEOA OEAI OUb8
People could be puzzled that | havaot analysed some great philosophers of history,
like Croce, Collingwood and Oakeshott, who lived and wrote between the first and the
second wave. The reason is given in the aim of this research, which as | state again, is to
explore a new interpretation that bridges the history in the past and the historical
thinking in the present. This new scheme of interpretation will investigate existing
philosophies and history and characterize them as epistemological historicization (as |
am doing so right now), butwill not totally abandon the epistemological approach. Rather,
AU OOCCAOOEI ¢ A Oi AOAPEUOGEAAT Al OAOT ACEOAGHh ) OE
support each other, and presuppose each othg¢Mink, 1981, p.111), which means | will
argue that a metaphygcal alternative is not for replacing epistemological historicization
but for supplementing it. Without the fruits of epistemological historicization, any new
interpretation z no matter what it is, metaphysics or something else will have no firm
basis, $nce it will have no idea of what has already happened, or what has already been
dealt with. In this sense, and in the several particular demonstrations in the next chapters,
which are based on my own understandings of their thoughts, | think that their wis
present a character that regards metaphysics and epistemology as mutually supportive,
though they had their own understandings of the meaning of metaphysiés. Conversely
using a holistic view to explore the retrospective of epistemological historicizeon, |
attempt to outline what has had a constant impact in the pastand even now, on

contemporary philosophies of history, which means that Bm obliged to characterisethe

14 These philosophers defined metaphysics differently from the traditional philosophers like
Aristotle and even Kant.
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thoughts of those who stronglyexhibit a tendency to lead to the path of philosophy of

EEOOI OU8 'TA ET OEEO OAT OAh ) OEETE OEAO OEA
OEAT OEOOOSh Aobpl EAAOGAA OEA APEOOAITI T CEAAI
deserve the attempt to chaacterize their principles and influences.

The second wave of epistemological historicization was accompanied by an attempt
toreeEAOI T TEUA (ACA1 80 OODPAAOI AGEOAG ADPDPOT AAE (
I £ OEA AOEOEAAI Oubjéctive Esibfcdl qonstibuness. Fntle®E Atbed O O
than being accompanied, the second characterized wave came from the intellectualization,
that is, the individualization of epistemological historicization. The reason is that the
second wave theorists (maily the critical theorists since they claimed to abandon the
so-called speculative theories) regarded the discrepancy between Hegel and Dilthey as a
developmental progress of the philosophy of history. This means, though probably they
did notintenditto AT OT h OEAO AOEOEAAI OEAT OEOOO COAA
of history as speculatively providing the meaning or pattern of history, rather than
AEOAOOOETI ¢ OEA ET AEOEAOAI 60 OAIlI AOGAT AA O A
elaborated by Dilthey, became a more plausible and reasonable resource of their own
theories of history. Further, the second wave critical theorists enhanced the character of
individualization which existed in the first wave implicitly, and dealt with it as the main
significant character of their philosophies of history: in terms of that, they attempted to
establish the philosophy of history upon an epistemological basement, namely, the
individual consciousness, rather than Hegelian metaphysics.

To demonstrate such anindividualized philosophy of history, critical theorists,
following Dilthey, argued for the importance of the difference between the historical
knowledge ofthe past and the thinking present (in the sense that it is also correct that
they go beyond( A Cshéfiéctive history, though they did not explicate it). Regarding the
detailed arguments on this difference, though M. Mandelbaum might have been the first
ITA xEI AEOOET COEOEAA OET OAOPOAOETI ¢ EEOOI O
ET T x1 Ava@ddaum, 1984, p.73), a clear structure of such differentiation was given

by W. H. Walsh. In hig\n Introduction to Philosophy of Histof}# Walsh claimed that there

15 W. H. Walsh 1967a. This is the third revised edition.The first edition is published in 1951 with
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are two possible fields of philosophy of history, that is, the one called speculative

philosophy of history, concerns the totality of past human action, the other one, called the

critical philosophy of history, concerns the narrative or account we construct of them now

(Walsh, 1967, p.168 $ OAU AAT DPOAA OEAI AT A Agbks®dET AA 1 AOAOI
discover in history, the course of events, a pattern or meaning which lies beyond the

purview of the ordinary historian; the critical endeavours to make clear the nature of the

EEOOI OEAT 80 1 x1 ET NOE Ongfe, oftthemapokiodledgd(Drey] | AAOAS E

O
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1964, p.1). However, both Walsh and Dray listed the principles of speculative philosophy
of history in relatively fewer pages, somehow making their analysis too simplén
comparison with the pageson critical philosophy of history. On speculative philosophy of
history, they simply argued that these philosophers were concernedith the meaning
AT A pOOBPI OA T &£ OEA xEIT 1T A EEOOT OEAAI DPOI ARAOO xEC
rationality (Walsh, 1967, p.26). It is obvious that theprinciple of critical philosophy of
history is more important than the speculative one for Walsh and the theorists who
support the differentiation between the two, since any differentiation always points not
merely to the differentiation itself, but aims b identify and to emphasize one of them.
Therefore, next, | will introduce the critical philosophy firstly, and then return to the
speculative philosophy but from the perspective of the critical theorists. Though both
Walsh and Dray, and many supporters ofhe differentiation, introduced a variety of
different speculative philosophies of history (for example, both Walsh and Dray analysed
Hegel in their books), none of them analysed the characteristics of the speculative
philosophy of history. This work wasdone by Danto, who actually wrote not during but
AEOAO OEA OAATTA xAOA 1T &£ APEOOAITIT CEAAIl EEOOI OE
not indicate any strict period of time or specific people, but merely the characteristics of

epistemological historicizaion, which may differ from each other.

1.5.1 The epistemological principles of the critical philosophy of history.

According to Walsh, there are four main groups of questions that the critical

the same title; but the second edition is titled a$hilosophy of History: An Introductiarpublished
in 1960 in New York.
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philosophy of history considered significantl6 These four graups, supporting and
integrating each other, presented an attempt to constantly inherit the epistemological
tendency from the first wave, and also presented new epistemological characteristics
enhanced specifically in the second wave.

First of all, a critical theorist should be willing to discover the very nature of
historical thinking by judging whether the historical knowledge issui generis In the view
of critical theorists, historical knowledge should not be called perceptual knowledge like
scientific knowledge, since, not only the knowledge of an individual historical affair
cannot be perceptual in the immediate present, but algoat least for critical theoristsz a
historian should also pursue the knowledge of theeason of what happened rather than
merely the fact of what happened. This is not about the nature of the speculative or the
critical philosophy of history; for them, this is the natural curiosity of all historians. But it
is due to the attempt to know the reason for what happened that an attgpt has been
made to establish a possible connection between the historical events and the
interpretation of a scientific causality in a broad and implicit form. Indeed, the scientific
way of seeing the facts in the past as the exemplifications of genefalvs has been
abandoned by the critical theorists, but for them, the speculative form of history is still an
implicit attempt (it may be explicit for the positivism theorists of history, most of whom
discuss the coveringt AxQ8 ! T Ah OAZEOOCEDAO®EIAS AMBYOA ARAIAA OF
history, the critical theorists emphasized particularly the research of histories, since for
OEAi h EEOOTI OEAAT ETT x1I AACA EO ET AOOAT AA OEA
different circumstances, and historical kmwledge deals with every particular
individuality (Walsh, 1967, p.47) A critical philosophy of history will in essence be
required to refuse any metaphysical structure which, in their view, imposes itself on the
historical knowledge and resultsa priori in history.

Secondly, if the nature of historical knowledge i®quivalent to the individuality of
historical fact, then what is the nature of historical fact? Critical theorists, like others, are
also concerned with the truth and fact in history. But ratler than an immediate and

presented fact, which is perceptual in the present, a historical fact is in the past and is no

16 Here | follow the sequence presented in the introduction rather than the sequence ofée

chapters.
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longer accessible to an immediate perceptual inspection. In the view of critical theorists,

a historian has to determine the range for ECCET ¢ A ObPlI AOOEAI A8 AEAAO £O]
AOGAT 66 AT A A1 O EAO O AAOGAOIETA ET xEAO OAT OA O
1 AOOAO T £/ xEEAE EO AAOAA 11 OEA EEOOI OEAT 860 OOAE.
enquiries of his or her capacity forET | xET Ch OAOEAO OEAT 11 A CEOAT (

which suggests that the truth has already been given elsewhere, and what we need to do

O

EO i AOAT U AEOAT OAO EO8 4EAO EO xEU 7A1 OE AOGCOAA
be established: they ®A T AOA O O@klIsh] 196 7aQ2®@).Arhetefore, opposite to
the scientific opinion like coveringlaw, it is impossible to test (if there may be) any truth
of/from a historical judgment by the individualized historical fact, since a historical fact,
according to the first principle that it is generated by and for itself in the individualized

form, can never be the scientific data which provide an unchanged testable basis of the

OAEAT OEEZEA CAT AOAT 1 Ax08 ) £ GkehdyXornEitakdsi U OAOEOAOE
shall be the internal coherence of our presupposed beliefs about our subjectivism
reconstruction of the relation between the different individualized historical facts.
Therefore, thirdly, can history be objective without a scientift criterion of truth?
Walsh gave us two positions on this question (Dray also expressed a similar opinion in his
own words). On the one hand, to a certain degree, most historians work on the same
platform, which supports them with a common understanding otheir work, that is, that
OEA OAOAAOAE 1T &£ EEOOIOU EO A PDPOEI AOEI U AiTcil EOEO
independent object, the past, whose nature they hatb investigate for its own sake®
(Walsh, 1967, p.21).However, beyond this basic platformhistorians also hold different
and inconsistent views of what might be thecanons that principally conduct our
interpretations of history. To deal with this situation, critical theorists claimed that, in
AAAT OAAT AA xEOE OEA O Odiicaifact® BnO Euin] theGitGde OFAOET 16 1T £ |
the whole discipline of history should also be subjectivig as every historian is affected by
subjective factors: the disputesover history depend not on the degree of knowing an
knowing activity. From this perspective, history is recognized emotively rather than
AT ¢cT1 EOEOGAT Uh AT A EO AT 1 OOOOAA AO OAITUETC ITOA 11
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the idea that the individualized historical consciousness of a historian gradually replaces
the general consciousness of a Hegelian general philosophical history. Therefore
Al 11T xETC OEA OEI OCEOO T &£/ OEA AOEOEAAI OEAI
study really exists in Geisteswissenshaftent has to be based on an objective study of
human naturezOEA 11 OEI T 1T £ xEEAE EI tEavOiktergeteB,0 11 O
ET OA1 1 AAOOAT EUAA EEOOI OU8 7 E A GeisteswisseidhadténA A O E C
should be hermeneutical. That is the reason that the critical theorists, though they argued
£l O OEA Oi1 AEAAOGEOEOUS lecwvitEi&diférénOftom thdondiEi AA O
natural science: historical objectivity is similar to the objectivity of artists in terms of
changing the theme implicitly to a certain degree, and getting beyond the dispute of the
cognitive or emotive essence of a BIOT OEAT 6 0 ET 1T xET C8 4EA AAOQE
communicates what he or she takes to be a vision or insight into the nature of a certain
thing is objective.

Fourthly and most conclusively, the central problem for the critical theorists is about
the nature of the explanation ofa history. Critical theorists have suggested that the nature
of a historical explanation is peculiar, since in contrast tthe natural sciences, where the
scientists embed the particular events into general laws by the induste method and
then abstracting conclusiors, a historical understanding is a concrete notion explicated in

AOGAOU DPAOOEAOI A EEOOI OE AHistoriar® EI® oA adténmipi 8 | O 7
illuminate particular situations by referring to other situations of the OA T A  GV&IBhA 6

1967a, p.24). To demonstrate this concrete character of historical understanding, Walsh

Qu

Al AET AA A TTOEITT 1T &£ OEEOOTI OEAAT AT 11 ECAOQETI
divided into many single separated processes, and sughocesses do not form any piece

IO PAOO 1T &£ A O1T EOAA O1T EOGAOOGAT DPOI AAOGO | xEE
development from original to philosophical history). In addition, the task of a historian is

locating and interpreting the historical eventsin the context provided by the colligation to

which the events belong, rather than in a nomxisting context of a universal plan of

history (though Hegel himself might respond that the development of the stages of

history is located in a context, a contexof the modern notion of freedom, in the form of
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dintinction between the real and mere existence is the criterion of what contributes and
what does not to history).
As a brief conclusion, it can be seen that in the second wave of epistemological
historicization, the critical theorists discussed their philosophies of history in a way that
can be characterized as, in its main formndividualization . An individualized sheme of
interpreting history deals with historical events in a unique way (but not separately since
connections are made among events in every colligation), and a historical event can be
interpreted thoroughly due to its dependency on the circumstance tavhich the event
AATTTcoOh ETOOAAA 1T &£ OEA DOAOGEI 6O AAPAT AATAU 1T &£ A
universal history, which provided legitimacy to the speculative philosophy of history (in
the view of the critical theorists). Under the investigation wih the principle of
individualization, those speculative or substantive philosophies of history were regarded
as nonsensical and futile since they exceeded the prophecy of the future that existed
beyond the epistemological restriction of historical knowledg@ generated in the thinking

present.

1.5.2 The speculative philosophy of history against individualization: in the view of the
critical theorists.

For the critical theorists, the most significant problem of the speculative philosophy
I £/ EEOOI OOADPOAT OEBA PEEIT Ol PEU T £ EEOOT OU ET ! 8
speculative theory is an approach that attempts to describe a historical event beyond its
limited temporal context, namely, beyond the real time when the event happened. This
does not nean that the speculative philosophers have made anachronistic faults in a
contextual sense; rather, for the critical theorists, speculative philosophy in fact projects
the interpretation of a history beyond the history itself but to an arbitrary prophecy ¢ a
future in the form of a necessary end of the history.

In his Narration and Knowledge (Danto, 1985), Danto sketched a general but
characterized outline of the speculative philosophy of history. He distinguished the whole

of history from the whole of the past, the latter of which, for the speculative theorists, is

34



included in the former. The whole of thepast is at best the ideal data, which could be
furnished and completed by the conceptual theories of the notion of the whole of history.
Such conceptual theories, being similar to the scientific development from Kepler to
Newton, can be divided into the dscriptive and the explanative theories of history. On the
one hand, descriptive theory is based on the observation of historical materials, just like
+ADPI AO6O DPOET AEDPI AO 1T &£ bpiI AT AGAOU 11 O0EIT OE/
addition, the significance of descriptive theory is that it seeks to demonstrate a pattern
amongst the historical events which make up the whole past, and to project this pattern
into the future (Danto, 1985, p.2. On the other hand, explanative theory accounts for this
pattern in causality. History in the observation sense is merely a dawathering
enterprise of the past, whereas the speculative philosophy of history attempts to explain
the future historically, and hence has to adopt the explanative form to construe the
pattern in causality. Therefore, any philosophy of history attempting to interpret the
sequence of happened events has to be based on the explanative form of a narrative
OOOOAOO0OAR xEEAE AAIT1 O £ O OEA Oi AATEICE 1T £
history comes to interpret is not only the happened event itself, but also its possible
recurrence in the future: history is a historical rehearsal of the future. Thus, the reason
Danto cited Ldwith is to suggest that, for the speculative/substantive phadsophy of
history, historical events are composed of a larger temporal structure of the past, the
POAOGAT Oh AT A OEA &EOOOOAd OA OUOOAI AGEA ET OA
with a principle by which historical events and successions are undd and direded
towards an ultimate meaning(Danto,1985, p.7.) T OEEO OA1T OAh $AT O A’
argument that the whole of history is essentially theological as reversely reasonable since
the ultimate meaning is attributed to a broad sense of anxernal enterprise of the
interpretation of history which cannot be illustrated only from history itself. The
temporal future is thus afait accompli it has already occurred.

Further, in the view of the critical theorists, for the speculative philosophyf history,
an external meaning of history may lead a historian into some philosophical difficulties
which, overcome by the critical theorists, result in the incompatibility between the
EEOOI OEAT 80 1 x1 ETAEOEAOAI ET T x Eor Qe chticdl AAOO
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interpretation of historical knowledge, an individualized and peculiar historical
colligation of events calls for a relatively isolated meaning of itself. Thimeans that if
there is a certain meaning appearing in the context of such a colligation (even in the form
I £/ OEA EEOOI OEAT 80 1 x1 OO0ABBWNQE Oshauid belahi OAOET ¢ Al
internal meaning of history referring only to the history itseff, rather than an external one
referring to the whole of history from the past to the future. For the critical theorists, the
central problem of the speculative philosophy of history, in a kind of scheme against the
individualized meaning of each history,is that the speculative form naturally endows
history with the meaning that comes fromthe external, often non -historical, context ,
and it further suggests that the philosopher of history does not necessarily abstract
meanings from every historical eventi T OEA AT 1T OOAOUh A EEOOI OEAAT AC
only when it is able to be embedded into the external meaning.
The development from the first wave to the second wave of epistemological
EEOOI OEAEUAOQGETT xAO A bOI AAOd Gérmad philoS8dplie§ " OEOEOE O
of history. The intellectualized philosophies of history in the first wave were thoroughly
adopted and further enhanced in an approach of individualization. For the critical
theorists, individualization offered different kinds of historical thinking a minimum but
common platform on which some basic natures of historical knowledge can be
acknowledged and thus be characterized. In their view, this platform cannot be provided
by the speculative philosophy of history, since the speculat theorists attempted to

provide a maximum theory that aims to give a holistic interpretation of the meaning of

and outside history.

1.6 The third wave: the fragmentation tendency in the destruction and renhancement of
epistemological historicization.

The formation of the third wave was more complicated than the first two waves,
since, in the view of a large range, that is, crossing thirty to fifty years, this wave was
developed in a dialectical retrospective form, that is, its formation was initiated Yo

rethinking and deconstructing the result of its previous effort. Then, however, it was
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finally returned to the main trace of epistemological historicization with a relatively new
approach. The third wave contained an explicit effort against the individdeation of the
second wave, while it also absorbed some principles from the individualization. This
initiating work was done by Richard Rorty, who investigated the epistemological tradition
in the realm of a general sense of philosophy rather than a diffmtiated philosophy of
history (due to his belief in the edifying philosophy against the systematic philosophy)
And, as one of the most representative examples, Ankersmit returned to epistemological
historicization and promoted it in a different form, though it also resulted in
fragmentation as a byproduct.

Similarly, there were some great philosophers writing about historical thinking
AAOxAAT 7A1 OEGO AOA AT A 21 0O0UBO AOAn OOAE A
and the second wave. The reasoh chose Walsh and Rorty ratherthan the others is
merely because they argued using clear and featured examples of the character of
epistemological historicization. The impacts of theorists, especially in the contemporary
academic world, do not follow a lirear succession but are mutually relevant, and it is both
inappropriate and impossible to argue that it is one certain theorist who determines the
characteristics of epistemological historicization.
p8¢e8p 21 OOUBO AOEOENOAO deteraADPEOOAITIT T CEAATI D

YT 27T 00UB8 0O OE Aphipsophyand tAeAMirfor of Naturgghidsophies
before him in the 20h century can be characterized as mainly belonging to a kind of
epistemological philosophy of language. This modern epistemological philosophy regards
language as a representation of the reality, like a mirror held up to nature. According to
his investigation, modern epistemological notions of truth presupposed a set of concepts
of language as a proposition of philosophical thinking, which resulted in an idea, or
sometimes a belief for the linguistic epistemologists, of the sSAAT 1 AA O & O1 AAOD
knowledgA {Rorty, 1980, pp.155-163) that requires a neutral background tertium quid)

A0 A AIT1TAEOEITTAI & Ol AAGEI T8 *0O0O AO 271 00U
£ 01 AACGET T AT EOI 1T &£ OEA 1 ETCOEOOEA APEOOAITII
all there is to know about the relation of beliefs to the world when we understand these
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OOOOA 1 £6 EO OEA AEActourt 6 fngu lbdhavidud @dpdie@O AT EOOEAS
Bernstein, 2010,p.154). This foundationalism, then, is an attempt to simplify (even cancel)
OEA EAOI AT AOCOEAAIT DOl AAOGO 1T £ OEA OAI ACETT AAOxAAI
replacing the former, implicitly refusing the history of each indvidual case of knowing but
describing the case merely by grasping the internal usage and the pgézen meanings of
the language.

Rorty challenged this argument. For him, language is neither a thing as
representation nor a medium between humans and the wdd. The notion of knowledge,
in the sense of the foundationalism, as the assemblage of accurate representations, is
AOGOAT GEAITTU 1T1T0 A TAARAOOAOU AOGO Al 1T BPOEITAI 11O0EI
to the world of the realities. However, a more gnificant problem, considering the
relevance to our research of historical thinking, is that foundationalism in the form of
linguistic epistemological philosophy actually eliminates the possibility of &historical
OAT AGETT AAOxAAT AlndvoildoE€lEdsOATl 6 0 ET T xET ¢ A

Rorty demonstrated his criticisms of the foundationalism in a broader sense relating
to all kinds of philosophical thinking other than the specific sense of the philosophy of
history as a differentiated discipline. However, he offer@ in detail a historicaly based
argument ACAET OO0 & 01 AACET T Al EGIi8 (A AAITTAA OEEO AT T
EEOCOIOIE OAGAAOOAET AACOAAh EA OACAOAAA OEEOOI OEAAI
OOAAEOETT Al OPEOEO 1T &£ EOh OEAO EOh OEEOOI OUS EO
research but isthe essential nature of philosophy, which indicates that philosophysi
naturally historical research andvice versa Of course, rather than the sense of how he
Aopl EAAOAA OEA OAI AOGATAA T &£ EEO OEI OCEO O $AOEAC
explicate this relevance to historical thinking. We may assume that, in treense of this

1 AOGAT 1T &£/ OEA ODPEOEO T £ EEOOT OEAAI OEETEET Ch A AT

701 AAGA 11 OA OEA AEAZEAOAT AR AAOxAAT OEEOOI OEOCI &8 AT A O
kind of research that investigates the history, the process (in the sense of both progressive and

regressive) of the development of a notion or a $@f ideas; whereas the latter believes that history

develops in the accordance with some certain speculative laws and will definitely meet the final

end,teloh ET AOOOOA8 )h OEI OCE EAOA EIT 001 AOAAA $EI OEAUGO
term OEEOOI OEAEOI 6 ET OEEO OAOAAOAER O AOIEA AT U DI OOEAI
misunderstandings may happen.
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traced also to Heidegger, who demonstrates a similar sympathy by claiming to be a
OEEOOI OEAEOO8 ET DEEI T Ol PE Edieddnd vindt Ordaflyrdelt 8 (1 x
to do, is just sketching the basic perspective of his view on a historical approach against
epistemological foundationalism, probably without a rigorous retrospective look at the
development of his thoughts. In his view, the faadation of knowledge, the language, even
as the most fundamental basis for foundationalism, is still a historical result and should
be historicized, since the language, as | have mentioned, presents a tendency to simplify
OEA OAI AGET T A A Canddvhriety dof dedit@s. Fhis ichatgésGhe issues of
the relation, which is based on and comes from its own history regarding the issues, and
relies on the linguistic descriptions of a progressive movement towards the future,
whereas historism is an effirt that rejects progressivism. Rorty demonstrated this
EEOOTI OEOIi 60 OAEAAOEIT 1T /&£ OEA 1 AT COACA AU AO
use and the meaning of language are totally different, and most of the linguistic
philosophy is at best basd on the use of language rather than the meaning of language,
since the meaning of language will inevitably require investigation of the historical
Ai1TOAg0 1T &£/ OEA 1 AT COACAh xEEAE EO AEOI EOO/
Therefore, regarding theuse rather than the meaning of language, linguistic philosophy is
not so different from speculative philosophy (if we use this term as the critical theorists
do), since it also creates a metaphor of philosophy that can be understood only from its
use and fas no implicit meaning except its literal meamg (Rorty, 1980, p.260 and 303).
21 OOUBO AOEOENOAOG T &£ mi O1 AAGEI T Al EOI OACAOA
philosophy on the same epistemological level in that both of them attempted to
rationalize history into a symbolized metaphor.

This resulted in a circle. Historism destroyed the basic argument of foundationalism,
which in its narrow sense is the linguistic philosophy, and in its broad sense is the
epistemological philosophy. However, as h@1T OEOI EOOAI £ EO 000601 1T CA
approach that attempts to set up the fundamental basis of the logic in the sense that the
logic can be historicized and historically reconstructed, is a philosophy of history possible,

especially after Roryy demonstrated that the rationalized attempt is futile? Though Rorty

Z if my observation is correctz was concerned with history and philosophy in the first
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level of the spirit of historical thinking, my aim is to argue that the three levels are not

used © identify philosophers categorically, but instead, emphasize a possibility that

concerns different dimensions of historical thinking: as the philosophy of history as a

differentiated discipline has already been given as a fact, we have no reason to ignore

AGAT AITEIET AOGA OEA ZAAON OAOEAOh xA OET OI A OOEII
even in a general philosophical sense against a rationalized discipligeean be considered

relevant to the differentiated discipline.

Rorty himself probably refused this possibility of a philosophy of history, not only
because, as he clearly claimed, his argpistemology work itself is a historical work
beyond the disciplined limitation (Rorty, 1980, introducation p.9), but also because he
thought that a retrospecive of a historicized rationale is more possible than a scheme of a
rationalized history, namely, a philosophy of history. Historism, for him, is at most the
historiography of philosophy. In his later article The Historiography of Philosophy: Four
GenreqRorty, 1984, p.49), he distinguished the historical reconstruction (of philosophy)
from the rational reconstruction (of history) by indicating whether we restrict a
philosophical meaning to a limited range of texts and contexts to avoid anachronism (the
former) or not (the latter). For him, the moral of historism is finally methodological And
this rejection can be conclusively traced to his belief in the edifying philosophy against
the systematicphilosophy.

Therefore, after this destruction of epistemabgical foundationalism, it is not hard to
imagine that historical theories were created in a variety of different attempts, with each
different from the others and different from the traditional path, which is very unlike the
situation of the second waveshortly after which the main stream of philosophies of
history mostly followed the critical epistemological path. One of the best examples may
AA (AUAAMetanst&A&ED xEEAE EA EIi DI EAEOI U OAODITAAA O
linguistic foundationalism by emphasizing the literary metaphor rather than the
linguistic structure in historical writings (White, 1974).18 However, this kind of humanst
research on the rhetorical impact in historical writings finally calls for a return of a kind

of philosophical approach, sincaesearch in thehumanities, in its broad senseaccording

18 There are also some contemporary works discussing the relation between language and history,

but in a different meaning fromwWhih 6 6n &£ O A@Ai b1 Ah 21U (AOOEOh ¢mmt 8
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to the principles of edifying philosophy in Rorty®& words, finally does not aim to offer

historical thinking with a systematicinterpretation of the essenticalnature of history.

p89p8¢ !'!'TEAOOI EO6O0 ADPEOOAI T 1 T-t@diiénaliphildsdpidcddll OE A A
sense.
One of the representative examples of this philosophical return of historical thinking
was offered by Ankersmit, who in his early career, pointed out that WhOA8 O Al PEAOE
the literary metaphor best displayed the tension between the historical subject and the
way the subject is being represented, and thus displayed a sedfferentiality of a
historical narrative rather than a philosophy of history (Ankersmit, 1986, pp.19-20).
Ankersmit finally attempted to construct a philosophical interpretation on the nature of
history. This work was mainly processed with a philosophical interpretation of the
historical experience in his Sublime Historical ExperiencgAnkersmit, 2005), though this
OPEEI T Ol PEEAAI 8 EO 11060 ET OEA OOAAEOQEIT Al OA
AAAAAAOG AAOxAAT 271 OOUGO AOEOENOAOG AT A 'TEAO
just like the long period between Hegel and Mhey. This latest rebirth of the philosophy
of history, in the form of interpreting the historical experience, may be regarded as a
AT T AOAOA OAOGDPITOA O1T 271 00Uh AT Ah £ O '1TEAOOI
EEOOT @iké&dmit, 2005, p.69) though, for me, it was somehow an unsuccessful
attempt that resulted in the fragmentation of epistemological historicization.
In general, Ankersmitz at least in his latestSublime Historical Experienceather than
his earlier works z was not interested h cognitive historical knowledge. It can be seen
that, as he claimed in the beginning sections of his book, to a certain degree, he accepted
21 OOU6O0 AOI AA AOEOENOAO 11 OEA &I 01 AAGET T AI
to a certain extent, he agreed with Rorty that it is inappropriate to pursue a rationalized
approach to history since the cognitive form of historical knowledge will inevitably result
in the simplification of the historical complex. In this sense, Ankersmit, absorbing
( OEUET CA80O OET OCEOOh AOCOAA A AEAEAZAOAT O ADPDPO
broader scope than the traditional rationalized philosophies of history, that is, an
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emphasis on experiences agnmediacy (rather than a logical abstracted) constituent of
history. Reversely speaking, Rorty did not explicate his refusal of the possibility of the
immediacy experience, but if we follow his investigation into foundationalism, wean in a
minimum sense suggest that any access to and possession of the immediacy experience
has already been blocked by language. With language as the basis, even after
foundationalism was challenged, a new philosophical approach can hardly inherit a
tradition of experience and regard it as the basis of a new philosophy in a holistic and
systematic sense for Rorty.

But Ankersmit did not attempt to construct a holistic and systematic philosophy of
history based on the immediacy experience. He did not returto the traditional way in
which the notion of experience is intellectualized and then characterized as one of the
logical bases of further philosophical deductions. Instead, he regarded the notion of
experience as merely a description of every individuabut concrete situation in which a
historian, or just a person, for him or herself, feels and understands the past of itself and
the historical objects from the past which still affect the present experience of the
historian or the person. Because of thisEO EO 1 Ai AA OEA OEIi i AAEAAUS
responded to our concern about the predicament of differentiated disciplines by

emphasizing the original experience of historical thinking, refusing the secorldand

rationalized notion of experience, as he wroteQD4 EAU ¢ EEOQOT OEAT OY OEI O1 A OA/

best, the most sophisticated, and the most finely tuned instrument that they have at their
disposal for understanding the past is themselves and their own experience insofar as

this experience is not yet infectedby the disciplinary historiographical epidemics that

EAGET C E1 AAAOAA OEA | AMledEtO0s, p&7) 6k Wik the Ai 11 AACOAO

immediate experience should not be contaminated by the normative approach
abstracting such an experience, which mas the operated experience no different from
the representative role of the reality in foundationalism: an operated experience returns
to be representative of the reality rather than the original grasp of the reality itself. In this

sense, Ankersmit furthe argued that historical experience, which may immediately grasp

OEA OAAI DPAOOh ATTAO 1T1T1U &OiIT OEA EEOOI OEAT 80

and not from historical materials nor from a speculative scheme of history. This notion of
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historical materials does not refer to those historical objects that still exist in the present,
but merely refers to the materialistic interpretation of history. Instead, the notion of
historical objects, which was indeed endowed with a meaning by Ankersmit for the
present historical experience, indicates a process in which the historical experience
moves from the temporal pastintocO EA OOO/EAAA Htistricd Bxperiedc@ S0 1T Od (
OEEO xAUh A OOOOEAAAG PDPEATTITATIT g wie®thOAEAO
EEOOI OEAT AT A OEA (mkedrat, 2005 021 AThid diguhedtsdems
OEi E1 A0 O1 #ADDAOEAT ARIGO 104 OEA DPAOOHh OEIT OCE
experiential union between the past and the present.

However, a signiicant but negative (for him) feature can be characterized from his
further explanation of the historical consciousness that affects the present grasping of the
past historical experience, as far as the historical experience which is elaborated as
havingaOAi BT OA1 1 AT COE 1 60O AA ET OACOAOGAA EIT OI
the present. According to him, historical consciousness appears from and works on the
experiential compatibility between the past and the present. This experiential
compatibility or the effort of bridging the past and the present, without a very clear and
explicit demonstration, gives rise to a subjectivism category, which is reversely used to
O1 AAOOOAT A OEA EEOOI OEAAT AgbPAOEAT A Aiped OEAOD
OOOAI Ei A8 ET OEA &01 AAT AT OA1T OAT OA AT EI ET A
knowledge, and results in the quality of a felt issue of the historical experience. In a
CAT AOAT OAT PAnh OEA RNOAI EOU 1 £ Opnloddpries &6 OO0
history that attempt to transform a cognitive (though also epistemological) structure of
historical experience to an aesthetic historical thinking (though still in the name of a
OPEEI T O1 PEUS | £ EE &uctdd) e tr@diidnd signifidarit dgudentA T 1 1
on the authenticity from the past and appearing (or not) in the present now becomes a
possibility of self-awareness of the aesthetic in a psychological sense (concerning the
trauma in the historical experience). This approachs due to the fact that Ankersmit
attempted to draw on all the contemporary notions of experiencéRoth, 2007,pp.71-72),
andemphasizedonA Al AAO POUAEI 1T CEAAI EOOOA O OEA
OEAO OET 0OOi h OOAODI HolodicA tountefpart@itfeisublin®, a@thd H OU A
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p.338).

This psychological and aesthetic approach of the historical experiengeand, more
accurately, of the historical consciousness that grasps the historical experience is
apparently similar to the individualization of epistemological historicization, as far as the
latter also discusses the quality that each individual historical situation is understood by
the individuAl 8 0 OOAEAAOEOEOI ETT xET ¢ OEAO AAAT O PAOOEAC
OEAT AU ET OACOAOET ¢ OEA EEOOI OEAAT AgPAOEAT AA EITC
regarded his work as still a philosophical work of history which necessarily and
essentially calls for the investigation of the internal logic and the external relevance to
other philosophical logics, it cannot be denied that his work, though arguing a
psychological dimension, succeeded in the broadest sense of inquiry given by the
epistemological philosophies, that is, how we come to know history in the past. His work
in this sense finally inherited the subjectivism solution for integrating the history into the
ET AEOEAOATI 80 AT 1 OAEI 001 AOGO ET OEpest aAiAl O AU ET AL
individualized historicization can also be traced to the earlier intellectualization work).

(T xAOGAOh 1 TEAOOGI EOG6O OAEAIA 11 OEA PDEEI T O PEU
emphasis on the historical experience, presented its own character, negsents the third
wave of epistemological historicization, that is, fragmentation. Fragmentation is the
extreme form of individualization. By highlighting the immediacy experience, historical
I Al

=1 0
OA A&l A7

AobAOEAT AAh OET OCE 11 CEAAI 1 U scigdsriedsCdodsBtA E
CAT AOAOA AT U bDOI AAOO T &£ OADPOAOGAT OEI ¢ 10
consciousness (which overcomes the traditional epistemologies). Instead, historical
AopAOEAT AA EOOAI £ AGEOOO EIT OE Aés, whidh AeSeelyODAAE AEA Al
requires psychological sefawareness: history no longer needs a historicized process to

AA O1 AAOOGOTT A AU OEA OOAEAAOGO ET AEOCEAOAI Al 1T OAEI
itself is the history. In this sense that the historich experience posits, the apparent

individualization of epistemological historicization is actually pushed to a more extreme

extent. It is not even an overlapping of an individual subject and an individual history; it

actually becomes a fragmerd status ofhistorical thinking: every historical experience is
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the reality of the subject, that is, the historical thinker him or herself. Indeed, it can form a
collective memory by making relevant impacts; however, in essence, it exists only for its
own sake and des not indicate any holistic or comprehensive (in that even though a
philosophy of history is not speculative, it is meaningful to the plural form people)
scheme of history, that is to say, speculative history. A psychologieming historical
experience is meaningful only to the thinker, in the rigorous singular form of him or
herself. And in this sense, | am not sure whether Ankersmit was restricted to following
21 OOU6O0 AOEOENOAO 1T &/ OEA ADPEOOAITIT CEAAI
aware of it, somehow promoted the epistemological tendency to an extreme form so that

even epistemological historicization itself can no longer exist.

1.7 Conclusiornand reason for metaphysics in general

In this introductory and preliminary chapter, | firstly argued that the generalaim of
this research is to reconstruct a metaphysical interpretation of the philosophy of history
with regard to the spirit of historical thinking. | have claimed that the spirit of historical
thinking has at least three levels. Té first level of the spirit regards history as the
necessary method of philosophical thinking, the second indicates the differentiated
disciplines between philosophy and history, while the third enhances the second and
AATTT OOOAOAO OEAOy bécare® Qfie OdbjéctiveE $ubjedifated Aot
philosophical thinking. Then, | argued that any metaphysical interpretation should be in
accordance with the spirit of historical thinking in the sense of a harmonized synthesis of
the first, the second, and evenhie third levels, which emphasizeghe relation between
the historical happened in the past and the historical thinking in the present

To support this scheme, in the rest of this chapter, | sketched the outlines of current
philosophies of history, and chaacterized them as three waves of epistemological

historicization. They are the intellectualization, the individualization, and the

fragmentaton 8 4 EA EEOO0OO xAOA EO & AGOGAA 11

Al

OE

epistemological concerns in his reflective historf £ $E1 OEAU8 O O1 AAOOOAT £

historical consciousness. In this process of the transformation, the initial concerns of the

philosophy of history were ascertained in terms of an intellectualized epistemology. The
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individualization offers a philosophy of history in terms of a minimum foundation that
acts as a common platform upoe which certain basic aspects of historical knowledge can
be acknowledged and clearly described. The third wave can be unpacked via the writings
I £ &8 ''TEAOOIEO8 (A xAO Al AAOI U 1TPAT O h &£ O AgA
epistemology. However, ke still pushed the idea of historical experience a few steps
further on, thus inheriting the epistemological principles. The enhancement of
individualized consciousness eventually made historical consciousness utterly
fragmented and pushed the historical ®perience into the domain of either aesthetics or
psychology, rather than the philosophy of history.

The intellectualization, the individualization, and the fragmentation together form a
relatively complete perspective of epistemological historicization. 1 terms of the
formation and development of the philosophy of history as a modern differentiated
discipline, epistemological historicization covers most of the fundamental principles of
this discipline, and to a certain degree, forms a pattiependent phenanenon, which is
successful in that it offers a variety of modern philosophical concerns to the domain of
history, the latter of which was originally the realm of materialism historians. However, by
arguing and enhancing the epistemological character and ew valuing it as the essential
and, indeed, only way of historical thinking, it also limits the possibility of the philosophy
of history. The bridging between historical happened and present thinking has to be
AAOGAA TT1U ObiI 1T OEA orboftieEdddcidudngdsd O EEOOT OEAEUAOQE

As | mentioned in the research method, some other fields can provide new schemes,
though they should be examined regarding whether they are appropriate to be adopted
or absorbed. One of those fields is political philosophy. Politat philosophy (and probably
the history of political thinking) accompanies the general sense philosophy from its
origins even to the present day, and the first level of the spirit of historical thinking is
similar to what political philosophy claims, that EOh OA PDHEEI T O1 PEU EO 1
AOOAT OEAT 1T U A pPil1EOEAAI PEEITOI PEUSN xA OEI
political philosophy and investigate its quality of conducting a similar structure of the
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relation between philosophy and history, simiar to the structure of the relationship

between philosophy and politics. In this sense, a metaphysical interpretation which has

been adopted specifically to explain politics with metaphysical knowledge may be needed,

since the investigation of the relatim between two realms is founded upon the

Ol AROOOAT AET ¢ T &£ OEA xEI 1T A OOOOAOOOA 1T &£ EOI A

Even in a narrow sense of simply the philosophy of history as a differentiated
discipline rather than a wider sense of the whole system of knowledge, metaphysical
interpretation (concerning political philosophy) may also be needed. Within the
POET AEPI AO 1T £ APEOOAITITCEAAT EEOOI OEAEUAOQE
fundamental inquiries are ruled out. For example, is there any affilimn between the
view of a progressing time from past to future and the view of a progressing history? | do
not suggest accepting the chronicle view of history without any queries; rather, this
question may refer to a deepening inquiry on the essential teporal being of history. To
this extent, one could argue that Heidegger demonstrated a relation between temporality
and historicity, but | should say that this demonstration is an attempt at categorizing
history to meet the needs of a philosophy of time. Mawhile, my concern regarding any
substantial research of the essential being of history, at least, should accord the theme of
a philosophy of history rather than a philosophy of time. This is also the reason why my
concern with a temporal essence of his®OU AEAEAOO AOI 1T $AT O1 860
temporal exceeding of a speculative form of history. | am not going to be extending
history into a temporal length by which history is designed as a progressive scheme to
reach the future, but merely discovering anddescribing a temporal essence of history
which already exists inside what happened in the page.

In the beginning of the next chapter, | willcontinually analyse the limitation of
epistemological historicization, as it initiates the demonstration of metaphysical
alternative of the philosophy of history. But before that, | mayinitially introduce the
reason for metaphysical alternative in general, especially in regarth the first spirit of

historical thinking that may respond to philosophical thinking.

19 |n the beginning of the 2% century, some theorists did rethink the possibility of an ontological
interpretation of the philosophy of history as an attempt to overcome epistemological
historicization. For example,seeTucker, 2001, p37; Bentley, 2006 p.349.
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®hilosophia(love-wisdom)$ rather than simply Gophia(wisdom) denotes the route
towards the knowledge rather than simply given or concrete contents of the knowledge.
By philosophical thinking, we do notdefinitely possessany knowledge, but only havehe
desire and search for the knowledge. And in this sense of a thinking activity rather than a
possession, philosophy calls for a sefixamining investigation on the nature of itself.
Therefore, accordng to Qhilosophiadrather than simply ®ophiad a phiosophy of history
also searchesfor the way that we think of the knowledge of history, rather than simply
exclusive, speculative, and ultimatelglefinite form of history.

However, as | have investigated in this chaptetraditional philosophies of history
assume the object of historical knowledgeeparatedfrom the philosophical thinking. In
the words of Leo Straussunder the scheme of epistemological historicization, history is
aliened as aseparated @eld§G vorld 8of its own fundamentally different from, although
of course related to,that other Geldd ®atured 0Strauss 1976, p.60). That is to say,
epistemological historicization is ultimate a scheme in which the search for the nature of
philosophical thinking is historically conditioned, or is taken place bywnumerous different
but respectively characterized uniqueness of times or era®bviously, such scheme does
not offer any reason for searching for nature of philosophical thinking, since even the
thinking is historically formed and conditioned.Therefore, within a presupposed scheme
of epistemological historicization, it is hard to claim any seléxamining investigation of
the nature of thinking (no matter whether philosophical or historical). As &undamental
feature, @istorically conditioned8is for its own self the highest regulation of any
knowledge of itself including both philosophical thinking and historical thinking.
However, it is indeed a tautology. The nature of historical thinking now depends ahe
historical condition of the thinking, while the historical condition provides not the nature
of historical thinking in a general and universal sense but the legitimacy of the existences
of historical objects in particulars and in circumstanceswhich conwversely leads the
historical condition not to the nature of thinking but to the objects of thinking. Nature of
both philosophical and historical thinking is not discovered or approached for its own
sake.

To avoid the tautological demonstration on the nature of historical thinking (and also
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the predicaments of epistemological historicization), we need a kind of investigatiotnat
depends on nothing else but only the sekxamining reason.That is to say, that kind of
investigation must deal with the nature for its own sake. It must investigatéhe reason for
the knowledge not for the existence of others but only for itselfin order to meet such
need, metaphysics or exactly speaking, Aristotelian metaphysk; is probably one of the
best options among normative theories, as it searches for the highest form of knowledge
for its own sake but also studies therelevance between its own reason and other
knowledge: most of other normative theories do not care abouivhether the nature of
knowledge iscausa sui

There are numerous masterpieces on explaining or interpreting Aristotelian
metaphysics (including the book Metaphysics and other books about thetheoretical
knowledge like Physicsand De Anina2°, and evenNicomachean Ethics They can be listed
in terms of both specific themes and general introductions. Inatterly particular
demonstrations | will refer to those specific explanations, while here | would like to refer
to some opinions on the general scope anposition of Aristotelian metaphysics so that
we may initially be clear about the reason for metaphysics as an alternativas | have just
mentioned, @hilosophyd emphasizes the route towards knowledge rather than the
possession of knowledgewhich givesbirth of the fundamental character of philosophical
thinking as causa suior @r its own sakedrather than for the sake of its practical
consequenceslLike Politis argues (Politis, 2004, p.24), in the view of Aristotle, this kind of
causa suiknowledge is Gurthest removed from the sensed(Metaphysics 982a25p! and
thus corresponds to the principle ofphilosophiarather than simply possession ofophia,
since this kind of nonperceivable knowledge is always hard to attain. However, as it
regulates the basic direction and structure of theattaining ways of other knowledge, this
kind knowledge is indeed the highest form of the whole knowledge. Therefore, for
Aristotle and broad sense Aristotelian philosophy, this kind ofausa suknowledge, inthe
name of Metaphysicd naturally and essentially corresponds to and everqualizes to

philosophy or philosophical thinking, since it attempts to uncover the route towards

20 Namely On the SoulHere and hereafter | follow the Latin translation of this book which may be
accepted more widely than the English translation among the specialists of Aristotle.
21 Due to the different versimsof ! OEOOT 01 A0 x1 OEOh Al1l OEA AEOAOI
i1 OCcOO06 )ii Al OAI "AEEAOQ 1 6i AAOGS
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wisdom in the highest senseAccording to Politis& subtitle, metaphysics offers he
ultimate explanations of all thing(Politis, 2004, p.23) whereas epistemological theory
(like epistemological historicization but also pure epistemology) offers @he
most-related-to-me explanations of all thingé

However, it is on the argument®f all thingsdthat metaphysics is still hard to
distinguish from other normative theories, even other sciences including natural sciences,
as that other normative theories and sciences also stydor interpret things in a general
level more or less. Somehwe the applicability of the general is presented in accordance
with Kuhn® argument on development and relative replacement of the paradigms:
though the old paradigm is not applicable anjonger to explain the general in broader or
even the broadest scope,it is still applicable to explain the general in smaller
environment or context. However, for metaphysicians, such applicability of explaining the
general falls into the trap of the relativism: due tothe different presupposition of
paradigms, the knowledge of relatively general is searched as definitely opposed to
another and prepared to replace another. While metaphysics investigates things in a
completely and ultimately general way, which is also, somehow, fundamental, as it just
simply presupposes eactthing as a being: any relative paradigm cannot deny the basic
existence of a beingNo matter whether the paradigm or normative theory studieshings
based on perception, or experience, or ideal form, or something else, the being of things is
already a given foundation or a minimum common platform. Metaphysics never dismiss
the function of perception or experience, or even ideal form (though in different
explanation from Plata®); it also studies them, though iultimately studies the being and
the reasonfor it.

Therefore, we probably are able to understand, at least initially or in a minimum
sense, why metaphysics cahe and indeed is equalized to philosophical thinking in terms
of @hilo-sophigdrather than merely Gophiad Rather than other normative theories that
attempt to give exclusive explanations of things (in bothnatural sciences and
mental/ Gociald sciences, or in my preference, in both Naturwissenschaften and
Geisteswissenshaftgn metaphysics never atterpt to do sq since it never attempt to

possess any exclusive knowledge in a definite sense. The reason for metaphysics studying
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being and beingqua being is merelythat being is the common and the most general way
towards the knowledge of other things.

In the beginning section of the next chapter, | will emphasize the conclusioaf
limitations of epistemologicalhistoricization and the reason for metaphysics again but in
a more particular way. Frankly speaking, | indeed feel thametaphysicsas an alternative
stil needs more Qositived evidences rather than simply listing the negatives of
epistemological theory. But | also feel that hereafter particular demonstrations on
metaphysical scheme are relatively successful to complete this work pfoviding such

(ositivedevidences.
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Chapter 2z The general structure of a
metaphysical science of history:

I'T 1 OEOOI OA1 EAT OAEAIT A
2.1 Limitation of epistemological historicization, and introduction of a metaphysical
alternative.

In the previous chapter, by clarifying three levels of the spirit of historical thinking, |
argued that the most significant spirit of historical thinking should focus orthe relation
between the historical events that happened in the past and the hist orical thinking
in the present . However, the dominant tradition of the philosophy of history as a
differentiated discipline, which may be characterized as epistemological historicization,
to a certain degree, fails to establish a historical thinking uporhis basis. Epistemological
historicization is at best an attempt to explore the range of the knowing capacity that
concerns history as its subject matter, that is to say, it focuses only on the nature of the
subjectivism ego of historical knowing in the present, without any essential concern of
the happened in the past. This dominant path is generated and enhanced by at least three
waves of epistemological historicization. They are the intellectualization, the
individualization, and the fragmentation. Thesethree waves have formed a relatively
complete tradition of the modern and the contemporary routine of the philosophy of
history, in the sense that the philosophy of history is elaborated upon somehow, only
upon z a scheme of the historicization of theli AEOEAOAT 80 AT 1T OAET 001 AOGC

Though in the previous chapter | have initially introduced how epistemological
historicization rules out other possibilities of historical thinking, | am glad to argue more
that the limitation of epistemological historicization can be outlined in two levels, which
are both related to the spirit of historical thinking. Firstly, | have mentioned that the
significance of historical thinking should be focused on the relationship betweethe past
and the present, which means that neiter only the past nor only the present can support
the completeness of historical thinking. The emphasis on the relation requires a dynamic

investigation on the interactivity and the interpenetration of both sides, rather than
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simply summarizing the two isolated systems of both sides respectively, especially in the
sense that these two sides do not exist in the same temporal dimension. However,
epistemological historicization essentially regards the happened past as an affiliated
object of the thinking preent, which means that, without the subjectivism thinking
activity in the current present (irrespective of whether it is a philosophical thinking), the
past alone is meaningless, and it is not plausible to prove the existence of itself. Even for
the beginni ¢ A& Of 1T £ APEOOAIT1 1 CEAAIl EEOOI OEAEUAOQOEIT T h
which the epistemological character was not so obvious, the fundamental aim of a
philosophical approach to histories is not focused on the diversity and the different
identifications of civilizations in the past, but on the selawareness of the unique
modernity, namely, the freedom, which did not exist in and does not need to be verified by
the past histories, but merely serves the modern, present existence of freedom, though
the meaning of the notion of freedom is generated as a historical result of itself. The other
following philosophies of epistemological historicization succeed in this tendency, that is,
a tendency in which the happened past for itself does not deliver any daater, any
structure, or any meaning to the historical thinking in the present; reversely, it is in the
thinking present that philosophers and historians are concerned with the happened past
and endow the past with meaningful interpretationsz meaningful to the present people
rather than people directly involved in the events in the past. This phenomenon means
epistemological historicization organizes the philosophy of history as a differentiated
discipline in an order against the natural temporal sequencethe subjectivism thinking
activity in the present has priority over all the real happened histories in the past.

The first limitation may result in a second one. As epistemological historicization
establishes a priority of historical thinking in the present over real historical events in the
past, any specific scheme that narrows down historical thinking to a differentiated
disciplined philosophy of history is initiated and expanded upon in the interpretation of
the totally present thinking activity inwEEAE OEA OOOOOAOGGEYisT O OEA OAO
less possible than the structure or the essence bfstorical thinking . This may be due to

a presupposition that, for modern epistemological philosophies, only the present

perceptual knowledge from the metal activity is available and achievable. This further
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the philosophy of history is thus named, he philosophy of history is actually a
philosophical thinking of the historical thinking in the present, rather than a
philosophical thinking of the history or the histories in the past. Indeed, as | argued at the
end of the previous chapter, epistemological historicization is successful since it offers a
variety of modern philosophical concerns and notions to the domain of the study of
history, and changes the original materialist tradition of historical writings. However, this
success is not the reason for ignoring the initial concern of the philosophy of history, that
is, a concern that, though in a philosophical form, cares about the tension between the
past and the present, rather than merely the present. By distancing itself from the
speculative and the substantive philosophies, epistemological historicization actliya
rules out a kind of discussion orthe essential nature of history, which indeed, had been
an origin of the broad sense of historical thinking in the beginning of philosophgthough

in later days, it was characterized as a certainty and a narrowed soof the speculative
form by epistemological historicization.

Therefore, in general and in short, the predicaments of the philosophy of history
under anepistemological historicization schemecan be outlined as the following two: the
ignorance of the structural generating of history in the past (in terms of the related
historical thinking in the present relatively), and thus the ignorance oknowing such
structural generating of history (in that the aim of philosophical thinking is focused on
the relation between the essence and the knowing of it). In accordance with the
subjectivism and individualism principles of epistemological historicization, the
dominant philosophies of history rarely attempt to investigate themes like these two,
which may be related to the original concerns of the tension between history and
philosophy in a temporal dimension, namely, regarding the tension between the past and
the present. By arguing about the traditionatension between the historical mortals and
the philosophical immortals (just as | introduced as the first spirit of historical thinking in
the beginning of the previous chapter) in a temporal dimension, philosophers may endow
their thinking activity in the present with a possible interpretation that retrospectively is

concerned with what they or their ancestors did in the past, what those activities have
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affected, and how they were known by the present philosophers, in the process of which,
history is estalished as a philosophical science. That is to say, an alternative philosophy
of history z if we want to enjoy the fruits of but also improve epistemological
historicization z has at least two fundamental groups of questions about history: What is
the essettial nature of history in the past?, and How can the present philosopher know
nature in the past?

In order to deal with these two groups of fundamental questions, in the rest of this

research, | will refer to a traditional political philosophy and adopti to the domain of the

DEEI T Ol PEU 1T & EEOOI OU8 4EEO OOAAEOEITAI bDii1lEOEAAI

polisi AOOh 1 OA EIi bl OOAT Oi uh EO Al 01 AT 1 OEOOT OAIT E

Aristotelian three kinds of sciences, namely, theetical science, practical science, and
producing science. Regarding the science pblis, | will argue that the science of history (a
rigorous term for the philosophy of history according to metaphysics) is another possible
practical science, which, togéter with the science of polis, shall be conducted by
OOEAT OAGEAAT OAEAT AA6h T AT Al uh I AOAPEUOEAOS
In the rest of this chapter (Chapter 2), | will firstly clarify the reason for referring to
an Aristotelian metaphysics rather than the others by narrowing dan the scope of
Oi AOAPEUOEAOS 4&OT i A OAOEOEIT AOU OAOOEITT O A
English translations related to this theme as preparation for the subsequent investigation.
I will discuss the position and the meaning of practical sciemc in terms of the
metaphysical knowledge system and its relation to metaphysics/theoretical science, and
will then demonstrate that the metaphysical alternative of the philosophy of history,
T Ai Al uh OEA OOAEAT AA 1 £ EEOédkdanawitAthdtmAET O Ox|
parts of the science opolis conducted by metaphysics/theoretical science. They are the
part on physisand the part ontechnd® E OT T 16 thi&dbapter, | will briefly explain the
basic concern and the significance of each respedaly, and will thoroughly demonstrate
the principle structures in the next two chapters.
In Chapter 3, for the first part onphysisi OOET C OEphysi®E OIOECHODO OEA
interpretations about the natural development and the four causes), | will arguéhat the

developmental process of history accounts for the developmental process midlis, both of
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which agree with the metaphysical developmental process from the material cause to the
material cause of itself and the constitution opolis as the formal end cause. The science
of history adopts a similar process, but in a temporal dimension. Historical events
perform a chronological nature of history (I characterize it ®Or@nhungszei® qh ET OEA
that historical events in the past as the material cause develop into the science of history
in the present as the formal end cause according to the temporal antecedesucceed
logic. However, | will also argue that mere deslopmental interpretation is not enough to
sketch the whole perspective of historical thinking since historical events as the material
causes are not eliminated even after the knowledge of history in the present is generated;
rather, an essential interpretation that investigates the combination of past events and
present knowledge is also needed. This interpretation demonstrates that historicavents
and the science of history together form the understandable historical thinking as a
whole and hence becomeactualized, in the sense thatOrdnungszeittransforms into
Geschehenszefpusiaof history), though this transformation also needs the second patrt,
as will be discussed in Chapter 4.

In Chapter 4, for the second part otechnd D E OT | | ih&gbe that, to understand
the ousiaor the fundamental Beingness opolis, or the Geschehenszeilf history, we must
expand the original ethical philosophy on knowing to include the relevance to practical
science. To achieve that, | will demonstte that the Aristotelian knowing is for itself an
action of knowing, which on the one hand, wittpolis characterizes the different roles of
citizens z citizens have the virtue oftechnré since theygenerate thepolisand also have the
virtue of D E O Tsinc®the® practise the political life, and on the other hand, with history,
is locatedbeyond a given temporal position in the past to both the past and the thinking
present. This demonstration will refer to some Aristotelian concepts likeudaimoniaand
deliberation, and also topoiesis and praxiswhich are originally explained by Aristotle
himself, though all these concepts will be reinterpreted within a historical dimension and
regarding the temporal tension betweenthe past andthe present.

Finally, in Chapter 5, | will conclude that the historicaleudaimonia is the final

presentation of actualizing GeschehenszeitAlso, like the science opolis, the science of
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history is essentially the actualization of a complex entity in the practical sciences that
finally aim to harmonize the universal and the particular. By meeting political philosophy,
the philosophy of history may bridge the gap between the real world and the
epistemological representations of the real world, just as @olis does upon a citizen by
combining his or her individual eudaimoniawith the eudaimoniaof the whole in which he

or she lives and dies.

(8¢ OOAPAOET ¢ AEOAOQOOOEIT g I AATET CO AT A OOAT Ol AOET
Before presenting the strict meaning of metaphysics, dshave already begun to use

OEA OAOI OOAEATAA 1T &£ EEOOT OUBHh ) x1 OI A EEOOOI U 1E

) OOA ET OEEO OAOGAAOAE AT OOAODI 1 Aépisttmd). OEA OOAAEC

Epistémé is the singular form of epistémai, the latter of which can be translated as

OET 1T x1 ARCA6h AOO xEEAE OAZEAOO i1 OA OI OOCEAT OAOGEAA

However, this is not to say thatepistéméis concerned only with theoretical knowledge;

rather, epistéméz as it studies only theoretical knowledgez is concerned also with

practical knowledge, and thus forms a comprehensive and systematic grasp of bdtie

theoretical and practical knowledge of a thing, that is, a philosophy of a thing. In thisy,

the theoretical knowledge has priority over the practical knowledge, since the former

drives the latter. 4 EAOA £ OAh &£ O A opblisbE ROOTOEARG GOME AA A AA N GE O A

O OEA OPEEIT Ol paiFELEIOOEDURS ABECAXxEEAE OEA OEAT OAO

studied firstly, then the practical knowledge. It can be seen that, in this sense, the term

OOAEAT AA8 xEI1 1AOAO AA OEA OAIT A AO OEA 11 AAOT O

the neutral quantitative methods in the domain of political or historical studies. A elarer

explanation of the difference and the relation between the theoretical science/knowledge

and the practical science/knowledge will be given after the following prepared

discussion.

2.2.1 A descriptive metaphysics, not a revisionary metaphysics.
Can ametaphysical science of history in a similar form to a metaphysical science of
polisz 1T £#8AO A OAAOOAO8 ET OAOPOAOGAOGEIT 1 &£ EEOOI OUe
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philosophy of history which can totally replace epistemological historicization by
establishing a comprehensively new purposive end of human beings, rather than merely
describing an alreadyexisting structure of the world of history? The answer is no. Or to

answer more precisely, metaphysics should not have this as an aim. Even in the imiam

sense that providing not a comprehensively purposive end but merely an end without
progressive deduction, it is also impossible. It is not only due to the overestimated

Al AEGET T O 11 A OAi i bl AGAAS PDEEI T Ol bihoryx EEAE
(just like the one in contemporary physical science); actually, it is also due to the
misunderstanding of the essential task and fundamental feature of philosophy and

i AOADEUOEAO8 )1 OAOIi O 1T &£ OEA £EO1 AAT AT OAT ¢
metaphor, the owl of Minerva, endows metaphysics with an appropriate meaning; that is,

as the highest mental experiencing of the real world, metaphysics is always generated

after things have happened in the real world. That means that metaphysics neither
attempts to predict the future, nor offers a perfect or even a better scheme of given

existing things; it describes only the happened past and happening present. Some
contemporary specialists on metaphysics, like P. F. Strawson, have made clearer
demonstratol © T £ OEEO OZFAI T EI ¢ AAEET A8 AEAOAAOQA
metaphysics by distinguishing between two kinds of metaphysics, that is, revisionary
metaphysics and descriptive metaphysics. According to Strawson, revisionary
metaphysics, like CartedhT | AOADEUOEAO j OOET ¢ OEA OAOI Oi
aims to create a better or even a perfect scheme of the real world, which does not require
concrete reformation of the real world, though it does require a revision of the real world

in which the structure of the real world is mentally fragmented and reorganized. In

AT T OOAOOh AAOGAOCEDPOEOA |1 AOAPEUOGEAO EO d&i 1 OAT «
our thought about the worldo (Strawson, 1961, p.9). Descriptive metaphysics, as it
investigates the actuality of reality rather than any potentiality, offers the most
fundamental groups of concepts and structures which are used to explain the
already-given existing world. These groups of concepts and strtwres for themselves are

merely the descriptions and no more, which is to say, any further explanation aiming to

achieve a potential or better scheme may be based on these descriptions (since a better
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scheme may also refer to these concepts) but may neviee the descriptions themselves:
descriptions cannot be made of any potential and essentially negxisting (at least when
the descriptions are being made) things.

An important argument given by descriptive metaphysics locates the relation
between the generdand the particular, especially in terms of the traditional philosophy
that metaphysics as the theoretical science conducts the other practical sciences: does
metaphysics conduct the science gfolighistory in merely the general scope or in every
particular case? In the historical or political world where the historical or political events
have already happened and become the given realities, in contrast to the revisionary
metaphysics, which comes from and aims to reform the conceptualized results of the
general framework of potentiality, descriptive metaphysics is the conceptualized result of
the actuality. This actuality is formed from the generalizing grasp of the particulars, and it
is in the particulars that the practical sciences study and work. Thefore, any descriptive
metaphysics that deals with the actuality where the practical sciences have real subject
matters, like political and historical events (in terms of this, revisionary metaphysics
deals with potentiality and does not involve real subjet matter), naturally comprises
both the general grasp and the particular cases. However, this does not mean that
descriptive metaphysics must investigate every particular case, since descriptive
metaphysics conducts the studies of particulars in generalvhen one needs to investigate
a particular case, descriptive metaphysics can be applied since it conducts this kind of
particular investigation, whereas revisionary metaphysics cannot, since it is the result
only of the generality. As Strawson argued,

Each of us is, at any moment, in possession of such a framewogka unified

framework of knowledge of particulars, in which we ourselves and, usually, our

immediate surroundings have their place, and of which each element is uniquely

related to every other andhence to ourselves and our surroundinggStrawson, 1961,

p.24).

Even in the science of history, though we cannot experience most historical events in
the perceptual sense, we can still investigate the particular knowledge of history, since a

descriptive metaphysical framework of history (and the theoretical knowledge of it)
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provides us with the presupposed condition of epistemological demonstrating (which

may be related to the perception) and locating ourselves in a certain reference point in

the perspective of the whole of history. It is in this sense that a metaphysical science of

history, just like a metaphysical science opolis, which has already been argued by

Aristotle, is restricted as a descriptive rather than the revisionary one: a science of hisy

does not create history, but only describes history. As long as the real world has already

been givenz has already been the reality rather than any potentiality in a metaphysical

sensegEO EO Ei bl OOEAT A &£ O A OAAOOAO xI1 O1 A§ OI
But thus, questions arise. Though revisionary metaphysics are ruled out, and

descriptive metaphysics will be concerned with the relation of itself to the science of

polist EEOOT OU AO OPOAAOGEAAI OAEAT AA6h EO OOEI I

philosophy (in terms of the unity of the metaphysics and the practical sciences) deserves

the first consideration rather than a Platonic or a Kantian philosophy. These two kinds of

philosophy also offer a descriptive perspective of the real world rather than anpetter

OAEAI A j AAAPO +AT1 060 EAAA T &£ PAOPAOOAT DPAA

PEEI | Ol PEUS OAOEAO OEAT O! OEOOI 01 A0 DPEEI T OI

interpretation of the philosophy of history based upon his own wordsand arguments on

the theme of history. Instead, | will construct the interpretation upon the fundamental

spirit of his systematic philosophy, which is meaningful not only for his own self, but also

has had a significant impact on almost all the philosophgeafter him. So, in the following

sections, | am going to clarify the character of Aristotelian philosophy by distinguishing it

from a Platonic or other descriptive philosophy, and then discuss whether Aristotle

EEI OAl £# EAA AT U AT i iEA00d OUG8AT U OOAEAT AA 1T &£ E

2.2.2 An Aristotelian descriptive metaphysics, not a Platonic one.
In my investigation on the difference between the Aristotelian philosophy and others,
the two most important points are that (1) for Aristotelian philosophy, an experiencing
world ATA A Al T AAPOOAT 1O OAAOOOAAOSE xI O A AOA
historical world in which historical events as realities have already been given: what

happened in the past is the actuality for the present world rather than any potentidi;
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and that (2) the scope of an Aristotelian metaphysics covers the broadest sense of the
relation between itself and others. And these reasons, though they can be concerned as
immediate preparations of a science of history, are still needed to relate ta basic
problem, that is, (3) whether Aristotle himself had argued for a science of history.
(1) Different from Plato, who demonstrated metaphysics as a reasonable system of a
world of eidosj OEAAAT &£ Oi 66qh ! OEOOI O1 A yatenCdddA OEAO 1 AO¢/
experiencing world which comprises perceivable entities and one neperceivable entity
as the final reason. In terms of the essence of their metaphysics, both Plato and Aristotle
adopted an apriorism structure of metaphysics, which means our cgeptual world is
from z be careful, as there is no acting verb hergour experience of daily life through a

OUOOAI AGEAh AOOAT OEAI EOOh AT A AAOiI i1 OO6EOO OEAIT OAOE

opposite position of the experiencing world as a counterpart, which finally generates two
different (but related) worlds. Meanwhile, for Aristotle, the theoreticalization world and
the experiencing world is the same world, since the naturalism system of entities is

AEOAT OAOAAnRh AAOCAOEAAAR AT A AAIT1 OOOAOAA j
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OAOGOAAIT EOE A A & @ailyEdxperiendiny wari®. Oréekefore, as | am going to
establish a metaphysical interpretation of a science of history, of a world of already
happened things which are mentally being studied in the present, it is inappropriate and
even impossible to crea¢ an abstracted but different world of ideal forms that exists in an
atemporal dimension. The link betweenthe past and the present, as the fundamental
theme of the science of history, though it corresponds to the spirit of Platonic philosophy
regarding the tension between the mortal and the eternal immortal, will finally be against
the systematic frameworks of theeidos This is because such a detailed demonstrated
system of eidos regards the atemporal eternal immortal as a higher world than the
temporal world, rather than an equal world which can be experientially applied by
temporal beings. Two worldsz one with eternal atemporaleidos the other with temporal
beingsz may lead to conflict when there is a hierarchy among them.

(2) The scope of an Aristotban metaphysics is beyond the usual understandings of
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metaphysics as a limited or isolated demonstration of priorism. An Aristotelian
metaphysics should be investigated under a holistic view crossing the metaphysics itself;
the physics (inits classical&T OAh 1T Ai A1l Uh OOEA OAEAT AA T £ OE
the theories of practical affairs, which comprises the science of ethics, economics (in the
classical sense of household rather than modern economics); politics; and perhaps the
science of fstory, which | am attempting to demonstrate in this research. For an
Aristotelian philosophy, metaphysics is not an isolatecepistémai; it comprises several
interactive relations to the other scienceswhich together consist of the fundamental
structure of the system ofAristotelian philosophy as a whole, rather than an individually
disciplined metaphysics:an Aristotelian metaphysics is theepisténéin a holistic sense of
a set of epistémai. | will expand upon this point regarding the relation between the
theoretical science and the practical sciences later.

(3) However, it is difficult to conclude that Aristotle himself had developed any
science of history, even in the general sense of philosophical thoughts of history rather
than a discipline. Some commporary specialists have argued that he did have historical
OEAT OEAON ET xAOGAOh AAOOAIT T Uh 1100 1T &£ OEAGA O
demonstrations of the science of politics in a historical form, rather than the
OGEEOOT OET COODDED i &E GEDDI OU §RayEbnd CoEAp202). A A OT
&1 O 2AUiTTA 7AEIh TTA T4&# OEA OPAAEAI EOOO

X

Aristotle did have a historical vision of theoretically grasping the events of his and his

AT AAOODIT Oiodis differdnh frorw tBe traditional Greek historians, like Herodotus,

who merely established the order of historical facts, or Thucydides, who studied the

power conflicts among countries in the vision of political history. Rather, it is possible to

trace Al AAOT U Ei x | OEOOI 01 A0 1 AOAPEUOEAAIT AT T
implicitly adopted in his historical writings, though such theoretical hints had not been

developed into any individual historiography, but rather, historically corresponded to

I OEOOIT 01 A6 O bl IAEedig BoAdtitutiBnAnd BofticsOvEed &so Eoticed that

there may be an implicit accordance of the metaphysical four causes in the
politica-EE OOT OEAAT AGAI PI A T £ 31117171680 AiT&enOEOOOE
the similar but finally different explanations of this case fromAthenia Constitutionand
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Politics). However, rather than offering evidence of the development of history for its own
sake, this example was demonstrated as an empirical suggestion of pcht teleology
which argues for a possible progress (surprisingly, or a decline) of a constitution.
Aristotle paid attention to the historical difference by identifying two different historical
periods, the past and the present, so that he could illustratthe development from
ancient times to the modern and his own period, which finally corresponded to his
political philosophy on the development from household to citystate. However, the
political development from household to citystate is not very coherat with his theory on
the relationship of citizens to the citystate, especially in terms of his own empirical
explanations of the history of constitutions. Therefore, as Aristotle himself never
mentions a science of history (not even an empirical one), tise incoherent historical
cases should be regarded at most as the complementary conceptions of political
philosophy rather than the unchanged historical factsz as realities z from which the
philosophy of history begins. At least Aristotle himself concedethat there are several
ways of achieving the end of a citgtate according to different circumstances. Relatively
speaking, compared to the science of politics, Aristotle had not developed any theory
discussing the nature, the task, or the end of the sciee of history.

However, this does not mean that we cannot explore the nature of a possible science
I £ EEOOT OU AAOAA ObpIT Al 1 OEOOT OAT EAT PDPEEIT O1 BE
argument). Actually, it returns to the discussion on the scope of the saiee of history.
7EAT PATPI A TATOEIT OEA OEAI A OEEOOI OUG EIT PDEEI
implicitly suggest may be a meaningful end of history (irrespective of whether a general
end or ends of particular histories) like Hegel has done, or conversgla noneend that
destroys the presupposed meaning; they can also investigate the nature of the enquiring
actions of historical knowledge rather than history itself, in the sense in which the critical
theorists have developed forward the approach to a sehce of history rather than what
the speculative theorists of history did. However, we should also keep firmly in mind that
our discussion in this research is investigating the fundamental nature of the science of
history rather than history itself, which means that if there is a discussion about the

nature or the meaning, it is definitely the nature or the meaning of the science studied by
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philosophers who are concerned comprehensively with history (so that it develops into

the science) by the present thiking. It is not the nature or the meaning of the subject

matters of history, namely, mere historical events, studied byhistorians who are

AT TAAOTAA T1T1U xEOE OEA CEOAT T0O 11T AAOGAA AEO
If | establish a theoreticad investigation in an Aristotelian sense and define it as studying

the nature or the meaning of the science of history, such a nature or meaning is not the

nature or meaning of a particular history or histories, and not even of a general history; it

is the nature or the meaning of the science itself. Therefore, though Aristotle himself

T AOGAO AAOAT T PAA AT U OOAEATAA 1T &£ EEOOI OUS EI
broadest sense demonstrate a science of history in accordance with an Aristotelian

philosophy of a science, since those principles are applied to the science itself, and not to

the subjectmatters of the science.

¢8¢8a 40AT OI ACETT O AT A A [AABGsEANtnA giimanAdnd OE T 1
secondary instance.
As the last but nd the least important preparation in demonstrating a science of
history, in the following, | am going to explicate some English translations, especially of
OEA OAph wEEAE Al 1 OO@rixd bstanddsohtheDildsdphy®@iBeing
that conducts the primary structure of a metaphysical science of history. These
OOAT O1 AGET T O OAEAO 1TTO T1T1U O ' OEOOI OI AGO 1
most general scope to the common contemporary usages, which means | will revise or
even abandon some certain special usages that may cause confusion for specific readers
of the philosophy of history rather than traditional philosophy. Besides, since some
original Greek terms, which had been inappropriately translated into the Latin language
(then the English with same linguistic root as the Latin rather than the Greek), have
already become widely acceptable nowadays, | will to the most general extent keep the
Latin or English forms of those concepts, and will revise only when necessary.
The most (and perhaps among the contemporary Angldmerican world, the only)
OEGCTI EAZEAAT O AT AT UOGEO 1T £ ' OEGQT GEHAAS OAAMAITA QECTE
Joseph OwengOwens, 1978, Chapter 48 ) 1 AT AEA| OAOOAAHKH OO0 EO
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from the GAAE OROAh RxEEAE [ AAT O 001 AK§s j)"RETEm@BOAT O

I AAT OAET ¢ O1 [/ xAT Oh OEA 11 0064 ARAAG i O EGRO GFAGC

O" AET ¢T1 AOOS6 OAOEAO OEAT O"AET ¢éh OEIT OGCE ET 11 AAOI

equivalently. However, the problem of Beingness is that in the English philosophical

context (though there is no such a word in English), Beingness expresses an abstractive

OAT AAT AUh xEAOAAO Ay OEKIOT A1 AABBT AORAOAOA AT A ET AE

O. 1 6BETIgTT 10 071 EOAQS6 AwensA Ad78, pAdY; Metaphysics

1038b34-1039a2, 1042a2122). Beingness cannot serve a relation between the

AAOOOAAOGEOAT ADO HITI ORITGI EAOEA8 v) O OEAOA AT Al OAOT AOQE(
There are two Latinorigin terms that have been used very often as the equivalents of

vAky ET [1TTAAOT PDPEEITOI PEEAAT %l Ci EOEh OPAAEAEEAAI I

which were developed from the Latin and Christian philosophical tradition. Similato

vAith OEA 1T OECET Al , AGET OA Gehtia d@d@Aa® Omolng O" AET CT AC
EO CAT AOAOGAA EOI | OEA @dhenAd ith dedtdr BliraCpadicple AASH T Al Al
ens (essens However, far beyond the linguistic similarity, the Lati rendition of Greek

vky ATTAOCAO AT A AOGAT AEOOI OO0 OEA 1T OECETAI 1 AATI
Owens, it was in the fourth century thatessentiawas fixed in the meaning ofnatura,

which expressedcausa suilike 3 z A {physi9 had done in Grek, and in the meantime,

the term substantia was equivalent to essentia.Specifically, at that time, Quintilian

preferred to use substantia OT AAT T OA Oii AGEET ¢ OOOAT AET ¢ Ol
characteristics, whereas Seneca denoted the permanent ones, whiletth@f them used

substantaET AT OOAODIT T AAT AA OiF OEA OAAT T AKQU OECIT EZEEA,
(Owens, 1978,pp.141-142). In the fifth century, St. Augustine regardedubstantia and

essentiaas very nearly the same asatura, which further proved the impossibility of

AopOAOOET ¢ OEA PGERADAI RARAREDEAT AERBT C ET EOO DPOOA
state. In the sense thasubstantiadenotes changeable things (more or less, depending on

the context), initially and linguistically speaking,essetia can be the Latin equivalent of

vArh OT1TAOGO EO AEAEIT O nafiia, whidhAlenotes causE QidsAtheA A EOT |
secondary and changeable reason rather than the unchangeable stafeerefore, though

essentldl AU AA OEA AQAMXKQ® hOGARI GIAAOEIAIOAT & OACAOA EO AO
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the modern context due to its own history of usage (especially given that later, Locke
denoted substancesubstantiax EQOE A OOOT T CAO OAT AAT AUthel £ OOC
use of Latin transliteration rather than Latin translation.

4EAT OEA %l cl EOE OAOI OAOOAT AAS8 EAO 110 A}
ET %l ¢cl EOER AT A EAO EADPO OE Aessk HwhREGWOE | OEC
argues thatthe Eng EOE OAOOAT AAG6 EI PI EAO OI I A EETA 1T £
AGPDOAOGOAA EIL| (wédns, 1908%pA£7)220Besides, and in some ways more
Ei BT OOAT 01 Uh EA A1 01 AOGCOAO OEAO %l gfi EOE OROC
be), WiAE AAOOAIT T U AT OOAOPITAO Qiu 0fRA ABIOEKRDA O,
OEA OOAOGEI KAOP" AEDTI AOOQs 4EAOA Oxi A@DPOAGO
OEET ¢ ET OAOI O 1T £ OEAhRPOEEAPUEERDOAADAAOCOE E
BeET ¢n EI xAOAOh OEAU 1 AU AA O1 OAT 1 U AEKEEAOAT ¢
AAT AATT OA OEA 1 AOOA @ dr/ OdvdeidaCsh. EngisA 63dedc® 7
expresses only the pure unchangeable Being, which is merely one part of the whole
VAL S8

/| xAT O CEOAO OO0 A bpI AOOEAT A OAO 1T A& HBOET AE
especially in the case of no suitable English translations being found and thus the
OOAT O1 EOAOAOGET T h O OOEAGh EO AAAADPCEAdidhA8 | A
word that (1) implies no prejudices in favour of any postAristotelian theory of Being; (2)
EO I 1T OA AAOOOAAOGEOA ET & OiF OEAT O"AET CHN jo
incomposite; and (4) expresses to English ears an immediate réilan with Being (Owens,
1978,pp.148-149)8 &I 1 1T xET ¢ OEAOA DOET AEDPI AOh DAOEAT
OEA OAI ACEOGAT U AKABGO AOOAKREGIAADBIT IETT AEA OAT OA
abstract and the concrete thing and applies to bothssence and existence, although it has
not been used as an ordinary translation of the Aristotelian term in terms of the
OOAT OIl EOAOCAOGET 1T AAAT OAAT AAs ) Al &y 5 AOORA I AW
OOA OEEOOO Al OEOUBT OODAOAKBID O OEA BOEAAIOAT C
¢ wrR| 1 hAj@h vOET AA AO xAl1 AO OEA AAT 6Ah EO A

comprises both primary and secondary instances of Beingness than do all other

22 In my view, Heidegger also noticed this contrast in English, but he demonstrated it in a
relatively ambivalent way rather than directly explain the cortrast.
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translations, which may be significat to our following research: we want to discuss the
fundamental Being of history by attempting to discover a metaphysical science of history,

but must discuss thephysisand® E O1 Toféh® Belhg in the sense of secondary instances
of Beingness, rather han the Beingness itself in the primary instancg since according to
Aristotelian metaphysicsthe fundamental z2z«ly ary1 AAT T 171U AA OCOAOPAAG
functional ( ergon) descriptions but not from presenting itself

AEAOAZE OAh AO OEA Ai AT AEIi AT O T &£ OEEO OAOAAOAE E

OEA ANOEGAIRATXEEIAE WATT OAO OEA "AET ¢ 1T &£ AT OE AAOOC
OAT OEOU8 EOOAI £h EO OAEAOO O ARGERREDPLAOABH ) AOC
AAAEOET T h OETAA ) xEI1l AEOAQON I0AOMEAO OCERATOAGE A A
primary instances to describe the practical characteristics of history as a complex entity,

ET OEA OAIT AET AAOh ) xEI 1l TAIOOHE AUDEAT A OEAE AEGEARIOBHE
OEi A8 7EAO xA OET OI A OAI Ai AAO EO |1 AOARU OEAO OEA

¢ wrR{1 ET OEA OAT OA 1T &£ DPOEI AOU ET OOATtHeAO xEEAE 1| A
OAT OEOU8 Al i DPOEOAO Al OEinstr@dsiaAdOdinphdsizes thO AAT 1T AAOU
secondary ones, since the secondary ones (likephysisand DE O ) dosiEtOf the
descriptive structure of such an entity. Sometimes, | will use Latin transliterations of
some certain notions, likephysisand B E OT 1, iorQeéa@iple, to express the original
meaning in the Aristotelian constellation philosophy, whose originalGreek fornms are not
widely acceptable or have different meanings ithe modern context ofthe philosophy of
history. | will also use some transliteratiors similar to ti én einairatherthanz z 4 dRrR| 1
just for convenience, as long as it does not cause serious confusion Bkbstancedid.

In addition, | would like to say more aboutphysisAT A OBPEUOEAO68 7A OET OI A

AxAOA OEAO OEA OAOI OPEUOEAOS EI OEEO OAOAAOAE E

xEEAE OAZAOO O1 OEA 11T AAOT OAEAT AAh AT Ah ET AAAAR
natura: actually, they are not equivale® O AAAE 1T OEAO8 4EA 1T OECET Al ' (
3 2 A1, Whgh comes fromz z A AAT ET ¢ OCOI xET ¢ £OI I EOOAT £ AT A M

Latin transliteration of 3 z A is yhysis,which can be used as equivalent t@g z A.1 Y

However, the Latin translation of 3 z A js watura, the meaning ofwhich has been

Qu
>3
>

AogOAT AAAh 1T EEA OEA O1 AOOOAG 1T &£ OGCOAAO 1T AOOOA
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cannot be found in the Greek originag z A 1 v $aturalh&ibden used as an equivalence

to essentialand subgantia, as | have argued above, and causes the confusion between the

primary instances and secondary instancesfuv A | 2 More unfortunate than the case of

vAky AT A EOO %l ci EOE OOAT O1 AGEIT j ZFE0OOQq OA1
word expressing the exactly equal meaning to the Greekz A1 v xEOQOET OO0 OEA Al
from the Latinnatura AT A OEA %Il Clhdfetoie atbdstwd® @6 théoriginal form,

or at most theLatin OO AT O1 E Qi@ E TAIGPA OO OEA |1 AAIOHIAGhT A
OOC-ARAEOE tagsdsui. 1 O

2.3 Science of history as a practical science but also concerning the theoretical
science/metaphysics: the primary structure.

Now, a metaphysical interpretation of a science of history based upon those
preparations can be introduced. As | have argued, the fundamental character of such a
science of history is that it is a practical science, especially in terms of how it studiesth
practical affairs, but also is concerned with the theoretical structures. The relation
between practical science and theoretical science may be concluded as, in short, the
theoretical science conducting the practical science(s), and reversely the practic
OAEAT AA; 6q AT OOAOPITAET ¢ O OEA OEAT OAOEAAI
And in what sense does it account to theoretical science?

This sort of questions should be asked with particular reference to the fundamental
principle of Being, namely, that we car©O C O O&EEAG POEI AOU ET OOAT AAO 1.
only by investigating the secondary instances of such an entity, likphysis and
techndD E OT Twbich Brésent the functions(ergon) of such an entity, since the primary
instances entity or the v Ay AAZET AO OEA OEEIT C O xEEAE O
primary instances entity cannot be defined by otherdefinitions in the same primary
instances level The primary instances entity can be describedz rather than be definedz
only from the secondary instances level. Here, | would like to add one note about the

OPOEI AOUs O AOIEA AT u bpi OAT OEAT AT 1T EOOCEIT ¢

23 Analysis of the philosophical consequence of Latin translatiomatura can be seen in
(AEAACCAOBO O4EA &O1 AAT Al OAAn Inrébidctn® © MétapliysiEsandd O A D E U
8/ 1 OEA %OOAT Ashe A&TiVA | HOIEIDREEND A5 AathmBrE O
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01 OEA &EO1 AAI AT OA1 " AET Cch xEAOAAO OEMy OPOEI AOUSG
attempt to construct a metaphysical science of history that is used as a relative
counterpart of secondary structures (on physis and on technd@D E OT ). SGdNO
speaking, the primary structure which initially conducts the contents of a practical
science in a metaphysical sense actually corresponds to the secondary instances of the
studies of Being, since such contents, likehysisand techndb E O 1ate@é&sdibed in
terms of the secondary instances of entity. Thereforghe distinction between primary
structure and secondary structure is madebasedonly upon the contents of a practical
sciencez we introduce a science by introducing its general scope firstignd then the
particular cases z rather than the essentially characterized distinction betwea the
primary instances and the secondary instances of entity.

i xh OEA &£ ABO OEEAZAOO O OEA ODPOAAOGEAAI OAEA

—_
N~

different sense from the contemporary contexts, especially from the modern tradition of
OPEEI T OIABPE AIREOBG xEEAE [ AU EIT Atk Thaulh someO@h | OAT AOE
I £ OEAI AEA AAOOAIT T U AgbPAlT A OdffrdnBaOEnERid O1 OEA OA
AAOEOAA mOi i ! OEOOI Ol A6O OEAT ouh OEAU AOA OOEIT A
from the Aristotelian philosophy. Of course, this is noto say we must accept the
Aristotelian definition firmly without any change; rather, | would prefer to say that we
can do that since it defines the particular domain of what we are going to investigate. In
OEEO OAT OAh xA 1T AAA & AAMIEATAL A OB O ACOEA A0 hO AOEM A
changed meanings.

Aristotle was the first24 to make a rigorous division but also mutual relevance
AAOxAAT OOEAT OAOEAAI OAEAT AA6h ObvetdphyGiessAAl OAEAT A,
1025b18 and 1026b4) As weare at the initial stage of this theme, what we should
currently know is that theoretical sciencezs A1 OT ET 1T x1 AO OPOEI AOU PDPEEI | Oi

being quabeing, whereas practical and productive sciences study the principles of motion

241 OEOOI OIl A6O AEOEOEIT 1 AU DPi OOEAI U AA ETEAOEOAA EOI I
from practical sciences, though with ambiguity about the definition of each and the boundary
between each. See Newman, 1883p.4-5.
5 TheET T x1 AACA T £ OOAE OEAT OA OE Achistéma IBhavA highlgtted,] AT A1 Uh OEA
EO | EOAT OOAT OIl AGAA ET O OOAEAT OEZEA ET 1 x1 AACAE ET C
translation itself is no problem but please remember its differenicontext from the contemporary
one, and its relevance to the other notions in the metaphysical system.
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in which the reason of motion is either inside or outside the originator of motion
respectively. Now | will discuss the characterized differences in detail, by regarding
theoretical and practical science as differing (1) in subject matter, (2) in aim, (3) in the

faculty employed, and (4) in methodz2é | will then discuss the relevance.

2.3.1 Characteristics of practical science as differing from theoretical science.

(1) In subjectmatter. The final aim of this research is to establish a new
interpretation of history with the consideration of political philosophy. History, being
similar to politics, is the history of and by mankind, just like politics is of and by mankind;
but which science is the one thathe science of mankind should belong to? A common
answer may be practical sience, since mankind, according to the common understanding
of the definition of practical science, has the agency to act and indeed, does act which
corresponds to the subjectmatter of practical science. However, this answer misses some
implicitly characterized theoretical elements which are located within practical science.
To illustrate the theoretical elements of a practical science, | should firstly clarify that
there are three different theoretical sciences. According to Aristotle, there are three

differentsubAEOAEDI ET AO T £ OEAT OA&istdnth unchanjebleladdd d OE

OADAOAAI A AOiI i 1 AOOAOBR TAIAIUR [ AOADEUOEAOD
AOT T 1TAOGOAO 1110 ET 11 CEAAI Ail AADQfaiablédh 1 Af
AOI T T AOOAO AT A OOAEAAO  Oetaphisicd 1006A55.FBy T Al Al

investigating its definition, it can be seen that the science of nature, that is, physics, is
apparently closest to practical science, since though the principles of ygics are within
and not outside physics, the character of the subject matter of physics is changeable,
which is in accordance with the practical science that deals with the changeable things
acted by mankind. Meanwhile, one more important element of such science of nature,
physics, is that mankind is itself also the subject matter of physics. This point can be
understood by one of the principles of physics, that is, the source of nutrition and growth,
which is the inner cause of mankind and which correggnds to physics. However, when an

individual takes an action, he or she as an originator of the action is not the subject

%6) AGCOAA xEOE .AxI AT860 AT TAI OOEITTO ATA 1P 1xIi
pp.6-10.
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matter of physics, since the principles of the action are outside the action: the principles
of an action belong to the individual, nbto the action itself. Therefore, the individual who

is at the immediate point of acting is the subject matter of practical science. However, we

OEl 61 A AA OAou AAOAAEOI 8 4EEO EO 110 O OOGCGCAOO Al

the practical séence to understand the acting agency of mankind; rather, it is saying that
the opinion that anindividual who has taken the action (irrespective of what it might be)
cannot be understood from the theoretical level any more, is misunderstood. If politics
and history are two of the subject matters of the sciences of mankind, the ti & einai or

the Being of politics and history should be the subject matter of theoretical science, and
the agency of man of (in) politics and history should belong to practitacience, since the
latter corresponds to the purpose of the completeness of human goodness. Hence, a
science of politics or history concerns both theoretical and practical science, though it
belongs to and directly studies the latter.

(2) In aim. Practi@l science can be distinguished from theoretical science by their
different aims, as Aristotle argued:

Our present study [practical science], unlike the other branches of philosophy, has a

practical aim (for we are not investigating the nature of virtue fo the sake of

knowing what it is, but in order that we may become good, without which result our
investigation would be of no use), we have consequently to carry our enquiry into the
region of conduct, and to ask how we are to act rightlyopnug; since ou actions, as
we have said, determine the quality of our dispositions(Nicomachean Ethics
1103b26-29)

From this famous argument above, it can be seen that the final aim of practical
science is prompting thegood (bonum), especially the particular goodsince it accounts to
each particular action However, this is not to say that practical science is concerned only
xEOE A DPAOOEAOI AO AAOGEITnNn 11 OEA AiT OOAOUN
subject philosophically, and not solely with regardo its practical aspect, that he does not
T OAOITTTE 1T O |1 Pditos, 1A70012-18)] vihicrOrdeanp that, as a practical
science investigating the affairs of mankind, the science gdolis or history is not

concerned only with the particular sense ofin action whereby apolis has been generated
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or a history has been given, but also calls for its theoretical presuppositions, which are
about theknowledge 1 £# A OOECEOI U8 AAOEITh xEEAE AAITI
and physics in the general sens@heoretical science, including metaphysics and physics
(and even mathematics), aims to promote the general knowledge of things, whereas a
practical science aims to promote a particular good, though without a prenderstanding
of theoretical science, it iSncomplete.

(3) In the faculty employed. According to the division made by Aristotle
(Nicomachean Ethics1139a1-15), the soul of man can be divided into two parts: rational
AT A EOOAOQETTAI 8 'TA OEA OAOGEIT Al DPMAODEIMHEASI
i oAl AzBtsqh xEEAE AAAI O xEOE OEA O AEAT CAAAI
OEAT OAGEAAT OAEAT AAh 27Anhiénh dé€aks With Ehdrigehide elsienc, A A1 A O
namely, the subject matters of practical science. The faculties played in the two
sciences correspond to the two parts of rational soul respectively, which determines the
order of the two sciences themselves. Firstly, both theoretical and practical sciences
involve achieving true knowledge; however, the truth of theordcal science is pure and
unconditional, whereas the truth of the latter should be that of a true correspondence to
the right desire, that is, it is conditional on the circumstancesNicomachean Ethics
1139a30, and the three elements in the soul in 113948-20). Secondly, theoretical
science is merely about the intellect, since it is without any relevance to any action,
xEAOAAO DPOAAOEAAI OAEAT AA AT OOCAOBITAO O AI
originator of action, is a union of desire and intdl A ANdabrachean Ethics1139b5-7),
and hence man needs the scientific part of the rational soul but belongs to the calculative
part of the rational soul. These two steps of the faculty of the soul, for both Aristotle and
Aristotelian philosophies, have successfully established an order between theoretical
science and practical science in a deeper sense that enhances the former two points. The
aim of theoretical science is restricted to itself by the faculty of its part of soul; therefore,
theoretical sdence can exist alone and the intellectual part of the soul to which
theoretical science belongs is superior. In contrast, the aim of a practical science is

outside itself in accordance with its part of the soul. Thus, the principles of an action

27 AristotlesadEO EO ANOAT O1 OAAI EARAOAOEIT 68
73



belong to the originator, and therefore, any research of the action should be performed
upon the research outside itself, namely, upon the originator, who has been the subject
matter of theoretical science since its inner causeghysis,are the subjectmatter of
physics. Then practical science must regard theoretical science as its foundation, and the
calculative part of the soul to which a practical science belongs is inferior, which is also
demonstrated in the tenth book ofNicomachean Ethicsthe life of intellectual faculty, or in
other words, speculative wisdom or contemplation, is the highest life (even higher than
the life of man!) (Nicomachean Ethicsl177a19¢ v AT A ppxxA¢xqQ AT A O4EA
OEOOOA EO EADPDU 1 11 Nicoldchedn Ei4AT8a1A)AOU AACOAAG j
(4) In method. In theoretical science, the study of an intellectual entity is merely a
study of itself as an alreadygiven definition: though we can investigate the generating
process of a definition, we do not necessarily need such a process support any
determinative metaphysical argument, since it is not a science of the history of thoughts
or concepts, but merely a science of logics. However, in practical science, we must
consider the whole process from the point when the originator wasaking an action to
the point when the action has been generated, since the cause of the action is outside
itself but belongs to the subject matter of a practical science, namely, mankind. For
Aristotle, the study of theoretical science begins from the stydof the four causes, namely,
the material cause (matter), the formal cause (form), the power cause, and the end cause
(telog),28 and then moves to the essence or the beirggia being of entity, as knowledge in
a general sense. But these four causes canna brranged into one linear process, since
they are intellectual definitions of an entity which is used to describe the entity rather
than to determine the entity. That is to say, these four causes wilbt disappear even after

the generation of an entity las already been done. For example, how is it best to

E A
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grown up, this seed itself disappears. Is this to suggest the disappearance of the material

cause of this tree? Theanswer is no, because the disappeared seed is still one of the

28 Aristotle AT 01T A1 AEi AA OEAO OEA 1 AOO OEOAA AAOOGAO AAI
nature of a thing and the purpose for which it is produced are often identical (so that the final
cause coincides with the formal), and moreover the power cause museér some resemblance in
Omi 0i 6 OI OEA AEEAAO j 01 OEAO OEA DI xA®hAdsOOA O11
198a25-29)
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eternal cause and should be studied in a static sense that relates to the general
knowledge of the heoretical definitions. On the contrary, the study of practical science

begins from the study of the generating process of an entity. Analysis shows that the

entity has become its current being by whatever action has been done or was done.
Therefore, the knowledge of such a finished or still finishing action, namely, the results of
theoretical science, especially physics, are requirdoefore we discuss how to achieve the

good (bonum) by endowing the action with meaning8 4 EA 1T OAAO AAOxAAT
OO0 86 OO0OI U AT AO AQEOOR AT A ET OEA | OEOOI O.
OAil PT OAT 1 U OOPAOETI O OI OO61 Aié8 4EAT OAOEAAI

practical science should correspond to both knowing and practice.

2.3.2 Fundamentakelevance between the theoretical science and practical sciences.

For Aristotelian philosophies, and in the broadest sense, for philosophers who
investigate the tension between the temporal mortals and the eternal immortal,
irrespective of the differences between theoretical science and practical sciee shown
above, the ultimate aim (rather than the immediate aim presented in the previous
sub-section) of all kinds of science, including both unchangeable and changeable
knowledge, iseudaimonia namely, tA OZET A1 Ci1 1 A8 T O OEA 0OOI OEI

To demonstrate the meaning ofeudaimonia Aristotle preliminarily introduced the
concept ofthe function (ergon) of human beings as being to achieve a good life, which is
explicated in the level of both theoretical sence and practical science. In general,
continuing the topic of the difference between theprimary instances and the seconary
instances ofousia??® the function of human beings in the domain of practical science, like
politics, is the only perceivable bas by which the primary instances of the Being of such
a domain can be grasped, though such a function is essentially the secarnydnstances of
the Being rather than theprimary, since it presents thephysisand ® E O Trath€r Ehén
the ousiaof the pradical domain, the latter of which is strictly limited to the domain of

theoretical science. However, this is not to say that the function of human beings in

29 See section 2.2.3.
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practical sciences is irrelevant to theoretical science. On this theme, some specialists of

both AAEOOT O1 A6O AT A | OEOOT OA1 EAT PEEI T 01 PEEAON
relevance between theoretical science, especially metaphysics, and practical sciences in a
fundamental sense®® though few them have developed any demonstration of such a
relevance into a more holistic one that may specifically conduct the structure of practical
sciences like the science gdolisor of history. Either way, it is still worth considering what

Irwin has discussed about the relevance in general.

For Irwin, ousish 1 O OEA AT OEOU ) OxET AETT OAO OOOAOOAT A

his article) in the sense ofthe primary instances, is the most basic reality in the world,
and it becomes what it is due to its form rather than its matter. The form of a naturausa

is the reason for the characterized function of such amusia, and this form is presented by
its structural relevance to the others, rather than its apparent structure(lrwin, 1980,
p.38). Therefore, the reason for such a naturalusiaapplies not only to nature itself but
also to human beings, since the structural relevance of form is also presented by the
function of human beings, especially in the sense that, according to Aristotle, for human
beings, the soul is the form of the livig body and the body is matter(De Anima
412a16-21qh AT A OEA O1 OEi AOA CI Al  levtainib@adoEhimE O1 Al
or herself, which is presented by the soul as form. To this extent, it is not surprising that
for the ancient philosophers like Aristotle, psychic states are viewed as types of
goaldirected activity rather than material states, with the latter often described as one of
the starting points of modern philosophies, like Cartesian philosophy. Irwin also made a
comparison between theg two tendencies of philosophies especially regarding the
transparency characteristic (if there is one) of seltonsciousnesgIrwin, 1980, pp.42-43).
For Descartes, soul and body are totally different entities so that the mental states are
given totally for their own mental cause such that the transparency of self is completely
irrelevant to the material body: | myself as aregoam meaningful if and only if | currently
and actually know this as doingcogito 7z the body is not necessary for my awareness of

myself or for my essential existence. For Aristotle, however, the soul as tloesia of a

30 For a famous exampleseelrwin, 1980, p.35. Some scholars who are not specialists on Aristotle
also make similar suggestions on the relevance between metaphysics and practical sciender
AgAi b1 Ah OAA 2AET A0 3AEOQOIATT80 OEIT OO AT Al UOEO
Heidegger. Schurmann1990, pp.328-329, footnote 32.
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human being in the essential sense endows the meaning of a crucial need to the material
body and provides the functional end (achieving theudaimonig to the material body, so
OEAO O1 061 AT A AT Au OAOA AAOOAI I UenemdatwAl O OI
a living organisno(Irwin, 1980, p.43).

This demonstration emphasizing the relevance between the principles of
metaphysics and their practical applications (in terms of the applications to human
beings) can initiate further explorations of a metaphysical interpretation of practical
science, thogh it has not become a theme of practical science in a strict sense since it
does not even belong to the science of ethics but merely to a broad sense of science of the
agency of human beings. Either way, it may eliminate at least one of the
misunderstandings of practical science, that is, a practical science could be organized in
the most restricted sense so that all the principal regulations of such a science must
follow the metaphysical progresses one by one. For example, historical events must be
arranged into several progressive stages as subordinate material causes in terms of a
strict teleology which serves an ultimate goal. However, a practical science does not need
to behave like this. Actually, this relevance, or the metaphysical application in pcal
science, is more dynamic than our misunderstanding leads us to believe. Indeed,
specifically referring to the domain of history in which the temporal relation is concerned
rather than merely the domain of politics, in some cases, this relevance beaten
metaphysics and the science of history may suggest a progressive interpretation of
OAOAOAI EEOOI OEAAI OOOACAOGGE8 .11 AOEATI AOGOh OE
particular material causez if the metaphysical concepts of material and fanal causes are
Apbpl EAANn OAOEAOh OEA OAOI OOOACAOGSE O1 AAO
understood as a progress of a logical thinking by which people conceptualize different
particular materials and then abstract them as notions, that is to sayphas the progress
of history itself, but as the progress ofhe thinking of history.

Of course, this dynamic character of the relevance between metaphysics and
practical science, namely, the functiotkeading/presenting of ousia has been deliberated
well in the science of ethics (rather than the science gbolis) by Aristotle himself.
&I 11T xETC ! OEOOT 01 A0 1 x1 xOEOEI ¢ DeAMn®»AT AA i
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we can notice that the regulations of the broad sense of the science of the agency of
human beings are gradually narrowed down into specific principles of the science of
ethics, though the core or the final end of the principles was thoroughly presented not in
De Animabut in Nicomachean Ethicghat is, as wasmentioned in the beginning of his
sub-section, eudaimonia In short, the function of human beings belongs to practical
science, whereas the theme ajusiabelongs to metaphysics; howevergudaimoniamakes
them meet up together. For Aristotle, as far as the soul is tlmusiaof living beings, the
desire of eudaimoniais thus a part of the humanousia since whether the desire is
rational defines whether anousiais a humanousiaor just an animalousia only the one
for eudaimoniais rational. Eudaimoniais explicated in the meaning of @omprehensive or
overall good which is probably no better than any other good under the current
circumstances, but it must be considered for the whole of the living life. It may not be
satisfied by the goal of an individual good arising from immediate exgience, but may be
OAOEOZEAA AU OEA Cci Al T &£ A CiTA xEEAE ETAI OAARAO 1
not only the immediate experience but also from the knowledge the knowledge of not
only the particular but also the general. For Aristotle, theusia of animals, namely, their
souls, fails to present such a rational ability as the fundamental function of achieving a
non-immediate good for the overall or ultimate good for themselves, and are without any
knowledge of the general; and rather than thepparent descriptions, it can be seen that
Aristotle z and in a broad sense, the Aristotelians as succeeding this princigeactually
regarded the ethics of human beings as primarily differing from the function of animals,
which means that the different finctions of practical entities are given not for their own
sake, but for the ousia that is fundamentally beneath them. Therefore, referring to
practical sciences like the science gdfolis and history, to understand them in terms of not
only their subject-matters but also their comprehensive structure, that is, how the science
studies rather than what the science studies, we must investigate the fundamental

regulations of their ousia

2.3.3 General conclusion of the characteristics of practical science:euwe ofpolis as an

example.
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At the level of the principles rather than the detailed contents, what | have described
above aims to show the characterized features of the structure of practical sciences. In
short, a practical science should be establisheith the most comprehensive sense that
concerns both its metaphysical regulations and its own practical subject matters. In terms
of its structure, it should point to the ousiaof the domain of itself, like theousiaof polisin
the political science, or theousiaof history in the science of history, though it does not
need to directly explicate the definition of suchousia since ousia cannot be defined by
others but only define the others in the sense of referring to the@rimary instances of
ousia This implicit indicating of the ousia should be explicated by investigating its
functional-leading presentations ofeudaimonia which belongs to the interpretation of
the secondary instances ofousia and should be expanded upon ithe discussion of the
physisandtechn@® E O1 Tofdth@ BuSiawhen the ousiais applied beyond the theoretical
science but to practical sciences.
In the domain of the science opolis, it may be possible to explicate this featured
structure of practical OAEAT AA AU ET OA oditdAvitik & Getaphgsiead OT O1 A
AT1T AAOTh AO Z£AO AO ' OEOOT O1 A5O 1T x1 ET OAODPOAC(
in terms of the practical applications of metaphysics. The metaphysical foundation of
ethics need to be expanded and then be investigated in a wider and deeper domain of
i ATEET AGO POAAOEAAT AEEAEOOh OEAO EOh DIl EO]
the writing of Politicswas a lengthy process in which Aristotle changed the original aim
and scheme several timegJaeger, 184), but actually in this research (and in the
researches by broad sense Aristotelians), the significance is not hd®eliticswas written;
rather, the significance is how his political philosophy was established as a afe. It is in
OEEO OAT OA T &2# A EI 1 EOOEA ET OAOPOAOGAOGEIT 1T £ !
that his works present a productive comprehensiveness in terms of both structure and
content, which further requires a crossdiscipline-boundaries investigation rather than
several mutually irrelevant studies on different particular themes, though the latter have
indeed promoted the academic development and have led to the differentiated modern

sciences. For those | have referred to above (though thégve not been discussed clearly)

and for me, this comprehensiveness or wholeness dPolitics is conducted by the
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metaphysical principles ofpolis. In this way, the three fundamental parts oPoliticscan be
clarified: the pure natural constitution (in accordance with the physis of polis), the
adjusted polisby B E O T (it tériisof the polisitself), and techré (in terms of citizens),
and the harmonizing work, namely, eudaimoniabetween the former two. In particular, the
physisof polis denotes a schemex EAOAAU OEA AE @miffeénedis thed Ol AEAOQET 1
material cause of apolis, the constitution is the formal cause of theolis, and the two
together consist of the whole process of thehysisof the polis but in merely the purest
sense. Politics, Bookl-11) This pure process of thephysisof the polis needs to be adjusted
by techndD E OT T sin€EaD pure physis cannot maintain itself eternally and has
potentiality to destroy E OOA 1 A& | E TcorGph éhstutiongd @IEidS Badk I\MVI).
Thesetwo parts of apolis should be harmonized in the final sense that thbonum(good)
of an individual freeman as a citizen should be combined with thieonum of the polis by
educating the citizens. This principle is meaningful for both, especially due to tliect that
when the polis is generated, it will have its owntelos and its own bonum, rather than
directly adopting the bonumof citizens (Politics, Book VII & VII).

Similarly, a science of history can be established as a practical science by clarifying its
characteristics as, on the one hand, such a science of history is a science of and by
mankind so that it is a practical science by definition, and it deals with teporal practical
affairs like historical events and experiences in given circumstances, just like the science
of polisdealing with non-temporal but practical affairs, while on the other hand, a science
of history fundamentally corresponds to the essentiategulations of a practical science.
Thus, again, like the science golis, the ousiaof history itself is grasped by presenting its
function, with the latter containing a part of the natural generating process of itself and a
PDAOO 1T £ | Al EE hghfaid adsthdtcOsOcd A prédcéss. Therefore, a science
of history in such a sense should be established and researched by investigatifigtly,
the physis of its ousia on the purely theoretical and metaphysical level as a
foundation, and then, secondly, the techn& B E Ol 1 df (isEosia on the practical

I AOGAT OAI AGET ¢ O1T 1 ATEET A0 OI AlinQiedeitwoET C T £ AT A

s, ATAT U [B81d4EBEA |, AOET Koindhid. Sonte Qe Enhdlish Ealslations .
''''' 11T OTEITT8h AT A O&FAIT 1T xO
translation due to its modern background and context.
80



fundamental steps, a science of histg will finally respond to the enquiry regarding the
tension between the bonum of history itself and the bonum of human beings by
conducting and then harmonizing them into a historicaleudaimonia Under such a

scheme, if a science of history is a practicatience which calls for theoretical research on

OEA &£O1 AAT AT OAT 1 AOOOA 1T £ EOOGOIOPRES CEIRAOCOADI O
I OECET Al 1 AAT XTEECRATTI BAIhATAWDRO ATICGA ET A 01 AOI 1 E
terms of differing £01 i O1 PET ET 1 08h OET AA OOAE A OAEAI

pleasure for the few philosophers who are curious about the theme of history, but a
necessary theme for the majority of philosophers who are willing to understand human
AAET COdgn thed)eBende Ghat the philosopher must grasp the first principles and
A A 6 OMetaphysjics1003b19).

2.4 On thephysisof the science of history: one of the two secondary structures.

This section and the next, Section 2.5, will be expanded upon in @texr 3 and
Chapter 4 respectively. The sections in this chapter offer basic descriptions in
accordance with descriptive metaphysicsg of the principal regulations of the science of
history as a practical science, which will be expanded into detailed degations of the
physisandtechndD E O Tofdh@ $eiénce of history inthe next two chapters respectively

This section is about thephysisof history and the science of history in a general
descriptive structure (in terms of the next chapter).Any interpretation of physiscan and
should be based upon the original and the basic explanation of the terphysis Most of
the distorted meanings ofphysisi AOA OT 11T AAOT néu@adin GatimadE T T O |
O1T AOOOAGS ET %l ¢l EOEQ séctod Aboul tReltiansidtiond e BE A A E
transliterations (2.2.3). Here, | would like to repeat and emphasize the original
explanation that may conduct the following logics of the structure of practical science.
Actually, this explanation of the meaning oftte term physiswas discussed by Aristotle in
his Physicsbut was not very conclusive or clear, and so it was +examined and
re-expressed in accordance with its original Greek contexts by Heidegger. Thatphysis
as one of the second instances denotintpe function of the ousia of an entity, means

being the entity itself and suggestsa process of becoming and remaining itself ,
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which is observable and understandable for us as human beingleidegger, 1959p.14).
For Aristotle and broad sense Aristotelias, the most general perspective of this concept
indicates acombination of the material cause and the formal end cause (Metaphysics,
1026a31), which should be interpreted and understood as botha dynamic
developmental process of being and a static status of being. These two principal
interpretations of physiscan be the metaphysical foundations of the science of history,
just like the metaphysical structure conducting the science gfolis.
The problem quickly appears. Why are there two kinds of interpretabn? The reason
is the way the material cause and the formal end cause are combinddost of the
investigations on the mutual relevance of the four causes begin from the nature of
theoretical knowledge, namely epistémai. Epistémai deals with the formal cause rather
than the material cause, since the formal cause is unchangeable when it becomes actuality,
whereas the material cause is changeable and a mere potentiality. No matter what the
subjectmatter of a science on earth is, the knowledge of scienceust be the knowledge
of actuality. Therefore, if | am going to study th@usiaof history as a theme of practical
science but also concerning theoretical knowledge (since history is a practical affaiut
ousiabelongs to theoretical/metaphysical knowledg), what | will study is the actuality of
the science of history, since only when history becomes actuality can it be grasped by
i ATEET A0 ETI xET ¢ AAOEOEOUS
However, it is in the way the potentiality becomes the actuality that interpretation
becomes diffcult. By saying difficult, | think that the real case of such a process is more
Al i pIl EAAOAA OEAT xA x1T OI A Ei ACETAh AO EO 00DPDI OAC
own words in Metaphysich pmtuvActqh OEAO EOh &I OcaiseOET CI A AT O
01 OEA & Oi Al AT A AAOOA8 EO ANOGAI O O&EOI I OEA
conclusion firstly, this simpler case indicates a development of the generating process by
simply regarding the material cause as the beginning and the formahe cause as the
result, which cannot be very appropriate to be fully applied in the science of history, since
history is not a single entity but a complex entity (I will explain the reason in 2.4.2).
However, this is not to say that the development from th material cause to the formal

end cause is a mistaken interpretation of the generating process of an entity like history;
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rather, this developmental interpretation is the first step of a full understanding of the

physis of a complex entity. Without the deelopmental interpretation, the next
interpretation AEOAOOOET ¢ OEA OOAOEA OOAOOOR 1T Al Al Uh
06 AOA 110 ANOGAT O AAAE 1 OEA Gmbidathondfthed OOAT
material cause and the formal end asse to investigate physis,whether in the general

sense or in a particular sense, the existence of history is not a given result of the existence

of particular historical events, since historical events provide only the material causes of

history: a history cannot be understood in the present by merely knowing the historical

events in the past.

Therefore, in this section, | will describe two relevant interpretations of the
combination of the material cause and the formal end cause. | will firstly argue that
generating process of the science of history is a metaphysical development from the
material cause (that is, the historical events in the past) to the formal end cause (that is,
the science of history in the present). Then, | will argue that such a soie of history in
the present is atime-crossing complex entity combining the science/knowledge of
history in the present (namely, the developmental result of itselfand historical events in
the past (which should be simply the material causes in the prews interpretation but,
in this one, still exist even after the formal end cause is generated). Finally, | will suggest
that they support the understanding ofphysistogether as a whole. As | have mentioned,
this general perspective will be given in fuldetail and will be fully related to the theme of
history in the next chapter by clarifying the modern appearance, the logical position, and
the logical reason of historical events and history, all of which are presented in the

examination ofphysisas a function of the first entity of history.

2.4.1 Developmental interpretation: from the material cause to the formal end cause.

4EA EEOOO OEEI C OEAO ) TAAA OiF 1T ATOEIT EO
OAOI O& oi Al AT A AAOQAed thedErmahyhtimgs withduOdny Al OA /
clarification. Actually, they refer to the same thing. Though Aristotle argued for the
existence of four causes, namely, the material cause (matter), the power cause, the formal

cause (form), and the finalleading/purpose cause (elos), as the reason for any growing
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and selfmovement of an entity, the latter three causes can be considered as one cause,
specifically, the formal end caus; as Aristotle himself argued:
In many cases, three of these causes coincide; for the s nature of a thing and
the purpose for which it is produced are often identical (so that the final cause

coincides with the formal cause), and moreover the efficient cause must bear some

OAOAI A1 AT AA ET O&I O0i 86 O OEAtooAvagEssd @r, | OT OEAO

coincide with the formal). (Physics 198a2527)

Describing the development from the material cause to the formal cause in general is
OA1 AGEOGAT U AAOGEAO OEAT AARAOAOEAETI ¢ OEA OOAOQEA
AAAT T AO OEA & Oi A1l AT A AAOOASh xEEAEOGEAI BAAOAH
which suggests that the material cause is the potentiality and the formal end cause is the
actuality. This accordance and its process form the foundation ofpistémai, since
epistémai, firstly, deals with the formal cause, which is unchangeab) and secondly, the
formal cause comes from the material cause. For the first one, science deals directly with
the form rather than with the matter; for example, in the science gbolis, the maintaining
of apolisdepends on whether the constitution of sgh a polis for itself is firm, rather than
whether the citizens of thepolis support the polis. In this sense, a science @blis, namely,
the epistémai of polis,is actually and finally a science of the formal cause pblis,namely,

a science of the cortfution. It is the same for a science of history. The science of history,

if it is designed as a practical science, will be essentially about the formal cause of history,
specifically, the one which is investigated as the result in the present, since inmbtes the
philosophical spirit of time, rather than the material causes, namely, the historical events
in the past that merely present their existence without any meaning for people in the
present. However, for the second one, the form comes from the mait so the formal
cause cannot become itself by itself: any science of a formal cause must be initiated by
investigating the beginning of the formal cause, that is, the material cause. Even a science
of history aims to see the history as the formal end, sbneeds to be investigated from the

beginning, since the nature of the end is within the beginning. This process is in

AAAT OAAT AA xEOE [T AT EETAG8O EIIxET ¢ DPOT AAOON EI
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begins from particular materials rather than generd A&l Oi Oh xEEAE 30 AAI
Therefore, any investigation that relates to the essence of the formation of knowledge,
though in the domain of practical science, like the essence of constitution, or the essence
of historical thinking, will be inevitably initiated by investigating its metaphysical
principle: How can the material cause become the formal end cause?

In general, a world of given existence of formal end causes, that is, a worldelbs,is
the world of the relevance of forms. This releance suggests a mutual correspondence
between the material cause and the formal cause, and, more importantly, a mutual
correspondence between the potentiality and the actuality (though these two
correspondences are equal only in the case of a single enjit{on the one hand, the formal
cause is the endtelos, of the material cause, which means suctelos is the necessary
destination of the material cause. On the other hand, the material cause is the necessary
condition of the formal end cause, which meanshat without the material cause, the
formal end cause can never become the actuality. By the mental action of induction, the
knowledge of, for example, thepolis, can be generated as the process in which the
material cause/potentiality develops into the famal end cause/actuality. This process is
not a concept based upon the logical hypothesis of given descriptions; rather, this process
is based on the real sort of the description of movement. It is by clarifying the nature of
movement that the developmentfrom materials to form can be clarified and a conclusion
drawn regarding whether it is a necessary development or just a development by chance.
As Aristotle argued,0) O EO Al AAO xEAT OE AphyBif disouEsAiteO0 00 ¢ |
necessity, they shou limit the term to what is inherent in the material cause, and should
recognize the movement towardstelos imposed on the material cause as a distinct
AAAEOET T O1 E OOPhgsice280a34-83D In thé gkibnEelofpdliwhenj the
movement ofa polis, that is, the movement in which the constitution has been generated,
comes naturally from the movement of the citizens, that is, the movement in which a
freeman becomes a citizen by ethically relating to other freeman, and thus forms an

associationof citizens, then it can be said that such a formal end cause, the constitutiom,

32 This is one of he features of traditional philosophy which have been attacked by a variety of

modern philosophies. For a famous example, Hobbes, as an influential philosopher against the

Aristotelian tradition not only in the domain of ontology or epistemology but alson political

PEEI T Ol PEUR AOCOAA OEAO OEA OOAAI & ETI xET G DPOI AAC
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from the material cause, the citizens. But this accordance does not always happen
following the right movement of the material cause. Movement can be generated also
from slaves and this then prohibits the natural development towards a constitution due
O OEA 1 AAE 1T £ AOAAI AT 6 0 phli§meudhitistll Ba®®fermgl T OFE
end cause (since it still has a constitution of slaves), such a formal end cause does not
correspond to the movement of a natural association of freemen, and thus is not from the
right material cause. Therefore, besides the aterial cause itself, movement, or more
DOAAEOATI U OPAAEET Cch OOECEOG 11 O0AI AT Oh xEEAE
formal end cause, is the necessary condition for the right accordance between the
material cause/potentiality and the formal end @use/actuality. And this right movement
is the development of thephysisof an entity (though in this case, it is merely about the
single entity).

The problem with this soon becomes apparent. Is this movement a movemestia
sponte (prompting oneself in acordance to its owncause, namely, inside the material
cause, or a movement the prompter of which is outside the material cause? This question
relates to the clarification ofphysis since the former, namely, the promoter of a movement
is the movement itlf, is definitely in accordance with the definition ofphysis,whereas
the latter is not in z at least by definition. However, this argument on the clarification of a
natural movement (the movement in accordance wittphysig does not necessarily result
in a conflict between natural and unnatural movements, since this clarification is merely
established upon the definition rather than the application in specific circumstances.
Some Aristotle specialists, such as Ernest Barker, argued that, irrespective dfether the
promoter is inside the movement and hence of whether the movement is natural/in
accordance withphysis physisfor its own self cannot generate movement, and movement
for its own self is not the direct result of physis(Barker, 1959, p.221). Rather, physis
internally exists inside the material cause and is going to be developed by the movement
which begins from the material cause. In this sensphysisis actually a process of a thing
or, precisely speaking, an entity: it is constituted by the ep of a natural material cause,
the step of a movement from the natural material cause to the formal end cause, and the

step of a natural formal end cause.
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This understanding of physisas a developmental process is very important for us,
especially in the sense that we are going to investigate the metaphysical structure of
practical sciences. In the science of polis, because a natural formal end cause is developed
from a natural material cause and its natural movement, it can be argued that the only
real beginning of apolisEO 1T AAAOOAOEI U A AEOEUAT 08 AO0OI
association, as an ethical mutually related unity of freemen, is for its own self natural. It is
impossible that slaves, isolated people, even householders (who are widely believed to be
i AOAPEUOGEAATI T U AEOI AAU OEA OACOI Aianmatdrallyi £ A |
requires the development from itself to apolis,since it is in its essence, a unit of freemen
attempting to pursue eudaimonia,which can be actualized necessarily by polis. And
such apolis coming from the natural material cause and natutamovement will be
definitely natural z though it may but also may not maintain its natural essence.

Similarly, a science of history should also consider itphysis as a natural
developmental process, if it is going to establish itgpistémai by investigating its own
nature firstly. Like the science ofpolis, as far asepisténai investigates the knowledge of
form rather than matters, the science of history investigates the understandable
generated form of history which exists as a result in the present, tiaer than historical
events in the past that present only the characters of their own time or circumstances. In
the science of history, historical events in the past are at best the material causes of the
generated history in the present, which is the forral end cause of such a developmental
process. In this sense, it can be stated that the historical events, the movement from
historical events to a history as a form in the present, and the understandable knowledge
of the history in the present, are the thee steps of the natural generating process of a
history which denotes thephysisof such a history

In particular (as we will see in the next chapter), this specifically characterizeghysis
of history can be defined asOrdnungszeit which means the timein which things are
ordered. Ordnungszeitsuggeststhe temporal structure as the nature of history, since the
relationship between historical events in the past and history as a form in the present is

at first a temporal relation, that is to say, events ithe past can never be the formal cause
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which is generated in the present. This basic temporal regulation of thghysisof history,

or the Ordnungszeit,is a metaphysical description of the chronological character of
history, based on which some secondanynterpretations of the logical position and logical
reason of historical events and history can be expanded, though they still need another

understanding of physisas introduced below.

2.4.2 Understanding the formal end cause: not the only result of thedelopment.
| have described and suggested how the relatively simpler perspective pliysis for a
OET ¢cil A AT OEOGUh OEAO EOh O&EOI T OEA | AOAOEAI AAOOA
bi OAT OEAI EOU O OEA AAOOAd, thedundtdn of d forraEdadd A AOAT T DI A
cause (elos) can be clarified as it naturally conducts the generation of an entitin such a
developmental interpretation, the meaning of the material cause depends on the meaning
of the formal-end cause, which suggests #t the latter is superior to the former by both
definition and chronology. By definition, for example, a seed cannot be defined without a
OOAA OEAO EAO Al OAAAU cOil x1 Obd xA 1T AOGAO OAU O4EE
OAAA 1T £ o@worAdsiklAdssthe!combn life cannot be defined without the
understanding of eudaimonia life is meaningless if it does not pursueudaimonia In this
sense, we define things by their forms rather than their materials. By chronology, an
embryo as the material cause of an animal cannot be generated without the mature
animal as the formal end: it is always a mature animal that generates the embryrather
than the reverse. Indeed, people may argue that the natural developmental process from
an embryo to a mature animal could suggest that the mature animal is chronologically
after the embryo. But this is not to say that the embryo hence has a logiigriority over
the mature animal; rather, Aristotelian metaphysics emphasizes that the embryo is not
necessarily about to be the animal. An embryo has the potential to be a mature animal,
and also not to be. The significance is that, conversely speakinghen a mature animal
exists as its own being, it necessarily comes from the embryo, and in such a case, the
mature animal is chronologically after the embryo, and necessarily has the logical priority

over the embryo. Inthe case that the embryo does not evelop into a mature animal,

there is no formal end cause or movement gbhysis and hence there is no need to say

88



which is superior to the other.

However, most entities exist not as a single form, but as a complex form. Merely
investigating the correspondcences between the material cause and the potentiality and
between the formal end cause and the actuality is not sufficient to support the final
actualization of a complex entity, since these correspondences cannot explain, for the
complex entity, the reasm that the material cause still exists even after the formal end
cause is generated. Different from a single entity for which the material cause will be
eliminated when the entity comes into beinga complex entity is the complexity of the
materials AND th e form, which means that the former material cause will become part
of the components of the generated result (namely, the actualization), and together with
the form, will make the generated result complex, though the complexity is still an
individual existence.

Let us make this argument clearer by referring to the science dgiolis, as this
argument is very important to understand the essence of most of the practical affairs like
polis due to their qualities of being complex entities. In the developmentahterpretation
of physis(as | have described in the above subection), a constitution is the natural end
I £/ OEA 1T AOOOAT 11 O0AT AT O ETEOEAGAA AU A AEOEU
(achieving the eudaimonig, and hence presents thdelos of itself as the end of such a
natural developmental process. Thetelos is the destination of the movement of the
material cause, and hence leads the movement to an enclosed process rather than any
other possibilities. In other words, the developmental intepretation can explain the
generation, the process, the components, and even the meaning opdalis, however, it
cannot explain the reason for the actualization of theolisyy OEA AEOEUAT 08 AOC
which a polisis generated, will not be eliminatel even after thepolis comes into being.
2A0EAOR OEA AEOEUAT 06 AOOIpdis fnér&drd, thoughiby AAAT
definition the science ofpolis investigates the knowledge of the constitution as a form
rather than as the knowledge of the mateal citizens, now it has to investigate also the
Al T OOEOOOET T80 OAI AGETT O OEA AEOEUAT Oh OE
constitution as they still exist even after generating the constitution. This is the reason

that in the later parts of Politics, Aristotle discussed why a constitutioncorrupts and the
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methods for avoidingcorruption .

This example in the science gbolisis a practical representative of the metaphysical
regulations of a complex entity. As | have arguedn entity comprises both primary
ET OOAT AAOG j1T AT AT Uh OEA O"AET CI AOGOG6Q AT A OAATT AAOL
the secondary ones likephysis and techn@® E O T whiolE €pport the descriptive
structure of the function of such an entity. By desdning a practical example of a complex
entity, we can more or less understand why in terms of not only the practical affairs but
also the metaphysics z the correspondences betweenthe material cause and the
potentiality and between the formal end cause r’d the actuality do not necessarily
happen. In his metaphysics and theories of ethics arghysis(rather than just the book
Metaphysic$, Aristotle identified four kinds of existence ofan entity, that is, the existence
AU AAET C tdtieledad), tieAdis®nce by accidentality, the existence by truth (or
false), and the existence by potentiality and actuality, and he also argued that the
existence of a complex entity corresponds to the principles of the last one, namely,
potentiality and actuality. For the case of a complex entity, the material cause has a
NOAT EOU 1T &£ OxEI 1 AAGSh x Ehe Aderidl dadst @l bécBrdedne 11 OEA 11
formal cause, but on the other hand, by arguing its quality, the material cause for its own
self is ateady an actuality. For examplgand not even an example of a complex entity but
of a general sense entity a boy is the material cause of a man, and for the man, the boy is
the potentiality, whereas for the boy himself, the boy is the actuality: the bois not a
conceptual hypothesis of the man but a real existing boy. For a single entity, this example
seems not necessarily to demonstrate those applied metaphysical principles physis

EIl xAOAOh &£ O A AT i bl Ag Al OE O The ciizéns &é¢ nbtdhei AODOA O

¢

O
AAOOAT EOU OET AA OEAUBOA AAOGAITPAA ETOT A AiTOOI
constitution exist as one combined actuality.
Similar to the developmental interpretation in which the formal end cause is
superior to the material cause by both definition and chronology, in this interpretatiory |
may define itasanOA OOAT OEAT ET OAOPOAOAOCEI 16 AO ZAO AO EO |
existence z the actuality is superior to the potentiality also by both definition and

chronology. Indeed, | may add a third, that is, by existence. The argument that the
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actuality is superior to the potentiality may mean that, in the very exact status that an
actuality has already been generated, the actuality can exist without any potentiality,
since all the potentialities at this moment do not exist any longer; however, conversely
speaking, without the actuality, any potentiality is meaningless and can never exist. This
principle may be applied precisely to a complex entity. A complex entity comes into its
own being by the only form of itself, and such a form as an individual isdfreason for its
existence as an actuality. For example,plis as a complex entity may have people, trade,
tax, troops, rulers, land, and many other things which in the view of the modern
PEEI T Ol PEAOO AOA OEROCAGA 6B 1Bl -dddRic0mnsatutiah AUE G\U
can apolis can be defined as an existingolis as an actuality. Those components are
merely the potentialities of the polis. Without the constitution, those components are
nothing.

Not only the science opolis,but a science of history may also apply this metaphysical
design especially in terms of the knowledge of history in the present is also a complex
entity. On the one hand, from the perspective of a developmental interpretation, it will be
easily demonstrated that, according to the metaphysical regulations of thehysisof an
entity, a science of history is a developmental process in which a historical event in the
past is the material causeand an understandable knowledge of a history in the present is
the formal end cause, and the developmental movement from the former to the latter
denotes the natural character of history as th€©rdnungszeitof history. On the other hand,
however, it cannot be denied that the historical events which were happening in the past
are currently also the subjectmatters for a science of history in the sense of that those
events may deliver the uniqueness of their time in every different past to the
understanding in the present. In this way, tension is generated betwedhe past andthe
present which corresponds to the philosophical spirit of historical thinking. Therefore,
the difficulty is that the philosophical understandings directly applied to those historical
events in the past also need to be theoreticalized into a rigorous saige of history, or in
other words, need to be embedded into the science of history which naturally investigates
the knowledge only of the formal cause, namely, the knowledge of a history in the present.

To correspond to the basic metaphysical regulation afpistémai that investigates only the
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formal cause, a historical event must be conducted as a combined element with the

formal end history together, as far as the event on the one hand is the material cause of a

EEOOI OUh xEEAE [ AAxBI EOCALKAD DOEA NOAOEDU OEHEADG® EAT Al
itself. | may define this essential interpretation that investigates the essence of history as

a complex entity,and as regards the temporal character, a&eschehenszeitvhich means

the time in which history happened.Geschehenszedenotes the ousia of history in the

primary instances rather than thephysisof history in the secondary instances, though it is

initiated in the study of the physisof history in the seconday instances.In section 3.5.2 |

will specifically clarify this point in terms of understanding the secondary instances of

ousiaof history comprehensively.

2.4.3 Relation between the developmental and the essential interpretations, and their
historical applications (Ordnungszeitand Geschehenszg@itn general.

By claiming a developmental interpretation and an essential interpretation, | have
sketched two main perspectives of theombination of the material cause and the formal
end cause. The first suggés a dynamic developmental process of a being that
investigates the material cause, the movement, and the formal end cause of the being,
while the latter suggests a static status of the being especially in the case that the being is
actualized by combiningthe material cause and the formal end cause. When these two
interpretations are applied to a practical science, like the science of history, the
developmental one will denote a quality of a temporally ordered sequence of historical
events that further gererate the physisof history, which may be defined a®Ordnungszei
Meanwhile, the essential one will be presented as a description of the static relation
between happened historical events in the past and understood history in the present,
which can be cakd GeschehenszeiHowever when we enter into the study of the
essential interpretation or Geschehenszeibf history, we actually begin to study the
presentation of the primary instances of theousia of history rather than mere the
secondary physisof history (see section 3.5.2and 5.3.These two interpretations @boutd
the physisof history (as far asGeschehenszailoes not purely belong to thephysig, though

still in the level of structure, can be summarised as follows:
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Developmental interpretation Essential interpretation
(Purely belongs to the secondary (Shall be regarded as serving tq
Physisof history
instances of theousia of history | the primary instances of theousia
and presents functions) of history)
R | The process fran the material | The status of the complex entity of
)y O Al PEAC(
cause to the formal end cause. | the material and the formal cause.
Historical events in the past are| Events will not disappear even
the material cause; the sciencq after the science of history has
)y O OODPDI (of history as understandable| been generated. Rather, event
knowledge is the formal end| and the science together as
cause. whole get actualized.
It can be
~~~~~~~ Dynamic and progressive. Static.
AEAOAAOAC(
Its temporal
Ordnungszeit (time in which | Geschehenszeit(time in which
application can be
historical events are ordered). history happened).
presentedas...

On the final actualization of an entity, especially in terms of a practical entity, | may
add one clarification. Indeed, besides the final actuality that makes the complex entity be
itself, there are still other actualities that come from different potentalities. For the
example of the science gbolis, those actualities may be the rulers of polis,who indeed
rule the polisand present the function of the constitution, which is in accordance with the
metaphysical regulation that the essence of the beingn the sense of the primary
instances) is presented by the function of the being (in the sense of the secondary
instances), namely, the formal cause. However, only one pair of potentiality and actuality
is the highest and the fundamental existence of am#ty z no matter whether it is a single
or a complex entityz that is, the pair that makes the entity come into being by itself, since
it is that pair of potentiality and actuality that providesto ti é& einai to the entity. In the
science of history, thaigh historical events provide understandable knowledge to the
present historical thinking by being temporally combined with the present science of

history, they are not the fundamental pair of potentiality and actuality that actualizes a
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history, since they for themselves are essentially an individual existence in the past and

Al 1106 AEi O1 CcAT AOAOGA A EEOOI OU ET OEA O&EOOOO0AS
But by examining the two interpretations about the physisof history, | might be

considered to ke giving an inappropriate suggestion. Am | suggesting that the essential

interpretation is a supplement of the developmental interpretation, since the former

investigates more complicatel cases than the latter, in terms of the complesather than

the single? Actually, | would rather argue that these two interpretations are independent

(but not separate) from each other, and hence together make an enclosed perspective of

physis The suggestion that the essential one is more complicated than the developmental

one might inevitably indicate that the former is superior to the latter. For the example of

the science ofpolis, the highest good, oreudaimonig of apolis is not supposed by a

developmental interpretation and then demonstrated by an essential interpretatiory if it

were, then it would not have been a descriptive metaphysical philosophy. In other words,

an essential interpretation does not demonstrate the generatig process of an entity but

merely z and importantly z demonstrates the reason for the existence of the entity: the

reason that apolis becomes itself is unequal to, even independent from, the process

whereby the polisAT | AO A£0T 1 OEA A mdfErtddithe@nstidtoOOTHEEAOET T A

actually denotes that the bookPolitcsAET AA T1 O 111U O Oébitx OEIT x DI

Al 601 OxEAO bPI 1 EOEAO EO8h AO AT AOGO A OAEATAA 1T & EEO

and the essential perspectivesabout the physis of history, | am not going to then

demonstrate the highest aim of history; rather, the essential interpretationabout the

physisof history is about to demonstrate thereason for the current existence of an

understandable knowledge of history (hence it essentially belongs to the primary

instances of theousia of history). It should always be remembered that the science of

history is a practical science, which means the originator of history is mankind. This

further requires that, just like the scien@ of polis, the research of thephysisof history

finally serves the understanding of human beings themselves, rather than the theoretical

knowledge of metaphysics: supposing and demonstrating a logical concept involves

returning to the theoretical sciencesince it is not merely concerned with describing the

structure of the knowledge but with creating new metaphysical relevance of the
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knowledge.

So far, | have sketched the first perspective of a metaphysical structure of the science
of history. It is basedon two independent but not completely distinct interpretations
about the physis These two interpretations, the developmental and the essential
interpretation, structurally regulate further applications of the science of history. But as |
have argued,physis is merely the first aspect of the functional grasp obusia Any
investigation of a complete perspective ofousia of a practical science must be also
concerned with the domain of practice itself; that is, it must also investigatehe
techndD E OT Tob gddh 6usia, as such a practical science can return to its essential

quality of being a science of and by mankind

2.5 On thetechndD E OT TobtleEsGience of history: the other of the two secondary
structures.

This pair of concepts,techné and phroné Q EsGanother fundamental element of
practical science. Different from thephysis, which regulates practical science in the
theoretical level,technéand® E O Temdphdsice the practical applications of theoretical
regulations. In this section, | will generally introduce the position and the meaning of
technéandD E OT | additie®describe their functions by referring to the science ghlis
as an example, so thait can be outlined how a science of history as also a practical
science can be designed.

Again, different from physis,which calls for two independent but mutually related
interpretations, techné and B E OT 1 vidllOte Onterpreted from a relatively single
PAOOPAAOEOAR OEAO EOh O1I CAOEAO OEAU AOA OEOC
whole. Definingtechnéandb E O1 TmayChE €nsy, as the former is the virtue involved in
the producing activity in which the producer is not equal to the prodution, whereas the
latter is the virtue involved in the practice activity in which the one who practises for him
or herself is the end of the practising activity. However, this definition is meaningful only
when its general position, with its relevance tophysis is clarified beforehand, especially
for us, who need to investigate the relation between the theoretical and the practical

science in the general scope.

95



2.5.1 The relative position otechndb® E O T Tinde®ris 6f physis
ltiswellET T xT OEAO ET ! OEOOI @thAcardDPEERRBEOEEAAT OUO
last two of the five virtues by which the soul approaches true knowledge. In general, the
first three virtues, namely, sophia epistémé and no(s, are applied to the gasp of the
theoretical knowledge and hence deal with the knowledge that is naturally generated
from itself, namely, according its owrphysis,rrespective of whether mankind is about to
have that knowledge. While the last two virtuestechnéand® E O 1 | ate@ite@ly applied
Ol OEA ETT1Tx1 AACA xEEAE EO GCAT AOAOAA mOI i1 1 AT EEI
accordance with Aristotelian philosophy concerning the tension between the eternal and
human beings, kclaim that these last two virtues areapplied asOEA O OO D fphydid. AT 68 Ol
In the previous section, | have argued that the generating process of a practical entity
is conducted byphysis(in both the developmental and the essential sense), and sueh
process is anenclosed process with a clear beginnig and end. However, | have never
argued that due to its quality of being enclosed it is thusomplete and self -consistent . A
natural development is selfconsistent only when it aims at and achieves the final
eudaimoniaof human beings. That is to say, if development, which is natural and hence
complete, but does not achieveudaimonig then it is not fully beneficial to the welfare of
human beings, and hence, is not setbnsistent, since by claiming to be complete and
self-consistent, it must be consistat to the end of humankind and thus forms the
completeness of human beings. It is only bphysisthat this completeness is achieved
accidentally rather than necessarily. Why? Why does a natural result not necessarily aim
for eudaimonig? That is because whea natural result is generated, it becomes an entity
with its own telos which is logically different from thetelosof the generator of the entity.
For example, apolis is the natural result of thetelos of citizens since it is by achieving
eudaimoniathat the citizens generate theolis. However, when thepolis comes into being
as an individual actualization of its own self, it will have its ownelos, that is, maintaining
the existence of its form, the constitution, rather than thetelos of citizens, their
eudaimonia Therefore, there is a logical distinction between thé&los of citizens and the

telos of polis, and this practical examplsshowsOEA T AAA &£ 0 O0Oi i AGEET ¢8 EAOI
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two telos.! T A OEAO OOi I AOEET ¢éh A& O ! OE&kneaddl EAT
DEOI T 60EO

Regarding the application ofthe science of history,therefore, technéand DE OT 1 6 OE O
are needed to deal with the inconsistency between the historical events in thgast and
the science of history as a form of knowledge in the presentyes, this gap or bridge
between the past and the present appears again and has a significant impact on the
understandings of such a science itself, since it is this gap, again, jukelthe essential
interpretation of a complex entity that combines the same two, that, besides thghysisof
EEOOI OU Ai AOCET ¢ ET OEA 1 AOOuysisof isory & AdOh 1 Al
11T AAOGAAR AU OACAOAEIT C ikdoiigEdctibmm toat rélatel OGO AT AE T
technéand B E O1 1(16mll Befine it as historical deliberation in the fourth chapter, by
first dealing with the demonstration of physisin history).

Further demonstration is needed. If the above argument is applied, then @@an be
suggested that a science of history as a form of knowledge in the present cannot
necessarily maintain its natural result, and hence needechndD® E O1 TtocO@ME® D1 Al AT O
the natural result. But the logical problem is, if the generating process of a history from
events to the present form is all natural, why cannot such a history as a natural result
necessarily maintain its quality of being natural or of corregonding to physi& The reason
is related to the essential interpretation. As | have argued, a complex entity in the science
of history is the complexity of historical events and the present knowledge of the science
itself, with the latter generated from the former. Therefore, whether the final
actualization of the science of history is natural depends on whether the material cause,
the movement, and the formal cause are naturat so far as it is the same as the
developmental interpretation z and whether the combined historical events, which are
essentially the combined material causes as also the actualities, are natural. That seems
like a tautology since the material cause has been discussed twice, that is, in the
developmental process and in the static cobination respectively. However, though they
may be the same thing, it depends on the different interpretation of the logical and the
philosophical position whether the material cause can be thoroughly investigated,

especially when the final actualization an entity is not necessarily natural due to the
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possibility that the combined material cause may be corrupted.

This metaphysical principle is easier to understand by referring to the example of the
science ofpolis as Aristotle himself studied the reasb AT A OOAAOEAEAAOEI 186 | A
constitutions in Politics. A natural constitution (whether ruled by one, or few, or a
majority) as the formal end cause is the natural result of the generating process that
AOEOAO &£O01 i OEA AEOEUAd pdrdue dudainbrdaBAtvBehthe x EEAE AEI|
AT 1 OOEOOOEIT EO CAT AOAOAAn OEA AEOEUAT 086 AOOI AEAOD
with the constitution, and hence its owneudaimonianeeds to be harmonized with the
telosof the constitution by physical andmusical education (in the accordance to the body
AT A OEA 0101 q8 )& EO EO Edulhmboriais Wénfcal @ithe x AT 1 OEAO
end of the constitution, then the constitution can be regarded as a natural actualization
which maintains its internal self-A1T T OEOOAT AA8 (1 xAOAOh EZ£ OEA AEOEUA
to corrupt even after the constitution has been generated, though the constitution has
come from the citizens who used to be natural, the final actualization of such a complex
entity is no longer natural, since the combined element, the citizens, is no longer natural.
There are various reasons why the citizens become corrupt, mostly due to the conflict
AAOxAAT OEA AEOEUAT 66 O1 ARAOOOAT AET ¢cnomas T AOOOAT EC
j xEEAE T AU AA OOAT 01 AGAA ET 61 OAOOCEEEAEAI 1 Ax0O Al
not occur naturally33) (Politics, 1301a27b6) Therefore, in general, though the generating
process from the citizens to the constitution is conducted byphysisEO EO OEA AEOEUAT C
association that determinatively affects whether the final actualization of the constitution
as a complex entity is natural. If the citizens become corrupt, the constitution, which is
already combined with the citizens, will subsequentgt become corrupt, and thus
technd D E O1 Tae @ded®d to rectify the situation and to return to the natural. In the
science ofpolis, technéand B E O TaléoOv&ry) but they generally aim to deal with the
conflict between physisand nomos For examplej T A 1T £ OEA /Fhkdhi&sO0 ObPI 1 EQEAA
keeping up an appearance of democracy to maintain an essential monarchiyolitics,

1294a3-16). Therefore, by referring to the political example, it may be claimed tha¢chné

33 This perhaps is a linguistic reason that Aristotle argued thahomisma (money) comes from
nomos SeeNicomachean Ethics1133a29-32; and Politics, 1256b31. Though he also arged that
nomismais not against tophysiswhen it aims to help people achievingudaimonia
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and DE OT Ttag@teOserve to improve te understanding of a complex entity in
practical science.

The position oftechn@D E O Tlinda &diexe of history may also be demonstrated by
following a similar logic. Though a science of history as understandable knowledge in the
present is the formal end cause that is generated from historical events in the past,
historical events will not be eliminated, but will temporally combine with the present
science of history. However, it is due to this that the science of history in the present is not
necessaily natural, since, like citizens, historical events may also be corrupted, that is, the
misunderstandings of historical events, just like different understandings of natural
justice and the justice ohomos.The logicz in accordance with all practical siencez can
be summarised as follows:

(1) If historical events as the material cause are natural, that is, generated from their
own selvesAND are able to maintain the quality of being natural, that is, being
rightly understood without distortion, then the present science of history as the
formal end cause will necessarily be naturahnd the complex entity of the formal
end and the events will be necessarily natural and be actualized correctly. In this
case, there is no place faechnéandD EOT T 6 OE O

(2) If historical events are naturalBUT cannot maintain their quality of being natural,
then the present science of history will necessarilype natural, but the complex
entity of the formal end and the events will necessarily be unnatural due to the
combination of the natural and the unnatural, and thus will not be actualized
correctly. In this case, there is a need faechnéd® E O TtoGedtiyGhe unnatural
understandings of the events.

Therefore, it can be seen that in this sense of the science of history, the essential
function of technd D E OT liséltdé e understanding, or the knowing action of human
beings, especially about the historical applications of the metaphysical principgeof the
knowing action, that is, the historical deliberation (just as | have argued above and as |
will demonstrate in the next chapter). However, before | introduce the application of
technd D E OT Tinoti@ Eodm of historical deliberation, | would like to clarify one more

preliminary theme, that is, the relation bewA A1 6 AT A OEA AAOQE
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the science of history.

2.5.2 Am | a producer applyindechné or a practiser applyingp EOT ? 6 OE O
For Aristotelian philosophies, and even for the broad sense philosophies that more or
1AGO A 111Tx 1 OEOOT OAI EAT DPEEIT Ol PEEAAI DOET AEDI /
philosophy, clarifying technéand b E O TisaditeEtlprelated to the definition of poiesis
j OBDOI AGAET C hiaksk BPOA A O KA A HidtiAchds lcdn deCyalued &5 BN

of the most influential arguments that regulate the way philosophers establish theories

Qu
(@)

on acting or the conduct of human bET CO8 | AAT OAET ¢ O1 ! OEOOI OI A
easy to differentiate between the two by arguing that the end of or the reason for
producing is the producer, which is outside the production, whereas the end or the reason
of practising is the practiser him or herself. Reversely speaking, the cause of, or the
reason for the existence of a production is due to the purpose of the producer rather than
the production itself, whereas for a practising activity, there is no difference between the
practiser and the be-practised. And the virtues,technéand ® E O | adeCafplied to the
producing activity and the practising activity respectively.
However, this clarification does not mean that the practicakcience applies only
D E Ol Tard @hE Woducing science applies onltechné Even in terms of a single activity,
it is only the latter, that is, @he producing activity that applies onlytechndh OEAO | AEAO
complete sense: a practising activity applies not onlp E O Tbat @Eoechré. And
speaking regarding the width of practical science rather than a single practical activity,
this characteristic that practice applies not onlyD E OT Théc@nie® more obvious and
offers significance to the whole structure of practical science. Firsty ! OEOOT O1 A6 O 1 x1
argument should be reexamined. Again, it is about the general position of the virtues, as
he said:
The class of things that admit of changé includes both things produced and actions
practised. But producing is different from practisingthe distinction of which we may

accept from extraneous discourses. Therefore, the rational quality concerned with

34 |t means the things that exclude unchangeable theoretical knowledge.
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practising is different from the rational quality concerned with producing. Nor is one

of them a part of the other, for practising is not adrm of producing, nor producing a

Al Of 1T £ DOAAOE OEteconéis the) sme ABing &siaxafionad GUAID,

concerned with producing, that reasons truly.All techné deal with bringing

something into existence; to pursue techné means to study how to bring into
existence a thing which may either exist or not, and the efficient cause of which

lies in the producer and not in the thing produced, for techné does not deal

with things that exist or come into existence of necessity, or a ccording to physis,

since these have their efficient cause in themselves. But as practising and
producing are distinct, it follows that techné, being concerned with producing,

is not concerned with practising. And in the sense thatechnédeals with the sane

objects as chancefor as Agathon saysO# EAT AA E Oechindand téztndof | A

# E A1 fedhidehtherefore, as has been said, is a rational quality, concerned with

producing, that reasons truly. Lack oftechnéis a rational quality, concerned with

producing, that reasons falsely. Both deal with that which admits of change.

(Nicomachean Ethics1140a1-24)35

This famous citation may suggest two important points to us:

(1) In the purely natural domain in which thingsare generatedin the rigorous z thus
simple z accordance withphysisfrom the material cause to the formal end cause, there is
no obvious needfor techng nor for B E O1 1 BuOthirigorous and simple principle
becomes complex when it is applied in practical sciencén the science ofpolis, it is the
citizens who generate the constitution and thus, in the view of the citizens, it is the
citizens who produce the constitution by applying their virtues of producing, that is,
techné Therefore, though it can be said that polis is generated for its own self and
becomes itself in strict accordance withphysis,since its material cause, movement, and
AET Al &£ oi AOA Ail T AOOOAITh A PITEO EO Al Oi
leads to an apparent paradoxn that even a natural domain with onlyphysisalso needs

the rectified understanding achieved bytechné Similarly, in the science of history (if what

35 Bold type is made by me. This citation is translated partly by me with consideration of
Rackk AT 6 O OOAILGDb Al3&dhl ATEAN 21 OO8 ORokkea &.1Bérilch & BusdnD. AT A
#4111 ETO80 TAx i1TA EI c¢mpp8
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| assume about such a metaphysical science of history is possible), it is real people rather
than the corcept of human beings, who generate historical events, and hence from their
very being, that is, the material cause, are part of the natural generating process of history.
Therefore, it also results in the apparent paradox that even in a purely natural dorima
again,physisneedstechné
)y OAU OAPDPAOAT O6h AO AAOOAI T UR EO EO 110 A OAAI
the perspective of a complex entity. On the one hand, regarding citizens or people in
EEOOI OEAAT AOAT 00N E AR AuliddE theghistlrigdl knawled® diicedk 01 000
it is the citizens or the people whoproduce the polis or the historical knowledge
respectively. On the other hand, regarding such olis or historical knowledge, citizens
are the material causes of theolis and are combined with the constitution, and thus,
together, form the complex entity. Similarly, the people in historical events combine with
the present knowledge of history, both of which give no indication that citizens stand
outside thepolisor OEA DAT b1 A T OOOEAA EEOOI OUhpolsd®®0O OOCCAOOD ¢
EEOOI OU8 )T OEEO OAT OA 1 &£ OEA OET OEAAS8 AT A AAET C
events do not require any outside efficient/powerful cause as the promoter of the
development towards eudaimonia:OEA AEOQOEUAT 06 AOOT AEAOEIT T CAT AOAC
causa sui,or, events with those within-people generate historycausa sui.Therefore,
logically speaking, a purely natural constitution or a present understandable knowledge
of history does not require an outsidetechnré since it finishes itselfcausa suiHowever, it
is in this sense that | must argue, with the science giolis as an example, that a
constitution as a natural result satisfies the endnly of itself, rather than of tself and
citizens, though the original aim of citizens in producing the constitution is to satisfy the
end of themselves. Why? The reason is that the constitution of tpelisis a natural result,
which means that it hasits own end beyond the end of its producer . Therefore, for
Aristotle, the reason for further discussion about unnatural regimes inPolitics may
emerge: the end of a constitution is not necessarily equal to the end(s) of its citizens. And
at this point, techré is needed to rectify the heteogeneity between the natural and the

unnatural. In a rigorous but also direct angle, the scope téchréis wider than the scope

of physis,and techré is excluded fromphysis since the result ofphysisis only the natural
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constitution (in the domain of pditics), whereas the objects oftechné comprise many
bl OOEAEI EOEAO AO AAAEAAT OAIl EOEAOR EOOO EI
accidentality: accidentalities are more than necessities. This is to say, thouggthré has
the aim of maintaining or returning to physisthere is no room insidephysisfor techré

(2) It can be also noticed thatechréis the virtue of producing (poiesig rather than of
practising (praxis). It has been argued many times that the biggestftBrence between
them is whether the cause of a changeable thingésausa sui Production is for the end not
of itself but of the producer, whereas practice is for the end of its own self. Therefore, by
arguing thus, | immediately have to deal with a prediament when interpreting the
Al i pl Ag AT OEOU E1 DOAAOEAAI OAEATAAQ ) &£ OPAC
practice the cause of which is inside the political participators or the historical people
and the end of which is also for theend of the participators or the people themselves,
then it seems logical that political or historicalb E O1 TisofnEtiGnally the same as
political or historical techng since political or historical techré has the aim of maintaining
and returning the natural sense constitution or present knowledge of history that
satisfies the eudaimoniaof citizens or historical people. But if this description is true,
then, is this to say that practice is essentially the same psoducing? Why do we still need
the distinction between poiesisand praxisin a practical science?

The reason is related to the previous argument on the different angles. In the science
ofpolish OEA AAOAOEDPOEI T ObA Otk tidrOihich vitliel E OE A C
is DEOTsD 6 EBonlY OHBA this description is taken from the perspective of the
citizens themselves, namely, taking the view that citizens regard themselves as being
about to generate a constitution. In other words, this description is true since the only
reason for citizensto participate in politics is based upon citizens themselves. However,
this description is posited on the position of the individual person rather than of theolis,
which suggests that it essentially belongs to the science of ethics, such aslicomachea
Ethics(which considers politics as being ultimately for the good of the individual person)
rather than the science ofpolis, such as inPolitics (which concerns politics as being
ultimately for the good of thepolis AT A OEA AEOEUAT Qéctivid1i3¢)AEAOE |

When we discuss the natural process from the material cause to the formal end cause of a
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polis, what we are actually dealing with is not based upon the angle of the individual, that
is, not the angle of internal citizens; it is actually psited upon the external observation of
apolisAO A xET1 A8 4EAOAAZA OAh OEA DPOAOEI 6O OOOA AAOA
actually atechré for such apolis, since the promoter of a constitutionalpolis is actually
producing the constitution, if we focus on thepolis rather than on the citizens. Moreover,
in a polis, every citizen can practise for his or her own good, and such practice requires
the application of the virtueD E O1 | hov@#eOonly the statesman, or the ruler, who has
both the theoretical knowledge of thepolis and the practical knowledge of being a citizen
as the fact that he or she has been a freeman in suchadlis, is able to judge whether and
why such apolisis no longer natural, and thus is able to find the propetechnéto return
Al O TTA80 T x1T ciiTArATAq 1EeEA OEA 1T A AT A Au AEOE
good, but is also apoiesisi OPOT AOAAGS Al O GQuEidn rageri than theE OEA D OI
producer), which is done to achieve the good of the whole of thpolis beyond the
individual good of the statesman. Therefore, politics is both a practical and productive
science for him, whereas for the other citizens, it is onlyrpctical 36
Similarly, as a practical science, the science of history aims for tle@daimonia of
human beings in the historical dimension, that is, the completeness of historical
knowledge, rather than the partial knowledge of historical events generated by people in
the past. That is to say, if a person in the present applies some certééchnéto maintain
the partial knowledge of historical events in the past, what he or she actually attempts to
maintain is not the completeness of the generated history as a whole in the present, but
the bonum of the past z in the form of separated historical evats. That person could
accidentally be aware of the present science of history as a whole perspective; but could
also not be aware since that person does not aim at understanding the present but at the
separated knowledge of events in the past. Only in tharesent, will the understandable
knowledge of history as a form of sciencmeanOEA DAOOT 160 1 x1 EEOOI OEAAT A

makes an effort to maintain such a history: he or she for his or her own self is practically

36 Some specialists of Aristotle like Reeve has also argued that politics is an architectonic virtual
science that all theoretical, productive and practical combine together. Though for him padts is
the only one. See Reeyd 992, section 12.
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deliberating the history (see Chapter Far). Therefore, it can be argued that such a person
is a historian. In the science of history, a historian owns both the theoretical knowledge of
the generating process, namely, thehysis of history from past to present, and the
practical knowledge of beng a person who is about to know the history in the present.
When a historian learns about the theoretical knowledge of history, he or she will achieve
not only the separate knowledge of events in the past, but also the knowledge of the
whole z irrespective of whether he or she can pursue the completeness of historical
knowledge.

Therefore, for any practical science that concerns theoretical knowledge but studies
practical affairs (for Aristotle himself, the science opolisand the science of ethics are th
only two, but for me, it includes the science of history), to understand the relation
between poiesisand praxis, and betweentechré and D E O | ié @ Fifderstand the
distinct but related two angles of a changeable practical entitffechré and ® E O slaré O E
not totally opposed to each other in the practical science that deals with both human
beings themselves and their natural result comprising human beings; they depend on
different angles by which the aim of a science may be established: the sciencetbics is
established upon the angle of individuals, whereas the sciencepidlisis established upon
the angle of the natural result of those individuals, namely, polis, while these two angles
actually refer to the same process of a development fromARE OEUAT 06 Apoli@i AEA QL
Therefore, it is not true to say that the science gpolis, or the science of history are
established in a similar way, with only the virtue of DE O | thabdgh® E OT Tiss OE O
regarded as the practical virtue ofeudaimoniaaiming at life in the public or temporal
sense. As long as people start study the science of their public or temporal life, rather
than merely live or experience their public or temporal life, life is considered with not

only D E OT Tbud &¢6t€chné since it is descriptively produced as a science.

2.6 Conclusion: actualizing historicabudaimonia.
So far, | have described the general structure of a metaphysical science of history as a
supplementary alternative to epistemological historicization. Philosophies of history,

even including epistemological historicization, in the broadest sense, aim to investigate
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the gap betweenthe past andthe present, especially between the happened historical
events in the past andhe understandable knowledge of history generated in the present.
A metaphysical science of history also follows this fundamental regulation.

In this chapter, | firstly claim that this metaphysical interpretation concerns the
OAEAT AA 1T £ EEAAI OOAEAT AAOPERAOGAOI O T £ ! OEOOT OAI E/
EET A0 T £ OAEAT AAh ET OEA OATOA 1T £ xEEAE ) AAI PO !
polis) as an additional, but also, the most relevant practical science to help with
interpretation. Regarding the metaphysical regulations, | demonstrate that an entity
(ousid should be understood, firstly, in the primary instances that denote the
fundamental Being (o ti é einai) of the entity, and then, in the secondary instances that
denote thefunction of the entity. However, since the fundamental Being cannot be defined
by others, but can only define others, the primary instances cannot be grasped directly
but can only be known by investigating the secondary instances. The secondary instances
of the entity are established upon the interpretation of thephysisand techr@ D E O Tofé6 OE O
entity.

Therefore, | argue next that a metaphysical science of history as a practical science
shall be constructed upon two levels, on thehysisof history and on hetechr@ DE OT 1T 6 OE O
of history. In the physispart of history, | suggest that the development from historical
events in the past to knowledge of history in the present is conducted by the metaphysical
principle of the development from the material cause tahe formal end cause, just as in
the science ofpolis, OEA AEOEUAT 06 AOOT AEAOEIT EO OEA [ AGAOEA
the formal end cause. But this developmental interpretation alone is not enough to sketch
the whole perspective of historical thnking since historical events as the material causes
are not eliminated even after the knowledge of history in the present is generated; rather,
an essential interpretation that investigates the combination of past events and present
knowledge is also neded. This interpretation demonstrates that historicalevents and the
science of history together form the understandable historical thinking as a whol@nd
hence theyare actualized.

In the part of techn@ D E O1 T1&@ue GHat these two virtues are neded as the

supplement to maintain the physisby providing the way human beings capture thehysis
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of history; that is, by applyingtechn& B E O Thant le2imgs regard historical knowing
as a practical action. And this practical action of knowing finalliconducts historical
knowing to historical eudaimonig just as in the science gbolis the constitution exists to

It should be emphasized again that, for Aristotelian philosophy, all the practical
sciences finally aim to achieve theeudaimonia of human beings, rather than the
finalization of the science itself. Eudaimoniais the ultimate and best end Nicomachean
Ethics 1094a1416 and 1176b30-31), and is also the unconditional end Nicomachean
Ethics 1097b1 and 1139b14) of all the practical sciences and of human beings. In the
science ofpolis, as | have argued, since the end of citizens and the end of the generated
polis are not necessarily correlated to each othetechré and B E O Tade GQiplied to
harmonize the two different telosby educating the citizens who have been combined with
the polis but who may still hold unnatural opinions on justice, which come nofrom physis
but from nomos

In the science of history, this harmonizing work will be done not by educating but by
actualizing historical eudaimonia As a similarly constructed practical science except
regarding the temporal and chronological nature Qrdnungszei), the science of history
expands the political and ethical meaning oéudaimoniato a temporal dimension, which
means the science of history that investigates the relation between the happened events
in the past and the historical thinking in the pesent is a temporal transition of political
science that investigates the relation between the citizens and thgolis. Political and
ethical eudaimoniais an approach that actualizes the theoretical knowledge of the highest
CiTA T &£ I Al EET deingdthelqiahBlof cArnducthdthe gakicular knowledge
of a different good into general knowledge as a whole, in the process of which the five
virtues are applied and the theoretical science is harmonized with practical affairs in the
actualization of every different circumstance. This process towardgudaimoniacan thus
be understood as pursuing the completeness dfie knowledgeable life of human beings.
These characteristics presented by the science giolis shall be understood as being
presented by the general structure of practical science and hence shall be adopted by the

science of history. The science of history also pursues the completeness of knowledge but
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focuses specifically on the historical knowlede of human beings themselves. In this sense,
historical eudaimoniaindicates an attempt that, by deliberating about the past to the
present mind, historians in the present maymentally re-enact the past as present
understandable knowledge and hence regarthe process from the past to the present as
a relatively complete history.

Finally, retrospectively speaking,regarding the most significant spirit of historical
thinking, the concept of historicaleudaimoniamay be a good alternative thathelps us
overcome thelimitation of epistemological historicization. As | argued in the beginning of
this chapter, by demonstrating the tendencies of intellectualization, individualization, and
fragmentation, epistemological historicization brings two fundamental prediaments to
the essence of historical thinking, that is, the ignorance of the structural generation of
history in the past (in terms of the related historical thinking in the present relatively),
and thus the ignorance of knowing such a structural generatioaf history in the past (in
that the aim of a philosophical thinking is focused on the relatisship between the
essence and the knowing of it). In short, these two predicaments of epistemological
historicization are because epistemological historicizatiorpays attention merely to the
thinking activity applied to historical knowledge and does not aim to solve or just
investigate the highest, philosophical relation between the temporal mortals and the
eternal immortal beings. Meanwhile,the concept of historcal eudaimonia emphasizes
that the thinking of historical knowledge z as practical knowledgez finally aims to
achieve the bonum of human beings who take the activity of thinking rather than the
thinking itself. That is to say, the concept of historicabudaimonia and the metaphysical
science of history return to the beginning of philosophy and ask the original question
again: Is a philosophy necessarily historical thinking? Or reversely, is historical thinking
necessarily philosophical? By asking questioniike these, philosophies of historyz and |
am now referring to the most common sense of this terng may be reinvestigated: this
will involve reinvestigating not the subjectmatter of such a philosophy, but the reason for

studying history.
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Chapter 3- On the physisor Ordnungszeitof
history: the first secondary instances

3.1 Introduction.

When it comes to the science of history, the path we are followirggfrom the goal of

the science, to the function of the concept of time within that science, afidm there

to the structure of the concept of timez may seem like a detour. In this science, we

might more readily reach our goal by recalling that its methodology includes a

special auxiliary discipline concerned explicitly with determining time within that

science: historical chronology(Heidegger2011, p.68).

Discovering, orto be more precise, interpreting the fundamental nature of history
(with relevance to time) is an eternal endeavour for the philosophies of historical
thinking, since when philosoghical thinking is applied with a historical dimension that
investigates the tension between the temporal and the eternal, the nature of Beingnegs
as not the initial but the primary subject matter of disciplined philosophyz will inevitably
be construed wth the nature of the history of such Beingness. It is in this sense that
history, as not only a notion that supports the background of other existences in the
present in a genealogical sense but also as a notion for its own self referral to the
existencesin the past, needs to be preliminarily investigated, as far as history is a real
being (though in the past tense) rather than a logical hypothesis.

This, a philosophical curiosity on the fundamental nature of the Beingness of history,
inspired my retrospection of the dominant tradition of philosophies of history inthe first
chapter, and led me to the conclusion that those philosophies of history, in the form of the
three waves of epistemological historicization, though they can be said to be successful
due to their enlargements on the knowledge of the subjectivism knowing range of a
historical thinking, ignore the original philosophical aim of historical thinking, that is,
focusing on the tension betweenthe past and the present rather than merely on the
present thinking of the past. Therefore, in the previous chapter, | outlined the primary
structure of a metaphysical science of history as a substitutioior epistemological

historicization, which aims to return to the original philosophical significance onthe
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tension betweenthe past andthe present. Sucha primary structure is established upon a
DOAT EI ET AOU ET OAOPOAOAOET 1 regarding thosEienCeliopoid EAT ODOAAOD
(Aristotelian political science). A practical science studies the entitieg in most cases
they are complex entitiesz in practical affairs like politics and history by interpreting the
physisandtechr®@ B E O Tofdth@ Erfities. Then it moves to the pds of constructing the
physisand technd D E OT Tresg@&i@ly, and will be expanded specifically with more
regard to the temporal nature than the general nature of practical science in this and the
following chapters.

In the part of the physis of practical entity, by demonstrating the metaphysical
principles and then explaining the practical applications of those principles in the science
of polis as an example, | have argued that a metaphysical science of history should
investigate, firstly, the developmental process from the historical events in the past as the
material cause of the understandable historical knowledge in the present as the formal
end cause, which denotethe temporal nature of history, and, secondly, the actualization
of the combination of the material and the formal end causes which makes such a
complex entity come into being in the present, and be understandable by present
thinking activities.

However, this metaphysical scheme of historical thinking, though its general
structure has been outlined by referring to a parallel example in the domain ofthe
science of polis, is still out of precise correspondence with the rigorous disciplined
science of history. It still has not thoroughly described the fundamental logic of a science
of history in relation to time z if | assume the temporal nature is the fundamental nature
of the process from historical events in the past to historical knowledge in the present.
Therefore, in this chapter, | will demonstrate such a temporal nature of historicahinking
and attempt to sketch the first part of the logics of a rigorous sense of the science of
history z the second part will be expanded in the next chapter. | will clarify the features of
the temporal nature of history (Ordnungszei}, and then will initially (since it refers to the
knowing activity in the next chapter) investigate the transformation fromOrdnungszeito
Geschehenszeithe latter indicates the final actualization of the combination betweeihe

past andthe present. In particular, | wil clarify (3.2) modern theories of the temporal
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feature of history, (3.3) the logical position of historical events in a metaphysical
developmental process, (3.4) the nature of historical events and how they differ from
historical facts, and (3.5) the fuh AT AT OAT " Misiadthi A ROBEA QAT AOAD/
knowledge in the present as a complex entity with regard to the transformation from

Ordnungszeito Geschehenszeit

3.2 On modern theories of the temporal feature of history: Ricoeur and Kosellec

This section introduces some modern theories that alsare concerned with and
study the temporal feature as the fundamental feature of history. However, regarding the
term | use, these theories at best describe thieature rather than the nature of history,
since these theories have not regulated the rigorous metaphysical meaningstbé physis
that is,, the nature, of the historical entities, before they study the scalled nature of
history further. The fundamental nature, orphysis denotes me of the second instances of
an entity, and thus indicates the process and basis by which the entity comes into its own
being, whereas feature describes merely the prgiven subjectivism understandings of the
entity. In several theories, the temporal featre of history does not indicate a temporal
essence by which history as an entity comes into its own being, but rather indicates that
understanding history depends on the preunderstanding of time.

However, this is not to say we should totally dismisssuch theories. Similar to
epistemological historicization (though actually, those theories have respondetb and
developed epistemological historicization by overcoming subjectivism explanations of
historical consciousness), those theories are indeed succegktlue to their achievements
in exploring the functional qualities of history by which history comes into its perceptible
(though not necessarily understandable) form. In the sense of the functional qualities,
those descriptive features present a structurb position similar to that of the physis
though they are notthe same, as | have already argued. And that perceptible form of
history may be a good start from which we may gradually approach the fundamental
nature of history.

In the rest of this section,| will mainly introduce two modern theories that
ET OAOOECAOA OEA OAi i OA1T EAAOOOAO 1T £ EEOOI O
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chronological quality of hstory by which history can be understood with relevance to

time. Ricoeur viewed chronological relevance to timeas AT O1 1 OT 1 1 CEAAI 8 OAI AOA
history, whereas Koselleck refused such a simplifying tendency of the -salled

ontological research of histoy but argued for a more complicated proposal about the

theoreticalization of history (and understanding of history).

08¢8p 2EAT AOOS6O OAI bl OAI OAOEAIT EOU 1T £ EEOOT OUS
In his masterpiece Time and Narrative (Ricoeur, 1984, 1985 and 1988) Ricoeur
re-examined and sketched a developmental progress of different philosophical meanings
I £ OEA EAAA T &£ OAEOITITI1TCuUE8 &I O OEiI OA OOAAEOE
ARAOC

[
OAEOITT11T¢cuUd8 ET A OAI BT OAl OAT OAmotioA.&t was£OAT Ol
regarded as a cosmological fact which presupposes there are other existences to be
identified. This opinion has been challenged many times in later centuries by several
AEEEAOAT O AOCOIiI AT OOh A& O A@AIl Dlndehintola@ig@OOET A6 O AO(
EEOOI OEAAI OOOOAOOOAR AT A (OOOAOI GO x1 OE AAITT(
consciousness and then claiming temporality is a subjectivism experience of human

historical existence. By reviewing the development of the notiof chronology, he then

established a conceptual bridge over the traditional cosmological view and the

subjectivism view of time, and developed such a bridge into a narrative form of history,

before finally developing it into the fundamental temporality of history. In mrticular,

Ricoeur redefined the notion of a historical event by distinguishing it from a natural event

ET OAOI O T &£ xEAOEAO OEA AOGAT O EAO A O1 AOOAOEOA «
within the traditional argument on the tension between Naturwissenschaften and
Geisteswissenshafterdror him, what a natural event lacks is a historical narrative which

represents the reality towards human consciousness. Such a narrative consists of the

structure of the temporal reference of history, as it suggests thahEA OEEOOI OEAAI EOQUS
historical event is the being in time. Generally, it could be thought that a story also calls

for a temporal structure like chronology; however, Ricoeur argued that a story itself is not

a historical narrative, and not even a forralist or rhetorical analysis of folktales: historical
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narrative must employ an order between the event itself and other historical events. This
order indicates that those historical events as a whole are transformed into a story in a
chronological sequenceso that the holistic meaning of the story can be comprehended by
humans as corresponding to a certain universal experience, namely, the experience of
chronological time. Such an experience of chronology makes human beings able to endow
historical events with a temporal meaning, and such a temporal meaning is actually the
DOAGAT O T AATEIC T&£# 100 AAEI U 1 EZA8 )1 2EA
themselves as plot$? and these plots are endowed with meanings which then are able to
consist coherently and generate the story. Without historical narrative, a story cannot
move further into history, or precisely speaking, a temporal history. In short, a historian
OOAT O&I Oi 6 EEOOI OEAAT DBI 1T 00 O EEOOI OEAAT A
Ok O E EWhgd 1989,p.174), which means that historical narrative is necessary for the
happened events to represent themselves in the writing of history.

It is on this basis that the role of a historian goes far beyond thaf purely a narrator.
A historian not only tells a story of a past; rather, a historian should justify all the events
in the past. That means the historian must construct a narrative bridginthe past and the
writing of the past, with the latter considered as the reakignificance of a history. This
narrative bridge is founded not only on the historical plots investigated by the historian,
but it also calls for a broader reference as a platform from which a common present
understanding of the meaning of the historicalnarrative can begin. Therefore, for the
historian who not only narrates the historical past but also gives present meaning to the
past, the natural sequence, namely, the chronology, of historical events is not only a
temporal representation of the events hemselves, which is demonstrated by the records
of the raw materials of the historical past: it is an internal categorical feature of history, as
a chronological order of history, in that it is symbolized as the ultimate reference of the
temporality of such a history (but not the ultimate temporality itself!). To this extent,
chronology is thus not merely a sequence of historical events; rather, it is the seriality of
history.

But we should be careful. While | emphasize above that it is the reference okth

37 Ricoeurde 1 1 PO | OEOOI Ol ARvdicy (e Aid historicdl n&rrafve.1 O | ET
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temporality rather than the temporality itself, for Ricoeur, the seriality of history is not in
accordance with an ontological discourse of history. It may be regarded as a reflection of

the temporal experience of history, but may not be equalized to themporality. This is

xEU OEA OAOEAI EOU 1 £ EEOG@IMOIVA QARG 1104 OF OERT OID AD ADMRIA (
O
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on the essence of history is not so firm. Though thgap between the seriality of history as
the ultimate reference of the temporality and the ultimate temporality itself may be small,
it is determinatively significant that the nature of chronology or chronological history is
totally changed. Ricoeur regard A OEA OAOQOEAI-@UR OIO6h OBA OKBROBBRRBRET T E
or calculation of time so that it works as the representation of time in which history
happened. But such a representation of time can be cognized as a temporal
understanding of history only by the subjectivism selfconsciously experiencewhich
generates fromhis or her daily experiencing of time. It is like a testimony of history: for
Ricoeur, history itself cannot demonstrate its temporality without a presupposed subject
who enquires about it ®nsciously. We could bestow historical meanings on the beginning,
the development, and the end of a chronological history; however, the chronology itself
EA EO AAITT1 O A O OOOAEAO OACAQAded ot hevdanA O AARET ¢ O
meaning © EO 11 0 A TACAOGEOGAT U Oi AATET CI AOGOGE AOO |1 AOAI
endows finally is the inauguration, the transition, and the termination of history, rather
than merely a fundamental nature of history in the form of chronologyWhite, 1989,
p.178). For Ricoeur, the chronology needs a subjectivism perception by which history can
AA OAOAAOAA8 ET A TAOOAOEOA OAT GA8 4EAOAAE OAR EEC
upon a continuous structure of time, since it must be rperformed into a meaningful
AEOAT OOOA8 2EAT AOO OACAOAAA OEEO AEOAT OOOA A0 Al
EEOOI OU PAOAI O0i 6 AT AT AliTcu 1T 0 OAgGOAT AAA 1 AGAPET O
present temporal life. This awakas the awareness of a temporal com$ousness during
daily life where history projects its narrative.

Some inspiring conclusiong though in general rather than in detailz can be drawn
AOT I 2EAT AOOGO DOIi bl OAT 1T &£ OEA OAOEAIT EOU 1T £ EEOOI
at best they arethe fundamental features of the quality of chronological history rather
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than the essential nature. Firstly, the seriality as a featured chronology that sketches the
continuity from past to present bridges the gap betweerthe past andthe present. Based
on that, secondly, seriality may indicate the distinction between historical events in the
past and history as knowledge in present narratives. For Ricoeur, this distinction
preliminarily supports further demonstrations of the causality between historical eents,
and thus further endows narratives with meaningful explanations of the causal relevance,

which, finally and more significantly, provides a legitimacy of meaningful history to the

present.
08¢8¢ +1 OAT 1 AAESGO OAI BT OA1T 1T AAO 1T &£ EEOOT OEA
CompDAA O 2EAT AOOBO OAOEAI EOUh +1 OA1 1 AAES

OAi pT OA1 NOAIEOU T &£ EEOOT OU EO OUOOAI AOEA A
Reversely speaking, those principles enlarge the explanation of the temporal quality

though as features rather than naturesz T £ EEOOI OUh A0 Z£AO AO
investigates more the logical position rather than the principal contents of this concept.

The principal explanation of the temporal quality of history can be related to the agstion

of how we can perceive such a temporal sequence of history experientially. However,
regarding the logic within which a science of history is studig, it is not related to
experience (whether the daily experience as Ricoeur argued or not) directlyinge
principles of a temporal sequential character exist without any knowing or not knowing

of them: these principles relate directly to the temporal structure rather than an
epistemologically secondhand perception of such a structure.

It can be imaginedthat, by arguing such an antsubjectivism demonstration of the
temporal quality of history, people might easily deduce that the temporal structure of
history is essentially distinguished from the generality of a measurable time presupposed
by Naturwissenghaften And more aggressively, some could be concerned with the
singularity of a unique historical time, which is also not introduced from a real historical
time. This argument might indicate an immediate relation in which a particular history
cannot transcend itself as a whole, but can only be derived from the experiential

abstractions of the singularity of every particular history. By listing possible arguments
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like these z based on which the theoretical premises of historiography (rather than the

philosophy of history, as | have clarified in the first chapter) have indeed developed

productively z | am not ruling out historiographies from historical thinking; rather, I am

re-discussing in what sense we reinvestigate historical thinking. If a historiograph

studies the fundamental reason (in terms of both the causes and the logics) for historical

thinking, then it will be regarded as the same as the philosophy of history. Regarding

these arguments, we should remember thairrespective of whether we are deding with

OEA OOAAEOEI T Al EEOOI OHistoAesin whidiEa(pBrtic@lad histoy EA  ( AOT AT OC
is sketched as a conflict between civilized people and aliens, or the modern comparative

work of plural civilization -histories under a kind of investigaton that adopts a relatively

single standard of the developing progress of civilization format/mode, we are

mh
I
'l
O

Qu

Al 1T OET OAT 1 U AOOCAIi POET C OF Al i PDOAEAT A OEA A
which has been or is theoreticalized by the broad sense philoshigs of history. This is
becausethe philosophy of history relates to the kind of universal interpretation of
generalized history and particular histories whereas the narrow sense historiographies
Dol OEAA OEA AT A1 UOEO 1 £ bAiQdidsh@d withaut Beingg AT 06 A@DPAO
generalizedby our own experience.
Therefore, though Koselleck himself argued that the premises or prerequisites of
history have been established on historiography rather than on the philosophy of history
because it is historiography that initially provided the relatedness between naturalitne z
the time beyond which any artificial effect and subjectively is comprehended; and
history, actually he investigated such relatedness on the level of the philosophy of history
regarding the fundamental reason for historical thinking. And in this seres his term
OEE OOI OEBhouibdunderstdod as being the same as the philosophy of history in
my usage. According to his analysis, histories have been embedded into relative time
periods, and thus historiography has not been able to be independentdm relative
chronologies, which further presents a categorical proposal of illustrating the experiences
of history by different stages regarding the relatedness to time. These fundamental

features z in the form of the temporal stagesz of the temporal qualty of history may

conduct the investigation of the fundamental nature.
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irreversibility of events, before and after, in treir various processual contexts (Koselleck,
2004, p.95). For us, this first principle is the initial application of a significant
transformation from merely the temporal sequence to the interrelated temporal and
historical structure. In the sense of merely the temporal sequence, the irreversibility of
time regulates the necessary condition of antecedent things, by which random thing#
that every individual thing is independent and beyond any potential contextual categories
like historical relatedness z can be organized by positioning before and afteBut the
positioning of a purely temporal sequence actually does not correspond to either
Naturwissenschafteror Geisteswissenshaftelmecause even if positioning work has been
done upon the knowing and the judgement of time and thus corresponds to practici
still principally investigates the categorical time in a broad sense and thus belongs to the
theoretical science rather than the particular practical science; the clarification of the
latter develops into either Naturwissenschafteror Geisteswissenslitan.

However, the positioning work and irreversibility of before and after in the purely
temporal sequence are meaningless for human practice, as they belong to theoretical
science, unless they are applied to particular events as practical affairs. Histal events
are organized chronologically with the first glance of a temporal sequence in which the

initial form z and one of the fundamental characters even for the modern historical

Ao

sciencesz of historical writings is the chronicle. Herg |l use thetei OAEOT 1T EA1 A8

minimal sense, in that it does not mean a broad range of histories which merely record
what happened year by year, time by time, but indicates a fundamental form of temporal
sequence internally existing within such histories and evenni all historical writings,
whether merely records of what happened or the logical investigations of relations of
what happened. Therefore, considering the primary chronicle form of history as the form

of time in its minimum sense, historians are able to eablish a logical relatedness upon
the basis of temporal relatedness: a temporal relatively antecedent event can be possibly
regarded as a cause, rather than an effect, of a relatively latter event. Of course, such an
antecedent event can also be possibiegarded as a nonrelated or isolated event, but it

will never be an effect, in the sensén which the relatively positions of two historical
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events are located irreversibly. Cause and effect, or the logical relatedness between
former and latter events, whch might be considered as the most significant logical

OA

(@)

AEEEAOAT AA AAOxAAT OEA AEOITEAT A AT A OEA OAAI
are actually established upon the primary introduction from chronological characters and
principles of time.
One thing should be noticed. The irreversibility from a purely temporal sequence to
the relatedness of historical events is not necessarily presented as a linear or unique form,
and not even a universal form, since not every before and after are joined @se unique
whole 38
j¢cq 3AATT AT UR OEA OAiI bi OAl A@GDbAOGEAT AA E1T EEOOI O
whether in the form of an imputed identity of events, the return of constellations, or a
figurative or typological ordering of event (Koselleck,2004, p.95). By accepting merely
the first principle of the temporal structure of history, it might easily be claimed that such
an argument on the repeatability of events may lead to a paradox since even if the
temporal sequence of history does not present a linear fm, it still presents an
irreversible character. But it is in the gap between the first and second principles that the
temporal structure of history develops to its determinative step: What had happened has
been conceptualized and embedded into new happemgs by the discovery of
Begriffsgeschichtéthe history of concept).
For Koselleck,Begriffsgeschichteas a discipline has developed from the critique of
relatively simple demonstrations of a linear progress from the ancient to the modern
world. This reconsideration of the concepts appearing in history and historical events is
essentially a practical approach, in that the expressions of the concepts and the changing
of them have been regarded as a form of categories that differentiates itself from other
same, similar, or totally different forms of some relatively eternal constitutional
AOOAT CAIT AT O T &£ DPilEOCEAAI AT A O1T AEAI DPOAAOGEAAR x|
practice in the history of ideas of treating ideas as constants, assuming differenstarical

forms but of themselves funémentally unchangingy (Koselleck, 2004,.81). A history of

B4EEO EO OAOU OEIi EI AO OI 7A1 OE80O OEEOOI OEAAT AT 11 EGAC

should be introduced into many single separated processes and such processes@eany pieces

or parts of a united universal process, though the temporal fundaments of history (and of the

OAEAT AA 1T &£ EEOOT ouq EAO 110 AAAT AEOAOOOAA OEI O OGEI U
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a single concept is determined in the sense that the past meaning of such a concept has
been specified and conducted into the modern context of its daily usagand has retained
an empirical validity upon its past meaning in a minimum sense. The combination of
these two crosses the boundary of the isolated concept and generates a hermeneutical
context: a context that has temporally developed from the beginningtthe contemporary
world. By minimum, it means that there are still many potential concepts that have kept
the old forms or intentions which they used to denote, but their modern meanings
actually indicate totally different contexts (rather than totally different meanings since
even different meanings can be given to the same context). The historical investigation of
concept calls for a temporally recurrent emergence of specific meanings: past
circumstances can be provoked by thdegriffsgeschichteso that the present practical
predicaments z in modern circumstancesz can be considered in a more dependable
regard with the past, rather than merely expecting the future without understanding the
path they have followed and are still following.

Therefore, the onceptualization of history, though essentially the feature of the
temporal quality of history, actually may conduct thephysisfrom historical events in the
past to understandable knowledge of history in the present, since the concept is by
nature temporally after the emergence of a practical happening of a temporally
antecedent event. If we stay at the first stage of the temporal principle, the temporal
feature of history will not make history a practical science, since without particular
investigations on the specificity and interrelatedness of concepts and thus the
hermeneutical circle of them, the relatedness of before and after, or the positioning work
of cause and effect, of historical events, is meaningless to history itself: the science of
history is thus only a subdiscipline under the domain of the science of time. As Koselleck
AOCOAAR OOAOOEOOAT AAh AEATCA AT A 11 0A1 OU
dimension of meanings and through the spoke from of one and the same word
(Koselleck,2004, p.84). A purely temporal organization of events is merely a fact in the
temporal dimension; it must be conceptualized so that it is able to further transform itself
into a theoreticalized form of history as following which indicates the understandalal

knowledge of science of history.
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straightforwardly that ,
A different classification of historical s&juences is contained in the same naturalistic
AEOTTT1TCUS8OEAU OAZEAO OI OEA pDPOicCcii OOEA OOOOAC
prognosis anticipates events which are certainly rooted in the present and in this
respect are already existent, although they haveot actually occurred (Koselleck,
2004, p.95).
Based on the first principle that initially conducts the temporal sequence, or the
chronology, into history, and on the second principle thaby conceptualizesthe past
events, the relatedness of time andistory finally presents itself as a theoreticalized and
systematic work that investigates the purely abstracted foundations of historyz or
OPEEI T O1 PEU 1 £ EEOGIEEAE EIO O0EAD ACAEA OOAT+OOAT 1T AAE
practical science, thephilosophy of history presents its final principle of relatedness in a
dynamic way: even after the conceptualizing work has already developed into a
systematic understanding of certain historical concept(s), it will still constantly practise
its theoreticalized understanding by reinvestigating such historical concept(s) with
reflective equilibrium in different experiential circumstancesz in the historical world,
they are historical experiential circumstances. A temporal interpretation of history is not
merely embedded into a given time when the coincident historical event happened (nor
the given space as essentially the affiliation of that given time in the opinions of the
modern people, as they may and indeed do locate modern happenings in merely modern
circumstances, such as the chronicle); rather, a temporal interpretation of history has
already been anticipated theoretically beyond the particular temporal or spatial point,
and further approaches the essential temporal structure as a metaphysically intereted

knowledge of the general.

3.2.3 From featured principles to the study of the nature of historical thinking.
2EAT AOOG6O AAIT1 OOOCAOEIT 1T &£/ OAOEAI EOU AT A +1 OAI
regulate both history in a general sense of referring to avay of thinking and its
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fundamental reasons, and the plural form histories in different particular historical
circumstances. As Koselleck argued, the theoretical premises regulate historical thinking
AO EO Oi 6066 AA AAOAI T bAA prehédding 6 dn) ot Gvn EOY A
experience, but also past and alien experience; only in this way is it possible to secure the
unity of history as a sciencé (Koselleck, 2004,0.94). Temporal chronological sequence,
conceptualized historical events, and a theetical system of historyprovide a relatively
complete perspective of the fundamental feature of history with regard to the temporal
essence of history. And these featured principles (and also the descriptive demonstration
of the seriality) may provoke further investigations of the fundamental reason of history,
as they have provided a direction towards the real significance of the logical construction
of the metaphysical science of history.

In the following sections, considering the seriality and the threégemporal modes as
the chronological features of the development from historical events in the past to an
understandable knowledge of history in the present, | will deepen the demonstration of
Ordnungszeit the initial interpretation of which has been givae in the previous chapter. In
particular, | will demonstrate the logical position (which relates to the first principle of
conducting a temporal sequence into a historical sequence) (3.3) and the logical reason
for historical events (which relates to the gcond principle of conceptualizing historical
events) (3.4) relatively. These two parts will enhance the understanding of the temporal
nature, Ordnungszeit of history. Then, | will further argue that the traditional view that
regards historical events asOEA OAAOOA8 1T £ POAOGAT O EEOOI OE
Indeed, historical events in the past stand on the logical position as the beginning of the
generating progress of the understandable knowledge of history in the present, but this is
not to say thad EEOOT OEAAT AOAT 00 AOA EAT AA OEA 0O,
secondhand abstractions. Rather, historical events themselves immediately belong to a
systematic theoreticalized discourse. By investigating such issues, | am attempting to
sketch the perspective of the science of history as a practical science with more particular
relevance to the reason of historical thinking: In what sense is the concept historical
events the intellectual beginning of historical thinking and directs the full mental

development towards historical thinking? This question and the following discussion on
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the theoreticalization of historical events will finally aim to support the whole description
of Ordnungszeit and will lead Ordnungszeitin to a deeper debate aboutGechehenszeit

(3.5).

3.3 The logical position of historical events: the material cause as the logical beginning.
Following on from the question above, in this section, | will investigate the logical
position of historical events as the material cause ofthe science of history
(understandable knowledge of history in the present), by which the fundamental features
of the temporal quality of history, Ordnungszeit will be re-sketched in a more rigorous
metaphysical sense as the fundamentadhysisof history. The physisof history, or more
precisely speaking, thephysisthat determinatively conducts the developmental process
from historical events in the past to an understandable knowledge of history in the
present, can be interpreted from its logical beginnig, and from the temporal beginning
for historical entities, since historical entities are generated from their causes, which are
OAi pT OA1 AT OAAARAAAT O AGEOOAT ARO8 4EAO AAGETTEIC E
approach to interpreting the physisof history from the material cause of history firstly, as
one of the practical applications of the theoretical regulations gfhysis again, begins from
Ol AAOOOAT AEEHBUIYHGG @A AIOODMAT 68
33.1AreAl PEAGEUETI C | &£ OEhhéidel EI C 1 £ OEA OAOI O
As | demonstrated in the previous chapterphysis as one of the second instances
denoting the function of theousiaof an entity, meansheing the entity itself and suggests
a process of becoming and remaining itself . This process of becoming and remaing
Al AT OEOU EOOAI £ EOh ET 11T AAOT %l clidedeish A O1 AOGOOA
both of which suggest that this process is generated for its own cause without any
external originator. In the sense that an entity corresponds to a natulg@rocess, history as
a complex entity thus is a naturally generated result.

"U O AOOOAI 6h ) OAEAO O1T OEA EIT OAODOAOGAOGEITT O I

39 Please also see section 2.2.3 in the previous chapter.
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relates to several different but mutually relevant linguistic case®f 3 z A4q. n the Greek
linguistic context of metaphysicsphysiscomes from the verbphueinx EEAE | AAT O OA
£l OOES 1 O OCcC Crhysiéssam Naturdd @it OBA ORRBOE £ZEAA OEAO (
@husikord | OET COI AO & Oi qh EAO A bebofipulEmadelA OA &
@hyse6OEA 1 AOGOAO 1 AAT O OA Uphuskénd éppliédto de$cibe &hEi h O
existing thing, and further indicates the being of the thing and its generating process,
since phusikonl ET COEOOEAATI 1 U EDAGRGROARE OAOET ORAIUC OER
phusikonis not equal to physis,as the former emphasizes the existing while the latter
emphasizes the reason or the cause of the existing, it is this distinction that supports the
metaphysical relation between the theoetical science and practical sciences, as | have
argued. The developing generating process gfhusikon which in most cases is a practical
entity and thus belongs to practical sciences, is conducted phusisthrough physej which
belongs to theoretical seence.
AEAOAZEI OAh E£E ) Al ph@GisiEAECE BO OTADCEN ) Al A G A
argue thatan understandable knowledge of history in the present as a science of history
is a generating result corresponding to the natural process in a strictlyetaphysical
sense.The physiof history hence denotes the quality of the generating of such a form of
EEOOI OU ET OEA DOAOGAT 08 110 ! OEOOT O1I A OOAOQA;
generated naturally, some artificially, and some others spontanesly; but every
generated thing is generated by something and from something, and it generates
Oi 1 A O Bvefaphysicsjl032a1215).
c808¢ ! 11T CEAAIl OAOEAO OEAT A PAOOEAOI AO ATl
According to the primary interpretation in the previous chapter, the logical beginning
of the physisof the understandable knowledge of history in the present as a generating
process is the material cause of history. This argument further suggests that history as
knowledge, or historical thinking, had rot existed before being generated. History is not a

metaphor of eternity; it definitely has a beginning, though that beginning is not a

particular event, like the birth of the first human being, but rather a logical beginning

40 |ts Latin transliteration can also bephusis
123



from which the present historical thinking can be logically set up as a science of history.
And it is on this issuez whether the beginning of history is a particular event or not that
the notion of a logical beginning is probably challenged by a misunderstanding. Based on
the modern scientific knowledge of the geographical and biological physics tifie earth,
people might think that, before the birth of mankind, the earth and other species already
existed and thus can beonsideredET OEA &£ Oi 1T &£ A OOAAkhIT AAT A OAAI
history of earth that began 4.6 billion years ago, or even a history of biological humans
(homo sapienf OEAO AACAT opuvhmnmnn UAAOO ACi h xEEAE 00OcCC
individually and independently from the intellectual experiencing of manknd.
Indeed, this misunderstanding can be rectified by referring to the unique aim and
methods of Geisteswissenshafteim contrast to Naturwissenschaften as epistemological
historicization has already offered an intellectualized proposal of historical thinking and
its presupposed method on the hermeneutic interpreting of history, which is against the
so-called neutral study of natural sciences. But more ih regard to the temporal quality
of history, Ordnungszeit this misunderstanding maybe due to the confusion between
time and history, or more precisely, between the temporal sequence the OPAOO8 AT A
history. For epistemological historicization and eva for Ricoeur, who did not insist on the
obvious subjectivism tendency to interpret the temporal features of history, history may
be easily expanded into a chronological past based on which history is experienced
consciously as follows. That is to say, thexperience of daily life in which time is
experienced as a chronological fact becomes the presupposition of experiencing history.
And it is thus not hard to imagine that the chronological presuppositiorz which is often
applied in Naturwissenschaftery becomes also a presupposed concept of the study of
historical thinking. In short, the problem of equalizing time and history in the same
dimension is that it creates confusion between a kind of category and an entity; the latter
can be identified or describel by the former but cannot be equalized to the former. And
this clarification directly relates to the descriptive identification of the material cause of

history.

c8c8c ! 11 GCEAAI Al AOEEZEAAOEIT 1 & OEA A0OcOi AT O OE
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In the previous chapter, where | argued for the priority of the formal end cause over
the material causett ) Al AEI AA OEAO OEI OCE OEA A& Oi Al
material cause, the material cause is defined by the formal end cause, sirmgastémai
(science) deals directly with the formal end cause due to its quality of being
unchangeable. According to this interpretation, though | claimed to have conducted a
OO0OAU T £ OOGEA | AOGAOCEAT AAOOA 1T &£ EEOOI OUGbN
material cause is thus historical events, since in rigorous logic, the material cause of
EEOOTI OU OAI AET O OTETTI x18 ) EAOA ofEEAGOTIONGH GV
Al 01 xEOE OEACAaBAEABROEDPAEADBEODI O A Rpbsition@iO OA OA A
OEEOOI OEAAT AOAT 006 EO AAEET EOGAI U OEA 1 AGAOE
the material cause of history in the past has the quality of being able to combine and the
quality of for itself existing as a real actuality, with further eliminates the other
bi OOEAEI EOU T &£ AAET ¢ ETTx1T AU 1TOEAO TAIiAO «x
say, it is hard to imagine that the material cause of history in the past is not defined by the
name of an understandable knowledge dfistory in the present as the formal end cause,
OET AA OEEOOI OUd ET OEA POAOGAT O EAO Al OAAAU A
It might seem like a tautology, but it is not. Before that history in the present really
generates itself as a complex eity, and thus is regarded as the actuality of itself, nobody
can ensure that the material cause from which historynay be generatedwill necessarily
develop into history: an undeveloped material cause has merely the potentiality of
developing rather than the actuality. The material cause is able to generate (or be
generated in the sense of referring to the virtue of producingechné), but is also able to
do nothing. Only after that history in the present has already been generated as actual
existence canti be claimed that the potential material cause is indeed the material cause
of history, though it is no longer a potential: it is the material cause for the generated
EEOOI OU AO AT AAOOAI EOU8 30AE A [ AOGAOEAT AAC
the case of essence that which is predicated of the material cause is the actuality itself, so

ET OEA 1 OEAO EETAO T &# AAEET EOEI 1T Me@phiics OEA |

41 See section 2.4.1.
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Indeed, it seems to suggest that we are not able to know what the material cause of

history is until we already know what history as an alreadygeneratedtelosis, which may

challenge our common knowing experience of chronological consciousness. It may

correspond to our general experience of the sequence of knowing as stated above, but

may also contradict our experience of chronological consciousss: temporal

antecedence is not the logical or knowing antecedence. It is by demonstrating a logic like

this, which may contradict the common temporal experience, that | may further posit the

logical position of the material cause, and emphasize againttBAAOT 1T xEU 2EAT AO0O8 O A

+1 OAT 1 AAEGO OAI pi OA1 OEAIT OEAO 1T &£ EEOOTI OU AOA |1 AOA

rather than the temporal essence of history Qrdnungszeil: though presenting an

essential structure of history, time for itself is not the necessary condition of

understandable knowledge of history in the present. We can still take historical thinking

without any presupposed notion of time. What can be the necessary condition of history

as knowledge or thinking in the present must be a thin@ 1 £6 EEOOI OUh T O A OEEOOI

And in this sense, | need to investigate the position of the material cause as the necessary

condition.

3.3.4 The material cause as the necessary condition of ttetos.
0) 0 EO Al AAO xEAT OEdkphBig disousd theOndddssity, theyE 1 | OT PEAOO
should limit the term to what is inherent in the material cause, and should recognize the
movement towards telos imposed on the material cause as a distinct addition to its
ET EAOAT O AiBidsRaaBE3R)OThe necessity of the material cause is presented
not as the result of a generating process, but as the condition of such generating, which
therefore fundamentally z though also, it seems, easilg regulates how a generating
result cannot become itself withait the material cause. If it is argued thatelosregulates

the purpose of a generating result, it can and must be argued that the material cause

regulates how such a generating result will necessarily be as it is. To take an example

42 For a brief analysis of the relation of esseneform-logos to material cause, see Loux, 197981.
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AOT I 1 OE O Oétraibni Bhgsicg2Boa1016, 30): Why is a saw like it is? Because
we need it as a tool to saw something, and thus, being a tool of sawing is tékes of this
saw as a generating result. This saw cannot be generated unless it is made of iron, and
thus, iron is the material cause of this saw. Though iron can also possibly be anything else,
when it is about to be a saw, it will definitely be the material cause of the saw. Therefore,
if we have a tool to saw something, this tool must necessarily be made . Iron is thus

the necessary condition of the saw, though it does not account for the existence of the saw
(what accounts for the being is thetelos,which denotes the fundamental Beingness or
ousia).

The material cause as the necessary condition can b@derstood with two more
significances. Firstly, the necessary condition, or, in short, the necessity, is also a
compulsory power in the sense that the necessity of the material cause decreases many
possible routes of the generating progress to only onéAs the material cause is the
necessity for the final generating result, all the other possibilities of the material cause
will no longer be possible since the material cause is no longer the potentiality. Necessity
is the logical beginning of coming into bing for a thing, an entity, according to itphysis
EOOO AO ' OEOOI O1I A AEOAA &£01i 31 DPETAI AO OEAOD
(Metaphysics 1015a32).

Some specialists of Aristotelian philosophy might argue that, regarding the forcibility
or compulsory power, it istelosthat combines power cause and formal end cause, which
should be the necessary reason that determines and defines the route of the geaterg
process, rather than the material cause. However, secondly, in terms of a chronological
view, only the material cause can and indeed does playnecessary role: the material
cause is the only reason that exists in both the past and the present, whitias a
significant meaning for the historical entity crossing the past and the present. If a
generating result exists as an actuality in the present, then the material cause as the
necessary condition of the generating result will necessarily be in the rafive temporal
past, since the relative temporal future cannot provide actuality, but only endless
Pl OOEAEI EOEAOh 1T Oh ET AAAT OAAT AA xEOE ! OEOOI
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one concern oneself with what has happened in the past, but with what still lies in
the future and may happen or not; what has happened cannot be made not to have

happened(Nicomachean Ethics1139b7-9).

3.3.5 Further meanings of the positia of historical events for historical thinking.
As the logical beginning which is interpreted as a necessary condition in a rigorous
sense, the further meanings of historical events are posited upon the relation between
historical events in the past and a understandable knowledge of history as a science in
the present. That is to say, such a metaphysical discussion on the meaning of historical
AGAT 66 AO OEA | AOGAOEAI AAOOA AT AO 110 PIiOEO Obil
i AAT ET ¢ 1T £ rEEtteOimgidtg suggesks Eha historical legitimacy of present
day society or the immediate benefits of studying history. Actually, epistemological
EEOOI OEAEUAOQEI T AEA AOCOA A EETA 1T &£ Oxi OOEUS8 1 AAI
the subjecivism consciousness so that the meaning of historical events may verify the
knowing capacityz AT A OEOOh OOAE A AAPAAEOU EO AT Al xAA xE«
Meanwhile, metaphysically speaking, the meaning of historical events is narrowed down
to merely the logical position. It neither supports the other norhistorical entities any
longer, nor is it supported by the others.
Moreover, one of the further meanings of the material cause endows historical events
with a realism understanding. Though | have clarified the logical position of historical
events as a logicahndT AAAOOAOU AT 1T AEOET T h ) Efhiéidical 1 O Al AOE £E
events. This means that historical events, though firstly the logical material cause of the
present knowledge of history, must also be the really happened events so that the
material cause as a concept will not fall into vacancy. Taking agdire example of the saw,
the generating process from the iron as the material caude the saw as the formal end
cause can be regarded as being in accordance with tiphysis of the saw. However,
supposing we do not have the iron but still need to saw someihg, is there still a material
cause as the logical necessary condition of the saw due to its quality of being logical

rather than being real? We may do nothing and give up generating a saw, and hence

eliminate the generating process of thephysis of the saw since physisis based on
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movements4 But we may also take metallurgy to create the iron. In this sense, by
initiating metallurgy as the beginning of the logical chain from the iron to the saw, though
the rigorous material cause of the saw is still therdn, the necessary condition of the saw
is no longer the iron but the metallurgy: without the metallurgy, the iron will never come
into being and will never subsequently become the saw. And in this sense, the metallurgy
as the necessary condition ensureshe material cause is not merely a logical concept, but
rather, is a real concrete concept that refers to a real type of thing.

(1T xAOAOh EO EO ET OAEAOOET ¢ O OEA OAT 1 OAIl
that | must make further clarification.4 EAOA AOA 1 AT U OEEOOI OEAAT /
like nations, and wars or contracsé between the nations, or statesmen or stateswomen,
and cooperation or intrigue between them. All these facts are the real sort of historical
happenings and can eveibe regarded as historical entities; however, all these facts, even
the unity of them as a single abstract fact, cannot be regarded as the material cause of
history. The only material cause of history is the historical events. By distinguishing
historical facts from historical events, the logical reason or the fundamental nature of the

latter, as the rigorous metaphysical material cause, may be explained further.

3.4 The logical reason, or the nature, of historical event: being diffemtiated from
historical fact, and being theoreticized to history.

In this section, | will continue to describe the fundamental nature of historical event
as the material cause of science of history in the present. As | have argued, the position of
historical event can be undestood as the logical beginning of the developmental process
of the physisof history. But the most rigorous sense of the nature of historical event has
not been clarified thoroughly. In the following, | am going to present such a nature of
historical event by distinguishing it from historical fact, as the latter may (but also may
not) prepare a preliminary conceptualization for the former and hencdt becomes the
necessary condition of the former. This conceptualization of historical fact leads to the
logical nature of historical event as the material cause and also the combined element, as

in the transition from historical fact to historical event, a theoretical knowledge of the

43 See section 2.4.1.
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chronological nature of history is applied as a genercity dhe circumstantial particularity

of historical events.

3.4.1 Necessary condition may or may not be the material cause: an examplealfs.

1T | OE (Politic§ ithdrd i© a very famous argument about the material cause of
polis which is essentially a misreading even fo some specialists Probably due to the
over-abstracted experiences from daily life and the partial understanding of the teleology,
it has been wrongly argued that the natural slavé is the material cause of a family, and
the family is the material cause bapolis. That is incorrect.

In Politics Book | by investigating the incomplete reasoning capacity of natural slaves,
Aristotle demonstrated some natural political organizing forms that existed in the
beginning of the polis which is, though implicitly, in restricted accordance with the
metaphysical principles, that is, in the teleological hierarchy from natural slave to master
(freeman) then to family while excludingthe polis, the inferior telos exists ONLY for the
sake ofthe adjacent superiortelos. The inferior telosdoes not serve theelosof the whole,
which combines the inferior and the superior. Concretely speaking, the natural slave is
indeed the necessity of the master, but is definitely not the material cause dfet whole
family combining slave and master; in addition, the family is the necessity of thmlis, but
is definitely not the material cause of thepolis. The reason for this is that theelos of the
family exists only for preserving itself, rather than seving the telos of the whole polis.
Here we should be careful, and | do not mind repeatinij again and again: the family is
the necessity of thepolis but is not the material cause of thepolis. Being the necessity
means that the family provides the necessOU AT T AEQEIT T 1T £ AEQOEUAT O 01 C
association can immediately be the material cause of thmolis. That is why in the previous
sentence, | mention a teleological hierarchy but exclude thgolis, since the teleological
hierarchy, in strict metaphysical logic, exists only from the natural slave to the family and
provides a full demonstration of the necessary condition of the material cause, rather

than the material cause itself. But to continue investigating, there is a generating result of

#40. AOOOAI 8 O1 AGA EO A Ai1TAADPO | AAwho dads not a0 OT O1 A EEI O/
complete reason capacity and thus is an incomplete freeman. This concept is irrelevant to any
i T OA1 EOACAI A1 O xEEAE I EGCEO OEETE OEA NOAI EOU 1T £ O1AO0O
presuppositions.
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thefAl EI U xEEAE AAT AA OAEA O AA A1l 001 AgPpAAC
purposive end of the family (as the purposive end of a family is merely preserving itself).

Being the necessary condition, the familgnablesthe master (freeman) to practise hisor

her reasonable ability for giving speech, doing economics, experiencing public life and

AET AT T U £ Ol ET ¢ A AEOEUAT 06 AOOI AEAOGET T8 &0OC
real fundamental material cause of theolis.

I may clarify the nature of the natural slave (as being understood as a logical
AACETITEI ¢cq &O0ii OEA TAOOOA 1T &# OEA AEOEUAT 05
polisQ ET 11T OA AAGAEI 8 ! O AOOOAI fegadihgbetnerA E £/£A C
the reasond 1 A AADPAAEOU EO AiibiAOA8 1O ! OEOOI OI A
belonging by nature not to himself but to another is by nature a slave, and a person is a
human being who belongs to another if being a man, he is an article of property, and an
aticic A T £ DOI PAOOU EO AT ET OOO0O0I AT O polticd AAOE
1254a15-19). A natural slave is not a complete human being in the sense that the purpose
of the slave is defined by the master rather than by the slave him or herself. As an
individual entity, a slavereally does have an end, since for him or her own self, there is a
natural purpose of preserving him or herself. However, this purpose, preserving him or
herself, exists not for his or her own sake: théelos of a slave is theeudamonia of his or
EAO 1 AOOAO8 (A 10O OEA xEIl 11T 1T1T1cAO AA A
eudaimoniaof him or herselfss

Similarly, the telos of a family aims only to preserve itself, namely, keeping the
eudaimoniaof the master in such a familjust asa slave does to the master. Thielosof a
family does NOT immediately serve théelos of the polis. As the formal end of an entity,
the telos of a family is single and unique. Suckelos cannot endow meanings to other
entities. If a family cannotkeep theeudaimoniaof the master, it will no longer be a family.

Natural slave and family, though they form a teleological hierarchy, do not directly

indicate the material cause of thepolis. They perform only the role as the necessary

45 People might argue that Ari©1T O1 A A1 01 1 AT GET 1T AA OEA OAiI i BOI O
him, the existence of a natural slave has natural legitimacy since it corresponds to nature; whereas
the forced slave has only custumal legitimacy since it does not accord to nature but ntomos

i OAOOEAEAEAT AT A OOAAEOETT AT 1 Ax086Q8 (1 xAOGAOR Ad/
AARAAAOOA 1T AAAOCOGEOU AT AO 1106 AAPATA 11 OEA EETA |
T AAAOOAOUSB#T 1 DOI OET T | AE KMé@apHysics 815a202E 0 1T £ 1 AAAOOEC
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conditions.

342EPEOOAI 11T CEAAI EEOOI OEAEUAOQOEI T80 Al AOEEAEAAOQET I
Similar to the political example, in the science of history, there is a concept which is

interweaved and thus confused with the concept of historical events. That concept is

oftend T AOAOGAT U AT T OOO0OA O Akwhickrhightbe dreaddn forldtheng Al 6 A1 Oi O

confused with the material cause, like the nations, statesmen or stateswomeat,the war

or contract between them. These particular entities in the material forms are edgi

endowed with that concept and thus are regarded as the essential contents of a history or

histories. Also, what makes that concept more easily confused with the material cause

within a temporal interpretation is that the concept relates to the understadings of them

in different circumstances regarding the chronological nature of history. That concept is

historical fact, and it is often but wrongly regarded as being the same as historical events

in terms of being the material cause of history.
Clarification of historical fact has been made by epistemological historicization, as it

enlarges our understandings of historical thinking. For epistemological historicization, it

i AU AA A ATii1T1T AOCOi ATO OEAO OEA OAOI OEAAOBE E
referring not to a particular sense; rather, abstracted notions of particular historical facts

are concerned with the general nature of knowing of historical realities. This argument is

discussed in the form of a question regarding whether human beings arelalio state the

EEOOT OEAAT ZAAO ET A ODPOAAEOAS 1 AOGAT AAITTAA 0000

standard of historical fact varies greatly:
In An Introduction to Philosophy of HistoryWalsh identified a coherene theory from
the fact in a orrespondence theory (Walsh, 1967a, Chapter 4) For a correspondence
OEAT OUh O4EA ZEAAOO ET AT U OPEAOA AOA xEAO OEAU AO
some sense they exist whether onot anybody thinks about thend (Walsh, 1967a, p.74).
We say astatement is true if it corresponds with the facts. In this situation, fact is
regarded as the logical necessary condition often in a material form which is the reason
for the confusion with the material causez of succeeding, normally theoretical, thiking,

or the conceptual knowledge. Without fad, a theoretical statement cannot be judged as
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true or false. Facs are independent, neutral, and presupposed to all the observation,
explanation, and systematic science. But the fact in a correspondence thgbias a famous

difficulty in that because the statements actually test each other, fact can never be
reached due to the different particular experiences. Different experiences lead to different
perceptions of the same fact; even the fact exists in a matariform (thus it is called

Ol AEAAOEOAGQ8 !'TU OEAI OAGEAAT AT A AiTAADOOA
subjectivism interpretation rather than an absolute truth that is believed as being in
accordance with the objective nature of the materiaorm.

Alternatively, with less ambition, a coherence theory interprets historical fact not aa
presupposed material condition, but as one element in a relation between different
OOAOAI AT OOh OAOEAO OEAT OEA OAlI AOEGGEDAAOX AA
correspondence theory claims. For a coherence theory, the rigorous definition or the
boundary of the concept of historical fact is less important than the interpretation of its
meaning; the latter is a series ofhoughts that is conceptualized ad theoreticized so that
the identification of historical fact is explained as meaningfully equal to a theory (rather
OEAT A AAZET EOEI1Qqd O&AAOO AATTT Oh AO xAO
simply apprehended: they have to be established(Walsh, 1967a, p.77).However, when a
coherence theory approaches such an extreme form that it refuses any presupposed
account of historical knowledge, it will necessarily fall into relativism. Under such an
extreme form, it is impossible to identify a concept as being esseally coherent with a
real historical fact and a concept as being generated from stories but keeping the
historical form, since for the latter, in the longterm generating process, the current
immediate perception of a fact has occurred gradually by tempol@xperience, so that the
certainty of fact is no longer the necessary condition of theoretical thinking. Due to the
OAl AGEOEOI Agbil AT AGETT T &£ A OAACOAAARAAS EEO(
historical fact is no longer a necessary conditon®EA OE AT OAOEAAI O1 AAOOO/
divided into two parts, that is, the philosophical understanding is separated from the
historical understanding, since the correspondence between a philosophical past and a
historical past is destroyed by the relatve equalization of theories and fact: when a fact

loses its material form, it must depend on external standards to be conceptualized. Now,
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the past for history which is viewed by the historians is disciplined and particularly

defined by the pastin history which is interpreted by philosophers of history, so that the

chronological view of history is broken up, and the present becomes relatively

ET AADAT AAT O £OT i OEA DPAOOYd O%OEAAT AA &£ O OEA DPAOC
of being presented to us ow, but it does not follow from this tha it must refer to present

timed (Walsh, 1967a, p.89). Fact in a coherence theory will finally not be applied to

history.

3.4.3 The logical nature of historical facz non-meaningful, and of historical eventz
meaningful.

"U T ATOETTETIC¢C APEOOAITITCEAAT EEOOI ODEAEUAOQEIT S
especially given that the two clarifications are not totally against each other but overlap
each other to a certain degree, | am able to sketch a minimum perspeetion the nature
of historical fact as differing from historical event. Whether in correspondence theory or
in coherence theory, historical fact is endowed with a conceptualized approagchs it has
O AA Oi AATET c&O1 8 O1 OEA ndvbEtiethistory. EdleCiE AAT AT 1T 000
correspondence theory, a fact in a material form is also conceptualized so that the
succeeding theoryz no matter what it is z is able to be established upon a certain
Ol AEAAOCEOAGE AAOEO AO A OAéx@it,ithd dohclpt df his@picdl A1 &£ 01 AAO
fact in both theories suggests an overestimated logical nature rather than being merely
the logical necessary condition. For a famous example (which has been referred to by
almost all modern philosophers of history, from Collingwood to Walsh), in many
OOEAT OAOCEAAI &8 A@gbi AT AGETTO 1T &£ EEOOTI Ouh O#AAOAO AO
fact, and is interpreted for subsequent demonstrations in which the fact is presupposed
as a logical standard, depending on which iBRAT AA AAAEAAA xEAOQOEAO Al C
historical record is right or wrong, or whether a historian thinks like Caesar rightly or
xOIT¢ciU AU OARAOEOEI ¢ #AAOAOBO AAO 1T &£ OEETEEITC xEC
present mind. However, what | stress athe minimum perspective is merely that, without

the historical fact that Caesar crossed the Rubicon River, a historian can never make any

logically succeeding demonstration based on the theoreticized construction of history.
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Historical fact is merely the necessary condition of providing any meaningful
interpretation of theories of history. For its own self, historical fact is not the logical
beginning of historical thinking; it is just the presupposition of the meaningful succeeding
concepts like historicalevents.

Historical fact must be conceptually transformed and conducted inta meaningfully
interpreted historical event . This transformation does not stay simply in the literal field.
A historical fact will not become a historical event only by a changa the descriptions. As
+1 OA1 1 AARE AOCOAAR O! x1 OA AAATTAO A Ai1TAADPO
experience within a sociepolitical context within which and for which a word is used can
be condensed into one word (Koselleck 2004, p.85).Regarding the development from
the material cause to the formal end cause, if the superior form of a theoreticalization is
generated for its own cause, namely, th@hysisof that development is complete, the
inferior form of it begins not from the fact that an acion happened spontaneously
(Caesar crossedhe river) z being spontaneous to the historian who did not exist when
the fact appeared (Caesar did not necessarily know he would be a part of histogyput
from the most initial theoreticized conception for thewhole system (the historian thinks
OEEO PAOOEAOI AO AOGAT O T &£ #AAOGAOBO AAOQOET T AAI
I£Z£ 1TTA80 AAOGEIT 1T &/ OEETEEIT CcQq8s 7EAT A EEOOI O
been intellectually construed as theneginning of the mental process, rather than staying
ET OEA O1 AOGOOAI 6 AOO AOOAT OEAI T U DPAOOEAODI AcC
activity. That means that when the historical fact gets conceptualized, it must also become
generalized (thoughit is not definitively universalized since a systematic practical science,
even philosophy, does not necessarily exist in every civilization), and thus is it no longer
particular.

But it should be emphasized that such a transformation from historical facto
historical event through mental conceptualization is not a oncand-for-all action, since
besides the historical circumstance in the past, it depends also on the present
AEOADI OOAT AA ET xEEAE EE OOihéyEsirictionicalli frét OE A E ¢
AEOAOI OOAT AA AT A AT T1T¢ OEA AEAAHKokeleEBKA AEI| /
2004, p.89) Taking the political example again, a natural slave cannot be the material
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cause of gpolis. By analysing the logic of this argument, it can be further interpted that
the particular existence of a slave, which differs from the freeman/master who identifies
him or herself in the general existence in the form of a public life, cannot be the initial
theoreticized conception, though the particular existence indee@rovides the necessary
condition of the existence of the freeman/master. And such a necessary condition is not
directly meaningful to the polisin the rigorous metaphysical sense. Only by investigating
the aim and the meaning of the freeman/master to th@olis, can the logical nature of the
slave be clarified in retrospect. In this logic, the superior circumstance, namely, the
uniqueness of every differentpolis and its citizens, regulates the conceptualization and
further theoreticalization of the inferior circumstance again and again. So it is with the
OAEAT AA 1T £ EEOOI Ous 4EI OCE OEA OI OECEI &8 1T £ OEA Al
happened in the past, the generating process of the concepts which involves the
transformation from fact to event is a process lasting from the past to the thinking
present, and this finally leads to the concepts and the conceptualization to the present
circumstance where the historical thinking is taken as approaching the general
knowledge of history.
Now, the biggest difference between historical fact and historical event is whether
historical fact corresponds to merely the particularity or the generally conceptualized
approach of the particularity. Indeed, it is easy to argue that historical events are also
concerned with the particularity because every event individually exists in a particular
case (though they may also be interdependent on each other). But as | have already
commented, a historical eventz though it existed in the pastz is endowed with a
chronological understanding by present historical thinking, and furthermore, reversely
interprets z rather than explainsz the necessary condition of it, namely, the historical fact.
I EEOOI OEAAT AOAT O AAT AA O OAOI AR -CHATOGOEMO EEOO
A AT TAAPOR AT A OOAE OIi AATEITC6 EO OEAT OAGEAAIIT U
expectation of the present, irrespective of whether such an expectation provides the
historical legitimacy to presentday institutions, or the historical reason fo present-day
self-identities, or just the historical curiosities of our hollow minds.

As we have been clear about the nature of historical events in terms of being the
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material cause, how we will investigate the movement, or the developmental process,
from the material cause to the formal end cause, regarding the logic of historical thinking.
For historical events in the past, the significance now is how the general understanding of
a history in the present theoreticizes past eventg as the past and thepresent can be
valued in the same logical dimension while actually existing in two different temporal
dimensions. Moreover, as this research is a descriptive researghthough it adopts the
form of metaphysicsz rather than a revisionary one, which meanshat | do not aim to

I #EAO A OAAOOAOGE OAEAI A T &£ ET OAOPOAOGET ¢ OEA
the actual perspective of how it has already been embedded into our minds, the essential
spirit of such a metaphysical interpretation is also selfmproving, that is, it is also
self-investigating regarding whether historical events will definitely achieve the
theoreticalization of historical thinking. Somehow, this sceptical discussion on
theoreticizing historical thinking shares the same academicnterests with Oakeshottz

especially in his late career.

3.4.4 Theoreticizing historical events in the past into systematic history in the present, or
not.

In contrast to Time and NarrativeE1T xEEAE 2EAT AOO AAT BOAA 1 Ol
as one of he resources of his narrative theory but did not thoroughly investigate the
OA1 AGET 1T AAOxAAT bDi AOGEA OAEAT AA AT A TOEAO OA
Human Conductesponded to classical clarifications and the mutual relevance of different
sciences, and more importantly, considered the historical knowing in such a response. In
this book z which is often believed to be the most important book of his late career he
argued that a mental structure of understanding has two succeeding levels, that is, a
OEAT OAGEAAT 1 AOAl jxEEAE Al i DOEOGAO OOAAI CIE
DOAAOEAAT 1 AOGAT | ET EEO xI OAOh OEA OEOI Al
understanding, he further claimed that human conduct is an instrument of the theoretical
understanding but actually is applied in practice, which essentially conducts the
theoretical understanding in a general sense to the concretely practical consideratis of

different circumstances. It can be seen that for him, human conduct bridges a similar gap
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for us, and for the classical differentiated sciences, the gap that exists between theoretical
science and the practical sciences.

In particular, it is from that gap between the theoretical level and the practical level
(or between theoretical science and the practical sciences in my view with regard to
| AEAOGET 0060 ET EAOEOAT AA mEOI I OEA AT AEAT O DPEEIT Ol B
the practical circdi OOAT AAO Al AOCAOG8 4EAOh AO TTA 1T &£ | AEAOGET «
OEA Al 1T OET GCAT Aus #1711 OET CAT AU OEO O1 AAOOOIT A ET (
Al T AOAOGGh A OOAOOAT OEOGA DPAOA&EI OfF ATAA +r OAOEAO OEAI
unbroken continuitU 1T &£ T AAOOOAT AAOY EO EAANGE BEADITAORAAAT EI
of related circumstantial occurrencesd Oakeshott, 1990,p.101). Contingency, instead of
the relatively formal performance of a unity of genericity and particularity, substantively
presents a historical understanding of human conduct in that the contingency performs a
OANOGAT OEAT OAI AGAAT AGO 1T &£ A OAI b1 OAl AEOAOQI OOAT AA
01 AA AT TAEOEIT T Al  (Q©dkdshoty FIAXD.104)A and gedelatd ad A o
interdependent intelligible continuity of such conditional occurrencesFor Oakeshott, his
conditional interdependency z even if it is in the temporally sequential formzis not a
teleological processt it is just a description of a temporal contextual corihgent relation
xEEAE AAZET AO OEA O1 AAOOOAT AET C 1T &£ ATl OE
ET OAI 1 ECEAT A OAT 6As (AOAh EA OEIT xAA OI i A OEIEIAO
history, as he claimed that such a contextual understanding née a reviving perception
I £/ EEOOI OEAAT EAAO AO 00T O1 AAOOGOAT A A OOAOOAT GEO

and enacts himself is to put it into a story in which it is recognized to be an occurrence

46 People might wonder that, especially in the first essay @n Human CondugtOakeshott argued

his thoughts in a form of against the traditional teleology. Indeed many specialists have pointed

out his apparent antiAristotelianism tAT AAT Aus &1 O AgGAiI p1 Ah &£ O / AEAOGET O00h
most appropriate way of explaining human conduct once we assume that human beings are

OACAT 005 telodl1 CEAGKA AIGOAOU Alps@a qjg- AHDIAR OdObnh OEA /6301 1
analysed Oak®@ET 0060 OAEAAOQEIT T 1 £ !Cakedat odAistery(2003)0A1 AT 11T cU  EI
especially page 24 Tv xEAOA / AEAOEI 0060 AT 1 AADPO T £ EEOOI OEAAT Al

xEOE | OEOOI 01 A6O EAAA 1T £ AEAT CAs8

)y O 1600 AA Al AOE EEAIA BEFscarchOLErdstriofed fo ghd mihidaim O
metaphysical usage that indicates only the formal end cause of an entity. That means this term is
used without any implicit or explicit moral meaning or a Hegelian substantial/speculative
metaphor of a purposf A AT A T £ OEA xEIT 1T A EEOOT OU j1EEA (ACAI 860 71
End of History), and is used at best for describintpe logic of thinking itself , rather than the logic
of the subjectil AOOAO 1T £ OEET EET ¢8 7EAOQ Ankikly theAvayhtiaiwekl OAAA AO OO/
think about history, rather than the way that history developsz anyway, history may also not
develop.
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contingently related to other occurrence® (Oakesott, 1990, p.105). In this sense, it

might be further argued that for him, an essential reason for demonstrating contingency

is to identify the causality of historical events; however, for Oakeshott, there is no

necessary causality between historical evds, since the contingency is an immediate

relation between events without any additional presupposed conceptualized approach,

which is often adopted for a further theoretical system. Historical events, in an

epistemological sense instead of the presuppositns of any theoreticalized construction,

are for themselves the conclusions of the historical questions about the past, and are for

themselves the meanings in authentically historical narratives. They are for themselves,

rather than a theoreticalized resut of them, the constructions of a history. Hence, those

events of present practical experience areejected, or at least distinguished, since they

belong to a sensible and perceptual present corresponding to an epistemological

difference from a nonperceptual past of historicd A OAT 0068 1 O /1 8301 1 EOAI
| AEAOGET 0060 4£ET Al DI OEOCEIT 11 AAOOAI EOU x
Al AEI 01 AA ETOIEETC ATU 1T &£ OEA 1 OEOOIT OAT |
argued by philosophers (like Leilmiz) who have considered the matter: there are not
relationships between events separaté by an interval of time ( 8 3 Ol, ROBD AT
p.243).
It seems that Oakeshott refused to endow historical events with a meaningful logical

position as one of the elements of the whole logical chain of historical thinking, since for

him, historical events interdependently and immediately relate to each othemwvhich

i AEAO Al AEI ET ¢ OEA OxEI1 A8 EEOOI OEAAI OEET EE

a kind of philosophy which can be named as a philosophy of history, that philosophy of

history must aim to merely present or demonstrate the uniqueness afvery contingent

historical circumstance rather than the logic of the genericity of history. However, an

ontological problem with such a conceptualized ideahat is, contingency, is that, though

it really does develop the conditional interdependency of eants into a temporally

sequential circumstance and hence it deserves an epistemological appellation of knowing

EOOATl £ AO A OEEOOI OEAAT OAlI AGAAT AG6dh EO A

contextual relevance: if events relate to each other ira temporal sense, then the
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relationship between them can be named a historical relatigghip z irrespective of
whether such a temporal sense is based upon thejection of causality (as Oakeshott
suggested), or the acceptance of causality (as Oakeshott iciited). This problem is
shared by most philosophers of history who are affected by epistemological
historicization, and even by some philosophers outside the professional domain of the
science of history, like Heidegger, who demonstrated the notion of haicity but
essentially returned to serve his interpretation of the temporality ofDasein Rather than a
metaphysical interpretation outlining the developmental process from historical events
in the past to historical thinking in the present with regard b the temporal quality
(Ordnungszei} of history, epistemological historicization or the subjectivism
interpretation of history regards history as an element of the knowing capacity of the
individualized subject (which could, however, be interdependent), Wich further suggests
that without the currently knowing subject in the present, history may mean nothing.
However, in the minimum sense of the particularity of historical events being related
to the genericity of history z ironically, Oakeshott regardedOEE O OAT AOAT AA AO O A& O
b A O &£l Ok thsidénfolstration of the contingency shows a possible route towards an
understanding in a general level of historical events as the material cause of history. This
consideration of the logical reason for historich events is also described similarly as
OAT 11 ECAOETTS8 AU 7A1 OEh OEI OCE 1T AEOEAO 1T &£ OEAI AE
fact in the sense of being meaningfully conceptualized or nét. A particular historical
fact must be conceptualized meaningily into a historical event with regard to the
temporal position, so that the formal performance between historical events is
OAAOGT T AAT U OACAOAAA AO A OEEOOI OEA Akdusd ABMGAAOEOAS
endowed with a broader explanatonOE AT OEA 11T A AAOAA ObPiIiT / AEAOET OO
I £ ! OEOOT OAl EAT OAAOOA AT A AEEAAOGS ET OEA AT 1T OAGC
narrow Aristotelian sense of causality but interpreting contingency upon causality,
Oakeshott offered a minimum pinciple of the reason of historical events which may be
similar to the metaphysically interpreted science of history, that is, historical events

should be organized as interdependent conditions of each other, and such an organizing

7" 00 | AEAOET 0O AEA AEOOEI COEOE EEOOI OEAAI AOGAT O mOT I
latter indicates the epistemoldaically operated situation.SeeOakeshott, 1983pp.57-65.
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approach should be chroological.
Some other philosophers of history indeed have noticed the temporal character of
history and have examined this logical process, though it is hard to conclude that their
efforts are successful, especially in distinguishing historical fact as theecessary
condition, without the epistemological regulations and the subjectivism inferences, from
EEOOT OEAAT AOGAT O AO OEA DPOAOODDI RoledtowadlOA OEAI
a metaphysié x O E O O A(Collitgivoody 2001gpp.119139), Cdlingwood attempted
O AAOAOEAA A OAI AOGET 1T AAOxAAT EEOOI OEAAIT A<
interpretation of causality but in his own words. This metaphysical interpretation is
actually a sceptical approach of epistemological historicizen, since he accepted merely
the minimum meaning of causality which correlates only to whether the causality is
conditional or not, rather than a complete reinvestigation of the epistemological or
subjectivism tendency of historical thinking. Though itis the minimum set of principles
iIT AAOOAI EOUR EO EO AT1OCE &£ O EEI O AAEET A
1T CEAAI x EQOE (@Allingwbod, A2001, Tp @24)& @b course, in particular,
Collingwood refused to regard the temporal ®AAO AO OAEOI T 111 CUB8Kh OE
#01 AAGO TPETEIT OEAO AEOITTITCU EO 1T £0AT OOA
of events rather than the essential quality of the principled logical order behind such
events. But through the appearane, in a general scope, it still can be seen that he was
concerned with the temporal character of history in a way which is very similar to the
chronological nature of history in our claim:
History begins when we see these events as leading by necessarymaxions one to
another: and not only thatz for history demands more than thaz AOO A O AOEA r O
f OATTET ¢ O AA&6Y 1T &£ Ol i AGEEI ¢ch OEA EEOOI OL
temporal process. Now, in a mere temporal process, necessary thoughsit nothing
comes to be; there is only change, not development. What imparts to an historical
process its character of development is that the phases of this process are the phases
in the seltdevelopment of a concepy e.g. that parliamentary governments coming

into existence, which can only happen if the concept parliamentary government is

48 However, he finally abandoned demonstrating a metaphysical structural relation between
time/temporality and history in the later An Essay on Metaphysias 1940.
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articulated into elements or moments which (a) are capable of arrangement in
logical order, the first being what historians call the germ of it (b) are capable of
being brought into temporal existence in that order. Thus history is the deployment
of a concept in a process that is at once logical and tempoi@ollingwood, 2001,
pp.121-122).
In the following section of theNotes Collingwood explained that the combining of the
logical order and the temporal order is to demonstrate the present essence of past things.
History is a projection of the abstracted present affairs upon the past, which suggests
history alone has no indepadent essence in or of the past. The essence of history
depends on the present being, which exists as reality. For him, the combining of them
does not simply regard the temporal former thing as the logical cause of the temporal
latter thing, unless we wantto get a Hegelian world towards an absolute end without any
meaningful individuality; rather, the combining of them is actually a result of the fact that
the mind is consciously in time. Therefore, though he had a plan for a metaphysical
interpretation th at considered history as a process in which the essence of history comes
into existence in the present, he was actually concerned with the conscious experierafe
the past as the logical beginning of the science of history. For him, that is the reason the
OOAEAT AAS8 1T &£ EEOOI OU OEI 601 A AA OADPI AAAA AU OEA
discusses not only the knowledge of a certain field of a past world, but also the knowledge
of the essential elements about the actuality of such a past world, whichagphilosophical
thinking in the present. It is to this extent that we can claim that it is also appropriate to
study the logical reason for a historical event as the beginning of the science of history,
EOOO TEEA #111E1TCx11 A8 O sihck iEdredriot ine@sted MEabl AA DT OEO
certain knowledge in the past as a specific history, but in the knowledgeabout the
nature of the past as the science of history.
10 OEA AT A T &£ OEEO OAAOEIThHh ) 1T ATOETT '"EITOATTE
different natures between historical fact and historical event and thus the

theoreticalization of historical events for historical thinking, though he used the term

49 This distinction has been desdbed as the one between a speculative or a substantial
philosophy of history and a real significant narrative within history by analytic philosophers of
history like Danto, though for me, this distinction should and may be bridged by a metaphysical
scienceof history. See Danto, 1985.118.
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OEEOOI OEAAI ferdpllyXrond meOAs BeQafydet, U A E £
An historical fact as regards times a past fact but our judgment concerning it can
only have meaning if we take as its valuation, not the accomplished fact, but the
EEOOI OEAT 80O Ai T OAEI 6001 AGOG AT A DPAOOIT Al EOUR
AAAO EO Al EIT EA OAyisgiitudl Adsthave valid, e db Bof judgeO T 1
pure facts such as fair or foul weather, deformity or fine staturgGentile, 1922,
p.127).

Ordnungszeit, which means time in which things like historical events are ordered

in a temporal sequence, has been sket ched as the fundamental nature, or physis, of

history, by interpreting the logical position of and the logical reason for historical

events as the material cause. It must consist not only of historical events as the

existences in merely the temporal past, but also the full developmental process

from past existences, through the conceptualization of the past existences, and

finally to the present theoreticalization in the form of historical thinking Zthough it

remains a problem that the present theoreticali  zation of history is not necessarily

known by us in the present.

3.5 Understandng OEA £0T AAT AT OAlousisB AET @gE AGFOAM ¢AO A@AOA
knowledge in the present as a complex entity: the transforation from Ordnungszeitto
Geschehenszeit.

This section is the logical connection between this chapter and the next chapter, and
between this and the next group of chapteras a whole and the final chapter. In the
previous sections (a preliminary section on the temporal feature and two essential
sections on the logical temporal nature), | haveutlined a relatively complete perspective
of the developmental process from historical events in the past to theoreticalized
historical thinking in the present (namely, a science of history), in which the futamental
nature, or physis of history is presented a€Ordnungszeit According to the metaphysical
structure of practical science that investigates a practical entity as a complex entity, which
was discussed in the previous chapter, the significant work fointerpreting the physisof

history on a deeper level is that, if the generated historical knowledge in the present is

143



finally about to be actualized as a complex entity that combines with historical events,
then a continual query must be how we can achve the ousiaof such a complex entity,
since it is theousiain the sense of primary instances rather than th@hysisas one of the
secondary instances (the other igechne/ ® E OT J thaOfEn@amentally makes an entity
come into being, or in other words, rakes it actualized.

I will give the answer in two stages. Firstly, history is actualized in the final sense by
historical knowing as an action, or as | term it, historical deliberation. This concept will be
interpreted in the next chapter. Now | need toclarify why in describing the ousia of
history, | transform Ordnungszeitinto GeschehenszeitThis provides a preliminary
discussion of a deeper understanding of historical thinking.

In particular, in regard to transforming Ordnungszeit to Geschehenszeitand
considering theousiaof history as a complex entity, in the following section, | will discuss
(1) the logical position of theousial £ EEOOT OUh AT A j¢q OEA 11 CEAAI
specifically, knowing its function, in accordance with tte metaphysical principle that the
ousia in the primary instances can be grasped only by knowing its function in the
secondary instances likephysisand techrd B E O1 T Th&3& destions offer preliminary
support for the discussion in the next chapter; sioe the first part of the secondary
instances has been sketched as thehysisof history, we need to move to the second part

which is concerned withtechné B E O Tbhui €&efiallywith the issue of knowing.

3.5.1The logical position ofthe ousiaof history: by analogy with the example ofhe ousia
of poliss0

Firstly, | am going to describe the general logical position of theusiaof history, so
that we may be clearer about the way thabusiais grasped in the form ofthe physisof
history, or reversely speaking, about the way thabusiaconducts the secondary instances
like physis The metaphysical meaning (rather than definition) ofousia is often
interpreted as z in other languages for better understandingz the Latin per se or the

%l Cl EOEADE AT A MdtdphysieO1020b14F8n describing the perspective of

50 Please also see section 2.2.3 for the basic interpretations of the usage and the meaningsisia

Di

IO OAT OEOUS8 ET DOOA | AOGAPEUOEAOh AOPAAEAI T U OEA AgDbI ¢

secondary instances obusia.
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ousia(irrespective of whether it relates to the practical applications, likeousiaof history,

or just to the pure metaphysics),it should be noticed that lask ®low can we desdbe

ousigc®d 1T Oh 11T OA AT 1 Al Wusia® ( I0OA OEAID DL dubi&De KK ARO
Zz as | have highlightedz ousiacan define the others but cannot be defined bthe others.

The other definitions can at best indicate an exaabusia in a particular sense but can

never determine or define it. Therefore, in rigorous accordance with this metaphysical

rule, | will continually describe the ousia of history in the analogy with the political

example, as both political science anthe science of listory are practical sciences under

the conduction ofthe same theoretical science/metaphysics.

Indeed these two sciences areot the sameas theydiffer in subject matters, though
they share similar structures. One of theinique featuresof the science ofhistory is that,
rather than a spatial complex entity in political science that gpolis combines the
constitution and the citizens and thenis actualized in a spatial dimension, the complex
entity in the science of history involves the temporal dimensiorwhich, though it brings
the unique temporal physisof history (Ordnungszei}, it makes theousiaof sucha complex
entity difficult to describe, since the temporally antecedent elements (historical events in
the past) and the temporally succeed element (ktorical thinking in the present) exist in
different temporal positions, whereas in the political example the constitution and the
citizens exist in a same spatial position. If it isusiathat makes an entity come into being,
then it must be clarified howthe ousiaof history makes two temporal positions combine
into one temporal dimension.

As | have argued, historical events as real existences in the past will not be eliminated
even after they develop into historical knowledge in the present, since thegre indeed
elements of the resource of present thinking in the past tense, that is to say, they have
delivered the uniqueness of their time in different circumstances to the present thinking.
In this sense, they are actualities, though in the past tensather than potentialities. By
investigating the actuality, we can presume many interpretations of a history or of events,
but we cannot predict that if the actual events did not happen. Being a real rather than
merely a logical hypothesis, historical everst also immediately regulate the present

historical thinking to the extent that the present thinking must explain itself in a way in
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which the events involved are reasonable. In the science @blis, this metaphysical
principle of the complex entity can befigured as thecorruption of a purely natural polis
not (or not only) being due to thecorruption of its formal end cause (the constitution as
the generated result of itsphysig but due to the corruption of one of the combined
elements, namely, the citize 08 AOOT AEAOET 18 4EI OCE EO EO &£OiI i OE
apolisAAOAT 1T PO EOO & O0i AT A EATAA OEA AEOEUAT 06 AOC
AEOEUAT 66 AOOI AEAOETT xEIT 110 AA AT EIET AGAA AOAI
will combine with the constitution and will finally actualize the polis together with the
constitution.
In the political example above, the final actualization of polisas a complex entity is
due to theousiaof the polis, which means that the generating process of thghysisof the
polis as the secondary instances of theusiamust correspond to the first instances. In
pure metaphysics, this correspondence is finished by interpretingelosas the exact grasp
of ousig, which means that when the formal end cause of an entity is generated, it will
definitely be the fundamental Beingness that makes the entity its own self. However, this
metaphysical correspondence should be interpreted more thoroughly when it is applied
to practical sciences, since practical sciences are concerned not only with general
knowledge, but they also study practical particulars.
For a practical entity, this correspondence means two things. The first is that the
ousia of the entity zwhether single or complex z is inside itself, and the second is that
though that ousiacan be indicated by others, it can be exactly ammbrrectly indicated only
by the entity itself. These two principles support each other and together conduct the
presenting of a practicalentity, as far as theoretical entity in pure metaphysic does not
need to be presented.
To understand these two principlesz two very simple principles z that essentially
describe the logical position of theousiaof a practical entity, | will offer an exeriential
example which is often applied in the modern political science/philosophy and, in view of
the metaphysically interpreted political science, is wrongly regarded as the fundamental

Beingness of a practical entity like a state. This kind of experigal concept, which it is

claimed offers adefinition, actually confuses the definition (which is determined byousia)
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xEOE OEA AAEAAOEOAO 1T 4&# OEA AAEETEOEITS8 &I O
iTTTBPITU 1T1T OEA 1 ACEOE ithd @dndpohiOikited tEa @EAHMOE A Al
CAT COAD E E(Wdbér, 201%) A186). But under a metaphysical investigation, this
OAAEET EOET 18 AAOAOEA A Ghepdishittid ndt néaésdarily’sd ByEhd AT OA]
reason from itself, or in the words sed above, it is not sper se The concept of monopoly,
legitimated use, and geographical area, all indicate not the reason of the existence of a
state, but the apparent érms of the existing of a state: monopoly of power within
geographical area by legimated method does not necessarily aim to thexistenceof a
state but merely provides necessary conditiongthis may also be in doubt)of a state.
Without the formal end cause functionally presenting the distribution of power between
the ruler(s) and the beruled, monopoly of power will still be simply monopoly of power
and will never transform to a state.People could doubt that legitimated use of power
provides the reasonof power and the form of distribution of power; however, though
Weber did explain the three ways oflegitimacy of power, those ways are at besthe
generating of status quoof statesrather than the generatng of the essence of the states,
that is to say,an explanation on the legitimacy does not offer the final reason of a state: a
charisma state absorbing democratic legitimacy though is still essentially &rannical
state since the distribution of power between the ruler(s) and the beuled does not
change.For Aristotle, apolis of which the citizens do not change changing the distribution
of power is definitely not the original polis any longer, though thelegitimacy endows the
change with @ghtly 8 Legitimacyz if Aristotle adopts this conceptz essentially belongs to
the citizens in accordance withhnomos whereas the reason opolis, whenever thepolisis
generated, is naturaland may be against to the citizensuk to citizenpossession of the
changeable and indeed changingomos
In this sense, indicating itself is not the sufficient and necessary condition of being
itself: being itself necessarily requires indicating itself, but not vice versa. Being itself; o
to ti é einai, relates only to the entity, whereas indicating itself could relate to other
categories:
- AUAA AAEZETEOEI T h 1EEA OxEAO EO EO8h EAO
means the entity and the individual, and in another sense means one of these
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AAOACi OEAO9 NOAT OEOUh NOAI EOUR AT A 1T OEAOO8 , EEZ
pimAOEIT U OiF 11T A OEEI ¢ OEAT OAAITTAAOEI U O 1T OEAOC
unqualified sense, therto others in a qualified sens€Metaphysics1030al7-24).
Therefore, though indicating itself relates to many possibilities, there is a hierarchy in
these possibilities: only the one that is indicating itself is equal to being itself and is the
EECEAOO ET AEAAOET C8 4EEO DPOET AEDPI A Ai1 OEOOO 1 £ OE
The primary and unqualified definitions, and ousia, belong to eity. It is true that
they belong equally to other things too, but not primarily. For if we assume this, it
does not necessarily follow that there is a definition of anything which means the
same as any description; it must mean the same as a particular #inof
AAOAOEDOEI 1 8ET 11 A 1T AMédphsicerdBoms-Aa) OAT OAO 1T &£ 611 A
4EAO Ol Tobst of BrOentifyEh&t inseparably and individually exists. Therefore,
when the ousia of a practical entity in a practical science is studied, it will neceasly
OA1 AOGA Oi OEA ET OAPAOAAT A AT A ET AEOGEAOAI A@EOOAT A
is that the ouisaof a polis, which should exactly correspond to the constitutionatelos of
the polis, is divided and separated into other suldlefinitions , such as the monopoly and
the other concepts, and thus can no longer be regarded as an individual entity.
Considering the correspondence and the meaning of the correspondence, namely, the
quality of being inseparable and individual of theousia of a practical entity, we may
homogeneously describe theousia of history. In a metaphysically interpreted science of
history, however, the difficulty z if we describe ousiabased on the interpretation of the
correspondence as above is that, rather than defining corstitution as the secondary
instancestelos,which corresponds to the primary instancesousiaof a polis, defining the
ouisa of history is the same as defining the telos of history , sincetelosor the formal
end cause of history, as the end of the developmental process of thieysisof history, is
the understandable historical knowledge in the form of historical thinking in the present
(rather than in the past), which is for its own self a dynantc essence that presents the

ousiain the sense of king itself, especially in accordance with the acting status of the

ousia namelyto ti é einai.5!

51 Again, please see section 2.2.3 for the relevance and difference betweasiaand to ti én einai;
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This argument seems a tautology in that the primary instances ajusia and the
secondary instances obuisa (presented by telos in the process ofphysig demonstrate
each other. Actually, it is due to the unique logical structure of historical thinking in the
sense that our mental experience of historical thinking has not been construed as a
metaphysically interpreted science like political science (in the Aristotelian sense). For
example, a metaphysically interpreted political science regards the constitution as the
telos of a polis. This constitution as the end of thepolis aims to reserve itself by
harmonizing the ends of the citizens and the end of its own self. By doing so, th@isis
finally actualized and presents its owrtelos, and, more importantly, can be defined by its
own ousig which corresponds to the metaphysical principle that the primary istances of
ousiacan only be grasped by the secondary instances likdysis However, on the other
hand, if we adopt the same logic into the science of history, then we will get an argument
OEAO OOEA EEOOI OEAAT ET T xlofskd Astofidal thbEng, o OA OAT
EOOAI £#6h AT A AAOOAI 1 UR OEAU OAEAO OI OEA OAI
AgAil b1 A ET xEEAE OAIT 1 OOE OOthé&dudiadf apolxd ADPAOADDC
of the secondary and the primary istances respectively.

Just as | have mentioned, this phenomenon is due to the lack of the metaphysical
construction of our mental experience of historical thinking. In political science, we have
Al OAAAU AAAT OOCET ¢ OEA AiT AAAPBOAADOOKDOORI |
but different terms, which makes these two concepts interpretable with relevance but
also with a distinction. Thoughousiacannot be defined by other definitions, and hence
OEA @didi EO A0 AAOG AIGAN ERAOGERAisEE OBIBKER GAOEAO
than the ousiaE O O A1 /Eh polE AA @ A0 AoAs® the g @ dicating itself.
However, in the science of history, in terms of investigating the logical reason for
historical thinking rather than the subjectmatters of historical thinking (as | have argued
in the beginning of this research), we have already been using the terms only in the sense

of the secondary instances, and have not found any term which can be used to indicate

the ousiaof history.

the latter emphasises the acting status of the former but cannot be referred to the secondary
instances (whereas the former can), though actually, tlyeare same in the sense of the primary
instances.

149



Primary instances: Secondary instances:

Fundamental Beingness of an physisand techn@D E O Tofa® E

entity entity
Constitution
the ousiaof a polisz the
Science of (generated from thephysisof a polis
harmonization of ends: makes the S
polis but needstechndb E Ol Itodh® E

polisactualized
reserved)

Ordnungszeit

Science of (generated from thephysisof history
the ousiaof history 7 ? S
history but needstechnd b E O| Itodh® E
known)

But it is not impossible. If the logic of the science ofistory still follows the
fundamental logic of practical science, as | highlighted in the previous chapter, then it can
be claimed that, as a counterpart of the secondary instances, namely, tite/sisof history
(Ordnungszei}, the primary instances of hisory can be indicated (rather than defined) by
A OAOI xEEAE DOAOAT 00 A OfsiaBfiaposd sEO) ADLI T
Geschehenszeityhich means the time in which history is actualized as understandable
knowledge of history in the form of historical thinking in the present and towards the
historical eudaimonia

Geschehenszeindicates the primary instances of theousia of history. It logically

requires and conducts the actualization of history in the form of historical thinking, and is

concretely presented as a developmental process in the sense of the secondary instances.

And in this sense that the essential interpretation i®utlined (though in the view of the
secondary instances, it belongs to the two interpretations gbhysisas | have claimed in
section 2.4), the interpretation ofOrdnungszeitmust be transformed into Geschehenszeit
since only by doing so can the whole perspectivef a metaphysical science of history be
outlined comprehensively, as theousiadoes not show itself to us: we have to descriptively
indicate it.

The question, though, is how? Though | have argued that the primary instances of

ousiacan be grasped by the smndary instances, and | describe the physisof history in
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the above sectionsit is still keeping itself at the other side of a gap: the gap between the
ousiaof the realities of the world (including the temporal dimension like the historical
world) and us. Please note: | state that the sides of the gap are the world ams] but | do
not state that the sides are the world anaur minds . If | investigate the logic of historical
thinking, or the philosophy of history, in the latter sense, | will inevitablyreturn to
epistemological historicization. Metaphysicsz even in a narrow Aristotelian sensez
provides us with an alternative. That is, though it cannot present itselfpusia can be
grasped by its descriptive functions €rgon) including physisandtechnd® E OT 1T As @& O
physis of history aims to provide the theoretical foundation of the science of history
beyond our knowing activities,techndD E O1 Thas@iéré relevance to us, especially to
our understanding and adjusting of theousiaof history.

In the next section, | will introduce the logic ofGeschehenszei a general scope with
regard to the function of the ousia of history . This introduction is also the preparation
for the next chapter, where | will elaborate the interpretation of thetechr& D E OT Tofo OE O

history and conduct it to the final actualization of history historical eudaimonig.

3.5.2 Descriptive function of theousiaof history: bridging the past andthe present.

Since it is theousia of history that makes a history come into bing, the shortened
DPEOAOA OOGEA &£EO1T AOCEIT 1 £ EE@@GIaOESEEOQOORAAODRAS 4O
what is the function of history? Rather than describingan ousia,as an ousia cannot be
AAEET AA AU AOEET ¢ O7 E 4k tofagk aliod ¢né functdi: Bgain, OET Ah
will clarify the metaphysical principles firstly, and then will move to the political example
as an analogue of the science of history, so that the function of history in the metaphysical
sense can be understood nre clearly.

Asahistory is an entity actualized by the combination of its formal end cause and its
material cause, namely, the combination of historical knowledge in the present and
historical events in the past, the firstquestion | should ask is®) O© OEA &£01 AOEI|
actualized complex entity presented by itselfand also by its combined element, rather
OEAT 111U AU EOOAI £ed6 4EA AT OxAO EO 118 1 AC
only by the ouisa of itself, rather than also by any combined element. The reason is, the
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other combined elementsz though they for themselves have their owrtelos since they

exist as realities in the pasiz are not the fundamental reason for the complex entity: for

the caomplex entity, at best, they are the material causes and cannot provide tleisia,

which is provided by the correspondence of theelos of the whole . This metaphysical

principle on the function of theousiacan be related to different meanings of accidentay.

In the fifth book of Metaphysics Aristotle offered two meanings of accidentality. The first

EO OEAO AAAEAAT OAI EOU OAPDPI EAO O O1 i1 AGEET ¢ AT A E
17T 0 OQndebaphysit€1025a14-15). The second and perhaps nte important one is

OEAO AAAEAAT OAT EOU EO OxEAOAOGAO AAITTT1cO O1 AAAE
ousia, like having the sum of its angles equal to two right angles belongs to the triangle;

accidents of this kind may be eternal, but none EA A&l Of AO WRdiabhisicA AT AA6 i
1025a30Ap Q8 7EAO AT AO OmisioE RN TA ACEOA TITAOEAT ARDER AT A
here shows a relatively simple case. The sum of three angles of a triangle must be 180

degrees, which must be equal to the sum ofvb right angles. However, a triangle can

never have two right angles, and thus the correspondence between these two phrases in

degrees z though it is eternalz will never account to a real triangle: a triangle having two

right angles will essentially not ke itself any longer. Similarly, in the case that historical

thinking in the present is the entity that combines itself and historical events, indeed,

historical events are in the history due to its developmental process or ifghysis and thus

can be statd OT AA OET EOOAI £#6n EI xAOAOh EEOOI OUh AO
divided, which shows that the historical events cannot share the form of the existence of

the present historical thinking. It is impossible to imagine that the historical events ithe

DAOGO AAT AT OOOA OEAO OEAU xEIl AAATT A PAOO 1 £ EE
AOAT 06h 1 O OEA OPOAOAT 68 A& O xA xET OAEA EEOOI OEA
as realties in the past tense, but this is not the reason they thusilixdefinitely become

historical thinking: they exist in the past only due to accidentality. Therefore,

AAAEAAT OAI EOU E6usi®oB1 O1 BT ADEBDAOEDO goodgpenA £OT ACET 1
EEOOI Oudh OEAO ~£EOT & By the adtuliezdenthylitse Oaln@A thed A A

understandable historical knowledge in the present, rather than by both the thinking in

the present and events in the past.
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With such a metaphysical regulation of thdunction of history, we may get a clearer
descripionof OEA AT 1 AOAOA OAT 1 OAT 08 1T &£ OEA &£O1 AGET 1
better, again, the political example can be useth the science ofpolis, the function of the
formal end cause (as the secondary instances but according to the correspondencéhwi
the primary instances ofousig), namely, the constitution of apolis, is performed as the
highest principled regulation of organizedruling of the polis. This regulation, on the one
hand, in a metaphysical sense, corresponds to the generalization of tharticularity, as |
have argued, and on the other hand, in a practical sendbat is for the purpose of
AAEEAOGET ¢ OEA /OMOAIQOAGR ATAOEt OEAAO -ruled.IOEA 0O
means that, without the highest regulation of the distribution of he power between the
ruling and the beruled, apolis will be no different to a mere assembly of citizen& the
AAOGAT OACA 1T £ xEEAE EO Ol AEOEAA AoliTEA O BOE® OH 10D
Ol AAOOOAT AET ¢cqh xEEAE /MAIGAERDG RA OBIOE QABEMA EG O A
AEOEUAT O OAU OiI ET A8 A1l A Pditics, 1061b2F.TInAtllis kiAdof OEA O
Qolish 1T O OEI BI U OEA AOOAI Al &nylbgds whith@GbasddioOh OE A
the virtues of communications and eghanges between citizens. It should be noticed that
AzifOmove EO 110 ANOAT O cryf jvy ofadlentth iét x EEA
corresponds to the metaphysical principle ophysisand aims attelos, whereas the former
indicates the practical condwetion from such aphysisto the practical applications in
nomosand in every different circumstance. Therefore, though the function of polis is
apparently performed as the highest distribution of power, it actuallydivides and
identifies and then bridges the two sides of the power (as the ruler and the beruled),
in the approach to which each of the two sidess indicated as the being of itself , in that
OA AT 1 OOEOOOEI T EO OEA paidic@dall @Ee modé oEtheédEA 1T £
distributi on and to the question what is the highest power in thgolis and what is the
telosof eachpolisd Pdlitics,1289a15-18).

In the science of history, which is conducted by the same theoretical science, the

ouisa of history performs a similar function in that it divides, identifies and then

s21 1 AOOAI Al U T £# AEOEUAT O EO 1106 ANOGAI O OEA OAO
rigorous metaphysical logic as the material cause of polis, while the former is used to describe
the disordered status of citizens without political order and thus without the differentia between
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bridges two temporal opposite sides in one temporal dimension . The pastand the
present stand on the two opposite positions of one temporal dimension of a descriptive
actuality of what has already happened and is happemj. Rather than the temporal
£ZOOOOA ET xEEAE OEA OxElIl AA EAPPATETI C8 EO AOOAT ¢
OEA OAiI bl OA1T DPAOO AT A OEA OEAPPATEI GC8 ET OEA DBOAC
is to this extent that the combination of hstorical events in the past and historical
thinking/knowledge in the present can be deepened in regard to the function of history.
For a historian, the gap betweerthe past andthe present is particularly represented as
the distance between the historicalh OAT 00 OEAO EADPBPAT AA ET OEA DPAOGO
conscious knowing of those events, the latter of which, though it cannot be generated
without historical events, does not belong to the events in the past but to the present,
since the historian can at nest consciously reenact a history in his or her present mind
(as Collingwood argued) but cannot practically perceive or even participate in the
historical events in the past.
In terms of a descriptive but also a hermeneutical study of the science of higgpthis
AEOOAT AA AT OOAODPITAO OF ' AAAT AOBO AOC@Ii AT O 11 xE/
merely grasp from history, as that:
If we are trying to understand a historical phenomenon from the historical distance
that is characteristic of our hermeneutical situation, we are always subject to the
effects of effectivehistory. It determines in advance both what seems to us worth
enquiring about and what will appear as an object of investigatiofGadamey 1979,
pp.267-268).
In this sense,the function of history can be understood as it is on a pre -given
historical path following which our contemporary understanding depends and is
prescrib ed and limited . In the restriction of the historical path, the potentiality of the
past develops into the actuality of the present in that every generated entity no matter
whether abstract or concretez is unique (Gadamey 1979, p.269) A limited finite present
ET AOOO A 1 EIEOAA ETTxETC 1T £ EEOOI OU AO A OEI OEUITIT
defines a similar consideration of the contingency of every particular situation.

But it is in the interpretation of bridging the past and the present that weprobably
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return to the different spirits of the philosophy of history, or historical thinking, which
were outlined in the beginning of this research. Though philosophers have attempted to
bridge the past and the present in hermeneutical ways such that theesent situation is
described as being determined and limited by the past, what a philosopher of history
cares about and investigates is at most the aim of and the reason for historical thinking in
the present, rather than the holistic understanding of @omplex entity involving the real
sort of past in the form of historical events. Historical thinking, or the philosophy of
history, finally investigates the present meaning of history, no matter whether the history
refers to the particular event in the pat or to the holistic perspective of itself. While a
historian essentially cares about the past (though maybe not only the past), and the
greatest principle of his or her work is projecting him or herself into those events and
regarding such events as hi®r her own practical circumstances, he or she can at best
consciously grasp the practice, in the sensm which such subjectivism projecting or
re-enactment is essentially an imagining of the pastz but with a reasonable
understanding of the present ratherthan the past. Therefore, a gap of knowing emerges
again and calls for an investigation of the different attitudes towards itself, since we can
see that merely the knowledge of chronology is not enough to reserve a stapbysisof
history: it is aways ET  OEA AT 1T £Zl EAO 1T £ A DPAOGO OAT OA «
001 AROOOAT AET ¢c88 -1 OAT OAOh OEEO CAD OA&ZI AAO
ETixeElT¢c T&£# OEA DPAOOh AOO Al Oi OEA  &£O01 AA
differentiated-disciplines, namelyOEA DBEEI T Ol PEU AT A OEA EEOOI O
EEOOI Ouéd AO Z£ZAO AO EEOOI OU AEiIi O AO OEA OA:
thinking in the present, is a philosophy of history really possible?

In this section, | have described how théunction of history is bridging the past and
the present. This functionz if the science of history is conducted by the theoretical
science z is described for understanding theousia of history, or to use my term,
Geschehenszeitt corresponds to the corespondence between the primary instances and
the secondary instances, the latter of which has been offered by tiphysisof history as
Ordnungszeit However, it can be seen thaGeschehenszeis still kept away from being

actualized, since though it can & indicated by describing its function, it is still out of our
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knowing. And this encourages us to return to the other part of the secondary instances of
the ousiaof history, namely,techré/ D E O T TwhichEelates to the knowing of history, so

that Geschkenszeitcan finally be fully actualized as historicabudamonia

3.6 Conclusion.

In this chapter, | haveoutlined the first part of the secondary instances of theusiaof
history, namely, thephysisof history. In particular, (3.2) firstly, | introduced two modern
theories of the temporal feature of history which can be conducted to our investigation of
the temporal nature of history. That temporal feature of history can be described as a
seriality of historical events in which the events are organizeés an antecedensucceed
relationship, and this further points to the conceptualization of themselves and the
theoreticalization of the history as a system. Based on this, (3.3) | then describe the
fundamental nature, namely, thephysisof history as regads the temporal nature of
history in the rigorously metaphysical sense. | name thighysisof history asOrdnungszeit,
which means the time in which historical events are organized. The demonstration of
Ordnungszeitis expanded into two parts. The first pa clarifies the logical position of
historical events as the material cause of history. (3.4) The second part clarifies the
logical reason or the nature of a historical event by distinguishing it from historical fact,
and while the latter is the necessaryondition of the former, however, it is not the direct
material cause of history. Only the conceptualized historical event that has already been
transformed from the historical fact and thus become meaningful is the material cause of
history in the strictly metaphysical sense. Finally, (3.5) | argue that, to understand the
AO01T AAT AT OAT JdudleE 1 CIEAOBAT QADAOAOGAA EEOOT OEAAI
a complex entity in full comprehensiveness, that is, to achieve the primary instances of
the ousia of history, the Ordnungszeitmust be transformed into Geschehenszegiso that the
function of history can be grasped and then this makeSeschehenszgiartly actualized. |
say O D A Ol Ibdsidds the physis of history that merely uncovers the theoretical
developmental process of history, theousia of history also needs another part which
involves the practical understanding by human beings, that isechré and PE OT | 6 OE O

which will be discussed further in thenext chapter.
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Chapter 4- Ontechréand® E Ol lofthiStéryd
the second secondary instances

4.1 Introduction.

According to what | argued in the introductory chapter, Chapter land in the
structural chapter, Chapter 2, this research as a whole aims itovestigate the relationship,
or in my opinion, the most significant spirit of historical thinking,between the historical
events that happened in the past and the historical thinking in the present . To
investigate this relationship, | have argued for a me&physical science of history as the
alternative to epistemological historicization. This metaphysical interpretation regards
the science of history as an Aristotelian practical science which is conducted by a
theoretical science, namely, metaphysics, bugtudies practical affairs like history. And
though it aims to discover the fundamental Beingness avusia of history, it must firstly
study the secondary instances of theusia The secondary instances can be divided into
two parts: physisand techné phroné Q Hliese two parts are the descriptive functions
(ergon) that indicate the ousiaof history, as far asousiacannot be defined by others but
only be descriptively interpreted.

In the previous chapter, | discussed the first part, namely, thphysisof history. |
claimed that the developmental process from historical events in the past to
understandable historical knowledge in the present, in which the former is the material
cause and the latter is the formal end cause, corresponds to thigorous metaphysical
logic of the physis of history. The physisof history, or Ordnungszeitto use my term,
presents a temporal or chronological nature as the logical process from merely historical
realities in the past to the meaningful history as a dynamic processvithin which the
generating of history is interpreted as a metaphysical result beyond the purposive
activities of human beings, though the subjest AOOGAOO 1T O OEA OAT 1T OAT OC
were created by human beings. Howevemerely staying on the netaphysical level (or the
level of the theoretical science) cannot explain why the science of history studies not only

OEA 11T CEAAI OAAOIT &1 O CATAOAOET ¢ EEOOI OUh |

generating, and the meaning of such generating them. In the metaphysical sense, this
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latter kind of question can refer to the second part of the secondary instances ofisia,
namely,techndD E O | sin€@ Ehése questions aim to research the relation between the
realities and us, rather than merely he logics of the realities.

In this sense, at the end of the previous chapter, | argued that thougbrdnungszeit
needs to be transformed intoGeschehenszefor the final actualization of history (in the
form of historical eudaimonig), thetechn@® E OT ImasOde €tudied first, since this latter
pair of concepts directly relates to the relation between history and us, which is the
necessary and logical step for the final actualization. Again, as this metaphysical research
as a whole is elaborated in accomhce with descriptive metaphysics rather than
revisionary metaphysics, this chapter will descriptively interpret the relation between
history and us. | will argue that this relation is based upon the demonstration of historical
knowing as an action which elates to the virtue techng or D E O | dr G&HO By
investigating this relationship with regard not only to the physisof history but also to the
spirit of historical thinking, not only can the whole perspective of a metaphysical science
of history be outlined, but also the fundamental reason for the philosophy of history can
be re-constructed.

In particular, as in the first section in the previous chapter, in which | presented
modern substituting theories on the temporal feature of history, | willfirst introduce (4.2)
some modern theories on the relatioship between the historical realities and us. These
theories can be viewed as a kind of historical representativisnin essence, it is a result of
the modern epistemological philosophy and furthemore, aresult of the problems of
historical knowing, just as | argued in the first chapter about the problems of historical
thinking, though historical representativism is indeed successful in enlarging our
knowledge of historical knowing as epistemologicahistoricization did. Based on this, to
achieve the advantages but overcome the problems of historicedpresentativism, | will
then move to (4.3 and 4.4) the demonstration of aractical perception of history as an

alternative interpretation of historical knowing. This practical perception of history, or

historical deliberation to use my words, which is conducted byechnéand® E OT |i® OE O

a practical application from a metaphysical interpretation of knowing as action in the

domain of the science of histoy. This interpretation contains two parts, though there is
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no strict division between the two parts. The first part (4.3) will investigate the general
positions of the practical perception and historical eudaimonia and their mutual

relevance while the seond part (4.4) will clarify the concrete form of historical

deliberation by regarding knowing as an action, along with its related virtues. By
outlining historical deliberation in regard to historical knowing, the second secondary
instance ofthe ousiaof history may be fully described, which together with the previous
chapter promotes the final actualization of theousia of history (which | have defined as

Geschehenszgiin the next and final chapter.

4.2 Modern theories on the relationship between the historical realities and udistorical
representativism.

In this section, | will introduce historical representativism as the modern
substitution of the traditional philosophies on historical knowing, thoudh strictly
speaking, traditional philosophies, as | have argued, did not develop any differentiated
discipline which could be named the philosophy of history according to the modern sense.
But that is not to say this introduction of historical representatvism is meaningless for
the metaphysical scheme of this research; rather, the historical representativism, just like
the temporal features that play the role as preliminary theories which guide the
interpretation of the temporal nature in the previous chager, provides a platform from
which our concern with or discussion on historical knowing can be initiated.

The development of historical representativism is similar to the development of
epistemological historicization, that is to say, they, as both thepglications in the domain
of history from the pure philosophy, do not synchronize with the development of pure
philosophy, but rather fall behind. The correspondence between pure philosophy, or more
exactly speaking, modern epistemology, and historical repsentativism is not limited into
any given temporal position or given group of mutually referenced theories. Therefore,
though below | will introduce pure epistemological representativism and historical
representativism respectively as two parts, | am notabout to argue for a rigorous
development from the former to the latter, since sucha development needs a given

temporal position by which the former can be precisely located with regard to the latter.
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What | am going to do, again, according to the prirle of descriptive interpreting rather
than revisionary constructing, is merely offer a relatively whole perspective of the
features of historical representativism, so that we may be clear on the reason for an

alternative metaphysical interpretation of historical knowing.

4.2.1Pure epistemological representativism in general.
It might be argued, though without any accuracy, that the concept of
representativism in philosophy for the first time wasz though not offered z explained by
Heidegger in Holzwege But the most famous and thorough interpretation is given by
Charles Taylor, who thinks that representativism is a basic and common feature of the
modern epistemological philosophies. In hisOvercoming EpistemologyTaylor, 1997,
ppl-19), by partly AAAADOET C AT A DAOOI U AOEOGEAEUEIC 21 00U
demonstrates a wider position on the essence of modern is based on the view that
OET 1T x1 AACA EO O1 AA OAAT AO Al OOAAO OADPOAOGAT OAOI
original form, it saw knowledge as the inne depiction of an outer realityo (Taylor, 1997,
p.2). In his opinion, this position is one of the unique features which argued that the
human mind participates in the being of an object since the object and humans are
informed by the sameideal form (eido9. For Taylor, modern representativism takes a
different scheme regarding the generating of knowledge. Representativism distinguishes
and then forms a relationship between the object outside ourselves as an external reality
AT A OEA OO\ GBOAET OEAA 100 1 ET AOh xEEAE T AAOOO 1
external reality. Irrespective of how differently the characterizing of the reality is (like
$AOAAOOAOGE O OAADPOEAEOI AT A +A1 080 zOABtOAAT AAT OAIT E
likely case of which is the certainty of subjectivit§8 z hold a common opinion that the
traditional construction of knowledge has failed to provide with any certainty of a
knowledge, since the informing upon subject and object given by the sare@osmerely
happens accidentally: the higher order of things and knowledge which goes beyond the
knowledge itself, but consists of the eternal and unchanging structure of such knowledge,

is achievableonly by chance8 4 EAOA &£ OAh ET 4AU1 T 08 OthehEAxh OEA 11

53 An introductory investigation on the subjectivity from Kant, Husserl to Heidegger can for the
best be sen in Carr, 1999.
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sights on what can be determined as the basic foundation of knowledge without
uncertainty in a minimum sense, so that the reality will keep its original form to the
greatest extent possible. Tis minimum sense of foundation is the human ming and in
this sense, the relation between the realities andis, as | mentioned at the end of the
previous chapter, is narrowed down to the relation between the realities andur minds .

)T 4AUIl T Odarfes dieBtdd-amoti$afichal connection between our minds and
OEA OADPOAOAT OAOEOA AAOOOAAOQETT T &£ OEA 1T AEAZ
self-given certainty is a strong incentive to construe knowledge in such a way that our
thought about the real can be distinguished from itsobjects and examined on its owa
(Taylor, 1997, p.5). In a broader view, cogito was for the first time located in the first
PAOOI T h T AT AT Uh OEA AAOI |1 O6ghd hOCEANE AADIA TIxETOI
subjgAO O) 6h AT A 11T OA EIi DI OOAT 601l uUh AO O1Ti1 AOGEE
certainty of the representation now was no longer equal to the structural categorical
character of the realities, which is denoted and determined by the higher metaphysical
presupposition; rather, the certainty of the representation totally depends on the reflexive
AEAOEOU 1T £ OEA OOAEAAOEOA O) 68

In this sense, this modern theory of the connection between our minds and the
representations might be characterized asausa suj sine it was generated by and for
itself z rather than by and for the presupposed structure. It might even be further argued
that modern epistemology inherits some traditional terms to demonstrate the new
meanings and principles. However, these inheritances fanost of the time are merely
literal: the classical meaning of the same term has been totally dismissed. Just like libes
of meaningin the translation (rather than transliterating) process from 3 z A (physi9 to
natura T O O 11T AAOT O1 AOOOAS EIT xEEBAubjechiggh O EOO
representation also lost some traditional regulations on the regulation of the certainty.
For example, in traditional philosophies, the certainty of knowing refers not only to t&
accuracy of the correspondence betweenidosand objects (which would be substituted

by the subjectiveegoand the representations in later centuries), but also to the practical

purposive ends which consider the reasondor knowing as practices. Actually this

54 Please see Section 2.2.3.
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relevance to the practical applications of pure knowing theories is also inherited by
modern epistemology. Br epistemological representativism, the selgiven feature, or
even the distorted causa suifeature, of certainty also leads to demonstratios on the
practical level, in that the selgiven should be moralized as the sellesponsibility. Then,
the selfautonomy, though the ignorance of traditional regulations and the distortion of
original meanings results in those practical demonstrations béng easily separated from
the original theoretical spirit, that is, looking for a minimum but firm standpoint for
OCOAODPET CB&. InGddAion,OtAnayifitally FeAdGo the individualized discipline of
morality, of politics, or of economy, but withait the presupposed demonstrations on the
essence of how human beings know these practical affairs. Indeed, the minimum
theoretical spirit of looking for the firm standpoint of knowing can be thought of as a
OOAADOEAAT 6 OAT AAT A Uhoweer, itAis ipbriark to irefemDed hd D OE AE O 8 N
reason why Descartes did so: at least representativism, though concerned with uncertain
possibilities, aimsfor the achievability of knowing the real world.
Taylor has also noticed the practical concerns of thepure epistemological
representativism. According to him, this practical application (whether merely a tendency
or an alreadygiven fact) of pure epistemologicalrepresentativism can be seen as three
basic features, or three featured groups of notions, that ishe disengaged subject, the
punctual self, and the atomism(Taylor, 1997, p.7). Here | will introduce them in general
and then move to their historicization results in the next subsection, as Taylor has not
CEOAT A Al AAO Agpbi AT AOGETT 1T &£ OEA 1 AOOAO8 ! AAT OAET
AEOAT CACAAGZ OBDRAL AGDA BEA ME AQOAR OEOAA AO OAOQGEITT AT O
distinguished himself from the natural and social worlds, so that his identity is no longer
to be defined in terms of what iles outside him in these world® (Taylor, 1997, p.7).
Secondly,a 1 AOOAI OAI £ OOCCAOOO OEA OEAx OEAO OEAAAII L
these worlds z and even some of the features of his own characterinstrumentally , as
subject to change and reorganizing in order the better to secure ¢hwelfare of himself
and othersd(Taylor, 1997, p.7). Thirdly, for atomism as the social consequence of the first
Oxih EO EO OAITOOOOAI 1T &£ OI AEAOGU AO Al T OOEOOOAA A
individual purposeso(Taylor, 1997, p.7).
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Generally speaking, thesenotions enhance the character of the knower as an
epistemological subject, though in two ultimately incoherent senses: on the one hand,
they endow the knower with a selfenclosed and introverted knowing process in that the
representations upon a knower canbe accurately identified in the abstraction of the
| OOOEAA xT Ol A AOO AQGEOOEI ¢ ET OEAA OEA ETT xA
ultimate aim of a knower is to know the outside world itself extrovertly, a world irrelative
Ol OEA ET1T xA8®3pPI ERABAROS ET AEAxh OEEO ADPEOOAI
the core target for modern philosophers whohave attempted to overcome or even
overturn the Cartesian epistemology and to construe a new approach to explain the
concept of knowledge. For some dhem, like Kant, and later Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and
Merleau-Ponty, that new foundation is the transcendental conditions of knowledge
(though in different ways or formats); moreover, for Dilthey and Gadamer, that new
foundation is formed by the hermenatical conditions (or more precisely,
mutual-conditions) of knowledge, by which the Cartesian epistemological separation
between subject and object, or the knower and the bknown, can be more or less
overcome.

However, irrespective of the transcendental b the hermeneutical, these new
foundations bring new schemes to overcome the featured predicaments of the Cartesian
epistemology, but are not applied to the domain of history. For an alreaebrgued example,
according to the retrospection of epistemologicalhistoricization in the first chapter,
$EI OEAU8O EAOI AT AOOGEAAI OAEAT AA xAO AAOEC
epistemological dualism in pure philosophy, which later unexpectedly led to the
intellectualized tendency and consciousnesdependent interpretation of historicity and
hence deepened the epistemological tendency of the philosophy of historfure
epistemological representativism may develop itself with a selthallenging and
self-improving process, but this process does not directly work in ta philosophy of
history. The philosophy of history, in discussing the issue of historical knowing, still

presents the featured historical representativism.

4.2.2 Historical representativism.
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Yyl OEA DOAOGEI 6O AEADPOAOh ) Iinhdoried bidéséiBe 2 EAT AOOG O
the temporal features and to further indicate the temporal nature as th@hysisof history.
Though their works do not aim at any metaphysical science of history, they still benefit
my interpretation, as they provide the preliminary theaetical works. Similarly, in this
section, | will refer to Ricoeuragain (and Hayden White) but in a broader scope to
describe the common features of the historical narrativism as an example of the historical
representativism which inherits those three fedaured notions from pure epistemological
representativism.
In the view of Hayden White, who also supported historical narrativism (though for
some specialists, he had a relatively more aggressive attitude than Ricoeur in the
demonstration of the historical narrative),s 2 EAT AO0O8 O OEOAA OOACAO 1 £
EEOOT OEAAT Al 1T OAET-tid&l AOOdHh 1 GEROONOBALIOEGUSHh AT A O
AU EEOOI OEAA

xEEAE EAOA Oi AA OOAAT 11 AAOAAS OEA

representing as the meaning of history in both the senses of reality and symbols, are

AOAT OEIT OCeE AAAT OAET ¢ OF OEA 1 AOGAO OA@GOOh OEA OI.
narrow context regarding merely the structural descriptions of the conditions of

EEOOI OEAAT ETT xI AACAh T EEA OPOAOODDI OEOQGEIT 08h OAQ
systematically studies the fundamental Beingness of an entity. In his interpretation of

2 EAT Av&rks i©which he argued his own idea but mostly expressed his agreement

xEOE 2EAT AOO8O OET OCEO 11 OEA DOET AEPAI EAAOOOA |
OEAO OEA EEOOI OEAAT 1T AOOAOEOA OAIT T ABAAG 11 OA O O
events of which it speaks than to an explanation that is only a softer version of the kind

found in the physical andsocial scienceé (White, 1989, p.50).In its broad sense,

55 According to Hugh RaymenD EAEAOAS6 O AT i1 AT Oh 7EEOA 1T AU AA AAIT T AA OF
in the sense that for him, the interrelation of text and world is impossible to determine since
everything in and of the world is actually inside the language of the world (as the representation in
4AUT T 0860 OAT OAgqh xEAOAAO 2EAT AOO OEAOAAEI OA 1T AU OOATA
interrelation is still able to be described since it is inside the world itself.See Burnsand
RaymentPickard, 2000, p.276. While in my own opinion this distinction is not big enough to
suggest different natures between the two sides. Actually, in a broader view, both the two writers
have claimed that historical narrative essentiallydiscloses the historical character even historical
legitimacy z of present life, by arguing that historical stories provide the condition or the best
AT AT T COA £ O OEA AAOOAT EOU 1T &£ POAOGAT O 1 EEAR xEEAE 1 AE
significant to the nature of historical narrative theory.
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historical narrativism does not regard its aim as very different from that of theraditional
philosophies of history, that is to say, representing a historical event in a narrative way is
to indicate the meaning of being a part of a whole history. However, it is the way the
historical event is represented and reknown by us that provides different explanations
with the seemingly similar historical concerns or knowledge, which is essentially due to
the epistemological features of knowledge.

For both Ricoeur and White, the central significance of historical narrativism is
construed upon he understandings of historical actions. It isndeedA Oi AOET A8 ADO
TT6 1TAOATU AATT1c O OEA Oi AGET AT1i1cuUuéh OE
first two of the three stages, namely, the stage stating events as a chronicle and the stage
of historicality. This significance as a bridge which refers to and unites the meaningful
EEOOT OEAAI AAOQEIT O EO A OPI1 068 &I O OEA EEO
actions provide meanings by their own consequences; however, they hate be grasped
together so that such meanings are meaningful as a whole and to the whole, which is
affected by the configuration through the instrumentality of the plot. Herethe plot refers
to the holistic view that a plot is meaningless for a separatekistorical action unless the
plot comprises the same kind of such actions in a plural form, so that similar or
categorically identical actions can be composed into a whole development of the plot. And
then, as the most important virtue for the narrativists such a plot must be described only
by narratives to make its own self meaningful.

But being meaningful to whom? Even though the plot, as a comprehensive narrative
of relevant historical actions and events, is the significance of historical knowledge, can
OEOO EO EO Oi AATET CmEOI 6 OF OEA ETT xAOh EO
narrative a kind of historical representativism. It is on this issue that | can emphasize that,
for Ricoeur, historical narrative is essentially a category ofymbolic discourse Ox ET OA
principal force derives neither from its informational content nor from its rhetorical
principle defines the nature of their work as the secalled philosophy of history differing
from other historiographies. It also principally regulates that either a sociakcientific

study of material history or a StraussianLeo Strauss)interpretative study of the history
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of political philosophies is no lorger an appropriate approach for considering historical
realities as historical knowledge in our minds, since historical realities cannot be grasped
directly but can only be represented by narratives through creating a holistic meaning of
the separated indvidual meanings. This does not directly respond to the particular
inquiries of an individual historical action in the past but generates a symbol
representing its image uponour minds in the present . Therefore, though White argued
that for Ricoeur, the historicality @an only be indicatedh 1T AOAO AA OADPOAOAT OAA A
(White, 1989, p.52) the spirit of historical narrative is on the same level as
epistemological representativism in that it is concened with the uncertainty of knowing
history and tries to minimize the foundation of the certainty into a smaller structure of
the symbolized meaning, which is also ultimately incoherent again. On the one hand, this
kind of historical representativism becanes a symbolof the abstraction inside the
individual knowing mind but representing the outside historicality, whereas on the other
hand, it is meaningful only regarding the extrovertly knowing of the outside historical
xI O1T Ah O11 AOO O EBma@ only itoAhk linkidl endedihgdupod Aigiedy but
also to the present daily life, since we, the knowers of history, are in the preserthe
history for the knower in the past of such a history cannot be known as history any
longer, as it was the present for them. Only the knower for themselves outside and
behind a history, namely, in the present, can be called the knower of such a history.

Furthermore, in particular, historical narrativism as a kind of historical
representativism also presents the featted notions of epistemological representativism
but in an implicit way, and, further, develops the first two features into a different third
notion, which still presents an atomism character but not as a social consequence of the
first two; rather, the third is endowed with a temporal dimension.

For the first two features, the subject in a historical narrative is disengaged and plays
a partly punctual role, though it is not distinguished from the natural and social worlds in
an original Cartesian sense, ste the language of these worlds has been simultaneously
AT OO0OOAA AT A AEAOAAOAOEUAA AU OEA OOAEAAO8 4EAOD
early works, where the subjective as a knowing agent must employ the individual human

consciousness in a hermengtic position, the participation of a subject in a narrative
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structure does not necessarily have influencever or totally change the metaphorical
nature of history, since history has already been interweaved with fiction in terms of
them both having beenrepresented in time and both have represented the actual life of
the presentz a life with history as a symbol rather than reality. A subject attempting to
describe a historical reality will inevitably find that he or she for his/her own self is
essentiall AEOAT CACAA &£OT 1 EEOOI OUh OET AA OAU OE
mean the fundamental structure, ontological as well as epistemological, by virtue of
which history and fiction each concretize their respective intentionalities only by
borrowinC A£0T I OEA ET OAT QRitokuh 1988(p1181)[ Ao, inHehms ofOE A 06
the partly punctual role, historical narrativism regards symbolization as an instrument
(though rather than the pure epistemological representativism, it is relatively indiret
OCOAOPS EO ET A AOI AA OAT OA A OOAEAAOEOA Ab
the one hand, is presented as an instrumentally changing and reorgairig, which is done
by the subject in the Cartesian epistemological case, and on the other hand, is expanded
as an active but still instrumental understanding in the historical narrative case, since it
still follows the basic principal spirit about representing the distinguished world of
reality in the reflective world of thel ET A8 )T 7EEOA8O x1 OAORh O) 1 «
embodied in the historical narrative, human beings have a discursive instrument by
which to assert (meaningfully) that the world d human action is both real and
i UOOAOCET OOBOEAO xEAO AATTT O AA Agpl AETAA EO
and that, finally, this understanding is nothing other than its representation in the form of
A 1 A O QuihGeE 19805p.54)

The conseuence of the first two notions in historical representativism is more
complex than the third notion of pure epistemological representativism. It presents two
essentially incoherent characters in different dimensions. On the one hand, like the
epistemological representativsim, historical narrativism also presents an atomism
character. Every understanding of a historical event for its own sake is given only for itself,
which means that no matter whether the event is real or mysterious, a historical event

without a subjective understanding is meaningless to the narrative especially in the
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case of social contexts, just like the social result of pure epistemology. It is not relatied
the willingness of subject rather, it has been given a description of thetate of
individuality of the knowing issues under a historical narrative structure: a subjective

knower does not need to know every detailed reality of every event to grasp the meaning

I £/ EEOOT OUh OET AA OEA OGCOAODJ bée®syrdlize€dds OEA xET 1 A

both real and mysterious for the understanding of the whol&¢ Therefore, based on the

position of a single event, the existence of such an event will not necessarily affect the

Oi OOOEAAS OOAEAAOEOA ET i x Edngabed hit hot rédeddily AADAT AG i1

isolated) individual being of its own self.

But on the other hand, such atomism is not so firm in terms of its broader temporal
AETI AT OETTh OETAA EEOOI OEAAI 1T AOOAOGEOA OI 600h
001 OEi AAEAOAIT GHBA G | EAN ¢O OAWHd, A, EQ)Blist&icad A1 A£S
narrativism, though it has different principles, shares a common view with the
hermeneutical philosophy of history such that the narratives should be regarded as the
manifestation in the discourse of a specific kind of time&onsciousness or stncture of
time, by which history is reduced to a preliminary field as the condition oftudies of
time rather than an individual discipline in which the science of history is investigated
causasui O( EOOT OEAAI EOU EO A OOOOAGOMEI1aE, AA T O
p.51). It is no longer a science in accordance withhysisin the sense of seltausing.

Through symbolizing the discursive structure between events in the past and
understanding in the present, historical narrative represents higstrical events in
reproducing the processes by which they were produced in the past, and asserts such
reproducing in the understanding which happens right now to the knower in the present.

It is inevitably demonstrated that even historical narrativism, or hstorical
representativism in the broad sense, is an investigation betweeihe past andthe present

rather than merely historical events in the past In addition, historical narrativism cannot

be fundamentally distinguished from any analytical philosophiesof history which also

>
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56 For pure philosophy, such knowing of reality may depend on the transcendental principles;
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semi-objective (in a hermeneutical sense) historical events in the past. This is the reason
we say the atomism is presented in a different wa For historical narrativism, this does
not suggest a plain society of individual historical events which exist meaningfully only
for their own selves, though it could be that; rather, the significance is that it suggests a
temporal chain relating historical events to the present life by claiming that the historical
events inside their own past were meaninglesg though for their own sakes, they existed
for individual purposes (as they had happened)! Therefore, we have a temporal atomism,
the essence of with is that the individual purpose of the existeestatus of a historical
event is distinguished from the meaning of such a historical event, rather than the
atomism of pure epistemological representativism that describes only the plain state of a

constituted societye?

4.2.3 Problems of historical representativism.

These three featured notions, that is, the historical disengaged subject, the reserved
punctual self, and the temporal atomism, comprise the general perspective of historical
representativism. By outlining its general features, it can be further claimed that,
regarding the issue of historical knowing, historical representativism essentially aims to
look for a non-temporal condition of the historical knowledge for the temporal knower in
the present Though historical representativism has successfully elaborated the theories
on historical knowing in the sense that they have expanded the scope and range of the
relation between subjectivity and historicity by considering history as a temporal
collective notion in the counterpart in accordance with individual consciousness, these
theories interpret mostly subjectivity and apply subjectivity to a historical dimension,
rather than interpret the concept or notion of history independently. Therefore, histortal
knowing is construed only on the given and limited temporal position when we are
mentally thinking about history, namely, the rigorous present, and is ruled out from the
time when the historical event actually happened, namely, the past. Under the some of

historical representativism, the significant spirit or the final aim of the philosophy of

57 Though some philosophers of history, like Koselleck, may argue (by referring to St. Augustine)

that it is because the meaning of history lies outside and beyond history itself that human beings

OCAET A EOAAAT I 1 £ EIT 0herdniadtidraBd sufferifd, froviBiighAimODE A OA
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history moves from the essence of history or historical knowing to the essence of the
subjectivity. In short, historical representativism makes the relation beween historical
realities and us narrow down to the relation between historical realities andour minds .

Is a metaphysical science of history concerning historical knowing an alternative? It
may deserve a try. It has been argued that for Cartesian repregativism, the
restructuring of cogito essentially characterized the knowing action as the secondary and
external end of the primary subjectega Meanwhile a metaphysical science of history if
it corresponds to the traditional task or the spirit of philosophy and also historical
thinking as | have claimedz may get beyond the dispute betweerogito and egg, since it
aims to reinvestigate the relation between historical realities and us rather than our
minds. With regard to ourselves rather than merely ouminds, this kind of philosophy of
history must refer to certain practical sciences, like the science of ethics and the science
of polis, since these practical sciences have provided a systematic and internal
mutually-related or internal mutually-dependent demonstration of our fundamental
OA1 AGET1T OiF OEA xi1 OIl Ah xEEAE ET Al OAAO OEA
OEA xi Ol A8 )1 OEEO OCOAOPEI Cd xi Ol AR EOBI Al
namely, either techné for producing or B E OT 1fad @r&ctsing. And | will argue that
historical knowing is an action that appliesD E O1 Tbat @lBoCconcernstechnéin the

domain of history.

4.3 General positions of the practical perception and the historicatudaimoniaand their
mutual relevance.

In this section, | will demonstrate the first part of a metaphysical interpretation of
historical knowing (though the clarification between the first and the second part is not
so rigorous). | will argue that some concepts, likehe practical perception and the
historical eudaimonia,serve the whole structure of the metaphysical science of history,
which corresponds to my argument that theousiaof history in the primary instances can

be indicated only by the secondary instances includinghysisand technd D E OT ] theO E O

AAOEA C(
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practices.
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Before elaborating the demonstrations, | will emphasize again tham of the science
of history (not the aim of history) as, though with regard to the theoretical or
metaphysical knowledge, a practical science:
Our present study [the practical science], unlike the other branches of philosophy,
has a practical aim (for we are not investigating the nature of virtue for the sake of
knowing what it is, but in order that we may become good, without which result our
investigation would be of no use), we have consequently to carry our enquiry into the
region of conduct, and to ask how we are to act righthbpnug; since our actions, as
we have said determine the quality of our dispositions. (Nicomachean Ethics
1103b26-29)
This quotation may be a good introduction to the aim of practical sciences. Practical
sciences aim to benefit the knower rather than merely increase their knowledge. That is
to say, as a practical science, the science of history also aims not only to achieve historical
ETT xI AACA AOO AiI 01 OF AATAEEO OEA ET T xAO8 ) A
AO A OEEOOI OEAT 8h OEAT ) 1006 £FOOOCEAO AAEET A
Of course, this logical process must be done step by step. | need to investigate some
fundamental concepts to locate the meaning of the knowing with regard to history, and
also some logical movements from these concepts to a harmonizing concept thahdies
the benefit to historical knower, namely, historical eudaimonia In particular, | will
investigate (1) the characteistics of the practical perception by distinguishing it from the
mathematical perception, (2) its relevance toeudaimonia,(3) the position of historical

eudaimoniafor the science of history as a practical science, (4) the general route, namely,

the deliberation, regarding practical knowing of the historicaleudaimonia

4.3.1Characteiistics of the practical perception.

As | have argud in the second chapter, practical science is a science conducted by the
application of the virtue ® E O Thudt @l$6 @orresponding to theoretical regulations like
metaphysical presuppositions of ousia the latter point of which means the former
argument of the virtue B E OT Tisoc@nEetnhed with not only particulars or particular

circumstances but also the knowledge of unchangeable universals, though the virtue of
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D E Ol 1studes Gnly the particulars. In a famous section ofNicomachean Ethics
Aristotle demonstrated the characters ofD E O TwithOrEgard to the perception by
distinguishing it from the characteiistics of theoretical knowledge épistémé):
And it is clear that D E OT TisorOtEtie same asepistémé for, as said above, it
apprehends ultimate particular things, since the thing to be done is an ultimate
particular thing. 0 E OT T tide® Kténds opposite tonols. For no(s apprehends
definitions which cannot be proved bylogos whereas B E O1 1déafd Endh the
ultimate particular thing, which cannot be apprehended byepisténé but only by
perception : not the perception of the special senses, but the sort of intuition
whereby we perceive that the ultimate figure in mathematics is a triangle
(Nicomachean Ethigsl142a2329; bold is made byme).
Also, as | argued in the third chapter, the@hysisof history is the theoretical approach of
investigating the epistémé of the science of history, which presents the knowledge of the
unchangeable universals as a theoretical grasp of thausia of historical entity. If the
science of history is a practical science which is essentially established by the virtue of
D E Ol [sind@ Baih the researcher and the subjeanatter of research action are human
beings or human affairs, then the science dfistory cannot be completely apprehended

only by the knowledge ofphysis,but must involve the perception that directly indicates

particular things regarding theoretical knowledge, justikeh O1 OOA | OEOOT 01 A6 O A

what intuition does to a triangle (theoretical knowledge about what is a triangle in the
universals plus the practical perception about how a particular triangle comes into being
in different particular cases), though the knowledge ofphysisis necessary for the
understandings of notonly ttA  OAT AOEOAT U Al AECOI 60 Oi AAT ET ¢cO6h
presuppositions as a condition of the practical perception.
Here, one other issue deserves more attention. From the above, it can be seen that
Aristotle made an analogy between the practical peeption and the mathematical
perception, and they both perform in a particular sense by involving themselves in the
particular constructions of solving problems in every circumstance. No matter how
similar they are, however, they differ in their essential ens and natures, which have been

discussed not only by Aristotle. On the one hand, for Aristotle and his disciplines
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differentiae, as one of the three theoretical sciences (metaphysics, sciencephjsisin a
narrow sense, and mathematics), mathematics uthately aims at the unchangeable
universal principles, whereas the practical perception aims at the ultimate goal of
practical science, namelyeudaimonisch OEA EECEAOO CiiT A 1T £ EOI AT
we want to know how the practical perception waks in the science of history, we must
investigate how it relates toeudaimoniaespecially in the relatedness with history. On the
other hand, some of the modern philosophers of history have also expressed an identical
(or perhaps more extreme) concern regrding history as involving the practical
perception against the mathematical perception. For example, Collingwood claimed that
Historical thought has an object with peculiarities of its own. The past, consisting of
particular events in space and time whih are no longer happening, cannot be
apprehended by mathematical thinking, because mathematical thinking apprehends
objects that have no special location in space and time, and it is just that lack of
peculiar spatio-temporal location that makes them knovable (Collingwood, 1946,
p.5).
It can be seen that for him, mathematics studies the universal things which do not need to
be located in a certain position or circumstance, whereas history must be known in

particular, as well as the science of history, asdristotelian practical science.

4.3.2 The relevance of the practical perception teudaimonia

By distinguishing the practical perception from the mathematical or the other
perceptions, how we can investigate the practical perception further by relating it to
eudaimonia namely, the highest happiness, sinadaimoniais the ultimate and best end
(Nicomachean Ethics 1094a1416 and 1176b3031), and also the unconditional end
(Nicomachean Ethics1097b1 and 1139b14) of all the practical sciences and of ourselves
Similarly, eudaimonia also applies two dimensions of itself.Eudaimonia should be
understood in both senses of a concept regarding theoretical universals, and of a concept
applying to every particular circumstance to which every internal practical action aims.

Some could argue that if | want to investigate such relevance between the practical

perception and eudaimonia especially in the science of history, | have to clarify the
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definition of eudaimonig irrespective of whether or not it is a proper concept for

historical science. However, whether in terms of history or not, definingeudaimonia

rather than describing it is still a distorted understanding of the practical perception and

practical sciences. In fact, in Aristotelian philosophy, the practical perception is a

perception not of any specific object (the productive perception is of this), but of the

route towards to the object , of the route which involves both universals and particulars,

AT A OOAE A OiI OOA OEADPDAT OdbhinOdheiself REeke, WRAEAA OGS O
p69)8 &I O A@AiI i Ah OOAAT OAOCEERA]I @B Al A AGBEAT OED
good of a subject, but the practical perception involved here is not the perception of

health, but rather, is the perception ofhow to recover, namely, the perception of

medicines, or of a balanced diet, or of a healthier éifstyle. Therefore, if the practical

perception aims at the ultimate goal of practical science, nhamelyudaimonia it does not

aim at the eudaimoniaitself, but aims at theroute towards eudaimonig and the question

of what is eudaimonia in history should be properly transformed into what is the

position of eudaimoniain history, so that the investigation of the knowing of historyz as

a practical perceptionz can be directed by such a position, since in a broad sense, all the

practical sciences are diread to eudaimoniain certain ways.

Now | will develop this question further in two steps. Firstly, | will describe what

DAC
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position in the knowledge system can be desiptively located; then, | will demonstrate

how we can know that position in relation to historical perception as a concept of
historical deliberation. After thesesteps, | will discuss the different virtues of the steps of
historical knowing and how they sipport understanding the gap between history and the

science of history in the next section.

4.3.3The position of historical eudaimonia

By indicating and describing historical eudaimonig | am not asking for a

i AOAPET OEAAI AT A 1T & EEOOIOU j1EEA (ACAI 80 77101 A

speaking, in the sense that it could cause misunderstandings in another way, by referring

to historical eudaimonia,l am refusing an objectiveapproach of regulating the aim of
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historical science. Actually, according to my main argument about the distinction between
historical events in the past and the science of history or historical thinking in the
present, historical eudaimoniais not only for the good of historical people or events in
the past which no longer exist, buts also for the good of the understandings of such
history, of the understandings that currently come into being in the present, namely, of
the historians and the philosophersof history in the present, and in a broad sense, all the
human beings in the present who inherit the setknowledge of themselves from their
historical ancestors. Though in the previous chapter, | demonstrated that history for its
formal end cause is thesubjectmatter of the science of history, and in accordance with
the physisof the science of history, it must be clarified again that, rather than what | have
argued as historical events in the past, a common usage ofAdAi | AA OEEOOI OU EI
for its own self, essentially the historical fact in my words rather than the understood
historical events. It is not the immediate material cause, but merely the necessary
condition of the material cause. This argument is derived from the previous chaptérhe
ATi11T17T OOACA 1T &£ OEEOOI OU ET OEA DPAOOSBHh 1 AT AI
DOAI Ei ET AOU x1T OE T &£ OEA OAEATAA ET OEA DPOAOG!
is the preliminary semi-science just like the observational work inNaturwissenschaften
whereas the science of history investigating the whole formal end of history is, for its own
self, a holistic Geisteswissenschaftesince it calls for cognitive interference, namely,
humansGown minds on the whole, and human beings im temporal dimension. The
socAAT 1 AA OEEOOI OU ET OEA DPAOOS EOOAI £ 1 AOAO
concerned with the present. Therefore, when historicaéudaimoniais mentioned, it must
be the eudaimonia for the science of history which isconcerned with both the
development of history from material events to the formal end and the good of the
investigation of such a development, the former of which is @ausa suprocess according
to physiswithout artificial interference, the latter of which is taken by us in the present
rather than our ancestors in the past.

/T OEEO PIETOh #111ETCxiTAh ACAETHh 1T AU AA
OEA OAEATAA 1T &£ EEOOI OU AOA O OEA EAAO OEAO
wri tings, though sometimes his thought on the nature of historical knowledge may seem
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ambivalent. On the one hand, iThe Idea of Histolg EA AOCOAA OEAO OEEOOI OU E
seltET 1T x1 AACAoh AT A OEAO OOEA OAlI OA ddameBEOOI OU EO Ol
OEOO x E A O(CdlidgivoodE 1946, p.10) In a later section, he regulated this

argument further to state that such seHET T x1 AACA EO 11 0 ETT1T x1 AACA 1 &

T AOOOA 1T O 1T/ OEA T ETAh AT 1 OEOOET C sknaingAAT ET C AT A
faculties, his thaight or understanding or reasom (Collingwood, 1946, p.205) On the
other hand, however, inThe New Leviathanhe argued that thought (with reason) and
mind (with feeling and emotion) overlap each other(Boucher, 1989, p.111) Bven in The
Idea of History he demonstrated such a point in an ambivalent attitude by arguing that
OEEOOT OEAAT ETT x1I AACA AT OAEI O OEA OOOAU 1 &£ 1 ETAS
OAAAT O1 U Ai AOCAA A0 Al @®BQuher]1089p. Q) whEh @ild T £ OET OCEO
suggest a possible study of history in the form of feelings or emotions before modern
historical science in the form of thought emerged. | should investigate these arguments in
different levels in relation to eudaimonia

Initially, it can be said OEAOh &1 O #1111 ET ¢cxi1 1T Ah OmeA OAEAT AA 1
PEEI T Ol PEU T £ EEOOI OU8 zmimanErEtkie prederd WO Gtude DT OEAAO A |
history, not a man in the past or in historical eventg with the same thing that an ethical

eudainonia provides to the man even without any historical dimension, that isthe

completeness of deliberating life conducted by the faculty of reason . However, for

O

#1 11 ETCx11 AR EO EO AOA Oi EOO AEZAZAOAT O OI A
presuppositions that the philosophy of history may not be the same as ethicalidaimonia

at least at the initial stage. In hisAn Essay on Metaphysieghere his thoughts on the

relation between history (actually, the science of history; Collingwood did nostrictly

distinguish between these two terms) and metaphysics were expressed more clearly,

#1T 11T ETCxITA OOCCAOOAA OEAO Oi AOAPEUOEAOG EO OEA
presuppositions have been made by this or that person or group of persons, on this or

that occasionor group of occasions, in the course ofhis or that piece of thinkingd

(Coallingwood, 1969, p.47)which indicates further that, for him, metaphysics is ultimately

A EEOOI OEAAI ADPPOI AAEh AT A OEA OAAOI 1 OOA DPOAOCODDI
range of time or limited age, rather than presenting the absoluteness beyond the
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limitation of circumstances (in a classical metaphysical sense of presenting unchangeable
universal principles which can be applied to any time and any place). Like Haskell Fain
x ET OOOAEAO #IT 11 ETCxT 1T A0 AAAE OOnordthan AOEAC
#1 11 ETCxITA8O0 1T x1 DEEITOI PEEAAI ET OAOPOAOEOA
OEAT OEOOO EAOA AOEOEAEUAA OEAOh AOAT steEl O OE.
not clear whether the absolute presuppositions are for an age in the past (which makes
EEO Oi AOAPEUOGEAOS OI OEi AGAT U EEOOI OEAAI gqh 1
makes his suggestion of researching metaphysics in historical methods nst crucial)
(Fain, 1970, p.61)

Collingwood regarded metaphysics as an inevitable mental development toward
historical research and hence suggested that there is no rank of knowledge among them,
whereas | have assumed that the science of history is a ptaal science which studies
practical affairs but also deals with metaphysics as conductions, and hence, the
metaphysical principles have priorty to the science of history. But we are still benefitting
AOT T #T1T1ETCxI 1T A80 AOCOI Athddgh his predonditidrOof &€ O E E (
science of history is totally different from ours. As Fain argues, concerning the
self-knowledge of human beings as the aim of historical study, Collingwood may regard
EEO PEEIT Ol PEU -4 ARRO Ci EORUE EAXE DA AGEDOOWmIEE AO A
philosophy of history concerns itself with criteria of intelligibility of the concepts that
historians use in their atempts to make sense of historg(Fain, 1970, p.68%8 and in the
OAT OA OEAO OEkhowkdyéd 114 EEOOO @A MOAOGAT OO0 AT A«
as eudaimonig namely, thedeliberating completeness . The deliberating completeness
provides the conduction, the aim, and the criteria of serials to the secondary intelligible
concepts of human beings, rdter than, reversely, the partial or necessarily insufficient
knowledge to the firstorder concepts of human beings. By arguing the criteria of
intelligibility and first -order, Fain suggests that,

Criteria must be fulfilled for the intelligible application of concepts or, for short,

criteria of intelligibility. Any positive inquiry, be it mathematics or history, is

characterizable in terms of a certain set of concepts it employs; the philosophy of

58 Also seepp.59-61.
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mathematics, accordingly, consists in the formulation and dique of the criteria of

intelligibility of mathematical concepts, and the philosophy of history consists in the

formulation and critique of the criteria of intelligibility of historical concepts (Fain,

1970, p.40).
And that,

If one defines philosophy in terms of what professional philosophers are up to, then

EO I ECEO ETAAAA OAAI 11 OA APODOAROCAAGLECKRAOR DPEEI

concern for the intelligibility of criteria, perhaps, rather than for the criteria of

intelligibility. Yet professional philosophy does become sterile when contact is lost

with those first-order concerns about intelligibility that are the most essential

ingredients of the philosophyof OT | AOEET ¢ 8 7EAO ) -iEODAGO6OAOI AA

philosophy must feed on firstorder philosophical concerns, on the attempts to

£l Of 01 AGA AOEOAOEA 1T &£ ET OAITECEAEI EOU ET OEA E

cytogeneticistare sometimes vitally involved in the task of formulating the criteria of

intelligibility of some of the concepts that make up their respective fields. And when

they are, they are doing philosophy in a primary sensg@-ain, 1970, pp.5859; Italic is

original).
From the above, it can be seen that Fain makes an important distinction between fiestd
secondorder philosophy by differing the criteria of intelligibility from the intelligibility of
criteria. It seems that the philosophy of history belongs to the second one since most of
such philosophies adopt the concepts from the firsorder philosophy and apply them to
the research of intellectual history and even material history. However, just like
Collingwood, who investigated metaphysics as a firsirder philosophy by applying
historical methods and thus regulated the aim of metaphysics as lomlg for the
uniqueness of a given period of time in history, if a historian wants to investigate those
essential concepts which constitutionally consist of the history of ideas (which even in a
minimum sense is one of the subject matters for a historian)ye or she will inevitably
discuss the essential concepts of history itself, and in the sense in which he or she will
start to discuss the firstorder concepts of history, since such concepts of history generate

the criteria of historical intelligibility: w hat can be regarded as history, and what cannot

178



be.

But we should be carefulNot only the essential function, but actually, the structural
function of both general ethical eudaimonia and the Collingwoodian aim of the
philosophy of history are the same, sice they both make preceding theories aiming at the
final purposive end. However, | cannot demonstrate this homogeneity by arguing this,
because this coincidence happens merely accidentally, and this does not support the idea
that the natural development pocess of each can also coincide with each other. Thus, it is
not good evidence regarding the homogeneity of the two theories, and we must not
benefit by distorting the original meanings of both Aristotle and Collingwood.

Therefore, in the sense of the esstial function, eudaimoniaperforms at the same
level as self-knowledge as the aim of the philosophy of history, as both of them are the
concepts of the firstorder philosophy providing the criteria of intelligibility. By arguing
so, it is clearer for usthat eudaimoniais not a narrowed concept inside the domain of
ethics; rather, it is functionally the same to history: what can be regarded as history, such
as a good life in ethics, and what cannot be, and finally, how we can apprehend such a
history as the ultimate good life.The discussion othemes and concepts like theseneans
the philosophy of eudaimonia which looks like a seconébrder philosophy of ethics, will
also inevitably investigate the firstorder principles, which calls for the knowledge of
metaphysics (except thistimeE O EO Oi AOAPEUOEAOS AO OEA EECE
OEAT OEA #I111ETCxiI T AEAT EEOOI OEAAT O AOAPEL
eudaimoniaand the position of the sekknowledge of history are the same, dce this
mean that the deliberating completeness of life is equivalent to the sdthowledge of
history? In other words, since ethicaleudaimoniais achieved by deliberation, does this
mean that historical eudaimoniais achieved by deliberation as well? If & what is the

deliberation in history?

4.3.4 Deliberation foreudaimonia and historical deliberation for historicaleudaimonia
In the previous subsection, | demonstrated that the position of historicabudaimonia
and the position of ethicaleudaimoniaare in the same sense regarded aonducting the

route towards eacheudaimoniarespectively rather than presenting a concrete form of

179



what each is respectively. Now | will specifically investigate how the concept of

deliberation plays a role in the practcal perception of history, namelythe role of sucha

route towards historical eudaimonia This demonstration will start from a general
AAOAOEDPOETT 1T &£ AAI EAAOCAOEI 18 4EAT EO xEIT 11 06A O
argument on emotion being excluded EOT | EEOOI OEAAI ETT x1 AACAh Al
argument on emotion being embedded in deliberation. Finally, it will provide us with a

full perspective of historical deliberation as the practical perception in historical

dimension. This, the logical position othe historical deliberation, will support the next

demonstration about its concrete form.

(1) General description.
I have argued that practical sciencstudies only the particular practical affairs but is
concerned with both the theoretical knowledge of universal principles and the
particular affairs; but | have not clearly demonstrated that practical science is concerned
with both by what. Here | do not mean the subject matters of practical science; rather,
relating to the reasoning capacity or thelogos of human beings, | am going to
demonstrate that based on what faculty practical science can work. For Aristotelian
PDEEI | Ol PEEAOh OEEO OxEAO08 EO AAI EAAOAOGEIT T h OEI OCE
faculties like emotion are also related.
As | have argued above, in seeking a route ®udaimonig the practical perception is
distinguished from the mathematical perception, which lacks deliberation. For the
perception of purely theoretical affairs (like physi9, there is no room and no need for
deliberation, since irrespective of whether such affairs are known by human beings or not,
they will keep their unchangeable and principal forms. However, for the practical
perception and human affairs, as the ultimate end of human practice éidaimonia there
must be something conducting the perception towards this ultimate end which calls for
AT OE OEA ETT x1I AACA | Aeuddmdi®OA; TEAO AODBA OEAREIOGERA OA(
ETT xI AACA T &£ EOO i AOCAPEUOGEAAI DPI OEOEITq AT A OEA
AOGAOU AEOAOI OOAT AAG j1TAI A1l Uh OEA DPOAAOGEAAI DPOOAAI
AAAT OAET ¢ O1T ' OEOOI OAIl E AlDelibdtakon finGslabiivErdaoh AO 2 AAOA
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action in accordance with deliberation and vith the wish that originates itd (Reeve, 1992,

p.70).

(2) Does historical emotion belong to historical deliberation?

However, it is not enough to clarify some detailed logics of the deliberatiowhich is
about to be applied to historicaleudaimoniaor historical self-knowledge in terms of the
following two issues. Firstly, deliberation is also concerned with irrational things and
even regards them as the natural conditions of reason. Secondlywaver, such irrational
things merely concern themselves with rather than further studying the necessaries by
historical deliberation, so that historical eudaimoniaor historical self-knowledge also is
merely concerned with the irrational things but for its own self excludes the irrational
things.

For the first one, deliberation can probably be positioned into the logical chain of the
practical perception as acausa suifaculty of human beings in accordance witlphysis
since this concept is practically conerned with the theoretical regulations of action. By
action are the same, namely, the agent him or herself, and that deliberation is done by and
for the agent. Hovever, this selfcausing character of deliberation does not mean that
deliberation is necessarily the most fundamental faculty of an agegtthough it could be
the highest. In the second chapter, where the fundamental relevance between the
practical and thetheoretical science has been demonstrated, | discussed the Aristotelian
sense of the differences between animals and human beings, one of which denotes that
AAT EAAOCAOGETT AO A O1 ENOA £AA Gustarthé s&ul gthé AT 6 O
human rather than the body of the human; and more importantly, it serves the
eudaimoniarather than the immediate good. However, human beings liviheir lives by
using both their rational and irrational faculties, which means that before the rational
deliberation achieves the ultimate goal, a person must satisfy him or herself with primary,
irrational, and immediate goals, like basic living needs, by applying $ior her irrational

faculties. There must be something initiating the deliberation and belonging to the basic
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primary faculties of human beings, so that the logical chain of deliberation as the practical
perception is complete. On this point, Aristoteliarphilosophy provides us with a concept
which used to be very common but is rarely seen in the modern historical theories
involving human reasoning, that is, emotion. Indeed, it is not common for modern
philosophers of history, even for modern philosophers bgeneral philosophy. For example,
as mentioned above, Collingwood argued that historical sekinowledge can be achieved
only by thought, that is,by using the faculty of reason, rather than by feelings or emotions.
Emotion, at least in hisThe Idea of Hi®ry, does not play a significant role in the process
of historical knowing. Actually, Aristotle also did not directly apply emotion to the
knowing action, but he endowed the concept of emotion with more engagements as a
natural condition of the generatingprocess of deliberation. For Aristotle, emotions are
provoked by situations that are conceived as threats or insults, which help peopleew
their situations as more problematic and hence call for deliberation to deal with such
problematic situations. Inother words, though indeed it is deliberation that immediately
confronts every circumstance, if we do not have emotions, we cannot apply such
deliberation to the first step since we cannot feel the urgency of dealing with a problem. It
is emotions that inttially correspond to the practical perceptions, because they essentially
involve the desire of knowing further, though they apparently involve sensations and
feelings5960

However, secondly, historical deliberationz though | have clarified the character of
deliberation as selfcausing, | have not clarifiedhistorical deliberation as soz does not
need emotion as a necessary condition: it can be a natural condition since it presents a
natural faculty of human beings, but this does not mean it has to be nesasy for the
rational faculties to study knowledge. If | suppose that emotion is not merely a natural

condition but a necessary condition of historical deliberation, then it may lead to the

59 EEA 2AAOA OOCCAOOA AME ) EldiddhERdiueddf charactbrieuie@deA O1T 1T O
another, and he [Aristotle] defines the virtues of character as states or dispositions regarding
AAAT ET cO86 2AA0Ah pwwgh x¢8
60 Somehow, on this issue, at least iheviathan Thomas Hobbes also regarded feelings and
emotions as the first step of further perception (no matter whether such later perception is
OAOEI T Al 1T O EOOAOEITAI qh xEEAE ET A AOI AA OAT OA ApPDPI E/
though indeed he aOAT DOAA O OOOOAOOOAI T U AEAI T AT CA 1 OEOOI O1 Ad
AAOOAO T &£ DI 1T EOEAO j A0 EA Apbded bficend dause an& 0d@al 01 AGO0 1 AOAO
cause of a state but totally refused the final caustelosof a state).
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result that, to develop historicaleudaimoniain the sense of thepractical perception, we

need to investigate historical deliberation, and to develop historical deliberation, we need

to investigate emotions in the knowing of histories (at least the possibility). This means

we need to find out whether emotions can be apied to the knowing process of history,

and then, we must askCanx A AA AxAOA 1T &£ OEA OAI 1 OEIi 108 1 A

this question, are we suggesting a sympathy between ourselves in the present and the

people in the past? The answers to theseugstions are no. We cannot be so and we are

not doing so, as far as (and it can be seen | am not totally discarding epistemological

historicization) one of the most significant epistemological characters of historical

knowing is that a present historian canot emotionally feel what people in the past felt

when confronting their own particular situations. Their fears, worries, feelings of

excitement or insult, and all the other immediate emotional responses, can at most be

accidentally supposed, assumed, arglven hermeneutically constructed, but can never be

verified or empirically apprehended. On this point, it is Collingwood who suggested that a

historian must re-enact the past experience in his/her own mind and such an experience

is not of consciousness ausisting of sensations and feelings. As he argued, though the

experience of sensations and feelings can be studied by thought, such a study by thought

is not a historical study, since,
We are remembering experience of our own or entering with sympathy and
Ei ACET AGETT ET O OEIOA T &£ 1TOEAOO 8 xA AOA
external to our present selves, aided perhaps by the presence in ourselves of other
AGPDROEAT AAO 1 EEA OEAI 8 xA AOA (CAingd@El ¢ ET
1946, pp.302-303).

This is not to say that we cannot investigate historicadudaimoniajust because we cannot

presume emotions as the beginning of historical deliberation; rather, this argument

enhances the nature of emotions as the immediate source of respondingdanfronting

the situations for people in a different past respectively. In the previous chapter, | argued

that the conceptualization of historical events happened particularly in the past rather

than in a universal form understood in the present, and thathe conceptualization for its

own past served the further theoretical system of history in the present. In this case, what
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we should locate about emotions is that emotions presented their own self in their own
past situations. It can be the natural condibn of a historical event since the historical
event was acted by people in such a relative past who had their own feelings and might
provoke those feelings to respond to their situation at that time. However, it became
EOOAT AGAT O xEAT Eradalrddyigadéraled the eSskridoddf thethistorical
event. In other words, it is historical events as a whole that can be conceptualized and can
further serve the theoreticalization system of a historical thinking oran understandable
knowledge of history in the present (namely, the science of history), rather than the
emotions in extreme particulars (but which may be claimed by Ankersmitin his later
career). And what historicaleudaimoniaapplies, or what historical deliberation conducts,

is not in such a particular form of a single event but in a wider comprehension of the
historical self-knowledge of human beings. In addition, by saying so, the notion of
historical change may also be lated on this sensez the sense of understanding a
comprehensive tendency of change of the historical thoughts; one single event cannot be

AAT T AA A OAEAT GCAd8

(3) The logical position of the historical deliberation.
201 ET ¢ 1606 OEA bPi OOEAEI EOU 1 £ OEEOOI OEAAT AiTO
about the essence of deliberation in history strictly speaking, in the science of history
regarding practical knowing. To describe the nature of deliberation regardinge OT 1,6 OE O
Aristotle used the term @hainomenor which may be translated as the modern English
@ppearancé(rather than Phenomenord. But this is not to say that deliberation is merely
the external appearance o E Ol N6 OBRGQEAOh AU OADO&ET ©OADAORAIN T GFAED/
between B E O 1 aimd Eefiberation, Aristotle enhanced the practical character of
deliberation, that is, deliberation is meaningfulonly when it apparently deals with
situations that call for thedecision between changing and keeping thstatus quo And no
matter which decision is made, the purpose of such a decision is the goal of deliberation,
namely, the good of a person in such a situation; and a goal of such deliberation is finally

the ultimate good of the person, namely, theudaimona. Therefore, if | indicate that

historical eudaimonia in its essential function is the completeness of historical
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self-knowledge, and that the importance is not the definition of such seknowledge z we
do not deliberate about what the real concrete caent of eudaimoniais z but the route
towards its completeness, then | can at least assume that the historical deliberation is
deliberating the decisions in confronting every historical situation, so that historical
self-knowledge can be gained by gatherim the reasons for historical events and for the
changes among historical events.

However, by arguing so, | am actually assuming a very different approach to
interpreting the concept of deliberation, especially in a different sense from the one that
isstEAOT U Ai AAAAAA 111U ET ! OEOOI 01l A6O PEEIT O1
OEA OAOI O! OEOOT OAT EAT PDPEEIT Ol PEUS AAAAOOA )
regulations of deliberation so that my interpretation z historical interpretation z of
deliberation can be described. For Aristotle, deliberation and its function of making
decisions in situations are essentially the actions of an agent, which means that, even
following his regulation that an action can be regarded as so only when it fialready
been done, deliberation as an action is strictly limited to a given instant when the action
is being taken, and is immediately related to the one who acts (please remember the
object of an action orpraxisis the same as the subject, namely, thane who acts). So, it is
difficult to say that deliberation as an action can be expanded into a temporal dimension,
since a temporal dimension calls for an expansion of an immediate instant, even resulting
in an elimination of such an instant in the riverof time. Some could argue that there are
many examples of longODA O  OA A @dintainidchl TIABEOR EOA AT OE8h xEEAE
AOT T 1 OEOOT O1 A0 1T x1 AgAi Pl An ET xAOGAOh AT 1T 1
into smaller actions; these make upg A &I O AO OAECCA0O8 OAAOQEI T 6N
I £/ ET AEOEAOAT AAOEIT T O & O Al1 &£0110ETC ETAEO
ET AEAAOAOG EO 11 6 OEAO OEAOA EO Al ET AEOEAOAI
keep our healthby dealing with our health-related situations one by one, step by step,
and taking actions one by one, step by step. Therefore, in every individual situation,
deliberation in this sense comes into being for its own self, though its purpose is for the

eudamonia.

But a historical deliberation involves a temporal dimension, if it deliberates the
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changes between historical events, since decisioase made in confronting change which

exists not inside a historical event but between or even among historical emts. From

one event to another, the temporal dimension emerges. Also, what | am adopting is not

i AGAT U ! OEOOI O1 A0 1T x1 PDEEITOI PEU AOO Al ! OEOOI O
professional arguments about the philosophy of history as a disciplineyhich makes me

able to interpret the concept of deliberation in a wider range of possibilities; indeed, |

must do so. This temporal dimension of a historically interpreted deliberation actually

refers to the concrete form of historical deliberation: thoughhistorical eudaimoniacan be

AGEAA 110 OOEI ¢ OxEAO8 AOGO 111U OEI x8h OEA EEOOI O

4.4 Concrete form of historical deliberation: regarding knowing as action and its related
virtues.

In the previous section, | outlined the logical position and the meaning of historical
perception and historicaleudaimonig andindicated that the latter can be studied only by
describing the route towards it. Then | argued that this route is historical eliberation.
Deliberation is a concept from ethical philosophybut can also be adopted by the science
of history due to its practical relevance. Buisketching historical deliberation requires
further demonstration of the quality of the temporal extensionof historical deliberation,
since the original concept of deliberation in ethics is applied merely in instant situations.
In this section, to deal with this, | will explore the possibility of historical deliberation by
interpreting historical knowing as an action which essentially accords the virtue of
D E Ol TaddOdeie and finally serves the metaphysical structure of the science of
histoy 4 EAO EO OI OAUh OOOEAOI U OPAAEET Ch ) xEI1l AO
deliberation in the present deds with is both historical events comprising historical
actions in the past and the knowing action of such a historian in the present. In particular,
| will elaborate (1) some similar arguments regarding the knowing mind as an activity, (2)
the selfcausing character of historical deliberation, and (3) the virtues and their

clarifications related to historical deliberation.

1818p #I1T1TETCxTTA AT A ' AT OEI A6O DPOI bl OAIl 8
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Firstly, | am going to clarify some similar arguments in Collingwood and Giovanni
* AT O m@dwlhobtie idea of the knowing mind as an activit§t | clarify them not only
because | consider their tradition of the philosophy of history as an important source of
my own interpretation, but also because Collingwood and Gentile indeed claimed similar
arguments about knowing as action by using literally identical but meaningful different
OAOI O j AOPAAEAT 1 U &mdt beQdiedéd toCEA Aidd pharce aftE A E
which leads me to investigate their different usages and their presuppositions dfiese
usages.

As Boucher concludes, Collingwood suggested that both philosophy and history are
actual in the mind and only in the mind that thinks them(Boucher, 1989, p.112) which
indicates that history is in its essential sense an activity of thinkingand nothing more,
rather than a study of substance that focuses not on the activity of study but on the
substance as the objective subjechatter of study. Due to this reason, it can be seen that
for Colingwood OEA OAOI OEEOOI OUd EO ANOEOAI AT O OI (
EEOOI oush AT A AOGAT OPEEIT Ol PEU 1T &£ EEOOI OUdN
Al ET OAOOECAOEI ¢ AAOEOEOU EIT OBA acivigiohs 31
philosophical thinking itself is the subjectmatter of philosophy. However, rather than a
philosophy that existscausa suias a pure activity, history is aunity of itself as an activity
ET OEA T ETA AT A OOT i AOEET ¢8 Al ddthe astidtyg Aiat OOAT /
is, by distinguishing these two activities, namely, history and philosophy, Collingwood
AOCOAA &£ O AT EI DT OOAT O AEAEAZAROAT AR AAOxAAT (

be influenced by Giovanni Gentile. As Gentile claitheh OAAO8 EO 11 0 A OA

OOAAAOOT O T &£# OEA T ET AN OAOEAOR OAAOE EO A O
ET EOEAOAO AEAT CA xEOEI OO0 AAEI ¢ OOAEAAO O1 At
being created by the mind, so tht it is a temporal existence and possesses a location in

time (Gentile, 1922, p.184 and pp.198.99). Though both philosophy and history are in

61 In modern %1 C1 EOEh OEA OAOIi OAAQOEOEOUS ET AEAAOAO Al

i AOGAT U &I AOOGAO 11 EOOAI £#h xEAOAAO OAAOQEI T8 EAO A
express the meaning of an act that has a result, which is in accordanwith the Aristotelian

AEOOET AOCET T A Adesi&ATAT @b @IARDAGIS,jFie®tDeicdndriorusdye gf
OAAOGET 1T xEOE A OAOQDh&iSI AMMAIGMATORIAG AAORO GEGRIAOAA x
philosophical language. ButintE O OET OO0 OAAOQEI T AAT OO #1111 ETCxITA

keep their original words to avoid any misunderstanding of them.
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their essence acts in the mind, philosophy is about its own self, whereas history is about
past facts, which maks history both a mental activity and its results, rather than either a
mental activity or its results. For Gentile and Collingwood, fact is abstracted from the act
of its creation, which indicates that mere fact for its own self is meaningless if it doest
provoke mental activities like understandings in the mind.

In this sense, historical fact is the result of history, the latter of which is regarded as a

creative activity in the mind. As | argued in the previous chapter, where historical fact is

disinCOEOEAA &£O0T i EEOOT OEAAT AOGAT Oh ) 1 AT OETI

meant history as a unity of act and fact, and draw attention to my different usage of
OEE®BOAIO ZAAO8 ACAET 8 ' 0O EA AOCOAAN
An historical fact as regards time is a past fadiut our judgment concerning it can

only have meaning if we take as its valuation, not the accomplished fact, but the

AT OE

EEOOI OEAT 60 Al 1T OAETI 001 AGO AT A PAOOITAI EOUh T A& x

fact is an inherent past8 only spiritual acts have \alue, we do not judge pure facts

such as fair or foul weather, deformity or fine staturgGentile, 1922, p.127)

For him, historical fact is the mental result of the activity of historical knowing. Thus,
historical fact is in its essence an idealism concéghat does not need to be set up as the
necessary condition of the latter conceptualization work of the science of history as the
formal end cause; whereas for me, historical fact is regarded as a given fact which had
already been established in its logial and temporal position and needs to be transformed
into interpretable historical events. But in the minimum sense, it can be seen that, for a
historian who for him or her own self is in the present but studies subject matters in the
past, the significantpart of historical knowledge, namely, the judgement of past things,

I AAOOO ET OEAA OEA EEOOI OEAT 60 1 x1 1T ETA EI
the pure fact in the past. Again, as an activity concerning past things, history studies the
immanent in historical facts and that immanent is the transcendental and eternal activity

of the mind. Philosophy is concerned only with the immanent of the activity itself in its
own current situation, whereas history is concerned with human action as a conceph

that different people in different times have in different situations, the latter of which is

further investigated as a judgement of past things, and the judgement of the changes
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among such past things.
Therefore, if | am going to argue the theory thahistorical knowing actually means
historical deliberation in the present, which naturally considers historical events in the
past, | must go further in studying how does Collingwood AT OE1 A6 O AAOEOEOU
past facts bridge the gap betweenhe past and the present, since merely arguing that
history is an activity of thinking in the mind is not sufficient to demonstrate that
historical deliberation practically aims at the historical eudaimonia the completeness of
self-knowledge, as far as the concepif deliberation for its own self is not temporal and
practically aims only at the instant situation. | must find the homogeneity between pure
(or ethical) deliberation and historical deliberation. On this point, Collingwood and
AT OEI A8 O A Opé indidation tiaintonh as A Minking activity concerning
the past is not only a normal activity in the mingdbut also A OGOAO@EET ¢d AAOECQ
thinking in the mind. It is in this sense that a historical deliberation in the present can be
coherent with historical events in the past, the latter of which were performed as actions

in the past, since such a character of historical deliberation is demonstrated in

accordance with the characteristic of pure deliberation in the previous sulsection.

4.42 The selfcausing character of historical deliberation: the fundamental reason that
historical knowing can be regarded as an actiorpfaxis).

O 3-AA &0 E tagsa buijid the most significant character of the thinking activity for
#1 11T ETCxITA AT A ' AT OEI As )1 #1 11 ETCxI T AGO
ET AAPDAT AATAA T &£ 1T1TA60 OEETEEI ¢ AAOEOEOUh OEA
agent away from anoth®© 8 O OEET EET ¢ AAOEOEOU AT A [ AEAO «
only to him or herself, though thinking activities can still be relevant to each other by
setting up a causingcaused relationship. As a selfesponsible activity, the thinking
activity generates itself and is for the end of itself it does not purposively serve the ends
of others. To this extent, the seltausing thinking activity can be characterized in
accordance with the Aristotelian sense opraxish 1 Ai A1l Uh OAAQGEIT T8 10O

means the subject and the object of the activity are the same. Thinking activity/action is

for and by an agent. Therefore, if | assume (like Collingwood didCollingwood, 1946,
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p.302)) that historical deliberation is a thinking activity of a historian in thepresent and
it deliberates those actions which presented themselves in historical events in the past,
and if such actions in the past were also essentially the activities of thinking, then what
the historical deliberation deliberates, as | have argued alve regarding the decision
confronting every historical situation, is actually there-enactment of the mind of the
people who made the decisions in particular historical events in the past, and such a
re-enactment happens in the mind of the historian in the@resent. Therefore, the route
towards the historical eudaimonia or the completeness of selknowledge, is actually
presented asthe action or historical deliberation of achieving the re -enactment of
historical minds, and the inheritances and changes betw een these minds.
This characteristic can be expanded more widely. It is on the point of the changes
AAOxAAT T ETAO OEAO xA AAT AgPAT A #T 11 ETCxITA8O AC
term a slightly different meaning from the exact one incausa sui & least apparently,
though this difference will not essentially distort our understandings of causa sui
#1T 11T ETCxITT A OOAA OEA OAOI OAAOOGAG 110 1TT1U ET A
activity, but also in explaining the historical applications of sue a thinking activity, the
1 AOOAO 1T &£ xEEAEh EI xAOAOh ADPPIEAO OAAOOAS AEAEAEA
OCARAEOET ¢8 ET OEAOOBT 08 DBEAEZEDARAI &= AT ET AEOEAODAI
and the object of seHcausing are the same, wdreas the historical causes actually
comprise a pair of the distinguished causing and caused. As Boucher conclu(lBsucher,
1989, p.115), Collingwood argued that there are two elements in the historical sense of
cause relating to the thinking activity. Oe iscausa quoth 1T Al Al Uh O@GEAEAEAT O AA
powercauseph AT A OE Aausa@t: AIDATT AIAUFEOOAET Al AAOOA88 4EA A
historical agent was confronting a historical situation, and he or she was aware of the
situation, while the latter indicates an intention that the agent really meant to act in the
xAU EA T 0O OEA AEA8 'TA AO EA Agbpl AET O AEOOOEAON
believes himself to be in it, and on the basis of this he forms an intention to act. If an agent
constantly acts in this way, the complex of his actions cddibe described as seltausingd

(Boucher, 1989, p.115).

It is in this sense that we may get a different explanation, with more relevance to
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subjectivism, of the nature ofcausa sui For Collingwood, the sigificance of causa suiis
limited to a consciousness demonstration inside the agent him or herself, rather than the
descriptive characteristic that focuses merely on the fact that the subject and object of the
thinking activity are homogeneous. By arguing AO OOEA Al i P11 A@ 1T £ EEC
describedasselA AOOET ¢éh #1T 11 ET CxT T A AAOOAI T U ET OAOE
and caused in a subjectivism dimension, which corresponds to his own judgement of the
OAOI OI AOAPEUOER®SOEAT OFOER 60 61 A @MMEDFEUOEA O OE]
the descriptive character ofpraxis in the historical sense should be transformed into a
conscious understanding of historical subjects, that is, the causing generates the caused
by informing or persuading the agent to formulate a consciousness intention. He defined
the terms causa quodand causa utless in the sense of relating to the precedsucceed
relation between historical events andmore of relating to how the minds of the former
affected thelatter, though he did not very clearly argue whether these mutually affected
minds were exactly existing inside the historical events in the past relatively, or just
existing as abstracted concepts or notions only in the mind of historians in the present.
A4ET OCE #1 11 ET CxI 1 Ag-®©nactmert Ofi histbrical rhin@is cAlE Aor a0 A
subjectivism interpretation, the logical position of the historical mind z which is
described beyond the scope of subjectivism, just as | have described the logical positdn
historical events for the process ofphysisin the previous chapterzshould be clarified
more clearly.
Eitherwayh AO 1T AAOGO ET A [ ETEI OF OAT OAh AU OA~
the character of historical knowing, | claim that the character ofistorical deliberation is
causa suiand that it corresponds to the theoretical regulation, namely, thehysisof praxis,
so that such a knowing activity can be regarded as an action, though this character can
also be interpreted as a subjectivism notionTherefore, in the next subsection, | will
demonstrate further the process of practical perception in the historical sense, especially
about the relation between poiesisand praxis. By doing so, | hope the possibility of

subjectivism explainingcausa sucan be ruled out.

4.4.3 Applying right virtue or virtues for historical deliberation.
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This theme on the virtues of knowing in practical sciences has been discussed
primarily in section 2.5.2. Here | would like to mention it again, but emphasize more the
logical relevance to historical knowing as an action, namely, historical deliberation. | have
argued that historical eudaimonig the completeness of selknowledge, should be
transformed into the action of achieving the reenactment of historical minds, anl the
inheritances and changes between these minds; and | have argued that the most
significant character of this reenactment action iscausa sui namely, selcausing, which
essentially regulates historical deliberation as well. But in another sense ofsaibjectivism
interpretation of self-causing, this concept of the character of historical knowing stands

individually, since it does not need to differentiate between the selfausing of the

EEOOTI OEAT 60 1 ET A El-caBibghf the nh@ok pedple Aipast e@itd OAIT A&

Due to this, it seems that the reenactment of the historical mind does not need any
further differentiation between the science/philosophy of history and history itself, since
re-enactment is in its essence a mental activity thiacorresponds to history as a mental
activity as was well argued by Collingwood and Gentile. However, this is not to say that
regarding knowing as an action will necessarily lead to a subjectivism interpretation.
Regarding knowing as an action or historidadeliberation, relatively speaking, is an
approach in the general scope (more than merely the scope of knowing) relating to the
structure of practical science, whereas a subjectivism interpretation, especially the
previous one that formulatescausa suinto a purely consciousness relationship, is in a
narrower scope which deals with particular logical deductions. Actually, it is in the sense
of adopting the view of knowing as action that | am able to enhance my argument about
practical perception, and to specifically expand the understanding ofcausa suias a
character of historical deliberation by relating it to other important concepts of practical
science rather than the subjectivism interpretation. And the most important pair of those
concepts istechnéandD E O1 | aé @eéEvidtue ofpoiesisand praxis respectively.

But in common views regarding historical thinking, or more generally, with
Geisteswissenschaftetthe concept oftechnémight be easily ignored, since it apparently
serves the nonpracticalDPAOO 1T £ EOI AT A £Z£A Efiésis HavevArGs IE O h
argued in section 2.5.2, the virtue applied in theractical sciences like the science of
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polis and the science of history refers not only to the virtue opractice . By establishing
practical sciences, human beings endow their knowing with a systematic approach that
fundamentally and finally aims ateudaimonia That is to say, practical sciences are
created not only due to the fact that people live their life, but also because they waot
and indeed do study their life to achieve an end, which requires the practical sciences to
be concerned with both theoretical and practical knowledge. In this sense, practical
OAEAT AAO AOA A1 01 OEA OPOI AOAOEIT 1 6 pdlysre OEA
virtue techné Moreover, some practical sciences, like the science @dlis and the science
of history in my regulation, internally construct themselves asan architectonic virtual
science in which all theoretical, productive, and practical knowlgge combines together.
To givean example in the science gbolis, for the ruler in apolis, political activity is not

only apraxisi OPOAAOEAAS A1 O 1TTA80 1 x1 CilTATAT AQ

£

achieve their own but individual good, but also goiesisi OB OI AOAAS A O OEA

producer rather than the production) which is performed to achieve the good of the
whole of the polis beyond the individual good of the statesman. So does the historian in

the science of history. For a historian who is about to know the past but is personally in

the present, on the one hand, his or her knowing as an action applies the virtBeE OT T 6 OE O

since the knowing action is currently done by and for him or herself; on the other hand,
what he or she reenacts by performing the historical deliberation is the knowledge
which is generated as the production of his or her mind, and thus makes the knowingal
by applying the virtue techné

Therefore, as | have argued in section 2.5.2echré and D E O TateeOBtGwo
opposite virtues which are applied to two different entities respectively or to two
different steps or sections of one development progress @n entity respectively; rather,
techreand D E Ol Tae @B @utually supported virtues indicating one entity from two
different angles. Their relation is that between the obverse and the reverse of a coin: | am
not indicating two different coins, but two faces of one coinz both two faces are
necessary for the existence of the coin. Therefore, though it seems that the subjectivism
interpretation could also explain the causa suicharacter of historical knowing in an
OAOOAT OEAT 8 OAT OA and farGhe &bvler hitd dr keEsélf Cactialy thié U
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interpretation eliminates the fact that historical knowing is also a generated result as a
OAEAT AAg EO 1 00O AA A DPOT AOAOCEIT 1T &£ EOI AT AAET CC
causa sukexists only for theagent him or herself thus calls for not onlyp E O1 Thut &6 O
techré. Also, the subjectivism interpretation argues thathe inner relation of historical
cause(s) as the consciousnedsatentions of the former and the latter, of the precede and
the succeel, is actually applied only to particular histories, since the consciousness
relation between the former and the latter can be explained only in every particular and
concrete situation. This isbecause the consciousnesiitention of each is for its own sefl.

In other words, though the concept of consciousness can be generalized as an abstract
concept that may conduct or be conducted by other concepts and thus forms an internal
logical chain of a science, what is applied to a given historical event cannot ech a
generalized concept of consciousness as a universabut rather every concrete
consciousness itself, the latter of which exists with its own uniqueness as an individual
and differs from any other consciousness. Under a subjectivism interpretationyhat is
meaningful is only every individual consciousness in every different particular, which
makes the concept of consciousness actually meaningless to the relation between the
former and the latter, since it is not a necessary element of this relatiorAnd the
subjectivism interpretation gives explanations of historical causes relating only to a
EEOOI OEAT 60 1 x1 DPOAEAOAT AAg OEA EEOOI OEAT AT AO 11
of the science of history in a general scope before he or she begins itwestigate
particular causes. The science of history, or the philosophy of history in a wider sense, is
thus not necessary for the study of history.

Further, as | have argued, the biggest tension in historical thinking is the distance
from historical events to the science of history, in accordance with the temporal distance
from the past to the present. In relation to historical deliberation, firstly, a period of a
given past may consist of historical events, and thus it forms its own history in a
particular sense which existed in the pastHowever,the format of this process should be
studied as a general process that exists in every particular history and thus in the sense of
universals, since no matter how the process from events to formal history iapplied

differently in every particular in the past, the process as theoretical knowledge indicates
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that the development from the material cause to the formal end cause is unchangeable.

That is to say, though the historical deliberation should be and in@el is applied to every

different circumstance in the past for the reAT AAOT AT O ET OEA EEOOI O

present, the logic of historical deliberation and its related virtues are definitely
unchangeable. Secondly, it is by our minds in the present thhistorical deliberation is
finally located inside the science of history rather than wandering in the
conceptualizations of the past. As historical deliberation is defined aachieving the
re-enactment of historical minds, and the inheritances and change s between these
minds, though the materials from the particular historical events are still particular as
existing in the past, the knowledge of them, or the knowing action upon them (the
knowledge as the result of the knowing action is the same as the kmimg action itself as
far as it ispraxis), is a generalizing action of establishing a science in the present which

investigates the inheritances and changes between those mentally thinking actions.

Actually, this also corresponds to the real meaning @ghO1 T 4 O B @ PBE QIETINCOE O

AOAOU PAOOGEADI AO OEOOAOGET T8 AT A0 T1HBOIAADE OE

OAOGEAOh PEOH AHI OEAGA OU PAOOEADI A OEOOAOQEI
knowledge of this conception, so that it may be applied well in real practices.

Finally, 1 add the following as a short conclusion of this section. By arguing that
historical deliberation is the way of knowing historical causes since both the deliberation
and the historical cause are essentially setfausing, on the one hand, | am not concerned
with historical deliberation, but only with the particular cases in the pastIndeed | am
arguing that, as the most significant character of historical deliberationcausa suiis
endowed with historical deliberation only as far as | for myself am the generator of the
historical knowing, and thus of a further possible completeness of sdthowledge by
re-enactment. And only in this sense do | argue that knowing the development process
from the historical events to the science of history applies the virtu® E OT | jsteE O
knowing the process from an individual good to the ultimate good for a statesmaor
stateswoman ina polis also applies to the virtueD E OT 1T @Gn@hE Gher hand, if | change
my perspective and put it beyond the angle of myself, | find that no matter whether | am

concerned or not, the knowledge ofausa subf historical knowing will always exist, since
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it is the unchangeable theoretical knowledge of the science of history though the
knowing of particular histories is changeable. In this sense, | may claim the applicability
only of cogito, rather than cogito, ergo suni2 What | shodd do z if | at least have
curiosity about what happened in the pasg is merely know the development process as a
natural result, which means that though the development process may initially be for
purpose of the completeness of my seknowledge, it hasits own end which serves the
science of history rather than my own end. And in this sense, | refer techng since
though it is | who generates a piece of the knowledge of history, when it is generated, it is
not my own knowledge but part of the sciencef history, and is not for the purpose of my

own historical eudaimoniabut for the good of the science of history.

4.5 Conclusion.

In this chapter, | have outlined the second part of the secondary instances of the
ousiaof history, namely, thetechnd D E O TofthiStéryOwith regard to historical knowing,
or historical deliberation in my words. In particular, (4.2) firstly, | introduced historical
representativism as a modern substituting theory for construing the relationship
between historical realities and us Historical representativism, inheriting three featured
notions from purely epistemological representativism, at the end narrows down the
relation between historical realities and us to the relation between historical realties and
our minds. Then | move to the demonstration of historical deliberation by constructing
two logical steps. The first part (4.3) investigates the general positions of the practical
perception (by ruling out the mathematical perception) and the historicaleudaimonia
and their mutual relevance. | argue that the historicaleudaimoniacan be functionally
(rather than by definition) understood as the completeness of historical knowledge,
which calls for the route towards it, that is, the historical deliberation. The second part
(4.4) clarifies the concrete form of historical deliberation by regarding knowing as action,
and its related virtues. | argue that the basic character of historical deliberation isausa
sui, and thus, it can be regarded as actiorpfaxis) but also callsfor the virtue of poiesis

due to its quality of being the generated knowledge as a science. The concrete form of

2, EAOUOAEAGO OAOAOOAI Thedsay Skinkeapitade@similargehenie toET EE O
mine to investigate the preexisting factors of knowing.
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historical deliberation can be understood as achieving the renactment of historical
minds, and the inheritances and changes between these rdm

As | introduced in section 3.5 in the previous chapter and at the end of the previous
section, what | have descriptively interpreted in these two chapters are merely the
secondary instances of theusiaof history and the need for it to be transformednto the
primary instances of theousiaof history. Referring to the table in section 3.5, | would like

to emphasize our current position and our final end:

Primary instances: Secondary instances:

Fundamental Beingness of an physisandtechnd b E O1 Tof@a® E

entity entity
Constitution
the ousiaof polisz the
Science of (generated from thephysisof polis
harmonization of ends: makes the o
polis but needstechnéd b E O | ltodh® E
polisactualized
reserved)
Ordnungszeit
Science of (generated from thephysisof history
ousiaof history 7 ? S
history but needstechn@b E Ol ltodh® E
known)

I may point to the position of the question mark byGeschehenszeithich means the time
in which history is actualized as the understandable knowledge of history in the form of
historical thinking in the present and towards historicaleudaimonia In the next chapter, |
will elaborate how Geschehenszei$ actualized in the form of historical eudaimoniaand
thus how it presents the function of history as bridging the past and the present by
offering a pre-given historical path, upon which our contemporary understanding
depends, and is prescribed and limitedz in accordancewith my argument in section

3.5.2.
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Chapter 5z Conclusion, and Actualizing
Geschehenszeit

5.1 Introduction.

As | have demonstrated the two secondary instances of theusia of history, namely,
physisin Chapter 3 andtechndD E OT Tiro ChEp@r 4, what | have described about
Ordnungszeit and its related historical knowing, nhow has to be transformed to
Geschehenszéior the final actualization of history (in the form of achieving the historical
eudaimonia, though as we will see, thisransformation emphasizes not its concrete
contents, but the way towards it. This may be the final presentation of the science of
history, though the final aim of the science of history is merely discussing the relation
between past events and present timking. In this final chapter, as this chapter serves
primarily as a conclusion, | will firstly (5.2) summarise the contents of the previous
chapters, especially the logics from the secondary instances of tbasiaof history to the
understanding of the primary instances of theousia of history, in accordance with the
primary structure claimed in the second chapter. Then | will (5.3) clarify the meanings of
Geschehenszei#tnd the historical eudaimoniarespectively and their mutual relevance, so
that the meaning of actualizingGeschehenszeitan be established as the end of the logical

chain of the science of history.

5.2 Conclusion: the structure of a metaphysical interpretation of science of history.
In this section, | will summarise the previous four chapters, and then in the next
section, | will conduct the logic of the previous four chapters to the end, namely, the final

actualization of Geschehenszefor the historical eudaimonig).

5.2.1 Chapte 1: the spirit of historical thinking, and epistemological historicization.

As | argued in the beginning of this research, the philosophy of history should study
the reason for historical thinking. This reason can be explained as both the logic of
historical thinking and the power/ efficient cause of historical thinking, that is to say, the

philosophy of history discusses by what and for what historical thinking is initiated.
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According to this, in section 1.1, | claimed that the significant spirit of histizal thinking
should beexploring the relation, even bridging the gap, between historical events in
the temporal past and the understandable knowledge of history in the form of
historical thinking in the temporal present
However, there are different inerpretations of this spirit of historical thinking due to
the different understandings of the aim of philosophy. The first level of the spirit regards
history as the necessary method of philosophical thinking, since for philosophers like
Plato, the task ofphilosophy is to experience the tension between the immortal and the
temporal or mortal, the latter of which is presented in the form of history. The second
level of the spirit indicates history is a differentiated discipline, which further leads to the
intellectual structuralization of historical knowledge. Enhancing the second, the third
1 AGAT 1T £ OEA OPEOEO DPOAOAT OO EEOOI OEAAI OEETEET C
which completely inherits the principle of the differentiated disciplines, ad shows that
OEEOOI OU8 ET AOGEOAAT U AAATT AO OEA T AEAAOEOA OOAEAA
end, | claimed that most of the modern and contemporary philosophies of history are
Al AAT OAGAA ET OEA OEEOA 1 AOADEEAEUANEGRI @8I 1 £ OAPE
Before outlining epistemological historicization, | introduced the general method of
this research in section 1.2. The main method of this research, though it is a complex of
different methods, is a systematic and hermeneutic philosophical ethod. In this way, |
endow the method with how the philosophical demonstrations must be internally
mutually related and thus form a philosophical system which presupposes some
fundamental theories, from which the secondary questions can be asked with anfi
foundation. This system is constructed and construed hermeneutically, as hermeneutics
provides supplementary explanations of the meaning of concepts to a systematic method,
though for itself it does not pursue a system. | also introduced some methods iesh
involve particular demonstrations. However these do notencompassthe whole research
structure.
Then | moved to epistemological historicization. | gave a short introduction of
epistemological historicization in section 1.3. Though in the domain of pure philosophy,

the problem of epistemology has been argued in some depth and range, its historical
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application, namely the epistemologicalized philosophies of history, has not been
investigated thoroughly. Therefore, | tried to outline this historical application of
epistemology. As a result, | argued that there are at least three obvious waves of the
enhancement of epigemological historicization: the waves ofan intellectualization
tendency, of individualization, and of fragmentation . And | discussed them in more
detail in the following three sections respectively.

In section 1.4, | analysedl ACAT 6 O A DE OdeAck inihis Hdsdphy ofOA 1
EEOOI OU AT A $EI OEAUGO ADPEOOAIT11TCGCEAAI OAEAI
argued that he was the first one to deal with the issue of history with an intellectual
approach rather than a materiali$ explanation. He ndiced the fact that it is
contemporary thinking that investigates past events, and in particular, he distinguished
the character of people in history and the character ahe historian differing in time, by
which a subjectivig explanation o the intellectual approach can be applied. This
subjectivist intellectual tendency was inherited by Dilthey. Dilthey referred to an
Ei bl OOAT O AITAAPO xEEAE AAT AT AT x ET OAIT AA
consciousness, that is, historicity. The emergence of tosicity actually promoted the real
peak of the first wave of epistemological historicization, as the historical knowledge will
inevitably be constructed in an intellectualized form.

In section 1.5, | focused on a famous differentiation between thso-called
speculative/substantial theories of history and the critical theories of history. This
differentiation was made by the latter which study the@aturedl £ A EEOOI OEAT 80
rather than the former, which studes the totality of human actions in thepastz as actions
in the past cannot be perceptually known by historians in the present. In the opinion of
the supporters of critical theories (with their belief that the applicability of historical
knowledge is based upon the knowing capacity in the pregé), a historical event should
be interpreted peculiarly, or at best, as dependent on its circumstances, rather than as
AGEOOETI ¢ &A1 O AT U OPAOOGAOI S T A&/ A O1 EOAOOAI
speculative philosophy of history. As a result, thidifferentiation and the emphasis on the
critical theory lead to an individualized scheme of interpreting history.

In section 1.6, | elaborated the third wave of epistemological historicization, that is,
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the fragmentation tendency. As a netomplete critique of the epistemological tendency of
the philosophy of history, this tendency was accompanied with the destruction and
re-enhancement of epistemological historicization. Firstly, | argued that, given the
criticism of the foundationism in the pure epistenology, the philosophy of history might
have an opportunity to overcome the epistemological tendency as the research of
historical thinking adopted other forms of interpreting history, such as the linguistic or
the rhetorical interpretations, rather than the original philosophical interpretation.
However, this opportunity was soon eliminated by the wave of returning to the
philosophical approach of historical thinking, since the other forms cannot offer a
plausible explanation for the essential nature of hi®ry. As one of the examples of this
returning, Ankersmit provided a new philosophical interpretation of the historical
experience. However, his explanation of the historical experience indicated an extreme
individualization of the experience, as the histdcal experience is meaningful only to the
DPAOOI T80 1 x1 ETAEOEAOAT AEAATET Ch xEI  AAT Ai1T OET ]
individual experience into the meaning of history. This finally results in the fragmentation
of epistemological historicization, whch even means the destruction of the philosophy of
history, at least in the traditional sense of the philosophy of history.

In section 1.7, | drew a conclusion from the previous contents and emphasized again
the task of this research, that is, to inveggiate the relationship betweenwhat happened
historically in the past and historical thinking in the present.Considering the fruit but
also the problems of the dominant tradition of the philosophy of history, namely,
epistemological historicization, | argued for the possibility of a metaphysical
interpretation of a philosophy of history as an alternative. This alternativeis not
concerned with speculative theories that attempt to provide a patternto history; this
alternative aims to rethink and reconstruct an interpretation of the reason for historical
thinking on the highest level of mental activity, in accordance with the originagpirit of

historical thinking with regard to philosophical thinking.

5.2.2Chapter 2: the general structure of a metaphysical science of history: An Aristotelian

scheme of practical sciences.
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In section 2.1, | reiterated the problems okpistemological Hstoricization. With the
regard more to the reason for constructing a metaphysical interpretation of the
philosophy of history, | claimed that epistemological historicization is problematic
because it limits the range of historical thinking or the knowledg of history. Under
epistemological historicization, the structural generating process of history is ignored;
and thus the knowing of such structural generating of history is also ignored. Therefore, |
claimed the necessity of the metaphysical alternativeand primarily introduced its
possible structure, and argued that this metaphysical science of history is designed in
accordance with an Aristotelian scheme of practical sciences.

From the section above, based on Chapter 1 as a preliminary chapter, | bedan
outline the whole perspective of the structure of this metaphysical science of history.
Firstly, as a preliminary work but inside such a structure, | investigated and clarified
some important concepts and terms in Section 2.2. | argued that the metapiyal scheme
involved in this research is a descriptive metaphysics rather than a revisionary
metaphysics, in the sense that it offers merely a description of alreadbxisting realities
rather than any better plan or blueprint. lalso regulatedsuch descrptive metaphysics in
this research as an Aristotelian one rather than a Platonic one, since an Aristotelian
descriptive metaphysics that investigates realities in the same worlg rather than a
Platonic one that distinguishes between the world of realitiesand the world of eidosz is
more suitable to the domain of history. Then, | specifically clarified the translation, the
transliteration, and the meaning ofOEA OADO8 LO A OAOU EIiI BT O0AT C
determines the structure of the following demonstations, | argued thatousiaconsists of
two levels of instances.The primary instances of ousia indicate the fundamental
Beingness of an entity which makes the entity come into its own being. However,
this fundamental Beingness cannot be defined by the ot hers, but only defines the
others. It has to be grasped by the functional knowing from the secondary instances.

The secondary instances of ousia contain mainly the physis and techné&/D E OT Tad OE O
an entity.

With the knowledge of these preliminary investigations, in Section 2.3, | began to

demonstrate the general character of a metaphysical science of history, that is, it is an
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disciplines differing as the theoretical science, the practical sciences, and the productive
sciences, and then distinguished the practical sciences from the others by the subject
matters, the aims, the faculties employed, and the methods. | alsoveéstigated the
relevance between the practical sciences and the others, and using an example of the
science ofpolis, | claimed that though the practical sciencestudy practical affairs, they
must also beconcerned with theoretical knowledge, namely, medphysics. Theoretical
science regulates the structure and the elements of the practical sciences.

Then | moved to introduce the first part of the secondary instances @fusiaz as far
as the primary instances cannot be defined directly but can be graspefiom the
secondary instancesz with regard to the science of history, that is, thephysisof the
science of history. In Section 2.4, | mainly argued thaphysis is about both a
developmental process from the material cause to the formal end cause, and a
combination of the material cause and the formal end cause, since for complex entities
like polis and history, the material cause will not be eliminated even after it has generated
the formal end cause, but rather it combines with the formal end cause andrios the
complex entity. Then | introduced the idea that this logic can be applied to the science of
history, as the science of polis has been constructed upon this logic. This section was
further expanded in Chapter 3 with regard more to the temporal charer of history.

In Section 2.5, | introduced another part of the secondary instances ofisia, that is,
technd D E OT 1 16fi3tly Grgued that techn@ D E O Tsén@&physisas supplements,
since only physis,the generating process of an entity, is enclosed, though it is not
necessarily complete and seltonsistent. In this sense, a metaphysical science of history
studies not only the generating process from historical events in the past to historical

knowledge in the present, but also the practical interference with the generating process,

ET O

OEAO EOh EOI AT AAET CO6 ETIxET ¢ AAOEOEOU AO A DOA

technéand DEOT BOOEBOA A OAh ) OEAT ET OAOOB@AOAA OEA Ol

knowing of history by discussing which virtue is applied. As a conclusion, | argued that
these two virtues are not opposite each other but depend on different angles and support

physis together. This section was expanded into Chapter 4 with regard m® to the
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historical deliberation as a knowing action.

Finally, in Section 2.6, | conducted this primary structure of a metaphysical science of
history to an open end, that is, actualizing historicakudaimonia | defined historical
eudaimonia as a dynamc concept that focuses not merely on the completeness of
historical knowledge but on the route or the achieving process of the completeness of
historical knowledge. Historicaleudaimoniaindicates an attempt that, by deliberating the
past to the present mnd, present historians may reenact the past as a present
understandable knowledge and hence regard the process from the past to the present as

a relatively complete history.

5.2.3 Chapter 3pn the physisor Ordnungszeibf history: the first secondary hstances.
In Section 3.1, | argued that this chapter would continually investigate thphysisof
the science of history as a practical science but with more relevance to the temporal
nature of history. | also claimed that this chapter would focus on thaihdamental logic of
the science of history rather than the subject matters of the science of history. To describe
the fundamental logic with regard to the temporal nature, in Section 3.2, | preliminarily
introduced some modern theories about the relation btween time and history, especially
2EAT AOOGO OAOEAIEOU 1T &£ EEOOI OU AT A +1 O0AT1TA
However, | also pointed out that they at best uncovered the temporal features of history
rather than the temporal nature of history, thaigh these features indeed relate to the
temporal essence of history andnay provoke further investigations into the fundamental
reason for history.
In the rest of this chapter, in accordance with the structure ophysisargued in
Sections 2.3 and 2.4, | dgan to demonstrate the generating process of thphysis of
history, or Ordnungszeitin my words. In particular, firstly, in Section 3.3, | sketched the
logical position of historical events. | argued that the generating process Gfrdnungszeit
is a proces in which a historical event in the past is regarded as the material cause, the
understandable historical knowledge in the present is regarded as the formal end cause,
and the movement from the former to the latter is regarded as the generating process of
the physisi £ EEOOT OU ET OEA DOOA OAT OA xEOET 00 EC
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was demonstrated with an analogue from the example of the science jpblis as also a
practical science.

In Section 3.4 which is closely related to Section 3.3, | further diffentiated an
historical event from an historical fact, the latter of which provides merely the necessary
condition for the former, but for its own self is not the direct material cause. | claimed that
an historical fact existed in the past for its own sakewithout any conceptualization,
whereas an historical event must be already conceptualized and thus can be the direct
material cause, and can further serve the theoreticalization as the formal end cause of
history. By doing this in the above two sectionsOrdnungszeithas been outlined as the
fundamental nature, orphysis of history. It must consist not only of the historical events
as existences in merely the temporal past, but also the full developmental process from
the past existences, through the congeualization of the past existences, and finally to the
present theoreticalization in the form of historical thinking z though it is still a problem
that the present theoreticalization of history is not necessarily known by us in the
present.

Therefore, in Section 3.5, | elaborated the reason why such an understandable
knowledge of history, or historical thinking in the present, is not necessarily known by us.
This section is the logical connection between this chapter and the next, and also the
logical cannection between this and the next chapteras a whole and the final chapter.
According to the basic regulation given in Section 2.2 that theusia of history can be
grasped only from secondary instances likphysisand techn@ D E O1 | IGa@Quedthat |
must further investigate another secondary instance to identify how we know such a pure
sense of thephysisof history, since without that, physisalone cannot actualize theousiaof
history as a complex entity, to say nothing of historicakudaimonia Thus, | firstly
presented the logical position of theousiaof history by analogizing it with the ousiaof the

polisas seen in the table below:

Primary instances: Secondary instances:

Fundamental Beingness of an physisandtechn@ b E O1 Tof@a® E

entity entity
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Constitution
the ousiaof the polisz the

Science of (generated from thephysisof a polis
harmonization of ends: makes the o
polis but needstechné D E Ol Itod® E
polisactualized
reserved)
Ordnungszeit
Science of (generated from thephysisof history
the ousiaof history 7 ? o
history but needstechn@b E Ol ltodh® E
known)

Then | named the question mark asGeschehenszeiind defined it asindicating the
primary instances of the ousia of history. | also further claimed that the function of
Geschehenszeis bridging the past and the present, or more particularly, offering a
pre-given historical path on which our contemporary understanding depend s, is
prescribed and limited

In Section 3.6, | concluded that this chapter, which mainly investigatedrdnungszeit,
that is, the physisof history, must befurther transformed into GeschehenszeitAnd this

work needstechndD E O1 Tastl@Bupplements tphysis

5.2.4Chapter 4: ontechréandd E O TofdhiGréryOthe second secondary instances.

In Section 4.1, | argued that this chapter was the expansion of Section 2.5. This
AEADOAO AAAT O xEOE OEA EOphisisof Aidiofy] tigadis, th& 1 OA O A
knowing and understanding of the pure generating process of history. Similar to the
previous chapter, before demonstrating the logic of historical deliberation, in Section 4.2,
| introduced some modern theories on knowing the historical realities which can be
characterized & historical representativism. | claimed that historical representativism
inherited and developed the notions from pure epistemological representativism, namely,
the disengaged subject, the punctual self, and the atomism. | finally argued ttmédtorical
representativism essentially narrows down the knowing relation between the historical
realities and us to the knowing relation between the historical realities andour minds .

In Section 4.3, | sketched the general positions of the practical perception and the

historical eudaimonia | firstly clarified the practical perception from the mathematical
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perception, the former of which is appropriate to be applied to the science ofdibry as a
practical science. Then | introduced the concemudaimoniain the general sense and the
historical sense respectively, and structurally equalized them by valuing them as having a
similar function, that is, the completeness of deliberating lifeonducted by the faculty of
reason. | also emphasized that the practical perception is not for any specific object of
eudaimoniabut for the route towards eudaimonia in the sense of which | referred to the
OAOI OEEOOI OEAAT AAIl mohtdtdvadshistbrital eddaimdnkOA OEAA OOAE A

In continuation, in Section 4.4, | investigated the concrete form of historical
deliberation. | defined the concrete form of historical deliberation as a knowing action
involving the virtues techre and PEOT T WIhEAT D £O0T 1 #T 11T ETCxIT T A AT A
theories, | discovered that seHcausing orcausa suiis the essential nature of historical
deliberation, and is also the fundamental reason that historical knowing can be regarded
as an Aristotelian action praxis). By doing so, | argued that the route towards historical
eudaimonia or the completeness of selknowledge, is actually presented athe action or
historical deliberation of achieving the re -enactment of historical minds, and the
inheritances and changes betw een these minds. In addition, | claimed that, as a
concept in an architectonic practical science of history like the science @blis, the
historical deliberation involves not only B E O TbatGBsdtechré since this logical
demonstration is produced asa part of the knowledge of and by human beings.

In Section 4.5, | concluded that this chapter, which mainly investigated thechné and
D E OT Tofhisthry) is another necessary part of the secondary instances of toesia of
history. With this and the previous chapter together, the route toward$seschehenszeiian

be conducted and fully sketched.

5.3 Actualizing Geschehenszeitr the historical eudaimonia

Having finished the descriptions of the secondary instances of élousia of history,
now | am going to sketch the relevanceof the relation between the secondary and
primary instances of history regardingits final actualization. Indeed, in this research, |
have already mentioned and demonstrated some concepts which apeobably confused

with each other due to their similar usage in referring to the fundamental essence of the
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science of history. These concepts perhaps includke primary instances of theousia of
history, Geschehenszeitand the historical eudaimonia Therefore, to sketch thefinal
actualization, 1 will clarify these three concepts again. This does not merely function as a
glossary; rather, | will make clearer the logical relevancez and the levels, as far as they
actually refer to different things, which draw them together z which supports the final
actualization of history.

The first concepts are the primary instances of the ousia of history and
GeschehenszeiBy mentioning them together, | am indeed suggesting that they refer to
the same thing. According to the basic metaphysical regulation ofisia it is ousiathat
makes an entity come into its own being, though it cannot be defined by the other
concepts bu only be indicated indirectly, for example, by describing its function. In the
science ofpolis, it is the ousiaof polisthat makes apolis come into its own being, and this
primary ET OOAT AAO OAAET ¢6 AAT AA ET AEAA G#idn AT A O
I £/ OEA OAT 1 OOEOOOEI T8h xEEAE EO AT AT xAA xE(
distribute the power between the ruler and the beruled. Without the presented
constitution, a polis cannot be described and known as itself: merely an assembly lahd,
people, trade, army, or any other elements is not polis. Similarly, if | suppose history to
be a complex entity and the science of history to be a practical science just like the science
of polis, then it must be theousiaof history that makes history come into its own being, a
being generated from the complexity of past events and present thinking.

However, for the science ofpolis, we do have experiencewhich can lead us to
perceive theousiaof the polisin the form of a harmonization of goa®d j OEA AEOQOEUAT «
and the goal of thepolis), since the concrete method of the harmonizatiog educationz is
indeed perceptual for us and applied to ourselves. However, for the science of history, we
do not have a similar experience: we cannot expamtially perceive the harmonization
between the past events and the present thinking/knowledge, though we may
AAT 11T OOOAOA EO ET A 11 CEAAT 'GROAGEREBMEMBAMBIGO,
the ousiaof history, as it may remind us that, as a jmary instances, Geschehenszefhust

be grasped by the harmonization in the level of the secondary instances, which requires

knowledge of both the general generating process of history and the general knowing
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process of particular histories, rather than meely staying with the primary instances of

the ousial £ EEOOI OU AT A OAUEiT ¢d O0)O0 AAT1T1 O AA
Geschehenszeitvhich makes history come into its being, though it cannot be defined, can

still be known by studying its function.In short, these two terms, the ousia of history

and Geschehenszeit are the same and both are in the level of the primary instances

that denote the fundamental Beingness of history.

But the historical eudaimonia is different. In short, the historical eudaimonia
remains in the secondary instances, though it is the highest end for all the
secondary instances. | have claimed many times that the primary instances ajusiacan
be known by studying its function in the secondary instances, and have argued thhe
secondary instances consist ofphysis and technd D E O1 1T 60D Ehése functional
conductions (as conducting to know the primary instances), however, is there anything
serving as the end or the aim of them? The answer is yes and indeed, it appears many
times, that is,eudaimonia Here | am not going to repeat the definition and the regulation
of eudaimonia; rather, | am going to specifically refer to the political and the historical
examples to show howeudaimoniacomes to be the highest end but still remains in the
level of the secondary instances.

In the science ofpolis, eudaimoniais the purposive goal of a master/freeman. To
achieveeudaimonig a master decides to live a public life by applying his or her faculty of
logosto the public life to communicate and exchange with the other masters the whole
process, which is purely natural and corregonds to physissince this process is generated
for its own sake and its own cause. As a result, masters generaidis, and they transfer
themselves to the citizens. And in this sense, thelos of the polis is to achieve the
eudaimoniaof the citizens.However, as | have argued, when thpolisis created, it is for
itself an individual existence and is an individual entity (though not a single but a
complex entity), and hence has its owielos Therefore, the citizeng now one or some of
them become theruler(s) z apply technd D E O Tta @adkedsure their telos can be
embedded into thetelos of the polis, or reversely. Indeed, it might be argued that the
reverse situation, namely, embedding theelos of the polisET OT OE Aelod & 6of UAT O

possible; but this case denotes that the essence of the mutwahbedding iseudaimonia
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the ends or telos of the two sides are mutually consistent and further generate the
individual self-consistenteudaimoniaof both individual citizens and the wholepolis. This
POl AAGO EO 110 DpOOAIT U TAOOOAI OETAA EO AAIlI
technéand  E OT | bitQHis(rocess finally serves the reservation of the pure natural
generating process, and thus makes the fingludaimoniaembedded intothe process of
physisin the form of harmonizing the ends, though theeudaimoniaperhaps can never be
achieved: the significance is the route towards it rather thaeudaimoniaitself. Therefore,
in this sense,eudaimoniais the highest end ofphysisand technd® E O | whiGhEn@kes
it belong to the secondary instances of theusia of the polis. Therefore, the political
eudaimoniais at best presented as a harmonizing constitution which can harmonize
different ends one hundred percent, but cannot be equakxd to the fundamental
Beingness of thepolis. What makegpoliscome into being is noteudaimonia

The logic in the science of history is similar. Historicakudaimonia means the
completeness of historical knowledge, or the completeness of the sélfiowledge of
history. It perhaps can never be achieved, but it deserves the attempt. In the science of
history, this completeness of historical knowledge is the end of the developmental
process from historical events in the past to historical thinking in the presnt, which is
purely natural and denotes a temporal nature, namelyDrdnungszeit But this process
must also be understandable and be known by historians in the present so that it can
become a meaningful history. Therefore, likgolis, this natural process of the generating
of history also calls fortechnéand® E O1 Tfoé tleEk@bwing of itself. Thus, the historical
deliberation applying the virtues technéand® E O 1 lis@l€bEoDthe final completeness of
historical knowledge, in the form of achieving the reenactment of historical minds, which
makes the completeness, or thdistorical eudaimonia also belong to the secondary
instances of theousia of history. The completeness of historical knowledge can make
history serve to bridge the past and the present, though they cannot be equalized to
history itself. What makes history come into its being is only theousia of itself, or
Geschehenszeib use my term.

From the clarification above and all the demonstrations in the previous chagrs,

history has been described z rather than defined z as functionally bridging the past
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and the present. This bridging is conducted by and towards the completeness of the
self-knowledge of history, the whole process of which and its understanding and

kn owing consist of the structure of a metaphysical science of history. Based on this, |
describe the actualization of history, orGeschehenszeih the primary instances, as only
by actualization can an entity become a reality rather than remaining a potertity. And
the most significant logic of the actualizing is, though in different levelsseschehenszeit
and the historicaleudaimonia which are strongly related to each other on this issue of the
final actualization of history.

As | argued in the beginmig of Section 2.4, the concept of actuality corresponds to
the presentation of the formal end cause rather than to the material cause. That is to say,
though it is ousiathat makes an entity become itself, the presented form as an actuality of
the entity is determined by the formal end cause in the level of the secondary instances.
Therefore, in accordance with the clarification above, the actualization of an entity
though in essence it belongs to the level of the primary instancesindeed concerns the
final harmonization, namely, theeudaimonia of the entity, especially for the practical
entities, most of which are complex entities. Moreover, since the actualization of a
practical entity (like a polis) is for the bonum of the originator (like the citizers) rather
than only the entity itself, it must definitely serve the harmonization of thebonum,
namely, summum bonum which is achieved by pursuingeudaimonia That is why in
Section 2.6, as the title shows, | claim that the end of the science of histasyactualizing
historical eudaimonia. Strictty AT A  DOAAEOAIT U Ob AdulEihgC h
Geschehenszeitwhich is functionally presented by pursuing historical eudaimoniaé 8

Finally, I am going to emphasize the function of history again by diffentiating it
from the other interpretations based upon the noametaphysical or the epistemological
opinions. What | have argued regarding the function of history as bridging the past and
the present has already been construed within a metaphysical structure, sloat the logics
and the applicable range of the involved concepts are organized in a reasonable manner
and as a whole serve a systematic interpretation of historical thinking though as |
mention again, it is important to be aware that this is an interpreation of historical

thinking rather than history. That is to say, by constructing such a metaphysical science of
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history, what | have attempted to do is to clarify the logic of how we think of history,

rather than what we think of history. In accordance wth the first paragraph of this

research, the philosophy of history (as a differentiated discipline of historical thinking)

studies not the subject matter of but the reason for historical thinking. In this sense, what

| mean about bridging the past andthe POAOAT &6 EO OEOO 110 ANOA
I ACEOEI AAUG 1T £ DPOAOGAT O AEEAEOOh 11 1 AOOAO
idealism sense. It is also not equal to the demonstration or the verification of modernity,

since the generating process of BOOT OU AT AO 110 1 AOOAO «xE
consciousness, which consists of the essence of modernity in the form of freeddihat |

mean by bridging the past and the present refers to the mental

antecedent -succeeding relation, with a relatedness to but no t equal to a temporal

relation, which appears and is indeed applied and used in a uniqgue mental activity,

OEAO EOh OOBEIEEI ¢ EEOOI OUB

5.4 A metaphysical science of history (and alsa metaphysicalscience ofpolis): return to
philosophical thinking.

This final section in essence serves to the whole research as an additiasjt is not a
strong related demonstration or conclusion of this researctbut a wider debate on the
role of metaphysics Indeed, the role or the task of metaphysics ha already bee
presented more or less in this research. In the second chapter where | firstly gave a
preparing demonstration on the reason of descriptive metaphysics, | have indicated the
basic character of a metaphysical science of history should be descriptive. Thisnciple
has been kept thoroughly in the whole research. Moreover, | indeed have claimed that
metaphysics investigates the generating process (as one of the four reasons) of the
existences of entities as the highest or the most preliminargresupposition of any further
investigation. However, that is not to say a metaphysical science of history would
investigate the generating process of history. Rather, as this research has showed,

metaphysical science of history investigates the generating process dtiie thinking of

8" OEACET ¢ OEA DPAOO AT A OEA DPOAOGAT O AT A OEA OAI A«
new theme for philosophers of history, has been discussed in the form of differirgs gestae and
historia rerum gestarum thoughmost of the modern and the contemporary theorists support only
the latter rather than a harmonization between them. SeRotenstreich, 1978.
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history. What can be termed agfeleologicalbis not the individual existence of a certain
entity but the mutual-related existences of entities, the latter ofhich involves not only
the existences of the entities themselves but also the relance or the relationship among
them which account to our rational deliberations andexperiencing, that is, the thinking
activity. Therefore, metaphysics, or metaphysical interpretation of history (at least in this
research), does not account to any critiges of the secalled speculative or substantial
(atterndor Govering-lawdof history especially from the critical theorists in the second
wave of epistemological historicization.Similarly z as | have made strong analogue and
claimed the relatedness betwen politics and history z a metaphysical science opolis
does not pursue anyDest regimej even the investigation on the generating qfolis indeed
leads to the investigation on the route towards theesudaimoniaof polis. A metaphysical
science ofpolis provides us, or exactly speaking, those who may be the statesmen or
stateswomen but who definitely are the citizens, political knowledgefolitik & epistémé)

in both universal and particular sense, in both theoretical and practical sense. What
metaphysics does in these two sciences at best describe the reason and the path that
things come into their beings. And this descriptive character of (Aristotelian) metaphysics
corresponds to the essene of philosophical thinking as | have arguedyhich is just in
accordance with another conservative and humble but also sublime judgement on the
essence of philosophy, that isPhilosophy is essentially not possession of the truth, but
quest for the truthd(Strauss 1976, p.11).

In continuation on the theme of the analogue between politics and history,
metaphysics gives us an opportunity to rethink the relation between politics and history,
as the metaphysical science of historyhas been constructed with considerable
homogeneity to the metaphysical science gbolis. It is also a continual response to the
levels of the spirit of historical thinking discussed in the beginning of this research, that is
to say, by construing such a structure of a metaphysicatience of history, we may make a
final conclusionz or initiate new researchz on the clarification of the mutual dependence
between politics and history. Firstly, in contrast to the opinions of most modern political
scientists, for a metaphysical interpretation, history is not merely an empirical resource

of political science: the meaning of history is not to provide verifiable legitimacy to the
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political existence. Secondliyunder a metaphysical examinationhistory is not merely a
mental activity following which the path-dependence of the political concepts can be
clarified regarding the uniqueness of modern political identity. Furthermore,as this
would be confused with (Aristotelian) metaphysics, historyis not merely an idealig
projection of the absduteness by which history and politics are interpreted as sharing the
same idealig structure. Indeed, while my arguments in this research do have this
tendency to inherit the spirit of Geisteswissenshaftethe aim of my scheme is more than
this. On earthfor me and for the metaphysical science of history itself, this scheme must
in the final sense attempt to return and respond to the meaning of philosophy and politics,
as the traditional interpretation of the meaning of philosophy and the meaning of polits
are combined into one: dealing with the tension between the eternal and the mortal.
Politics ultimately aims to philosophical thinking. History also ultimately aims to
philosophical thinking. And metaphysics uncovers suchuality of aiming. This is thefinal

reason and meaning of metaphysics, or of any metaphysical interpretation.
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GLOSSARY

[Complex entity] A complex entity is a special kind obusia (see [Ousia/entity] ). In
general it means the entity that comes not from its own cause but from theobmbination

of different beings; but in this research, the emphasis is more on the logical relevance of
self-combination for an entity. That means, rather than the material cause of a single
entity that will be eliminated when the entity comes into beingthe material cause of a
complex entity will still exist even after such a material cause has already generated the
formal end cause of the entity, which finally forms the complex entity as a complexity of
its material cause AND its formal end cause. Inithcase, for the generated complex entity,
the material cause becomes part of the components of the generated result, and makes
the generated result a complex rather than individual entity. In this research of the
science of history, historical event as th material cause will not be eliminated even after

it has generated the formal end science of history. Historical events will become part of
the formal end science of history in the form of conceptualization, which is particularly

referred to for the understanding of history.

[Epistémé] Epistémé is the singular form of epistémai which can be translated as
OET T x1oRA@ekc&A OO OAEAOO AOPAAEATI T U O OOGEAT OA«
OAEAT AAGh 1T EEA 1 AOEAI AOGEAO AT With indnéngealtle) OE A Oh
universals. More importantly, eistémé as a theoretical scienceis regarded as the
counterpart of practical and productive sciences in Aristotelian philosophies. In this

research, especially in that theterm OOAEAT AA8 AAT D@aOmeddidodd A O
episttmah OOAEAT AA 1 £ E E O @istoridad kndwikdgeddk OPERDEOADPAT
EEOOI Ouéh AT A OEA 1 AOOAO OPEEIT Ol PEUS AT O

differentia.

[Eudaimonia] Eudaimoniaoriginally meanstheEECEAOO CiI T A 1T £ A EOI AT i
is the ultimate, the best, and the unconditional end of all practical sciences and human

beings. It should be understood in both senses, that is, of a concept regarding the

217



theoretical universals, and of a corept applied to every particular circumstance to which
practical action aims. In this research, the concept of the historicatudaimonia is
demonstrated. Compared to the normal/ethicaleudaimonig the historical eudaimoniais
not only for the good of histoical people or events in the past which no longer exist, but
also for the good of the understandings of such history, of the understandings that
currently come into being in the present, namely, of the historians and the philosophers
of history in the present, and of a broad sense of all the human beings in the present who
inherit the self-knowledge of themselves from their historical ancestors, that is, the

completeness of seHknowledge in a historical dimension.

[Geschehenszei This concept is the counterpart ofOrdnungszeit(see [Ordnungszeit]).
Different from Ordnungszeit the time in which historical events are ordered,
Geschehenszeimeans the time in which history just happened. Also, different from
Ordnungszeitwhich corresponds to thephysisof history in the secondary instances of the
ousia of history, Geschehenszeitorresponds to the primary instances of theousia of
history, and is presented by achieving the historicabudaimonia Geschehenszeitan be
used as an equialent to the primary instances of theousia of history, namely, the
fundamental Being of history. To understand Geschehenszeipreliminary studies are
required to investigate its function, which can be grasped by studying thghysisof history
and technd D E O1 TappleH @ historical knowing, sinceousia cannot be defined by

others, but can only be descriptively indicated.

[Historical deliberation] The concept of historical deliberation is developed from the
Aristotelian concept of deliberation By applying deliberation, people can transform their
desire for an end into the practical choice of the way or the method towards achieving the
end. But this deliberation is not ultimately about the choice or the way itself, in particular,
in an instrumental sense of reason; rather, deliberation is ultimately for the highest good
of life, namely,eudaimonia This means that what it deliberates in every particular case is
finally for the general sense of the practice of human beings, which calls for the

presupposed understanding of theoretical knowledge gfhysis In this sense, deliberation,
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as a concept of practical life, is also presented as a mental deliberating life, which suggests
that the concept of deliberation bridges the theoretical and the praatal science together
and conducts them to theeudaimoniaof human beings. In this research, this concept is
expanded into a historical dimension. Historical deliberation is essentially a mental action
of knowing for the end of achieving the historicaleudamonia. It bridges the historical
actions in past events and knowing action in present historical studies, and naturally
presents a seHcausing character, as historicaleudaimonia is the completeness of

self-knowledge in the historical dimension.

[Histor ical event(s)] In this research, historical event is demonstrated as the material
cause of the science of history. As an event, it had happened in the past, but as the
material cause, it serves the formal endt¢los) history in the present. Different from the
material cause of a single entity, however, historical event will not be eliminated even
after it has generated the formal end science of history; rather, it will combine with the

science together and generate a complex entity.

[Historical fact(s)] The concept of historical fact is mentioned together with historical
event, as both of them provide the logical necessary condition of the formal end science of
history. Historical fact, however, cannot be the immediate material cause of the formal
end scierce of history, though it supports historical event as a necessary condition, since
historical fact exists only for its own sake particularly. A historical fact could be (and also
could not be) conceptually interpreted as a historical event when it is meangfully

understood as the necessary condition of the event.

[Historical thinking] The term historical thinking is widely used in this research in
terms of both broad sense and narrow sense. In broad sense, historical thinking rietes
to the mental activity, thinking, happeningupon the history as a subject matter, no matter
whether the history is in universal form or in particular form; it does not denote tothe
argument that our thinking is constructed or construed historically. In narrow sense,

historical thinking is presented as the equivalent of the termhistorical knowledge or
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science of history. It is the developmental end of the process from the historical events in
the past to the thinking in the present. Historical thinking, though considering theubject
matters in the past, belongs to the presentand highlights the relationship between the
past and the present which is denoted by a metaphysical interpretationTherefore,
though this term is also used by Collingwood and others, the meaning (and the

presupposition of the meaning)is totally different.

[History] In this research, the concept of history is interpretedor described in two

senses. Firstly, history is the ultimate form as the result, namely, the formal end cause, of

the development fromthe historical event in the past to the mental study of history in the

present, namely, the science of history or historical thinking or historical knowledge in

OEA DPOAOGAT 68 3AATTAI Uh OEA OAOI OEEOOI OU8 EO OOA?
hiodT oudh OET AA EEOOI OU ET OEA DPOAOGAT O EO A AlTiIbPO
that relates to both the study of the essential conception and characters of history in a

general sense, and studies of particular historical subject matters in a diffexepast.

[Ordnungszeit] The concept ofOrdnungszeitindicates the temporal essential nature of
history. Ordnungszeitmeans time in which historical events are ordered and organized by
chronological sequence. It is a chronological format according to thphysisof history, and
suggests that a natural development of history is in accordance with a natural sequence

of time from the past to the present. See al§@eschehenszei}.

[Ousialentity] ) T OEKQOORAAT O OEA £EOT AAI Al OAitesthd ET C 1T &£ A O
reason of the existence of the thing. It is one of the core concepts of Greek philosophy,
AOPAAEATI T U A O ! OEOOI 01 A8 )OO i1 006 APPOi POEAOA

O" AET CT AOGOGE EAO 110 AAAT xEAAIT U ABAMMDOAAQh OETC
DEEI T Ol PEEAAI OOAAEOEITh xEEAE Oiil AEKx8 01l ECEOI U /
$O0A O OEEOh ET OEEO i®dA AWMAEAI GGEAOOCRGAT >OF ATOATOAD
Ousidentity structurally comprises two instances. The first and also he primary (prlitd)

ET OOAT AAO ET AEAAOAO OEA &O1 AAT A1 OAl z AT C T &£ A O
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Rej1 OEAO [ AEAO A OEEI[T tikOandi]).ORiAdernseobdsh E OOA
describes a thing as one of the basic realities in the world, and suggests that it becomes

what it is due to its form rather than itsmatter. The secondry instances ofousiais used

in a wider range to suggest a thing that comes from itmaterial cause that forms an

individual of itself, that performs its formal end cause tglos), and that contains its own

physisand the reason ofapplying (or not) technd DEOT T 6 OEO

[Physis/ Phusis] This is the Latin transliteraton of 3z24A1 vh xEEAE | OECEI
OCOI xET C A O EOO 1 x1 AA.J6G4A conkédpthis offdiused &8AQ0O 1 x|
counterpart to nomos,which means atrtificial law and customs rather than the rules

xEOET 60 EOI AT AAET C O dranddtich AddzEA Ofnatird; Bowdver, A |, A O
naturaj AT A %l ¢c1 EOE O1 AOOOAS8Qq EO AT Ail xAA xEOE A
cannot be found in the originalphysis In metaphysics,physisrefers to the secondary

instances ofousia(see[ousia/entity] ) and corresponds to the unchangeable sidef the

ETT x1 AACA8 " U EIT OhyGifiEngtiodyEal s@ble@ahCeptpieder@idgithe

state of an entity that comes into being by itself and for itself, but also a dynamic progress

indicating the generating development of the entity from the mateal cause to the formal

end cause {elos).

[Poiesis/ praxis and techn& D E O 1] 6TGIE Qair of concepts also refers to the
secondary instances obusia,but corresponds to the changeable side of the knowledge. In
short, poiesiss OPOT AOAA8q 1 AAT O OEA AAOEOEOU OEA O0OAO

N s o~ A Lo~ s o~ oAz s

(namely, the practiser) him or herself TechnéandD E O Taré thét@o virtues applied to
these two kinds of activity respectively. In this research, | further argue that these two
kinds of activity and their virtues are not totally excluded from each other, but support
each other and as a whole, generate the knowledge of an arcltienic practical science
like the science ofpolisor the science of history.

[To ti & einai] To ti & einaiis the transliteration of z z & wR 1 h *xEEAE | AA1
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what-it-wasAAET G688 ) O EO OEA AAG&E] G PODAAAQI ExBDEAE DAAC
Ox EidviasAAET ¢6 1T A£OAT -tAEAMAEIACEAI8 GeEA0 AT T AADO 1T £O0AI
stationary noun ousia(see[ousia/entity] ), both of which may refer to the sene thing in

terms of the primary (prllt6) instances of ousia indicating the pure unchangeable

Beingness that makes an entity come into its being. However, they are totally different in

terms of the seconary instances:ousiacan also indicate the form of @hing by which the

thing gets actualized in such a formal end cause, wheretasti é& einai can never do so.
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