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184  The Questionableness of Romantic Hermeneutics

than one has been able to understand,” for Chladenius the real
task of hermeneutics is not to understand this “more,” but 1o
understand the true meaning of the books themselves (i.e., their
content). Because “all men’s books and speech have something
incomprehensible about them”
insufficient knowledge about the subject matter—correct inter-
pretation is necessary: “unfruitful passages can become fruitful
for us,” since they “give rise to many thoughts.” ¢

It should be noted that in making all these observations Chlad-
enius is not considering edifying exegesis of Scripture; he explic-
itly disregards the “‘sacred-writings,” for which the “philosophi-
cal art of interpretation” is only a preliminary. Nor is he attéempting
to legitimize everything that can be thought (every “application”)
as part of the meaning of a book, but only what corresponds to
the intentions of the writer. But for him this clearly does not
imply a historical or psychological limitation; it refers to a cor-
respondence with respect to the subject matter, which, as he states
; explicitly, exegetically takes account of recent theology.!*

‘ (i) Schleiermacher’s Project of a Universal Hermeneutics
| -

fecmemerble.  As we see, the prehistory of nineteenth-century hermeneutics looks
" ond Radile  very different if we no longer view it with Dilthey’s preconcep-
?bﬁfsﬁ (r,,y‘;\tions. What a gulf lies between Spinoza and Chladenius on the
hob ot ot ONE hand and Schleiermacher on the other! Unintelligibility, which
(%16 for Spinoza motivates the detour via the historical and for Chlad-
enius involves the art of interpretation in the sense of being di-
rected entirvely towards the subject matter, has for Schleiermacher

a completely different, universal significance.
. The ficst interesting difference, as 1 see it, is that Schleier-
- Chdusvrwedis  macher speaks not so much of lack of understanding as of mis-
. ﬁ..%m understanding. What he has in mind is no longer the pedagogical
htnumgkico function of_ interpretation as an gid to the other’s (the student’s)
« understanding; for him interpretation and understanding are closely
interwoven, like the outer and the inner word, and every problem
of interpretation is, in fact, a problem of understanding."® He is

“That would certainly apply to Semler, whose statement, quoted above in n.
7, shows the theological dimension of his demand for historical interpretation.

15[This fusing of understanding and interpretation, of which I am accused by
writers like E. D. Hirsch, 1 derived from Schleiermacher. See his Sdmtliche Werke,
M1, part 3, 384 (repr. in Philosophische Hermeneutik, ed. Gadamer and Boehm
(Frankfurt: Subrkamp, 1976), p. 163): “Interpretation differs from understand-
ing only as speaking aloud from speaking silently to oneself.” This view has
important consequences for the linguisticality of thinking.]

—namely obscurities due to our
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concerned solely with the subtilitas intelligendi, not with the sub-
tilitas explicandi® (let alone applicatio).!” But, most important,
Schleiermacher explicitly distinguishes between a looser herme-
neutical praxis, in which understanding follows automatically, and
a stricter one that begins with the premise that what follows au-
tomatically is misunderstanding.!® His particular achievement—
which was to develop a real art of understanding instead of an
“aggregate of observations”-—is based on this distinction. This is
something fundamentally new. For from now on we no longer
consider the difficulties and failures of understanding as occa-
sional but as integral elements that have to be prevented in ad-
vance. Thus Schleiermacher even defines hermeneutics as “the art
of avoiding misunderstandings.” It rises above the pedagogical
occasionality of interpretation and acquires the independence of -
a method, inasmuch as “misunderstanding follows automatically
and understanding must be desired and sought at every point.”
The avoidance of misunderstanding: “all tasks are contained in -
this negative expression.” Schleiermacher sees their positive so-
lution as a canon of grammatical and psychological rules of inter-
pretation, which even in the interpreter’s consciousness are quite
distinct from obligation to a dogmatic content.

Now Schleiermacher was undoubtedly not the first to limit the
scope of hermeneutics to making intelligible what others have
said in speech and text. The art of hermeneutics has never been
the organon of the study of things. This distinguishes it at the
outset from what Schleiermacher calls dialectic. But indirectly,
wherever an attempt is made to understand something (e.g.,
Scripture or the classics), there is reference to the truth that lies
hidden in the text and must be brought to light. What is to be

understood 1s, i1 fact, not a thought considered as part of anoth-
er’s life, but as a truth. Precisely for this reason hermeneutics has
an ancillary function and remains subordinate to the study of
things. Schleiermacher takes account of this, insofar as he relates
hermeneutics, within the system of sciences, to dialectics.
Nevertheless, the task he sets himself is precisely that of isolat-
ing the procedure of understanding. He endeavors to make it an
independent method of its own. For Schleiermacher this also in-
volves freeing himself from the limited tasks that constitute the
nature of hermeneutics for his predecessors, Wolf and Ast. He

16\Which Ernesti places beside it, Institutio interpretis NT (1761), p. 7.
171, J. Rambach, Institutiones hermeneuticae sacrae (1723), p. 2.

18 Hermeneutik, §§ 15 and 16, Werke, I, part 7, 29f.

?Ibid., p. 30.
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does not accept its being restricted to foreign languages, or to the
written word, “as if the same thing could not happen in conver-
sation and in listening to a speech.”??

This is more than an extension of the hermeneutical problem
from understanding what is written to understanding discourse
in general; it suggests a fundamental shift. What is to be under-
stood is now not only the exact words and their ohjective mean-
ing, but also the individuality of the speaker or aythor. Schleier-
macher holds that the author can really be understood only by
going back to the origin of the thought. What is for Spinoza a
limiting case of intelligibility, and hence requires a detour via the
historical, is for Schleiermacher the norm and the presupposition
from which he develops his theory of understanding. What he
finds “most neglected, and even largely ignored” is “understand-
ing a succession of thoughts as an emerging element of life, as an
act that is connected with many others, even of another kind,”2!

Thus beside grammatical interpretation he places psychological
(technical) interpretation. This is his most characteristic contri-
bution.22 We will pass over Schleiermacher’s brilliant comments
on grammatical interpretation. They contain remarks on-the role
that the pre-given totality of language plays for the writer—and
hence also for his interpreter—as well as remarks on the signifi-
cance of the whole of a literature for an individual work. It may
be, as seems probable from a r ; igat] Schleier-
macher’s unpublished texts,? that(gsychological interpretationonly

20Friedrich Schleiermacher, Werke, I, part 3, 390.

2UIbid., p. 392 (Philosophische Hermeneutik, pp. 177£.]

22[See Manfred Frank’s critique of my view and my reply in “Zwischen Phin-
omenologie und Dialektik: Versuch einer Selbstkritik,” GW, H, 13f£.]

B Hitherto our knowledge of Schleiermacher’s hermeneutics rested on his
“Academy Lectures” of 1829 and on the lecture on hermeneutics published by
Liicke. The latter was reconstructed on the basis of a manuscript of 1819 and
lecture notes from Schleiermacher’s last ten years. Even this external fact shows
that it is to the late phase of Schleiermacher’s thought—and not the period of
his fruitful beginnings with Friedrich Schlegel—that the hermeneutic theory we
know belongs. This is what, primarily through Dilthey, has been influential. The
above discussion also starts from these texts and secks to draw out their essen-
tial tendencies. However, Liicke’s version is not quite free of elements that point
to a development of Schlciermacher’s hermeneutical thought and are deserving
of attention. At my suggestion, Heinz Kimmerle has worked through the un-
published material in the hands of the Deutsche Akademie in Berlin and has
published a critical revised text in the Abbandlungen der Heidelberger Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften (1959), 2nd Abbkandlung. In his thesis, quoted there,
Kimmerle attempts to determine the direction of Schleiermacher’s development.

Cf. his essay in Kantstudien, 51, no. 4, 410ff. [Kimmerle’s new edition is more
authentic, buc less readable than Liicke’s, which is now again accessible as F,
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gradually came to dominate the development of his thought. At
any rate, psychological interpretation became the main influence
on the theorists of the nineteenth century—Savigny, Boeckh,
Steinthal and, above all, Dilthey. R o
Even in the case of the Bible, where interpreting each writer in
terms of his individual psychology is of less moment than the
significance of what is dogmatically uniform and common to
them,2* Schleiermacher still regards the methoc!olgglcal distinc-
tion between philology and dogmatics as essential.”? Hermeneu-

.
tics includes grammatical and psychqlogigal interpretation, But,ﬁS ‘f’d’“’-—
Schleiermacher’s particul sycholog jcal_inter- mus
pretation. It is ultimately a divinatory processya placing of one- e edzentria
self within the whole frameéWorK Of the author, an azpspreﬁeusmn .ﬁ,mk:&-‘.{‘w g
of the “inner origin” of the composition of a work,*® a re-crea- hro iguated
tion Of the creative act. 1hus understanding 1s a reproduction of g w b (e,

an original production, a knowing of what has been knowr; e,
(Boeckh),?” a reconstruction that starts from the vital moment of 4 inasfion

i i ision” ition’s orga- ) i
conception, the “germinal decision™ as the compos g (o <itt Jl L

- . zs .
nizing center. o .

Isolating understanding in this way, however, means that the kmwwt‘, ;

structure of thought we are trying to understand as an utterance oimiry :: o
or as a text is not to be understood in terms of its subject matter "= - not™

1 Y o » o
but as an aesthetic construct, as a work of art or “artistic thought.” mew aw bty

1f we keep this in mind, we will understand why wha,t is at issue gqp s, 181
is not a relation to the subject matter (S(_:hle1ermacher s “being”).
Schieiermacher is following Kant’s definitions of the aesthetic when
he says that “artistic thought can be differentiated only by greater
or lesser pleasure” and is “properly only the momentaneous act
of the subject.”?® Now, the precondition of there being an un-

e ———

D. E. Schieiermacher, Hermeneutik und Kritik, ed. Manfred Frank (Frankfurt,
1917‘713 .Lart 7, 262: “Even though we shall never be able to achieve the complete
understanding of every personal idiosyncrasy of the writers of the New Testa-
ment, the supreme achievement is sill possnbltzz namely of grasping ever more
perfectly . . . the life that is common to them.

25Werke, 1, part 7, 83. 158, 364

26 355 s .

2 ‘Igfzr}llzlfl’olplu['z?d?ea rrizc’i Me,thodologie der philologischen Wissenschaften, ed.

: d., 1886), p. 10. . ) )

Brg’gtl]:c:;\zkcgr?tgxi of his szucg’ies on poetic imagination, Dglthgy coined the term
“point of impression” and explicitly transferred its application from al‘f““_ o
historian (V1, 283). We shall discuss later the significance of this app ication
from the point of view of intellectual history. Its basis is Schlenermac};{er s:’c_l?}r:-
cept of life: “Where life exists, we have functions and parts held together.” The
expression “‘germinal decision” is found in his Werke, 1, part 7, 168.

95 chleiermacher, Dialektik, ed. Odebrecht, pp. S69f.

;ﬁ;
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188  The Questionableness of Romantic Hermeneutics

derstanding at all is that this “artistic thought” is not a mere
momentaneous act but expresses itself. Schleiermacher sees “ar-

tistic thoughts” as life moments that contain so much pleasure
that they burst into utterance, but—however much pleasure they

evoke in the “originals of artistic works”—even then they remain-

.individual thought, a free construct that is not tied to being. This
is precisely what distinguishes poetic from scientific texts.3° By
this, Schleiermacher undoubtedly means that poetic utterance is
not subject to the already described criterion of ‘agréement con-
cerning the thing meant, because what is said in poetry cannot
be separated from the way it is said. The Trojan War, for ex-
ample, exists in Homer’s poem—a person who is concerned with
historical fact is no longer reading Homer as poetic discourse.
No one would maintain that Homer’s poem gained in artistic
reality as a result of archaeologists’ excavations. What is to be
understood here is not a shared thought about some subject mat-
ter, but individual thought that by its very nature is a free con-
struct and the free expression of an individual being.

But it is characteristic of Schleiermacher that he seeks this ele-
ment of free production everywhere. He even differentiates kinds
of dialogue in the same way when—in addition to -“dialogue
proper,” which is concerned with the commeon search for mean-
ing and is the original form of dialectics—he speaks of “free dia-
logue,” which he ascribes to artistic thought. In‘free dialogue the
content of the thoughts “is virtually ignored.” Dialogue is noth-
ing but the mumal stimulation of thought (“and has no other
natural end than the gradual exhaustion of the process de-
scribed”)_,*” a kind of artistic crearion in the reciprocation of
communication,

Insofar as utterance is not-merely an inner product of thought
but also communication and has, as such, an external form, it is
not simply the immediate manifestation of the thought but pre-
supposes reflection. This is primarily true, of course, of what is
fixed in writing and hence of all texts. They are always presen-
tation through art.3? But where speaking is an art, so is under-
standing. Thus all speech and all texts are basically related to the
art of understanding, hermeneuzics, and this explains the connec-
tion between rhetoric (which is a part of aesthetics) and herme-
neutics; every act of understanding is for Schleiermacher the in-

30 Dialektik, p. 470.
3! Dialektik, p. 572.
32 Asthetik, ed. Odebrecht, p. 269.

-y
Y
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/verse of an act of speech, the reconstruction of a construction.
Thus hermeneutics s 2 kind of inversion of rhetoric and poetics.

We may be somewhat surprised to find poetry linked in this
way with the art of speaking,*® for it seems to us precisely the
distinction and dignity of poetry that in it language is not rheto-
ric—i.e., that it possesses a unity of meaning and form that is
independent of any connection with rhetoric in the sense of ad-
dressing or persuading. However, $chleiermacher’s conception of
“artistic thought” (in_which he includes poet
concerned not with the product but with the orientation of the
subject. Thus eloguence is here regarded urely as art—ie., dis-
regarding any reference to purpose or fact—as an expression of
a creative productivity. Of course the borderline between the ar-
tistic and the non-artistic is fluid, like that between artless (im-
mediate) understanding and the understanding reached through

an artful procedure. Insofar as this production takes place me:
chanicatt ording to laws and rules and not througl{uncon:
Scio Te-

C sCious geniusthe process of composition will be consciod
y the interpreter; but if it is an individual, truly creative

and rhetoric) is

—"

product of genius, then there can be no such re-creation accord-
ing to rules. Genius itself creates models and rules. It creates new
ways of using language, new literary forms. Schleiermacher is fully
cognizant of this difference. In hermeneutics what corresponds
to the production of genius is divination, the immediate solution,
which ultimately presupposes a kind of con-geniality. But the
frontier between artless and artful, mechanical and genial pro-
duction, is fluid insofar as an individuality is always being ex-
pressed and hence an element of rule-free genius is always at
work—as with children, who grow into a language; it follows

. the ultimate.gronnd of all understanding must always be a
divinatory act of con-geniality) the possibility of which depends
S a pre-cxisting, bond between all individuals.

This is, in fact, Schieiermacher's presupposition, namely that
all individuality is a manifestation of universal life and hence
“everyone carries a tiny bit of everyone else within him, so that
divination is stimulated by comparison with oneself.” Thus he
can say that the individuality of the author can be directly grasped
“by, as it _were, transtorming_oneself into the other.” Since
Schisiermacher focuses understanding on the problem of individ-
uality, the task of hermeneutics presents itself to him as universal.
For the extremes of alienness and familiarity are both given with

33 Asthetik, p. 384.

Hermengud—=+ -

.y X"i‘w < L4




190  The Questionableness of Romantic Hermeneutics

the relative difference of all individuality. The “method” of un-
derstanding will be concerned equally with what is common, by
comparison, and with what js unique, by intuition; it wi

comparative and divinatory.

2I11CI0] DY 11T Y
But in both respects it remains

because it cannot be turned into a mechanical application of Tules, |

The divinatory remains indispensable.>*

On the basis of this aesthetic metaphysics of indiyiduality, the
hermeneutical principles used by the philologist and the theolo-
gian undergo an important change. Schleiermacher follows Fried-
rich Ast and the whole hermeneutical and rhetorical tradition when
he regards it as a fundamental principle of understanding that
the meaning of the part can be discovered only from the con-
text—i.e., ultimately from the whole. This 1s, of course, true of
understanding any sentence prammatically as well as setting it
within the context of the whole work, even of the whole of that
literature or literary form concerned; but Schleiermacher applies
it to psychological understanding, which necessarily understands
every structure of thought as an element in the total context of a
man’s life.

It has always been known that this is a logically circular argu-
ment, insofar as the whole, in terms of which the part is' to be
understood, is not given before the part, unless in the manner of
a dogmatic canon (as governs the Catholic and,-ds we saw, to
some degree the Protestant understanding of Scripture) or of some
analogous preconception of the spirit of an age (as, for example,
when Ast presumes that retribution characterizes the spirit of the
ancient world).

But Schleiermacher says that these dogmatic guidelines cannot
claim any prior validity and hence are only relative limitations of

the circularity. Fundamentally, understanding is always a_move- |-
ment in this kind of circle, which is why the repeated ret om

the whole to the parts, and vice versa, is essential. Moreover, this
circle 1s constantly expanding, since the concept of the whole is
relative, and being integrated in ever larger contexts always af-
fects the understanding of the individual part. Schleiermacher ap-
plies his usual procedure of a polar dialectical description to her-
meneutics, and thus he takes account of the fact that understanding
is.provisional and unending by elaborating it on the basis of the
old hermeneutical principle of the whole and the parts. But he
intends this characteristic speculative relativization more as a
schema describing the process of understanding than as a funda-

34Schleiermacher, Werke, 1, part 7, 146f,
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mental principle. This is shown by the fact that he assumes some-
thing like complete understanding when divinatory transposition
takes place, “when-all the individual elements at last suddenly
seem to _receive full Mumipation.”

We might ask whether such phrases (which we also find in
Boeckh with the same meaning) are to be taken strictly or as
describing only a relative completeness of understanding. It is true
that Schleiermacher saw individuality as a secret that can never
be fully unlocked—as Wilhelm von Humboldt even more defi-
nitely did; but even this statement needs to be taken only in 2
relative way: the barrier to reason and understanding that re-
mains here is not entirely insuperable. It is to be overcome by
feeling, by an immediate, sympathetic, and con-genial under-
standing. Hermeneutics is an art and not a mechanical process.
Thus it brings its work, understanding, to completion like a work
of art.

Now, the limitation of this hermeneutics based on the concept
of individuality can be seen in the fact that Schleiermacher does
not find the task of literary or scriptural exegesis—i.e., of under-
standing a text written in a foreign language and coming from 2
past age—fundamentally more problematical than any other kind
of understanding. It is” true that, even according to Schleier-
macher, there is a special task when a temporal distance has to
be bridged. Schleiermacher calls it “identifying with_the original
reader.” But this “process of identifying, the linguistic and his-
torical production of sameness, is for him only an ideal precon-
dition for the actual act of understanding, which for him dges
not consist in identifying with the original r@m@

eself on the same level as the authord whereby the text is re-
vealed as a unique manifestation of the author’s life. Schleier-
macher’s problem is not historical obscurity, but the obscurity of
the Thou. :

We may wonder, however, whether it is possible to distinguish
in this way between identifying with the original reader and the
process of understanding. Actually this ideal precondition of un-
derstanding—identifying with the original reader—cannot be ful-
filled prior to the effort of understanding proper but rather is
inextricable from it. Even in the case of a contemporary text with
whose language or content we are unfamiliar, the meaning is re-
vealed only in the manner described, in the oscillating movement’...
between whole and part. Schleiermacher recognizes this. It is al-
ways in this movement that we learn to understand an unfamiliar
meaning, a foreign language or a strange past. The circular move-
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ment is necessary because “nothing that needs interpretation cap
be understood at once.”** For even within one’s own language it
is still true that the reader must completely assimilate both the
author’s vocabulary and, even more, the uniqueness of what he
says. Fro_m these statements, which are found in Schleiermacher
himself, it follows that identifying with the original reader is not
;fa prehmu;ary operation that can be detached from the actual ef-
“(r)i?h cz}f1 eu‘rixvc:;_etres:emdmg, which Schleiermacher sees as identifying
eceb-tisLxamine more closely what Schleiermacher means by
identification for of course it cannot mean mere equation. Pro-
ard”reproduction remain essentially distinct operations
Thus Schleiermacher asserts that the aim is o understand a writer
betEer Than he undersiood bimself, a formula that has been re-
: ever since; and in its changing interpretation the whole
history of modern hermeneutics can be read. Indeed, this state-
ment contains the whole problem of hermeneutics. It would be
valuable, therefore, to go further into its meaning.
What it means for Schleiermacher is clear, He

sees the_act of

understanding as_the reconstruction of the production: This in-

evitably renders many things conscious of which the writer may
be unconscious. It is obvious that here Schleiermacher is applying
the aesthetics of genius to his universal hermeneutics. Creation
by artistic genius is the model on which this theory of uncon-
scious production and necessarily conscious reproduction is based.3

In faf:t the formula, understood in this way, can be regard‘ed
as a principle. of all philology, insofar as the latter is regarded as

_the understanding of artful discourse. The better understanding

that_distinguishes the interpreter from the writer does not refer

to_the understanding of the text’s subject matrer but simply to
the understanding of the text—ice., of what the author meant

A

-

expressed. This understanding can b [ “‘better” insofar as
the explicit, thematized understanding of an opini sed

contents

prents unplies . an increased k
the sentence says something almost self-evident.

learns to understand a text in a foreign language will make ex-
plicitly conscious the grammatical rules and literary forms which
the author followed without noticing, because he lived in the lan-
guage and in its means of artistic expression. The same is true of

:Xerke, I, part 7, 33.

. Patsch has now clarified more precisely th i i
t ow clarifie y the early history of romant

hermeneutics. See his “Friedrich Schlegels ‘Philosophie der 1;-1?1'ilol(:'rgi<§.r’1 at?nlg

Schleiermachers frithe Entwiirf: H e.? Zet S g .
Kirche (19665 om. 434 e zur Hermeneutik,” Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und

=
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all production by artistic genius and its reception by others. We
must remember this especially in regard to the interpretation of
poetry. There too it is necessary to understand a poet better than
he understood himself, for he did not “understand himself” at all
when the structure of his text took shape within him.

From this also follows the point—which hermeneutics ought
never to forget—that the artist who creates something is not the
appointed interpreter of it. As an interpreter he has no automatic
authority over the person who is simply receiving his work. In-

sofar as he reflects on his own work, he is his own reader. The Autho. .
)"5 I'Lof‘ ‘

meaning that he, as reader, gives his own work does not set the{
standard. The only standard of interpretation is the sense of hisy,
Creation, what it “means.”” Thus the idea of production by ge-
nius performs an important theoretical task, in that it collapses “:;
the distinction between interpreter and author. It legitimizes iden- ™
tification insofar as it is not the author’s reflective self-interpre-
tation but the unconscious meaning of the author that is to be
understood. This is what Schleiermacher means by his paradoxi-
cal formula.

Since Schleiermacher others, including August Boeckh, Stein-
thal, and Dilthey, have repeated his formula in the same sense:
“The philologist understands the speaker and poet better than he
understands himself and better than his_contemporaries under-
stood him, for he brings clearly into consciousness what was ac-
tually, but only unconsciously, present in the other.”*® Through
the “knowledge of psychological laws” the philclogist, according
to Steinthal, can deepen his understanding by grasping the cau-
sality, the genesis of the work of literature, and the mechanics of
the_ writer's mind.

Steinthal’s repetition of Schleiermacher’s statement already be-
trays the effect of psychological research which takes research
into nature as its model. Dilthey is freer here, because he more
firmly preserves the connection with the aesthetics of genius. In
particular, he applies the formula to the interpretation of poetry.
To understand the “idea” of a poem from its “inner form” can
of course be called “understanding it better.” Dilthey regards this
as the “highest triumph of hermeneutics,”* for the philosophical

37The modern habit of applying a writer's interpretation of himself as a canon
of interpretation is a product of a false psychologism. Ou the other hand, how-
ever, the “theory,” e.g., of music or poetics and rhetoric, can well be a legiti-
mate canon of interpretation. [See my “Zwischen Phinomenologie und Dialek-
tik: Versuch einer Selbstkritik,” GW, II, 3ff.]

3§Steinthal, Einleitung in die Psychologie und Sprachwissenschaft (Berlin, 1881).

3?vy, 335.
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og Cﬁmplg.teness.’f But this, too, is obviously a formal condition Thus the meaning of “belonging”—i.e., the element of tradi- i
of all un erstanding. It states that only what really constitutes a tion in our historical: ermeneutical activity—is fulfilled in the . P {
unity of meaning is intelligible. S when we read a text we al- commonality of fundamental, enabling prejudices Hermeneutics FET o j
ways assume. its completeness, and only when thi > : must start from the position that a pérson seeking to understand . E
proves mistaken—i.e., the text 1s not intelligible d; ;is%x;;i)lt’:ig something has a bond to the subject matter that comes into lan- M‘“w‘a« i
suspect th i ; h iti i . :
e of soch texeal Sl con be I ekt e pomeied The B e e o which the iext speaks. On the
- ¢ . n be'left aside, for the important . . . "
thmg_to note is that applying them properly :iependé Onpunder- other hand, hermeneutical consciousness 1s aware that its bond
standing the content. to this subject matter does not consist in some self-evident, un-
T}éff fore-conception of completeness that guides all our under- questioned unanimity, as is the case with the unbroken stream of |
standing 1s, t ' : iti i i ( i iliari A
s s e vy i by o et o N adion, Hemeneutic work s el on 2 sl oyl o
. A, ; immanent unity of meaning; but ; ) '
his understanding is likewise guided by the constant transce%dem logically, with Schleiermacher, as the range that covers the mys-
Sxpictaftlogs qf meaning that proceed from the relation to the tery of individuality, but truly hermeneutically—i.e., in regard to e
u - 3 . . . . - - 6 i
T tdo hw at is being said. Just as the recipient of a letter under- what has been said: the language in which the text addresses us, B
stands the news that it contains and first sees things with the eyes the story that it tells us. Here too there is a tension. It is in_the i
of the person who wrote the letter—i.e., considers what he writes play between the 'traditio_nary text’s Strangeness gpg{___f_a,_x_n_,ﬂjagity Wistance L E
as true, and is not trying to understand the writer’s peculiar opin- to us, between being a historically intended, distanciated object (_‘l m i
Lc;z?sasfsuch——solalsg ,.d;) we understand traditionary texts on the al;ld bell;)nging to a tradition. 1he true locus of bermeneutics is j i
o expectations of meaning drawn from our this in-between. ‘ S g
i L OWN pIIOF re- RS . e . . : o
lation to_the subject matter. And just as we believe the gews Ta Given the intermediate position in which hermeneutics oper- ’ (254
ported by a correspondent because he was present or is better ates, it follows that its work is not to develop a procedure of — 1 ili}
informed, so too are we fundamentally open to the possibili understanding, but to clarify the conditions in which understand- :
‘that: the writer of a transmitted text is better informecli) t&};l;nl ‘x”tz ing takes place. But these conditions do not amount to 2 “pro- 33'
are, with our prior opinion. It is only when the attempt to accept cedure” or method which the interpreter must of himself bring to Ei
what is said as true fails that we try to “understand” the rext bear on the text; rather, they must be given. The prejudices an e . L
mlyg oflw,w psychologi. torically, as another’s opinion.? e fore-meanings that occupy the interpreter’s consciousness are not Ora Ve s
sun cudyliy(udice of completenessy then, implies not only this formal elo- at his free disposal. He cannot separate in advance the productive n e |
RWMM-}E — @ text should completely express its meaning—but : prejudices that enable understanding from the prejudices tha PN |
5 chowe e o ls}t?l that what it says should be the complete truth, hinder it and lead to misunderstandings. ”"5""807\ '
we e N Khos ere again we see that understanding m imari \
NN | PWF\M derstand the content of what is said ar%d ealns, anan-l ¥, to un- This presents one of the most difficult hermeneutical problems (cf. the igterest-
; late and understand her’ >, only secondarily to iso- ing remarks by Leo Strauss in Persecution and the Art of Writing). This excep-
v basic of all b an_ot er’s meaning as su‘ch. Hence the most tional hermeneutical case is of special significance, in that it goes beyond inter-
¥ | hermeneutic preconditions remains one’s own fore- pretation of meaning in the same way as when historical source ¢riticism goes
un _erstand{ng, which comes from being concerned with the same back behind the tradition. Although the task here is not a historical, but a i
sub;ect. This is what determines what can be realized ‘fed hermeneutical one, it can be performed only by using understanding of the sub- ;
meaning and thus determi h d as uniie ject marter as a key to discover what is behind the disguise-—just as in conver-
: etermines how the fore-conception of - i i i i i
pleteness is applied.?2¢ P com sation we understand irony to the extent to which we are in agreement with the
‘ : other person on the subject matter. Thus the apparent exception confirms that I
- ] understanding involves agreement. {I doubt that Strauss is right in the way he :
o hIn a Lectl_lre on -ﬁ(sthetxc judgment at a conference in Venice in 1958 I tried carries out his theory, for instance in his discussion of Spinoza. Dissembling
show that it ¢ i istorical ; : ing impli i i i ) i
b ahe oo of wonca) Tudgment, s secondary in character and con- meaning implic » igh degres of comsionsnes. Acomnete o e o i
. . . n the Pro i . i
Aesthetic Consciousness,” tr. E. Kelly, Graduate Facul,yelrzr;,a;;;(g;arj%z;nz; ciently see this. See op. cit., pp. 223ff. and my “Hermencutics and Historicism,”
(Nzc;\;v School for Social Research), 9 (1982), 31-40.) Y Supplement I below. These problems have meanwhile been much disputed, in
There is one exception to this anticipation of completeness, namely the my view, on too natrowly semantic a basis. See Donald Davidson, Inquiries
case of writing that is presenting something in disguise, eg., a r’oman &yde h into Truth and Interpretation (Oxford, 1984).]
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interpreter and the author that is created by historical distance. }
Every age has to understand a transmitted text in its own way, |

296  The Elevation of the Historicity of Understanding

Rather, this separation must take place in the process of un-
derstanding itself, and hence hermeneutics must ask how that
happens. But that means it must(foregroundyvhat has remained
entirely peripheral in previous her f
and its significance for understanding.

This point can be clarified by comparing it with the hermeneu-
tic theory of romanticism. We recall that the latter conceived of
understanding as the reproduction of an original production. Hence
it was possible to say that one should be able to understand an
author better than he understood himself. We examined the ori-
gin of this statement and its connection with the aesthetics of
genius, but must now come back to it, since our present inquiry
lends it a new importance.

That subsequent understanding is superior to the original pro-
duction and hence can be described as superior understanding
does not depend so much on the conscious realization that places
the interpreter on the same level as the author (as Schleiermacher
said) but instead denotes an insuperable difference between the

for the text belongs to the whole tradition whose content inter-
ests the age and in which it seeks to understand itself. The real
meaning of a text, as it speaks to the interpreter, does not depend
on_the _contingencies of_the author and his original audience. It
certainly is not identica with them, for it is always co-determined
also by the historical situation of the interpreter and hence by the
totality of the objective course of history. A writer like Chladen-
ius,225 who does not yet view understanding in terms of history,
is saying the same thing in a naive, ingenuous way when he says
that an author does not need to know the real meaning of what
he has written; and hence the interpreter can, and must, often
understand more than he.-But this is of fundamental importance.

Not just occasionally but always, the meaning of a text goes be-
yond its author. That is why understanding is not metely a repro-
diictive but always a productive activity as well. Perhaps it is not
correct to refer to this productive element in understanding as
“better understanding.” For this phrase is, as we have shown, a
principle of criticism taken from the Enlightenment and revised
on the basis of the aesthetics of genius. Understanding is not, in
fact, understanding better, either in the sense of superior knowl-
edge of the subject because of clearer ideas or in the sense of
fundamental superiority of conscious over unconscious produc-

235 Cf. p. 183 above.
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tion. It is enough to say that we understand in a different way, if
we understand at all. _ _

Cuch a conception of understanding breaks right through the
circle drawn by romantic hermeneutics. Since we are now con-
cerned not with individuality and what it thinks but with the

8
cruth of what is said, a text is not understood as a mere expres- ’ ¥

sion of life but is taken seriously in its claim to truth. That this
is what is meant by “understanding” was once s_elf-ev1dent (we
need only recall Chladenius).”¢ But this dimension of the her-
meneutical problem was discredited by historical consciousness
and the psychological turn that Schleiermacher gave to herme-
neutics, and could only be regained when the aporias of histori-
cism came to light and led finally to the fundamentally new de-
velopment to which Heidegger, in my view, gave the decisive
‘mpetus. For the hermeneutic productivity of temporal distance
could be understood only when Heidegger gave understanding an
ontological orientation by interpreting it as an “existentia ” and
when he interpreted Dasein’s mode of being in terms of time.

Time is no longer primarily a gulf to be bridged because it
separates; it_is actually the supportive_ground of the course of jf !
evenis.inshich.the present rooted. ]—lg@%}%iw_

ot something that must be overcome This was, rather, the naive
assumption of historicism, namely that we must franspose our-
selves into the spirit of the age, think with its ideas and its thoughts,

‘not with our own, and thus advance toward historical objectiv-

1ty-£ fact the important thing is to recognize temporal distance "

ad 2 posinve and productive condition enabling unejgtiﬁnéﬁlt neé)o{-\«d-ﬂ
is not a yawning abyss but is filled with the continut o_'cust_om&r;twoyb\
and tradition, in the light of which everything handed down pre- Lot
sents 1tself to us, Here it is not too much to speak of the ggnuineq‘(& e,
productivity of the course of events. Everyone is familiar with the
curious impotence of our judgment where temporal distance has
not given us sure criteria. Thus the judgment of contemporary
works of art is desperately uncertain for the scholarly conscious-
ness. Obviously we approach such creations with unverifiable
prejudices, presuppositions that have too great an influence over
us for us to know about them; these can give contemporary cre-
ations an extra resonance that does not correspond to their tiue
content and significance. Only when all their relations to the present

i »
time have faded away can their real nature appear, so that Fhe diselnes |
understanding of what is said in them can claim to be authorita- el e dd'\ |
tive and universal. TVin ﬁm( :

——

26Cf, p, 183 above.
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I.n l?istorical studies this experience has led to the idea th
objective knowledge can be achieved only if there has been a ¢ .
tain historical distance. It is true that what a thing has to SQX:..I?-
intriasic_content, first appears only after it is divorced from th:
fleeting circumstances that gave rise to it. 1he positive conditions
of historical understanding include the relative closure of a his
torical event, which allows us to view it as a whole, and its dis:
tance 'from contemporary opinions concerning its ir'ﬁpoz’c. The
implicit presupposition of historical method, then, is that the per-
manent significance of something can first be known objectivel
pqu when it belongs to a closed context—in other words whex};
it is dead enough to have only historical interest. Only then does
it seem possible to exclude the subjective involvement of the ob-

o

tl;‘fdsdé}"

server. This is, in fact, a parad he epi i
seeks o s , a paradox, the epistemological counter
dovoe e, to the old moral problem of whether anyone can be called ha%a;)r;
3 before his death. Just as Aristotle showed how this kind of prob-
+  lem can serve to sharpen the powers of human judgment,%)2

7
. 2 : _ s0
Lo lo,,.f- +iy hermeneutical rc‘:ﬂectlon cannot fail to find here a sharpening of
s am llvsion the methodological self-consciousness of science. It is true that
(o ok T certain hermeneutic requirements are automatically fulfilled when

' a historical context has come to be of only historical i

o s demke S8 _ only historical interest.
” ertain sources of error are automatically excluded- But it is
metho ‘ nﬁ,\ questionable whe'ther this is the end of the hermeneutical prob-
lem. Temporal distance obviously means something other than

.tT)e extinction of our interest in the object. It lets the true mean-
ing of the object emerge fully. But the discovery of the true mean-
ing of a text or a work of art is(ne hed™it is in fact an
infinite process. Not only are fresh sources of error consantly
excluaeé, S0 tFn_ at all kinds of things are filtered out that obscure
the true meaning; but new sources of understanding are contin-
ually emerging that reveal unsuspected elements of meaning, The
temporal distance that performs the filtering process is not fixed
but is itself undergoing constant movement and extension And
along with the negative side of the filtering process brought about
by temporal distance there is also the positive side namely the
4 value it has for understanding. It not only lets local and limited
prejudices die away, but allows those that bring about genuine
understanding to emerge clearly as such.
Often temporal distancé?”%/can solve question of critique in

hermeneutics, namely(how to distinguish the true pre]udw
227 Nicomachean Etbics, 1, 7.

228 < :
[T have here softened the original text (“It is only temporal distance that

can_solve . . ") it is distance, not only temporal oi i
. olve . Yo it 3 y_tem ist
hermeneutic problem solvable. See also GW;II,P 64.] ance,. that makes this
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istorical consciousness. It will make conscious the preju-
our own understanding, so that the text, as
can be isolated and valued on its own.(Fore
ice )clearly requires suspending its
validity for us. For as long as our mind is influenced by a preju-
dice, we do not consider it a judgment. How then can we fore-
ground it? It is impossible to make ourselves aware of a prejudice
while it is constantly operating unnoticed, but only when it is, so
to speak, provoked. The encounter with a traditionary text can-
provide this provocation. For what leads to understanding must
be something that has already asserted itself in its own separate
validity. Understanding begins, as we have already said above,??’
when something addresses us. 1his Is the first condition of her-
s We now know what this requires, namely the funda-
mental suspension of our own prejudices. But all suspension of
judgments and hence, a fortiori, of prejudices, has the logical
suucture of a guestion.
€ £SSENnce Ziestion is to open up possibilities and keep
them open. If a prejudice becomes questionable in view of what
another person or a text says to us, this does not mean that it is
simply set aside and the text or the other person accepted as valid
in its place. Rather, historical objectivism shows its naivete in
accepting this disregarding of ourselves as what actually happens.
In fact our own prejudice is properly brought into play by being
put at risk. Only by being given full play is it able to experience
the other’s claim to truth and make it possible for him to have
full play himself.
The naivete of so-calledi

oI
dices” governing

0 0

Jonsists in the fact that it
does not undertake this reflecttorm;=amd™in trusting to the fact that
its procedure is methodical,(it forg€fits own historiCity. We must
here appeal from a badly understo i inking to one
that can better perform the task of understanding. Real historical
thinking must take account of its own historicity. Only then will
it cease to chase the phantom of a historical object that is the

object of progressive research, and learn to view the object as the

counterpart of itself and hence understand both. The true histor-
ical object is not an object at all, but the unity of the one and the
other, a relationship that constitates both the reality of history
and the reality of hisforical understanding 2" & hérmeneutics ad-

29pp, 290 and 295 above.
230[Here constantly arises the danger of “appropriating” the other person in
one’s own understanding and thereby failing to recognize his or her otherness.]
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equate to the subject matter would have to demonstrate the real-
ity and efﬁcaf:y of history within understanding itself. I'shall refer
to this as “history of effect.” Understanding is, essentially, a his-
torically effected event. '

s,

. . . P ’3‘%&‘6‘
Qv) The Principle of History of Effect (Wirku'zzgsgeschichte)‘?

Historical interest is directed not only toward the historical phe-
nomenon and the traditionary work but also, secondarily, toward
their effect in history (which also includes the history of re-
search); the history of effect is generally regarded as 2 mere sup-
plement to historical inquiry, from Hermann Grimm’s Raffael to
Gundolf and beyond--though it has occasioned many valuable
insights. To this extent, history of effect is not new. But to re-
quire an inquiry into history of effect every time a work of art or
an aspect of the tradition is led out of the twilight region between
tradition and history so that it can be seen clearly and openly in
terms of its own meaning—this is 2 new demand (addressed not
to research, but to its methodological consciousnéss) that pro-
ceeds inevitably from thinking historical consciousness through.
It is not, of course, a hermeneutical requirement in the sense
of the traditional conception of hermeneutics.'I am not saying
that historical inquiry should develop inquiry into the history of
effect as a kind of inquiry separate from understanding the work
itself. The requirement is of a more theoretical kind. Historical
consciousness must become conscious that in the apparent im-
mediacy with which it approaches a work of art or a traditionary
text, there is also another-kind of inquiry in play, albeit unrec-
ognized and unregulated. If we are trying to understand a histor-

2
kol
his

ical phenomenon from the Historical distance that 15 characreris-
tic of our hermeneutical situation, we araE fected
by history. It determines in advance both WHat SEemSTO us WOLt
inquiring about and what will appear as an object of investiga-
tion, and we more or less forger half of what is really there—in
fact, we miss the whole truth of the phenomenon—when we take
its immediate appearance as the whole truth.

_ In our understanding, which we imagine is so innocent because
its results seem.so self-evident, the other presents itself so much
in terms of our own selves that there is no longer a question of
self and other. In_relying on its critical method, historical objec-

tivism _conceals the fact that historical consciousness is itself sit-
uated in the web of historical effects. By means of methodical

critique it does away with the arbitrariness of “relevant” appro-
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priations of the past, but it preserves its good conscience by fail-

ing to recognize the presuppositions—certainly not arbitrary, but

still fundamental—that govern its own understanding, and hence

falls short of reaching that truth which, despite the finite nature.
of our understanding, could be reached. In this respect, historical

objectivism resembles statistics, which are such excellent means

of propaganda because they let the “facts” speak and hence sim-

ulate an objectivity that in reality depends on the legitimacy of
the questions asked.

~"We are not saying, then, that history of effect must be devel-
oped as a new independent discipline ancillary to the human sci-
ences, but that we should learn to understand ourselves better
and recognize that in all understanding, whether we are expressly
aware of it or not, the efficacy of history is at work. When a
naive faith in scientific method denies the existence of effective
history, there can be an actual deformation of knowledge. We

are familiar with this from the history of science, where it ap- wi

pears as the irrefutable proof of some hat is obviously false.

But on the whole the power of(effective istory

on its being recognized. This, precisely;

& power of history p14
over finite human consciousness, namely that it prevails even where Jie

f\wnxjc g‘uik,
Hoes not depend Hua s

ey

faith in method leads one to deny one’s own historicity. Our need .. pasi~
to become conscious of effective history is urgent because it islgyd, o dun_

gt

necessary for scientific consciousness. But this does not mean it
can ever be absolutely fulfilled. That we should become com-
pletely aware of effective history is just as hybrid a statement as
when Hegel speaks of absolute knowledge, in which history would
become completely transparent to itself and hence be raised to

the level of a concept. Rather, historically effected consciousness N — Y

(wirkungsgeschichtliches Bewuftsein) is an element in the act of
understanding itself and, as we shall see, is already effectual in
finding the right questions to ask.

e onsciousness of bang arfected by history (wirkungsgeschicht-
liches Bewuftsein) is primarily consciousness of the hermeneuti-
cal situation. To acquire an awareness of a situation is, however,
always a task of peculiar difficulty. The very idea of a situation
means that we are not standing outside it and hence are unable
to have any objective knowledge of it.”*" We always find our-
“selves within a situation, and throwing light on it is a task that
is never entirely finished. This is also true of the hermeneutic sit-

B1The structure of the concept of situation has been illuminated chiefly by
Karl Jaspers, Die geistige Situation der Zeit, and Erich Rothacker. {See my “Was
ist Wahrheit,” Kleine Schriften, 1, 46—58, esp. pp. 55f. (GW, I, 441f.]
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. J,,v.-‘;‘ vision that includes everything that can be seen from a particular
ﬁe:..hm,w vantage point. Applying this to the thinking mind, we speak of

3’ &»\W.ﬁ, the opening up of new horizons, and so forth. Since Nietzsche
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302 The Elevation of the Historicity of Understanding
uation—i.e., the situation in which we find ourselves with tegard
to the tradition that we are trying to understand. The illuming.
tion of this situation—reflection on effective history—can never
be completely achieved; yet the fact that it cannot be completed
is due not to a deficiency in reflection but to the essence of the
historical being that we are. To be bistorically means that knouy|.
edge of oneself can never be complete. All self-knowledge arises
from what is historically pregiven, what with Hegel we call “sy},.
stance,” because it underlies all subjective intentions and actions,

and hence both prescribes and limits every possibility for under.
standing any tradition whatsoever in its historical alterity. This
almost defines the aim of philosophical hermeneutics: its task is
to retrace the path of Hegel’s phenomenology of mind until we
discover in all that is subjective the substantiality that determines
it.

Every finite present has its limitations. We define the concept
of “situation™ by saying that it represents a standpoint that limits

the possibility of vision, Henge essential to the concept of sitta-
tion is the concept n’m The horizon is the range of

narrowness of horizon, of the possible expansion of horizon, of
and Husser],** the word has been used in philosophy to charac-
terize the way in which thought is tied to its finite determina

and the way one’s range of vision 1s gradually expanded. A per-
son who has no horizon does not see far enough and hence over-
values what is nearest to him. On the other hand, "to have a _

horizon” means not being limited to what is nearby but being ,

able to see beyond it. A person who has an horizon knows the
relative significance of everything within this horizon, whether it
is near or far, great or small. Similarly, working out the herme-
neutical situation means acquiring the right horizon of inquiry
for the questions evoked by the encounter with tradition.

In the sphere of historical understanding, too, we speak of ho-
rizons, especially when referring to the claim of historical con-
sciousness to see the past in its own terms, not in terms of our
contemporary criteria and prejudices but T 165 OWI BISTOTIS

H2[H. Kuhn already referred to this in “The Phenomenological Concept of
‘Horizon,™ in Philosophical Essays in Memory of Husserl, ed. Martin Farber
Gatnbridge, 1940), pp. 106—23. Sec my observations on “horizon” above, pp-
@50
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The task of historical understanding also involves
acquiring an appropriate historical horizon, so that what we are
rying to understand can be seen in its true dimensions. If we fail

0 transpose ourselvesinto the historical horizon from which the

traditionary text speaks, we will misunderstand the significance
of What it has to say to us. 10 that extent this seems a legitimate |
hermeneutical requirement: we must place ourselves in the other
situation in order to understand it. We may wonder, however,
whether this phrase is adequate to describe the understanding that
is required of us. The same is true of a conversation that we have
with someone simply in order to get to know him—i.e., to dis-
cover where he is coming from and his horizon. This is not a true
conversation—that is, we are not seeking agreement on some
subject—because the specific contents of the conversation are only
a_means to _get to know the horizon of the other person. Ex-
amples are oral examinations and certain kinds of conversation
between doctor and patient. Historical consciousness is clearly
doing something similar when it transposes itself into the situa-
tion of the past and thereby claims to have acquired the right ,
historical horizon. In a conversation, when we have discovered :

A beadibiomesd
Aina 0
Verstehen,

ne a,ﬁw-g SK‘H“

the other person’s standpoint and horizon, his ideas become in- 4 &HQ‘,M?

telligible without our necessarily having to agree with him; so §
also when someone thinks historically, he comes to understand §
the meaning of what has been handed down without necessarily |
agreeing with it or seeing himself in it

In both cases, the person understanding has, as it were, stopped
trying to reach an agreement. He himself cannot be reached. By
factoring the other person’s standpoint into what he is claiming
to say, we are making our own standpoint safely unatrainable.2
In considering the origin of historical thinking, we have seem that
in fact it makes this ambiguous transition from means to ends—
Le., it makes an end of what is only a means. The text that is
understood historically is forced to abandon its claim to be say-

semipmonmt

"

ing something true. We think we understand when we see the ", 1 (haveo

past from a historical standpoint—i.e.{ ftanspose. ourselvy into (
the historical situation and try to reconstrict rie Bietorical hoti-

zon. In fact, however, we have given up the claim to find’in the
past any truth that is valid and intelligible for ourselves. Ac-

23] already discussed the moral aspect of this topic in my 1943 essay “Das
Problem der Geschichte in der neueren deutschen Philosophie,” Kleine Schrif-

ten, I, 1-10 (GW, 11, 27-36). It will also be more emphatically stressed in what
follows.] ‘
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knowledging the otherness of the other in this way, making hip,
the object of objective knowledge, involves the fundamental sys.
pension of his claim to truth.

However, the question 1s whether this descW i Iy fits the
ermenentical phenomenon. Are there really(two different hor;
ej~the horizon in which  the person seeking to under.
stand lives and the historical horizon within which he places him-
selt? Is 1t a correct description of the art of historical understanding
to say that we learn to transpose ourselves into alien horizons}
Are there such things as closed horizoris, in this sense? We recal]
Nietzsche’s complaint against historicism that it destroyed the
horizon bounded by myth in which alone a culture is able to
live.#* Is the honzon of one’s own present time ever closed in
this way, and can a historical situation be imagined that has this
kind of closed horizon?

Or is this a romantic refraction, a kind of Robinson Crusoe
dream of historical enlightenment, the fiction of an unattainable
island, as artificial as Crusoe himself—i.e., as the alleged primacy
of the solus ipse? Just as the individual is never simply an indi-
vidual because he is always in understanding with others, so too
the closed horizon that is supposed to enclose a culture is an
abstraction. The historical movement of human life consists in
thie fact that it is never absolutely bound to"any one standpoint,
and hence can never have a truly closed horizon. The horizon is,
rather, something into which we move and that moves with us.
Horizons change for a person who is moving. Thus the horizon
of the past, out of which all human life lives and which exists in
‘the form of tradition, is always in motion. The surrounding ho-

rizon is not set in motion by historical consciousness. But in it-

this motion becomes aware of itself.

When our historical consciousness transposes itself into histor-

ical_horizons, this does not entail passing into alien worlds un-
connected in any way with our own; instead, they together con-
stitute the one great horizon that moves from within and that,
beyond_the frontiers of the present, embraces the historical depths
of our self-consciousness. Everything contained in historical con-
sciousness is in fact embraced by a single historical horizon. Qur
own past and that other past toward which our historical con-
sciousness is directed help to shape this moving horizon out of
which human life always lives and which determines it as heri-
tage and tradition.

Understanding tradition undoubtedly requires a historical ho-

B4 Nietzsche, Untimely Méditations, 11, at the beginning.
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rizon, then. But it is not the case that we acquire this horizon by
transposing ourselves into a historical situation. Rather, we must
always already have a horizon in order to be able to transpose

_ourselves into a situation. For what do we mean by “transposing

ourselves”? Certainly not just disregarding ourselves. This is nec-
essary, of course, insofar as we must imagine the other situation.
But into this other situation we must bring, precisely, ourselves.
Only this is the full meaning of “transposing ourselves.” If we
put ourselves in someone else’s shoes, for example, then we will
understand him-—i.e., become aware of the otherness, the indis-
soluble individuality of the other person—by putting ourselves in
his position.

Transposing ourselves consists neither in the empathy of one
individual for another nor in subordinating another person to
our own standards; rather, it always involves rising to a higher ‘
universality that overcomes not only our own particularity but k
also that of the other. The concept of “horizon” suggests itself
because it expresses the superior breadth of vision that the person
who 15 trying to understand must have. 1o acquire a horizon
means that one learns to look beyond what is close at hand—not
in order to look away from it but to see it better, within a larger
whole and in truer proportion. To speak, with Nietzsche, of the
many changing horizons into which historical consciousness teaches
us to place ourselves is not a correct description. If we disregard
ourselves in this way, we have no historical horizon. Nietzsche’s
view that historical study is deleterious to life is not, in fact, di-
rected against historical consciousness as such, but against the
self-alienation it undergoes when it regards the method of mod-
ern historical science as its own true nature. We have already
pointed out that a truly historical consciousness always sees its
own present in such a way that it sees itself, as well as the his-

torically other, within the right relationships. It requires a special i
effort to acquire a historical horizon./%e are always atfected, in o

the testimony of the past under its influence. Thus it is constantly
necessary to guard against overhastily assimilating the past to our
own expectations of meaning. Only then can we listen to tradi-
tion in a way that permits it to make its own meaning heard.

hope and fear, by what 1s nearest'to us, and hence we approach r{% P

We have shown above that this'is a process of foregrounding
(abheben). Let us consider what this idea of foregrounding in-
volves. It is always reciprocal. Whatever is being foregrounded
must be foregrounded from something else, which, in turn, must
be foregrounded from it. Thus all foregrounding also makes vis-
ible that from which something is foregrounded. We have de-
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scribed this above as the way prejudices are brought into play,
We started by saying that a hermeneutical situation is determmed
by the prejudices that we bring with us. They constitute, then,
the horizon of a particular present, for they represent that be-
yond which it is impossible to see. But now it is important tq
avoid the error of thinking that the horizon of the present con.
sists of a fixed set of opinions and valuations, and that the oth.
erness of the past can be foregrounded from it as from a fixed
ground.

In fact the horizon of the present i 1s continually in the process
being formed because we are continually having to test all our
[e udlces. An 1mportant part of this testing occurs in encounter-

E'i"g'!'ﬂ;?ﬁﬁst and in understanding the tradition from which we

come. Hence the horizon of the present cannot be formed with-

out the past. There is no more an isolated horizon of the present
in itself than there are historical horizons=which. b o be ac-

ired. Rather, understandmg is always{the fusion o these hord

power of this kind of fusion chiefly from earlier times and their
naivete about themselves and their heritage. In a tradition this
process of fusion is continually going on, for there old and new
are always combining into something of living value, without either
bemg exphcxtly foregrounded from the other.

h.abing as these distinct horizons,
9yand not simply of the
formation of the one honzom; z-bounds are set in the depths
of tradition? To ask the question means that we are recognizing
that understanding becomes a scholarly task only under special
circumstances and that it is necessary to work out these circum-
stances as a hermeneutical situation. Every encounter with tradi-
tion that takes place within historical consciousness involves the
experience of a tension between the text and the present. The

F&T\’L\ Yia )}easimhermeneunc task consists in not covering up this tension by at-
‘ tempnng a naive assxmn[atlon of tEe twol%ut n conscnousI Brmg-

4wo kmgms

it out. 1Ris 1§ 1T 15 part Of the hermeneutic approach to
prolect a historical horizon that is different from the horizon of
the present. Historical consciousness is aware of its own other-
ness and hence foregrounds the horizon of the past from its own.
On the other hand, it is itwself, as we are trying to show, only
something superimposed upon continuing tradition, and hence it

immediately recombines with what it has foregrounded itself from -

in order to become one with itself again in the unity of the his-
torical horizon that it thus acquires.
Projecting a historical horizon, then, is only one phase in the
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process of understanding; it does not become solidified into the
self-alienation of a past consciousness, but is overtaken by our
own present horizon of understanding. In the process of under-
standing, a real fusing of horizons occurs—which means that as
the historical horizon is projected, it is simultaneously superseded.
To bring about this fusion in a regulated way is the task of what
we called historically effected consciousness. Although this task
was obscured by aesthetic-historical positivism following on the
heels of romantic hermeneutics, it is, in fact, the central problem
of hermeneutics. It is the problem of application, which is to be
found in all understanding.

2 THE RECOVERY OF THE FUNDAMENTAL
HERMENEUTIC PROBLEM

(A) THE HERMENEUTIC PROBLEM OF APPLICATION

In the early tradition of hermeneutics, which was completely in-
visible to the historical self-consciousness of post-romantic sci-
entific epistemology, this problem had its systematic place. Her-
meneutics was subdivided as follows: there was a distinction
between subtilitas intelligendi (understanding) and subtilitas ex-
plicandi (interpretation); and pietism added a third element, sub-
tilitas applicandi (application), as in J. J. Rambach. The process
of understanding was regarded as consisting of these three ele-
ments. It is notable that all three are called subtilitas—i.e., they
are considered less as methods that we have at our disposal than
as talents requiring particular finesse of mind.>** As we have seen,
the hermeneutic problem acquired systematic importance because
the romantics recognized the inner unity of intelligere and expli-
care. Interpretation is not an occasional, post facto supplement
to understanding; rather, understanding is always interpretation,
and hence interpretation is the explicit form of understanding. In
accordance with this insight, interpretive language and concepts
were recognized as belonging to the inner structure of under-
standing. This moves the whole problem of language from its
peripheral and incidental position into the center of philosophy.
We will return to this point.

BSRambach’s Institutiones bermeneuticae sacrae (1723) are known to me in
the compilation by Morus. There we read: Solemus autem intelligendi explican-
digue subtilitatem (soliditatem vulgo).

“‘4
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presuppose a knowledge that one does not know; so much 5o,

indeed, that a particular lack of knowledge leads to a particulay
question.

Plato shows i : i ies if

Suggm:m' . Dt sh h s in an unforgettable way where the difficulty lies in
» nowing what one does not know. It is the power of opiniopn

of questims ¢ against which it 15 so hard to obtain an admission of ignorance,

NB

Heamemedics : less in regard to questions than to answers—e.g., the solution of

e aut of finltn

eral opinion, just as the word that the Greeks have for opinion
doxa, also means the decision made by the majority in the coun.
cil assembly, How, then, can ignorance be admitted and ques-
tions arise?

Let us say first of all that it can occur only in the way any idea
occurs to us. It is true that we do speak of ideas occurring to-us

problems; and by this we mean to say that there is no methodical
way 1o arrive at the solution. But we also know that such ideas

o best C\W:h'ms do not occur to us entirely unexpectedly. They always presup-

+ ask

« deute POSE 2D orientation toward an area of openness from which the
idea can occur—i.e., they presuppose questions. The.real nature

Wein obstacle . Of the'sudden idea is perhaps less that a solution occurs to us like

Tsseahicl:

'

(:n. b

| ?"’“‘:' ne desirescious art; but there is something peculiar about this art. We have
. p wasT o kwoug Scen that it is reserved to the person who{wantyto kno —i.e.,
e swho already has questions. The art of questioning 1s Not the art

4

(14

fxell a}? ansvlre}- to a riddle than that a question occurs to us that breaks
Moo through into _the open and thereby makes an’ answer possible.

Yopini

blockes juesh‘ms
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as the structure of a question. But the sudden

it or present it.

APEQUATL QuesmoN) We have alregdy seen that, logically considered, the negs‘;lrivity

of experienceiffiplies a question. In fact we have experiences when
ocked by things that do not accord with our expecta-
tions. Thus questioning too is more a passion than an action. A
question presses itself on us; we can no longer avoid it and pet-
sist in our accustomed opinion.

It seems to conflict with these conclusions, however, that the
Socratic-Platonic dialectic raises the art of questioning to a con-

g of_resisting_the pressure of opinion: it alread resupposes this

freedom. It is not an art in the sense that the Cireeks speak of
techne, not a craft that can be taught or by means of which we
could master the discovery of truth. The so-called epistemological
digression of the Seventh Letter is directed, rather, to distinguish-

DT'M\ i~

It_is_opinion_that suppresses questions. Opinionl, has a curioyg i
tendency to propagate itself, It would always like to be the gen-

occurrence of the question is already a breach i the smooth front -

; of poplﬁlar opinion. Hence we say that a question too “occurs”
o B to us, that it “arises” or ‘““presents itsell” more than tha i
Eb iy 0 X p IF han that we raise
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ing the unique art of dialectic from everything that can be taught
and learned. The art of dialectic is not the art of being able to
win every argument. On the contrary, it is possible that someone
practicing the art of dialectic—i.e., the art of questioning and of
seeking truth—comes off worse in the argument in the eyes of
those listening to it. As the art of asking questions, dialectic proves
its value because only the person who knows how to ask ques-
tions is able to persist in his questioning; which involves bein

able to preserve his orientation toward openness. The art of ques-
tioning 1s the art of questioning ever further—i.e., the art of
thinking. It is called dialectic because it is the art of conducting
a real dialogue. ' aety

To conduct a dialogue requires first of all that the partners do __

not talk at cross purposes. Hence it necessarily has the structure v, il
of question and answer. The first condition of the art of conver-
sation is ensuring that the other person is with us. We know this
only too well from the reiterated yesses of the interlocutors in the
Platonic dialogues. The positive side of this monotony is the in-
ner logic with which the subject matter is developed in the con-
versation. To conduct a conversation mezns to allow oneself to
be conducted by the subject matter to which the partners in the

dialogue are oriented. It requires that one does not try to argue
the other person down but that one really considers the weight
of the other’s opinion. Hence it is an art of testing.?!> But the art
of testing is the art of questioning. For we have seen that to ques-
tion means to lay open, to place in the open. As against the fixity
of opinions, questioning makes the object and all its possibilities
fluid. A person skilled in the “art” of questioning is a person who
can_prevent questions from being suppresséd by the dominant
opinion. A person who possesses this art will himself search for
everything in favor of an opinion. Dialectic consists not in trying /
to discover the weakness of what is said, but in bringing out its
real strength. It 1s not the art of arguing (which can make a strong
case out of a weak one) but the art of thinking (which can
strengthen objections by referring to the subject matter).

The unique and continuing relevance of the Platonic dialogues
is due to this art of strengthening, for in this process what is said
is continually transformed into the uttermost possibilities of its
rightness and truth, and overcomes all opposition that tries to

313 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1004 b 25: esti de he dialektike peirastike. Here
we can already discern the idiom of being led, which is the real sense of dialec-
tic, in that the testing of an opinion gives it the chance to conquer and hence
puts one’s own previous opinion at risk.
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limit its validity. Here again it is not simply a matter of leavip

the subject undecided. Someone who wants to know somethin,

cannot just leave it a matter of mere opinion, which is to say tha;
he cannot hold himself aloof from the opinions that are in ques.
tion.3!* The speaker (der Redende) is put to the question (zur
Rede gestellt) until the truth of what is under discussion (wovon
der Rede ist) finally emerges. The maieutic productivity of the
Socratic dialogue, the art of using words as ‘a midwife, is cer-
tainly directed toward the people who are the partners in the
dialogue, but it is concerned merely with the opinions they ex-
press, the immanent logic of the subject matter that is unfolded
in the dialogue. What emerges in its truth is the logos, which is
neither mine nor yours and hence so far transcends the interlo-
cutors’ subjective opinions that even the person leading the con-
versation knows that he does not know. As the art of conducting
a conversation, dialectic is also the art of seeing things in the
unity of an aspect (sunoran eis hen eidos}—i.e., it is the art of
forming concepts through working out the common meaning. What

characterizes a dialogue, in contrast with the rigid form of state-
ments that demand to be set down in writing, is precisely this:
that in dialogue spoken language—in the process of question and
answer, giving and taking, talking at cross-purposes and seeing

each other’s point—performs _the communication of meaning that, .

with respect to the written tradition, is the task of hermeneutics.
Hence it is more than a metaphor; it is 2 memory ot what origi-
nally was the case, to describe the task of hermeneutics as entet-
ing into dialogue with the text. That this interpretation is per-
formed by spoken language does not mean thar it is transposed
into a foreign mediuni; rather, being transformed into spoken.
language represents the restoration of the original communica-.
tion of meaning. When it is interpreted, written tradition is brought
back out of the aliénafion in which it inds itsell and into the
living present of conversation, which 1 tundamentally
alized i question and answep ‘

us bp lato if we want to foreground the
place of the guestion in hermeneutics. We can do this all the
more readily since Plato himself manifests the hermeneutical phe-
nomenon in a specific way. It would be worth investigating his
critique of the written word as evidence that the poetic and philo-
sophical tradition was becoming a literature in Athens. In Plato’s
dialogues we see how the kind of textual “interpretation” culti-
vated by the sophists, especially the interpretation of poetry for

314See above pp. 2921, 336f.
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didactic ends, elicited Plato’s opposition. We can see, further, how
Plato tries to overcome the weakness of the logoi, especially the
written logoi, through his own dialogues. The literary form of
the dialogue places language and concept back within the origi-
nal movement of the conversation. This protects words from all
dogmatic abuse, o ‘
‘ rimacy of conversatiopan also be seen in derivative forms
in which the relation between question and answer is obscured.
Letters, for example, are an interesting intermediate phenome-
non: a kind of written conversation that, as it were, stretches out
the movement of talking at cross purposes and seeing each oth-
er’s point. The art of writing letters consists in not letting what
one says become a treatise on the subject but in making it ac-
ceptable to the correspondent. But on the other hand it also con-
sists in preserving and fulfilling the standard of finality that
everything stated in writing has. The time lapse between sending
a letter and receiving an answer is not just an external factor, but
gives this form of communication its special nature as a particu-
[ar form of writing. So we note that speeding up the post has not
improved this form of communication but, on the contrary, has
led to a decline in the art of letter writing.

The primacy of dialogue, the relation of question and answer,

[
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can be seen in even so extreme a case as that of Hegel's dialectic
as a philosophical method. To elaborate the totality of the deter-
minations of thought, which was the aim of Hegel’s logic, is as it
were the attempt to comprehend within the great monologue of
modern “method” the continuum of meaning that is realized in

every particular instance of dialogue. When Hegel sets himself

the task of making the abstract determinations of thought fluid
and subtle, this means dissolving and remolding logic into con-
crete language, and transforming the concept into the mean'ingful
power of the word that questions and answers—a magnificent
reminder, even if unsuccessful, of what dialectic really was and
is. Hegel’s dialectic is a monologue of thinking that tries to carry
out in advance what matures little by little in every genuine dia-
logue.

\(ii) The Logic of Question and Answeri

lies the primacy of dialogue and
That a historical text is made the 0ObJect 0




A text a
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r 49 vins Ml is asked of the inter reter. 1'o understand a text means to under.
f : stand this question. But this takes place, as we showed, by ‘qu.
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Thus interpretation always involves a relation to the question th,,

amd

. Cb“.'a:gz&\/ the horizon of the question within which the sense of the text

“~ 2

attaining the hermeneutical horizon. We now recognize this 4

determined.
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{text and accordingly the appropriateness of the reply is the meth-

Thus a person who wants to understand fmust question what
lies behind what is said. He must understand it as an answer to
"a question. If we go back behind what is said, then we inevitably
ask questions beyord what is said. We understand the sense of

the text only by acquiring the horizon of the question—a horizop
that, as such, necessarily includes other possible answers. Thys -

the meaning of a sentence is relative to the question to which it
is a reply, but that implies that its meaning necessarily exceeds
what is said in it. As these considerations show, then, the logic
of the human sciences is a logic of the question.
Despite Plato we are not very ready for_such.a
the only person I find a link with here is{R
a brilliant and telling critique of the Oxford “realis ol,
devéloped the idea of a logic of question and answer, but unfor-
tunately never elaborated 1t systematically.>™ He clearly saw what
was missing 1n naive hermeneutics founded on the prevailing
philosophical critique. In particular the practice that Colling-
wood found in English universities of discussing “statements,”
though perhaps good practice for sharpening one’s intelligence,
obviously failed to_take account of the historicity that is part of
all understanding. {Collingwood argues thus: can under:
a text only when we have understood the question to which it is
an_ answer. But since this question can be derived solely from the

odological presupposition for the reconstruction of the question,
Lany criticism of this reply from some other quarter is pure shadow
boxing. It is like understanding works of art. A work of art can
be understood only if we assume its adequacy as an expression
of the artistic idea. Here too we have to discover the question
which it answers, if we are to understand it as an answer. This

is, in fact, an axiom of all hermeneutics: we described it above |

i o iffeant
horigon.)

Y? 3\.)33

~—

as the “fore-conception of completeness.”3'¢ /g ?‘31<* R up

U Cf. Collingwood's{Autobiography) which at my suggestion was published
in German translation as Pzl ppr30£f., as well as Joachim Finkeldei, Grund
und Wesen des Fragens (unpub. diss., Heidelberg, 1954). A similar position is
adopted by Croce (who influenced Collingwood) in his Logic as Science of the
Pure Concept, tr. Ainsley (London, 1917), German tr., pp. 135ff., where he
understands every definition as an answer to a question and hence historical.
316CS. pp. 293~94f. above, and my critique of Guardini, Kleine Schriften, 11,

.'
:
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For Collingwood, this is the nerve of all historical knowledge.
The historical method Tequires that the logic of question and an-
swer be applied to historical tradition. We will understand- his-
torical events only if we reconstruct the question to which the
historical actions of the persons involved were the answer. As an
example Collingwood cites the Battle of Trafalgar and Nelson’s
plan on which it was based. The example is intended to show
that the course of the battle helps us to understand Nelsgn’s real

lan, because it was successfully carried out. Because his oppo-
nent’s plan failed, however, it cannot be reconstructed from the
events. Thus, understanding the course of the_ battle and under-
standing the glan that Nelson carried out in it are one and the
same process.*!’ . o

But yet one cannot conceal the fact that the logic of question
and answer has to reconstruct two different questions that have
two different answers: the question of the meaning of a great
event and the question of whether this event went according to
plan. Clearly, the two questions coincide only when the plan co-
incides with the course of events. But we cannot suppose such
coincidence as a methodological principle when we are concerned
with a historical tradition which deals with men, like ourselves,
in history. Tolstoy’s celebrated description of the council of war
before the battle—in which all the strategic possibilities are cal-
culated and all the plans considered, theroughly and perceptively,
while the general sits there and sleeps, but in the night before the b
battle goes round all the sentry posts—is obviously a more accu- ishye
rate account of what we call history. Kutusov gets nearer to the oy, 4 {dees
reality and the forces that determine it than the strategists of the oi’)
war council. The conclusion to be drawn from this cxample_ls P &
that the interpreter of history always runs the risk of hypostasiz- aden ~y
ing the connectedness of events when he regards tHelT Significance Yhe ?lms of
as that intended by the actual actors an_d planners.’!® - e ndivid Q

This is a legitimate undertaking only 1f Hegel's conditions hold
good—i.e., the philosophy of history is made party to the plans
of the world spirit and on the basis of this esoteric knowledge is
able to mark out certain individuals as having world-historical
importance, since there is a real correlation between their partic-
ular ideas and the world-historical meaning of events. But it is

™
CENRGRET PN

178-87 (GW, 1X), where I said: “All criticism of literature is always the self-
criticism of interpretation.” N
317 Collingwood, An Autobiography (Oxford: Galaxy ed., 1970), p. 70.
318There are some good observarions on this subject in Erich Seeberg’s “Zum
Problem der pneumatischen Exegese,” in Festschrift for Sellin, pp. 127ff. [repr.
in Die Hermeneutik und die Wissenschaften, ed. H.-G. Gadamer and G. Boehm
{Frankfurt, 1978), pp. 272-82].
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impossible to derive a hermeneutical principle for the knowledge
of history from such conjunctions of the subjective and objective
in history. In regard to historical tradition Hegel’s theory clearly
has only a limited truth. The infinite web of motivations thay
constitutes history only occasionally and briefly acquires the clay.
ity of what a single individual has planned. Thus what Hegel
describes as an exception proves the rule that there,is a dispro-
portion between an individual’s subjective thoughts and the
meaning of the whole course of history. As a rule We experience
the course of events as something that continually changes our
plans and expectations. Someone who tries to stick to hjs plang
discovers precisely how powerless his reason is. There are rare
occasions when everything happens, as it were, of its own ac-
cord—i.e., events seem to be automatically in accord with our
plans and wishes. On these occasions we can say that everything
is going according to plan. But to apply this experience to the
whole of history is to make a great extrapolation that completely
contradicts our experience. L
Collingwood’s use of the logic of question and answer in her-
meneutical theory is made ambiguous by this extrapolation. Qur
understanding of written tradition per se is not such that we can
simply presuppose that the meaning we discover In it agrees w
what its author Intended. Just as the events oF Bict, Y do not in
general manilest any agreement with the subjective ideas of the
person who stands and acts within history, so the sense of a texr

in_general reaches far beyond what its author omn mnally 1n-
tended > The task of understanding 15 concerned above all with

(the meaning of the text itse!E
15 1s clearly what Collingwood had in mind when he denied

that there is any difference between the historical question and

“the philosophical question to which the text is supposed to be an

answer. Nevertheless, we must remember that the question we
are concerned to reconstruct has to do not with the mental ex.
periences of the author but simply with the meaning of the text
itself. Thus if we have understood the meaning of a sentence—
i.e., have reconstructed the question to which it really is the an-
swer—it must be possible to inquire also about the questioner
and his intended question, to which the text is perhaps only an

imagined answer. Collingwood is wrong when he finds it meth-
odologically unsound to Elﬁerennate Between the question wacIl

% Hee antion. 3%See pp. 183, 296 above and passim.

el
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does not generally involve such a distinction, if we are concerned
with the subject matter of which the text speaks. Reconstructing
the author’s ideas is quite a different tagk.

‘We will have to ask what conditions apply to this different
task. For it is undoubtedly true that, compared with the genuine
hermeneutical experience that understands the meaning of the text,
reconstructing what the author really had in mind is a limited
undertaking. Historicism tempts us to regard such reduction as a
scientific virtue and to regard understanding as a kind of recon-
struction which in effect repeats the process whereby the text came
into being. Hence it follows the cognitive ideal familiar to us from
the knowledge of nature, where we understand a process only
when we are able to reproduce it artificially.

I have shown above32° how questionable is Vico’s statement
that this ideal finds its purest culmination in history because there

man encounters his own human-historical reality. I have assertg%,-‘ ’&M- [ s

on the contrary, that every historian and phj b
with the fundamental non-definitiveness of the horizon in which

his understanding moves. Historical tradition can be undersions
only as something always in the process of being defined by the
course of events. Similarly, the philologist dealing with poetic or
philosophical texts knows that they are inexhaustible. In both
cases it is the course of events that brings out new aspects of

meaning in_historical material. By being re-actualized in under-
standing, texts are drawn into a genuine course of events in ex-

actly the same way as are events themselves. This is what we "
described as thelhistory of effecthas an element in hermeneutical W";:
experience. Every actializatiomin understanding can be regarded

as a historical potential of what is understood. It is part of the
historical finitude of our being that we are aware that others after
us will understand in a different way. And yet it is equally indub-
itable that it remains the same work whose fullness of meaning
is realized in the changing process of understanding, just as it is
the same history whose meaning 15 constantly 1n thé process of
being defined. The hermeneutical reduction to the author’s mean-
ing is just as inappropriate as the reduction of historical events
to the intentions of their protagonists. .
However, we cannot take the reconstruction of the question to
which a given text is an answer simply as an achievement of his-
torical method. The most important thing is the question that the
text puts to us, our being perplexed by the traditionary wotd, so
that understanding it must already include the task of ihe histor-

320pp, 222f. and 276f. above.
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374 Analysis of Historically Effected Consciousness

ical self-mediation between the present and tradition.
relation of question and answer is, in fact, reversed.

Thus ¢,

The Voic

begin to ask questions. We must attempt to reconstruct the ques
tion to which the traditionary text is the answer. But we Wil g,

presents us, Reconstructing the question to which the text is pre
sumed to be the answer itself takes place within a process o:f
questioning through which we try to answer the question thy
the text asks us. A reconstructed question can never stand withit
its original horizon: for the historical horizon that circumscribeg
the reconstruction is not a truly comprehensive one. It is, rath,
included within the horizon that embraces us as the uestioners
who Bave_ been encountered by the traditionary word.

Hence it is a hermeneutical necessity always to go beyond mere
reconstruction. We cannot avoid thinking about what the author
accepted unquestioningly and hence did not consider, and bring-
ing it into the openness of the question. This is riot to. open the
door to arbitrariness in interpretation but t& reveal what always
takes place. Understanding the word of tradition always requires
that the reconstructed question be set within the openness of its
questionableness—i.e., that it merge with the question that tra-
dition is for us. If the “historical” question emerges by itself, this
means that it no longer arises as a question. It results from the
cessation of understanding—a detour in which we get stuck 321
Part of real understanding, however, is that we regain the con-

cepts of a historical past in such a way that they 3
o) ension of them.

answer, but the intention of what is understood in this way does
not remain foregrounded against our own intention. Rather. re-
constructing the question to which the meaning of a text is
understood as an answer merges with our own questioning. For
the text must be understood as an answer to a real question.
The close relation between questioning and understanding is
what gives the hermeneutic experience its true dimension. How-
ever much a person trying to understand may leave open the truth

318ee the account of this wron i istorical i i
! g ning of the historical in my analysis ab
pp3.22181ff., of Spinoza’s Theologico-Political Treatise. ¢ yos Ehove
Ct. pp. 306ff. above,

that speaks to us from the past—whether text, work, trace—Jsels ;
poses 2 question and places our meaning in openness. In ordertg -
answer the question put to us, we the interrogated mms :

unable to do so without going beyond the historical horizon j

QR 2
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of what is said, however much he may dismiss the immediate

meaning of the object and consider its deeper significance instead,

and take the latter not as true but merely as meaningful, so that
the possibility of its truth remains unsettled, this is the real and”
fundamental nature of a question: namely to make things inde-

terminate. Questions always bring out the undetermined possibil-

ities of a thing. That is why we cannot understand the question-

ableness of something without asking real questions, though we

can understand a meaning without meaning it. To understand the

questionableness of something is already to be questioning. There

can be no tentative or potential attitude to questioning, for ques-

tioning is not the positing but the testing of possibilities. Here the

nature of questioning indicates what is demonstrated by the ac-

tual operation of the Platonic dialogue.3?* A person who thinks

must ask himself questions. Even when a person says that such

and such a question might arise, this is already a real questioning
that simply masks itself, out of either caution or politeness.

This is the reason why understanding is always more than merely
re-Creating SOMEONE else’s meaning, (Juestioning Opens up possi-
bilities of meaning, and thus what 1s meaningful passes into one’s
own thinking on the subject. Only in an inauthentic sense can we
talk about understanding questions that one does not pose one-
self—e.g., questions that are outdated or empty. We understand
how certain questions came to be asked. in particular historical
circumstances. Understanding such questions means, then, under-
standing the particular presuppositions whose demise makes such
questions “dead.” An example is perpetual motion. The horizon
of meaning of such questions is only apparently still open. They
are no longer understood as questions. For what we understand,
in such cases, is precisely that there is no question.

To understand a_question means to ask it. To understand
meaning is to understand it as the answer to a question.

The logic of question and answer that Collingwood elaborated
puts an end to talk about permanent problems, as in the way the
“Oxford realists” approach to the classics of philosophy, and hence
also an -end to the concept of history of problems developed by
neo-Kantianism. History of problems would truly be history only
if it acknowledged that the identity of the problem is an empty
abstraction and permitted itself to be transformed into question-
ing. There is mio such thing, in fact, as a point outside history
from which the identity of a problem can be conceived within the
vicigsitudes of the history of attempts to solve It. | he fact Is that

33pp. 362ff. above.
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othing At att. BUT this In no way means that we step outside the
historical conditions in which we are situated and in which we
understand. The problem that we re-cognize is not in fact simp]
the same if it is to be understood in a genuine act of que:stioningy
We can regard it as the same only because of out historical short-
sightedness. The standpoint that is beyond any standpoint, a
standpoint from which we could conceive its true identity is 2
pure illusion. '

We can understand the reason for this now. The concept of the
problem is clearly an abstraction, namely the detachment of the
content of the question from the question that in fact first reveals
it. It reférs to the abstract schema to which real and really moti-
vated questions can be reduced and under which they can be sub-
sumed. Such a “problem” has fallen out of the motivated context
of questioning, from which it receives the clarity of its sense. Hence
it is insoluble, like every question that has no clear, unambiguous
sense, because it is not really motivated and asked. - .

‘This also confirms the origin of the concept of the problem. It
does not belong in the sphere of those “honestly motivated
refutations” 324 in which the truth of the subject matter is ad-
vanced, but in the sphere of dialectic as a weapon to amaze or
make a fool of one’s opponent. In Aristotle, the word “prob-
lema” refers to those questions that present themselves as open
alternatives because there is evidence for both views and we think
that they cannot be decided by reasons, since the questions in-
volved are too great.??S Problems are not real questions that arise
of themselves and hence acquire the pattern of their answer from
the genesis of their meaning, but are alternatives that can only be
accepted as themselves and thus can be treated only in a dialec-
tical way. This dialectical sense of the “problem™ has its proper
place in rhetoric, not in philosophy. Part of the concept of the
problem is that there can be no clear decision on the basis of
reasons. That is why Kant sces the rise of the concept of the
?roblem as limited to the dialectic of pure reason. Problems are
‘tasks that emerge entirely from its own womb”—i.e., products
of reason itself, the complete solution of which it cannot hope to
achieve.??% It is interesting that in the nineteenth century, with
the collapse of the unbroken tradition of philosophical que,stion-

324Plato, Seventh Letter, 344b.
325 Aristotle, Topics, 1, 11.
32 Critique of Pure Reason, A 321ff.

philosophical texts always rcquires
them,) Without this we would undefstangd
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ing and the rise of historicism, the concept of the problem ac-
usires a universal validity—a sign of the fact that an immediate
relation to the questions of philosophy no longer exists. It is typ-
ical of the embarrassment of philosophical consciousness when
faced with historicism that it took flight into an abstraction, the
concept of the “problem,” and saw no problem about the man-
ner in which problems actually “exist.” Neo-Kantian history of 1
roblems is a bastard of historicism. Critiquing the concept of Y
the problem by appealing to a logic of question and answer must :
destroy the illusion that problems exist like stars in the sky.3?’ ;
Reflection on the hermeneutical experience transforms problems i
back to questions that arise and that derive their sense from their 1
motivation. A
The dialectic of question and answer disclosed in the structure futing indy:
of hermeneutical experience gow permits us to state mo ctly  meemud— ¢
what kind of consciousness(historically effected conscloUSNESSAS. (kb s saesd: [ ;7“
For the dialectic of question and answer that we demonstrated & 5
makes understanding appear to be a reciprocal relationship of the
same kind as conversation. It is true that a text does not speak
to us in the same way as does a Thou. We who are attempting
1o understand must ourselves make it speak. But we found that
this kind of understanding, “making the text speak,” is not an
arbitrary procedure that we undertake on our own initiative but
that, as a question, it is related to the answer that is expected in i
the text. Anticipating an answer itself presupposes that the gques- |

tioner.is part of the tradition and regards himself as addressed b Lo
it_ This Is_the_truth of historically ef:%ectea consciousness. It is the d

historically experienced consciousness that, by renouncing the

327Njcolai Hartmann, in his essay “Der philosophische Gedanke und scine
Geschichte,” Abbandlungen der preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
(1936), no. 5 (repr. in Hartmann, Kleine Schriften, 11, 1-47), rightly pointed
out that the important thing is to realize once more in our own minds what the :
great thinkers realized. But when, in order to hold something fixed against the :
inroads of historicism, he distinguished between the constancy of what the “real D
problems are concerned with” and the changing nature of the way in which i
they have to be both asked and answered, he failed to see that neither “change,”
nor “constancy,” the antithesis of “problem™ and “system,” nor the criterion
of “achievements” is consonant with the character of philosophy as knowledge. .
When he wrote that “only when the individual avails himself of the enormous |
intellectual experience of the centuries, and his own experience is based on what e
he has recognized and what has been well tried . . ., can that knowledge be L
sure of its own further progress” (p. 18), he interpreted the “systematic ac- :
quaintance with the problems” according to the model of an experimental sci- b
ence and a progress of knowledge that falls far short of the complicated inter- b
penetration of tradition and history that we have seen in hermeneutical |
CONSCIOUsnes.
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chimera of perfect enlightenment, is open_to the experience of
history. We described its realization as(t?E_e fusion of tﬁe Eorlzons)
of understanding, which is what mediates between the text and .
its interpreter.

| of horizons that takes place in understanding i
achievement of language \Admittedly, what language is belongs

The guiding idea of the following discussion is that the fusion

“among the most mysterious questions that man ponders. Lan-

guage is so uncannily near our thinking, and when it functions it
is so little an object, that it seems to conceal its own being from
us. In our analysis of the thinking of the human sciences, how-
ever, we came so close to this universal mystery of language that
is prior to everything else, that we can entrust ourselves to what
we are investigating to guide us safely in the quest. In other words
we are endeavoring to approach the mystery of language from
the conversation that we ourselves are.

When we try to examine the hermeneutical phenomenon through
the model of conversation between two persons, the chief thing
that these apparently so different situations—understanding a text
and reaching an understanding in a conversation—have ih com-
mon is that both are concerned with a subject matter that is placed
before them. Just as each interlocutor is trying o reach agree-
ment on some subject with his partner, so also the interpreter is
trying to understand what the text is saying. This understanding
of the subject matter must take the form of Tanguage. It 1s not

that the understanding is subsequently put into words; rather, the
way understanding occurs-—whether in the case of a text or a
dialogue with another person who raises an issue with us—is the
coming-into-language of the thing itself. Thus we will first con-
sider the structure of dialogue proper, in order to specify the
character of that other form of dialogue that is the understanding
of texts. Whereas up to now we have framed the constitutive
significance of the question for the hermeneutical phenomenon in
terms of conversation, we must now demonstrate the linguistical-
ity of dialogue, which is the basis of the question, as an element
of hermeneutics. ‘

Our first point is that the language in which something comes
to speak is not a possession at the disposal of one or the other of
the interlocutors. Every conversation presupposes a common lan-
guage, or better, creates a common language. Something is placed
in the center, as the Greeks say, which the partners in dialogue
both share, and concerning which they can exchange ideas with
one another. Hence reaching an understanding on the subject
matter of a conversation necessarily means that a_common lan-

Analysis of Historically Effected Consciousness 379

e t first be worked out in the_conversation. This is not
an external matter of simply adjusting our tools; nor is it even
right to say that the partners adapt themselves to one another
but, rather, in a successful conversation they both come under
the influence of the truth of the gbiect and are thus bound to one
another in a new community{To reach an understanding in

dialoguc 1s not merely a matter of putting oneself forward and
successfully asserting one’s own point of view, but being trans-
formed into a communion in which we do not remain what we

were.328 7~

38CE. my “Was ist Wahrheit?,” Kleine Schriften, [, 4658 (GW, 11, 44-56).
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1 LANGUAGE AS THE MEDIUM OF
HERMENEUTIC EXPERIENCE

We say that we “conduct” a conversation, but the more genuine
a conversation is, the less its conduct lies within the will of either
partner. Thus_a_genuine conversation. is never the one that we
wanted to conduct. Rather, it is generally more correct to say

that we fall into conversation, or even that we become involved
in it. The way one word follows another, with the conversation
taking its own twists and reaching its own conclusion, may well
be conducted in some way, but the partners conversing are far
less the leaders of it than the led. No one knows in advance what.

will “come out” of a.conversation. Understanding or its failure
is ke an event that happens to us. Thus we can say that some-
thing was a2 good conversation or that it was ill fated. All this
shows that a conversation has a spirit of its own, and that the
Janguage in which it is conducted bears its own truth within it—
i.e., that it allows something to “emerge” which henceforth exists.
In our analysis of romantic hermeneutics we have already seen
that understanding is not based on transposing oneself into an-
other person, on one person’s immediate participation with an-
other. To understand what a person says is, as we saw, to come
to an understanding about the subject matter, not to get inside
another person and relive his experiences (Erlebnisse). We em-
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| phasized that the experience (Erfahrung) of meaning that takes

1 place in understanding always includes application. Now we are
to note that this whole process is verbal. It is not for nothing thay
the special problematic of understanding and the attempt to mas.
ter it as an art—the concern of hermeneutics—belongs tradition-
ally to the sphere of grammar and rhetoric. Language is the me-
dium in which substantive understanding and agreerpent take place
between two people. ;

In situations where coming to an understanding is disrupted or
impeded, we first become conscious of the conditions of all un-
derstanding. Thus the verbal process whereby a conversation in
two different languages is made possible through translation is
especially informative. Here the translator must translate the
meaning to be understood into the context in which the other
speaker lives. This does not, of course, mean that he is at liberty

to falsify the meaning of what the other person says. Rather, the.

meaning must be preserved, but since it must be understood within
a new language world, it must establish its validity within it in a
new way. Thus every translation is at the same time an interpre-
tation. We can even say that the translation is the culmination of
the interpretation that the translator has made of the words given
him. -

The example of translation, then, makes us aware that lan-
guage as the medium of understanding must be consciously cre-
ated by an explicit mediation. This kind of explicit process is

undoubtedly not the norm in a conversation. Nor is translation

‘ the norm in the way we approach a foreign language. Rather,
having to rely on translation is tantamount to two people giving

’ - up their independent authority. Where a translation is necessaty,
|

Dtamnseg 7] Q0E gapibetween the spirit of the original words and that of their
- “*  reproduction must be taken into—account. It is a gap that can
Comm 3™ never be completely closed. But in these cases understanding does

frweosie? oo really take place between the partners of the conversation,

| but between the interpreters, who can really have an encounter
} in a common world of understanding. (It is well known that
| nothing is more difficult than a dialogue in two different lan-
| guages in which one person speaks one and the other person the
| other, each understanding the other’s language but not speaking
it. As if impelled by a higher force, one of the languages always
tries to establish itself over the other as the medium of under-

standing.)
Where there is understanding, there is not translation but speech.
To understand a foreign language means that we do not need to
translate it into our own. When we really master a language, then
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no translation is necessary—in fact, any translatipn seems impos-
sible. Understanding how to speak is not yet of itself real under-
standing and does not involve an interpretive process; it is an
accomplishment of life. For you understand a language by living
in it—a statement that is true, as we know, not only of living but
dead languages as well. Thus the hermeneutical problem con-
cetns not the correct mastery of language but coming to a proper
understanding about the subject matter, which takes place in the
medium of language. Every language can be learned so perfectly
that using it no longer means translating from or into one’s na-
tive tongue, but thinking in the foreign language. Mastering the
language is a necessary precondition for coming to an_under-

standing in a conversation. Every conversation obviously presup- e L{ —
aar 3

poses that the two speakers speak the same language. Only when
two people can make themselves understood through langunage
by talking together can the problem of understanding and agree-
ment even be raised. Having to depend on an interpreter’s trans-
lation is an extreme case that doubles the hermeneutical process,

namely the conversation: there is one conversation between the y
interpreter and the other, and a second between the interpreter ﬁ"ﬂk” :

and oneself

Conversation is a process of coming to an understanding. Thus
it belongs to every true conversation that each person opens him-
self_to_the other, truly accepts his point of view as valid and
transposes himself into the other to such an extent that he under-
stands not the particular individual but what he says. What is to
be grasped is the substantive rightness of his opinion, so that we
can be at one with each other on the subject. Thus we do not
relate the other’s opinion to him but to our own opinions and

views. Where a person is concerned with the other as individu- Seele 'i"’ *ii‘«..
peasen uﬁ‘b\ﬁ‘\‘}

ality—e.g., in a therapeutic conversation or the mte_rrog.atlon.of
a man accused of a crime—this is not really a situation in which
two people are trying to come to an understanding.!
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people coming to an understanding in conversation has a genuine

application to hermeneutics, which is concerned wi nder-
standing texts. Let us again start by considering(the extreme ca

of translatiomyrom a foreign language. Here no one oubt
%T\:Qafticm of a text, however much the translator may
have dwelt with and empathized with his author, cannot be sim-

derstanding not the truth of what he is saying, the questions asked in
such a conversation are marked by the inauthenticity described above (pp. 362f.).
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ply a re-awakening of the original process in the writer’s
rather, it is necessarily a re-creation of the text guided by th
the translator understands what it says. No one can d}t;ub
what we are dealing with hereis interpretation, and not simp|
reproduction. A new light falls on the text from the othf:rnllp
guage and for the reader of it. The requirement that a transl fon
be faithful cannot remove the fundamental gulf between theatlcm
languages_._However faithful we try to be, we hive to mak tdv“r0
ficult decmons_. _In our translation if we want to emphasize s f i
ture of the original that is important to us, then we can go .
or{lx_by playmg down or entirely suppressing other features _ﬁso
this is. precisely the activity that we call interpretation Tra lugt
tion, like all interpretation, is a_highlighting. A translator :1118 h
understand that Eé)mléﬁring 1s part of his task. Obviously he must
not leave open whatever is not clear to him. He must show ‘}:ft
::‘olqr§. Yet there’ are borderline cases in the original (and for th:
original reader”) where something is in fact unclear. But
cisely these hermeneutical borderline cases show the straits jn w}l::'ri
the translator constantly finds himself. Here he must resign h'lc
self. He must state clearly how he understands. But singe hm?_
al'ways'm the position of not really being able to express all ethls
dimensions of_ his text, he must make a constant renunciatio ;
Every translation that takes its task seriously is at once clearn.
and %iatter than the original, Even if 153 masterly re—creaf:oer
it must lack some of tfgie overtones that vibrate in the ori ina[;’
[(In rare cases of masterly re-creation the loss can be madegood‘
‘Or even mean a gain—think, for example, of how Baudelagire’
Les fleurs du.mal seems to acquire an odd new vigor in Stef ,
George’s version.) sor i Stefan
The translator is often painfully aware of his inevitable djs-
tance from the original. His.dealing with the text is like the effolrt
to come 10 an understanding in conversation. But translating i
like an especially laborious process of understanding, in wlﬁ l}sx
one views the distance between one’s own opinion and its coc
trary as ultimately unbridgeable. And, as in conversation. wh o
E?n?;i :?)t: sulsh ur:ib.ridgl:aable differences, a compromise can some;er-l
achieved in the to and fro of dialogue, so in the to ar
g\o (la)f weighing and balan_cmg possibilities, the translator will saer;g
€ best solution—a solution that can never be more than a com-
promise. As one tries in conversation to transpose oneself int
the other person in order to understand his point of view, so arllsg
does the translgtor try to transpose himself completely ,into his
angl_qg: But dqmg so does not automatically mean that unde
standing is achieved in a conversation, nor for the translator do;;

mlnd 3
e Way
t that
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such transposition mean success in re-creating the meaning. The
structures are clearly analogous. Reaching an understanding in
conversation presupposes that both partners are ready ior 1t and
ate trying t6 recognize the full valué of whit is alien and opposed
15 theri. If this happens miitually, and each of the partners, while
simultaneously holding on to his own arguments, weighs the
counterarguments, it is finally possible to achieve—in an imper-
ceptible but not arbitrary reciprocal translation of the othet’s po-
sition (we call this an exchange of views)—a common diction and
2 common dictum. Similarly, the translator must preserve the
character of his own language, the language into which he is
translating, while still recognizing the value of the alien, even an-
tagonistic character of the text and its expression. Perhaps, how-
ever, this description of the translator’s activity is too truncated.
Even in these extreme situations where it is necessary to translate
from one language into another, the subject matter can scarcely ;
be separated from the language. Only that translator can truly |
re-create who brings into language the subject matter that the ;
text points to: but this means finding a language that is not only ¥

T R S AR R AR ) SRS A TR LT "

his but is also proportionate to_the original.% The situation of the !
translator and that of the interpreter are fundamentally the same. i
In bridging the gulf between languages, the translator clearly Eo
exemplifies the reciprocal relationship that exists between inter- i
preter and text, and that corresponds to the reciprocity involved P
in reaching an understanding in conversation. For every transla- '
tor is an interpreter. The fact that a foreign language is being
translated means that this is simply an extreme case of hermeneu- .
tical difficulty—i.e., of alienness and its conquest. In fact all the Rhi
“objects” with which traditional hermeneutics is concerned are
alien in the same unequivocally defined sense. The translator’s
rask of re-creation differs only in degree, not in kind, from the ‘
general hermeneutical task that any text presents. :
This is not to say, of course, that the hermeneutic situation in Hoo & QM‘Q
regard to texts is exactly the same as that between two people in dexdt parhic prde
conversation. Texts are “enduringly fixed expressions of life”? in e diadoms
. ~ o
that are to be understood; and that means that one partner in 8"" ,
the hermeneutical conversation, the text, speaks only through the [l,. gpeut, I
other partner, the interpreter. Only through him are the written *u:] t= ‘ﬁh
marks changed back into meaning. Nevertheless, in being changed | “"‘""\/{‘ :
: W T

2We have here the problem of “alienation,” on which Schadewalde has im-
portant things to say in the appendix to his translation of the Odyssey (Ro-
RoRo-Klassiker, 1958), p. 324, i :

3Droysen, Historik, ed. Hiibner (1937), p. 63.
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back by understanding, the subject matter of which the text speaks
itself finds expression. It is like a real conversation in that ¢,
common subject matter is what binds the two partners, the tey;
and the interpreter, to each other. When a translator interprets
conversation, he can make mutual understanding possible only jf}
he participates in the subject under discussion; so also in relatig
to a text it is indispensable that the interpreter pdrticipate in iy
meaning. / ,
Thus it is perfectly legitimate to speak of a hermeneutical coy;
versation. But from this it follows that hermeneutical convers;
tion, like real conversation, finds a common language, and thai}
finding a common language is not, any more than in real conve
sation, preparing a tool for the purpose of reaching understand
ing but, rather, coincides with the very act of understanding a
reaching agreement. Even between the partners of this “convef
sation”, a communication like that between two people takes plac
that is more than mere accommodation. The text brings a subje;?
matter into language, but that it does so is ultimately the achieve
ment of the interpreter. Both have a share in it. . :
Hence the meaning of a text is not to be compared with an’
immovably and obstinately fixed point of view that suggests onl
one guestion to the person trying to understand 1t, namely hoy
the other person could have arrived at such an absurd opinion
In this sense understanding is certainly not concerned with “u
derstanding historically”—i.e., reconstructing the way the text ca
into being. Rather, one intends to understand the text itself, By
this means that the interpreter’s own thoughts too have gone inig
re-awakening the text’s meaning,. In this the interpreter’s own ho?
rizon 15 decisive, yet not as a personal standpoint that he ma
tains or enforces, but more as an opinion and a possibility th
one brings into play and puts at risk, and that helps one truly
make one’s own what the text says. | have described this above!
as a “fusion of horizons.” We can now see that this is what ta
place in conversation, in which something is expressed that is not;
only mine or my author’s, but common. :
We are indebted to German romanticism for disclosing the sys:
tematic significance of the verbal nature of conversation for all
understanding. It has taught us that understanding and interp
tation are ultimately the same thing. As we have seen, this insighi
elevates the idea of interpretation from the merely occasional an
pedagogical significance it had in the eighteenth century to a sy
tematic position, as indicated by the key importance that the
problem of language has acquired in philosophical inquiry.
Since the romantic period we can no longer hold the view that;

1
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in the absence of immediate understanding, interpretive ideas are
drawn, as needed, out of a linguistic storeroom where they are
lying ready. Rather, language is the universal medium in which
understanding occurs. Understanding occurs in interpreting. This
statement does not mean that there is no special problem of
expression. The difference between the language of a text and the

Janguage of the interpreter, or the gulf that separates the trans-

lator from the original, is not merely a secondary question. On
the contrary, the fact is that the problems of verbal expression

are themselves problems of understanding. All understanding is

terpretation, and all interpretation takes place in the medium

-of a language that allows the object to come into words and yet

s at the same time the interpreter’s own language.
Thus the hermeneutical phenomenon proves to be a special case

_of the general relationship between thinking and speaking, whose
‘enigmatic intimacy conceals the role of language in thought. Like

onversation, interpretation is a circle closed by the dialectic of
estion and answer. It is a genuine historical life comportment
chieved through the medium of language, and we can call it a
onversation with respect to the interpretation of texts as well.
The linguisticality of understading is the concretion of bistori-
cally effected consciousness.
= The essential relation between language and understanding is
een primarily in the fact that the essence of tradition is to exist
the medium of language, so that the preferred object of inter-
retation is a verbal one.

(A) LANGUAGE AS DETERMINATION OF THE
HERMENEUTIC OBJECT

The fact that tradition is essentially verbal in character has con-
equences for hermeneutics. The understanding of verbal tradi-
on retains special priority over all other tradition. Linguistic tra-
ition may have less perceptual immediacy than monuments of
l?.stic art. Its lack of immediacy, however, is not a defect; rather,
this apparent lack, the abstract alienness of all “texts,” uniquely
xpresses the fact that everything in language belongs to the pro-

s of understanding. Linguistic tradition is tradition in the proper
ense of the word—i.e., something handed down. It is not just

mething left over, to be investigated and interpreted as a rem-

nant of the past. What has come down to us by way of verbal
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the monument merely loathsome, was that perhaps
my fault? Was I'looking in it for qualities it did not .
possess, and either ignoring or despising those it did?
I will not try to describe-everything T went through.
in what; for many: months; continued-to-be my:daily-
communings with the:Albert MemiorialiOf the:vari~:

- ous thoughts: that came: to:me an: thosé communings. -

I will :only:state oné: -a'further development -of a:
thouglit already familiarto me:: R PR AEE S
‘My workin archaeology, as Tha

Sl

& said, impressed:

upon:me-the: importanceof the “questioning activity’

in knowledge: and this made it-impossible forme to:

rest contented with the intuitionist. theory of know- -

ledge favoured by:the ‘realists’s The-effect:of this
on oy logic was to bring’about in‘my mindra révolt
a'gginst-the&curfent}logi@%the‘ ries:0f the/time, 3.good!
dealdike that revolt against the scholastic logis
was: produced:in the mindyiof Bacen and Descartes'
by reflection-on the experience of seientific researchy
asithat was taking:new shape in the late. sixtéenth and.
early-seventeenthi -centuies: The Novum- Qrganun.
andithe. Discoursde la Mé hodebeganto haveanew sig:
nificance for me. They iwere thesclagsicalexpressions:
of a:pinciple in logic:which.J: found:it necessary-10
restate:-tHe principle:that: a:body-of knowledge con-
sists siot of “propésitions’s’ ‘%pa’tgm;e’nt-s’:;gzs‘ﬂhdig@ﬁ;&;lts? y
ori whatever niame Jogicians usefintprdetito designiate
assertive: acts'iof -thought: (or ‘whatin those iacts 1

asserted s for #knowledge’ fneans boththe activity of
knowing and what: issknown), but: of these: together,
with theiquestions they aredneant to answer; andthat

gic:which.
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aslogic in.which the answers are attended to'and the
questions neglécted is a false logic. - "

.- 1.will try to-indicate, briefly:as-the nature of this
book.requires (for it is an autobiography, not-a work
on logic); the way.in:which: this notion developed in
my.mind as [ reflected day by-day-upon the Albert
Memorial: ‘I know. that what I.am going to: say. is
very. controversial;and that almost any reader who is
alyqady something of alogician will violently disagree
Wl.ﬂ;’).it_ BUtI $hau make no atte;npt tO’fOtCStallhiS
criticisms. So-far-as he belongs t6'any logical school
now -existing;:I think E.-know already what they will
be, and it is because I am not convinced by themthat
I am writing this chapter. I shall not wuse:the word
‘judgement’, like the .so-called “idealistic’ logicians,
or.Cook Wilson’s word ‘statement’: the thing denoted
byithese words I shall call aproposition’: so that this
word will always in.this.chapter denote a‘logical; not
.. L began by observing that you'cannot find out what
amanmeansby simply studying his spoken or written
Statements, € though: -he. has spoken - 01' written
withperfect command of languageand perfectlytruth-

ful intention;; In order tofind out his meaning you

a5, (a question in
which the thing he has said.or written was?‘%é;m as
““TC st be understood. that, question and answer,
as. I conceived, them, -were. strictly. correlative, A
proposition was not an answer; or at any rate could

‘ _ .. _,..,..s g
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not be the right answer, to-any ‘quéstion which might

have been answered othervwise. <A highly detailed-and
particularized propositionmust be the answer; niot to

a-vague and: generalized question, but to'a ‘question

as detailed and particularized-asitself: For exarnple;if
mmiy ¢ar will not go, I may spend-an hour searching for

the cause of ‘its failure. If, during this hour; I take

out number-one plug; lay:it on théengine; turn the

starting-handle; and watch for a:spark; miy-obsetva-

tion ‘number-one-plug is: all right’is an-answer-not
to the question, ‘Why won’t my.car'go?’ butto the

question, ‘Is it becausé number féheiplug?isfﬁqt'spalrk"-
ing that'my car won’t-go?’ Any-one-of the vérious
experiments: I make during the hour will bé'the find-

ing of an answer:to somé:such detail andpattica-

¢ @

larized question. 'The question; “Whyzwon't my-cat
g0? is only' a kind of ‘surriindty ‘of all these: taken
together: It is-not a'separate ‘question asked ata
separate time, nor is it a sustained'questio ich 1
continue to ask for the“-v’vh@lé'hwr{fbgq'eﬁér'.a Soni
quenitly, when ¥ say ] ufnbe e plisgis all right’,
this observation-doés hot-record éne more failifre to
answer thie hoar-longqués Whisit is wrong with
iy car?” “Jt tecords-a success inanswering the three-
mirutes-long question; Is the stoppage due to failure
i pimbetione Pligd? (1A L T e

* In‘padsiig, T will ote {what 1 shall return'to later
on) that this principle of correlativity between ques-

ti6th and answer disposes of 4 good’déal of clap-trap.
People will speak of & savage-as*tConfirorited by the

eternal problém of obtairiing food”. But what really
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conifronts hinx is the problem, quite transitory like.all
things: human; of:spearing this fish, or digging up
this root;or finding blackberries-in this wood. " - -
‘. Myrnext step-was:toapply this principle to-the idea
of-contradiction. The:current logic maintained that
two propasitions:miglht; simply as propesitions, con-
tradict one :anothet, and that by ‘examining them
simply ‘as. propositions-you' could find out whether
they did so or-not.This.T dénded: If you cannot t¢ll
what a:proposition means:unless:-you knowwhat ques-
tion it is meant to answer, you will mistake: its mean-
ing if you make a mistakeabout-that question..One

symptom.of imistaking the meaning of a proposition

is thinking'ithat it contradicts -another proposition
‘which in faet it doesmot contradict.: No:two. proposi-
tions, Iisaw, can contradict -one‘afiothier unless-they
are ariswers 'to the! same ‘question:: Tt:is ‘therefore
irpossible.to:say of a man, ‘I-de not know what the
quéstion iswhichhieis tryingto answer,but I.can see
#that-he is-contradicting himself’y: i s o

- The same:printiple applied to:the idea of truth. . If
‘thie:meaning of a proposition is relative to the ques-
tion it answers,:its truth must be relative to the same
#hing;: Meaning;-agreement and contradiction; truth
and:falsehood;, none of these belonged to:propositions
in*fheir own Tight; propositions by themselves;:they
belonged only to propositions as:the:answers torques-
tions¢reach -proposition answering a question-strictly

correlativertortself, ~ 0 e T L
. “HereI parted company - with what F called proposi-

tional16gic, and its offspring the getierally recognized
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age-old hope of using it:as a school of political wisdom
rwas‘ ‘as-vain as Hegel knew it to’beswhen he made his
famous remark that the: only thirig tobelearnt from
history is that nobody ‘ever’ lcarns anythmg 'from
thstory Pl S
‘But: what if hxstory is not a sassors—andvpaste aﬂ’alr ?
What if the historian resemblés thernaturalscientist
in asking : his' own' questiofis,::and: insisting/-en an.
answer?- Clearly, that altered thesituation. But might
he not ask questionis whose: anSWers, ﬁhcwever 1nte1:~
estmg, were of no:practical visedi HERA
~The historian isa personwhose: qUestmns are about
the’ past.-He is generally' supposed :to-be aperson
whose questions are exclusweiy about:the'past; about
a-past, namely; that'is.deéad and gone,; and in:no sense
- at @lllivingron into-the present. I hdd:not:gonevery
farin-my study of historical thoughtbefore Iirealized
that this was'a delusion:: fEhé historian-cannot answer
questions about thepast unless he has-evidence about
it. ‘His: evidence, if he’‘has®:it;:must:be:something
existing here and:now:in‘his present world: ‘ If there
were-a pastievent which had lef¢-no:trace of any kind
in the present world, itwouldbe:a past eventforwhich
now there was no-evidence;and mnobody--no- histo-
rian;-I- say nothing: ofs:other; perhaps-more hxghly
glfted persons—could knewanything about it.

- I order that a past:event:should have-leftin thc
preéent world:a ‘trace’ ofsitself which to thehistorian
is evidence for it this trace must be something more
than-any material body, or-any state‘of a:material
body.-Suppose a‘medieval king:granted: certain land
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to. a certain: monastery; and-suppose ‘the:chartér re-
cordmg ‘the grant is-preserved: to-this day, a brown
piece of parchment:covered with-certain black marks.
"The:only:reason why this;parchment can servesto'a
modern histérian as evidence of the- grant is because
‘'other things; besides tlie parctiment, survive from:the
medieval worldinto the world-of to-day:: To take only
ofie:of these:things, the knowledge of Latin survives.
Other mdxspensable survivals; -of -the:same- general
type; willioccur to every reader. I wilk-confine: myself
to'the one' have mentioned. If the habit of readinig
and: understandmg TLiatin:had hot :survived; amonig
fclerkly’:persons from:the-Middle:Ages to:they present
day;the parchment could neverhave toldithe historian
whatin-fact it does'tell-hims: In:general terris; the
modern*Historian-can'study the Middle: Ages; in: the
way iniwhich:he actually :does study them; only. be:
cause: they arenot dead. By that Linean hotthat  their
writings‘and so'forth are still in-existenice as material

- objects, but/that-their ways of thinking’ are still in

€Xistence as ways:in ‘which people:stilf ‘think: ‘The
survival'need mot be continuous:: ‘Such things: may
havedied-and been: raised- fromithe dead, like the
ancxent languages of Mcsopotamxa,‘and Egypt.. 2%

' By'about rg2¢ this'was ty firstiprizci a
sophy ‘of - history::: that-the’ past-which an histonan i’\’}

studles is not a dead past, but a past which:in: smne

W1th events' butwath ‘processes’; that processes are
thiigs which dosiot begin and: end but turhi inte-one

el Guém + ¥, Cmc...ﬂ-r'f' {)
w: r\wn:) ¥ heduba
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another;and:that ifa process'Py turns:into-a-process

P, there is-fio-dividing line:at-which Py stéps.and: P,

begins 7Py never stops, it goes'owinthechanged form
P;,/and P, neverbegins, it-has previously been.going
on-in: the earlier: form Pj: There are:in:history-no
beginnings and noendings: History books-begin-and
end, but the eventsthey describe donots « » v v -
.M Pyhas left traces.of itself in'Pyso thatan:historian
living:in Py-can-discoverby the interpretation of :evi-
denge:that what is iow P, was once Py, it fol lows:that
the:*traces’-of Py:in the present-are not, $o:to. speak,
the:corpse of:a-dead Pybut rather:the real Pyitself,
livingand active thoughincapsulated:within the:other
form-of:itself Py7And:Py is mot: opaquie; it.is trans-
parent;so that-Pyshines-through:it and their, colours
combine:into one.: Therefore; if the symboliP, stands
for acharacteristic:of ascértain historicil period .and
thelsymbol P, for:the correspondingbutdifferént (and
therefore contradictory ‘or: incompatible): character-
isticiof its successor, that:successor: isinever charae-
terizediby Py pure;and simple;ibut:always. by-a: P,
tinged with a survivaliofiPy. This is why people who
try to:depict the-characteristicfeaturesof thisior:-that
historicak péfiod-go wrong if. théy do,their:work-too
thoroughly; forgettingthat the:silk-of period is
inreality always 4 shot silk; combining
dictery:colotrs.: . - 5. st St e ol s
«+Theidéaof aliving past;together with agood many
others connected with.it; Fhad gotnpletely worked.out
by ‘19203.and in/that.year. I wrotethemn:.down in;an
essay of short book-length, very: sparing of wordsand

. gous:orifalse “Fhis book; written inthree daysy s

indtself coritra-.
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making point after point:withoutanyattempt atielabo=
ration-orexplanation::. t- ‘Wwas primarily!a:-study:of
the-:né’tuxésanq&'mﬁlicaﬁans;off‘p‘i%dce3§n.oif becoming.
Secondatily,:it«wasian wttack ‘on'/realism’, showing
how the non possamius of ‘tealists’ towards.a theory:of
his;o;zy@;;ds;a.fnqmatl;’eim:refusai ‘tocadmit the reality of
becomirig; and frony théiranalysis of the;trueipropo-
sition‘Py becoiessR, b dnto: the; complex. of proposi=
tons P, is Py, ‘Pyis ot By, ‘Byends where P, begins’;
‘PyisPy;and Pyismet Py, dllofthem kithertautolos
as
intended only 10 help the-process:of crystallization:in
my own:thbughts yit would hdve been quite unintelli
gibleito ‘thegenerabpublic; and-1 never contemplated
printing:dt.:-Nobody +has:seen it except. my- friend
Guidode:Ruggieroyforwhom1 typed a copy, thinking
thatitsnightamuse hinkas ar historianof philosophy.*
By.way of a:privatejoke; I:cailed it- Libelhis de Generas
tione; and-prefited to itamoitos {Fot asthe old hermit
of Prague, that nieverssaw: pen and. ink, very: wittily
said te:a niece of king Gorhoducy That,that is, ist¥or

Wha%isthat, but that?andiis;butis??:ic- o
s Howy/Tasked, did:these;conceptionsaffectthe ques-
tion' whether historycould be-a school of moral and

- political-wisdom? ‘The old pragmatic idea.of history

was futile becduse itsiidea of historywas the scissors=
and-paste idez in-which the past.is.a>dead: past; dnd
knowingiaboiut it means only knowing what the authow
ritié’sasay’,«aboutsitf.:;And that knowledge is-useless 45 a

V%% 7Pkt Griginal mantéript; lik the brly minuseride of Tolh
Tpt, like | Y I Pt ¢

dnd Cortradiction; was destroyed after T wrote this ook, #..°
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