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these two lights together - the inductive light of facts and the rational
light of philosophical analysis -- both together fortify and strengthen one
another. And both together constitute, in my opinion, the proper
objective content of the philosophy of history, i.e., intelligible data and
connections which have been drawn from facts by induction, but which
are checked and verified by a rational analysis.

Endnote

1. with the exception of 1bn Khaldun whose famous work, A/ Tbar is in some
way a philosophy of history, but it should be added that his phidosophy of
history should be evaluated according to the origins of his own ideas, and not
m terms of its popular sense.
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situation which is totally at variance with scientific objectivity, where all
that pertains to the subjective dispositions of man, except as regards the
virtue of science, disappears or should disappear. For the historian it is a
prerequisite that he have a sound philosophy of man, an integrated
culture, an accurate appreciation of the human being's various activities
and their comparative importance, a correct scale of moral, political,
religious, technical and artistic values. The value, I mean the #uzh, of the
historical work will be in proportion to the human richness of the
historian.

Such a position implies no subjectivism. There is #u/h in history. And
each one of the components of the historian's intellectual disposition has
its own specific zuh. But the truth of history is factual, not rational
truth; it can therefore be substantiated only through signs -- after the
fashion in which any individual and existential datum is to be checked;
and though in many respects it can be known not only in a conjectural
manner but with certainty, it is neither knowable by way of
demonstration properly speaking, nor communicable in a perfectly
cogent manner, because, in the last analysis, the very truth of the
historical work involves the whole truth which the historian as a man
happens to possess; it presupposes true human wisdom in him; it is "a
dependent variable of the truth of the philosophy which the historian
has brought into play".

3. Let us return now to the philosophy of history. Its objective content
consists of universal objects of thought, which are either the typical
features of a given historical age or some essential aspect of human
history in general, and which are znductively abstracted from historical
data. It seems to me particularly important to stress the part played here
by induction. A, number of factual data are accumulated by history, and
now from these data concerning a period of history or any other aspect
of history some universal objects of thought are inductively abstracted by
the philosopher. But in addition, these universal objects of thought must
be philosophically verified, i.e., checked with some philosophical truths
previously acquired. Then we see that they involve some intelligible
necessity founded in the nature of things and providing us with a raison
d'étre. Induction and philosophical truths are and must be joined together
in order to have the objective content of the philosophy of history.

Our point is that neither induction alone nor philosophical deduction
alone are sufficient. They must complement one another. We don't
believe in a merely aprioristic philosophy of history, founded either on
purely philosophical insights or on dialectical exigencies. But if we have
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is the only abstract and universal object, disclosing intelligible
"quiddities" or raisons d'éire, i.e., the only "scientific" (or rather wisdom-
fitting) object, in the sphere of historical knowledge.

What philosophy needs as a basis, I may add, is the certitude of the
facts, the general facts, from which it starts. Philosophy works on factual
material which has been established with certainty. Now scientific facts
are not the only well-ascertained facts. I remember Pierre Duhem, the
celebrated physicist and historian of the sciences, insisting many years
ago that the data of the senses or of common sense are in general more
certain (they are less precise, and therefore they are not useful for science
itself) than scientific facts. Therefore the data of the senses or of the
common knowledge of man, when philosophically criticized, may serve
as matter for the philosopher of nature. And similarly the data of history
-- I don't refer to the recitation of the details of singular events, which is
but a presupposed background, but to certain significant general facts
and factual relations -- may serve as matter for the philosopher of
history, because history is capable of factual certitude.

2. At this point we meet a problem which is preliminary to any
discussion of the philosophy of history, namely, the problem of
historical knowledge itself. What is the value of historical knowledge?
Are there such things as historical truth and historical certitude? Dilthey
was very much concerned with such problems.

Henri Marrou is perfectly right in insisting that historical truth is utterly
different from scientific truth, and does not have the same kind of
objectivity. It is truth, or conformity with being, but the demonstration
of which can zever be finished (it involves an infinite); it has objectivity,
but a peculiar sort of objectivity, in the attainment of which all of the
thinking subject as an intellectual agent is engaged.

There is perhaps a little too much of Kantianism in Marrou's approach;
but his thesis is, to my mind, fundamentally true. Since history is not
concerned with abstract essences to be brought out from the singular,
but with aspects of the singular itself to be picked up as particulatly
important, it is clear that the manner in which the historian directs his
attention 1is a determinant factor in the process. And this direction of
attention itself depends on the entire intellectual setting of the subject.
So the entire zntellectual disposition (We do not say, except in a most
indirect and remote manner, the affective disposition, for the historian is
not necessarily a poet, though perhaps the perfect historian would be a
poet) -- the entire Zntellectnal disposition of the subject (the historian)
plays an indispensable part in the attainment of historical truth: a
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the individual -- by individual circumstances, motivations, or events. The
historical elucidation, being individual, participates in the potential
infinity of matter; it is never finished; it never has (insofar as it is
elucidation) the certainty of science. It never provides us with a raison
d'étre drawn from what things are in their very essence (even if it be
known only through signs, as in the sciences of phenomena).

What can we answer? I would answer that the fact that history is not a
science does not make a philosophy of history impossible, because it is
enough for philosophy itself to be “scientific” knowledge and a formal
or systematized discipline of wisdom. And it is in no way necessary that
the subject matter with which philosophy deals should be a subject
matter previously known and worked out by some particular science. For
instance, we have a philosophy of art, though art is not a science. The
philosophy of art deals with the same subject matter as art, but it deals
with it from the philosophical point of view and in a philosophical light.
Therefore, we have a philosophy of art which is essentially distinct from
art itself, and which provides us with philosophical knowledge about a
matter which has not been previously scientifically elucidated. And I
would make a similar observation if it were a question of the philosophy
of nature. A philosophy of nature was possible before any developed
scientific knowledge of nature, or when our scientific knowledge of
nature was quite unsatisfactory. Thus it is that in the case of the
philosophy of history we have a "scientific" object insofar as this object
is the object of philosophy, but not insofar as the subject matter was
previously scrutinized by some other scientific discipline.

We would say, therefore, that the philosophy of history has the same
subject matter as history, which is not a science. And I might add,
symmetrically, that the philosophy of nature has the same subject matter
as physics and chemistry, which are sciences. But the philosophy of
history has another object than history. It is concerned with an objective
content -- in Scholastic terms, a formal object -- other than that of history
and of the historical explanation; just as the philosophy of nature has a
formal object other than that of physics and chemistry. In the case of the
philosophy of nature, however, the formal object of physics and
chemistry is scientific, and the formal object of the philosophy of nature
is another intelligible and universal object, a more intelligible and a more
universal object, in the sphere of the knowledge of nature. But in the
case of the philosophy of history, the formal object of history is not
scientific -- it is not universal, not necessary, not raised to the level of
abstract intelligibility. And the formal object of the philosophy of history
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domination of the Reason that the subject’s will and power are realized,
and in proportion to it, path of history comes to correspond to the
development of the self-established subject. What has appeared in the
present time concerning history and its statements from sociological and
anthropological views, all and all, should be seen through this view to the
world, man, and its inexorable results.

Is any Philosophy of History possible?

1. We have a first great example of such a philosophy in St. Augustine's
City of God. Here we are given an interpretation of human history in the
perspective of Christianity -- an interpretation that opposed the oriental
conceptions of the eternally recurrent phases of destruction and
regeneration of the cosmos. Christianity has taught us that history has a
direction that it works in a determined direction. History is not an eternal
return; it does not move in circles. Time is linear, not cyclical. This truth
was a crucial acquisition for human thought.

St. Augustine's philosophy of history was a work of wisdom, both of
theology and of philosophy, and more of theology. But in the mind of
St. Augustine both wisdoms, the philosophical and the theological,
worked together. And his City of God attempts to bring out the intelligible
and, so to speak, trans-historical meaning of history, the intelligible
meaning of the sequence or development of events in time. This is
precisely the general object of the philosophy of history, especially in the
chapter XI and next (Augustinus, 1966).

Yet we are immediately confronted with a preliminary objection: how
can a philosophy of history be possible, since history is not a science?
History deals only with the singular and the concrete, with the
contingent, whereas science deals with the universal and the necessary.
History cannot afford us any explanation by universal raisons d'étre. No
doubt there are no "raw" facts; an historical fact presupposes and
involves as many critical and discriminating judgments, and analytical
recastings, as any other "fact” does; moreover, history does not look for
an impossible "coincidence" with the past; it requires choice and sorting,
it interprets the past and translates it into human language, it re-
composes or re-comstitutes sequences of events resulting from one
another, and it cannot do so without the instrumentality of a great deal
of abstraction. Yet history uses all this in order to link the singular with
the singular; its object as such is individual or singular. The explanation
given by an historian, as historian, is an explanation of the individual by
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1. In philosophy of history- or in history in its modern sense and view-
look at the past has changed. The pre-modern historian did not consider
history and the past as some things independent from “existence” and
the world’s general plan; and he deemed it as an aspect and manifestation
of Divine manifestations; thus, coming and going of individuals,
societies, and tribes as well as their end and destiny would be interpreted
according to the Divine providence; whereas in the modern philosophy
of history, history is an existing thing and thus independent from the
Absolute Being. Essentially, without affirming independent existence of
history, philosophy of history will not be established; and it is only under
the light of distinction between nature and man that periods and eras
find relations to the Reason, ldea, and logical necessity. Modern history
and philosophy of history are, in fact, results of man’s self-consciousness
of power of his will and manipulation in nature.

2. In the modern philosophy of history, the concept of world history is
included; that is, a history which may occur in all places and for all tribes
and nations. Upon emergence of world history, formulation of histories
of science, literature, culture, philosophy, education, arts, politics, and
ethics has begun and the stages of its development are justified in accord
to the stages of man’s consciousness- and in fact self- consciousness.
Vico, who is in some way considered as the founder of philosophy of
history, in The Modern Science, has made distinctions between the world’s
three stages in such a way hat this may signify development of man’s
empirical consciousness. Nevertheless, periods taken by him are not
Greeks, theologians, and mystics’ periods of the world of being; but
rather they are periods independent from existence and levels of spheres.
In this view, like nature, history is governed by law, but not an eternal
and Divine law; but rather according to conditions of the perceiver and
conditions of consciousness; history as well is bound to principles and
rules which are based on the subject. Having criticized Descartes who
considered no importance for history, Vico describes it as being more
knowable than nature, and believes that, since history is a result of
development of consciousness and in some way a man’s making, thus it
is more knowable than nature.

Since in the modern philosophy of history and in particular as it was
shown in the Enlightenment, “understanding” and “reason” grant
meaning to things and objects and realize them, thus there remain
nothing which may be out of the scope of consciousness. Thus,
demystification is among results of such a view, and decoding mysteries
and certain knowledge of the world are among these results. It is through
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