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Preface



CONCERN FOR HERMENEUTIC PROBLEMS has become quite common in recent decades, and the term hermeneutics and its derivatives have been used more and more frequently by representatives of the social and human sciences. What seemed at first a strictly continental affair has come to occupy an important place in the general discussion about the very nature of these disciplines, their methodologies, and their underlying philosophical assumptions. Today the term hermeneutics denotes a concern that is shared by members of such diverse fields of knowledge as philosophy, sociology, history, theology, psychology, jurisprudence, literary criticism, and the humanities at large. Yet, many of the issues raised today have had a long-standing history on the Continent. This has been true ever since Schleiermacher in the early nineteenth century and Dilthey in the latter half of that century and the early years of our own century succeeded in transforming hermeneutics from the study and collection of specialized rules of interpretation for the use of theologians or jurists to that of a genuine philosophical discipline and general theory of the social and human sciences. The aim of this volume is to make available to students of the humanities and social sciences a number of texts which will enable them to become acquainted with some of the important ideas and issues raised by the writers of the nineteenthand twentieth-century hermeneutic tradition in the German language. A first-hand knowledge of these issues seems indeed necessary and desirable. For in recent debates certain names, terms, and concepts derived from this tradition have been used, often without a sufficient grasp of their meaning and the context they imply. Even the term hermeneutics itself is frequently found to have contradictory or at least ambiguous connotations. For some it designates a movement in twentiethcentury philosophy (Heidegger, Gadamer) or theology (Bultmann and the "New Hermeneutic"). Others, literary students for the most part, see in it a special ix
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method of interpreting literary texts, while still others use the term to refer to those disciplines in the human and social sciences (as opposed to the natural sciences) which make use of the methods of understanding and interpretation (Von Wright). In some quarters, the word "hermeneutics" has assumed the character of a voguish term as if we were dealing with a new movement or intellectual trend like "structuralism" or "poststructuralism" which would provide us not merely with a fresh vocabulary but with an alternative methodology as well. Gadamer and the students of philosophical hermeneutics have always insisted, of course, that hermeneutics has nothing to do with the creation or validation of specific methodologies of any kind. They may be overstating their case, for there exists and has existed an active reciprocal relationship between hermeneutics on the one hand and the rise and development of specific methodologies on the other, as we shall point out later. But their insistence should at least discourage those who are all too eager and ready to seize and popularize what seems to them a new and useful paradigm. The problem is that hermeneutics is both a historical concept and the name for an ongoing concern in the human and social sciences; and for the historical aspect of hermeneutics a simple definition will not do. As Nietzsche succinctly put it: "all concepts in which an entire process is semiotically concentrated elude definitions; only that which has no history is definable."* It was this editor's task, therefore, to present to his readers texts which would allow a sufficient grasp of the hermeneutic enterprise in its various aspects. A few additional words about the principles which guided this selection. It has not been my intention to document a full history of hermeneutic theory during the past two centuries. This would have been a task far beyond the limits set by this single volume. Instead, I have attempted to include texts characteristic of those positions which have been or still are significant for the hermeneutic debate. Hence, my main attention was focused on a notion of general hermeneutics rather than on that of a particular discipline with its narrower interests and perspectives. The texts represented here were written by members of different disciplines and fields of inquiry—philosophers, historians, philologists, theologians, social scientists— and constitute significant contributions to their individual disciplines. But at the same time, they transcend the boundaries of these disciplines and raise issues of much larger import and thus form part of what might rightfully be called the mainstream of hermeneutic tradition. I hope that this mainstream and its concerns will become evident to the reader. To simplify matters it makes sense to identify two distinct phases in the development of the modern German hermeneutic tradition: the philological and the philosophical phase or school of thought. The first is represented by such names as Schleiermacher, Ast, Droysen, Humboldt, and Boeckh; the second includes Dilthey, Husserl, Heidegger, and *On the Genealogy of Morals (Vintage Books, 1967), p. 80.
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Gadamer and their respective followers. This is a useful distinction. It does not mean, however, that the philological hermeneutics of the nineteenth century was unphilosophical or antiphilosophical. On the contrary. Some of the most radical arguments of twentieth-century philosophical hermeneutics derive from the insights first articulated by the nineteenth-century writers, even though they were primarily interested in the problems of philology and the cultural sciences. Similarly, the writings of the hermeneutic philosophers invariably display a deep concern for the problems facing these disciplines. In addition, writers like Heidegger or Gadamer have exercised a considerable influence upon the way in which students of literature read and understand poetic texts and speak about their understanding. Of course, hermeneutics did not begin with the nineteenth-century philologists and historians, and we must consider some important writers from the eighteenth century and earlier in any serious study of the history of hermeneutics. But since this reader is to serve as an introduction to modern hermeneutics, only one eighteenth-century author, Chladenius, was chosen to illustrate the state of hermeneutic thought at that time. The hermeneutics of Schleiermacher and the Romantics that would follow afterwards represents a complete and radical break from the older tradition. With Schleiermacher, modern hermeneutics begins. For the occasion of this book a number of the contributions have been translated for the first time, or were retranslated. When necessary, existing translations were corrected and changed to assure accuracy of terminology and of the ideas expressed. I owe thanks to Professor Jerry Dibble and to my former students Carrie Asman-Schneider, Barbara Hyams, and Linda DeMichiel for having undertaken the translation of some exceedingly difficult texts, a task whose successful fulfillment represents a hermeneutic accomplishment in its own right. I am also indebted to Robert Leventhal for his suggestions in rendering some of Dilthey's terms and phrases. The bibliography at the end was not meant to be exhaustive. It is intended for the reader who wants to follow up on the various problems raised by the different texts and who would like to have a fair and accurate overview of the current debate. Emphasis has been placed on English language titles. I should like to thank my publishers for the support which they lent to this project in the face of many difficulties. Last but not least, I wish to thank my wife, Patricia Ann Bialecki, whose continued assistance and numerous helpful suggestions I deeply appreciate. KURT MUELLER-VOLLMER Stanford, California
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Introduction Language, Mind, and Artifact: An Outline of Hermeneutic Theory Since the Enlightenment



i



They mean by that the messenger of the gods who, according to the opinion of these heathens, must proclaim to the humans the will of the gods. Johann Heinrich Zedler, Grosses Vollstandiges Universallexicon oiler Wissenschaften und Kunste, vol. 12 HalleLeipzig, 1735



THE ETYMOLOGY OF THE TERM hermeneutics carries an obvious relation to Hermes,1 the messenger god of the Greeks, and suggests a multiplicity of meanings. In order to deliver the messages of the gods, Hermes had to be conversant in their idiom as well as in that of the mortals for whom the message was destined. He had to understand and interpret for himself what the gods wanted to convey before he could proceed to translate, articulate, and explicate their intention to mortals. To describe the different facets of Hermes' task, modern mortals have at their disposal a whole set of terms such as linguistic competence, communication, discourse, understanding, interpretation. Looking at Hermes' task may give us a clear warning as to the complexities underlying the term hermeneutics and the hermeneutic enterprise itself. In antiquity the term hermeneutics occurred only sporadically. Aristotle used it as a title for one of his works, Peri Hermeneias,2 in which he dealt with the logic of statements: the grammatical structure by which subject and predicate are united in human speech to reveal the character of things. In order to avoid confusion, the history of the term and the history of that which 1
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it has come to designate today should best be kept separate. Interpretation was performed in various ways since late antiquity, as for example, in the school of Alexandria. It later became an integral part of the theological culture of the Middle Ages, but it was not until the Renaissance, Reformation, and thereafter that hermeneutics as a special discipline came into being. Against the Catholic insistence on church authority and tradition in matters of understanding and interpreting the Holy Scriptures, which was reaffirmed at the Council of Trent in 1546, the Protestant reformers advanced the principles of perspicuity—perspicuitas— and of the self-sufficiency of the holy text. Thus the need existed for the reformers to develop the means of demonstrating the basic intelligibility and noncontradictory nature of the Scriptures. The most important Protestant theorist and apologist of biblical interpretation was Matthias Flacius Illyricus with his work Clavis Scripturae Sacrae (1567).3 Drawing on the Aristotelian rhetorical tradition and the entire tradition of patristic Bible exegesis from Origen to his own days, Flacius laid a firm basis for the development of Protestant hermeneutics. Over the next hundred years his Clavis went through ten editions. Flacius advanced two principal arguments which proved important for subsequent developments. First, he argued that if the Scriptures had not yet been understood properly, this did not necessarily imply that the church ought to impose an external interpretation to make them intelligible; it merely reflected the insufficient knowledge and faulty preparation of the interpreters. A thorough linguistic and hermeneutic training could remedy the situation. Second, Flacius claimed, in accordance with the opinion of the other reformers, Luther and Melanchthon, that the Scriptures contained an internal coherence and continuity. He thus asked the interpreter to explicate each individual passage in the light of the whole continuity of the Scriptures. If Flacius believed that he had freed biblical interpretation from the norms and restrictions of church authority and tradition, he did not realize that he himself was instrumental for the introduction of a new system of norms with its own body of hermeneutic rules, which would insure a necessary degree of consent in matters of scriptural exegesis. Without such consent the unity of the Protestant church would have faltered. Besides the sacred hermeneutics of the Protestant reformers, three other tendencies were instrumental for the rise of modern hermeneutics: developments in classical philology, jurisprudence, and philosophy.4 A resurgence of interest in the study of the classical texts from Greek and Roman antiquity occurred during the Renaissance. Humanist scholars and their successors at universities and academies produced an arsenal of philologicalcritical methods (Ars Criticd) whose object was to establish the authenticity of a given text and to reconstruct as much as possible its original or correct version. Philological criticism and its concerns became an important source for the subsequent development of systematic theories of interpretation. The humanist hermeneutic tradition stayed alive well into the eighteenth century, as is testified by the
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frequent reediting of relevant works by writers like Vives, Scioppius, and Johannes Clericus.5 For some time, the theory of translation was subsumed under the category of interpretation as, for example, in works by the English humanist Laurentius Humphrey in the sixteenth century and by the French Bishop Huet in the seventeenth century.6 The revival of interest in Roman law, which began during the so-called twelfthcentury Renaissance in Italy with the concomitant efforts of scholars to elucidate the Code of Justinian (A.D. 533), led to the development of a special hermeneutics of jurisprudence. This special hermeneutics would soon spread across the Alps to the rest of Europe. In 1463 Constantius Rogerius, in his Treatise concerning the Interpretation of Laws,1 summarized the main tenets of these interpretive efforts which had their center in Bologna. Rogerius wanted to explicate and harmonize the various parts of Justinian's code. He introduced a fourfold distinction of forms of legal exegesis which he termed "the corrective," "the extensive," "the restrictive," and "the declarative" interpretations. This distinction remained in force until the beginning of the nineteenth century when traditional legal hermeneutics was replaced by the historical school of Savigny and his followers.8 The rise and development of legal hermeneutics was intimately connected with the rise of philology, and we can witness a frequent transferal of ideas and concepts from one field to the other. Thus, in his lurisconsultus of 1559, the humanist Franciscus Hotomanus viewed grammatical interpretation as the basis of legal explication.9 In fact, grammatical interpretation remained an essential category for most writers in legal hermeneutics. In his Treatise on the Science of Interpretation (1689), the German jurist Johannes von Felde attempted to establish interpretive principles which would be valid for all classes of text, both literary and legal. He also offered a definition of hermeneutics which Chladenius would incorporate into his hermeneutics. To interpret, for von Felde, meant but to explicate to someone that which proves difficult for him to understand.10 The jurist Thibaut — the last writer in the humanist and Enlightenment tradition—in 1806 defined the relationship between grammatical and other kinds of legal interpretation in the following manner. Grammatical interpretation should be directed solely at the literal sense of a given law. It finds its limits only where the meaning of a law cannot be understood from ordinary linguistic usage. At this point, the "purpose" (Absichf) of the law and the intention of the lawgiver have to be considered ("logical interpretation").11 Finally, with the desire of Enlightenment philosophers to proceed everywhere from certain principles and to systematize all human knowledge, hermeneutics became a province of philosophy. Following the example of Aristotle, who had analyzed the problems of logic in his treatise On Interpretation (Peri hermeneias), Enlightenment philosophers viewed hermeneutics and its problems as belonging to the domain of logic. This was an important event in the history of hermeneutic thought. For even though many writers of special (technical) hermeneutic texts—
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theologians, jurists, and philologists— would frequently allude to generally applicable principles and concepts in their works, it was not until the philosophers of the Enlightenment made hermeneutic problems their own concern that the discipline of general hermeneutics came into being. Their contention was that like logic itself hermeneutics rested on certain generally applicable rules and principles which were valid for all those fields of knowledge which relied on interpretation. Although the claim for universality of twentieth-century philosophical hermeneutics radically differs from the Enlightenment position, thinkers like Heidegger and Gadamer in some fundamental respect still follow the example of their eighteenth-century predecessors. Thus, for Gadamer general hermeneutics is part of philosophy because it transcends the confines of individual disciplines and deals instead with their foundations. Christian Wolff, probably the most prolific and influential of the eighteenthcentury enlightened philosophers, included in his widely read work on logic several chapters in which he dealt with hermeneutic problems, among them, "On reading historical and dogmatic books" and "On interpreting the Holy Scriptures."12 Since a good deal of our knowledge comes to us through books, Wolff contended, we must rely on our critical judgment concerning their truth character. He divided all writings into "historical" or "dogmatic" kinds. Works belonging to the latter category must be judged on the strength of their arguments, their truth content, and the knowledge of the subject matter displayed. Historical writings on the other hand should be judged according to the "completeness" of the historical account which they offer and according to their "truthfulness" and "sincerity," since we no longer have access to historical truth once the events referred to are past.13The completeness of the account can be ascertained only by referring to the author's intention. The notion of authorial intention (Absicht) as used by Wolff, Chladenius, and other Enlightenment theorists does not, however, carry a psychological meaning as it does today. Nor can it be taken in the sense in which Schleiermacher and the other Romantics would soon understand a literary work, as the expression of its author's individuality. For Wolff and his contemporaries, the author's intention is not an expression of his personality but relates to the specific genre of writing he intended to produce. There were, according to Wolff, in addition to the system of rules and principles governing all fields of knowledge, particular discoursive forms in which this knowledge should be presented. The opinion, the intention of the author, carries foremost an objective and generic denotation. Consequently, Wolff discusses different classes and kinds of historical writings in terms of the different intentions which govern them. He distinguishes among the intentions of natural history, church history, secular (political) history, and the "history of learning." To judge a book by its authorial intention thus meant to ascertain the degree to which its author had succeeded in adhering to the generic requirements of the particular discourse he had chosen. The meaning of a given text or passage for Wolff was not an issue. Words and
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sentences—if used correctly—would always convey the meaning which the author intended. If a text appeared obscure or ambiguous, this was because the writer did not succeed in the correct use of language, the correct explanation of terms, or in the proper construction of his arguments. Wolffs theory is strongly normative not only with respect to how books should be read but also how they should be written. His arguments contain in nuce many of the ideas which were elaborated much more fully a few decades later in the first formal work on general hermeneutics written in the vernacular. II Many centuries ago, scholars considered the production of interpretations to be one of the most prestigious endeavors, and because there were no principles which would have enabled these to be done reasonably, one can not be surprised that many interpretations ended unhappily and that the disciplines which were built on interpretations were completely devastated. This is proven in the case of Philosophy by the unfortunate interpretations made of Aristotle, by the glossaries for jurisprudence and by the interpretations of the Fathers and the Scholastic teachers. Finally, there was no alternative but to toss out all these interpretations and to start all over again Johann Martin Chladenius



Chladenius (1710-1759), who had made a name and a living for himself as a university teacher and scholar in such diverse fields as philosophy, history, theology, and rhetoric, published his Introduction to the Correct Interpretation of Reasonable Discourses and Books in 1742.14 He wanted to provide a consistent theory of interpretation together with a body of practical rules for the students of those disciplines which derived their knowledge by interpretation. Chladenius did not consider philosophy one of these disciplines. For the philosopher was not concerned with the interpretation of the meaning of statements but rather with the critical examination of what they claimed was true. On the other hand, the study of poetry, rhetoric, history, and the Ancients, together with all those disciplines which comprised the "sciences of beauty" (the humanities), had to rely on the art of interpretation (Auslegekunsi). Hermeneutics for Chladenius is but another name for this art. Since "to be understood" was in the nature of an utterance, Chladenius defined hermeneutics as the art of attaining the perfect or complete understanding of utterances (vollstandiges Verstehen)— whether they be speeches (Reden) or writings (Schrifteri) ,15 Chladenius's use of the term art reveals the extent to which his hermeneutic enterprise was still rooted in the Aristotelean rhetorical tradition. For the term
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does not carry any aesthetic or artistic connotation, but refers to the teaching and mastery of a specific area of knowledge as, for example, in the liberal arts, the disciplines of rhetoric, grammar, and dialectic. Drawing his inspiration from Wolff and other predecessors in the field of logic, Chladenius set out to develop in a rational and systematic fashion the principles, rules, and techniques governing the art of interpretation as he knew it. But he was concerned only with "reasonable speeches and writings." By this he meant those utterances which observe the rules of reason in language and thought, and among those he singled out historical writings. To the readers of his Introduction he promised the publication of a hermeneutics of poetic discourse in the future— a promise which he did not keep. Chladenius's Introduction is significant not only because of its systematic exposition of Enlightenment hermeneutic theory.16 It also raises, often inadvertently, a great many problems and issues which were to become dominant themes for writers in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. But those who have seen in him the founder of a modern-day hermeneutics of the human sciences are largely mistaken. To the careful reader of his work it should be obvious how far removed his ideas are from those of the Romantic and post-Romantic schools of hermeneutic thought. His position can be made sufficiently clear by considering three aspects of his theory which are closely interrelated: his concept of hermeneutics, his implied notion of the nature of verbal meanings, and his theory of the "point of view" (Sehe-Puncki) with respect to historical writings. If the purpose of the art of interpretation is to help us attain "perfect understanding," it must be the task of the hermeneutic philosopher to describe the aims of this understanding, the obstacles which have to be overcome, and the methods which must be used to achieve the desired goal. These are precisely the issues which Chladenius's Introduction addresses. Chladenius believed that there were primarily two criteria by which one could determine whether perfect understanding had been attained. This is the case whenever we have grasped the intention of the author and whenever we are able to think in our minds all that the words of the author are able to arouse in us according to the "rules of reason" and of the mind itself. What is meant here by authorial intention, namely, the generic choice of discourse by the author rather than his psychological state of mind, was explained in our discussion of Wolffs hermeneutics. In the same vein, the second criterion does not carry a psychological connotation or imply the idea of a relativization of meaning of a given utterance. The rules of reason were considered unchangeable by Chladenius and guaranteed the stability of meaning and the possibility of its objective transfer through verbal expressions. If an utterance was only constructed reasonably and in accordance with the appropriate rules of discourse, and if the writer had succeeded in making his ideas clear, his words on the page would give rise to a correct and perfect understanding: author and reader alike shared in the same rational principles.
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We can see why the notions of understanding and of meaning did not pose a particular philosophical problem to the author of the Introduction, as it would later to the Romantics and the moderns. These notions were simply taken for granted by him. Given the skill and expertise of the interpreter, all hermeneutic problems appeared solvable to him simply because all reasonable utterances had to be intelligible. For Chladenius, as for the enlightened mind in general, the grounds for a correct interpretation and for understanding resided in reason itself. It was shared by writer and reader and was found embodied in the text. Chladenius is best known for his notion of point-of-view or perspective (SehePunckt) which he introduced into historical methodology. If one historian's account differs considerably from what another historian tells us about the same events, this does not necessarily mean, Chladenius argued, that there is a contradiction between the two accounts; or that only one version of the story could be true and that the other had to be rejected. For it is a characteristic of human nature, Chladenius believed, that an individual would perceive the events and happenings surrounding him from his own particular perspective or point-ofview. This relativity of perspective was, however, no cause for anxiety for Chladenius, because each observer would still perceive the same event. Taking into account the viewpoint of a given observer, I can still judge the truthfulness of his statements. When I place myself into his perspective, I can compare what I perceive through his account with what I know from other sources. This notion of perspective, Chladenius tells his readers, was derived from Leibniz's Optics. But it reminds us even more strongly of the same philosopher's Monadology in which each monad always perceives the same universe, but from its own perspective and according to its own abilities. Similarly, for Chladenius, each historical account (perception) would differ from another, since it reflected the observer's personal perspective, but it would still refer to the same event. His introduction of the notion of perspective opened new dimensions which could have led to important changes in the assumptions of eighteenth-century hermeneutic theory—possibilities which Chladenius himself did not perceive. In our age of post-Nietzschean criticism the concept of interpretation itself has become thoroughly perspectivist, and there are, in the eyes of many— as Nietzsche once put it— no facts but only interpretations, where each interpretation represents one of the many possible "meanings" of a given text. It must be pointed out that any suggestion of a relativity of meanings and of interpretations was far removed from Chladenius's mind. Even though some of his modern interpreters have not resisted the temptation of reading a twentieth-century meaning into his notion of perspectivism, Chladenius did not proclaim the relativity of meaning or of interpretation, but merely the relativity of the account.17 Despite its perspectivism, a given text remained for him transparent and unambiguous with regard to its referent and its meaning. It was the task of the interpreter to make the reader realize and restore wherever necessary this textual transparency; that is, whenever he
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encountered difficulties in understanding. To put it briefly, the interpreter functioned as the mediator between the writer of a story and his perspective, and that of the reader who may find the story unbelievable or untrue at first. Hermeneutic difficulties for Chladenius always resided in individual parts of a given work, in certain words, expressions, passages. A work in its entirety or in its total meaning did not come into question. It was only for the Romantics later that such concerns would become important. Hermeneutics, for Chladenius and his contemporaries, had to provide for the students of the "beautiful sciences" a rational account of the techniques and strategies to be applied to those parts of a given work which appeared obscure or simply difficult to understand; they would yield their meaning once the right kind of knowledge and information had been brought to bear upon them. In essence, then, interpretation is but verbal explication for Chladenius, and its end is clearly pedagogical and pragmatic: "Interpretation [Auslegung] therefore is nothing other than teaching someone the concepts which are necessary to learn to understand or to fully understand a speech or written work."



Ill Two definitions of understanding. Everything is understood when nothing nonsensical remains. Nothing is understood that is not construed. Friedrich Schleiermacher, Notes, 1809



Schleiermacher's contribution represents a true watershed in the development of hermeneutics. He brought together and synthesized the major trends from the older schools and, at the same time, laid the foundations for a new departure. Both the philological and historical hermeneutics of the nineteenth century and the hermeneutic philosophy of the twentieth century are indebted to him. Yet it seems that a full and appreciative exploration of his monumental achievements has hardly begun even today. For many decades Dilthey's pronouncements regarding Schleiermacher's hermeneutics had canonical value and were generally accepted. In his essay "The Origin of Hermeneutics" (1900)18 Dilthey depicted Schleiermacher mainly as advocating a theory of psychological empathy— empathy with an author's creative personality as expressed in his works. In addition, Dilthey maintained that Schleiermacher had defended divination as the highest principle of understanding. Dilthey's essay was responsible for spreading a onesided and distorted notion of Schleiermacher's theories. Enraptured as he was by the concerns of his own "philosophy of life," he failed to pay attention to essential parts of Schleiermacher's hermeneutics, especially Schleiermacher's grounding of the hermeneutic enterprise in a conception of language and human linguisticality ,19 Dilthey also failed to elaborate on Schleiermacher's substantial contributions
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to the theory and practice of textual interpretation. Even though the philologists of the nineteenth century—notably Boeckh—absorbed many of Schleiermacher's concerns, they also lost an awareness of Schleiermacher's discovery of the linguistic dimensions of human understanding and its importance. Schleiermacher did not create his hermeneutics in a vacuum. His endeavors must be seen as part of the early Romantic movement which, from 1795 to 1810, revolutionized the intellectual life of central Europe. A new aesthetics and poetics created by philosophers such as Fichte and Schelling, by critics such as Friedrich and August Wilhelm Schlegel, and by the poets Novalis, Tieck, and Wackenroder opened new dimensions and produced new tasks for hermeneutic thought. From now on hermeneutics concerned itself with the idea of the author as creator and of the work of art as an expression of his creative self. In harmony with the poets and philosophers of the period, the hermeneutic thinkers advanced the conception "f the organic unity of a work, subscribed to a notion of style as the inner form of a work, and adhered to a concept of the symbolic nature of art which gave rise to the possibility of infinite interpretations.20 The ancient task of interpreting and explicating texts suddenly appeared in a new and pristine light. Even more important than the ideas of the new aesthetics was the transcendental turn hermeneutic thinking underwent in the hands of the Romantic theorists—particularly F. Schlegel, Schleiermacher, and Wilhelm von Humboldt. Already Kant's Copernican revolution of thought had brought about a new and different usage for the term understanding. From the viewpoint of the Critique of Pure Reason, understanding (Verstand) appeared as an underlying capacity for thought and experience, and acts of understanding (Versteheri) which were present in all thinking and experience were an expression of man's rationality.21 Fichte radicalized the Kantian position and in his Doctrine of Science (1795) attempted boldly to deduce the entire system of human knowledge from the operations of the mind itself. Following Fichte's example, F. Schlegel and, subsequently, Schleiermacher,22 attempted to ground hermeneutics in a concept of understanding. Since then, "understanding" has become the cornerstone of hermeneutic theory.23 For Schleiermacher, hermeneutics was no longer occupied with the decoding of a given meaning or with the clearing away of obstacles in the way of proper understanding, but was above all concerned with illuminating the conditions for the possibility of understanding and its modes of interpretation. Against the assumption of the older hermeneutics that a reader would understand everything unless or until he encountered contradictions or a nonsensical passage, Schleiermacher advanced a radically different position. From the point of view of hermeneutics we cannot claim to understand anything that we "cannot perceive and construct as necessary. In accordance with this maxim, understanding is an unending task."24 The student of Schleiermacher's hermeneutics is faced with singular difficulties which result from the particular form in which his ideas have been transmitted
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to us. When he taught his famous course on hermeneutics at the University of Berlin, Schleiermacher always relied on a set of notes which contained an outline of the course and its main ideas in an extremely condensed form. He would then develop his lectures from these notes before his audience. After his death these lectures, as culled from students' notebooks and Schleiermacher's own notes, were published as part of his collected works.25 Schleiermacher's own manuscripts have only recently been published in their entirety in a reliable edition, enabling the reader to study Schleiermacher's own texts for the first time.26 These texts do not make easy reading. They are often fragmentary and abound in cryptic statements in whkh the most important insights are revealed, thereby keeping the reader on his toes and forcing him to make the necessary connections himself. But it cannot be denied that these texts contain one of the richest and most profound contributions to hermeneutic theory. Their peculiarly aphoristic style reflects the lightning like quality of suggestiveness and openness found also in the literary fragments of the brothers Schlegel and Novalis. The fragment, as we know, constituted an important genre for the Romantic writer. New and decisive in Schleiermacher is not merely the transcendental turn toward the process of understanding, but the linguistic interpretation he gives to it.27 Understanding, for Schleiermacher, was an activity analogous to that of speaking. Both derive from man's linguisticality or capacity for speech (Sprachfahigkeif), that is, his knowledge of language (Sprache), and his mastery of speech (Rede). Schleiermacher thought that every human being was equipped with a basic linguistic disposition, which had to be realized by acquiring a given language at a particular moment of its history, and by internalizing its grammatical rules. Knowing a grammar for Schleiermacher was therefore the same as knowing a language. Men express their linguistic competence in speech acts (Sprechacte) which produce utterances (Rede); similarly, their linguistic competence enables them to understand the utterances of others. Thus speech acts and acts of understanding closely correspond to each other: "Their correlation consists in that every act of understanding is the reverse of an act of speaking, and one must grasp the thought that underlies a given utterance."28 At this point Schleiermacher introduces a distinction of momentous importance for his hermeneutics. He believed that understanding an utterance, whether spoken or written, necessarily involved a double aspect, namely, the coalescence of two entirely different planes. The first concerned the understanding of an expression solely in terms of its relationship to the language of which it is a part. Each utterance must be seen as forming a part of the given interpersonal linguistic system (Sprache). But at the same time, the expression must also be understood as a part of the speaker's life-process, his internal or mental history. Understanding, for Schleiermacher, takes place only in the coinherence of these two moments:
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1. An act of speaking cannot even be understood as a moment in a person's development unless it is also understood in relation to the language. . . . 2. Nor can an act of speaking be understood as a modification of the language unless it is also understood as a moment in the development of the person.29 To these two sides of understanding correspond two distinct modes of interpretation (Auslegung), which Schleiermacher called grammatical and psychological or technical. If each would occur without the other (in reality they never occur independently of each other), the grammatical interpretation would exclude the author, and the psychological one would ultimately disregard language. Under the label psychological or technical interpretation, Schleiermacher gathered all those aspects of verbal understanding which are not strictly grammatical in nature but make up the individual character of an utterance, that is, how this utterance relates to its author's individuality, its particular genre, and the historical circumstances it embodies. Boeckh, Schleiermacher's student, would later differentiate more accurately among generic, individual, and historical interpretation.30 Both aspects of the act of speaking and of understanding point to the primordial speech act of a speaker in whom the meaning of a text is grounded. To understand Schleiermacher's concept of the author (speaker) and to avoid attaching the label of Romantic subjectivism to it, this concept must be seen within the context of linguisticality as he conceived it. The primordial author is not a fixed substance — as little as the "I" in Fichte's Science of Knowledge31—but rather something fluid and dynamic, something mediated, an act rather than a substance. It is the act from which the work originates. This authorial act constitutes itself in the creation of the work. It is the act which synthesizes the two planes mentioned earlier: the system of language and the inner system of thought. Man, the linguistic being, can be seen as the place where language articulates itself in each speech act and where each spoken utterance can only be understood in relation to the totality of language. But man is also a constantly evolving mind and his speaking can only be understood as a moment in his mental life (Tatsache im Denkenden). Schleiermacher thus combines— to use contemporary terminology— a structural and a phenomenological viewpoint. To interpret what he means by a moment in one's mental life in strictly psychological terms is therefore not admissible. Through verbal articulation the mental fact becomes exemplary. This is so because for Schleiermacher mental facts articulated as speech are not independent of language. Or, in Schleiermacher's own words: "Speech as mental fact cannot be understood if it is not understood as linguistic signification [Sprachbezeichnung], because the innate nature of language modifies our mind."32 What this means ultimately is that the traditional label of the psychologism of Schleiermacher's position can no longer be maintained. Even the purely
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intentional mental side of speech— speech as a mental phenomenon— is not free from language. It is always conditioned and modified by its linguistic form. At the same time, Schleiermacher does not condemn man to the prison house of language as some of our modern theorists do. For language itself, according to Schleiermacher and also to Wilhelm von Humboldt, while it forces its formal patterns upon thought, in return must suffer the influence, the labor of thought upon it. Schleiermacher viewed hermeneutics as the "art of understanding" where "understanding" is elevated to the art of a scholarly discipline. He thought hermeneutics should not, however, concern itself with the specific body of rujes found in the hermeneutic treatises of the theologians or jurists. Nor should it include the presentation of what one has understood to others. The latter was relegated to the sister discipline of rhetoric. Schleiermacher argued that presentation amounted to producing another text which itself would become an object of hermeneutic concern—but which was not part of hermeneutics. However, it seems doubtful whether hermeneutics, by excluding from its agenda the element of presentation, can still fulfill the task which Schleiermacher envisions. For the art of the philologist consists largely in generally accepted procedures, assumptions, verbal strategies, an institutionalized body of knowledge and the tacit agreement on standards for hermeneutic competence. The presentation of one's understanding is an integral part of the art in question. Schleiermacher does not offer us a clear distinction between understanding and interpretation (Auslegung}. He often implies that the art of understanding is also the art of interpretation. He does not see that interpretation as explication (Auslegung) is necessarily verbal and thus discoursive. Thus, while founding modern hermeneutics on the concept of understanding, Schleiermacher also imparted to this concept a basic ambiguity which is still with us today.



IV However, language is never a mere tool of communication, but an imprint of the mind and the wo rid-view of its speakers. Sociability is the necessary means for its development, but by no means the only purpose behind its labors, because this purpose is found after all in the individual as its end-point. Wilhelm von Humboldt



The historian Droysen has called Wilhelm von Humboldt "the Bacon of the historical sciences" and understood his own theory of history and human culture as an application and further elaboration of Humboldt's ideas.33 Humboldt's importance for the development of the hermeneutics of the human sciences has been
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considerable indeed and is still increasing. Besides Droysen, the names Dilthey and Cassirer immediately come to mind. Early in his career Dilthey declared that he intended to emulate Humboldt's approach to the study of men and human speech in his own studies of religion. And he thought his attempt to ground his notion of understanding in human nature was in harmony with Humboldtian principles.34 Cassirer's project of a philosophy of symbolic forms assigned a special status to language which provided the key to man's entire range of symbolic creations. Cassirer defines language strictly in Humboldtian terms, and the first volume of his Philosophy of Symbolic Forms can be read as an interpretation of Humboldt's philosophy of language for the purpose of providing an epistemological basis for Cassirer's own theory of the human sciences and their modes of operation.35 The reception of many of Humboldt's ideas by various schools of linguistics in the last decades not only has created a new interest in Humboldt's linguistic writings but also, due to the increasing attention linguistics has been given by many social scientists in recent years, has led to a renewed relevancy of Humboldt's linguistics and philosophy of language for social and historical sciences. Yet there has been no recent study on Humboldt's contribution to modern hermeneutics.36 This is doubly surprising because, in addition to the aforementioned names, the representatives of philosophical hermeneutics—notably Heidegger and Gadamer— often refer to Humboldt and lay claim to certain of his ideas. Two different aspects of Humboldt's work must be considered in order to assess his contribution to modern hermeneutics: the hermeneutic dimensions of his views on language which form an integral part of his linguistics and philosophy of language; and, subsequently, his own application of some of his hermeneutic insights to historical writings— in particular, his introduction of the concept of understanding into the study of history. With Schleiermacher Humboldt shared certain fundamental beliefs regarding the nature of language, its relation to human nature, and the structure of the human mind. Their beliefs form part of what we might rightfully call the Romantic linguistic paradigm since it is shared to various degrees by other writers as well: A. W. and F. Schlegel, the poet Novalis, and philosophers like Bernhardi or Schelling.37 In our own century the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure has been generally credited for having introduced a decisive distinction into linguistics between language as a system (langue) and language as speech or utterance (parole). Yet a very similar— if not the same— distinction was generally accepted by both Schleiermacher and Humboldt. However, in addition to viewing human linguisticality (Sprachvermogen) both as language (Sprache) and speech (Rede), Humboldt also used the distinction between language as energeia (process) and as ergon (objectified product) to characterize linguistic phenomena. This latter distinction cuts across both langue and parole—since both can be seen from the angle of either process or product. Understanding for Humboldt was grounded in language and linguisticality and
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was seen by him (as by Schleiermacher) as the correlative of speaking. But for him speaking and understanding were necessarily connected with a third term: that of active linguistic competence (Sprachkrafi) which occurred in both speaker and listener. "One can understand a word which one hears only because one could have spoken it oneself," Humboldt wrote.38 This is an important idea, because it puts an end to the older notion which saw in language some neutral means of transporting "meanings" from the mind of one person into that of another. We found this transportative view of language to be operative in Chladenius's theory of interpretation. It was shattered with the advent of transcendental idealism and its application to the philosophy of language. There can be nothing in one's mind, Humboldt asserted, echoing Fichte's theory of knowledge,39 except one's own spontaneous mental activity. Meaning cannot be transferred from one speaker's mind to that of another. In fact, meaning in this objective and naive sense did not exist at all for Humboldt. Meaning must be seen rather as the coproduction of speaker and listener where both share in the same active power of linguistic competence. Humans can understand each other, Humboldt argued, because they produce (erzeugen) and understand speech (Rede) according to the same underlying principles: those of the mind and those embodied in the grammar of the language which they share. Even though certain universal principles were to be found in all languages (an idea which many latter-day "Humboldtian" linguists seem to have forgotten), each language, Humboldt believed, constituted through its grammatical form a unique manner and way of perceiving the world. The linguist's occupation, therefore, had a decidedly hermeneutic aspect to it: studying another language meant to liberate oneself to some degree from the fetters of one's own and to gain through the other language another perspective on the world. This process of understanding would repeat itself in one's own language as well: from the understanding of the verbal utterances of others to the written word, culminating in works of literature and philosophy. Each utterance, each work in a given language is the product of an individual mind and retains an aura of individuality. For this reason every act of understanding, Humboldt thought, was in some way also necessarily a non-understanding. Humboldt believed that this shortcoming of all human language could be compensated for to some degree on another level. For language in its fullest sense— language as process (energeia)— only occurred in the societal context.40 Societies are internally linked through language, which constituted not only a cultural force but a cultural product as well. Human beings can only understand themselves, according to Humboldt, if they test the intelligibility of their words against other humans. Objectivity of understanding, in other words, can be obtained to a certain degree if the utterance I have produced through my own mental activity resounds from the mouth of another person. What Humboldt is trying to say is that there are certain elementary forms of linguistic understanding and communication
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which occur in all human societies. These might in turn serve as a basis for achieving objectivity in the human sciences and the humanities. Humboldt's position thus anticipates the solution to a problem which Dilthey later tried to solve from an essentially different and extralinguistic point of view: that of determining the nature of understanding and of objectivity in the cultural sciences (Geisteswissenschafteri). Humboldt's essay "On the Task of the Historian" has been a favorite classic among German historians from Gervinus and Droysen to Dilthey, Troeltsch, and Meinecke; many commentaries have been written about it— including a recent one by the American historian Paul Sweet.41 What interested historians principally was Humboldt's notion of the role which ideas play in history, and the relation between the craft of the historian and that of the poet. Beginning with Meinecke's research into the rise of the modern historical consciousness, Humboldt's position has often been viewed within the context of nineteenth-century historicism.42 Whether or not this is an accurate assessment, the essay with its complex and multifaceted argumentation certainly offers a wealth of insights from the many different perspectives which one might take. Most important, it presents to the reader not only a philosophy of history and a theory of historical research but also offers a theory of historical understanding of great subtlety. This theory already indicates the direction which hermeneutics would later take in the writings of Droysen, Dilthey, and even Heidegger and Gadamer. Against two of the schools of historical thought which would become dominant in the nineteenth century, the Ideological one (which includes Hegelian, Marxist, and positivist historians) and the objectivist academic school, represented by Ranke and his followers, Humboldt developed his own hermeneutic approach to history. Humboldt maintained that a Ideological view of history does not attain to the "living truth" of real history. Because the Ideologically oriented historian looks in vain for "final causes" in the concrete phenomena of history, he feels obliged to search for an ultimate purpose of history in "lifeless institutions," and in the "notion of an ideal whole" or in the attainment of a "state of perfection of civil society or some ideas of this sort." Such teleological constructions were totally erroneous for Humboldt, because he thought that historical truth could only be found in the concrete individual phenomena themselves.43 Yet the deceptively simple definition (a la Ranke) of the historian's task, with which Humboldt begins the essay, leads to more and more complex questions: for what actually happens in history is only partially accessible to the glance of the historian. The historian merely perceives some scattered and isolated events and never the coherence or nexus between them. The historian himself must supply the inner coherence and unite the individual events without which these events would be meaningless. Thus there existed for Humboldt an inner affinity between the artist and the historian and their respective crafts: both have to rely on their creative imagination to produce a guiding vision which would unite all individual elements into a cohesive whole.
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This creative notion of the task of the historian implies still another idea which would acquire great importance in hermeneutic thought. If the historian must interpret individual phenomena in the light of an overriding cohesive whole which itself is not directly observable, he must supply the idea of this whole himself. In other words, the historian is involved in what later generations will call the hermeneutic circle. This means that in any process of understanding the parts must be understood in relation to the whole, just as the whole can only be understood in relation to its parts. In actuality this apparent paradox is always overcome by the historian, because he begins his work with an intuition of the invisible coherence which unites the individual event. If Droysen perceived Humboldt as the latter-day Bacon of the historical studies, it is not surprising that he owed to Humboldt one of his most famous and influential distinctions which he passed on to the emerging hermeneutics of the human sciences. I am referring to Droysen's designation of the term "understanding" (Versteheri) to define the nature and method of the historical sciences as opposed to those of the natural sciences.44 Through Droysen understanding became a technical term which stood for a view widely held since the latter part of the nineteenth century of the dichotomy between the natural sciences and the human sciences. According to this view, the former engage in causal explanation (Erkldrung) and the latter were identified with "the method of understanding" (Versteheri). At the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries Dilthey would provide the theoretical underpinnings for this view and transform Humboldt and Droysen's historical method into that of the human sciences at large (Geisteswissenschafteri). Humboldt maintained in his essay that the historian should above all study the "form" of that which happens in history. This alone would enable him to understand what in fact can be profitably investigated. For the historian understanding and investigation go hand in hand (we shall find these two terms again in Droysen) and help him to recognize what he would not have learned from his mere use of reason (Verstandesoperationeri). What is required is that the historian's "investigative capability" (forschende Kraft) become assimilated with the object under investigation. Only when this takes place is he able to bridge the gap between himself and the historical phenomena, between subject and object. But how does the historian attain to the form of an event? Humboldt's answer— by drawing it from the events themselves— seems contradictory at first. But this contradiction disappears upon closer examination. According to Humboldt, every act of comprehension (Begreiferi) "presupposes, as a condition of its possibility, the existence of an analogue" in the person who is comprehending and in the phenomena actually comprehended by him. This analogue constitutes what Humboldt calls a "precursive primary correspondence between subject and object."45 In the case of linguistic understanding, as we have seen, this primary correspondence is to be found in the commonality of the language shared by speaker and addressee,
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in their common linguistic competence. When it comes to historical understanding, the gap between historian and event, between subject and object is bridged in a similar manner. It is not by reaching outside or abstracting from his subjectivity that the historian comprehends something, or by passively letting the object affect him. Subject and object, historian and historical phenomenon, for Humboldt stand in a pregiven correspondence to each other. This correspondence, which he also calls the "preexisting basis of understanding" (vorgdngige Grundlage des Begreifens), results from the fact that what is effective (wirksam) in world history is also active within man himself. Thus an inner bond exists between the spirit of a nation or a community, as expressed in its history and the historian investigating this history. With reflections like these Humboldt clearly anticipates Heidegger's and Gadamer's respective notions of an ontological or historical preunderstanding as the basis of all formal understanding and interpreting in the human sciences. In fact, we can discern in his ideas a close anticipation of Gadamer's view of understanding as a fusion of two horizons: that of the interpreter ("Subject") and the phenomenon ("Object") which share a common effective historical coherence (wirkungsgeschichtlicher Zusammenhang),



V Understanding is the most perfect knowledge that is attainable for us humans. Johann Gustav Droysen



Even though many of Humboldt's ideas can be interpreted in the light of later developments—as we have just done ourselves—it would be a serious mistake to view his contributions merely as an anticipation of certain twentieth-century schools of thought. Humboldt's hermeneutics rests on its own feet and must be understood in its own terms before its relation to other schools of thought can be properly explored. The same is also true of the historical and hermeneutic theories of Johann Gustav Droysen. Droysen's intellectual fortunes have been on the rise in recent years. Hay den White believes that in Germany today Droysen is "ranked with Marx and Dilthey" and equals their importance as an historical thinker.46 The work upon which Droysen's reputation rests is his Historik, or Lectures on the Encyclopedia and Methodology of History.41 Droysen developed the Historik over many years from 1852 until 1882 to 1883 when he taught this course at the University of Berlin for the last time before his death. In the Anglo-Saxon world Droysen is mainly known as the leading historian of the Prussian school of historiography, whose adherents interpreted German history from the point of view of Prussia's mission to bring about the unification of Germany.48 But besides his work on German history, Droysen also distinguished
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himself in the field of ancient history, where he is best known for his work on Alexander the Great and the late Greek civilization. (It was he who coined the term Hellenism.) His outspoken political engagement as an historian made for a conception of the historian's task which was radically different from that of Leopold von Ranke and his school. Droysen did not believe that the historian should or would ever be able to write objective history and to recreate the past as it actually happened: given the nature of human life the past will always remain inaccessible to us. On the other hand, the historian finds himself surrounded or affected by events and forces which originated in the past. These constitute the proper object of his investigations. In short, it is the past within the present which makes us ask historical questions and pursue our work as historians. We must interpret remnants of the past—documents, books, monuments, records of legal or economic systems—in order to attain an understanding of what they reveal about the past. The task of the historian is first of all a hermeneutic one for Droysen. Consequently, hermeneutics for him is an integral part of a comprehensive historical theory. This theory is concerned with the subjective and objective conditions of historical understanding and research, with the nature of the historical object, and with the methodology which the historian ought to pursue.49 As a student Droysen had attended Hegel's Lectures on the Philosophy of World History, and he undoubtedly learned from Hegel's notion of historical reality. There is a certain similarity between Hegel's notion of an "objective spirit" (objektiver Geist) which he introduced to describe social, political, and cultural systems, and Droysen's term for these entities, "ethical powers" (Sittliche Machte). But Droysen rejected Hegel's teleological scheme of world history as the selfrealization of spirit and, instead, opened himself to the quite different ideas of Humboldt and of Schleiermacher, particularly their notion of understanding. Droysen defined the historical method as "understanding by means of investigation" (forschendes Versteheri). For him there were three distinct methods for obtaining knowledge, each characterized by its own mode of cognition resulting from the nature of the objects of knowledge and of the human mind: the speculative (philosophically or theologically), the physical, and the historical. Their essence is to find out [erkennen], to explain [erkldren], to understand [verstehen].50



These methods represented three different and independent paths to knowledge, Droysen believed. None was privileged, but each presented reality from a different perspective. Drawing his inspiration mainly from Humboldt's posthumous work, Introduction to the Kawi Language (1836),51 Droysen added a new and important dimension to the concept of understanding. He thought that one should go beyond the purely semantic or "rational" meaning of an utterance and consider its expressive functions as well; that is, its psychological, emotional, and spiritual
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(geistige) content. An utterance, in order to be fully understood, must also be comprehended as an expression of something "internal" which discloses to the historian—besides its obvious meaning—the attitude, intention, or state of mind of its originator. According to Droysen the historian is able to understand all of these things because he is dealing with nothing alien to him but with an expression of man's inwardness and inner nature. In his own manner Droysen restated and laid a new foundation for the notion of historical understanding first expressed by Vico in his New Science of 1724. Vico maintained that we can have a true understanding only of the world of history (and not of nature), because in history we can comprehend what man has made himself; only here do truth and fact (verum et factuni) coincide.52 In his Historik Droysen writes: Understanding is the most perfect knowledge [das vollkommenste Erkennen] that is attainable for us humans.53



And in another place: The possibility of this understanding arises from the kinship of our nature with that of the utterances lying before us as historical material. A further condition of this possibility is the fact that man's nature, at once sensuous and spiritual, speaks forth every one of its inner processes in some form apprehensible to the senses, mirrors these inner processes, indeed, in every utterance.54



Behind these and similar formulations we can trace Humboldt's description of the expressive side of language. The extent to which the Romantic linguistic paradigm is still alive for Droysen can be gathered from his equation of the historical and linguistic modes of understanding. "Our historical understanding is quite the same as when we understand someone who is speaking to us," he writes.55 In this same vein Droysen also mentions the connection between the whole and its parts which is operative in any process of understanding. Formulations like the following would frequently be reiterated in the future by other writers: "The part is understood within the whole from which it originated, and the whole is understood from the part in which it finds expression."56 If Droysen called the historical method "understanding by means of investigation," this means that for him understanding per se did not constitute this method except insofar as it was combined with the craft of the practicing historian. This craft rested on two procedures: criticism and interpretation. The first, which was derived from the philological tradition of the Ars Critica, was intended to secure the truth status and authenticity of the historian's sources and purported facts. The second was concerned with the evaluation and explication of what the sources had yielded as historical facts according to specific modes and classes of interpretation. Droysen distinguished four types of historical interpretation: pragmatic,
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conditional, psychological, and ethical interpretations.57 Consequently, Droysen thought that interpretation must always tend toward explicitness; that is, it must find expression in the historian's account of his findings. For this reason he included in his Historik a section called "Topics" (after the Aristotelian rhetorical tradition) with specific guidelines and rules of presentation for the historian to follow.58 We can say, therefore, that in order to function properly as a methodological concept, understanding has to find its appropriate expression. This was an important discovery. In this respect, Dilthey's version of the same concept represents a step backwards from Droy sen's. The discoursive aspects of "understanding" and of "interpretation," which begin to emerge in Droy sen's hermeneutics, disappear again and are replaced by another view of the matter. VI Of the varied signs and symbols in which the human spirit expresses itself, the most adequate to express knowledge is speech. To study the spoken or written word is, as the name philology testifies, the earliest philological activity whose universality and meaning are clear: without communication knowledge and life itself would fare ill. Philology is actually one of the prime conditions of life, an original element in the depth of human nature as well as in the chain of culture. It rests upon a basic pursuit of cultured people; to philosophize is possible for uncivilized nations, but to practise philology is not. August Boeckh



Before taking up the beginnings of philosophical hermeneutics in Wilhelm Dilthey's work, it is necessary to focus on the contributions which the classical scholar August Boeckh has made to hermeneutics. To him we owe the most comprehensive and carefully elaborated theory of interpretation in the nineteenth century from the perspective of a philologist.59 Boeckh was an heir to the philological traditions of eighteenth- and early nineteenth century classical scholarship of central Europe. He combined a grasp of the achievements of the older humanist scholarship with the new encyclopedic and methodological concerns of the age of Romanticism. With the philologists F. A. Wolf and F. Ast he shared a vital interest in the hermeneutic problems raised by their work in classical antiquity which embraced its linguistic, literary, and cultural aspects.60 But he rejected many of their assumptions and, instead, closely followed the ideas and principles set forth by his teacher Schleiermacher, whose hermeneutics became the theoretical basis for his own system, contained in his monumental Encyclopedia and Methodology of the Philological Sciences.61 Boeckh developed his hermeneutic theory within the context of his Encyclopedia because he considered it the necessary basis for philology. Philology, in
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turn, constituted for him the matrix of all human sciences. To understand Boeckh's hermeneutic system and his complex theory of interpretation we must first explain his notion of philology. Boeckh defines the task of the philologist as "achieving knowledge of what is known" (Erkennen des Erkannteri), a formulation which has given rise to much criticism and contradictory interpretations. Since I think that he explained quite well what he meant by that definition, I should like to quote his own words: The genuine task of philology seems, then, to be the knowledge [das Erkennen] of what has been produced by the human spirit, i.e., the knowledge of what is known [des Erkannten].62



This means that philological knowledge is concerned with the knowledge invested in the cultural creations of mankind as they have come down to us. Boeckh is not advocating simply a rethinking or a reconstruction of an original meaning. In order to make the knowledge invested in cultural artifacts the object of philological knowledge, the philologist must go beyond the obvious meaning which the original author intended and uncover the formal and material conditions behind them. These conditions are often hidden to the author, Boeckh thought, or lie unconsciously in his mind. Because all philological knowledge is based on understanding as its mode of cognition, it follows that the philologist must aim at understanding a work or cultural phenomenon not only differently but also "better" than its author or producer. Boeckh believed that the most adequate expression of knowledge available to man was language. Philology, which deals primarily with the spoken and written word, was therefore the basis of all human sciences for him. This history of science and of learning is essentially "philological." History itself as a discipline is not possible without philology. But philology is also "historical": a strict separation between the two disciplines is, according to Boeckh, not possible. For example, the grammar of any given language which the philologist studies is also a historical phenomenon. It contains the linguistic system of a nation as it has historically evolved (historisch gewordene Sprachsysteni), and the philologist may study it either diachronically or in a definite synchronic state of its history. Philology for Boeckh was both a universal human science and the science of the culture of antiquity. Since in both instances the understanding of verbal and linguistic phenomena constituted the core of the philological activity, hermeneutics had to occupy a prominent position within his system. Following Schleiermacher, Boeckh argued for a general hermeneutics which could provide a comprehensive theory of understanding rather than a hermeneutics consisting of practical rules and precepts. Boeckh's hermeneutics is concerned with studying the art of understanding and interpretation as practiced by the philologist. This study was necessary because the philologists themselves were not aware of the
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hermeneutic principles inherent in their philological work. These principles had to be made explicit—and this was the task of hermeneutic theory: Correct understanding, like logical thinking, is an art, and therefore rests in part on a half-conscious competence. Hermeneutics is the methodical development of the principles of understanding [Gesetze des Verstehens] ,63



As a classical philologist Boeckh was aware that the operations of understanding associated with his craft required a number of specific competencies if the historical gap which separated the researcher from the object under investigation was to be successfully bridged. For these competencies he used the term interpretation. Interpretation, in other words, constituted the necessary condition for an adequate or correct understanding of a given cultural artifact. Boeckh distinguished—as we mentioned in our discussion of Schleiermacher—four classes of interpretation which constituted a totality of closely interrelated and interacting operations. In analyzing our understanding we can find, he thought, these four distinct interpretive operations at work: the grammatical, the historical, the generic, and the individual. Each can be isolated and made a topic of study. But in actuality all of them interact: there can be no understanding of a text without the presence of all four modes of interpretation. Without grammatical understanding the text would remain mute, but grammatical understanding without reference to the historical element in the language of the text would not be possible. The historical understanding, in turn, would be blocked without also comprehending the generic characteristics of the text, and so forth. In short, each of the four modes of interpretation modifies and presupposes all the others, and represents a specific competence which the philologist must acquire as part of his craft. In his Encyclopedia Boeckh introduced another important distinction, namely, the distinction between interpretation and criticism which E. D. Hirsch in his book Validity in Interpretation64 has recently resurrected. Boeckh argues that all acts of understanding can be viewed in two ways. First, understanding may be directed exclusively toward the object itself without regard to its relationship to anything else; and second, it may be directed only toward the relationship in which the object stands to something else. In the first instance, understanding is absolute and functions solely as interpretation; that is, one concentrates on comprehending the object and its meaning on its own terms, that is, intrinsically. In the second instance, one's understanding is purely relational: one concentrates on the relationship which the object entertains with other phenomena, such as its historical circumstances, the linguistic usage of its time, the literary tradition in which it stands, and the value systems and beliefs which are contemporary to the interpreter. In his actual work the philologist must continually rely on both interpretation and criticism. His understanding would be uncontrolled and
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unmethodical if he were not always aware of the interrelationship between the two. Boeckh's hermeneutic theory contains a wealth of important insights. Many of these are of great relevance today when we are faced with the problem of establishing a literary hermeneutics.65 The New Critics in this country and their continental counterparts fostered a narrow view of interpretation as the purely literary and aesthetic exegesis of a literary work selected from the canon of high literature. Following the demise of New Criticism and the rise of structuralist and poststructuralist methodologies, the notion of interpretation itself has been rejected by many. Boeckh's hermeneutics, on the other hand, demonstrates the full range of interpretative operations found in literary studies, operations which these studies share with the other human sciences and which should be made the object of renewed study if a truly literary hermeneutics is to become a reality.



VII Understanding and interpretation constitutes the method used throughout the human sciences. It unites all of their functions and contains all of their truths. At each instance understanding discloses a world. Wilhelm Dilthey



Dilthey's hermeneutics represents the watershed between the nineteenth-century theories, which were an outgrowth of Romanticism, and those of the twentieth century which comprise philosophical hermeneutics and the methodological concerns of the social and historical sciences. But in some respect Dilthey still has his feet in both centuries, a fact which helps explain the often disconcerting complexities of his thought. His program for an "analysis of human life" (Lebensanalyse) and his concept of historicity presented Heidegger with an important impetus to develop his own existential hermeneutics in Being and Time. Yet at the same time, Dilthey remained a student of Schleiermacher and maintained a profound interest in his ideas throughout his life. After having studied Schleiermacher's thought in its various aspects for many years, he published in 1871 his monumental Life of Schleiermacher. This work was an attempt to portray the cultural and intellectual makeup of the entire age of early German Romanticism as it related to the inner and outer biography of the protagonist. This task, however, proved overwhelming in its scope even for the protean abilities and boundless energy which were the characteristics of Dilthey's intellect, and only the first volume of the Life of Schleiermacher was published during his lifetime. Meanwhile, there was hardly an area in the human and social sciences in which Dilthey did not maintain an active interest.66 He published widely in such diverse fields as cultural anthropology, education, legal history, literary history and criticism
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(German and comparative), psychology, intellectual history, the history of science, the history of historiography, musicology, and, last but not least, philosophy and the history and methodology of the human sciences. In many of these areas, particularly in psychology, intellectual and literary history, sociology and philosophy, his contributions permanently influenced the development of the discipline. An interest in hermeneutic problems pervades Dilthey's entire work, from his first youthful notes and essays to his extensive opusposthumum concerning a Critique of Historical Reason. His hermeneutic interest asserted itself in his attempt to provide a philosophical foundation for the human sciences and to secure for their methodology the highest possible degree of certainty. In 1883 he published his Introduction to the Human Sciences. The subtitle of this work spelled out the task which Dilthey had set for himself: an "Attempt at a Foundation for the Study of Society and of History ,"67 Dilthey maintained that the human sciences formed a "totality" of their own with a body of knowledge, which was independent from that of the natural sciences. The human sciences should not borrow their methods from these, as the advocates of positivism had claimed. Droysen had already vigorously protested the positivistic treatment of history by the English historian Henry Thomas Buckle and had opposed his own method of investigative understanding to the method of explaining historical events through fictitious "laws of history" which were patterned after the mechanical laws of the natural sciences.68 Dilthey went beyond Droysen and made the concept of understanding the cornerstone of his theory by attempting to secure its epistemological basis. At the same time he enlarged its applicability to include the entire spectrum of the social and human sciences (Geisteswissenschafteri). The first volume of the Introduction to the Human Sciences set forth the problems in detail and traced the evolution of the historical consciousness in the human sciences. But a second volume with the promised solution to the problems raised in the first one never appeared. It had become increasingly difficult for Dilthey to elaborate the desired epistemology of understanding which would make this concept into a methodological basis for the human sciences and confer validity to the knowledge produced by the humanist and human scientist in their work. In keeping with the beliefs of his age, Dilthey thought at first that psychology could provide a firm basis for his enterprise. But since the kind of psychology which Dilthey needed did not exist, he began to create his own. Against the psychology of his day with its mechanistic models of explanation he proposed a new analytical and descriptive psychology which aimed at investigating the structures of human mental activities and their inherent order.69 Dilthey was determined to supplement Kant's Critique of Pure Reason with a Critique of Historical Reason. If the former had dealt with reason in the world of nature (scientific reason), the latter was to be concerned with reason as it manifested itself in the human world. However, Dilthey's efforts to transform psychology into an instrument for epistemological analysis remained fruitless or inconclusive at best.70 It
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was only late in his life that he was able to make some significant headway. This occurred under the impact of Edmund Husserl's Logical Investigations (18991901), whose importance for his own enterprise was immediately apparent to Dilthey.71 Returning to his earlier studies on Schleiermacher and adopting Hegel's theory of the "objective spirit," Dilthey now proceeded to develop his hermeneutics of the human sciences from the phenomenological vantage point made available to him by Husserl. He produced numerous studies, drafts and treatises for his Critique of Historical Reason. In 1910—one year before he died—his pioneering treatise On the Construction of the Historical World in the Human Sciences appeared.72 At first glance, Dilthey seems to follow closely in the footsteps of his nineteenthcentury predecessors by emphasizing, as they had, the concept of understanding. But compared to Schleiermacher, for example, a radical shift, with far-reaching implications, occurred in his position. Dilthey abandoned Schleiermacher's contention that understanding was primarily rooted in language and man's linguistic nature, an idea still present in Boeckh's view of "grammatical interpretation," and he embraced instead a very different conception.73 In Dilthey's view, understanding as a methodological concept has its roots and its origin in the process of human life itself: it is primarily a "category of life" (Lebenskategorie). What is meant by "category of life"? Dilthey maintains that in their daily lives human beings find themselves in situations in which they have to "understand" what is happening around them so that they may act or react accordingly. Thus, their actual behavior reflects their lived understanding and comprehension of their social or cultural environment. Dilthey claimed that all "higher" or complex manifestations of understanding, including those found in the human sciences, derived from those "lower" or primitive forms of comprehension. We can detect in Dilthey's position a definite affinity with the views of the later Wittgenstein, according to whom the meaning of words and statements rests ultimately on a specific practice or "form of life" (Lebensform).14 This affinity between Wittgenstein's analytic philosophy of language and certain tenets in the hermeneutic tradition will become more apparent as we move on to other writers. The philosopher K.-O. Apel, for example, made it the starting point toward a new linguistically and socially oriented hermeneutics, as is evident from his essay which is included in this Reader. In order to grasp the full dimensions of Dilthey's concept of understanding, we must examine it within the context into which he placed it. According to Dilthey, what we understand as humanists or human scientists is always a manifestation of human life, a "life-expression" (Lebensausserung). But understanding itself is a manifestation of life; acts of understanding are lived by us, they constitute "lived experience" (Erlebnis). The concept of "lived experience" functions as the middle ground in Dilthey's system.75 A "life-expression" points back at a "lived experience" as its source, and we understand its expressed meaning (Ausdruck) in the
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form of a "lived experience" again. It seems appropriate at this point to comment briefly on Dilthey's use of terms if we want to avoid some of the common misunderstandings and confusions arising from his use of terminology. In view of the importance of the points at issue, I hope the reader will forgive me for the short philological observations which follow. Dilthey uses both terms "life-expression" (Lebensdusserung) and "expression" (Ausdruck). Even though both are usually rendered into English as "expression," there is a significant difference in German between Ausserung and Ausdruck. The first, Ausserung, is related to aussen, "outside," "external"; its cognate verb is dussern, sich dussern, which has the basic meaning of "to externalize." According to Dilthey, what humans "externalize" in their actions is their particular state of mind, their emotive and mental attitude. But dussern also means "to utter"; an Ausserung therefore can be an utterance. In English usage the terms to utter and utterance designate verbal expressions, whereas the German Ausserung, as Dilthey uses it, can refer to every possible mode of expression, from gesture, voice, movement, rhythmic patterns, visual forms and arrangements to verbal expressions, actions, and attitudes. An Ausserung, then, should be viewed in relation to the individual who produced it, as an expression of his life. To shed some additional light on Dilthey's position, let me in conclusion to these philological remarks relate his notion of life-expression to ideas which are central to the German intellectual tradition in the nineteenth century, and which can be found in both Hegel's idealism and Marx's dialectical anthropology and sociology. In a famous couplet the poet Goethe once commented upon the relation between "essence" and "appearance," claiming that we could not conceive of one as existing without the other: Appearance—what would it be without essence? Essence— could it ever be— if it did not appear? Der Schein, was ist er, dem das Wesen fehlt? Das Wesen, war es, wenn es nicht erschiene?



In agreement with this opinion, in his Phenomenology of the Spirit, Hegel asserted that the power of the mind could only be as great as its power of expression (Ausserung}. Consequently, the Phenomenology of the Spirit itself can be interpreted as a systematic exploration and exposition of the powers of the human spirit through its expressive manifestations. It was Marx who later credited Hegel with having discovered through his notion of expression (Ausserung} the idea of labor as constitutive force in human life. For Marx, this very notion of labor as human self-expression (Ausserung) becomes a central category for his entire theory of history and of society. As he put it in The German Ideology: "As individuals express their lives—so they are. What they are, therefore, coincides with
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their production, both with what they produce and how they produce."76 Against this background we can easily discern that it was Dilthey who uncovered the hermeneutic dimension of this notion of expressive manifestation or Ausserung. If we were to rephrase the Marxian dictum from Dilthey's hermeneutic perspective, it would therefore read: "As individuals express their lives— so they can be understood by others." Dilthey distinguishes expression (Ausdruck) from life-expressions as a class of hermeneutic objects that carry a meaning independent from the individuals who produced them and whose life-expressions they once were. These may be meaning complexes such as legal or economic systems which result from human interactions, or works of art which Dilthey believed to be the highest form of expression. In the human sciences, "understanding" becomes formal and methodical (wissenschaftlich) once it is directed at a specific class of hermeneutic objects. In the actual work of the humanist, understanding becomes explication. It is noteworthy that Dilthey considered the highest forms of explication those dealing with life-expressions of a written nature: Because our mental life finds its fullest and most complete expression only through language, explication finds completion and fullness only in the interpretation of the written testimonies of human life.77



Paul Ricoeur has recently restated Dilthey's idea of hermeneutic primacy of the written word and developed a model of textual interpretation as a foundation for a general hermeneutics of the human and social sciences.78 But Ricoeur's notion of interpretation is not identical with Dilthey's "explication." For Dilthey, the student of Droysen, the human sciences had as their object the interpretation of all phenomena, nonverbal as well as verbal, and the latter required their own specific methods of investigation. Commencing with Dilthey, the term "understanding" has assumed the meaning of a "category of life" or an existential principle without ceasing to be considered a methodological concept in the human sciences. The difficulty is that a gap has arisen between the two which neither Dilthey nor the adherents of philosophical hermeneutics have been able to bridge satisfactorily. Moreover, the practitioners of contemporary hermeneutic philosophy who have followed Heidegger have not been very successful in delineating the difference between the existential and the methodological aspect of understanding. Consequently, the distinction between understanding and interpretation which, we found, was frequently ambiguous in the texts of classical hermeneutics has become all but obliterated. One recent German writer, Bubner, has reduced hermeneutics itself to a "doctrine of understanding."79 Dilthey, in contrast, had still maintained, as we have learned, that hermeneutics is both the art and science of understanding and interpretation.
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Thus, for Dilthey, it was the task of the hermeneutician to make understanding and interpretation, as it has evolved in the disciplines of the sciences of man, the object of cognitive analysis. For this reason, Dilthey's ideas have maintained their vitality and presence in the methodological disputes among social scientists, historians, and literary students today.



VIII The essence of meaning is seen by us, not in the meaning-confering experience, but in its "content," the single, self-identical intentional unity set over against the dispersed multiplicity of actual and possible experiences of speakers and thinkers. Edmund Husserl



Any understanding of the semantic units in the literary work (words, sentences, and complexes or structures of sentences) consists in performing the appropriate signitive acts and leads thereby to the intentional projection of the objects of these acts, or the intentional objects of the semantic units. Hence it appears, at first glance, that the understanding in ordinary reading suffices to constitute for the reader the objectivities of the work. But a closer look shows that this is not the case. Roman Ingarden



Dilthey in his later years came to appreciate through Husserl's teachings the avoidance of psycho logistic reasoning and the importance of the idea of evidence and strict methodological procedure in cognitive analyses. He was not to remain the only thinker who benefited from the new phenomenological way of thinking. However, it would be a serious error to judge Husserl's importance for hermeneutic theory solely historically, that is, in terms of the impact he has had on Heidegger's thought, notably in Being and Time. Husserl's importance for hermeneutics and its further development is of a manifold and far-reaching nature. The Logical Investigations,80 his first major work, sets forth nothing short of a new foundation for hermeneutic theory. It has exercised a strong influence on different writers from Ingarden in Poland and E. D. Hirsch in America to M. Leibfried in Germany.81 Other works of Husserl which have had a momentous effect upon the development of twentieth-century hermeneutics include his Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness (1929), and his late works, The Crisis of the European Sciences (1936) and Experience and Judgment (1938).82 In the latter two books Husserl introduced the notion of a "life-world" and laid the ground for a phenomenology of human social behavior. Subsequently, his student Alfred Schutz elaborated Husserl's ideas in sociological terms and fashioned from them his
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influential interpretive sociology.83 In recent years, numerous volumes of Husserl's posthumous works have appeared under the sponsorship of UNESCO. These contain an untapped wealth of insights and ideas waiting to be studied in a hermeneutic context.84 Hermeneutic philosophy following Heidegger has prided itself on having established the prescientific ontological basis for the human sciences. But it has not succeeded, as we pointed out, in bridging the gap between this "foundation" and the critical epistemological function which notions like understanding and interpretation must fulfill in the actual work of the human scientist and humanist. Husserl and the adherents of his "strict" phenomenology have made their decisive contribution precisely at this junction. The Logical Investigations mark a new beginning for hermeneutic theory, because they are much more than an exploration of logic or the logical syntax of language. They are also concerned with the ontological conditions of meaningful discourse and the structure of those acts of consciousness which make it possible for our words "to point beyond themselves to things in the world."85 By virtue of these acts alone there arises a world for us together with other humans with whom we can communicate. In the first of the Investigations Husserl offers a probing description of meaning-constituting acts as they occur in us and presents an outline of a theory of meaning and understanding. This theory is developed from the structures of the subjective phenomenological experience. But it is directed, at the same time, toward establishing the grounds for an intersubjective validity of "meaning," the mere possibility of which seems anathema today to many of our poststructuralist critics who themselves, nevertheless, take for granted the intersubjective meaningfulness of their own utterances. The significance of Husserl's approach is that it is aimed at disclosing the common ground for the possibility of meaning and understanding in both the nonverbal and verbal realms, the worlds of actions and of language. Husserl is concerned with the description of intentional acts, in other words, acts whose meaning presents itself only in their actual performance (Vollzug}. A phenomenological study and description of these performances necessarily involves the interpretation and explication of their implicit meaning— a meaning which is also accessible to other subjects. Hence we can discover in Husserl's phenomenological procedure itself an essentially hermeneutic quality of a paradigmatic nature.86 I do not wish to discuss Husserl's arguments in any detail or even to restate the results of his First Investigation. For our particular context it appears feasible, however, to underscore the importance of some of the distinctions which Husserl sets forth in this text. To begin with, there is the distinction between an act, its psychological content, and what the act intended, its meaning. If the intended meaning is fulfilled, it thereby becomes the meaning of the act and subsequently leads to the apprehension and perception of something in the real world, or to the expression of an utterance, or an understanding of an utterance's expressed
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meaning. Husserl would later introduce the terms noesis and noemata to distinguish between act and intended meaning. The point is, of course, that noesis and noemata, although genetically related, both have their own structures, which should not be confused. In a given expression one must distinguish, according to Husserl, between its expressed meaning and the object meant by it. The expression through its meaning always refers to its object as its referent. By its very nature, an expression possesses always an objective correlate, or, in other words, it projects the object meant in the meaning-fulfilling act. This correlate does not have to be a real object "out there" in the world in order for the expression to be meaningful. One is mistaken, Husserl argued, to identify the meaning of the expression with the object meant by it. Expressions like "round square" or "golden mountain" are not meaningless. Husserl's reasoning here parallels arguments set forth today by the generative linguists who maintain that seemingly nonsensical expressions are nevertheless meaningful and can be understood if their structure is grammatically acceptable.87 It is evident for Husserl that one and the same meaning can be meant or intended in different acts and by different subjects. This notion has some consequence for interpretation theory. Some members of certain contemporary schools of literary criticism seem to be committing the error, in Husserl's language, of identifying the act of meaning-fulfillment with the meaning of the act itself. The American critic Stanley Fish, for example, in a well-known essay, "Literature in the Reader: Affective Stylistics,"88 eagerly identifies the meaning of a literary text with the total reading experience, that is, the total effect of that experience. According to Husserl, such assumption must be considered an error which can be explained by the fact that we ordinarily do not pay attention in our mind to the difference between the act of fulfillment and the meaning itself which is realized in this act. This is so, Husserl argues, because "in the act of fulfillment the act of intention coincides with the fulfilling act," so that "it readily seems as if the experience first got its meaning here, as if it drew meaning from the act of fulfillment. The tendency therefore arises to treat the fulfilling intuitions . . . as meanings."89 The clarification of these relationships is precisely what Husserl's phenomenological analyses are all about. Studying the "total effect" of a reading experience may be of interest for developing a psychology or sociology of the reader, but it does not offer a way to discern and interpret methodically the meaning of the text which is concretized in this experience. Husserl's personal student, the late Polish philosopher and aesthetician Roman Ingarden, elaborated these distinctions in two important works, The Literary Work of An (1929) and On the Cognition of the Literary Work (1968).90 The contributions of Ingarden to contemporary aesthetics can be evaluated variously from the point of view of the philosopher or that of the student of aesthetics and literary theory. In the first instance, Ingarden's position may be explained as a corrective for Husserl's division of reality into "real" and "ideal"
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entities. An investigation of the mode of being of the aesthetic object, which does not belong to either of the two divisions, offered an obvious approach to the problem of the Husserlian dichotomy. This view coincides with Ingarden's original intention.91 In the second instance, we can cite the reception of his work by contemporary literary scholarship in various countries—by the Czech structuralists Mukarovsky and Vodicka, the German receptionist critics Iser and Warning, and by Rene Wellek in America. However, Ingarden's work must also be studied in the light of its significance for hermeneutic theory. Both of his major works, if seen together, represent a coherent and innovative approach to a number of the problems which classical hermeneutics tried to solve. Part of its importance results from the fact that Ingarden, by relying on the conceptual tools of phenomenology, did not employ the traditional hermeneutic concepts and terminology, but instead introduced a complex set of distinctions and a method of investigation which opened entirely new vistas. In his Literary Work of Art he developed an elaborate theory of the linguistic and nonlinguistic structures of literary works. In the sequel volume, On the Cognition of the Literary Work, he investigated the complex and highly structured acts through which literary meanings are understood and the literary work is concretized (i.e., actualized) in the reading experience. The important point for our context is that the meaning-apprehending acts and their inherent structures are studied by Ingarden in relation to the architecture of the literary work. He provides pioneering insights and descriptions of those processes and operations which lie at the bottom of the distinctions that classical hermeneuticians, such as Schleiermacher and Boeckh, made in the nineteenth century. The significance of Ingarden's work for developing a literary hermeneutics has hardly been realized. In The Literary Work of Art Ingarden treated the structures of a work of literature in a seemingly objective fashion and abstracted from the fact that a work of art constitutes an object only for a given subject. In the sequel volume he undoes this abstraction and studies the work in relation to the different attitudes which we assume as readers. The analysis of the process of "understanding" and "concretization" reveals certain structural elements and typical qualities. Their description by Ingarden can be seen as an explicit exposition of those interpretive acts which mediate our understanding of literary texts. Literary understanding is possible only through interpretation as "silent" mental activity. The rules and classifications of classical hermeneutics intimated this state of affairs, though in an unreflected manner. Thus, the division by Boeckh of "interpretation" into grammatical, historical, generic, and individual categories implied the existence of certain correlative acts through which the constitutive elements of interpretation can now be studied and described. A phenomenologically-oriented hermeneutics would have to replace the mere enumeration of "kinds of interpretation" with the description of the constitutive acts from which they arise; such a description must be directed at these operational acts, as well as at the literary objects
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themselves which are constituted through them. These operational acts of the mind and the resulting modes of interpretation cannot be viewed as separate aggregates. They are parts of a unified process. Schleiermacher was aware of this fact when he stated that the division into grammatical and psychological interpretation was merely a useful heuristic device, for "understanding is nothing but the identity of these two moments."92 IX With the term "understanding" we have in mind a fundamental existentiale, which is neither a definite species of cognition, distinguished, let us say, from explaining and conceiving, nor any cognition at all in the sense of grasping something thematically. Understanding constitutes rather the Being of the "there" in such a way that, on the basis of such understanding, a Dasein can, in existing, develop the different possibilities of sight, of looking around, and of just looking. In all explanation one uncovers understandingly that which one cannot understand; and all explanation is thus rooted in Dasein's primary understanding. Martin Heidegger Heidegger did not stop . . . with the transcendental schema that still motivated the concept of self-understanding in Being and Time. Even in Being and Time the real question is not in what way being can be understood but in what way understanding is being, for the understanding of being represents the existential distinction of Dasein. Hans-Georg Gadamer



The philosophical hermeneutics of recent decades has derived much of its inspiration and conceptual framework from Martin Heidegger's ontology of human existence or Dasein (being-there) as he expounded it in Being and Time (1927).93 This truly ground-breaking book, certainly Heidegger's most sustained effort, has made its mark over the years on the entire spectrum of the social and the human sciences from philosophy, psychology, jurisprudence, and theology to sociology and literary criticism. From the point of view of hermeneutics, it presents a new departure in more ways than one. First of all, Heidegger has given a new meaning to the term hermeneutics by associating it closely with his specific philosophical endeavor. By defining his own task as a philosopher as a hermeneutic one, he has transformed the character of philosophy itself from its previous occupation with metaphysical, ethical, epistemological, and aesthetical questions. But in doing so, he relied on the ideas found in the classical hermeneutic tradition and utilized for his own purposes the vocabulary which was developed by the classical writers in that tradition—Schleiermacher, Humboldt, and Boeckh—within the context of textual and philological hermeneutics. It may seem strange at first to encounter
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familiar terms like understanding, interpretation, and explication within the rather different context of Heidegger's fundamental ontology of human existence. These terms actually assume a key position in Heidegger's philosophy of Being and Time. On the other hand, it is not surprising that Heidegger's investigation into the foundation of the familiar hermeneutic concepts has changed the very character of traditional hermeneutics itself and disclosed new vistas for it, moving it away from traditional methodological concerns. The principal task of the book was to offer an analysis of human existence so that eventually the horizon could be established for "an interpretation of the meaning of Being as such." In other words, the existential analysis necessarily had to precede and clear the way for the attack on the true problem at hand, the problem of Being (Frage nach dem Sein), that is, "the interpretation of Being." As we know, the "second part" of Being and Time, which was to contain this "interpretation," never appeared. Yet the ideas set forth in "part one" represent a hermeneutic philosophy in its own right par excellence. If, in comparison with other beings, human existence possesses an ontological priority with respect to the question of Being because of an intrinsic human concern with Being, the investigation and analysis of human existence in relation to Being necessarily involves, Heidegger maintains, interpretation. For, in fact, Dasein's own specific state of Being remains concealed from it most of the time. Yet Dasein is also, as Heidegger puts it, "ontologically closest to itself," despite its ontological distance from itself. Heidegger contends that human existence embodies in its ontic constitution, as part of its Being, a preontological understanding of self and of the world in which it finds itself. The aim of Being and Time is to expose precisely this preunderstanding which Dasein possesses with respect to its Being. Heidegger rejects Descartes's notion of the Ego—the thinking subject as a foundational category. For our hermeneutic context this means that he also rejects the Romantic notion of the sovereignty of the author as the subjective creator of his work, as well as that of the reader who, through the work, "understands" the author. Heidegger grounds his concept of understanding no longer in the subject; he considers it no longer an attribute of the Cartesian res cogitans, the thinking I, but grounds it instead in man's "Being-in-the-World." To explicate the meaning of this proposition we shall have to glance at the kind of phenomenological method Heidegger pursues in his analyses. It is fair to say—if we are familiar with Husserl's work—that Heidegger restructures the latter's phenomenological method to fit his own purpose. In one section of the book, which is deservedly famous for the brilliance of its exposition, Heidegger discusses his notion of phenomenon and of phenomenology ,94 He charges phenomenology with the job "to uncover what is not immediately apparent." This means, for the enterprise of Being and Time, the methodical uncovering of the concealed structures of human existence in the world. In other words, the phenomenological task set forth in Being and Time is fundamentally a
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hermeneutic one: "the methodological intent of phenomenological description is to interpret," and "the Logos of the phenomenology of human existence has the character of hermeneuein," (Greek, "to interpret"). For all practical purposes, phenomenology and hermeneutics become identical in Being and Time: The phenomenology of Being-there is hermeneutic in the original sense of the word, because it signifies the business of interpretation.95



But this is not all. We noted that for Heidegger phenomenological hermeneutics is concerned with the disclosure of the basic existential structures of human existence (Daseiri) as a necessary precondition for pursuing the question of Being. We can say, therefore, that hermeneutics has taken the place which, in traditional philosophy at least since Kant, was occupied by the transcendental critique in its various forms. Hermeneutics now has become the cornerstone of philosophy, the prolegomena to a true ontology as interpretation of Being. Meanwhile, hermeneutic questioning had to bring to an ontological understanding that understanding which Dasein possessed already as part of its Being. Thus, what the hermeneutic philosopher must explicate and understand is not external and alien to him. According to Heidegger, there is a certain primary existential understanding that is constitutive for man's being-in-the-world. It forms the basis for the concept of understanding as a methodological category as we know from the human sciences. With this position Heidegger goes several steps beyond that of Dilthey, from whom he undoubtedly learned. Dilthey, as we saw, interpreted the hermeneutic operations performed by the historian, social scientist, and humanist scholar as derivative from certain elementary acts of understanding found in everyday life. Heidegger, in contrast, views all acts of understanding from the elementary to the most complex kind, as springing from a primordial mode of understanding which is part of Dasein's Being. Dasein is that kind of being to whom Being discloses itself. This disclosure lies at the heart ofDasein's primordial understanding. As a constitutive element of man's being-in the world, understanding bears an inner relationship to his temporality. According to Heidegger, man's being is essentially temporal: his lived horizon includes past, present, and future, but he projects himself primarily toward the future. Understanding is that mode through which the possibilities and potentialities of his life are disclosed to a person. In a primordial sense, understanding for Heidegger is both existential and hermeneutic; man interprets Being in terms of his projects in relation to the world. "Understanding," as it points toward a projected future possibility, calls for the realization of this possibility, for its fulfillment. For this kind of fulfillment Heidegger introduces the term "explication." Thus, Dasein always projects itself in an act of understanding toward self-realization, which is the unfolding or explication of this understanding. Consequently, interpretation originates in
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understanding and is always derived from it. This is an important stance. Heidegger and, following him, Gadamer insist that all forms of interpretation in real life and in the human sciences are grounded in understanding and are nothing but the explication of what has already been understood. We must consider still another element of "understanding" in Being and Time. This element, Heidegger maintains, is responsible for the phenomenon of the hermeneutic circle which we discussed earlier; namely, the fact that we understand something only in relation to the whole of which it is a part, and vice versa. This paradox is only apparent, for the so-called hermeneutic circle reveals to us the nature of all understanding and interpretation. According to Heidegger, interpretation occurs only within a given horizon of preunderstanding. There can be no understanding and interpretation on the part of Dasein without such preunderstanding. These ideas would later be reapplied to the human sciences and the humanities and their history by Gadamer in his attempt to investigate their operations in order to determine their underlying structures of preunderstanding. Heidegger, too, deals with the nature of interpretive statements, the kind we expect to find in the works of historians, social scientists, or literary critics. Interpretive statements or "assertions," as he calls them, are a derivative mode of interpretation for him.96 Given that the nature of interpretation itself is an outgrowth of understanding, it follows that verbal explications and assertions are but the fulfillment of "understanding." They are the forms which understanding takes in the human sciences. Words like "statement" or "assertion" indicate that the analysis has moved into a new plane: that of language and speech. Assertions which are made for the purpose of communication depend on speech. Speech and language for Heidegger are equally as important as understanding itself. We are told, in fact, that speech possesses a foundational quality of its own. Speech is the ordering and structuring power which dwells in our understanding, and for that reason becomes the basis for interpretation and assertion. Echoing Humboldt's ideas on language and linguisticality (Sprachkrafi), Heidegger argues that understanding itself is of a linguistic nature. The essential structures of understanding and interpreting in the final analysis turn out to be intimately connected with language and speech. However, Heidegger in Being and Time does not elaborate further on the linguisticality of understanding. This has something to do with the main argument of the book. Having established the relationship between understanding and speech, Heidegger moves on to demonstrate how inauthentic existence masks itself in alienated speech (das Gerede).91 Only many years later, after his "ontological turn" (Kehre), did Heidegger return to the positive aspects of linguisticality in his essays on poetry and language. But then he no longer ventured to speak on this topic with the kind of rigor and determination that characterizes his diction in Being and Time. It was up to Gadamer to develop more fully the notion of the linguisticality of understanding which Heidegger had suggested.
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The impact of Heidegger's existential hermeneutics went far beyond the confines of academic philosophy and can be detected in such diverse works as the Swiss critic Emil Staiger's influential Fundamental Principles of Poetics (1946)98 or the psychiatrist Ludwig Binswanger's trend-setting Basic Forms and Analysis of Human Existence (1942)." In French and Anglo-Saxon literary criticism today Heidegger's ideas have gained a new momentum of actuality which still seems to be growing. But while this development is still in flux, it seems appropriate at this point to discuss Heidegger's relationship to theology as it evolved from Being and Time and, in particular, his relationship to the theology of Rudolf Bultmann and the so-called school of the New Hermeneutics. This New Hermeneutics is, above all, a theological movement which drew substantive inspiration from Heidegger's existential analysis, while it also attempted to revitalize some of the older Protestant hermeneutic traditions.100 But we are interested not in the strictly theological concern of the movement, but rather its implications for the enterprise of general hermeneutics. In this one respect, the New Hermeneutics resembles Schleiermacher and his Hermeneutik despite the "new" hermeneuticians' general opposition to the latter's theology. Bultmann's point of departure is the ontology of Being and Time, the existential interpretation of man's being-inthe-world. Heidegger's concept of understanding in particular and his hermeneutic approach to the problems of philosophy were important for Bultmann in two different ways: for the philosophical substance and direction and for the methodology which Heidegger offered. Regarding the first, Bultmann believed that the message of the Holy Scriptures lies in its existential appeal. This appeal, he argued, is clothed in a mythological form of discourse, an expression of the world view and thinking of the times in which the Scriptures were written. The business of the contemporary theologian, Bultmann maintained, is to penetrate via interpretation this mythological shell, in other words, to pass through what is merely said to what is actually meant—the existential core of the text. Theological interpretation, as Bultmann once put it, "distinguishes what is said from what is meant and measures the former by the latter."101 Bultmann's "what is meant," that is, the true kernel of the Scriptures, is essentially "what is meant" also by Heidegger's existential hermeneutics. Philosophy and theology for Bultmann ultimately have the same object: man and his existence. But these disciplines pursue their tasks in different ways. Philosophy, Bultmann believes, inquires "ontologically into the formal structures of human existence," whereas theology speaks about the "concrete man insofar as he is faithful."102 As interesting as the relationship may be from the standpoint of theology, between the philosophy of Martin Heidegger and the theology of Rudolf Bultmann and followers of the New Hermeneutics like Fuchs and Ebeling, the second, the methodological aspect of Bultmann's thinking, reaches clearly beyond the theological aspects of the debate. Bultmann was a student of Heidegger (with whom he was closely associated during their stay at the University of Marburg in the
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1920s); but he was also an independent thinker in matters of hermeneutics and was thoroughly familiar with the history of the hermeneutic tradition in its major theological and secular representatives. Many of his ideas parallel or anticipate those of Gadamer or point beyond the position which the latter expounded in Truth and Method. We can find in Bultmann's writings concrete directions toward a general hermeneutics which is both philosophical and methodological in its intent. An essay published in 1950, "The Problem of Hermeneutics," contains an outline of his position. Developing his views out of and against those of Dilthey and Heidegger, Bultmann states that in any interpretation one must consider first the vital existential relationship (Lebensbezug) which both the author and the interpreter share with respect to the matter at hand expressed in the text. In all cases the interpreter's specific interest in what the text says determines the course of the interpretation. Thus, for Bultmann, the interest of the interpreter—in addition to his preunderstanding which he brings to his task—decides upon the nature and the direction of the interpretation. From the interest of the subject arises the nature of the formulation of the enquiry, the direction of the investigation, and so the hermeneutic principle applying at any given time. . . . The object of interpretation can be established by the psychological interest. . . . The object can be given by the aesthetic interest. . . lastly, the object of interpretation can be established by interest in history as the sphere of life in which human existence moves.103



There are, therefore, no historical facts or phenomena per se out of which knowledge could be fashioned. In formulations which echo those of Droysen in his Historik, Bultmann states emphatically that facts of the past turn into historic phenomena only "when they become significant for a subject which itself stands in history and is involved in it.104 Bultmann's position represents an interesting link between the existential hermeneutics derived from Heidegger and the sociological views expounded later by Habermas and his followers. X In fact the horizon of the present is being continually formed in that we have continually to test all our prejudices. An important part of this testing is the encounter with the past and the understanding of the tradition from which we come. Hence the horizon of the present cannot be formed without the past. There is no more an isolated horizon of the present than there are historical horizons. Understanding, rather, is always the fusion of these horizons which we image to exist by themselves. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method
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When Hans-Georg Gadamer's Truth and Method— Outline for a Philosophical Hermeneutics appeared in I960,105 it evoked an immediate and lively response not only from philosophers but also from historians, social scientists, and humanists from various disciplines. Its appearance set a new pace and gave new directions for the study of the hermeneutic tradition and of the hermeneutic enterprise itself. Whereas Heidegger in Being and Time had fashioned hermeneutics into a philosophical tool for uncovering the ontological structure of human existence (Dasein), Gadamer now turned the new philosophical hermeneutics around and carried it back to its traditional grounds in the human sciences and to the problems which they faced. The ideas and arguments he espoused in Truth and Method and elsewhere constituted a powerful ingredient in the ideological and methodological debates which took place in West Germany in the 1960s and early 1970s. His exchange with Habermas—the major statements of which have been included in this anthology— proved to be of far greater interest in the long run than the widely publicized "positivism dispute" between the late T. W. Adorno on the one side and Karl Popper and Hans Albert on the other.106 To appreciate Gadamer's position it may be helpful first to characterize his relationship to the hermeneutic tradition. This relationship comprises elements of both continuity and rupture. Like his predecessors, Gadamer ascribes primary importance to the concept of understanding. But in contradistinction to Schleiermacher, Droysen, or Boeckh, who conceived of understanding as a means of overcoming the historical distance between the interpreter and the historical phenomenon, Gadamer maintains the historical nature of understanding itself. Any interpretations of the past, whether they were performed by an historian, philosopher, linguist, or literary scholar, are as much a creature of the interpreter's own time and place as the phenomenon under investigation was of its own period in history. The interpreter, Gadamer claims, is always guided in his understanding of the past by his own particular set of prejudices (Vor-urteil). These are an outgrowth and function of his historical existence. The philosophers of the Enlightenment and the objectivist school of historiography of the nineteenth century erred if they thought that prejudices were something purely negative which had to be and could be overcome by the historian in his search for objective truths. On the contrary, Gadamer maintains, prejudice is a necessary condition of all historical (and other) understanding. Acts of understanding or interpretation—both are essentially the same for Gadamer— always involve two different aspects: namely, the overcoming of the strangeness of the phenomenon to be understood, and its transformation into an object of familiarity in which the horizon of the historical phenomenon and that of the interpreter become united. Moreover, understanding is only possible, according to Gadamer, because the object to be understood and the person involved in the act of understanding are not two alien entities that are isolated from each other by a gulf of historical time. Rather, they initially stand in a state of relatedness to each other. The historical



Introduction



39



object and the hermeneutic operation of the interpreter are both part of an overriding historical and cultural tradition or continuum which Gadamer calls "effective history" (Wirkungsgeschichte). This effective historical continuum is the ultimate cause of the prejudices (positive and negative ones) which guide our understanding. Because prejudices function as a necessary condition of historical understanding, Gadamer argues, they should be made the object of hermeneutic reflection. To engage in such hermeneutic reflection and to determine our own hermeneutic situation is what Gadamer refers to in an almost untranslatable term as the development of one's "effective-historical consciousness" (wirkungsgeschichtliches Bewusstsein), that is, of one's consciousness of the effective historical continuum of which he is a part. It was this notion of an effective historical continuum which served as a point of departure in the 1960s for the debates between the adherents of philosophical hermeneutics on the one side and the representatives of orthodox and neo-Marxist philosophy on the other.107 But it was also a point of convergence between hermeneutics and the critical theory of the Frankfurt School. This becomes evident in Habermas's critique of the objectivist creed of contemporary social sciences, when he raises the question of whether "the social sciences— like the humanities— are not bound by a certain implicit pre-understanding when they attempt methodically to delineate their subject matter."108 But before we can discuss any of the issues raised by the Gadamer-Habermas debate, it is necessary to treat, however briefly, another essential element in Gadamer's notion of understanding: his view of the linguistic nature or linguisticality (Sprachlichkeii) of understanding. One recent American writer has gone so far as to claim that Gadamer's "most original contribution" to hermeneutics was his "linguistic turn" which supposedly distinguishes his views from those of the nineteenth-century writers.109 Gadamer himself never made such claims. On the contrary, he often stressed the significance of Schleiermacher's and Humboldt's contributions to hermeneutics which lay precisely in their discovery of the linguisticality of understanding.110 However, to the reader of Gadamer's Truth and Method and many of his other studies, it is quite obvious that his concept of the linguistic nature of understanding is not identical with that of Schleiermacher or Humboldt, but deviates from theirs in some essential ways. Gadamer does not clearly distinguish—as did Schleiermacher and Humboldt—between language (Sprache), speech (Rede), and linguisticality (Sprachvermogen), which denote different aspects of linguistic phenomena. Gadamer generally uses language (die Sprache) to cover a variety of meanings and thereby allows contradictions and ambiguities to enter. According to Gadamer, the possibility for all understanding rests ultimately in language itself (die Sprache). The peculiar function (eigentliche Leistung) of language is to bring about the fusion of the horizons of the interpreter and of the historical object, which characterizes the act of understanding. But how is language able to fulfill this hermeneutic function? Gadamer does not provide
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us with a phenomenological or linguistic analysis of this all-important performance of language. In this respect both Schleiermacher and Humboldt have gone further than Gadamer. Instead, Gadamer conceives of language and linguisticality in an en-bloc fashion as a total historical-linguistic event which envelops both the interpreter and his object. It would appear that for Gadamer language and linguisticality, which seem to fuse into each other, in some ways resemble Heidegger's Being (das Seiri) which hides itself in the very closeness of things that are (das Seiende). But instead of a "history of Being" (Seinsgeschichte), Gadamer posits rather a "history of language," or, more specifically, a linguistic historicity which enwraps our entire culture. Understanding and interpretation for Gadamer constitute the mode of being of all our cultural traditions. These traditions are necessarily embedded in language (die Sprache). It follows, therefore, that understanding and interpretation are, above all, events in an historical process. Only secondarily do they constitute a specific method of the human sciences. Gadamer's discussion of the principal hermeneutic terms has largely determined their usage in contemporary discussions. This usage extends not only to the social philosophers and sociologists who have aligned themselves with the theories of the Frankfurt School. In literary studies the receptionist approach developed by Jauss and others has incorporated ideas taken from Gadamer's hermeneutics. Although Gadamer does not make any specific methodological claims, his argumentation has led to certain methodological consequences in the human and social sciences nevertheless. For example, Gadamer denies an actual distinction between understanding and interpretation or explication (Auslegung). He claims that "Romantic hermeneutics" has taught us that "in the final analysis, understanding and interpretation are one and the same."111 In another passage in Truth and Method Gadamer retracts part of this statement and maintains that, during certain "acts of immediate comprehension, explication is only partially contained in these acts."112 Explication thus merely brings understanding to the fore. It follows that "explication is not a means to aid understanding, but has itself entered into the meaning [Gehalt] of that which is being understood." In other words, "explication has become part of that which is understood."113 Interpretation, however, for Gadamer is always explication expressed through language and hence linguistic explication must be considered "the very essence of explication." It seems obvious, as our discussion of the hermeneutic theories of Schleiermacher, Humboldt, and Boeckh has sufficiently demonstrated, that understanding is never identical with interpretation. It is certainly not identical with interpretive discourse (explication). The interrelatedness of certain hermeneutic phenomena and operations does not support the view of their identity, but instead calls for an investigation into the nature of their interrelatedness. It is not difficult to see how certain key assumptions made by the receptionist school of literary history point at Gadamer's hermeneutics as their source of origin. For in Gadamer's view, explication, as the linguistic side of an act of
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understanding, constitutes the actual fulfillment of this act. This fulfillment, he claims, is "nothing but the concretion of meaning itself." If explicating a given text and speaking about its meaning really leads to the "concretion of meaning itself," as Gadamer insists, the meaning of the text must be viewed as embedded in its explications. The historical chain of such explications is what Gadamer calls "the tradition" (die Uberlieferung). Literary works live through their explications (their reception) and form part of an historical continuity which, sustained by a speech community, is itself of a linguistic nature. Gadamer's position—if developed to its extreme— would allow the meaning of a work or a text ultimately to appear only as embedded in its different explications, its specific receptions. Thus, there would no longer be textual meanings to be understood, only explications to be explicated. In all fairness, it must be stated that Gadamer himself maintains the view of the normative character of the text vis-a-vis the interpreter and his changing interpretations. Nevertheless, his claim that understanding and interpretation are the same leaves his position in a state of ambiguity for the student of hermeneutics.



XII The legitimate claim which hermeneutics brings forth against the absolutism of a universal methodology of the experiential sciences with all its practical consequences does not dispense us from the business of methodology altogether. This claim, I am afraid, will either become effective in these sciences—or not at all. Jiirgen Habermas



The difference between Gadamer's and Habermas's positions in regard to fundamental hermeneutic notions, as one recent commentator has remarked correctly, becomes almost negligible once we have penetrated to the roots of the arguments presented in their public exchange.114 It seems as though in the course of the debate Habermas defined his own views more and more in harmony with those of the Heidelberg philosopher. What is significant in this exchange is not merely the respective merit and persuasiveness of the arguments presented by the two participants but, over and above all, the renewed sense of actuality which hermeneutics received under their hands. Moreover, both men proved thoroughly familiar with the hermeneutic tradition. We must remember that in Truth and Method Gadamer had set forth his own views largely through a critique of the main authors of this tradition from the Enlightenment to Dilthey. In a similar vein, Habermas used ideas derived from the hermeneutic theorists for his critique of the various schools of contemporary social sciences and their methodologies. In his study On the Logic of the Social Sciences (1967)115 he confronted the
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positivist and analytical theories in these sciences with the views of some of the principal hermeneutic writers. He does not agree with all of their assumptions and is quite critical of the hermeneutical philosophers' attitude toward methodological problems and issues. To understand the point of departure of the GadamerHabermas debate, therefore, it is necessary to look at Habermas's reception of the hermeneutic tradition and of Gadamer's views in particular. The hermeneutic component in Habermas's critical theory can be plainly identified in his critique of Max Weber's conception of sociology, which he finds both deficient and ambiguous. In his Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology Weber defined sociology as "a science concerning itself with the interpretive understanding of social action and thereby with a causal explanation of its course and consequences."116 In this definition the two methods, understanding and causal explanation, stand in an uneasy relationship to each other and, according to Habermas, give rise to uncertainty and confusion. He argues that Weber did not distinguish properly between the understanding of motivations that reenact the subjective meaning underlying a given social act and the hermeneutic understanding of meaning (hermeneutisches Sinnverstehen). The latter term stands for the appropriation of a meaning which has been objectified into events, institutions, or works of culture. Furthermore, Habermas argues that modern positivist and empiricist sociologists, by turning all history into a static present, run into a serious methodological problem. They reduce the meaning of social and cultural phenomena that have come down to us from the past to the status of mere empirical facts which can be subjected to causal explanation. Thus, the traditional dualism between the methods of the natural and the human sciences which contemporary scientists and humanists seem to have quietly accepted in their daily work erupts again, this time in the very center of the social sciences. For this reason, Habermas directs attention to the works of Dilthey, Schutz, and others whose methodological ideas quite ostensibly went beyond Max Weber's conception of a scientific sociology. In a section of his study On the Logic of the Social Sciences, entitled "The hermeneutic approach," Habermas discusses Gadamer's Truth and Method. He singles out Gadamer's notion of "effective history" which according to him had all the earmarks of a methodological principle applicable to textual interpretation in the human sciences. Gadamer had never claimed such functional status for his notion. Nevertheless, Habermas reproaches him for wanting to reduce hermeneutics to a mere investigation of the transcendental conditions of understanding. He thereby neglected, Habermas claimed, both the methodological demands of the human and social sciences and the concrete social and material conditions which have determined the development of these sciences. Habermas believes that Gadamer is still a prisoner of the ideas of the Neokantianism of the Marburg school, an imprisonment which he allegedly shares with his teacher Heidegger. In Heidegger's existential ontology Habermas perceives but another version of
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traditional Kantian philosophizing in a priori principles. He charges that Gadamer was unwilling to change "from analyzing the transcendental constitution of historicity to considering universal history where these conditions first constitute themselves."117 Upon closer examination Habermas's position, too, remains equivocal. If the hermeneutic categories, as he believes, are constituted by and form an integral part of "universal history" viewed in a Hegelian-Marxian manner, it is difficult to see how the actual methodological problems of the different human and social sciences can be met successfully on that basis. There does not seem to be a necessary connection between Habermas's historical and political philosophy and the epistemological requirements that accompany the creation of a specific hermeneutics. This raises an important question: Can hermeneutics ever be more than an abstract call for "critical" reflection on one's social and historical conditions, if we do not submit its constitutive categories to epistemological analysis and description? It is notable that Habermas has appropriated Gadamer's belief in hermeneutics as an historical and critical metatheory, while, at the same time, he hopes that this metatheory will provide guidance for the development of specific hermeneutic categories. These categories are needed, Habermas believes, in order to rid the social sciences of their domination by empiricist reductionist methodologies. Among these hermeneutic categories Habermas counts the concepts of language and linguisticality and those of communication and interaction. He elaborated the latter two partially by relying on the views of Dilthey, Schutz, and, finally, the later Wittgenstein. G. H. von Wright, in his book Explanation and Understanding (1971),118 has drawn our attention to two specific features which the hermeneutic movement on the Continent shares with analytic philosophy as it evolved from the later works of Wittgenstein in England. These are the central role accorded to the idea of language and language-oriented notions (such as meaning, understanding, and intentionality), and the ongoing concern for methodological problems in the social and the human sciences. The affinity between the two schools of thought did not remain unnoticed. Habermas, in his attempt to enlarge the scope of his critical theory, was quite aware of the contributions of the analytic philosophers to social thought. But he was not the first to point out the hermeneutic component in analytic philosophy. In his argumentation he follows the suggestions advanced by the philosopher K.-O. Apel who has made the relationship between analytic philosophy and the hermeneutic tradition one of his important concerns. Apel was most qualified to explore the common hermeneutic concerns of the continental and Anglo-Saxon schools of thought since he combines the competency of a philosopher with that of a historian of science and of ideas, in addition to being a social theorist in his own right. As a philosopher he is indebted to Heidegger's fundamental ontology and to phenomenology. But he has also
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appropriated the historical consciousness and methodological concerns of Dilthey and his school, which his teacher E. Rothacker, the author of some important studies on the logic of the human sciences,119 had embodied for him. In one of his early studies Apel traced the development of the concept of understanding as it manifested itself in philosophy, scientific thought, and in the human sciences from the late Middle Ages and Renaissance through the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.120 A few years later he published another important work, The Idea of Language in the Humanist Tradition from Dante to Vico (1963, 1975).121 There Apel deals with a central hermeneutic aspect in the humanist tradition, shedding new light and, at the same time, adding a necessary dimension to the hermeneutic discussions in the human sciences. He was thoroughly familiar with the linguistic dimensions of the fundamental notions of hermeneutics when he undertook his examination of the philosophy of the later Wittgenstein and other analytic philosophers. His important contributions on the subject include "Wittgenstein and the Problem of Hermeneutic Understanding" (1966) and "Analytic Philosophy of Language and the Geisteswissenschaften."122 Apel's role in the contemporary discussion is that of a synthesizing and highly perceptive thinker who refuses to let himself be caught in sterile positions or ideological stances. While he accepts the idea of a common ground for the sciences of nature and those of man and society, he refuses to subordinate the latter to the infertile idea of an all-encompassing "unified science" as the neopositivist theorists wanted to have it. In this very important respect, Apel continues in the central tradition of the classical hermeneuticians by maintaining—as did Droysen and Dilthey before him— the autonomy and nonreductive nature of the human sciences. But at the same time he does not wish to reject the scientific attitude which characterizes the natural sciences and which can be found also in certain segments of the social sciences. For Apel, the hermeneutic and the scientific attitudes do not exclude but rather complement each other. For example, the fact that a natural science requires the existence of a linguistic community of communication as an a priori for its own existence cannot be grasped scientifically but must be understood hermeneutically. Apel is critical of Gadamer's metahermeneutic stance and defends the idea of the objectifying role of interpretation in the human sciences. The history of these sciences teaches us, according to Apel, that interpretation is not merely an activity which mediates between present and past, a fusion of horizons, as Gadamer had argued, but also a process by which knowledge is produced. The knowledge brought about by the human sciences and by the natural sciences are mutually complementary at every stage in our cultural history in Apel's view. He believes that both have their roots in the intersubjective sphere of a given speech community as their common a priori. It follows that for Apel the task of hermeneutics must always be twofold. It must be concerned with the a priori conditions of all understanding together with the special hermeneutic problems of the individual disciplines. This means that
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hermeneutics must be transcendental and general as well as special and particular. In other words, Apel does not dissolve hermeneutics into metahermeneutical reflection, nor does he allow its absorption into a branch of critical sociology or into the methodology of the social sciences. It seems to me that this basic view of hermeneutics is well taken, even if one does not agree with certain of Apel's ideas or objects to his often ingenious interweaving of threads from different traditions and different disciplines. Looking backward once more at the various positions we have examined from the eighteenth to our own century, one thing has emerged persuasively; namely, that general (or philosophical) and specific hermeneutic endeavors are dependent upon each other. Schleiermacher's Hermeneutik was as much specific as it was intended to be general and universal. Droysen and Boeckh produced their theories for their own disciplines of history and classical philology respectively. Their specific focus arose from and was an expression of a general philosophy of man, culture, and history. The predominant position of philosophical hermeneutics in recent decades may have deepened our interest in hermeneutic problems or, in some instances, opened our eyes to them. But there can be no doubt that it has also been detrimental for the advance of a genuine hermeneutics in individual disciplines, as, for example, in literary studies. To be sure, there have also been promising new beginnings, mainly in the social sciences. But on the whole these have remained relatively unnoticed outside their own disciplines. What is necessary today is the serious pursuit of hermeneutic questions from within or, at least, from the viewpoint of the different disciplines of the social and human sciences. This pursuit must be theoretical, pragmatic, and historical in outlook, for it must deal both with general philosophical questions and with the particular methodological issues facing these discipines today. One might envision, furthermore, a critical history of hermeneutics, the study of its basic principles and strategies as they have evolved as parts of different systems of discourse. Terms like understanding, explication, and interpretation must be comprehended as sharing different historical and discoursive contexts. Apparent contradictions and the frequent overlapping in the use of terms which we have observed can be explained by tracing the changes and transformations these terms underwent within different hermeneutic systems. In the course of our historical discussion we have discovered, for example, that the term understanding may signify at least three different, though semantically related meanings.123 In accordance with our findings we must distinguish the understanding which one might gain from reading a given text or listening to someone's speech from the interpretive operation, also called understanding, which led to this understanding. These two meanings in turn must be differentiated from understanding used as an equivalent for hermeneutic competence, that is, the abilities and skills required for a proper understanding of a given linguistic or other human cultural expression. A writer may address himself to quite different hermeneutic phenomena
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while using one and the same word. To speak of hermeneutics as the "method of understanding" is therefore quite misleading. Modern hermeneutics from the Enlightenment to the present has continued to display the tendency to combine theoretical and philosophical with practical and critical concerns (the texts which follow will amply illustrate this point). In fact, throughout that period the hermeneutic enterprise seems to have received guidance and orientation from two different directions. First, from a desire to account for and secure the procedures of a particular discipline (i.e., history, biblical scholarship, classical philology, theology, jurisprudence, aesthetics, or linguistics). In this context hermeneutics can be seen in relation to the history of a particular discipline or a group of disciplines. Second, from a more general philosophical concern that transcended the boundaries of a particular discipline and its limited methodological interests. The borderline between these two orientations is, however, often fluid and anything but distinct, as can be witnessed in the writings of Schleiermacher, Droysen, Humboldt, or Boeckh. This state of affairs can be explained in part by the fact that hermeneutic concerns almost inevitably lead us back to the consideration of epistemological problems, and these tend effectively to undermine any purely pragmatic way of dealing with the methodology of a given humanistic discipline. Instead of a method or the method of understanding, hermeneutics should better be conceived of as a logic of the humanities and human sciences, which would complement the notion of a logic and theory of the natural sciences. In order to function as a logic of the human sciences, hermeneutics must add yet another dimension to its traditional areas of concern. K.-O. Apel is right when he sees the rise of the human sciences from the eighteenth to the twentieth century in connection with the break-up of the institutionalized transmission of our cultural traditions which was effectively valid up to the French Revolution and the rise of industrial capitalist society: The process of the communication of tradition, without which man would indeed never be able to exist, must in fact assume a different form in our posthistorical age than in the time prior to the rise of the historicalhermeneutical cultural sciences. The immediacy of the dogmaticnormative (institutionally established and socially binding) "application" of the understanding of tradition—as it functioned up into the time of the Enlightenment in Europe and up to the present in most non-European cultures—cannot be restored. The process of the communication of tradition must become a complicated, scientifically mediated process.124



In an age where the mediating process of the transmission of cultural knowledge has become the central task of the human and historical sciences, hermeneutics must go one step further and attempt to mediate for the present the different
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hermeneutic standpoints that it finds embodied in the history of these sciences. Methodological and critical concerns by themselves no longer suffice. The history of hermeneutic thought itself is in need of hermeneutic attention, because the history of the human and cultural sciences has become problematical during the past half century. It is a history which has been eclipsed by a steady stream of always changing "new" approaches, trends, and current movements that "reinterpret," that is, usurp and absorb, the past, from their single-minded points of view. On the other hand, the achievements contained in the various hermeneutic positions of the past (which accompany the history of the human and cultural sciences) constitute a body of knowledge and insight which we can ill afford to overlook. It is a body of knowledge that can give us a fuller grasp and understanding of the present state of our human sciences, their historical, epistemic and epistemological make-up, and the multi-dimensional nature of the problems with which they have to deal.



Notes 1. A concise discussion of the etymology and history of the term hermeneutics and its cognates can be found in G. Ebeling's article "Hermeneutik" in the encyclopedia Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 3rd ed., vol. 3, pp. 243-62. 2. Aristotle's "Categories"and "De Interpretation,"trans, with notes by J. L. Ackrill (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963). 3. For the early history of hermeneutics the reader is referred to G. Ebeling's article (n. 1) and the bibliography supplied by him. Of particular interest are the valuable observations by L. Geldsetzer in his various introductions to the reprints of important historical texts which he has reissued. Among these: G. Fr. Meier, Versuch einer allgemeinen Auslegungskunst, Neudruck der Ausgabe Halle 1757 (1965); Flacius Illyricus, De vera ratione cognoscendi sacras literas, Neudruck aus dem Clavis Scripturae Sacrae, 1567; J. M. Chladenius, Einleitung zur richtigen Auslegung vernunftiger Reden und Schriften, Neudruck der Ausgabe Leipzig 1742 (1969). 4. See L. Goldsetzer in the Preface to Meier's Versuch (n. 3), p. VHIff.; H.-G. Gadamer in Seminar: Philosophische Hermeneutik (1976) (Sect. C, Bibl.), pp. 7-30; K. Weimar, Historische Einleitung zur Literaturwissenschaftlichen Hermeneutik (1975) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 5. Johannes Ludovicus Vives, De ratione studendi ac legendi interpretandique auctores, 1539; Scioppius (Kaspar Schoppe), De Arte Critica, 1597; Johannes Clericus, Ars Critica, 1697. 6. Laurentius Humphrey, De ratione interpretandi, 1559; Petrus Daniel Huet, De interpretatione libri ii, 1661. 7. This treatise was published only in 1559: Constantius Rogerius, Singularis Tractatus de luris Interpretatione. 8. A brief history of legal hermeneutics is provided by L. Geldsetzer in his introduction to the reprint of A. F. J. Thibaut's Theorie derLogischen Auslegung des Romischen Rechts
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of 1806 (1966), pp. V-XLIII. 9. Franciscus Hotomanus, lurisconcultus sive de optima genere iuris interpretandi, 1559. 10. Johannes von Felde, Tractatus de scientia interpretandi cum in genere omnis alias orationis, turn in specie leges romanas, 1689, p. 3. 11. Anton F. J. Thibaut (n. 8), p. 16. 12. Christian Wolff, Vernunftige Gedanken (1713), in Gesammelte Werke, I. Abteilung, vol. I, chaps. 10, 11, 12 (Sect. B, Bibl.). 13. This and the following arguments were developed by Wolff in chap. 10, entitled "How to pass Judgements about writings," op. cit., pp. 219-26. 14. Johannes Martin Chladenius, Einleitung . . . (1742) (see Acknowledgements). For works about Chladenius's hermeneutics, see Sect. A, Bibl. 15. See in particular ## 148, 149, 176, 192. 16. It was Chladenius's intention to emancipate hermeneutics from the study of logic to that of an autonomous discipline, see # 177. 17. J. Wachinvol. Ill of his monumental study of the history of hermeneutics in the nineteenth century places major emphasis on Chladenius's theory of perspective and interprets his views in the context and the light of nineteenth-century historicist thinking; J. Wach, Das Verstehen (Sect. B, Bibl.). 18. Wilhelm Dilthey, "Die Entstehung der Hermeneutik," Gesammelte Schriften, vol. V; published in English as "The Development of Hermeneutics," in H. P. Rickmann, Wilhelm Dilthey. Selected Writings (Sect. A, Bibl.). 19. Dilthey was still aware of the linguistic dimensions of Schleiermacher's notion of understanding in his early studies of Schleiermacher's thought. But he disregarded this important element in Schleiermacher's theory of understanding when he worked out his own approach to hermeneutics. See Wilhelm Dilthey, Gesammelte Schriften, vol. XIV, p. 707 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 20. Regarding the aesthetic and literary ideas of the early German Romantics, see Rene Wellek's History of Modern Criticism, 1750-1950, vol. II, The Romantic Age (1955), chaps. 1-3, 12 (Sect. B, Bibl.). 21. In his Logic Kant wrote: "To understand something [intellegere] means to know or to conceive of something through the understanding [Verstand] by means of our concepts." Kants Werke, Akademie-Textausgabe (Berlin, 1968), p. 65. My translation. 22. On this issue, see the works by J. Forstman, H. Patsch, and P. Szondi in Sect. A, Bibl. 23. J. Wach treated the entire history of hermeneutics in the nineteenth century under the heading of "understanding," i.e., Das Verstehen (Sect. B, Bibl.). 24. Hermeneutics, The Handwritten Manuscripts, ed. H. Kimmerle, trans, by J. Duke and J. Forstmann, p. 41 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 25. HermeneutikundKritik, ed. F. Liicke (Berlin, 1838). This edition has been included in M. Frank's recent publication Schleiermacher: Hermeneutik und Kritik (1977) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 26. Ed. H. Kimmerle; Eng. trans, by J. Duke and J. Forstman (Sect. A, Bibl.). 27. See M. Frank's study Das individuelle Allgemeine and his introduction to the volume Schleiermacher: Hermeneutik und Kritik (1977) (Sect. A, Bibl.).
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28. See Schleiermacher selection below, p. 74. 29. Ibid., p. 75. 30. See Boeckh selection below, p. 135f. 31. J. G. Fichte, Science of Knowledge, Wissenschaftslehre, with First and Second Introductions, trans, and ed. P. Heath and J. Lachs (1970) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 32. Schleiermacher selection in this reader, p. 75. 33. In his Historik (see n. 47 below), p. 324. 34. Derjunge Dilthey. Ed. Clara Misch, 2nd ed. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960, p. 76. 35. See Sect. A, Bibl.: "Humboldt." 36. The only extensive discussion of Humboldt's hermeneutics is by J. Wach in Das Verstehen (1926) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 37. On the Romantic language paradigm see my contribution in Der Transzendentale Gedanke (1981) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 38. Wilhelm von Humboldt, Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 5, p. 382 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 39. See n. 37 above. 40. The societal aspect of language was elaborated by Humboldt as early as 1801 to 1806 in his studies on the Basque language; Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 7, pp. 593-608. 41. Paul Sweet, Wilhelm von Humboldt: A Biography (1980) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 42. Friedrich Meinecke, Historicism (1972) (Sect. B, Bibl.). A discussion of the various interpretations of Humboldt's essay can be found in P. Sweet's biography (n. 41), vol. II, p. 428ff. 43. Humboldt criticized the Ideological view of history in two essays, "Observations on the effective causes in World History" (1818) and "Observations on World History" (1814). See Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 3, pp. 360-66 and pp. 356-59 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 44. See selection below, pp. 121,123. G. H. von Wright, the title of whose book Explanation and Understanding (1971) (Sect. B, Bibl.) is evidently indebted to Droysen, offers a brief discussion of Droy sen's distinction and its importance for later developments in hermeneutic theory. Von Wright, however, uses the term hermeneutic in a very broad sense to cover the entire spectrum of the human and social sciences (including the philosophy of science) from the early and middle part of the nineteenth century in so far as they reflected an antipositivistic stance in their theoretical and practical orientation. Since the term idealism seemed inadequate to do justice to the diversity among the antipositivistic authors — among them Droy sen, Dilthey, Simmel, Weber, Rickert, and Windelband—von Wright uses the designation hermeneutic for the entire movement. Ibid., p. 3ff. 45. "Jedes Begreifen einer Sache setzt, als Bedingung seiner Moglichkeit, in dem Begreifenden schon ein Analogon des nachher wirklich Begriffenen voraus, eine vorhergangige, ursprungliche Ubereinstimmung zwischen dem Subject und Object." Gesammelte Schriften, vol. IV, p. 48 (my italics). 46. In his extensive review essay of the historical-critical edition of Droy sen's Historik (1977) (Sect. A, Bibl.) in the journal History and Theory, vol. XIX (1980), I, p. 73. 47. Since its first publication by R. Hu'ber in 1937, Droysen's Historik has been reissued seven times (8th ed. in 1977). 48. G. P. Gooch, History and Historians in the Nineteenth Century (1959), pp. 125-31 (Sect. A, Bibl.). However, Droysen's theoretical work did not go entirely unnoticed in the
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United States during his lifetime. An English translation of the Outline of the Historik by E. Benjamin Andrews, president of Brown University, appeared in Boston in 1897 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 49. For a discussion of the Historik, see the references given by Hiiber in his edition. Droysen himself explains the nature of his undertaking in his introduction, op. cit., p. 3ff. 50. See p. 123 below. 51. Einleitung zum Kawiwerk— Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaus und ihren Einfluss aufdie Entwicklung des Menschengeschlechts. Gesammelte Schriften, vol. VII, pp. 1-349. Eng. trans.: Linguistic Variability and Intellectual Development (1971) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 52. Whereas the close resemblance between Vico's and Dilthey's epistemology of the human sciences has caught the attention of modern commentators, the startling kinship between the Italian philosopher's and Droysen's hermeneutic conception of the world of culture and history still remains to be explored. On the affinity between Vico and Dilthey, see L. Rubinoff, "Vico and the Verification of Historical Interpretation," in Vico and Contemporary Thought (1916), pp. 94-121 (Sect. B, Bibl.), and H. N. Turtle, "The Epistemological Status of the Cultural World in Vico and Dilthey," in Giambattista Vico's Science of Humanity (1976), pp. 241-50 (Sect. B, Bibl.). 53. Historik, op. cit., p. 26. My translation. 54. Outline, # 9, see below 121. 55. Historik, op. cit., p. 35. My translation. 56. Ibid. 57. The German terms are: Die pragmatische Interpretation, Die Interpretation der Bedingungen, Die psychologische Interpretation, Die Interpretation nach den sittlichen Machten oder Ideen. 58. Droysen distinguishes between four modes of historical representation: the analytical or investigative, the narrative, the didactic, and the discussive mode. 59. For a general treatment of Boeckh, see the works by J. Wach (1926) (Sect. B, Bibl.) and Steinthal (Sect. A, Bibl.). 60. Boeckh's role within the tradition of nineteenth century classical scholarship is examined by several of the contributors to the recent volume Philologie und Hermeneutik im 19. Jahrhundert (Sect. C, Bibl.). See also nn. 61 and 64 below. 61. Enzyklopaedie und Methodologie der philologischen Wissenschaften (1886) (Sect. B, Bibl.). For particulars regarding this work, see the headnote, p. 132 below. 62. Enzyklopaedie, p. 10. My translation. For an excellent analysis of Boeckh's definition of philology, see F. Rodi, "'Erkenntnis des Erkannten—August Boeckh's Grundformel der hermeneutischen Wissenschaften," in Philologie und Hermeneutik (1979), pp. 68-83 (Sect. C, Bibl.). 63. Enzyklopaedie, p. 75; see also p. 133 below. 64. E. D. Hirsch (1967) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 65. A persuasive reexamination of Boeckh's theory of interpretation was offered by Ingrid Strohschneider-Kohr, "Textauslegung und hermeneutischer Zirkel—Zur Innovation des Interpretationsbegriffs von August Boeckh," in Philologie und Hermeneutik (1979), pp. 84-102 (Sect. C, Bibl.).
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66. On Dilthey's achievements, see the works by Ermarth (1978), Hodges (1952), Makkreel (1975) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 67. Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften. Versuch einer Grundlegungfiir das Studium der Gesellschaft und der Geschichte. Gesammelte Schriften, vol. I (Sect. A, Bibl.). 68. Droysen wrote a lengthy review of Buckle's History of Civilization in England in which he took issue with the assumptions of the nineteenth-century positivistic school of history: "Erhebung der Geschichte zum Rang einer Wissenschaft," reprinted in Historik (1977), pp. 386-405. 69. See, in particular, his "Ideas concerning a descriptive and analytic psychology" (Ideen iiber eine beschreibende und zergliedernde Psychologic) from 1894. Gesammelte Schriften, vol. V, pp. 139-240 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 70. He had made some important headway, however, in his studies on literature and literary theory. See Mueller-Vollmer (1963) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 71. In this context, see Dilthey's statements in Gesammelte Schriften, vol. VII, pp. 10, 14, 39ff., andG. Misch'sLebensphilosophieundPhdnomenologie(1931) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 72. Der Aujbau der Geschichtlichen Welt in den Geisteswissenschaften. Gesammelte Schriften, vol. VII, pp. 79-188 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 73. Cf. n. 9 above. 74. L. Wittgenstein, Philosophische Untersuchungen, in Schriften, I (1960), p. 296: "Und eine Sprache verstehen, heisst, sich eine Lebensform vorstellen." (Sect. B, Bibl.). 75. On this question, see Bollnow (1955), Ermarth (1978), Hodges (1952), Makkreel (1975), Mueller-Vollmer (1963) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 76. The German Ideology (1970), p. 42 (Sect. B, Bibl.). In holding with our own philological findings, Marx uses "aussern" for "to express": "Wie die Individuen ihr Leben aussern, so sind so." Marx-Engels Studienausgabe, vol. I, p. 86 (Sect. B, Bibl.). 77. Gesammelte Schriften, vol. VII, p. 217 (Sect. A, Bibl.). See also p. 161 below. 78. Paul Ricoeur (1976) (1977) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 79. In an essay entitled "Transzendentale Hermeneutik?" published in Wissenschaftstheorie der Geisteswissenschaften (1975) (Sect. C, Bibl.). 80. Logical Investigations I and II (1976) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 81. Roman Ingarden (Sect. A, Bibl.); E. D. Hirsch (1967) and M. Leibfried (1970) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 82. The Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness (1964), The Crisis of European Sciences (1970), Husserliana (1950 ff.) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 83. A. Schutz (1967) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 84. I am particularly referring to Husserl's detailed studies of the "acts of passive synthesis" and of the constitution of inter subjectivity and of the processes of mental representations found in vols. XI-XV, XXII of the collected works, Husserliana (Sect. A, Bibl.). 85. J. N. Findlay in his preface to Logical Investigations I, p. 3 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 86. This basic hermeneutic element in Husserl's phenomenology was recently pointed out by G. Buck in New Literary History X (1978) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 87. See, for example, Chomsky's Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (1965) for his discussion of what is considered "acceptable" and what is taken as "grammatical" in a given language (see pp. 11, 19, 75-79) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 88. Stanley Fish (1970) (Sect. B, Bibl.).
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89. Logical Investigations I, p. 295. 90. Sect. A, Bibl. 91. See Ingarden's "Preface" to The Literary Work of Art. 92. "Das Verstehen ist nur ein Ineinandersein [lit., "an existing-in-and-through-each other"] dieser beiden Momente. . . . " Schleiermacher: Hermeneutik und Kritik (1977), p. 79 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 93. Sect. A, Bibl. 94. This is sect. 7: "The phenomenological method of investigation." 95. P. 37. (Ger. ed.), p. 61f. (Eng. ed.). Translations of quotations have been slightly revised by the present writer. 96. Die Aussage is the term Heidegger uses. 97. The Eng. trans, uses somewhat misleadingly "idle talk" for Heidegger's term das Gerede. 98. Emil Staiger (1946) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 99. Ludwig Binswanger (1942) (Sect. B, Bibl.). 100. Concerning this movement, see J. Robinson's The New Hermeneutic (1964) (Sect. B, Bibl.); on Heidegger's impact on recent theology, the works by Noller (1967) and Robinson (1963) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 101. Quoted by Schubert Ogden in his anthology Existence and Faith: Shorter Writings of Rudolf Bultmann (1960), p. 14 (Sect. A, Bibl.) from Bultmann's essay, "Das Problem einer theologischen Exegese des Neuen Testaments" (1925). 102. "The Historicity of Man and Faith," in Existence and Faith (1960), p. 94 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 103. "The Problem of Hermeneutics," in Essays, Philosophical and Theological (1955), pp. 252-53 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 104. Ibid., p. 254. 105. Sect. A, Bibl. 106. The Positivist Dispute in German Sociology (1976) (Sect. A, Bibl.: "Habermas"). 107. Evidenced by the contributions to the Gadamer Festschrift Hermeneutik und Dialektik (1970) (Sect. C, Bibl.) and to the volume Theorie-Diskussion: Hermeneutik und Ideologiekritik(\971) (Sect. C, Bibl.). H. J. Sandkuhler in Praxis und Geschichtsbewusstsein (1973) (Sect. B, Bibl.) has advanced a harsh criticism of Gadamer's philosophical hermeneutic from an orthodox Marxian point of view. 108. Jiirgen Habermas, ZurLogikderSozialwissenschqften, 2nded. (1975), p. 87 (Sect. A, Bibl.). All quotes—including the motto of this section—are my translations. 109. D. C. Hoy, The Critical Circle (1978), p. 5f. (Sect. B, Bibl.). 110. For example, in his essay, "The Problem of Language in Schleiermacher's Hermeneutics," in Schleiermacher as Contemporary, pp. 68-84 (Sect. A, Bibl.). 111. Wahrheit undMethode, p. 366. These and the following quotes are my translations. 112. Ibid., p. 376. 113. Ibid. 114. Zimmerli in Simon-Schaefer-Zimmerli, Theorie zwischen Kritik und Praxis (1975), p. 97 (Sect. B, Bibl.). 115. Zur Logik der Sozialwissenschaften (1975) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 116. Max Weber, p. 4 (Sect. B, Bibl.).
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117. Habermas, op. cit., p. 281. My translation. 118. Sect. B, Bibl. 119. Sect. B, Bibl. 120. Das Verstehen (1955) (Sect. A, Bibl.). 121. Ibid. 122. Sect. A, Bibl. 123. These and some other aspects of the concepts of understanding and interpretation I have treated in a more systematic fashion in my contribution to the Yearbook of Comparative Criticism, vol. X (1983), pp. 41-64, entitled "Understanding and Interpretation: Toward a Definition of Literary Hermeneutics." 124. K.-O. Apel, "Scientistics, Hermeneutics, Critique of Ideology," Last selection in this volume.



1 Reason and Understanding: Rational Hermeneutics Johann Martin Chladenius JOHANN MARTIN CHLADENIUS (1710-1759) was born in Wittenberg the son of a theologian, Martin Chladenius. He attended the Gymnasium (classical high school) in Coburg until the age of fifteen and studied at the University of Wittenberg where he received a master's degree in 1731. In 1732 he began teaching as a teaching master (Magister legens) in Wittenberg, at first in philosophy and later in theology as well. After habilitating himself with a doctorate in ancient church history in Leipzig, he became a professor at that university in 1742. In 1744 he quit his post in order to become headmaster of the Gymnasium at Coburg. He accepted a professorship for "theology, rhetoric, and poetry" at the University of Erlangen in 1748, where his duties required that he obtain an additional doctorate in theology. He stayed at Erlangen until his death. Chladenius was a prolific writer on a great many topics in theology, history, philosophy, and pedagogy. Important for the development of hermeneutics were his Science of History (Allgemeine Geschichtswissenschaft of 1752 and his New Definitive Philosophy (Nova philosophia definitiva) of 1750 which contains a chapter on hermeneutic definitions. Among Chladenius's predecessors must be mentioned Konrad Dannhauer (Idea boni Interpretes— The Idea of the Good Interpreter, 1630), J. G. Meister (Dissertatio de interpretation—Dissertation on Interpretation, 1698) and above all, Johann Heinrich Ernesti with his work on secular hermeneutics (De natura et constitutione Hermeneuticae profanae— On the Nature and Constitution of Secular Hermeneutics, 1699). Chladenius's Introduction to the Correct Interpretation of Reasonable Discourses and Writings, published in Leipzig in 1742, was the first systematic treatise on interpretation theory written in German. Even though Chladenius's work was well received and widely discussed among his contemporaries, it did not bring about the establishment of general hermeneutics as an independent branch of philosophy as its author had hoped. The following selections comprise chapters 4 and 8 of the Introduction. They deal with Chladenius's concept of interpretation (selection 1) and the interpretation of historical writings (selection 2). It is in the latter that Chladenius develops his famous notion of the point-of-view or perspective (Sehe-Punkt). The remaining chapters of the book deal with topics like the classification of discourses and writings, the nature of words and their meaning, the interpretation of discourses and the interpretation of writings, and
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with the general characteristics of interpretations and the task of the interpreter. For literature on Chladenius, see Bibliography, Section A.



ON THE CONCEPT OF INTERPRETATION 148. Unless pretense is used, speeches and written works have one intention—that the reader or listener completely understand what is written or spoken. For this reason, it is important that we know what it means to completely understand someone. Here it would be best if we agree only to review certain types of books and speeches which we fully understand so that we may then be able to arrive at a general concept. 149. A history which is told or written to someone assumes that that person will use his knowledge of the prevailing conditions in order to form a reasonable resolution. This aim can also be upheld by virtue of the nature of the account and our own common sense. If, then, we can obtain an idea of the conditions from the account which will allow us to make an appropriate decision, we have completely understood the account. If, for example, a commander receives an unsigned letter from a good friend which tells of a fortress which is to be taken by surprise, the letter would of course possibly cause the commander to think that it is perhaps his fortress which is meant and that he must therefore be on the alert; assuming that this letter is to be read as a warning. If these thoughts are aroused in the commander and he subsequently examines the necessity of further circumspection, then he has completely understood the message. But if more details are reported to him, then he will have to make a more definitive and determined resolution in correspondence with these. This must also take place, if he is to have thoroughly understood the letter. 150. One can acquire general concepts and moral lessons from histories and the author may, in fact, intend to teach us these concepts and lessons. If we read a story written with such intentions and really learn the concepts and lessons which can and should be extrapolated, then we have completely understood the history and the book. 151. Stories are also told and written in order to amuse the reader and listener. Here there must be something in the story which causes pleasure when we imagine it in our mind. If in reading and hearing a story of this kind I focus my attention on just that which is able to bring about the pleasure and if I consequently experience the pleasure which is intended, then I have understood the book completely. This category includes the many collections of funny stories which one cannot fully understand if one does not sense the intended pleasure himself.
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152. One fully understands an order if one can discern the will of the person giving the command, insofar as he wanted to make his will known. One soon sees from this that it is difficult to understand laws and commands; for it is not enough that I— depending on the type of command— discover the nature of the will of the commanding person, but it is essential to understand the extent to which he has expressed his will in words and how much of this he wants to have me know about. For in actuality, the will of the superior is not the concern of the person receiving the order beyond the extent to which it can be perceived in his words. The rest, which is not present in the words of the command, is not considered part of the command. 153. It is another thing to understand a proposition in itself and to understand it as being presented and asserted by someone; the latter only concerns us in the interpretation. From Descartes we have the statement: One should doubt all things once. If I say I understand the statement completely then this means that I am acquainted with Descartes's opinions, which can either be correct or incorrect, founded or unfounded. We can accept this as a sign of complete understanding if the statements deduced or inferred by the author of the proposition are also made understandable by the same. 154. A meaningful oration or written work is presented or written in order to cause a stirring in our souls. These stirrings serve joy, laughter, seriousness, shame, sadness, and other emotions. An obstacle may be present which does not allow these emotions to be awakened at certain times and in certain people. But, if in listening to or reading a meaningful oration or writing one senses the intended emotion, or at least sees that such an emotion could result if there were no obstacles, then one has fully understood that oration or writing. 155. If, drawing from the examples we have cited, one fully understands this or that writing, one can make the following general concept by abstraction. One understands a speech or writing completely if one considers all of the thoughts that the words can awaken in us according to the rules of heart and mind. 156. There should be no difference between fully understanding a speech or writing and understanding the person who is speaking or writing. For they too have the same rules to consider as the reader and the listener. Thus, the speaker or writer can be thinking of the same thing as the reader or listener when he uses certain words. Consequently, it would make no difference whether I imagine what the writer thought by using certain words, or whether I reflect about what one could imagine with these words according to the rules. Because one cannot foresee everything, his or her words, speeches, and writings may mean something which was not intended. Thus in trying to understand these writings, we may think of something which the writer was not conscious of. It can also happen that a person imagines or thinks that he has expressed his opinion in such a way that one would have to understand him. But everything still is not there in his words which would enable us to completely comprehend the sense of what he is
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saying. Therefore, we always have two things to consider in speeches and in written works: a comprehension of the author's meaning and the speech or writing itself. 157. A speech or written work is completely understandable if it is constructed so that one can fully understand the intentions of the author according to psychological rules. But if one cannot understand everything which the author intended from his words, or if one is caused with reason to consider more than the author wanted to say, then the writing is not understandable. In keeping with our remarks in 156, all books and speeches produced by people will have something in them which is not understandable. 158. The concept of the intelligible and the unintelligible may be applied to every part or passage in a speech or in a book. 159. We do not understand a word, sentence, speech, or writing at all if we do not retain anything. But it is impossible for us not to understand a book written according to a grammar and lexicon with which we are familiar. It is possible, however, that we do not completely understand it. For full understanding takes place only when one imagines all things which can be thought of with each word according to psychological rules (155). So the complete understanding of a speech or writing must encompass a number of concepts. If we are still lacking some of these concepts which are necessary for this full understanding, then we still have not understood the passage completely. 160. And so one can understand very little of a speech or book if we are still lacking many of the concepts necessary for its comprehension. In everyday life one does not analyze things and certainly not in the manner that is necessary for interpretation. One commonly claims not to have understood a book at all instead of saying, as one should, that we have only understood some of the book. 161. Experience teaches us that we understand a book better the second time when we have only understood very little on the first cursory reading; for in general, the more often we read a book, the more we understand it, which is the same as saying that we think more about the words and so come closer to a full understanding (155). If one thinks more about a book in retrospect and with reason, we say that we are learning to read the book. 162. If we do not entirely comprehend a book, three situations are possible: either we do not understand some passages at all, or we understand all passages incompletely, or both; rather than saying that we do not understand some passages at all or others incompletely. 163. Learning to understand a book, then, means either that one understands a passage which one previously did not understand, or that both happen simultaneously (162), which will more often be the case. 164. If the sense of a passage is certain, it is called a clear passage; if the meaning is uncertain or unknown, it is a dark passage. A passage that is capable of stimulating all sorts of thoughts in us is considered productive. But if it does not
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give us any concepts, or fewer than one desires, then we shall call it unproductive. 165. The passages of a speech or written work are often less productive than their creator imagines, because he often puts more into words than he can reasonably expect his reader to perceive (156). And, on the other hand, some passages are often more productive than the author thinks because they inspire many more thoughts than he intended, some of which he would rather have left unthought. 166. If one learns to understand a book, many thoughts arise in us which we had not had before reading it (161). If this happens because we now understand passages which we formerly did not understand at all (163), then a dark passage has become clear and somewhat productive (164). But if we learn to understand certain passages better, then the unproductive passages will have become more productive. Consequently, our learning to understand a text consists of dark passages becoming clear and unproductive ones becoming productive. 167. Time has no influence on this process but on the things themselves which change in time. Therefore, because we learn to understand a book with time (160), it does not mean that the cause must lie in time, but that it was the thoughts which arose and were changed in our mind. If one wants to learn to understand a book a little at a lime, then one must acquire the concepts which are necessary for a complete understanding of the book. 168. These concepts, which we slowly acquire and are the cause for our learning to understand a book (167), either originate in us independently of the book, or we have acquired them because we expected to learn to understand the book through them. Imagine that we are reading Cicero's speech before Milo. At first, much will appear which we do not understand. Some things will become understandable to us later only if we read the speech again. We soon realize that a knowledge of Roman history and antiquity would contribute a great deal to our comprehension of the speech. Before we undertake another reading of the speech we take a look at these related works and discover how much our comprehension of this beautiful speech has increased. 169. There is nothing more common than someone, who, in his desire for us to understand a certain book, will teach us those concepts necessary for its understanding. And we say of this person that he has interpreted the book for us. An interpretation is, then, nothing other than teaching someone the concepts which are necessary to learn to understand or to fully understand a speech or a written work. 170. It may just so happen that we ourselves will arrive in time at the concepts necessary for the understanding of a text (168). But this method alone is copious and precarious. We can achieve our goal more quickly if we can learn the concepts we are lacking from someone who fully understands the book and knows which concepts we need to acquire. We could act as interpreters ourselves in the hopes that we would be lucky enough to hit upon the correct and necessary concepts, but it would still be easier, if someone who understands the book were to help us.
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171. Since an interpretation only takes place if we are still lacking certain concepts necessary to the complete understanding of the book, the interpreter's duty terminates when we completely understand the work. 172. If we should ask for an interpreter, then we should acknowledge that we have not completely understood the book. The next simple question one might ask is how we know that we still do not completely understand the meaning of a book. This conjecture may have a good many causes, so we shall only take a few of these as examples. 173. If an account which we hold to be true, as the author would have it, seems to contain things which contradict another account also purported to be true, then we still do not understand either one of the two or both of them completely. We will show in the following that a true account can appear to contradict another one. The fault of the apparent contradiction is to be found in the person who feels that the narrative does not present the nature of things the same way as he perceives it. From this one can conclude that we either read too much or too little into the words and, therefore, do not have the correct concepts which the words should call forth. We consequently still do not fully understand the history. 174. If we read a story which is acclaimed for its ingenuity and we know that many people have been inspired by it, yet we still remain unmoved by it, then this is also a sign that we have not yet understood it. This also applies to an ingenious speech. The complete understanding of such a text demands that we be moved by it, or, at least, that we recognize how the text could move certain readers or listeners (154). It follows that if we do not sense any of these things, then we have not completely understood it. 175. If we are certain from specific details that a commanding officer has made his will known to us and things nevertheless occur where we no longer know what his intent is, then we have not completely understood the commands and laws which were given to us. For if a commanding officer has made his will known to us, there must be enough cause contained in the words of the orders and laws for us to understand his will from them. If we perceive this, then we would fully understand the laws and commands (152). But because we do not know his will, regardless of its having been made known to us, then we must not have fully understood the laws and commands in this instance. 176. In this and in other cases where we do not fully understand a text we need an interpretation. The interpretation is different in each instance so that another interpretation must be used for every dark or unproductive passage (169). The interpretation may express itself in an infinite number of ways, but, just as all repeated human actions proceed according to certain laws, an interpretation is also bound by certain principles which may be observed in particular cases. It has also been agreed that a discipline is formed if one explains, proves, and correlates many principles belonging to a type of action. There can be no doubt, then, that a discipline is created when we interpret according to certain rules. For this we
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have the Greek name "hermeneutic" and in our language we properly call it the art of interpretation. 177. Very little knowledge of this discipline can be found in the field of philosophy. It consists of a few rules with many exceptions which are only suitable for certain types of books. These rules, which were not allowed to be regarded as a discipline, were given a place among the theories of reason. The theory of reason deals with matters pertaining to general epistemology and cannot go into the area of history, poetry, and other such literature in depth. For this is the place of interpretation and not a theory of reason. Hermeneutics is a discipline in itself, not in part, and can be assigned its place in accordance with the teachings of psychology. 178. Aside from the shortcoming mentioned above, as to the unsuitable placement of this discipline (177), other oversights were made which have distorted its reputation and made it unrecognizable. Philology and criticism, insofar as the latter consists of improving and restoring damaged passages, have almost always been associated with hermeneutics; but when the critic and philologist have done their work on a book, the work of the interpreter is just beginning. One has arrived at the notion that this admixture of philologist and critic could constitute an excellent interpreter. Indeed, we have them to thank for the fact that we receive the book in its entirety and that we can clearly discern the text. All of these are great merits but differ only too greatly from those of interpretation. Many interpretations that were advanced with this belief in mind lacked the necessary prerequisites. 179. Many things were demanded of interpretations which were impossible, either in themselves, or according to the few principles of interpretation which were available. An interpretation can only take place if the reader or listener cannot understand one or more passages (169, 170). On the other hand, it is impossible to find an interpretation if the words in themselves do not contain anything from which the meaning can be conjectured or ascertained with certainty. The interpreter has been called to give meaning to such dark and ambiguous passages, which is of course impossible. To ask him to give even a probable meaning to these passages would be too great a demand, for an interpreter is not in a position to be called to account for passages, even when their meaning is obvious and clear. It cannot be denied that a probable interpretation can be made where a certain one is not possible, but this would be too difficult to put into rules since a rational theory of probability has not yet been sufficiently developed, even though the manner by which we ohtain certain truths has been thoroughly ascertained. It is no wonder then that the theory of interpretation has been attacked in its most difficult chapter and that it has not been easy to come away from this. 180. Yet another type of interpretation has come to be grouped with the main type and has also been a considerable hindrance to the progress of the discipline. We express both our perceptions of things and our desires when we speak or
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write. In fact, in some speeches and written works, we have no other aim than to explain to someone else what we know or want—as is the case, for example, in contracts and transactions. Here, if one expresses himself ambiguously, unclearly, contradictorily, or indefinitely, then one may at first attempt to find a probable explanation (179). But, if this is insufficient, then it often must be assumed that the statement which has been made cannot be verified by the text itself with the necessary degree of certainty or probability. This mode of giving meaning to someone's words without being made accountable for it may be called a judicial interpretation (interpretationem judicarem) because only a judge or someone who claims the duties of a judge can be held responsible for an interpretation of this kind. This is indispensable for court procedure and is therefore highly worthy of a careful investigation. Such interpretations must, however, not be grouped with the main type of interpretation, but treated separately with special rules. We shall say more about this below. 181. The reputation of the art of interpretation is also distorted by the fact that it was initially used to show how a person should interpret a book or passage himself. This envisaged the purpose for the art of interpretation. An interpreter should guide a person (let us say his pupil) who does not understand a text to a true understanding of it. Therefore, the interpreter must understand the work himself. But according to the general concept, one should interpret a work before one knows the meaning, which is impossible. 182. Some people believe that there would not be much left of the discipline or for interpretation if we were to exclude the grammatical ambiguities (178), the ambiguous and unintelligible passages (179), and the judicial decrees (180). And they would subsequently contend that this is an empty and useless endeavor. The following should provide more than enough material to the contrary, and we can say beforehand that there would still be a considerable amount left to interpret for this or that reader even if a book were written with all necessary caution, and even if there were no difficulties with orthography or language such that a philologist or critic needed to supplement it. This is because interpretation consists of teaching the reader or listener certain concepts necessary for a complete understanding of a text (169). In constructing an interpretation, one must consider the insight of the pupil and use this or that interpretation in accordance with the pupil's lack of knowledge. Since there is no one interpretation of a book suitable for all readers, there may be as many as there are classes of readers grouped according to knowledge and insight. To be precise, almost every person needs a special interpretation. 183. In the act of interpreting, one provides certain concepts which the reader lacks (169). This can just be a matter of a few words or an extended speech containing many sentences. We call an interpretation of a book which consists of parts containing single words, scholia, or glosses. But if the parts are long and consist in turn of many smaller parts, then we call this a commentary.
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184. The concepts which belong to the complete understanding of a text and which are consequently contained in the glosses and commentaries can appear in written form; as we can see, these make up no small portion of our stock of books. After one knows the rules of interpretation, we will go on to show how one could and should write commentaries. 185. In interpreting a book, one must be sure that the pupil is taught the concepts he is lacking in order to understand the book (169). Because this can be done with many as well as with few words, one needs to keep this in mind and be able to explicate a passage with brevity or at length. It is not sensible to write nothing but glosses, nor is it a good idea to write a commentary which consists solely of long passages. A reasonable interpretation will consist of both glosses and lengthy annotations. 186. Many centuries ago, scholars considered the production of interpretations to be one of the most prestigious endeavors and, because there were no principles which would have enabled these to be done reasonably (177), one cannot be surprised that many interpretations were unsuccessful and that the disciplines which were built up on interpretations were completely devastated. This is proven in the case of philosophy by the unfortunate interpretations made of Aristotle, by the glossaries for jurisprudence, and by the interpretations of the Fathers and the Scholastic teachers. They finally saw no alternative but to toss the interpretations out and to start all over again. 187. In philosophy there is little need for the art of interpretation. Here, every individual must rely on the strength of his own ability to think. A proposition in a philosophical work at which we can only arrive after much interpretation does not do us a particular service because we then ask whether it is true and how one should prove it—which really belongs to the art of philosophy. 188. We need a hermeneutics all the more in the arts, e.g., in rhetoric, poetry, history, and antiquities, from which we generally have more to learn than from the old Roman and Greek scholars. But when we find, as we have seen in (173, 174, 175), that we still only understand little after we have already acquired the general requisita, e.g., a knowledge of the words and their relationship (2, 3), then we still need an interpretation (169). A number of the scholia and commentaries which we often find by old scribes have slowly developed this way. We can learn to save and use the rules from hermeneutics and then go on to improve and extend their usage. 189. Theology relies primarily on the interpretation of Holy Scripture. For this reason, much effort has been made over the course of many years to collect rules suitable for its interpretation. Hermeneutics would stand itself in good stead here to acknowledge that it alone does not determine the matter. The Holy Scriptures are a work of God for which many rules might be more certain than for human books. However, many rules which might be useful here cannot be applied at all. Revelation has its own special criticism which goes beyond this— there are secrets
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and prophecies which we are led to, not through philosophy, but through revelation. It is a book which is written for the whole world and it has its own special consequences for the interpretation which can only be introduced in a work of God. The usefulness of the general rules for the interpretation of the Holy Scriptures will reveal itself when these have become better known and more precise with time. 190. The books of law which we find among humans are all constituted such that they need some sort of an interpretation (175). The history of scholarship illustrates the disorder which Bartholus and Baldus have brought to the science of law. Just as the lack of knowledge about the principles of interpretation was damaging and troublesome for them, one can assume that we cannot hope to be insured against new confusion unless scholars are in agreement about these rules. 191. If one ignores that hermeneutics is not needed for philosophy (187), but considers how much theology and jurisprudence depend on this discipline (189, 190), then one sees how important it is that a person first thoroughly acquaint himself with hermeneutics before making this discipline his life work. It is not enough for a scholar merely to know the tenets of the theory of reason; these must be so familiar to him that he is never affected by words which are meaningless to him, tautological explanations, circular proofs, or by other mistakes. A person who is well versed in theology and jurisprudence should firmly inculcate himself with the principles of interpretation, so that such words produce no response, rather than a false one. However, one frequently forgets to practice the general rules of hermeneutics— which were formerly presupposed— at the time when they are most appropriate, so that our whims and those of others may become confused with a true interpretation of a dark passage. 192. Clearly, an interpretation has to be correct. It must teach us the kinds of thoughts which will ultimately allow us to come closer to an understanding of a text (169). But one tends to think of things which hinder our perception of the meaning and allow us to misconstrue the words and to mistake wrong interpretations for correct ones. If such similarly wrong interpretations are produced by an oversight, we call them twisted interpretations. For everyone would like to present his ideas to another person as an interpretation when he thinks he has understood a text. However, just as we called a presumed understanding a misunderstanding, we can also use this term to designate a false interpretation. 193. If one misinterprets a passage and is conscious of it, yet still tries to present the interpretation as a correct one, then one willfully misrepresents the meaning of a text. We carefully distinguish misunderstanding from misrepresentation because one is a mistake of understanding and the other is the result of malicious intent. If one wants to convey to someone that he has misrepresented a text, then it is not enough to convince him that he has misunderstood and misinterpreted the passage. It must be demonstrated to him that he did such a thing against his better knowledge and conscience. The misunderstanding has to be
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dealt with through instruction and the misrepresentation must be met with measures to keep the maliciousness under control. 194. Hermeneutics teaches us accordingly to discover and avoid misunderstandings and misrepresentations, for these have caused much evil in the world. Admittedly, much harm may have been done by the lack of rules for proper interpretation. 195. Unrefined forms of misrepresentations were used before even a few principles of interpretation had been acknowledged and presented to the various disciplines. Many men of some reputation presented their thoughts as the true opinion and interpretation of the author, taking no interest in being able to account for these interpretations. Introduced in such a manner, they found little applause among the people, not even from those with a limited understanding. An attempt was slowly made to restrict these arbitrary interpretations through rules, and from these grew the principles of hermeneutics, which have been taught up to now. Many people abused the rules to the point of misrepresentation in their attempts to justify various false interpretations. This succeeded quite easily because many of the rules were too general. If more definitive rules are introduced in addition to the general ones, the abundance of these misrepresentations will be increasingly curbed—assuming that they will be properly applied.



ON THE INTERPRETATION OF HISTORICAL BOOKS AND ACCOUNTS 306. Things which happened and things past are written down in historical books for future generations (46). The things which happen in the world are of both a physical and a moral nature. The former refers to changes of body and is generally perceived by the senses; whereas the latter happens through human will and understanding. The nature of the first is well enough known, but the moral things stand in need of further explication. This category includes offices, titles, rights, grievances, privileges, and all such things which are created and abolished again through man's volition. These moral things, their changes and the histories which evolve from them, must be perceived through reason. But this generally only refers to common reason which all people possess with no particular expertise in the synthetic theories of reason. One can gain an idea of these moral things and the things which came to pass within them, if one pays attention to human activity. At a public place, for example, one sees that all sorts of things are set out for sale on certain days which does not happen at other places. In this way, one arrives at the notion of marketplace. If I later hear or see myself that the same merchants are no longer at this place, but have gathered together at another place,
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and I also notice that this happens in response to an order which has been issued, then I know that the marketplace has been moved—which is a type of history. Mere attention, which, in this case, is no greater than is generally found with all people, serves to teach me adequately about the subject and its histories. 307. Histories are accounts of things that have happened (306). If one intends— as is presumed—to speak the truth about an event, he cannot recount it in a way that differs from his perception of it. We arrive, therefore, at the author's conception of the event directly through his account of it; however, our understanding of it is also shaped indirectly both by the account and the conclusions which we ourselves draw from it. If we take exact note of the changes of a thing, we form nothing but judgments; a history thus consists of pure judgments or postulates, which are virtually one and the same. There are two types of judgments: intuitive and discursive judgments (judicia intuitiva et discursiva). Because conclusions and deductions are so tenuous in historical accounts and because one wishes to present only truths which are indisputable and avoid even the implication of surreptitious propositions and premature judgments, then such accounts must consist of pure intuitive judgments, so that we only present that which we have perceived through mere attentiveness. Although the reputation of historical insight is largely acquired through the fact that much of this must be brought out through personal experience, evidence given by others, or through speculation, the following still remains certain. Had we been present at the right time, we would have come to know the same historical proposition through mere attentiveness, which we would otherwise have to learn about indirectly. This proposition is then, according to its origin, an intuitive judgment. The proposition— Charlemagne was born in Germany— is an intuitive judgment, for it can also be correct if stated another way, disregarding the fact that it must also be known through documents, evidence, and conjecture. It is a truth perceived by those who lived at that time and who were at court; a truth conceived by a very general intuitive judgment. 308. Different people perceive that which happens in the world differently, so that if many people describe an event, each would attend to something in particular— if all were to perceive the situation properly. The cause of the difference is due partly to the place and positioning of our body which differs with everyone; partly to various associations with the subject, and partly to individual differences in selecting objects to attend to. It is generally accepted that there can only be one correct representation for each object and that if there are some differences in description, then one must be completely right and the other completely wrong. This principle is not in accordance with other general truths or with the more exact perceptions of our soul. With the following general example we only wish to prove how differently we can conceive of one particular event. Assume there are three spectators at a battle which is underway: one is on a hill near the right flank of the one army, the other is on a rise near the left flank,
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and the third person observes the same army from behind the battle. If these three spectators should make an exact catalogue of what has taken place during the battle, then none of the descriptions would be in complete agreement with any of the others. The first person who stood near the right flank might state that his flank suffered a great deal and retreated a little at one point. He might go on to relate various specific conditions which will not have occurred to the person positioned near the left flank. Whereas this person might report dangerous events which are unknown to the first person. Each of the two will claim to have perceived certain happenings that the other person will not concede to have witnessed but will hold instead to something imagined. For the small changes and turns of a throng of soldiers appear quite differently from a distance than from up close. The dispute between the first two might be decided through the third spectator who stood behind the army or he might just add to it with new facts which the others will not want to accept. This is the nature of all histories. A rebellion is perceived one way by a loyal subject, a rebel perceives it another way, a foreigner or a person from court will perceive it still another way, and all of these perceptions will differ from a citizen or farmer, even if they know nothing about it other than that which seems plausible. Surely, certain parts of all true accounts of an event must be in agreement with each other, because we still agree about the principles of human knowledge, even if we find ourselves confronted with different conditions and do not perceive certain parts of the event in the same way. We only wish to claim that true accounts still may differ, even if different people recount the event in correct accordance with their perceptions. 309. We shall designate the term viewpoint to refer to those conditions governed by our mind, body, and entire person which make or cause us to conceive of something in one way and not in another. Because the positioning of our eyes— and especially their distance from the object perceived— causes us to receive one particular image and not another, there is consequently a reason why we should come to know something one particular way and not another in all our perceptions; and this is determined by the viewpoint. A king, for example, has no accounts of events which take place in distant provinces other than those reported to him by the governors whom he has relegated to the different areas. These reports are responsible for the kings being properly, falsely, laboriously, thoroughly, or only slightly informed about the situation in the provinces. They provide, then, the viewpoint according to which a great ruler bases his notions about what is going on in distant provinces. The present designation of the word viewpoint probably originates with Leibnitz; it appears otherwise only in the context of optics. What he was trying to illustrate can best be seen in our definition which clearly explains the same concept. We are making use of the same concept because it is indispensable if one wishes to take into account the numerous changes in a person's conception of a thing. 310. We conclude from this concept that people who see a thing from a different
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viewpoint must also have different conceptions about it, and those who see something from the same viewpoint must have the same notion about a thing. Although it should be noted that the phrase "one and the same" may not be construed as "completely the same," as it is impossible for two people to perceive something from one and the same viewpoint, in that innumerous differences can always be found in the conditions of body, mind, and of the entire person which engender a multiplicity in their perceptions. It has long been established that no two people can have one and the same perception of things which is captured in the famous saying: quot capita, tot sensus ("As many heads, as many options"). 311. If people perceive a thing from a different viewpoint and they tell each other about their conceptions and the conclusions they have drawn from them, then it will appear to each that the other's account has the following characteristics. First, one will come across all sorts of improbable things in the other person's description. Because sufficient proof of this cannot be presented here without many subtle metaphysical propositions, we would prefer to confirm this hypothesis as an observation by example. If, when the Spanish arrived, they had shown an American the specific parts of a rifle, its structure, and how to load it, then the American would certainly have had a concept of it. But if he were told to be careful with the rifle because it might endanger his life, or if he were told that people had already had bullets shot into their bodies, then the Indian would not have understood any of this. If a shot were to follow, he would be thoroughly surprised as he would not have expected such a thing to happen. And so, a private individual can believe everything to be at peace and hold an attack on his country for impossible— especially if he is at court where talk centers on the great dangers which threaten from internal or outside unrest. 312. This is especially true when human actions are related to us from a viewpoint which differs from the one we have previously held. We find the ensuing qualities unexpected, i.e., that some circumstances come about more easily and naturally than we had previously imagined: there was more intrigue, artfulness, or luck, than we had thought; many actions seem more praiseworthy than before and many seem more shameful. Furthermore, some parts of the story will bring us pleasure which had not been particularly pleasing before. On the one hand, we will participate more in the story than before, and on the other, it will seem to be something which has little to do with us. Not to mention the other unexpected things which will arise when two people with different viewpoints make their insights known to one another. These will depend on the different types of history, i.e., whether it be state, church, or natural history. 313. Furthermore, when another person perceives a thing or an event from a viewpoint which differs from ours, we usually think we have come across something incongruous, contradictory, or paradoxical. For we judge the nature of a thing according to the concept we have of it. Whatever disagrees with our concept, must in our opinion, also disagree with the nature of the object itself.
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Different things may come up in another person's account which seem to contend with ours because we do not know the nature of the ideas precisely enough. It often seems to us as though there were contradictions and inconsistencies in history itself. One often encounters this sort of contradiction when comparing different accounts of the same event, regardless of the fact that the authors composed them with such scrupulosity that they would swear with a clear conscience to the conscientiousness of their work. Clearly, the event itself cannot contain contradictions; it alone may be presented to the observers so differently that the accounts of it contain something contradictory in themselves. 314. The number of these contradictions is not decreased by the fact that a person immediately draws conclusions while watching an event and later considers these to be a part of the event although they do not belong to it and are more probably incorrect. Such a statement, which one believes to have experienced although it is actually concluded from the experience, is called a surreptitious statement. For example, in the evening when the sky is brightly lit, one often sees a light fall downwards in the air or to the side. A completely injudicious person would immediately imagine he had seen a star fall from the sky and burn out in the course of its fall. A more intelligent person would say that a star had flickered or that it had emitted a beam of light. Everyone tends to describe the event according to his own perception; at the same time, however, presenting his imagined or incorrect judgment of the falling heavenly body as the event itself. Such hasty and premature conclusions creep into almost all of our accounts and it would be difficult even for a philosopher to keep from bringing his own conclusions into the event, although he may be scrupulously trained to distinguish between his judgment and the thing itself. 315. Because of the unexpected and incongruous things which we encounter in an event told from a viewpoint which differs from ours (311, 313), it also follows that we have difficulty believing that the event took place. We know that things cannot happen which are contradictory and without sufficient reason and, therefore, that we need not believe them. We find things in this same story which are incongruous or for which there is not sufficient cause and it is difficult for us to believe the story for this reason—even if the narrator were plausible enough otherwise. 316. An account of things which did not happen is called a fiction (66). When (hi)stories, with which we ourselves are familiar, are related to us by someone who perceives them from another viewpoint, we do not believe that they actually took place (315) and they appear therefore to be a fiction to us. Similarly, because of its apparent incredibility, that which actually took place (and thus belongs to historical accounts) acquires the reputation of a fable. 317. If a story is told to us from a viewpoint which seems improbable, then it may appear to us to be a fiction (316) because of its incredibility. But since fables are not appropriate in all cases, the improbability may mean that we push the
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blame for the lack of knowledge of the event onto the person telling the story, or it may also mean that we believe he planned to deceive the reader (16). In both cases, the conclusion casts a poor light on the author and it thus becomes necessary to show how the author of an account could unjustly be met with such criticism. We will then go on to show how one might save both these passages and the author himself. 318. The event and the concept of the event are commonly held to be one and the same, which is not always incorrect. Yet one must indicate the difference and clearly make note of it, particularly when one is dealing with the interpretation of an event. For it is not the event in itself, but the concept of the event which is unclear to another person and is in need of an interpretation. The difference is, by the way, very noticeable: the event is one and the same, but the concept of it different and manifold. There is nothing contradictory in an event; the contradictions arise from the different conceptions of the same thing. All things in an event have sufficient reason; in its conception, things can appear which seem to happen without sufficient reason. 319. A history is narrated or written down so that readers and listeners will believe it. If the event is possible in itself and the narrator is worthy of belief, then there exists no reason or cause for us not to believe it. We see, however, that we do not want to believe an account because it seems unexpected, incongruous, and fabulous. Such accounts are then in need of an interpretation (169). In this case it is the responsibility of the interpreter to eliminate the improbable, the incongruous, and the fabulous aspects of the account, or to place his pupil in a position where the account no longer appears to him to have these characteristics. And we must show how an interpreter might practically be able to do this. 320. The reason we do not believe a history presented to us from a strange viewpoint is that we think we find contradictions or fabulous elements in it (319). We will always sense a difficulty in believing such accounts as long as these elements are not done away with. Meanwhile, it is possible for one to gradually stop noticing such contradictory and unexpected elements and allow oneself, in the end, to be persuaded by an account, although the doubts have not been proved unfounded. Accordingly, this is a means of making an account plausible for someone by putting their attentiveness to sleep, so that they no longer experience the doubt which they felt in the beginning.



324. Therefore, an interpreter must imagine the account which he wishes to interpret from both viewpoints; from the viewpoint of the person who finds it incredible and from the perspective of the scribe who wrote it. But since we are usually lacking such interpreters, we must help ourselves and serve as interpreters. Our concern here nevertheless is that we gradually learn to understand
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an account which we did not thoroughly understand in the beginning and which is why we did not believe it (161). This means in this case that we learn the circumstances of the event of which we were previously unaware and that we learn to reflect on those details which are already known to us (323). But we cannot foresee which details we are missing and which details would allow us to comprehend the account if they were known to us. 325. But because each account has its own specific place, particular people, and certain time, and because it is the knowledge of these things which enables us to comprehend it, we can give this rule according to which one must interpret incredible accounts for himself. One must inquire about all details concerning time and place, if and where an event took place. Subsequently, one can generally arrive, in this manner, at a knowledge of those details which will make the entire matter comprehensible and plausible. 326. If an interpreter either cannot interpret a seemingly incongruous and incredible account according to the prescribed method (322, 323), or if he for some reason is unable to make the crucial details clear to his pupil, then he can move him to accept the account if he clearly shows him that there are indeed true accounts in which there are things which will seem implausible or incongruous to this or that reader. Furthermore, he may impress on him that a student of history should place his trust more in the integrity and insight of the writer of the history, rather than to doubt the account itself because of apparent absurdity and contradiction with other truths. 327. Two or more similar accounts are called parallel histories. Just as many types of similarities may be found in accounts, there are also many types of parallel histories to be discovered. An example of a peculiar type of this sort is when both events share the same cause and consequence— as in the case where the very greatness of an empire has afforded the opportunity for its downfall, or where often the most insignificant persons in the republic have undertaken the greatest changes. 328. When a history appears to us to be incredible and there also exist parallel histories of whose truth there is no doubt, then we are easily persuaded that the account in question is not necessarily incredible. Therefore, if a pupil does not believe an account because it seems incongruous and the interpreter of the account wishes to make it plausible to him, then he can make use of this expedient. By bringing in parallel accounts which cannot be called into question, he can demonstrate that accounts of this sort are indeed possible. 329. If the authors of two accounts contradict one another, regardless of whether the issue has been presented correctly or from different viewpoints (312), the reader will generally think the authors were so opposed to each other that one must necessarily be in the right and the other in the wrong. Of course, it could be that this contradiction is only an apparent one (313), and stems from the fact that the reader does not completely understand either one or both of the authors
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of the accounts. An interpreter should accordingly reconcile the contradictory elements by presenting the account to the pupil in such a way that he no longer finds a contradiction. 330. When two authors contradict one another— regardless of whether they are both in the right— then the one account will appear to us to be contradictory and incongruous if we assume the other one to be true. If a story seems to be incongruous, then we are lacking certain details. Thus, if an interpreter wants to reconcile the contradictory account (329), he must either teach his pupil the details missing from the narration which are unknown to him (322), or at least bring it home to the pupil that he remember them. In this case, it is the insight of the interpreter which is needed, just as we demanded this from the interpreter of incredible passages (324). 331. However, if one wants to arrive at his own interpretation, then one must carefully note just how each of the authors of the contradictory accounts views the time, place, and the people pertinent to his narration (324). He must also collect all the details and make precise observations, for we often fall upon the details which it is necessary to know by chance (325). Even so, we still cannot promise ourselves the assured success of our efforts. If it happens that there are no more details on the issue recorded elsewhere, then it will remain impossible to find an interpretation which is certain.



2 Foundations: General Theory and Art of Interpretation Friedrich D. E. Schleiermacher FRIEDRICH (DANIEL ERNST) SCHLEIERMACHER (1768-1834), the founder of modern Protestant theology, was also a respected classical philologist (best known through his work on Plato) and an original thinker in his own right. His interest in hermeneutic problems was first kindled when he lived in Berlin in close personal contact with Friedrich Schlegel and the other Romantics (1796-1802). Among his group, Schlegel was the first to apply the principles of transcendental idealism to the realm of literature with his Philosophy of Philology. Taking his cues from Schlegel's suggestive insights, Schleiermacher went to work in a consistent and systematic fashion, and thus became the founder of modern hermeneutics. By critically uniting the hermeneutic traditions in Protestant theology and the rhetorical and philological traditions of classical scholarship with the new transcendental approach inherited from Kant and Fichte, Schleiermacher created the "classical" system of Romantic hermeneutics. He wrote down his ideas first in aphoristic form (1805, 1809-10), subsequently elaborated a draft of his system, and finally produced a detailed outline of his ideas in 1819. This so-called Compendium of 1819 served Schleiermacher as the basis for the lecture course which he taught repeatedly over the years when he held his chair in Protestant theology at the University of Berlin between 1810 and 1834. In 1828 he added additional notes ("Marginal Notes") and comments to the original text. After Schleiermacher's death, his student, F. Liicke, published in 1838 a volume called Hermeneutics and Criticism which offered a coherent version of Schleiermacher's hermeneutics, composed of notes taken by students attending his lectures and of Schleiermacher's own notes and outlines. It was only in 1958 that Schleiermacher's manuscripts were published separately and in their entirety by one of Gadamer's students, H. Kimmerle. The text of the Liicke edition has recently been reissued (F. D. E. Schleiermacher, Hermeneutik und Kritik, 1977. Sect. A, Bibl.). The selections are from the English translation by J. Duke and J. Forstman of the Kimmerle edition. They comprise the "Introduction," "Part 1: Grammatical Interpretation," and "Part 2: Technical Interpretation" of the Compendium of 1819, together with the marginal notes of 1828, which are reproduced here in smaller type following the passages to which they relate. A few short paragraphs which did not directly contribute to the main argument have been omitted from "Part 1."
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[GENERAL HERMENEUTICS] Introduction 1. 1. At present there is no general hermeneutics as the art of understanding but only a variety of specialized hermeneutics.* Ast's explanation, p. 172; Wolf, p. 37.1 *1828 1. Hermeneutics and criticism are related such that the practice of either one presupposes the other. In both, the relationship to the author is general and varied. Hermeneutics is presumed to be unimportant because it is necessary where criticism is hardly applicable at all, in general because the task of criticism supposedly ends, whereas the task of hermeneutics is endless. The hermeneutical task moves constantly. My first sentence refers to this movement. 2. With respect to its study of both genre and language, special hermeneutics is only an aggregate of observations and does not meet the requirements to science. To seek understanding without reflection and to resort to the rules of understanding only in special cases is an unbalanced operation. Since one cannot do without either of these two standpoints, one must combine them. This occurs in two ways: (1) Even where we think we can proceed in an inartistic way we often encounter unexpected difficulties, the clues for the solution of which may be found in the materials already passed over. Therefore, we are always forced to pay attention to what may be able to resolve these problems. (2) If we always proceed artistically, we come at the end to an unconscious application of the rules, without ever having been inartistic.



1. Hermeneutics deals only with the art of understanding, not with the presentation of what has been understood. The presentation of what has been understood would be only one special part of the art of speaking and writing, and that part could be done only by relying upon general principles. 2. Nor is hermeneutics concerned exclusively with difficult passages of texts written in foreign languages. To the contrary, it presupposes a familiarity with both the contents and the language of a text. Assuming such familiarity, difficulties with particular passages of a text arise only because the easier ones have not been understood. Only an artistically sound understanding can follow what is being said and written. 3. It is commonly believed that by following general principles one can trust one's common sense. But if that is so, by following special principles, one can trust one's natural instincts. 2. It is very difficult to assign general hermeneutics its proper place among the sciences.
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1. For a long time it was treated as an appendix to Logic, but since Logic is no longer seen as dealing with applied matters, this can no longer be done. The philosopher per se has no interest in developing hermeneutical theory. He seldom works at understanding, because he believes that it occurs by necessity.2 2. Moreover, philology has become positivistic. Thus its way of treating hermeneutics results in a mere aggregate of observations. 3. Since the art of speaking and the art of understanding stand in relation to each other, speaking being only the outer side of thinking, hermeneutics is a part of the art of thinking, and is therefore philosophical.* *General hermeneutics is related to criticism as to grammar. And since there can be no communication or even acquisition of knowledge without all three, and since all correct thinking is based on correct speaking, all three are related to dialectics.



1. Yet these two are to be related in such a way that the art of interpretation at once depends upon and presupposes composition. They are parallel in the sense that artless speaking does not require any art to be understood. II. 4. Speaking is the medium for the communality of thought, and for this reason rhetoric and hermeneutics belong together and both are related to dialectics. 1. Indeed, a person thinks by means of speaking. Thinking matures by means of internal speech, and to that extent speaking is only developed thought. But whenever the thinker finds it necessary to fix what he has thought, there arises the art of speaking, that is, the transformation of original internal speaking, and interpretation becomes necessary. 2. Hermeneutics and rhetoric are intimately related in that every act of understanding is the reverse side of an act of speaking, and one must grasp the thinking that underlies a given statement. Dialectics relies on hermeneutics and rhetoric because the development of all knowledge depends on both speaking and understanding. 5. Just as every act of speaking is related to both the totality of the language and the totality of the speaker's thoughts, so understanding a speech always involves two moments: to understand what is said in the context of the language with its possibilities, and to understand it as a fact in the thinking of the speaker.* *3. Explanation of 5 and 6 How grammatical and psychological interpretation are related to dialectical and rhetorical thinking. Each makes use of the other. Grammatical and psychological remain the main divisions.



1. Every act of speaking presupposes a given language. This statement could also be reversed, not only for the absolutely first act of speaking in
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a language, but also for its entire history, because language develops through speaking. In every case commnication presupposes a shared language and therefore some knowledge of the language. Whenever something comes between the internal speaking and its communication, one must turn to the art of speaking. So the art of speaking is due in part to a speaker's anxiety that something in his use of language may be unfamiliar to the hearer. 2. Every act of speaking is based on something having been thought. This statement, too, could be reversed, but with respect to communication the first formulation holds because the art of understanding deals only with an advanced stage of thinking. 3. Accordingly, each person represents one locus where a given language takes shape in a particular way, and his speech can be understood only in the context of the totality of the language. But then too he is a person who is a constantly developing spirit, and his speaking can be understood as only one moment in this development in relation to all others. 6. Understanding takes place only in the coinherence of these two moments. 1. An act of speaking cannot even be understood as a moment in a person's development unless it is also understood in relation to the language. This is because the linguistic heritage [Angeborenheit der Sprache] modifies our mind. 2. Nor can an act of speaking be understood as a modification of the language unless it is also understood as a moment in the development of the person (later addition: because an individual is able to influence a language by speaking, which is how a language develops). III. 7. These two hermeneutical tasks are completely equal, and it would be incorrect to label grammatical interpretation the "lower" and psychological interpretation the "higher" task.* *On 7. There is no way to distinguish between what is easy or difficult in general terms. Rather, to one person the one task is easier; to another, the other. Consequently, there are two different main approaches and main works, notes on language and introductions. 4. Continuation of 7. Neither task is higher than the other. 6, 8, 9.



1. Psychological interpretation is higher when one regards the language exclusively as a means by which a person communicates his thoughts. Then grammatical interpretation is employed only to clear away initial difficulties. 2. Grammatical interpretation and language, because it conditions the thinking of every person, are higher only when one regards the person and his speaking exclusively as occasions for the language to reveal itself. Then psychological interpretation and the life of the individual become subordinate considerations. 3. From this dual relation it is evident that the two tasks are completely equal.
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8. The task is finally resolved when either side could be replaced by the other, though both must be treated, that is to say, when each side is treated in such a way that the treatment of the other side produces no change in the result. 1. Both grammatical and psychological interpretation must be treated, even though either can substitute for the other, in accordance with II, 6. 2. Each side is complete only when it makes the other superfluous and contributes to its work. This is because language can be learned only by understanding what is spoken, and because the inner make-up of a person, as well as the way in which external objects affect him, can only be understood from his speaking. 9. Interpretation is an art. 1. Each side is itself an art. For each side constructs something finite and definite from something infinite and indefinite. Language is infinite because every element is determinable in a special way by the other elements. This statement also applies to psychological interpretation, for every intuition of a person is itself infinite. Moreover, external influences on a person will have ramifications which trail off into infinity. Such a construction, however, cannot be made by means of rules which may be applied with selfevident certainty. 2. In order to complete the grammatical side of interpretation it would be necessary to have a complete knowledge of the language. In order to complete the psychological side it would be necessary to have a complete knowledge of the person. Since in both cases such complete knowledge is impossible, it is necessary to move back and forth between the grammatical and psychological sides, and no rules can stipulate exactly how to do this. 10. The success of the art of interpretation depends on one's linguistic competence and on one's ability for knowing people. 1. By "linguistic competence" I am not referring to a facility for learning foreign languages. The distinction between one's mother tongue and a foreign language is not at issue here. Rather, I refer to one's command of language, one's sensitivity to its similarities and differences, etc. —It could be claimed that in this respect rhetoric and hermeneutics must always belong together. But hermeneutics requires one kind of competence, rhetoric requires another, and the two are not the same. To be sure, both hermeneutics and rhetoric require linguistic competence, but hermeneutics makes use of that competence in a different way. 2. One's ability to know people refers especially to a knowledge of the subjective element determining the composition of thoughts. Thus, just as with hermeneutics and rhetoric, so with hermeneutics and the artful description of persons, there is no permanent connection. Nonetheless, many errors in hermeneutics are due to a lack of this talent or to a flaw in its application. 3. Insofar as these abilities are universal gifts of nature, hermeneutics is
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everybody's concern. To the extent that a person is deficient in one of these talents, he is hampered, and the other gift can do no more than help him choose wisely from the suggestions made by others. IV. 11. The art of interpretation is not equally interested in every act of speaking. Some instances fail to spark its interest at all, while others engage it completely. Most, however, fall somewhere between these two extremes.* *Hour 5. 10-11. On 11. Of minimal worth is such common speech as (a) business discussions [geschdftliche] and (b) conversations. Of maximal worth, predominately for language: (a) original [urbildlich] for the production of thoughts = too much. Those types of speech between these two extremes lie closer to one extreme or the other—(a) toward common speech, that is, with a relatively important subject matter and a graceful presentation; (b) toward creative [geniale] speech, the classical quality of the language need not be original, and the originality in the combination of elements need not be classical. A great deal of talent is necessary not only to deal with difficult passages, but also in order not to be content with an immediate purpose, and to pursue both directions in order to reach the goal.



1. A statement may be regarded to be of no interest when it is neither important as a human act nor significant for the language. It is said because the language maintains itself only by constant repetition. But that which is only already available and repeated is itself of no significance. Conversations about the weather. But these statements are not absolutely devoid of significance, since they may be said to be "minimally significant," in that they are constructed in the same way as more profound statements. 2. A statement may be of maximum significance for one side of interpretation or the other. It is maximally significant for the grammatical side when it is linguistically creative to an exceptional degree and minimally repetitive: classical texts. A statement is maximally significant for the psychological side when it is highly individualized and minimally commonplace: original texts. The term "absolute" is reserved for statements that achieve a maximum of both linguistic creativity and individuality: works of genius [das Genialische]. 3. "Classical" and "original" statements cannot be transitory, but must be definitive for later productions. Indeed, even absolute texts are influenced to some degree by earlier and more common ones. 12. Although both sides of interpretation should always be applied, they will always be weighted differently.* *6. 12 and 13 were begun.



[1]. This is because a statement that is grammatically insignificant is not



78



General Theory and Art of Interpretation



necessarily psychologically insignificant and vice versa. Thus, in dealing with a text that is in one respect insignificant, we cannot reach what is significant in it by applying both sides equally. 2. A minimum of psychological interpretation is appropriate when what is to be interpreted is predominately objective. Pure history, especially in its details, whereas the overall viewpoint requires more psychological interpretation since it is always subjectively affected. Epics. Commercial records that can be used as historical sources. Didactic treatments in the strict sense on every subject. In such cases the subjective is not applied as a moment of interpretation, but results from the interpretation. A minimum of grammatical interpretation in conjunction with a maximum of psychological is appropriate in dealing with letters, especially personal letters. There is a point of transition along the continuum from historical and didactic pieces to personal letters. Lyric poetry. Polemics? 13. There are no methods of interpretation other than those discussed above. 1. For example, in the dispute over the historical interpretation of the New Testament there emerged the curious view that there are several different kinds of interpretation. To the contrary, only historical interpretation can do justice to the rootedness of the New Testament authors in their time and place. (Awkward expressions. Concepts of time.) But historical interpretation is wrong when it denies Christianity's power to create new concepts and attempts to explain it in terms of conditions which were already present in the time. It is proper to reject such a one-sided historical interpretation, but it is improper to reject historical interpretation altogether.3 The crux of the matter, then, lies in the relationship between grammatical and psychological interpretation, since new concepts developed from the distinctive manner in which the authors were affected. V. 2. Historical interpretation is not to be limited to gathering historical data. That task should be done even before interpretation begins, since it is the means for re-creating the relationship between speaker and the original audience, and interpretation cannot begin until that relationship has been established. 3. Allegorical interpretation does not deal with allegories where the figurative meaning is the only one intended, regardless of whether the stories are based on truth, as in the parable of the sower, or on fiction, as in the parable of the rich man, but to cases where the literal meaning, in its immediate context, gives rise to a second, figurative meaning. Such instances cannot be dismissed by citing the general principle that a given passage can have only one meaning, that is, its usual grammatical one. Allusions always involve a second meaning, and if a reader does not catch this second meaning along with the first, he misses one of the intended meanings, even though he may be able to follow the literal one. At the same time, to claim that there is an
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allusion where there actually is none is also an error. An allusion occurs when an additional meaning is so entwined with the main train of thought that the author believes it would be easily recognized by another person. These additional meanings are not merely occasional and unimportant, but just as the whole world is posited ideally in man, it is always considered real, although only as a dark shadow-image. There is a parallelism of different stages [Reihen] in the large and the small, and therefore there can occur in any one something from another: parallelism of the physical and the ethical of music and painting. But these parallelisms are to be noted only when figurative expressions indicate them. There is a special reason why parallelism occurs without clues, especially in Homer and in the Bible.* *Hour 7. Continuation of 13. In the search for what is rich in meaning and significance, dogmatic and allegorical interpretations share the common assumptions that the result should be as rich as possible for Christian doctrine and that nothing in the Holy Scriptures should be seen to be insignificant or of merely passing significance.. Move from this discussion to the question of inspiration. Given the great variety of ideas of inspiration, it is best, first of all, to test what sort of consequences the strictest idea leads to, i.e., the idea that the power of the spirit extends from the inception of the thought to the act of writing itself. Due to the variants, this no longer helps us. These were, however, already present before the Scriptures were collected. Here, too, then, criticism is necessary. —But even the first readers of the apostles' epistles would have had to abstract from their ideas to the author and from the application of their knowledge of that, and would have become completely confused. If one then asks why the Scriptures did not arise in a totally miraculous way without the involvement of humans, we must answer that the divine spirit can have chosen the method it did only if it wanted everything traced back to the declared author. Therefore, this interpretation must be correct. The same point holds with respect to the grammatical side. But then every element must be treated as purely human, and the action of the Spirit was only to produce the inner impulse. Other views, ascribing some special trait to the spirit (e.g., protection from error) but not others, are untenable. For example, protection from error means that the process of writing is hedged in, but putting down what insight in a given place devolves on the author.



VI. This accounts for the singularity of Homer as a book for general education and of the Old Testament as a body of literature from which everything is to be drawn. To this it should be added that the mythical contents in both are developed into esoteric [gnomische] philosophy on the one hand and into history on the other. But there is no technical interpretation for myth because it cannot be traced back to a single person, and the shifting in ordinary understanding between the literal and figurative meanings draws out the double meaning most clearly. In the case of the New Testament, however, the situation was quite different, and a method based on two principles was developed. First, in keeping with the close connection between the two
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General Theory and Art of Interpretation testaments, the type of explanation used in interpreting the Old Testament was applied to the New Testament as well, and this type of interpretation was carried over into scholarly interpretations. The second principle was the idea, more thoroughly applied to the New Testament than to the~Old, that the Holy Spirit was the author. Since the Holy Spirit could not be conceived as an individual consciousness that changed in time, there arose a tendency to find everything in each part. Universal truths or particular instructions satisfy this inclination, but the results which are produced are in the main unconnected and, taken in isolation, insignificant. 4. Incidentally, the question arises whether on account of the Holy Spirit the Scriptures must be treated in a special way. This question cannot be answered by a dogmatic decision about inspiration, because such a decision itself depends upon interpretation. 1. We must not make a distinction between what the apostles spoke and what they wrote, for the church had to be built on their speeches. 2. But for this reason we must not suppose that their writings were addressed to all of Christendom, for in fact each text was addressed to specific people, and their writings could not be properly understood in the future unless these first readers could understand them. But these first readers would have looked for what was specifically related to their own situations, and from this material they had to derive the whole truth of Christianity. Our interpretation must take this fact into account, and we must assume that even if the authors had been merely passive tools of the Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit could have spoken through them only as they themselves would have spoken.*



*Whether the view that everything in the Scriptures was inspired means that everything must relate to the whole church? No. This view would necessarily entail that the original recipients would interpret them incorrectly, so that it would have been better if the Holy Spirit had not produced the Scriptures as occasional writings. Therefore, grammatical and psychological interpretation always proceed in accord with the general rules. To what extent a specialized hermeneutics is still required cannot be discussed until later.



VII. 5. The worst offender in this respect is cabalistic interpretation which labors to find everything in the particular elements and their signs. —One sees that whatever efforts can be legitimately called interpretation, there are no other types except those based on the different relationships between the two sides we have noted. 14. The distinction between artful and artless interpretation is not based on the difference between what is familiar to us and what is unfamiliar, or between what is spoken and what is written. Rather, it is based on the fact that we want to understand with precision some things and not others.*
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* 14-16. We stand at the point of total opposition between artless and artful interpretation. If one moves to the latter only when difficulties are encountered, one will come to no more than discrete observations. —Precise understanding means that one grasps the easy parts of the meaning and uses them as a key for interpreting the difficult parts.



1. Were the art of interpretation needed only for foreign and ancient texts, then the original readers would not have required it. Were this the case, then in effect the art of interpretation would be based on the differences between the original readers and us. But historical and linguistic knowledge removes that obstacle, and so only after significant points of comparison between the first readers and us have been reached can interpretation begin. Therefore, the only difference between ancient and foreign texts and contemporary texts in our own language is that the comparisons necessary for interpreting the former cannot be completed prior to the interpretation but begins and is completed with the process of interpretation. As he works the interpreter should keep this fact in mind. 2. Nor do written texts alone call for the art of interpretation. Were that true, the art would be necessary only because of the difference between written and spoken words, that is, because of the loss of the living voice and the absence of supplementary personal impressions. But the latter must themselves be interpreted, and that interpretation is never certain. To be sure, the living voice facilitates understanding, and a writer must take this fact into consideration. Were he to do so, then, on the assumption that the art of interpretation is not necessary for oral statements, the art would not be necessary for the written text. But that simply is not the case. Therefore, even if an author did not consider the effects of the living voice, the necessity for the art of interpretation is not based on the difference between oral and written statements. * *That the art is necessary more for spoken than written language, because as the speech is spoken one cannot remember the various rules which are to be used.



3. Given this relationship between speaking and writing, the distinction between artful and artless interpretation must be based on nothing else than the principle stated above, and it follows that artistic interpretation has the same aim as we do in ordinary listening. VIII. 15. There is a less rigorous practice of this art which is based on the assumption that understanding occurs as a matter of course. The aim of this practice may be expressed in negative form as: "misunderstanding should be avoided." 1. This less rigorous practice presupposes that it deals mainly with insignificant matters or that it has a quite specific interest, and so it establishes limited, easily realizable goals.



82



General Theory and Art of Interpretation



2. Even here, however, difficulties may necessitate recourse to artful interpretation. In this way hermeneutics originated from artless practice. But because it was applied only to difficult cases, it produced merely a collection of observations. At the same time this practice gave rise to special hermeneutics, since difficult passages could be more easily worked out within a delimited framework. Both theological and juristic hermeneutics arose in this way,4 and even the philologists have pursued only specialized aims. 3. In short, the less rigorous practice is based on the fact that the speaker and hearer share a common language and a common way of formulating thoughts. 16. There is a more rigorous practice of the art of interpretation that is based on the assumption that misunderstanding occurs as a matter of course, and so understanding must be willed and sought at every point. 1. This more rigorous practice consists in grasping the text precisely with the understanding and in viewing it from the standpoint of both grammatical and psychological interpretation. (Note: It is common experience that one notices no distinction until. . . [the] beginning of a misunderstanding.) 2. Therefore, this more rigorous practice presupposes that the speaker and hearer differ in their use of language and in their ways of formulating thoughts, although to be sure there is an underlying unity between them. This is one of the less significant matters overlooked by artless interpretation* *9. Discuss the difference (pistis) between the subjective interpretation and the objective as such.



17. Both qualitative misunderstanding of the contents of a work and quantitative misunderstanding of its tone are to be avoided.* * 17. Negative formulation of the task: to avoid misunderstanding the material and formal elements. 1. Objective qualitative misunderstanding occurs when one part of speech in the language is confused with another, as for example, when the meanings of two words are confused. Subjective qualitative misunderstanding occurs when the reference of an expression is confused. 2. Subjective quantitative misunderstanding occurs when one misses the potential power of development of a part of speech or the value given it by the speaker. Analogous to this, objective quantitative misunderstanding occurs when one mistakes the degree of importance which a part of speech has. 3. From quantitative misunderstanding, which usually receives less consideration, qualitative always develops.



Friedrich D. E. Schleiermacher



83



4. This thesis (17) encompasses the full task of interpretation, but because it is stated negatively we cannot develop rules from it. In order to develop rules we must work from a positive thesis, but we must constantly be oriented to this negative formulation. 5. We must also distinguish between passive and active misunderstanding. The latter occurs when one reads something into a text because of one's own bias. In such a case the author's meaning cannot possibly emerge.* *Hour 10. 17,5. This represents the maximum, because it is caused by completely false presuppositions.—18. 19.



IX. 18. The rules for the art of interpretation must be developed from a positive formula, and this is: "the historical and divinatory, objective and subjective reconstruction of a given statement." 1. "Objective-historical" means to consider the statement in [its] relation to the language as a whole, and to consider the knowledge it contains as a product of the language. — "Objective-prophetic" means to sense how the statement itself will stimulate further developments in the language. Only by taking both of these aspects into account can qualitative and quantitative misunderstanding be avoided. 2. "Subjective-historical" means to know how the statement, as a fact in the person's mind, has emerged. "Subjective-prophetic" means to sense how the thoughts contained in the statement will exercise further influence on and in the author. Here, again, unless both of these aspects are taken into account, qualitative and quantitative misunderstandings are unavoidable. 3. The task is to be formulated as follows: "To understand the text at first as well as and then even better than its author." Since we have no direct knowledge of what was in the author's mind, we must try to become aware of many things of which he himself may have been unconscious, except insofar as he reflects on his own work and becomes his own reader. Moreover, with respect to the objective aspects, the author had no data other than we have. 4. So formulated, the task is infinite, because in a statement we want to trace a past and a future which stretch into infinity. Consequently, inspiration is as much a part of this art as of any other. Inasmuch as a text does not evoke such inspiration, it is insignificant. —The question of how far and in which directions interpretation will be pressed must be decided in each case on practical grounds. Specialized hermeneutics and not general hermeneutics must deal with these questions. 19. Before the art of hermeneutics can be practiced, the interpreter must put himself both objectively and subjectively in the position of the author. 1. On the objective side this requires knowing the language as the author
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knew it. But this is a more specific task than putting oneself in the position of the original readers, for they, too, had to identify with the author. On the subjective side this requires knowing the inner and the outer aspects of the author's life. 2. These two sides can be completed only in the interpretation itself. For only from a person's writings can one learn his vocabulary, and so, too, his character and his circumstances. 20. The vocabulary and the history of an author's age together form a whole from which his writings must be understood as a part, and vice versa. 1. Complete knowledge always involves an apparent circle, that each part can be understood only out of the whole to which it belongs, and vice versa. All knowledge which is scientific must be constructed in this way. 2. To put oneself in the position of an author means to follow through with this relationship between the whole and the parts. Thus it follows, first, that the more we learn about an author, the better equipped we are for interpretation, but, second, that a text can never be understood right away. On the contrary, every reading puts us in a better position to understand because it increases our knowledge. Only in the case of insignificant texts are we satisfied with what we understand on first reading. X. 21. An interpreter who gains all his knowledge of an author's vocabulary from lexical aids and disconnected observations can never reach an independent interpretation.* *Hour 11. 19, 20, 21, 22. I only began 22. Neither 21 nor 22 were applied to the New Testament. Hour 12. Apply 21 and 22 to the New Testament.



1. The only source independent of interpretation for knowing an author's vocabulary is the immediate, living heritage of the language. With Greek and Latin that source is incomplete. That is why the first lexicographical works, which searched the whole literature in order to learn about the language, were put together. Consequently, these dictionaries must be constantly emended by interpretation itself, and every artful interpretation must contribute to that end. 2. By the "vocabulary" of an author I include the dialect, sentence structure, and type of language characteristic of a given genre, the latter beginning with the distinction between poetry and prose. 3. Various aids may be indispensable for a beginner's first steps, but an independent interpretation demands that the interpreter acquire his background knowledge through independent research. All of the information about a language which dictionaries and other resource works supply represents the product of particular and often questionable interpretations.
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4. In New Testament studies, especially, it can be said that the questionableness and arbitrariness of interpretation is due in large measure to this failure. For references to particular observations can lead to contradictory results. —The road to comprehending the language of the New Testament leads one from classical antiquity through (a) Macedonian Greek, (b) the Jewish secular writers (Josephus and Philo), (c) the deuterocanonical writings, and (d) the Septuagint, which is closest to Hebrew. 22. An interpreter who gains his historical knowledge solely from prolegomena cannot reach an independent interpretation. 1. Any editor who wants to be helpful should provide such prolegomena, in addition to the usual critical aids. Preparing such prolegomena requires a knowledge of the whole circle of literature to which a writing belongs and of everything that has been written about a given author. For this reason these prolegomena themselves depend on interpretation, and . . . at the same time how they were compiled may be irrelevant to the aim of the reader. The precise interpreter, however, must gradually derive all of his conclusions from the sources themselves. Thus he must proceed from the easier to the more difficult passages. A dependence on prolegomena is most damaging when one takes conclusions from them that should have been derived from the original sources. 2. In New Testament studies a separate discipline has been created to deal with this background information, the Introduction. The Introduction is not truly an organic part of the theological sciences, but it does serve a practical purpose for both the beginner and the master, because it is helpful to have all the previous research on a given topic collected in one place. But the interpreter must contribute to extending and verifying this information. The various ways of arranging and using this fragmentary background information have given rise to different, but also one-sided, schools of interpretation, which can easily be branded as fads [als Manier]. XI. 23. Also within each given text, its parts can only be understood in terms of the whole, and so the interpreter must gain an overview of the work by a cursory reading before undertaking a more careful interpretation. 1. Here, too, there seems to be a circle. This provisional understanding requires only that knowledge of the particulars which comes from a general knowledge of the language. 2. Synopses provided by the author are too sparse to serve the purpose of even technical interpretation, and the summaries which editors customarily give in prolegomena bring the reader under the power of their own interpretations. 3. The interpreter should seek to identify the leading ideas by which all the



86



General Theory and Art of Interpretation others are to be assessed. Likewise, in technical interpretation, one should try to identify the basic train of thought by reference to which particular ideas may be more readily recognized. That these tasks are indispensable for both technical and grammatical interpretation can be easily seen from the various types of misunderstanding. 4. It is not necessary to gain an overview of insignificant texts, and although an overview seems to offer little help in dealing with difficult texts, it is nonetheless indispensable. It is characteristic of difficult authors that an overview is of little help.*



*13. 23. General rule for the method: (a) Begin with a general overview of the text, (b) Comprehend it by moving in both directions simultaneously, (c) Only when the two coincide for one passage does one proceed to another passage, (d) When the two do not agree, it is necessary to go back until the error in calculation is found.



Whenever we are actually engaged in the interpretation of a particular text, we must always hold the two sides of interpretation together. But in setting forth the theory of hermeneutics we must separate them and discuss the two separately. Nonetheless, each side of interpretation must be developed so thoroughly that the other becomes indispensable, or better, that the results of the two coincide. Grammatical interpretation comes first.



[GRAMMATICAL AND TECHNICAL INTERPRETATION] Part I: Grammatical Interpretation XII. 1. First canon: A more precise determination of any point in a given text must be decided on the basis of the use of language common to the author and his original public. 1. Every point needs to be more precisely defined, and that determination is first of all provided by the context. Considered in isolation, every element of language, both formal and material, is indefinite. For any given word or linguistic form we can conceive a certain range [Cyclus] of usages. 2. Some term what a word is thought to mean "in and of itself its meaning [Bedeutung] and what the word is thought to mean in a given context its "sense" [Sinn]. Others argue that a word can have only a single meaning
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[Bedeutung] and not a sense [Sinn]; that a sentence regarded in isolation has a sense [Sinn], but not a purport [Verstand], for only a complete text has a purport. Of course, it could be claimed that even a whole text would be more completely understood in the context of its entire world, but this consideration leads us beyond the sphere of interpretation altogether. —The latter terminology is certainly preferable inasmuch as a sentence is an inseparable unity and as such its sense [Sinn] is also a unity, that is, there is a mutual co-determination of its subject and predicate. Nonetheless, this terminology is not adequate to linguistic usage. For with reference to the purport [Verstand] of a text, meaning and sense are identical. The truth is that in interpretation the task of clarifying what is vague, is never-ending. —When a given sentence is a self-enclosed whole, the distinction between sense and purport seems to disappear, as in the case of epigrams and maxims. This whole, however, must be determined by the reader: each reader has to puzzle through such statements as best he can. The meaning is decided by reference to the particular subject matter. 3. The era in which an author lives, his development, his involvements, his way of speaking— whenever these factors make a difference in a finished text— constitute his "sphere." But this sphere cannot be found in toto in every text, for it varies according to the kind of reader the author had in mind. But how do we determine who these readers were? Only by a cursory reading of the entire text. But determining the sphere common to the author and the readers is only the first step. It must be continued throughout the process of interpretation, and it is completed only when the interpretation itself is concluded. 4. There are several apparent exceptions to the rule. a. Archaic expressions lie beyond the immediate linguistic sphere of the author and his readers. They serve the purpose of making the past contemporaneous with the present; they are used in writing more than in speaking, in poetry more than in prose. b. Technical expressions occur in even the most common forms of speaking, as, for example, in legal proceedings, even though not everyone understands them. This fact leads us to observe that an author does not always have his entire public in mind, but only certain sectors of it. Consequently, the application of this rule requires a certain amount of art, since it depends on the interpreter's sensitivity [richtige Gefuhle}. XIV. 5 .The statement that we must consciously grasp an author's linguistic sphere, in contrast to other organic aspects of his language, implies that we understand the author better than he understood himself. Both in our general survey and in our work on particular passages difficulties arise, and we must become aware of many things of which the author himself was unaware. 6. By drawing on our general survey of the work, interpretation may
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General Theory and Art of Interpretation continue smoothly for some time without actually being artless, because everything is held together in a general picture. But as soon as some detail causes us difficulty, we begin to wonder whether the problem lies with the author or with us. We may assume that the author is at fault only when our overview of the text uncovers evidence that the author is careless and imprecise, or confused and without talent. Our own errors may be caused in two ways. We may have made an early mistake in understanding that had continued unnoticed, or our knowledge of the language might be inadequate. In either case, the correct word usage does not occur to us. I will discuss the former later, because it is related to the use of parallel passages. I want to discuss the latter now. 7. Dictionaries, which are the normal resources for supplementing our knowledge of a language, view the various usages of a word as a manyfaceted, loosely-bound aggregate. They do not trace the meaning [Bedeutung] back to its original unity, because to do so would require that the material be arranged according to the system of concepts, and this is impossible. The multiplicity of meanings, then, is to be analyzed into a series of distinctions. The first is the distinction between the literal and the figurative. Upon closer scrutiny this distinction disappears. In similes two parallel series of thoughts are connected. Each word stands in its own series and should be determined only in those terms. Therefore, it retains its own meaning. In metaphors this connection is only suggested, and often only a single aspect of the concept is emphasized. For example, coma arborum is foliage, but coma still means hair. And we speak of the lion as the king of the animals. But a lion does not govern, and kings are not entitled to devour others on the principle that "might makes right." Such a single usage of the word has no meaning, and usually the entire phrase must be given. This distinction may be ultimately traced to the belief that not all non-literal [geistliche] meanings are original, but that they are imagistic usages of words that had sense-referents. XV. But this question lies beyond the sphere of hermeneutics. Even if theos (God) is derived from thed, this fact would not be immediately evident in the language because it arose in the primitive history of the language, with which hermeneutics does not deal. The question is whether non-literal ideas [geistliche Vorstellungen] are a second shape of development that does not begin until after the language has been formed, and there does not seem to be any answer to that question. It is undeniable that there are non-literal words which at the same time signify sense-objects, but a parallelism governs these cases in that both, as they present themselves to us, are included in the idea of one living whole. This accounts, too, for the use of the same words for matters relating to space and time. The two meanings are essentially the same because we can determine space only by reference to time, and vice versa. Terms for form and
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movement are also interchangeable, and so a "creeping plant" is not a figurative expression. There are just as many problems with the distinction between original and derived meanings. In Latin hostis originally meant "stranger," but it came to mean "enemy." Originally all strangers were enemies. Later it became possible to be friendly with foreigners, and people instinctively decided that the word had referred more to a difference of disposition than to a distance of space. One could therefore speak of certain fellow citizens as hostes [enemies], but perhaps only those who had been exiled. People also make a distinction between general and specific meanings, the former occurring in ordinary conversation and the latter in special areas of discussion. Often these meanings are basically the same, or elliptical. Thus, the word "foot" stands for a measurement of length or a unit of poetry, or for a step, or a step forward. The difference between general and particular meanings, then, develops because the terminology used in a special discipline takes on a more general meaning when used by groups of people who do not understand it precisely. Frequently, too, foreign words become garbled and remolded until they seem to be native words. All of the other distinctions about word-meanings arise in similar ways. 8. The basic task, even for dictionaries designed specifically for interpreters, is to identify the true and complete unity of a given word. Of course, the occurrence of a word in a given passage involves an infinite, indeterminate multiplicity. The only way to grasp the unity of a word within such a multiplicity of usages is to consider the multiplicity as a clearly circumscribed grouping with a unity of its own. Such a unity in turn must break up into distinctions. But a word is never isolated, even when it occurs by itself, for its determination is not derived from itself, but from its context. We need only to relate this contextual use to this original unity in order to discover the correct meaning in each case. But to find the complete unity of a word would be to explain it, and that is as difficult as completely explaining objects. The elements of dead languages cannot be fully explained because we are not yet in a position to trace their whole development, and those of living languages cannot be explained because they are still developing. XVI. 9. Granting that a multiplicity of usages is possible with an existing unity, then a multiplicity must already be present in the unity: several major points are bound together as variables within certain limits. One's linguistic sense must be attentive to this, and when uncertainties arise, reference to a dictionary can help orient us to what is known about the word. The various instances cited in the dictionary should be regarded merely as a reasonable selection. One must connect the various citations in order to bring into view the full range of the word and to determine the meaning of a given usage. 10. The same holds for the formal element. The rules of grammar are just like the meanings cited in a dictionary. Thus, in dealing with particles, a
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General Theory and Art of Interpretation grammar serves as a dictionary. It is even more difficult, however, to deal with the formal elements of the language. 11. To use these aids is in effect to make use of another author, and so all of the rules of interpretation apply here as well. These two resources represent only a certain segment of our knowledge of a language, and usually each is written from a definite point of view. Therefore, in the use of these aids a scholar will make corrections and additions in order to reach a better understanding. All of his work should contribute to this end.



3. Second Canon. The meaning of each word of a passage must be determined by the context in which it occurs. 1. The first canon serves only to exclude certain possibilities. This second canon, however, seems to be determinative, a "jump" which must be justified. a. One moves from the first canon to the second. Each word has a determinative linguistic sphere. In explaining a word we use only what we believe can be expected to occur within that linguistic sphere. Similarly, the whole text more or less forms the context and surroundings of each passage. b. Likewise, one moves from the second canon to the first. When the given connection of subject, predicate, and supplementary words is not sufficient to explain the meaning, one must turn to other passages where these same words occur and under certain conditions, to other works of the author or even to works written by others in which these words appear. But one must always remain within the same linguistic sphere. 2. Consequently, the distinction we have made between the two canons, that the first is exclusive and the second determinative, is more apparent than real. In each particular case this second canon, too, only excludes certain possibilities. Every modifier excludes a certain number of otherwise possible meanings, and the determination of the word emerges by a process of elimination. Since the application of this canon, carried to its farthest extent, involves the entire theory of parallel passages, these two canons comprise the whole of grammatical interpretation. XXI. 3. We must now discuss how to determine the formal and material elements, and we must deal with both in a way that draws on the immediate context and on parallels, and aims at both qualitative and quantitative understanding. Either set of divisions may be made the major basis for organizing the discussion. But the first is the most natural, because it is a two-way road that runs through the entire operation. 4. The use of parallel passages as a resource is only an apparent extension of the canon, and the use of parallel passages is limited by the canon. For a passage is "parallel" only when it can be considered, with respect to the
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point in question, as identical with the sentence itself, and so can be considered part of a unified context. 5. Granting that the formal and material elements constitute the major divisions of our discussion, it is best to begin by considering how to determine the formal element, because our understanding of a given passage is related to our preliminary understanding of the whole, and the sentence is recognized as a unity only through the formal element. 4. On determining the formal element.* *1828. I have already dealt with the material element.



We must divide formal elements into those that combine sentences and those that combine parts of speech to form a sentence. 1. At this point we must begin with the simple sentence, because combining individual statements into clauses and combining clauses to construct sentences are the same, whereas combining the parts of speech into a simple sentence is quite different. Included in the first are conjunctions and their rules, and whatever substitutes for them. Included in the second are prepositions. The crux of the matter concerns the type of combination, its degree, and how much has been combined. In speech, as in everything else, there are only two types of combination, organic and mechanical, i.e., an inner fusion and an external adjoining of parts. This distinction, however, is not absolute, since one often seems to shade off into the other. Often a causal or adversative particle seems merely additive. In such cases it has lost or even abandoned its true content. But often an additive term becomes decisive, and it may then be said to have been enhanced or made emphatic. In this way a qualitative difference becomes quantitative. Often, however, this transposition is only apparent, and the interpreter must always refer back to the original meaning. Often, too, apparent transpositions are due to the fact that the extent or the object of the connection have not been correctly identified. Thus one should not decide about a given case until all other questions have been considered. XXII. a. An organic connection may be more or less cohesive, but one should never suppose that it has lost all its meaning, as is sometimes done when statements which have been combined do not seem to belong together. But (a) the last clause before the particle can be a mere addition, and therefore the connective terms refer back to the main clause. Or the first clause after the connective term may be merely introductory, such that the connection refers to the major thoughts which follow. Of course, in order to specify the extent of a given connection, these dependent clauses should be changed into parenthetical statements
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(Zwischensatze). The degree to which this procedure can be applied varies according to the style of the work. The more free the style, the more the author must rely on the reader, (p) Often, however, the connection does not refer to the last major thought but to a whole series of thoughts. Otherwise entire sections could not be connected. In writings with well-defined divisions, the points made in one section may be recapitulated in the course of moving to another, and the connection becomes an entire sentence which includes as well the main contents of the section which is to follow. More ponderous constructions may contain additions and repetitions, as well as elements that ought not to have been carried over. But even in more flowing constructions the reader must pay attention to the transitions. Therefore, a general overview of the text is doubly necessary before a given point can be understood. b. That simply adjoining two statements can, as it were, become emphatic is due to the fact that all our organic connective terms (denn; weil; wenn) have evolved from particles that originally related solely to space and time. Thus it becomes possible that even today particles can be enhanced in their meanings. The canon, then, is based on the fact that one ought never presuppose that an author has merely tacked the whole together. Mere connection predominates in descriptions and narratives, but even there not completely, for this would make the writer nothing more than a transcriber. When the author is not a mere transcriber, mere additions can only be in the service of organic connections, that is, they are enclosed in them, follow from them, or lead to them. Therefore, even if no organic connection is evident, it must be implicit.5 XXIII. 5. Application to the New Testament 1. Even when a writer thinks in the language he uses, he frequently relies on his mother tongue in conceiving the work. Moreover, the combination of thoughts is already included in this initial conception, and so special attention is to be directed to the mixture of Hebrew and Greek. 2. This is all the more important because the two languages are so different. a. Due to their lack of education, the New Testament writers could not appropriate the richness of the Greek language, nor could they by casual listening catch the significance of the different types of connectives. Nonetheless, they sometimes used these along with those they knew well. b. Consequently, Greek signs which correspond in certain respects were readily considered fully equivalent. 3. It is therefore necessary to construct a whole from the Greek meanings of a sign and from the corresponding Hebraic ones and to make his judgment on this basis.
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4. A loose style of writing permits extensive latitude in the use of these elements because the sentences themselves are joined together with little art. 5. The great differences among the New Testament writers in this respect are not to be overlooked. Paul works from the Greek most of all; John the least. 6. The reference works are poorly constructed for these purposes. It is especially important to refer to New Testament dictionaries in conjunction with dictionaries for the Septuagint. Above all, it is important to pay close attention ever to those passages that present no difficulties, for otherwise there is no way to assess the range of usages that are allowable. Failure to do this frequently causes errors. 7. Here I especially want to mention (for I forgot to include it under 4. a., above) that there are also subjective connections, namely, those that give reasons why something has previously been asserted. Since these combinations are indistinguishable in form from objective ones, they are often taken as a restriction of the meaning of a mere transition. 6. The problem of determining what parts of speech hold a sentence together is resolved by the interplay of several considerations. 1. In referring back to the general content, the leading ideas are of primary importance. In considering how the statements are put together, the subjects and predicates, in short, the material element, are the key. 2. In the immediate context the way in which the formal elements have been put together is the key; that is, the construction explains the particles, and vice versa. 3. In the succeeding material one must pay attention to coordinating and subordinating forms of combination. 4. The application must make good sense. The final determination must always be based on a more impartial reconstruction. 7. With respect to combinations within the sentence itself, the most difficult elements are the prepositions and the parts of speech immediately dependent upon them. 1. It makes no difference whether the sentence consists of only a subject and predicate or has a copula as well. In either case the immediate combination should not be mistaken. Even when a sentence is expanded by means of adjectives and adverbs, it forms a whole centered on its subject and predicate. The preposition, however, gives the verb a more precise determination, that is, it indicates how the object is related to the verb. The genitive, status constructm, provides a more precise determination of the subject. The meaning [Sinn] of a preposition is easily determined by reference to the subject and object. The material element is decisive. 2. In the New Testament Hebraicizing tendencies predominate. Therefore, the interpreter must always have in mind the corresponding Hebrew forms.
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Part 2: Technical Interpretation 1. Both technical and grammatical interpretation begin with a general overview of a text designed to grasp its unity and the major features of its composition. But in technical interpretation the unity of the work, its theme, is viewed as the dynamic principle impelling the author, and the basic features of the composition are viewed as his distinctive nature, revealing itself in that movement. (Note: Unity of the work. —Its organization is often merely external and vague. Can be destroyed. At other times the organization is deliberately obscured. The more unified the work, the more artistic it is, and vice versa. The artistic quality of a work is not to be judged solely by its language, for example, in dialogues and letters. —Extremely loose and extremely tight writing are outside the scope of interpretation. —Preliminary task: to know in advance the aim of a work, its circle, and its ideas.) The unity of the work is to be found in the way the sphere of language has been grammatically constructed. The chief features of composition are to be found in the way the connections between the thoughts have been constructed. Technical interpretation attempts to identify what has moved the author to communicate. Objective differences, such as whether the treatment is popular or scientific, are functions of this motivating principle. Nonetheless, an author organizes his thought in his own peculiar way, and this peculiar way is reflected in the arrangement he chooses. Likewise, an author always has secondary ideas which are determined by his special character. Thus the distinctiveness of an author may be recognized by the secondary ideas that distinguish him from others. To recognize an author in this way is to recognize him as he has worked with language. To some extent he initiates something new in the language by combining subjects and predicates in new ways. Yet to some extent he merely repeats and transmits the language he has received. Likewise, when I know his language, I recognize how the author is a product of the language and stands under its potency. These two views, then, are only two ways of looking at the same thing. 2. The ultimate goal of technical interpretation is nothing other than a development of the beginning, that is, to consider the whole of the author's work in terms of its parts and in every part to consider the content as what moved the author and the form as his nature moved by that content. When I have exhausted the meaning of every part of the text, there is nothing left to be understood. Moreover, it is self-evident that the relative distinction between understanding the parts and understanding the whole is mediated by the fact that each part is to be treated in the same way as the whole. The aim, however, can be achieved only by holding these two considerations together. Although much of a text can be understood by grammatical interpretation alone, grammatical interpretation cannot grasp how the work is a necessary
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undertaking of the author, since a sense for this necessity emerges only if the genesis of the text is never lost from view. 3. The goal of technical interpretation should be formulated as the complete understanding of style. We are accustomed to restrict the term "style" to the way language is handled. But thoughts and language are intertwined, and an author's distinctive way of treating the subject is manifested by his organization of his material and by his use of language. Since a person always has numerous ideas, the development of any specific one involves accepting something and excluding something else. —Yet when an idea does not develop from the distinctive character of the author, but is acquired by study or by custom, or is cultivated for its effect, then there is mannerism, and mannerism is always poor style. 4. The goal of technical interpretation can only be approximated. Despite all our progress we are still far from the goal. There are still conflicts over Homer, and the three tragedians still cannot be perfectly distinguished.6 — Not only do we never understand an individual view [Anschauung] exhaustively, but what we do understand is always subject to correction. This becomes evident when we consider that, beyond doubt, the best test is the attempt to imitate an author. But since imitation is so rarely successful and since higher criticism is still embroiled in disputes, we know we are quite far from our goal. 5. Before technical interpretation can begin, one must learn the way the author received his subject matter and the language, and whatever else can be known about the author's distinctive manner [Art und Weise] of writing. This first task includes learning about the state of a given genre when the author began to write. The second includes learning about the use of language current in this area and related areas. Consequently, exact understanding in this regard requires knowing about related literature current in that era as well as earlier models of style. In technical interpretation there is no substitute for such comprehensive and systematic research. Learning about the author's manner of writing is a laborious task, and the easiest way to gain such knowledge is to turn to secondary sources. These works, however, make judgments which must be assessed by acts of interpretation. Consequently, reliance on such distant works is to be avoided. As aids for understanding, biographical sketches of authors were originally included in editions of their works, but they usually neglected discussing the question of literary models. Certainly a useful prolegomenon will give the most necessary information about the other two points. On the basis of this background knowledge and the initial overview of the work, the interpreter develops a provisional conception in terms of which the distinctiveness of the author is to be sought.
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6. From the moment it begins, technical interpretation involves two methods: a divinatory and a comparative. Since each method refers back to the other, the two should never be separated. By leading the interpreter to transform himself, so to speak, into the author, the divinatory method seeks to gain an immediate comprehension of the author as an individual. The comparative method proceeds by subsuming the author under a general type. It then tries to find his distinctive traits by comparing him with the others of the same general type. Divinatory knowledge is the feminine strength in knowing people; comparative knowledge, the masculine. Each method refers back to the other. The divinatory is based on the assumption that each person is not only a unique individual in his own right, but that he has a receptivity to the uniqueness of every other person. This assumption in turn seems to presuppose that each person contains a minimum of everyone else, and so divination is aroused by comparison with oneself. But how is it possible for the comparative method to subsume a person under a general type? Obviously, either by another act of comparison (and this continues into infinity) or by divination. The two methods should never be separated. Divination becomes certain only when it is corroborated by comparisons. Without this confirmation, it always tends to be fanatical. But comparison does not provide a distinctive unity. The general and the particular must interpenetrate, and only divination allows this to happen. 7. The idea of the work, as the will which leads to the actual composition, can be understood only by the joint consideration of two factors: the content of the text and its range of effects. The content itself does not dictate how it must be treated. As a rule the theme of the work is easy to identify, even if it is not explicitly stated. But for that very reason we can be misled. — What is usually called the "aim" of the work in the strict sense of the word is a different matter entirely. It is often quite external, and it exercises only a limited influence on a few passages. This influence can usually be accounted for from the character of the people who were being addressed. But if one knows who these people were and what effect these passages were to have on them, then, since these factors determine the composition of the work, the interpreter knows everything that is necessary.
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Notes 1. The two classical philologists with whose work Schleiermacher takes issue here and elsewhere. In 1829 he delivered two addresses before the Royal Prussian Academy: "On the Concept of Hermeneutics, with reference to F. A. Wolf's Instruction and Ast's Textbook." Cf. Friedrich Ast, Grundlinien der Grammatik: Hermeneutik undKritik (Landshut, 1808); Friedrich August Wolf, Darstellung der Altertumswissenschaft nach Begriff, Umfang, Zweck und Wert (Berlin, 1807). 2. Cf. Christian Wolff in his Vernunftige Gedanken von den Kraften des menschlichen Verstandes(seebib\.), chs. 10, 11, 12, offered a brief treatment of the problems of textual understanding within the framework of logic. Since philosophical texts were believed not to offer any special hermeneutical problems, they were excluded from consideration by the Enlightenment theoreticians. Thus Chladenius (see bibl.) insists (§ 187) that in philosophy we do not need the art of interpretation, since we can rely immediately on our power of thinking in order to judge whether a philosophical statement is true or false. For Schleiermacher, on the other hand, all understanding is in need of critical examination and reconstructing. 3. Historical and philological methods of interpreting the Holy Scriptures were applied in the eighteenth century by J. A. Turrentinus (De sacra scripturae interpretandae methodo tractatus bipartitus, 1728) and by J. S. Semler (Abhandlung vonfreier Untersuchung des Canon, 1771-75). Orthodox and pietistic theologians opposed such historical interpretation on principle and advanced instead the notion of an immediate illumination while interpreting the Scriptures. 4. On the history of theological and juristic hermeneutics, see H.-G. Gadamer's article in Historisches Worterbuch der Philosophic, ed. by J. Ritter (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1974) vol. 3, and the literature cited therein (1061-73). 5. Schleiermacher's outline here is unclear, and the text has been outlined by the translators. (Translator's note) 6. The conflict over Homer was sparked by F. A. Wolfs Prolegomena ad Homerum (Halle, 1794). In this piece Wolf advances the thesis that the works traditionally ascribed to Homer (the Iliad and the Odyssey) originated in six different eras and represent the work of several authors. Schleiermacher is referring to the three ancient tragedians, Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripedes. (Translator's note)



3 Foundations: Language, Understanding, and the Historical World Wilhelm von Humboldt WILHELM VON HUMBOLDT (1767-1835) was born and raised on an estate in Tegel (near Berlin). He was of North German and French Huguenot extraction and was educated together with his younger brother Alexander (the scientist) by private tutors. He then studied law, classics, and philosophy first at Frankfurt-on-the-Oder and later in Gottingen. In 1791 he resigned from a post in the Prussian judiciary in Berlin in order to dedicate himself to his studies. For several years he resided in Jena in close association with the poets Schiller and Goethe and concentrated his efforts on studying classical languages and culture, philosophy, anthropology, political theory, aesthetics, and literature. He composed essays and treatises in all of these areas. While in Paris (1797- 1801) and later in Rome (1802-1808), Humboldt focused his interests more and more on his linguistic studies. His work on the Basque language (based on actual field work in the Basque country) was influential for the development of linguistics in the United States. During the Napoleonic Wars Humboldt pursued an active political career as a liberal reformer. He was largely responsible for the reform of the Prussian school system and was the founder of the University of Berlin in 1810. He also served as Prussian ambassador in Vienna and in London. In 1820, during the era of Metternich, his political career came to an abrupt end, and Humboldt was now able to devote his remaining years to his linguistic studies. Besides the major European (ancient and modern) tongues, he mastered Sanskrit, Chinese, Japanese, and Arabic, and did extensive work on the American Indian languages and the languages of Malaysia. Hermeneutic ideas and principles pervade many of Humboldt's writings on history, language, and poetry. The first selection illustrates Humboldt's concept of understanding which he saw as an outgrowth of man's linguistic nature. It is taken from his Introduction to the Kawi Language (published posthumously in 1836). For Humboldt, "understanding" is a basic characteristic of human behavior which is linked with man's capacity for speech and with the nature of language itself. Humboldt defines language in energetic terms as an activity both intellectual and social. Humboldt's 98
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argumentation, which typically is complex and multifaceted, permits the reader to perceive one and the same phenomenon from different perspectives. The second selection consists of an address Humboldt delivered before the Berlin Academy of Sciences in 1821. It was first published in the proceedings of the Academy in 1822. There Humboldt develops a theory of understanding as an integral part of a theory of history and historical investigation. There was for him an essential affinity between the creativity of the poet and artist and the activity of the historian who tried to understand what is only partially accessible to him. Ideas in history were forces in Humboldt's eyes, pervading both the object of historical knowledge and the subjective conceptualization performed by the historian. Humboldt's essay points out to us many of the problems which have dominated hermeneutic debates in the human sciences until today.



THE NATURE AND CONFORMATION OF LANGUAGE Since the variation in languages is based upon their form, and since the latter is most closely associated with the intellectual capacities of nations together with the forces permeating them at the instant of their creation or new formation we must now develop this concept in detail. The discrete principles of morphology come to light when we reflect on language in general and when we dissect individual idioms. They include the phonetic form (Lautform) and the usage to which the phonetic form is put to designate objects and to associate ideas. Usage is founded upon the requirements that thinking imposes upon language, whence the general laws governing language originate. This component is identical in all human beings as such in its original direction to the point of the peculiarity of their natural endowments or subsequent developments. In contrast, the phonetic form is the actual constitutive and guiding principle respective to the variability of languages, both inherently and in the retarding force which it opposes to the innate speech tendency involved. As a component of the complete human organism related intimately to its inherent intellectual power, it is associated naturally with the total disposition of the nation. However, the manner and reasons underlying this association are cloaked in an obscurity scarcely permitting any clarification. The individual morphology of every language is derived from these two intellectually interdependent principles. They constitute the points which linguistic research and analysis must accept to investigate in their relationships. The most indispensable factor is that, with respect to this undertaking, a proper and worthy consideration of language, attentive to the depths of its origins and the extent of its scope, be used as a basis of operation. For the present, then, we shall be content to examine these parameters.



100



Language, Understanding, and the Historical World



At this point, I shall discuss the process of language in its broadest sense. I shall consider it not merely in its relationship to speech and the stock of its word components as its direct product, but also in its relationship to the human capacity for thought and perception. The entire course of operation, starting from its emanation from the intellect to its counteraction upon the latter, will be considered. Language is the formative organ of thought. Intellectual activity— completely intellectual, completely inward, and to a certain extent passing without a trace— becomes externalized in speech and perceptible to the senses. It and the language, therefore, form a unity and are indivisible from one another. Intellectual activity is inherently tied to the necessity of entering into a combination with the phoneme (Sprachlauf). Otherwise thought cannot attain distinctness, the image cannot become a concept. The indissoluble bond connecting thought, vocal apparatus, and hearing [auditory perception] to language is an invariable part of the original constitution of human nature, and defies further explanation. The coincidence of the sound with the idea thus becomes clear. Just as the idea, comparable to a flash of lightning, collects the total power of imagination into a single point and excludes everything that is simultaneous, the phonetic sound resounds in abrupt sharpness and unity. Just as the thought engages the entire disposition, the phonetic sound is endowed with a penetrating power that arouses the whole nervous system. This feature, distinguishing it from all other sensory impressions, is visibly based upon the fact that the ear is receptive to the impression of a motion, especially to the sound of a true action produced by the voice (which is not always the case for the remaining senses). Furthermore, this action proceeds from the interior of a living creature; as an articulated sound from a thinking being and as an unarticulated sound from a merely sensing creature. Inasmuch as thought in its most typically human relationships is a longing to escape from darkness into light, from limitation into infinity, sound streams from the depths of the breast to the external ambient. There it finds in the air, this most subtle and motile of all elements whose apparent incorporeality significantly corresponds to the intellect, a marvelously appropriate intermediary substance. The incisive sharpness of the phoneme is indispensable to our understanding of physical and other objects, for objects in external nature, as well as in the internally excited activity, exert a compulsion upon man, penetrating his being with a mass of characteristics. He, however, strives to compare, distinguish, and combine. Furthermore, he aims at the formation of an ever more comprehensive unity. He demands, therefore, to be able to comprehend objects in terms of a definite unity and requires the unit of sound to represent them appropriately. The sound, however, does not displace any of the other impressions which the objects are capable of producing upon the external or internal senses, but instead becomes their bearer. Moreover, it adds, in its individual association with the object, a new designative impression according to the manner in which the individual sensitivity of the speaker conceives it. The sharpness of the sound permits an indeterminable
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number of modifications, absolutely distinct from each other in conception and not mixing together in combination. This is not true to the same extent of any other sensory effect. Inasmuch as intellectual striving does not merely occupy human understanding but stimulates the entire human being, it is especially promoted by the sound of the human voice. For, as living sound, it proceeds, as does respiration itself, from the breast; it accompanies—even without speech—pain and joy, aversion and avidity, breathing life from which it streams forth into the mind which receives it. In this respect it resembles language. The latter reproduces the evoked sensation simultaneously with the object represented. Thus it connects man with the universe or, to express it differently, associates his independent activity with his sensory receptivity. To the phoneme, finally, is appropriate the erect posture of humans, which is denied to animals and by which man is, so to speak, called upright. For speech does not want to resound dully along the ground; it desires to pour forth freely from the lips toward the person at whom it is directed, accompanied by the facial expression of the speaker, as well as by the gestures of his hand; speech thus wishes to be associated with everything that designates the humanity of man. After this provisional consideration of the suitability of the sound to the operations of the intellect, we may now proceed to examine in greater detail the relationship of cogitation to language. Subjective activity in thought produces an object, for no idea may be considered a mere receptive contemplation of an already present object. The activity of the senses must be synthetically combined with the intimate operation of the intellect, and from this association the idea is liberated. With respect to the subjective force involved, it then becomes the object, which is perceived anew, and which then reverts to the subjective force. For this purpose language is indispensable, for when in its intellectual striving it makes its way past the lips, its product wends its way back to the speaker's own ear. The concept is thus shifted over into a state of objectivity, without losing its subjectivity. Only language is capable of this. Without this feature, that is, without this continuous regression of objectivity to the subject, in which language collaborates, the formation of concepts (and consequently all true thinking) is impossible. Apart from the communication between one human and another, speech is a necessary condition for reflection in solitude. As a phenomenon, however, language develops only in social intercourse, and humans understand themselves only by having tested the comprehensibility of their words on others. For objectivity is increased whenever a word coined by oneself resounds from a stranger's lips. However, subjectivity suffers no loss, since humans always feel a bond with their fellows; indeed, it is intensified, since the idea transformed into speech no longer pertains exclusively to a single subject. By being transmitted to others, it becomes associated with the common heritage of the entire human race, each of whose members possesses an innate quality demanding fulfillment from the other members. The broader and more active this social intercourse in
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its effect upon a language, the more the language profits, other conditions remaining constant. What language makes necessary in the simple act of production of ideas is incessantly repeated in the intellectual life of man. Communication through language furnishes him conviction and stimulation. The power to think requires something equal to yet differentiated from itself. It is fired up by its equivalent; from its counterpart it acquires a touchstone for its innermost products. Although the basis for the perception of truth reposes in man's inner recesses, his intellectual striving toward truth is always surrounded by the danger of deception. With an immediate and clear sense only for his varying limitations, he is forced to regard truth as something external to himself. One of the most powerful media to approach veracity, and to measure one's remoteness from it, is the social exchange of ideas. All speech, starting from the very simplest, consists of an association of the individual perception with the common denominator of human nature. The situation is no different as far as understanding is concerned. Nothing can be present in the mind (Seele) that has not originated from one's own activity. Moreover understanding and speaking are but different effects of the selfsame power of speech. Speaking is never comparable to the transmission of mere matter (Stoff). In the person comprehending as well as in the speaker, the subject matter must be developed by the individual's own innate power. What the listener receives is merely the harmonious vocal stimulus. It is, therefore, natural for man to enunciate immediately what he has just comprehended. In this way language is native to every human being in its entire scope; this signifies that everyone possesses a drive, controlled by a modified regulatory power, that is directed toward bringing forth little by little his entire language and understanding it when produced, as the internal or external occasion requires. Understanding then, as we have come to understand it, could not be based upon man's spontaneous mental activity and his social discourse would have to be something other than the mutual arousing of the speech impulse in the listener— if the unity of human nature did not underlie the variation of the individualsplitting itself up, as it were, into distinct individualities. The comprehension of words is something completely different from the understanding of unarticulated sounds and includes much more than the mere reciprocal production of sounds and of the indicated object. The word can also be taken as an indivisible entity, just as we recognize the significance of a written word group without being sure of its alphabetic composition. It might be possible that the mind of the child operates in this way during the very beginnings of linguistic comprehension. Whenever his animal sensory capacity, along with his human power of speech, is excited (and it is probable that even in children there is no instant when this— no matter how feebly attested—would not be the case), the word is perceived as articulated. Now, however, the factor which articulation adds to the simple evocation of its meaning (an evocation which naturally takes place more completely
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as a result of the articulation) is that it represents the word with no intermediate solely through its form as a part of an infinite whole, of a language. Because of articulation, therefore, even in individual words the possibility is present of constructing from the elements of language a number of other words actually running to an indeterminately high number, according to definite feelings and rules, and to establish thereby a relationship between all words, corresponding to the relationship of the concepts. The spirit would not, however, get any idea of this artificial mechanism, nor would it comprehend articulation any more than the blind man does colors, were there not a power residing in it that permits attainment of such a possibility. Indeed, language may be regarded not as a passive entity, capable of being surveyed in its entirety, nor as something impartable bit by bit, but rather as an eternally productive medium; one for which, furthermore, the laws of its genetic processes are defined, but for which the scope and to some extent the character of its products remain completely undetermined. The speech learning of children is not an apportioning of words, a depositing in the files of memory, and a subsequent repetitive babbling through the lips, but a growth of speech capacity via maturation and practice. What one has heard does more than merely report information to oneself. It also prepares the mind to understand more easily what has not yet been heard and clarifies that which has been longsince heard though only half or not at all understood at the time. This is because the similarity between what has been heard long ago and what has just been perceived suddenly becomes obvious to the perceptive power, which has become more acute in the interim. This sharpens the urge and the capacity to channel material heard into the memory more rapidly, and it permits increasingly less thereof to pass by as mere sound. Progress hence accelerates in steadily increasing proportions, since the heightening of technique and the accumulation of information reciprocally intensify and expand. The fact that there is a development of the power to create speech taking place among children, rather than a mechanical learning, also proves that, since a certain period during one's life is allotted to the development of the most important human powers, all children speak and understand under the most varied circumstances at approximately the same age, varying only within a short time span. But how could the hearer gain control over himself simply by the growth of his own power over the spoken word, developing in isolated fashion within him, if the same essence were not in the speaker and the listener, separated individually and mutually appropriate, so that a signal, created out of the deepest and most personal nature, and as fine as the articulated sound, is a sufficient mediator to stimulate both of them identically? Against this the objection could be raised that before they learn to speak children of every people, when displaced from their native linguistic ambient, will develop their speech proclivity in the foreign tongue. This incontrovertible fact, it could be averred, proves distinctly that speech is merely a reproduction of what has been heard and, without consideration of the uniformity or variability
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of the being, depends entirely upon social intercourse. In cases of this kind, it has been hard to observe with sufficient exactitude how difficult it was to overcome the inherited structure, and how the latter nevertheless persisted unconquered in its most delicate nuances. Disregarding the foregoing, we can explain this phenomenon sufficiently by the fact that man is everywhere one with his kind, and development of speech capacity may proceed with the aid of any given individual. It does not for this reason evolve any the less from the intimate self; only because it simultaneously requires external stimulation must it prove analogous to that which it is experiencing, and it is capable of so doing via the coincident features of all human tongues. Even disregarding this, however, we can say that the power of genealogy over languages lies clearly enough before our eyes in their distribution according to nations. In itself, this is easily comprehensible, inasmuch as descent acts so powerfully, in fact predominantly on the entire individuality with which each particular language is most intimately associated. If language were not to enter by its very origin from the recesses of human nature into an actual association with physical descent, why would the parental idiom, for the educated and the uncultured as well, possess a so much greater power and intimacy than a foreign tongue? Does not one's native tongue capture the ear with a kind of sudden enchantment after a long absence, and does it not awaken nostalgia when heard on foreign soil? This certainly is based not upon its intellectual attributes, nor upon the idea or emotion expressed, but precisely upon its most inexplicable and most individual features, its phonemes and sounds. It seems to us as if we are perceiving a part of our very selves through our native tongue. In a consideration of the factor produced by language, the manner of conception cannot be substantiated; it is as if it merely designated the objects perceived in themselves. Moreover, one would never exhaust the deep and full content of language by means of these objects. Just as no concept is possible without language, at the same time language cannot be an object for the mind since, indeed, every external object attains complete substantiality only through the medium of a concept. However, the entire manner of subjective perception of objects is transmitted necessarily into the structure and into the usage of language. For the word originates precisely from this perception; it is an offprint not of the object per se, but of the image of the latter produced in the mind. Inasmuch as subjectivity is unavoidably admixed with all objective perception, we can consider each individual, quite independently from his language, as possessing his own standpoint for viewing the world. However, the fact that it may be regarded thus is greatly enhanced by language, since the word, as will be shown subsequently, with an accretion of self-significance (Selbstbedeutung), becomes the object and obtains a new property. This property being of a phonemic kind is necessarily analogous to that of the language as a whole; since a homogeneous subjectivity operates on the language of a nation, each language embodies a view of the world peculiarly its own. Just as the individual sound intervenes between
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object and man, the entire language does so between him and nature acting upon him both externally and internally. He surrounds himself with an ambient of sounds in order to assimilate and process the world of objects. These expressions do not in any way exceed the measure of simple truth. Man lives principally, or even exclusively with objects, since his feelings and actions depend upon his concepts as language presents them to his attention. By the same act through which he spins out the thread of language he weaves himself into its tissues. Each tongue draws a circle about the people to whom it belongs, and it is possible to leave this circle only by simultaneously entering that of another people. Learning a foreign language ought hence to be the conquest of a new standpoint for the previously prevailing world-view of the individual. In fact, it is so to a certain extent, inasmuch as every language contains the entire fabric of concepts and the conceptual approach of a portion of humanity. But this achievement is never complete, because one always carries over into a foreign tongue to a greater or lesser degree one's own viewpoint and that of one's mother tongue.



ON THE TASK OF THE HISTORIAN The task of the historian is the depiction of what has taken place. The more purely and completely he succeeds at this depiction, the more perfectly will he have resolved his task. This straightforward depiction is both a primary and indispensable requirement of his enterprise and the highest achievement to which he can attain. Considered from this perspective, he appears to be only reproducing what he has taken in, not spontaneous and creative. What has taken place, however, is only partially visible in the world of the senses; the remainder must be added through feeling, deduction, and conjecture. What is apparent is scattered, disconnected, isolated; that which connects this piecework, places the single fact in its true light, and gives shape to the whole remains concealed from direct observation. By means of the latter we can perceive only the circumstances which accompany and succeed one another, not the inner causal connection itself, however, upon which alone the inner truth rests. If one attempts to relate the most insignificant factual event and to say strictly only that which has really occurred, one soon notices how, without the most extreme caution in the selection and weighing of expressions, small specifications, extending beyond that which has occurred, intrude throughout and give rise to untruths or uncertainties. Even language itself contributes to this process, because, springing from the entire fullness of the spirit, it often lacks expressions which are free from all auxiliary meanings. Thus there is nothing as rare as a literally true story and nothing as much the proof of a healthy, well-ordered, discerning spirit and
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of a free and objective state of mind; thus to a certain extent the historical truth resembles the clouds, which take shape before our eyes only in the distance; and thus the facts of history in their particular connecting circumstances are little more than the results of tradition and research which have been accepted as true because they are the most probable in themselves and also fit best into the context of the whole. With the bare discernment of what has really taken place, however, the skeleton of the event has still scarcely been won. What we obtain from it is the necessary foundation for history, its material, but not history itself. To stop at this point would mean to sacrifice the essential inner truth founded in the causal relationships for one that is external, literal, only apparent, to choose certain error in order to avoid a still uncertain danger of error. The truth of all that has taken place depends upon the addition of that invisible part of each fact mentioned above, and which the historian therefore must contribute. Considered from this perspective, he is spontaneous and even creative; not in that he brings forth that which is not present, but in that he forms, of his own ability, that which he could not have perceived in its true reality by receptivity alone. Like the poet, but in a different manner, he must take the scattered pieces he has gathered into himself and work them into a whole. It may seem questionable to allow the domains of the historian and the poet to overlap, if even at only one point, but the activities of both are undeniably related. For if, in accordance with what has been said above, the historian in his depiction is able to attain to the truth of what has taken place only by supplementing and connecting what was incomplete and fragmented in his direct observation, he can do so, like the poet, only through the imagination. But there exists a crucial difference between the historian and the poet which eliminates all danger, in that the historian subordinates his imagination to experience and to the exploration of reality. In this subordination the imagination does not function as pure imagination and is therefore more properly called faculty of presentiment [Ahndungsvermogen] and talent for combination [Verknupjungsgabe]. With this alone, however, history would still be assigned too low a standing. The truth of what has taken place may seem simple, but is in fact the highest achievement that can be conceived. For if it were fully attained, it would reveal that which conditions all real things as a necessary chain. The historian must therefore strive for the necessary—not to give his material necessity through the domination of form, like the poet, but to keep fixed in his mind the ideas which are its laws, because only insofar as he is filled by them is he able to find their trace in his pure investigation of real events in their reality. The historian gathers in all strands of earthly activity and all imprints of supernatural ideas; the sum of all being is more or less directly the object of his work and he must therefore pursue all directions of the human spirit. Speculation, experience, and poetic composition are not, however, isolated, mutually opposed
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and mutually limiting activities of the spirit, but rather different radiant facets of it. Two paths must therefore be followed simultaneously in order to approach the historical truth: the exact, impartial, critical determination of what has taken place and the connection of the results of this investigation, the intuitive conjecture of that which is not attainable by the former means. Whoever follows only the first of these paths will miss the essence of the truth itself; on the other hand, whoever neglects this path in favor of the second risks the danger of misrepresenting it in its details. Even the simple and straightforward description of nature cannot make do with the enumeration and portrayal of parts and the measurement of sides and angles, for there still remains a living breath which animates the whole and an inner character which speaks from it, neither of which can be measured or merely described. The description of nature is also driven to utilizing the second of these means, namely to represent the form of the general and individual being of natural bodies. In history too, nothing isolated or individual is to be found by this second path, much less anything fictively invented and added. Rather, by assimilating into itself the form of all that takes place, the spirit will understand better the material which can actually be investigated, and learn to recognize more in it than the mere operation of reason is able to do. It is exactly upon this assimilation of the investigative capability and the object under investigation that all depends. The more deeply the historian is able to comprehend humanity and its activity through his genius and study, or the more humanly he is disposed by nature and circumstance, and the more purely he allows his humanity to reign, the more completely will he resolve the task of his enterprise. The chronicles are proof of this. Despite many distorted facts and a number of obvious fictions, the good ones among them cannot be denied a basis in the most genuine historical truth. The older of the so-called memoirs follow these, although the close reference to the individual in them is often detrimental to the general reference to humanity which history requires, even in the treatment of a single point. Although history, like every scientific occupation, serves many subordinate purposes, its work is no less than that of philosophy and poetry a free art, complete in itself. The immense throng of ceaselessly pressing world events—in part arising from the physical constitution of the earth, the nature of humanity, the character of nations and individuals, in part springing forth as if from nothing, and as if sown by a wonder, dependent upon dimly sensed forces, and obviously ruled by eternal ideas rooted deep in the heart of man—is an infinity, which the mind will never be able to bring into a single form, but which constantly provokes it to try and gives it the strength to partially succeed. As philosophy strives toward the first principles of things, and art toward the ideal of beauty, history strives toward the picture of human destiny in full truth, living fullness, and pure clarity, perceived by a spirit directed toward its object in such a way that the attitudes, feelings, and demands of personality are lost and dissolved in it. To bring forth
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and nourish this state of mind is the ultimate goal of the historian, one which he is able to achieve only when he pursues his immediate goal with conscientious faithfulness—the straightforward depiction of what has taken place. For it is the sense of reality which he is called upon to awaken and to enliven, and his enterprise is circumscribed subjectively by the development of this notion, as objectively by that of depiction. Every intellectual endeavor which exercises an effect upon the whole man possesses something which can be called its element, its effective force, the secret of its influence upon the spirit, and which is so obviously distinct from the objects which it draws into its sphere that these often serve only to bring it before the mind in a new and different way. In mathematics this is the reduction to number and line, in metaphysics the abstraction from all experience, in art the marvelous treatment of nature in which everything appears to be taken from nature and yet nothing can be found existing in it in the same way. The element in which history moves is the sense of reality, and in this lies not only the feeling of the transitoriness of being in time and its dependence on preceding and accompanying causes but also, on the other hand, the consciousness of inner spiritual freedom, and the recognition on the part of reason that reality, despite its seemingly accidental nature, is nevertheless bound by an inner necessity. If one mentally scans even only one human life, one is seized by the various moments through which history stimulates and captivates, and in order to resolve the task of his enterprise the historian must assemble events in such a manner that they move the spirit in a way similar to that of reality itself. In this aspect, history is related to the active life. It does not serve primarily through individual examples of what is to be followed or avoided, which are often misleading and seldom instructive. Rather, its true and inestimable use—arising more through the form which adheres to events rather than through the events themselves—is to enliven and refine our sense for the treatment of reality, to prevent its dissipation in the realm of mere ideas and yet to govern it by ideas, and, on this narrow middle path, to keep present in the mind the fact that there can be no successful intervening in the press of events other than by recognizing that which is true in each given dominant trend of ideas and adhering to this truth with determination. History must always bring forth this inner effect, whatever its object may be, whether the narration of a coherent network of events or a single event. The historian who is worthy of the name must depict each event as part of a whole, or, in other words, on the basis of a single event depict the form of history itself. This leads us to a more precise exposition of the notion of the depiction required of him. The network of events lies before him in apparent confusion, ordered only chronologically and geographically. He must separate the necessary from the accidental, uncover the inner succession, and make visible the truly effective forces in order to give his depiction a shape upon which not an imaginary or dispensable philosophical value or a poetic attractiveness rests, but rather its primary and
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most essential requisite, its truth and faithfulness. For one only half recognizes events or recognizes them in a distorted way, if one stops at their superficial appearance; indeed, the ordinary observer constantly intermixes them with errors and untruths. These are dispelled only by the true shape which reveals itself only to the historian's naturally gifted vision, a vision which has been further sharpened by study and practice. How then should he begin in order to be successful here? Historical depiction, like artistic depiction, is an imitation of nature. The basis of each is the recognition of true shape, the discovery of the necessary, and the separation of the accidental. We must therefore not be reluctant to compare the more easily recognizable procedure of the artist to that of the historian, which has been subject to greater doubts. The imitation of organic shape can occur in two ways: through a direct copying of external outlines, as exactly as hand and eye are able to do, or from the inside outwards, through the previous study of the way in which these external outlines arise from the idea and the form of the whole, through the abstraction of their relationships, through a process by means of which the shape first is recognized completely differently from the way in which it is perceived by the unskilled eye and then is born anew by the imagination in such a manner that in addition to its literal conformity with nature it bears in itself another, higher truth. For the greatest merit of the work of art is the revelation of the inner truth of shapes which is obscured in their appearance in reality. The two ways mentioned above have been the criteria of false and genuine art in all periods and genres. There are two people, greatly separated in time and place, both of whom, however, signify for us starting points of culture, with whom this distinction is exceedingly obvious— the Egyptians and the Mexicans. Numerous similarities between the two have been shown, and indeed correctly. Both had to overcome that dangerous obstacle to all art, their use of the iconic image as a written sign. In the drawings of the latter a correct view of shape is nowhere to be found, while in the case of the former there is style in the most insignificant hieroglyphic. * Quite understandably. In the Mexican drawings there is scarcely a trace of the notion of inner form or *I wish only to illustrate what was said on art with an example; it is thus far from my intention to pass a definitive judgment on the Mexicans. There are even sculptures of theirs, like the head here in the Konigliches Museum, which was brought back by my brother, which bear a more favorable witness to their artistic accomplishment. If one considers how small the extent of our knowledge of the Mexicans is and how recent the paintings which we know are, it would be very risky to judge their art according to what could very well stem from the period of its sharpest decline. The fact that degenerate forms of art can exist even at the stage of its highest development became especially apparent to me in the case of the small bronze figures which are found in Sardinia and which obviously seem to stem from the Greeks or Romans, but which by no means lag behind the Mexican ones in incorrectness of proportion. A collection of this sort is found in the Collegium Romanum in Rome. It is also probable, for other reasons, that at an earlier time and in another region the Mexicans stood at a much higher level of culture. The historical traces of their migrations which are carefully collected and compared with one another in the works of my brother are indications of this.
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knowledge of organic structure; everything is directed toward the imitation of the outer shape. Now, for such an imperfect art, however, the attempt to pursue the external outlines must fail completely and thus lead to distortion, although the search for proportion and symmetry is evident despite the helplessness of the hand and tools. In order to understand the outline of the shape from the inside outwards, we must go back to form itself and to the essential nature of the organism, thus to mathematics and natural history. The latter gives us the concept of shape, the former its idea. A third factor must be added to these two as a unifying element— the expression of the soul, of the spiritual life. Pure form, however, as it manifests itself in the symmetry of parts and the equilibrium of proportions is the most essential element, and also the earliest, since the still fresh, youthful spirit is more attracted by pure science and is able to penetrate it more readily than experimental science, which requires various preparations. This is evident in Egyptian and Greek sculpture. A purity and severity of form, scarcely fearful of harshness, stands out in all: the regularity of circles and semicircles, the sharpness of angles, and the distinctness of lines. The remainder of the external outline rests upon this sure basis. Where the more exact knowledge of organic structure is still lacking, this is already present in brilliant clarity, and when the artist had become master of this structure too, when he had learned to lend his work a flowing grace, to breath into it a divine expression, it still would never have occurred to him to stimulate and attract by means of these without having first provided for the form. That which was essential remained for him the first and highest concern. All the variety and beauty of life, therefore, does not help the artist, if in the solitude of his imagination they are not accompanied by the inspiring love of pure form. Thus, it becomes comprehensible that art should arise in a people whose life was certainly not the most mobile or graceful, who hardly excelled in beauty, but whose mind had turned to mathematics and mechanics at an early time, a people who had a taste for huge, very simple, but severely regular buildings and transferred this architectonics of proportion to the imitation of the human figure, while contesting with a hard material the elements of every line. The situation of the Greek was different in all aspects. He was surrounded by a charming beauty, a richly active, sometimes even disorderly life, a rich and diverse mythology; and his chisel was easily able to win every shape from a receptive marble or indeed, in the earliest times, from wood. The depth and the seriousness of his artistic sense is all the more to be admired insofar as despite all these temptations toward a superficial grace he elevated the Egyptian severity of form still further by a more thorough knowledge of organic structure. It may seem strange to consider as the basis of art not exclusively the richness of life, but also the dryness of mathematical intuition, but it is nonetheless true; and the artist would not need the inspiring force of genius if he were not called upon to transform the deep seriousness of rigorously dominating ideas into the
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appearance of free play. There is also a captivating magic in the bare intuition of mathematical truths, of the eternal relationships of space and time, whether they reveal themselves in musical tones, numbers, or lines. Their contemplation imparts in itself an eternally new satisfaction in the discovery of constantly new relationships and of problems which always allow for a complete solution. The sense for the beauty of the form of pure science can be weakened in us only by too early and too frequent an application. The artist's imitation thus proceeds from ideas, and the truth of shape appears to him only by means of these. The same must also be true of historical imitation, since in both cases it is nature which is to be imitated. The question is then only whether there are such ideas which are able to guide the historian and what they might be. Further progress along these lines, however, requires great caution in order that even the mere mention of ideas does not harm the purity of historical accuracy. For although both the artist and the historian depict and imitate, their goals are completely different. The artist skims off from reality only fleeting appearances and touches reality only to swing himself away from it; the historian seeks it and it alone and must absorb himself in it. For this reason and because he cannot be content with a loose external connection of individual events, but rather must attain to the central point from which their true concatenation can be understood, the historian must seek the truth of the event in a way similar to that in which the artist seeks the truth of shape. The events of history lie even less open to us than the appearances of the world of the senses and do not allow us to merely read them off. Our understanding of them is only the combined result of their own constitution and the meaning which we bring to them. Here too, as with art, we cannot by the mere operation of reason deduce them all logically one from the other and dissect them into concepts. What is right, fine, hidden can be grasped only because the mind is properly attuned to grasp it. The historian too, like the artist, brings forth only distorted images, if he sketches merely the isolated individual circumstances of events as they appear to present themselves, arraying one next to the other, if he does not rigorously account for their inner connection, gain an intuition of the effective forces, recognize the direction which they take at a given moment, and investigate their connections both with concurrent states of affairs and with preceding changes. In order to be able to do so, he must be familiar with the constitution, the effect, and the reciprocal dependency of these forces, since the complete penetration of the particular always presupposes the knowledge of the general under which it is subsumed. In this sense, the comprehension of what has taken place must be guided by ideas. It goes without saying, of course, that these ideas arise from the profusion of events itself, or, to be more precise, arise in the mind through a consideration of these events which is undertaken with a true historical sense. They must not be lent to history as an alien addition, a mistake which is easily committed by
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so-called philosophical history. Historical accuracy is threatened much more by the danger of a philosophical treatment than by that of a poetic one, since the latter is at least accustomed to giving its material a certain degree of freedom. Philosophy prescribes a goal for events; this search for final causes, even if one wishes to derive them from the essence of man and of nature itself, disturbs and distorts any free view of the characteristic eifect of historical forces. Teleological history, therefore, never attains to the living truth of world destinies, because the individual must always find the peak of his development within the span of his own fleeting existence. It therefore is not able to locate the ultimate purpose of events in that which is living, but rather seeks it in lifeless institutions and in the notion of an ideal whole, whether in the generally developing cultivation and population of the earth, in the rising culture of peoples, in the closer ties among them all, in the final attainment of a state of perfection of civil society, or in some idea of this sort. The activity and happiness of individuals are indeed immediately dependent upon all of these, but what each generation receives from that which has been achieved by all previous generations is neither a proof of its capability, nor even an instructive practice material for it. For that which is the fruit of the spirit and the character—science, art, moral institutions—loses its spiritual element and becomes material, if it is not constantly revitalized by the spirit. All of these things carry in themselves the nature of thought, which can only be preserved insofar as it is thought. It is thus to the effective and productive forces that the historian must turn. Here he is in his own characteristic domain. What he can do in order to bring to the consideration of the labyrinthinely entwined events of world history which are fixed in his mind that particular form through which alone their true connection becomes apparent is to draw this form from the events themselves. The contradiction which appears to lie here disappears upon closer examination. Every act of comprehension of a subject matter presupposes, as a condition of its possibility, the existence of an analogue in the person who comprehends of that which is subsequently actually comprehended—a preceding original correspondence between subject and object. Comprehension is by no means merely a developing out of the subject, nor a drawing from the object, but rather both at once, for it always consists of the application of a previously present general idea to a new particular instance. Where two beings are separated by a total gap, no bridge of understanding extends from one to the other; in order to understand one another, they must have, in another sense, already understood one another. In the case of history, this preliminary basis of comprehension is very clear, for everything which is effective in world history is also active within man himself. Thus, the deeper the sensitivity of a nation's spirit for all that is human, the more delicately, diversely, and purely it is affected by this, the greater will be its tendency to possess historians in the true sense of the word. The historian must add to this preparation a critical practice through which he attempts to correct his preliminary impressions
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of the object until, through repeated reciprocal action, clarity as well as certainty emerge. In this way, through the study of the productive forces of world history, the historian sketches for himself a general picture of the form of the connection of all events; and within this sphere lie the ideas discussed above. They are not brought to history from without, but rather constitute the essence of history itself. For every dead and every living force acts according to the laws of its nature, and everything that happens stands in an inseparable connection in time and space. In this aspect, history seems like a dead clockwork, following immutable laws and driven by mechanical forces, no matter how manifold and lively its movement before our eyes might be. For one event gives rise to another; the extent and the constitutive nature of each effect are prescribed by its cause; and even the apparently free will of the individual finds its determination in circumstances which were immutably laid out long before his birth, indeed long before the formation of the nation to which he belongs. Thus to be able to calculate from each single moment the whole series of the past, and even of the future, seems to be impossible not in itself, but rather only because of a deficient knowledge of a set of intermediate links. It has long been known, however, that the exclusive pursuit of this path would lead away from the insight into the truly productive forces, that in every activity involving living beings it is precisely the main element itself which defies all calculation, and that this apparently mechanical determination does in fact fundamentally obey free-working impulses. Thus, in addition to the mechanical determination of one event by another, we must pay particular attention to the characteristic nature of the forces involved; and the first step here is their physiological activity. All living forces—man like plants, nations like individuals, the human race like individual peoples—indeed even the products of the human spirit, such as literature, art, customs, the external form of bourgeois society, have characteristic features, developments, and laws in common, insofar as they depend upon a certain sequence of continued activity. Thus the progressive attainment of a culmination point, and the gradual falling away from it, the transition of certain perfections into degenerate forms, and so forth. A mass of historical information undeniably lies here, but the productive principle itself does not become visible through it; rather, only a form is recognizable to which that principle must submit if it does not find in it an elevating and supporting carrier. The psychological forces of the multiply interpenetrating human capabilities, sensations, inclinations, and passions are even less calculable in their course and are not so much subject to recognizable laws as rather graspable only through certain analogies. As the direct mainsprings of actions and the most immediate causes of the occurrences arising from them, they are of preeminent concern to the historian and are most frequently employed by him in the explanation of events. But it is particularly this approach which demands the greatest degree of
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caution. It is the least world historical: it degrades the tragedy of world history to the melodrama of everyday life and all too easily misleads one into tearing the individual event out of the context of the whole and into setting a petty machinery of personal motivations in the place of world destiny. In this approach, everything is centered in the individual, but the individual is not recognized in his unity and depth, in his essential being. For this being cannot be split open in such a way, analyzed, or judged according to experiences which are drawn from many individuals and are therefore also supposed to apply to many. Its particular force penetrates all human emotions and passions and also impresses upon all its stamp and its character. One could make an attempt to classify historians according to these three approaches, but the characterization of the truly gifted ones among them would not be exhausted by any of these, nor indeed by all of them taken together. For these approaches do not even exhaust the causes of the connection of events, and the fundamental idea which alone makes possible an understanding of events in their full truth does not lie in their sphere. They encompass only the phenomena of dead, living, and spiritual nature which are easily graspable in their regularly self-reproducing order, but none of the free and independent impulses of an original force. These phenomena give account only of regular developments which reoccur according to a recognized law or certain experience; but that which arises like a wonder and which may be accompanied by mechanical, physiological, and psychological explanations but is not really deducible from any of them remains not only unexplained within such a framework but also unrecognized. No matter how one might begin, the phenomenal realm can only be comprehended from a point external to it, and the reflective stepping out from it is as free of danger as a blind withdrawal into it is certain of error. World history is not understandable without a world order. An adherence to this point of view also gives us the considerable advantage of not regarding the comprehension of events as closed by explanations drawn from the natural sphere. To be sure, this hardly makes the last, most difficult, and most important part of the historian's task any easier for him, since he is not provided with any special organ of perception by means of which he can directly investigate the plans of this world order, and any attempt to do so, like the search for final causes, might well only lead him astray. But the directing principle of events which lies external to natural development nonetheless reveals itself in these events themselves through means which, while if not themselves phenomenal objects, nevertheless cling to them and can be recognized in them, like incorporeal beings which cannot be perceived unless one steps out of the phenomenal realm and mentally enters into that realm in which they have their origin. The last condition of the resolution of the task of the historian is thus linked to their investigation. The number of productive forces in history is not exhausted by those which directly manifest themselves in events. Even if the historian has investigated all
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of these both singly and in combination—the shape and the transformations of the earth's surface, the changes of climate, the intellectual ability and the character of nations and, more particularly, of individuals, the influences of art and science, the deeply penetrating and widespread influences of social institutions—remains an even more powerfully effective principle, not immediately visible, but lending these forces impetus and direction—namely, ideas, which, in accordance with their very nature, lie beyond the finite realm, but rule and control world history in all its aspects. There can be no doubt that such ideas reveal themselves, that certain phenomena which cannot be explained by a mere action in accordance with natural laws owe their existence to their animating breath, and, likewise, that there is consequently a certain point at which the historian is referred to a realm beyond that of phenomenal events in order to recognize them in their true shape. Such an idea expresses itself in a dual way: both as a directing tendency, which is initially not apparent, but gradually becomes visible and finally irresistible, seizing many particulars in various places and under various circumstances; and also as a generative force which in its scope and prominence cannot be derived from any of its accompanying circumstances. Examples of the former can be found without difficulty; they have scarcely ever been misunderstood. But it is very likely that many events which are currently explained in a more material and mechanical way must be regarded in this manner. Examples of generative forces, phenomena for whose explanation accompanying circumstances are not sufficient, are the eruption of art in its pure form in Egypt, as we mentioned above, and, perhaps even more striking, the sudden development in Greece of the free and yet self-regulating individuality with which language, poetry, and art suddenly stand at a state of perfection, the gradual way to which has been sought in vain. For what is admirable in Greek culture and what above all holds the key to it appears to me to be the fact that while the Greeks received all the important things which they assimilated from nations that were divided into castes, they themselves remained free from this constraint. They always retained forms analogous to castes, but moderated this strict notion into the freer one of schools and free associations, and through both a division of the original national spirit into tribes, nations, and individual cities—a more manifold division than had ever before existed in a people—and an ever increasing unification, they brought the diversity of individuality into a most lively interaction. Greece thus established an idea of national individuality which neither existed before that time nor has existed since; and since the secret of all being lies in individuality, the world-historical progress of mankind is dependent upon the extent, the freedom, and the particular character of the reciprocal actions of individual beings. Indeed, an idea can appear only in a natural context, and thus in the case of these phenomena too we can demonstrate a number of favorable causes, a
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transition from less perfect to more perfect forms, and justifiably assume them to exist where there are enormous gaps in our knowledge. But the wonderful element lies nonetheless in the seizing of the initial direction, in the first spark. Without this, the favorable circumstances could have no effect, nor could practice or gradual progress, even for centuries, lead to the goal. The idea can entrust itself only to a spiritually individual force, but the seed which the idea plants in this force develops in its own way, this way remains the same when it passes on into other individuals, and the plant which sprouts from it attains flower and fruition and afterwards wilts and disappears no matter how the circumstances and individuals involved might be structured—all these facts show that it is the autonomous nature of the idea which completes its course in the phenomenal realm. In this manner, forms attain reality in all the various species of physical being and spiritual creation, forms in which some aspect of infinity is reflected and through whose intervention in life new phenomena are brought forth. While a sure approach to the investigation of the spiritual world has always been the pursuit of analogies in the physical world, one cannot expect to find in the latter the development of such significantly new forms. The varieties of organization have at one time or another found their set forms and although they never exhaust themselves in their organic individuality within these forms, fine nuances are not directly visible, nor hardly even visible in their effect on spiritual development. Creation in the physical world occurs suddenly in space, creation in the spiritual world occurs gradually in time, or, rather, at least the former more readily finds the resting point upon which creation loses itself in a uniform reproduction. Organic life, however, stands much closer to spiritual life than do form and physical structure, and the laws of each find more ready application in the realm of the other. In a state of healthy vigor this is less visible, although it is very likely that even here changes in accordance with hidden causes occur in relationships and tendencies and, with the ages, gradually alter the disposition of organic life. But in an abnormal state of life, in diseased forms, there is undeniably an analogue to be found in tendencies which arise suddenly or gradually without explainable causes and seem to follow their own particular laws and thus point to a hidden connection of things. This has been confirmed by repeated observations, even though they may not be historically useful for a long time. Every human individuality is an idea rooted in the phenomenal realm, and sometimes this idea shines forth so brightly that it seems to have taken on the form of the individual only in order to reveal itself in it. If one pursues the development of human activity, there remains, after the subtraction of all its determining causes, something fundamental which, instead of being stifled by such influences, transforms them; and in this element there lies an incessant active striving to provide an external existence for its own particular inner nature. The same is true for the individuality of nations and in many periods of history is much more apparent in their case than in the case of individuals, since in certain epochs and



Wilhelm von Humboldt



117



under certain conditions man has developed in a herdlike manner as it were. In the midst of the history of peoples directed by needs, passions, and apparent chance, the spiritual principle of individuality continues to exercise an effect stronger than that of such elements; it seeks to create room for the idea which inhabits it and it succeeds like a delicate plant which, through the organic swelling of its vessels, is able to crack walls which have otherwise defied the effects of centuries. In addition to the direction which peoples and individuals lend to the human race by their deeds, they also pass down forms of spiritual individuality more lasting and more effective than occurrences and events. There are, however, also ideal forms, which while not constitutive of human individuality itself, are related to it indirectly. Among these is language. For although each language reflects the spirit of a nation, it has an earlier and more independent basis. Its own essential being and its internal coherence are also so strong and so influential that its independent nature exercises a greater effect than that which is exercised upon it, and each important language appears to be a unique form for the production and communication of ideas. In an even purer and more complete way the eternal fundamental ideas of all that is conceivable obtain for themselves being and power; beauty in all physical and spiritual forms; truth in the immutable activity of each force according to its innate law; and justice in the inexorable course of events which eternally judge and punish themselves. From our human perspective, we cannot directly detect the plans of world order, but can only guess at them through the ideas by means of which they reveal themselves, and therefore all history is only the realization of an idea. In this idea lies both its force and its goal. Thus by immersing ourselves in the study of the generative forces, we arrive at a more correct path to the final causes toward which the spirit naturally strives. The goal of history can only be the realization of the idea which is to be represented through humanity, in all aspects and in all the shapes in which finite form is able to combine with the idea. The course of events can only break off when both are no longer capable of a full interpretation. Thus we have succeeded in locating the ideas which must guide the historian and can return to the comparison between him and the artist. For the historian, the investigation of the active and passive forces occurring in life plays a role comparable to that of the knowledge of nature and the study of organic structure for the artist; and the ideas which unfold silently and magnificently in the context of world events and yet do not belong to them are for him what proportion, symmetry, and the notion of pure form are for the artist. The enterprise of the historian in its final but most simple solution is the depiction of the striving of an idea to achieve existence in reality. For it does not always succeed in its initial attempt, and not seldom does it degenerate when it is not able to gain pure mastery over the opposing material. There are two things to which we have to hold in the
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course of this investigation: that an idea which is itself not directly perceptible rules in all that takes place, but that this idea can only be recognized in the events themselves. The historian therefore cannot exclude the power of the idea from his depiction and seek all solely in the material; he must at least leave room open for its effect; he must further keep his spirit receptive for it; but above all, he must guard against attributing to reality ideas which he has himself created, or sacrificing the living richness of the individual in his search for the relationships of the whole. This freedom and delicacy of perspective must become his very own nature to such an extent that he brings it to the consideration of each event, for no one event is fully separable from the whole, and, as we have shown above, a part of everything that happens lies beyond the realm of direct perception. If the historian is lacking in this freedom of perspective, he does not recognize the events in their scope and their depth; if he is lacking in delicacy of perspective, then he damages their simple and living truth.



Johann Gustav Droysen JOHANN GUSTAV DROYSEN (1808-1884) was born in Treptow, Pomerania, and attended the classical high school (Gymnasium) in Stettin before enrolling at the University of Berlin as a student. He taught high school in that city for several years and began to teach history at the university in 1833 as an instructor (Privatdozenf). During these years, his main interest lay in the field of classics. He published translations of Aeschylus and Aristophanes. In 1833 he published his History of Alexander the Great which was to become a standard work and established Droysen's reputation as a historian. The sequel volumes, History of Hellenism (1836-1843), dealt with the fate of Greek civilization after Alexander's death. In 1840 Droysen received a professorship at the University of Kiel where he became involved in the political conflict between Denmark and Germany regarding the status of Schleswig-Holstein. He was elected a member of the revolutionary Frankfurt Parliament in 1848 and served as secretary for the committee in charge of drafting an all-German constitution. After the failure of the revolution, Droysen moved to Jena and finally (1859) to Berlin where he remained until his death. His major scholarly interest was now centered around the history of Prussia. He published a biography of Count Yorck von Wartenburg (1851-52) and then embarked on his intended magnum opus, a History of Prussian Politics (1855-1884), of which he completed seven volumes. During his entire career Droysen displayed a strong sense for the theoretical and methodological problems of the historical discipline vis-a-vis the rapidly growing influence of the natural sciences. He was the most outspoken critic of the positivist approach to history as practiced by Taine and Buckle. Beginning in 1857 Droysen regularly taught a course at the University of Berlin which he called Encyclopedia and Methodology of History. He taught this course eighteen times before his death. An outline of the course for his students was published in 1858 (3rd edition, 1882) under the title Historik.
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In 1937 R. Hiibner published an integral text of Droysen's course (together with the Outline). An historical-critical edition of all of Droysen's theoretical writings has begun to appear (Sect. A, Bibl.). The selection "On Interpretation" is taken from the Hiibner edition of the Historik and comprises sections 37 (The Investigation of Origins) and 38 (The Modes of Interpretation) of the full version of the text (Enzyklopadie), as well as sections 39-44 (The Four Kinds of Interpretation) from the Grundriss (Outline). The selection on "The Historical Method" was reprinted from the English edition of the Outline published in Boston in 1897. It is characteristic for Droysen's approach that he brings the tools and the insights of the new philological hermeneutics to bear upon the study of history and society.



HISTORY AND THE HISTORICAL METHOD i



Nature and History are the widest conceptions under which the human mind apprehends the world of phenomena. And it apprehends them thus, according to the intuitions of time and space, which present themselves to it as, in order to comprehend them, it analyzes for itself in its own way the restless movement of shifting phenomena. Objectively, phenomena do not separate themselves according to space and time; it is our apprehension that thus distinguishes them, according as they appear to relate themselves more to space or to time. The conceptions of time and space increase in definiteness and content in the measure in which the side-by-side character of that which is and the successive character of that which has become, are perceived, investigated and understood.



2 The restless movement in the world of phenomena causes us to apprehend things as in a constant development, this transition on the part of some seeming merely to repeat itself periodically, in case of others to supplement the repetition with ascent, addition, ceaseless growth, the system continually making, so to speak, "a contribution to itself."1 In those phenomena in which we discover an advance of this kind, we take the successive character, the element of time, as the determining thing. These we grasp and bring together as History.
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To the human eye, only what pertains to man appears to partake of this constant upward and onward motion, and of this, such motion appears to be the essence and the business. The ensemble of this restless progress upward is the moral world. Only to this does the expression "History" find its full application.



4 The science of History is the result of empirical perception, experience and investigation (historid). All empirical knowledge depends upon the "specific energy" of the nerves of sense, through the excitation of which the mind receives not "images" but signs of things without, which signs this excitation has brought before it. Thus it develops for itself systems of signs, in which the corresponding external things present themselves to it, constituting a world of ideas. In these the mind, continually correcting, enlarging and building up its world, finds itself in possession of the external world, that is, so far as it can and must possess this in order to grasp it, and, by knowledge, will and formative power, rule it.



5 All empirical investigation governs itself according to the data to which it is directed, and it can only direct itself to such data as are immediately present to it and susceptible of being cognized through the senses. The data for historical investigation are not past things, for these have disappeared, but things which are still present here and now, whether recollections of what was done, or remnants of things that have existed and of events that have occurred.



6 Every point in the present is one which has come to be. That which it was and the manner whereby it came to be—these have passed away. Still, ideally, its past character is yet present in it. Only ideally, however, as faded traces and suppressed gleams. Apart from knowledge these are as if they existed not. Only searching vision, the insight of investigation, is able to resuscitate them to a new life, and thus cause light to shine back into the empty darkness of the past. Yet what becomes clear is not past events as past. These exist no longer. It is so much of those past things as still abides in the now and the here. These quickened traces of past things stand to us in the stead of their originals, mentally constituting the "present" of those originals. The finite mind possesses only the now and the here. But it enlarges for itself this poverty-stricken narrowness of its existence, forward by means of its willing
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and its hopes, backward through the fullness of its memories. Thus, ideally locking in itself both the future and the past, it possesses an experience analogous to eternity. The mind illuminates its present with the vision and knowledge of past events, which yet have neither existence nor duration save in and through the mind itself. "Memory, that mother of Muses, who shapes all things,'^ creates for it the forms and the materials for a world which is in the truest sense the mind's own. 7



It is only the traces which man has left, only what man's hand and man's mind has touched, formed, stamped, that thus lights up before us afresh. As he goes on fixing imprints and creating form and order, in every such utterance the human being brings into existence an expression of his individual nature, of his "I." Whatever residue of such human expressions and imprints is anywise, anywhere, present to us, that speaks to us and we can understand it.



The Historical Method 8 The method of historical investigation is determined by the morphological character of its material. The essence of historical method is understanding by means of investigation.



9 The possibility of this understanding arises from the kinship of our nature with that of the utterances lying before us as historical material. A further condition of this possibility is the fact that man's nature, at once sensuous and spiritual, speaks forth every one of its inner processes in some form apprehensible by the senses, mirrors these inner processes, indeed, in every utterance. On being perceived, the utterance, by projecting itself into the inner experience of the percipient, calls forth the same inner process.3 Thus, on hearing the cry of anguish we have a sense of the anguish felt by him who cries. Animals, plants and the things of the inorganic world are understood by us only in part, only in a certain way, in certain relations, namely those wherein these things seem to us to correspond to categories of our thinking. Those things have for us no individual, at least no personal, existence. Inasmuch as we seize and understand them only in the relations named, we do not scruple to set them at naught as to their individual existences, to dismember and destroy them, to use and consume them. With human beings, on the other hand, with human utterances and creations, we have and feel
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that we have an essential kinship and reciprocity of nature: every "I" enclosed in itself, yet each in its utterances disclosing itself to every other. 10



The individual utterance is understood as a simple speaking forth of the inner nature, involving possibility of inference backward to that inner nature. This inner nature, offering this utterance in the way of a specimen, is understood as a central force, in itself one and the same, yet declaring its nature in this single voice, as in every one of its external efforts and expressions. The individual is understood in the total, and the total from the individual. The person who understands, because he, like him whom he has to understand, is an "I," a totality in himself, fills out for himself the other's totality from the individual utterance and the individual utterance from the other's totality. The process of understanding is as truly synthetic as analytic, as truly inductive as deductive. 11



From the logical mechanism of the understanding process there is to be distinguished the act of the faculty of understanding. This act results, under the conditions above explained, as an immediate intuition, wherein soul blends with soul, creatively, after the manner of conception in coition.



12 The human being is, in essential nature, a totality in himself, but realizes this character only in understanding others and being understood by them, in the moral partnerships of family, people, state, religion, etc. The individual is only relatively a totality. He understands and is understood only as a specimen and expression of the partnerships whose member he is and in whose essence and development he has part, himself being but an expression of this essence and development. The combined influence of times, peoples, states, religions, etc., is only a sort of an expression of the absolute totality, whose reality we instinctively surmise and believe in because it comes before us in our uCogito ergo sum,"4 that is, as the certainty of our own personal being, and as the most indubitable fact which we can know.



13 The false alternative between the materialistic and the idealistic view of the world reconciles itself in the historical, namely in the view to which the moral
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world leads us; for the essence of the moral world resides in the fact that in it at every moment the contrast spoken of reconciles itself in order to its own renewal, renews itself in order to its own reconciliation. 14



According to the objects and according to the nature of human thinking, the three possible scientific methods are: the speculative, philosophically or theologically, the physical, and the historical. Their essence is to find out, to explain, to understand. Hence the old canon of the sciences: Logic, Physics, Ethics, which are not three ways to one goal, but the three sides of a prism, through which the human eye, if it will, may, in colored reflection, catch foregleams of the eternal light whose direct splendor it would not be able to bear.



15 The moral world, ceaselessly moved by many ends, and finally, so we instinctively surmise and believe, by the supreme end, is in a state of restless development and of internal elevation and growth, "on and on, as man eternalizes himself."5 Considered in the successive character of these its movements the moral world presents itself to us as History. With every advancing step in this development and growth, the historical understanding becomes wider and deeper. History, that is, is better understood and itself understands better. The knowledge of History is History itself. Restlessly working on, it cannot but deepen its investigations and broaden its circle of vision. Historical things have their truth in the moral forces, as natural things have theirs in the natural "laws," mechanical, physical, chemical, etc. Historical things are the perpetual actualization of these moral forces. To think historically, means to see their truth in the actualities resulting from that moral energy.



Notes 1. Aristotle De anima 2.5.1. 2. Aeschylus Prometheus 466. 3. This passage clearly echoes Humboldt's famous characterization of language and speech from his Introduction to the Kawi Language. See the first selection by Humboldt above, p. 100. 4. Descartes's dictum from the Discourse "I think, therefore, I am." 5. Dante Inferno 15.84.
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THE INVESTIGATION OF ORIGINS First, some preliminary remarks. We concluded the chapter on criticism without finding a rubric which would do justice to the investigation of origins. Should we not determine and establish a point as the genetic beginning of an historical phenomenon such as Christianity? Or is this a matter for interpretation? I must acknowledge that this task is made impossible by the method set forth by myself and would like to add that herein also lies what seems to me to be a good indication of the correctness of my method. Indeed, it is the nature of the narrative to portray historical events as a process and to allow these to present themselves genetically to the ear of the hearer, thus allowing them virtually to unfold before him. However, it is equally clear that we, in so narrating, are only seeking to imitate the sequence as it appears to us to be "becoming" and that we reconstruct this sequence by inquiry. It is sheer abstraction and fallacious to believe that we can find the origin of that which has become through inquiry; this would be the same as to trace the true origin of the illustrious history of the Romans back to Romulus and Remus. Both founders are preceded by a long line of influences. It would be even more illusory to search for the origin of something with the belief that it is possible to find the true essence of that from which this development proceeded. The studies on this question conducted by the Baur school have become a model for the field of theology. Here the true core of archetypal Christianity is sought. As with an onion, layer after layer is peeled away in order to come at last to the innermost center. But what is "last and innermost"? Is it Christ, his eminent person and biography? Does it consist in the teachings and creeds, or is there one doctrine which is the sum of all others? Perhaps the Word of the filial relationship to God or Love, which is valued above all else, will be found at the center. Perhaps this is the grain of seed, which, having been cast out, sprouted and grew to become a tree which overshadowed the world. The seed first became a tree by growing and it was first through this tremendous growth that the seed came into its true "being." It is of no use to deny the existence of the tree because the original seed can no longer be traced or because one is uncertain whether this, that, or a third point is the actual beginning. If one were to dig down to the roots from which this tree has grown in order to find the original germ seed, it would no longer be there. Its beginning only repeats itself through its fruit; if the tree no longer bears fruit, then its life and moving force are at an end and it withers away. This is true of all historical phenomena. To arrive at a point which is the origin, in its complete and eminent sense, it must be sought exclusively outside the realm of historical research. We cannot go beyond relative origins which are posited by us as a beginning in relation to what has evolved from them. We can only find
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and posit the origin in relation to that which has already become. For if we speculate, we can certainly construct an unmitigated and absolute beginning in which we could devoutly believe; but we could not prove it historically. He who wishes to establish such an origin would not do so using a historical method as he might run the risk of being drawn into the tedious discussion over whether the chicken came before the egg, or the even more uninteresting theory on the generatio aequivoca of the primeval protoplasm put forth by the followers of Darwin. It is essential to have a clear understanding of the fact that our empirical research can only proceed from current materials. Furthermore, if the results are presented in the form of narration, they will have been assigned an origin ad hoc which, therefore, can only be a relative one. This is important to note because, in explaining the origin of that which has become, the genetic mode of narration consistently leads one to the misconception that it is possible to verify historically why things had to come into being and why they had to become what they became. But this issue has yet another aspect worthy of note which also wants clarification. It goes without saying that we can only completely understand something after we understand how this thing has come to be what it is. But we can only know something if we investigate and understand what it is like in the most precise way. The fact that we conceive of the present and the existing as "having become" is only a form and a mode of expressing this understanding. And, on the other hand, we develop our concept of becoming and having become from the existing which we analyze and conceptualize chronologically in order to understand it. As one can see, we are moving in a circle; however, one which brings us further, but not the issue at hand. One moment we have an object before us which we observe as existing, and in the next moment, we conceive of it as having become. Here we have a dual formula for the way in which we see and conceive of the object; it is not the object, but our understanding of the object which we control and enhance by viewing it stereoscopically from two sides at once, or, more accurately, from two points of vision. One must know this in order to realize just how far the limits of our discipline can and want to be extended. It [our discipline] proceeds empirically in that the material used for investigation is both given and existing; it is precise because it obtains its results by drawing proper syllogisms for such material and not from hypothesized origins. This accuracy is strengthened by its attempt to explain phenomena that are empirically available without using nonempirical primary origins. For if one were to accept that our discipline sets itself the task of explaining the present from the past through deductive reasoning, then one would acknowledge that the conditions for that which follows are already present in the preceding, whether these were established by inquiry or not. Such a discipline would exclude one of the most intrinsic properties of the historical world, that is, the
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moral world: the freedom of will, the responsibility for one's own action and the right of every individual to be a new beginning and totality unto himself. To this discipline the moral world would become an uninteresting analogy for the perpetuity of matter and the mechanics of atoms. For the future would already have been preconceived in the past. It would already have to have been present in embryo form in the beginning; events would need only to reveal and interpret themselves in order to be able to evolve logically from the preceding. This mechanism is not even experienced by plants since it is not yet contained in its seed, but requires nourishment from the earth, air, or light, and with this it is nourished and enhanced to become that which it has not yet become in its seed. These observations suffice to refute the false doctrine of organic preformation or history's so-called "organic" development. That which is generally extolled as organically preformed is, admittedly, a factor, a condition of historical life—but I might add that this is the least historical as it belongs to the natural substratum. If taken seriously, the truly organic development would exclude progress, the epidosis eis auto.1 This preface was necessary to prevent the concept of interpretation which we are about to discuss from being misconstrued. We are not interpreting historical facts such as the Revolution of 1789 or the Battle of Leipzig in order to infer situations and conditions whose necessary results these events would be. On the contrary, we are interpreting existing materials in order to find out—by explicating and interpreting—what can be perceived as going beyond the facts to which they attest. This we are doing on the basis of explication, interpretation, and the best possible understanding of these facts. Our interpretation intends to enliven and analyze these dry, lifeless materials in the hopes of returning them to life and allowing them to speak again through the art of interpretation.



THE MODES OF INTERPRETATION I understand the speech of a person standing before me by hearing his words and taking in the tone and accent of his voice, the expression of his eyes and face and the gesticulation of his hands. For it is the full expression of excitement and mood which manifests itself and which allows me to comprehend this person's innermost being, what he feels, and to have compassion for what is going on inside him. It is already a different matter when the same person writes to me when I am not present. In reading, I instinctively complete his letter by imagining the tone of his voice and the expression of his face as I know them otherwise to be. I imagine that I hear and see him.
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If I do not know the author of the letter personally, the impression I have of the letter is much flatter. Unless the statement is particularly emphatic or skillfully written, it will require much effort to imagine the personality behind such a letter. If someone tells me of a conversation with someone or of a letter from someone with whom I am befriended, I am able to correct and control the narrator's portrayal with my own additional knowledge. I might even be acquainted with the narrator and be aware of his nature, his aspirations, and his relationship to my friend. I will correct his story with this information in mind and will know just how much to believe. According at least to my knowledge and opinion of my friend, he would not have spoken in such a way nor would he have meant such a thing. I shall correct the facts, make my decision, or form my opinion on the basis of this. And if I should learn through third or fourth hand what my friend said or wrote, I shall be all the more cautious. And still more so, if I am to learn from this source what someone has said whom I do not know. I shall first try to learn more about this person in order to gain an idea of his personality. These are roughly the same variances we find in historical materials which are presented to us and also the same procedures which we must subject them to. Criticism has done away with all sorts of imperfections and impurities which the material initially had. Not only has it purified and verified them, but it has organized them so that they may lie well ordered before us. The rest of our task is now clear to us. We are now concerned with understanding the things before us; that is, to comprehend them as an expression of that element within them which wanted to express itself. If we were to continue schematically, we would have to go back to what we said earlier and say: that which lies before us as historical material is the expression and imprint of acts of volition and we must try to understand them in these manifestations. But the matter is not so simple. We are not so much concerned with the particular voluntary acts of those who acted; we are more interested in gaining an idea and understanding of the events and the conditions (i.e., the facts) which were evoked by the acts of volition. Each of these facts arises as a rule from interaction with many other facts and some were formed in such a way that they opposed and acted against one another. And how should we react to facts, that is, to evidence or remains of facts, in which (as with the remains of the Old Roman Wall, or the leges barborum, or the founding of Knights' Orders in Jerusalem) there are no longer any traces of a personal will and what is left to speak to us is merely something general, like the genius of a race, the insight of an age, the same uniform attitude of countless believers? The task of historic interpretation, then, is not as simple as our understanding of someone who is speaking to us.
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But we do take our essential foundation from there. First of all, it is important to find the viewpoints around which we will focus our historic understanding and interpretation. These encompass everything which one can understand. 1. In keeping with the nature of the subject, we turn first to the basic historical material as it has been organized by criticism; this order almost provides us with a sketch of the factual context which we complete through the pragmatic interpretation. 2. The facts for which these materials serve as proof took place at such and such a time and in such and such a country; they were part of that present and were under the influence of all of the conditioning factors present at the time. All of these factors worked together and exercised an inhibiting or a stimulating influence on the situation which constituted that period of time. Each factor also stood under the local, economic, religious, and technical conditions. The traces of these effects present in the historic material must be found and reestablished in terms of their impact and range. This is the interpretation of the conditions. 3. Our material will not always be constituted such that we can still state the voluntary actions of the people concerned; and even where we can recognize the leaders, or the productive individuals, the body of spectators and people being lead will evade our scrutiny. But if these masses seem here to lack significance and effectiveness, if they seem to be receptive and passive, this is only so when seen beside the unfolding of some great event. The leading figures do not just guide and determine the masses, they also represent them. We will have to understand the opinions and perceptions of these leading figures, their inclinations, behavior, and purpose; and we shall have to try to imagine ourselves in their place in order that we may recognize the facts attested to by the material, keeping in mind not only their actual course of development, but, more importantly, the conditions under which they evolved and their unfolding through the will and passions of those actively involved. This is the psychological interpretation. 4. Our understanding is still incomplete. One factor still remains which is not easily categorized under these three points. This is of no special significance, although seemingly imperceptible, for it always carries the entire action and often suddenly bursts forth with tremendous energy. Over and above all particular interests, individual talents, and personal intentions, there is a common factor which is more powerful than all of the factors taken together. It is under the effect of this factor that the conditions become active and begin to focus themselves. The entire pragmatic process is ruled and moved solely by this factor. These are the common and moral forces from which man derives his expression, his unity, and his strength; these are alive in the feelings and the conscience of every person. They elevate him above his small self and draw him as a participator into the great creations which offer him more than an individual and ephemeral existence. This is what is meant by the expression "interpretation of ideas." Perhaps we should reformulate this as the interpretation according to moral forces.
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Still another observation should be made at this point. We saw that, according to Bohmer, the only method of an historian is to lay out the materials he has gathered. One often hears—most notably in philological circles—the opinion that any step beyond this is an arbitrary product of the imagination. But it is precisely this imagination which is immediately active in producing a picture of the events past—be they recorded or not—and the saga illustrates to us just how historic necessity is forced to proceed in such a manner. This also applies to the dilettantism of today. The main objective is to find norms which produce an adequate and secure procedure and one which also yields assured results. Consequently, the second and greatest danger is that we involuntarily bring in the views and presuppositions of our own time and the present interferes with our understanding of the past. As mentioned in the criticism of correctness and validity.2 Shakespeare's dramatic works (Troilus and Cressida and Midsummer Night's Dream) present that heroic people, the Greeks, according to the courtly customs of the author's own times. It is only through cautious, methodical interpretation that we can gain concrete and assured results and so correct our notions about the past. This will enable us to measure the past according to its own standards.



39 (a) The pragmatic interpretation takes up the critical state of affairs; that is, the critically verified remnants and ordered interpretations which are left from the actual course of events. It examines the causal nature of that course in order to reconstruct it. The simple demonstrative method is sufficient when the material is plentiful. When there is a lack of material, we are lead to analogy, a comparison of this X with the unknown. The analogy between two Xs, in as much as they supplement one another, becomes the comparative method. The hypothesis is the postulation of a correlation in which the fragmentary evidence conforms to its conjectured direction and is thus confirmed by evidence.



40 (b) The interpretation of the conditions bases itself on the fact that the conditions were already potentially contained in the once actual state of affairs. At the same time, these conditions make this situation possible and will, for that matter, always be partially present in its residuum and interpretations. (An example can be seen in the aesthetically unpleasing position of the Borghesian gladiator with respect to the line of the tympanum, for which the statue was created.)
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The conditions of space— aside from the countless minor relationships—can be illuminated through geography: the theater of war, the battlefield, natural boundaries, the formation of valleys in Egypt, and the formation of the marshland by the North Sea. The conditions of time which govern a situation can be broken down into a development of facts and into concurrent events which were more or less determining forces of the same. A third group of conditions comprises the material and moral means which enabled the course of the event to become an actuality. In the area of material means lies the multiplicity of matter and tools which constitute the vast field of technological interpretation—an area which has remained virtually unexplored. The passions, moods, prejudices, and opinions which rule the masses lie in the realm of morals. The statesman, the general, and the artist are all similarly determined by these aspects, as they all depend on the same for their own effectiveness. 41



(c) The psychological interpretation attempts to determine the acts of will which elicited the event. This method concerns itself with the person who willed the act, the forcefulness of that person's will, his intellect, and the extent to which all these things had an effect on the event. The person who wills the act is neither consumed by the event nor can the event be considered the sole product of that person's will and intelligence; it is neither the pure nor the entire expression of his personality. The personality as such does not find the measure of its value in history, or in what it accomplishes, does, or endures. The personality is reserved its own realm in which it communes with itself and God alone—regardless of how many or how few its talents, how great or how small its influence and success. This intimate realm is the source of willing and being, the realm in which all things are justified or damned either before the historic individual or before God. Each individual gains the most certitude through his conscience—the essence of his existence. This is a sanctuary which research cannot penetrate. One person may understand another person well; but this is only superficial; he apprehends his deeds, speech, and gestures as separate moments, never truly, never completely. It is true, however, that one friend can believe in another friend and that in the love of the one for the other, his self is held secure through the other's image: "You must be this way, for it is so that I understand you." This is the secret of all upbringing. Writers such as Shakespeare create the course of events based on the nature of the people they are portraying; they tailor their psychological interpretation to the event. In reality, other forces beside personality are at work here.
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Things take their course despite the evil or benevolent will of the individual who carries them out. History's continuity, its work and progress, is located in the moral forces, where every individual, poor and small, has his place and share in them. But even the most brilliant, the strongest and most powerful of wills, is only one impulse in this movement of moral forces. It is nonetheless a distinctive and effective one in its place. Historical research perceives the individual only as such; it is not his individual person which is significant here, but his position and work as part of this or that moral force and as transmitter of the idea. 42



(d) The interpretation of the ideas fills the gap left by the psychological interpretation. For the individual constructs his own world to the same extent to which he shares in the ethical forces of his age. And insofar as he assiduously and prosperously builds on his spot for the short duration of his life, will he have furthered the common possessions in and for which he has lived. And he will, for his part, have served the ethical forces which outlive him. A person would not be a person without these forces. However, these will only grow and intensify through the common work between people, races, times, and in the movement of history, whose evolution and growth is their unfolding. The ethical system of any period is only the speculative form and the recapitulation of the unfolding to that point, only an attempt to sum it up according to its theoretical content and to articulate it. Every age is a complex manifestation of all moral forces. This is true no matter how advanced its stage of development and it is true regardless of the degree to which the higher might still be encapsulated in the lower forms, i.e., the state within the family.



Notes 1. Greek: enlargement, growth out of itself. 2. Reference to section 32—not included in this selection—which deals with the critical methods for testing the validity and correctness of alleged facts or events which have come down to us.



4 Philological Hermeneutics Philip August Boeckh PHILIP AUGUST BOECKH (1785-1867) was born in Karlsruhe where he attended the Gymnasium or classical high school. He went to Halle to study with Schleiermacher and with F. A. Wolf, the classical philologist and famous author of the Prolegomena adHomerem. In 1809 he began teaching at Heidelberg and subsequently moved to the newly founded University of Berlin (1811), where he also served as the director of the philological and pedagogical seminar for a number of years. Boeckh made substantial contributions to classical scholarship and covered many aspects of ancient and Greek civilization from Athenian political economy to Greek philosophy (Plato and the Pythagoreans) to Athenian tragedy and the poetry of Pindar and others. The collection of his minor writings comprises seven volumes. In his approach to hermeneutics Boeckh combined the ideas of Schleiermacher with the exacting methods of classical philology taught to him by Wolf and Ast. As early as 1809 he designed a special course, entitled Encyclopedia and Methodology of the Philological Sciences, which was to serve as a scholarly introduction to the entire field of classical philology. This course was revised and amplified over the years by Boeckh until 1866 (two years before his death), when he offered it for the twenty-sixth time. His student, Bratuschek, produced an integral text from Boeckh's notes and from student notebooks (including his own) which appeared in 1877. A revised edition (edited by Klussmann) of the Encyclopedia was published in 1866. The book contains a special section, "Theory of Hermeneutics," and one entitled "Theory of Criticism." Boeckh considered hermeneutics the basis for all philological studies, and philology the universal discipline concerned with all aspects of human culture in its historical manifestations. Our selections are taken from the (partial) English translation of the Encyclopedia by J. Prichard (Sect. A, Bibl.).



FORMAL THEORY OF PHILOLOGY A formal theory of philological knowing is as superfluous as logic, the formal theory of philosophical understanding, is unnecessary. Men thought logically before logic was discovered, and understood unfamiliar thoughts without any 132
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theory of understanding—as they do every day. . . . Correct understanding, like logical thinking, is an art, and therefore rests partly on a half-unconscious preparation. And yet the many mistakes made daily in interpretation of unfamiliar thoughts teach us that special skill and talent are needed for understanding as much as for any art. Both religion and philosophy, for example, are directed like poetry entirely toward inner contemplation, and both work by a priori reasoning. Since understanding requires a directly opposite mode of thinking, it is no wonder that religious men and philosophers, like poets, have only the slightest knowledge of interpretation—especially if they subscribe to mysticism. The Orient, on account of its suppression of the understanding, has on the whole little talent for interpretation. Understanding is essentially ability to judge, aided of necessity by imagination. It demands objectivity and receptiveness; the more subjective a man is, the less has he the gift of understanding. For philosophy, the Neoplatonists in their exposition of Plato furnish a shining illustration how exposition can be practiced counter to all understanding. Of the New Testament there is neither beginning nor end of false exposition. And yet among its expositors are gifted, well-informed men whose understanding is wide, but not for this kind of interpretation. Celebrated philologists, too, often misunderstand their own understanding; even the best of them frequently go astray. If there is an art of understanding, it must have its theory, which must comprehend the scientific development of the laws of understanding, not merely practical rules such as are generally found in most treatments of interpretation and criticism. These rules, though good in themselves, are first clarified in theory and then better learned in their application, just as the philological art is best learned through practice. From practice the laws of the theory can be inductively derived. The value of theory consists not in any ability it has to make a man a good exegete or critic, any more than knowledge of logic makes one a philosophical thinker, but in its capacity to bring unconscious activity to the level of consciousness. The goal toward which interpretation and criticism strive, and the point of view by which they must be guided, are much the same as that which philology practices dimly and vaguely by mere empiricism, until it is elevated by theory to scientific clarity. Theory, then, rules practical philological activity. It sharpens the vision and guards against errors by showing their causes and the boundaries of sure knowledge. Theory makes philology an art, though many philologists regard mere empirical dexterity in interpretation and criticism as art. According to our definition of understanding, we distinguish interpretation and criticism as separate but essential elements in it. ... The two are obviously different functions. When we assign to hermeneutics the task of understanding the subjects themselves, we surely do not imply that anything can be understood without reference to much besides. For interpretation many auxiliaries must be used. The aim of hermeneutics is to understand the essential nature of the subject.
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When criticism establishes whether a manuscript reading is correct, or whether a work belongs to a specific author, decision is reached through investigating the relation of that reading to its context or the relation in which the peculiar characteristics of the work stand to the specific author. This research shows the agreement or difference of the two compared objects, and therefrom further conclusions are drawn. Such a procedure is followed in every critical project. In order, for example, to form an opinion concerning a historical transaction, the critic investigates whether it agrees or not with the end sought from it, or with the law, etc. In aesthetic criticism of a poem, the investigation considers whether it conforms to the artistic principles of the genre to which it belongs. The task of criticism is, in fine, not to understand a subject in itself, but to discover the relation of several subjects. It will later be shown that the hermeneutic and critical functions act reciprocally. Both interpretation and criticism are always busied with something handed down or at least communicated. This thing communicated is either a symbol of the thing known, differing from it in form, e.g., in the shape of letters, musical notation, etc.; or it is a picture agreeing in form with the object expressed in it, as in works of art or craft. Recent kinds of intellectual expression are to some extent hieroglyphics, which must be interpreted through hermeneutics and criticism in order that one may proceed from right understanding of the forms to their significance in the works of human activity, or rather to their content and meaning. This is a special aspect, still little considered.



THEORY OF HERMENEUTICS The term hermeneutics is derived from hermeneia, which obviously related to the name of the god Hermes. . . . From the original significance of Hermes, who clearly is one of the deities of earth, there developed the concept of him as the messenger of the gods, the go-between of gods and men. He makes manifest the divine thoughts, translates the infinite into the finite, the divine spirit into sensory phenomena, and therefore he denotes analysis, measure, and particularizing. The discovery of everything that becomes understood is ascribed to him, especially language and literature. The essence of hermeneia consists in that which the Romans called elocutio: the expression of thought—not the understanding, but the rendering intelligible. Consequently, hermeneia has long signified the rendering of one person's language intelligible to another, the work of the interpreter. As such it is not essentially different from exegesis, and the two words may be used as synonyms. They are concerned not so much with interpreting as with actually understanding, which becomes possible only through interpretation.
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This understanding is the re-forming process of hermeneia as elocutio. As the actions of the understanding, or the principles according to which one will understand, are everywhere the same, no specific distinction of interpretation can be made with respect to the subjects to be interpreted. Such distinctions as sacred and secular interpretation are accordingly untenable. If a sacred book is of human origin, it must be understood according to human rules in the usual treatment applied to books. If it is of divine origin, it stands on a level above all human interpretation, and can be apprehended only through divine inspiration. Obviously, every truly sacred book, like every highly gifted man's work that is the product of inspiration, may become fully intelligible only through both human and divine means at once. The human spirit, which gives shape to all ideas after its own laws, is itself of divine origin. There is notwithstanding a special application of general interpretative principles with reference to specific areas. We have a special hermeneutics of the New Testament, of Roman law, of Homer, etc. Here belongs the branch of artistic interpretation, which has to explain works of plastic art as one explains works of literature. Archaeological interpretation is not treated here. Since the great mass of verbal tradition is fixed through written record, the business of the philologist is with the text, in which he must gain understanding of three things: 1. The writing, the symbol of the thing signifying. 2. Language, the thing signifying. 3. The thing signified, the knowledge contained in language. The palaeographer stops with the proof of the symbol. The mere grammarian confines himself to the symbol of the thing signified, language. Only when one presses on to the thing signified, the thought, does genuine knowledge arise. We shall now presume the comprehension of the letters and shall not busy ourselves with the art of deciphering them, which, when there is no key to it, is itself an interpretation of infinite, unknown areas. Nor are we concerned with the difference between notation for oral speech and for thought, since we treat not the audible aspect of language but only the concepts bound up with the words as objects for interpretation. And though we restrict ourselves here to speech as the most general instrument of communication, the principles we arrive at must be valid for expression by other means than language. Effective divisions of interpretation may be drawn only from the essential nature of interpretative activity. Essentially as regards understanding and its expression, interpretation is consciousness of that through which the meaning and significance of the thing communicated are conditioned and defined. Here belongs first the objective significance of the means of communication, language in its most widely significant sense. The meaning is first conditioned by the literal meaning of the words and thus can be understood only when the common expression is fully understood. But every speaker or writer employs language in a special, personal
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way, modifying it according to his own individuality. To understand anyone, therefore, his subjective qualities must be taken into account. Exposition from that common, objective aspect of language, we denote by the term grammatical interpretation; from the subjective standpoint, individual interpretation. The sense of each communication is further conditioned by the actual circumstances in which it came into being, the knowledge of which is presumed in those to whom it was addressed. To understand it, one must transplant himself into these circumstances. A book derives its true significance first from ideas current at the time when it was written. This exposition from the aspect of its actual milieu we call historical interpretation. This is not what one usually means by explanation of the subject, i.e., an amassing of historical notes; these can be dispensed with for understanding the work, for exegesis needs to supply only as much as conditions this understanding. Historical interpretation, in this sense closely allied to grammatical interpretation, investigates how the literal meaning of the words is modified through objective conditions. The individual aspect of the communication is moreover modified through the subjective conditions under whose influence it was composed, which determine the purpose and direction of the work. In communication goals exist that are common to many writers. Out of these arise well-defined species of communication, the literary genres. The characteristics of poetry and prose, and of their varieties, lie in the subjective aim and goal of the literary performance. Under these general differences are classed the individual aims of the several authors, which constitute varieties in the genres. The goal is the ideal, higher unity of the communication; this, established as a norm, is the standard of art and as such is always imprinted in a particular form or genre. Exegesis of the work of art from this aspect is best named generic interpretation. It is as closely related to individual interpretation as historical interpretation is to grammatical. The following outline indicates that in these four kinds of interpretation all requirements for understanding are comprehended; the list is complete. Interpretation is: I. Understanding from the objective conditions of the thing communicated: a. from the literal meaning of the words—grammatical interpretation; b. from the meaning of the words in reference to the material relations and context of the work—historical interpretation. II. Understanding from the subjective conditions of the thing communicated: a. from the subject itself—individual interpretation; b. from the subject in reference to subjective relations which lie in the aim and direction of the work—generic interpretation. How are these different kinds of interpretation interrelated? We have made our analysis on the basis of the concept given above; in practice, the kinds constantly intermingle. Without individual interpretation the literal meaning is unintelligible,
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for each word spoken by anyone is drawn from the common vocabulary but invested with an additional, peculiar meaning. To obtain this latter meaning, one must know the individuality of the speaker. Likewise the general sense of words is modified by their actual relations in discourse and by the kinds of discourse. To interpret these modifications, one needs historical and generic interpretation, the bases of which are in turn to be found only through grammatical interpretation, from which all interpretation starts. We have here a circle of reasoning that points backward to the aforementioned problem, in which the formal and material functions in philology were mutually dependent. For example, grammatical interpretation requires knowledge of the historical development of grammar; historical interpretation is impossible without special knowledge of general history; individual interpretation requires knowledge of matters pertaining to individual man; and generic interpretation rests upon historical knowledge. In fine, the various kinds of interpretation presume substantial amounts of factual knowledge, and yet these different bodies of knowledge become known first through interpretation of all the sources. This circle can, however, be broken in the following way. Grammatical interpretation provides the literal meaning of the word, treats it under various conditions, and relates it to the language as a whole. The history of language is established; grammars and lexica are made, which in turn serve grammatical interpretation and are themselves perfected with the progressing interpretative activity. This work provides a basis for the other sorts of interpretation and at the same time for constituting the material disciplines. The further these disciplines are developed, the more nearly complete becomes the interpretation. For instance, New Testament interpretation must lag behind interpretation of the Greek classics because its grammar, stylistic theory, and historical conditioning forces are far less perfectly known. The grammatical usage of Attic writers is far more accurately formulated than is the grammar of New Testament discourse, which is the product of a bad mixture of Greek and oriental usage, an inferior jargon. The New Testament writers, moreover, were unlettered men, with no concept of such highly developed art as is found in Attic writing. To understand their way of writing, one must become familiar with the religious enthusiasm and oriental warmth of their ideas. A mythical darkness also cloaks the circumstances in which these works came into being. As another example, for the classical period in Greece lyric poetical form is the least known, and consequently interpretation of the lyrics is especially difficult. The style of the poet is to be discovered through interpretation from his works themselves, and yet the interpretation depends in its most significant points upon the concept which one has derived from his literary style. To shun thepetitio principii here requires particular skill. The fact that while the kinds of interpretation always co-operate, they are not always equally applicable, lightens the task of interpretation. Grammatical



138



Philological Hermeneutics



interpretation applies at its maximum where individual interpretation is at its minimum. Writers like Cicero, who expresses the general spirit and usage of his time, are above all to be grammatically interpreted—a characteristic which simplifies the exposition. The more original, on the other hand, a writer is, the more subjective his views and his linguistic expression, the greater is the preponderance of individual interpretation. For this reason Tacitus is harder to interpret than Cicero. Entire literary types differ in like manner. The more objective the presentation, the more does the task devolve upon grammatical interpretation. In epic and history, one must abandon extensively not only individual, but also historical interpretation when the subjective quality of the author does not relieve the need. In like manner, the most complicated interpretation occurs in prose in such works as private letters, in poetry in the lyric. The circle which embraces the interpretative task cannot be resolved in all cases, and can never be resolved completely. From this fact come the limits which are placed upon interpretation. First, it is obviously impossible to establish the meaning of an expression or a trope through comparison with other instances of its use if it appears nowhere else. When precisely the same specimen is at once the sole basis for grammatical and individual interpretation, or for individual and generic, or for historical and generic, the problem is insoluble. Besides this, every single utterance is conditioned by an infinite number of circumstances, and it is therefore impossible to bring to clear communication. Gorgias stated in his work on nature, in which he declares that nobody thinks like another man, that the speaker and his auditor do not have the same idea; and not even the individual views a subject always in the same light, for which reason he fails to understand himself completely. Thus the task of interpretation is to reach as close an approximation as possible by gradual, step-by-step progression; it cannot hope to reach the limit. In certain instances complete understanding is reached in response to a feeling, and the interpreter will approach completeness accordingly as he becomes more in possession of such a feeling. It can cut the Gordian knot of uncertainty, but can proceed no further. Thanks to this feeling, he re-cognizes what another has previously known; without it, there could exist no capacity for communication. Though individuals of course differ, they yet correspond in many respects. One can, therefore, understand an alien individuality to a certain degree through reasoned calculation; but in many utterances one can apprehend completely through vivifying contemplation what is intuitively conveyed to him. To the above-quoted statement by Gorgias another stands opposed: like knows like. This is the only means through which understanding becomes possible; kindred spirits are requisite. He who thus practices exposition can alone be termed a kindred interpreter, for the intuition which proceeds from the interpreter's identification with the work to be interpreted brings out what lies within. Here imagination takes the place of understanding as hermeneutic activity.
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Hence it also comes to pass that, aside from quality of training, not everyone can be equally good as an expositor; and above all an original talent belongs to interpretation. What Ruhnken says of the critic—Criticus nonfit, sed nascitur ("the critic is born, not made")—is valid also for interpretation: interpres nonfit, sed nascitur. This means that one can generally acquire no knowledge, but can only develop and discipline what is innate in him. Character is shaped through discipline; through speculation the penetration is sharpened; but clearly character itself must first be present. Some naturally have penetration into understanding, and conversely many expositions are fundamentally perverted, because man can be born to misunderstanding as well as to understanding. Interpretative talent is not developed by mechanical practice of hermeneutical precepts; these must rather, after they become vividly alive through actual interpreting, become so familiar through practice that one unconsciously observes them. They must at the same time combine to form a conscious theory, which alone guarantees the trustworthiness of the clarifying interpretation. In genuine interpreters, this theory is itself elevated into intuition; and so arises correct taste, which guards against sophistical, strained interpretations. The author composes according to the laws of grammar and style, but is as a rule unconscious of them. The interpreter, however, cannot fully explain without consciousness of these laws. The man who understands must reflect on the work; the author brings it into being, and reflects upon his work only when he becomes as it were an expositor of it. The interpreter consequently understands the author better than the author understands himself. The interpreter must bring to clear awareness what the author has unconsciously created, and in so doing many things will be opened to him, many windows will be unlocked which have been closed to the author himself. But though he must come to know what lies objectively in the work alien to the author's awareness of it, the interpreter must keep it separate from the author's subjective knowledge of the work. If he does not so separate them, he follows the practice of the allegorical interpretation in Plato, of ancient exposition of Homer, and of the New Testament. The result is quantitative error; he understands too much. This is as faulty as its opposite, quantitative lack of understanding, which occurs when the sense of the author is not fully understood. One can also misunderstand qualitatively, which occurs when something other is understood than the author had in mind and is put in its place. This takes place especially in allegorical interpretation, as in incorrect interpretation of an allegory already there. Here we draw nearer to allegorical interpretation, which many view as a separate kind. The Middle Ages derived from Alexandrian philosophy and theology the controlling view that a fourfold sense could be distinguished in literature: literal, allegorical, moral, and anagogical or mystical. Here are four sorts of interpretation, which may be reduced to two: literal interpretation on the one
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hand, and on the other the remaining three, which are all allegorical, i.e., showing a sense different from the literal. Moral and anagogical interpretation are only subdivisions of the allegorical. The sense which is substituted for the literal is moral when, as in a parable or fable, one finds a moral idea in the actual picture presented. In anagogical signification the allegorical meaning is on the speculative level; for example, a concept in a fable is comprehended supersensually: it is elevated from the aesthetic to the noetic. The literal interpretation can also signify an ideal picture or a sensory object, for which allegorical interpretation substitutes another sensory object. Such an allegory may be called simple or historical. Allegory has by its very nature extended application for it is a kind of representation founded deep in the nature of speech and thought. Myths, as sensory symbols of the suprasensible, must first be allegorically explained, for they include another than the meaning expressed in the words. Accordingly it is justifiable to interpret Holy Writ allegorically, for its basic principle is that of myth; only it is a debatable question to what extent its writers were conscious of its allegorical sense. All classical poetry is full of myth, and art as a whole generally proceeds symbolically, so that all branches of ancient art require allegorical interpretation. All epic is mythical narrative; the ancients have therefore already interpreted Homer allegorically. Here, however, this kind of interpretation goes beyond the poet's meaning; he knows nothing of the myth's primitive meaning. The expositor must carefully distinguish where he interprets Homer and where the myth itself. Quite otherwise is the case with Dante; in the Divina Commedia he uses the myth throughout with full awareness. Allegorical interpretation is quite at home with him; we have from his own words in his remarkable Convivio authentic allegorical expositions. It contains a philosophy of love like that in Plato's Symposium. He explains there how every work can be understood in a fourfold sense, and how he himself in his own poems had always in view the other, higher kinds besides the literal. So Beatrice, for example, in the Divina Commedia is at the same time an allegorical representation of the highest science, speculative theology. In Dante's allegories there is a noble, exalted aspiration, which was in keeping with the spirit of his time, yet in many peculiar and wondrous concepts also draws to itself the weaknesses of that time. In lyric poetry, there is the most conscious employment of allegory. In Pindar, allegory appears only in a specific sense, as application of the myth or history which he treats to the circumstances of his contemporaries whom he celebrates in his idea. He uses myths not for their own sake; they are means of setting in an ideal light something actual and nonmythical. They are idealized pictures of human life, and consequently may have a moral thought as their meaning. Although in many lyric forms no consciously intentional allegory has a place, yet all forms have the symbolic character peculiar to the art as a whole. In all of them the problem is to understand the thought, which reveals itself even in the slightest
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play of imagination. Here, indeed, the understanding is transmitted chiefly through a delicate intuitive feeling. The most difficult allegorical interpretation occurs in drama. Drama is essentially the presentation of an action, but the kernel of the action, its soul, is the thought which is made evident through it. The symbolic character is especially evident in plays like the Prometheus of Aeschylus; but in all tragedies a general, governing idea hovered before the eyes of the ancient poet. This symbolic quality in Sophocles is most deeply imprinted in the Antigone, where the ethical idea is vividly embodied in the dramatis personae that moderation is best and that even in righteous activity no one may be overweening or give way to passion. Comedy expresses not merely a general, but often a particularized, thought, referring to events and circumstances of the times. Of this second sort is Aristophanes. He is symbolic through and through, as the names of his choruses indicate: wasps, clouds, frogs, etc. The Birds contains a thoroughgoing allegory: the founding of the state of the birds satirizes the Athenian political situation at the time of the Sicilian enterprise. This comedy is an example of historical allegory, as Antigone exemplifies the moral sort, and Prometheus the speculative. In prose, too, allegorical interpretation is applicable, so far as the mythical element reaches, for instance in religious prose and in philosophy. The myths of Plato must be allegorically explained. On account of their artistic structure, it is necessary on the one hand to explain the philosophical thought in them, and on the other to investigate whence the picture is derived and how its form and essence are conditioned. In Phaedrus, for example, they derive from the concept of the universe held by Philolaus. But Plato has clothed his thoughts in allegorical garb not merely in his myths, and allegorical interpretation is not to be denied him. In all the realms of prose allegorical parts are found. The criterion for the applicability of allegorical interpretation can obviously lie only in the decision whether the literal meaning does not suffice for understanding. It becomes necessary when the grammatical interpretation gives a sense not consonant with the situations imparted through individual, historical, and generic interpretation. When, for example, the literal sense of a Pindaric ode fails to correspond to its purpose and to the historical references that lie at its base, one is obliged to go beyond its literal meaning. The allegorical sense will always have that metaphorical significance of the literal words which corresponds equally to the character of the language and to the other conditions. In order then to ascertain the proper metaphorical meaning, it is necessary to choose that one among the several possible meanings which the spirit of the whole work and the relations of all its parts require. This can be found only through individual and generic interpretation; at the same time historical interpretation brings the actual conditions under consideration. The allegorical sense must not be sought beyond the point of the motivation, and it is not at all easy to keep within the proper bounds. In a pedantic writer, generally speaking, the allegory must be sought in details
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only. In a truly classical work it will be always on a grand scale. Playful or meticulous interpretation is allowable only in the case of a playful or meticulous writer. If one fails to recognize an expressed allegory, he has made a quantitative error, since he has understood too little though he may have understood the rest correctly. Thus in a relief or a painting it is possible to understand all the separate parts and the significance of the whole without learning its allegorical meaning. If one understands an allegory where none is intended, he has also made a quantitative error, which is, however, qualitative as well; for he has read a false meaning into it. While allegory is a particular and very important kind of representation, understanding it is by no means a separate kind of interpretation. It consists rather, like every other work, in the co-operation of the four kinds of hermeneutic activity: grammatical, historical, individual, and generic.



THEORY OF CRITICISM Criticism is, according to our definition given above, that philological performance through which an object becomes understood not by itself nor for its own sake, but for the establishment of a relation and a reference to something else, so that the recognition of this relation is itself the end in view. This performance is signified in the name criticism. The basic meaning of krinein is analysis and separation; every analysis and separation is, moreover, determination of definite relation between two objects. The expression of such a relation is a judgment; to judge signifies also to separate and is a synonym of passing sentence. For the concept of criticism the kind of judgment that is passed is quite immaterial. However, the unbounded possible scope of judgments is limited by the goal of critical activity. It can concern itself only with understanding the relation of what is communicated to its conditioning circumstances. Since interpretation explains the communication itself out of these conditioning circumstances, criticism must subdivide into the same classes into which interpretation is divided. There are accordingly grammatical, historical, individual, and generic criticism, and these four kinds of critical activity must naturally be internally connected just like the corresponding interpretative performances. As what is communicated arises from the conditioning circumstances of the communication, these are its measure. What is communicated may conform to its conditioning circumstance or not, that is, it may conform to the measuring principle inherent in them or it may deviate from that principle. If also a communication is handed down through tradition, as in the ancient authors, criticism has to investigate its relation to this tradition. What is communicated can be dimmed through destructive natural influences or through error and oversight of the transmitters, or it can be deliberately changed
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by them. It is therefore necessary to establish whether the form of the work before us agrees with the original or deviates from it. Criticism has consequently a threefold task. First, it must investigate whether a literary work, or its parts, are in keeping with the grammatical, literal sense of the language, with its historical basis, with the individuality of the author, and with the characteristics of its genre. In order not to follow a merely negative course, it must secondly establish, when something seems not in keeping, how it may be made more conformable. Thirdly, it has to investigate whether the form handed down is original or not. It will be seen that with this all specifically critical efforts are exhausted. I shall demonstrate this fact through detailed development of the theory which runs parallel to the statement of interpretation that is my personal theory. I shall first, however, present several general remarks about the value of criticism, the critical talent, the levels of critical truth, and the relation of criticism to interpretation. The essence of criticism is not the tracking of all possible meanings. It must, to be sure, ponder which forms of a document may be possible under the given terms, but it does so only to select from these possibilities what is effective and appropriate. In this, then, lies its value. When it falls foul of all tradition, criticism is a destructively annihilating force. But it negates only error, and since error is denial of truth, in this negation it works positively. If one were to remove criticism and permit erroneous tradition to survive unchallenged, both knowledge and life, in so far as they rest upon historical footing, would soon fall into extreme error, as they did in the Middle Ages, which were hampered most of all by lack of criticism. Without criticism, all historical truth founders. Furthermore, critical activity disciplines through discovery of what is out of keeping with the subject. Thereby, it destroys all hollow phantasy and chimera in relation to historical data. At the same time it works effectually upon one's own development when it becomes self-criticism. For every science it is the balance of truth which weighs the import of the basic data, teaches discernment between the probable and the merely plausible, the true and the untrue, the merely subtle and the intuitively evident. If there were more criticism in the world, the literary granaries would not be filled with chaff instead of wheat, chaff served by uncritical minds, which very frequently carries the name of criticism; nothing is less truly critical than the disgraceful conjectures of many so-called critics. It has been wisely said that every genuine scholar in a science must be ipso facto a critic. Since critical examination and comparison together establish correctness in the tradition, they refer all scientific progress as it advances to the ideal of knowledge; thus they become on this positive side a necessary instrument of all scientific investigation; they form judgment and taste. One should not, however, over-value criticism as the characteristic task of philology. It was once thought that the salvation of the world lay in investigating
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syllables and punctuating words; and with that vanity which is often characteristic of the philologists this grammatical labor was described as the peak of all knowledge, so that it was called diva critica ("the goddess criticism"). A rare divinity indeed! Many a man might with Faust in such a case become fearful of his godlikeness. It was a biased, false criticism which became thus over-valued; true criticism keeps on guard against excessive self-esteem. Overweening criticism can only act destructively, since it rejects the self-effacing exposition which is the only sure basis of judgment. Genuine criticism is unassuming, and its beneficial effects are unpretentious, because it produces no creations of its own. Its value is shown only in the devastation which enters as soon as it is absent. When an age is hostile to criticism, because it is viewed as either pedantic or destructive, either false criticism prevails or true criticism is unrecognized. There must always be a counterweight to criticism to keep it from curtailing productivity and weakening the power of the idea. It has been well said: "Criticism is a very cunning guide, always negative; like the daimon of Socrates, it halts you, but does not make you proceed." Few men practice genuine criticism; it belongs to a higher endowment than does interpretation. If it is to reproduce the original or what is in conformity to that, it demands more spontaneity than does interpretation, in which the subject's contribution predominates. This ratio varies, however, when one takes into consideration the corresponding kinds of both activities. Individual interpretation, for instance, possesses far more spontaneity than criticism of words, but less than belongs to individual criticism. The nature of the critic's talent parallels the problems which the critic has to solve. In order to distinguish the inappropriate from the appropriate in the tradition, he must unite objectivity with delicate judgment. Acuteness and sagacity are requisite for the restoration of the original, but in addition the critic, as Bentley demands in the preface to his edition of Horace, must have a suspicious mind (animus suspicax) to prevent his accepting as appropriate and genuine whatever is presented. Finally, for all three tasks of criticism the greatest exactness is requisite. Specious critical talent consists in subtlety and impertinence; it substitutes for the demands of the subject its own subjective concepts and starts to criticize without entering interpretatively into understanding. One must never suppose that the critic has the power to solve his problem with his understanding alone, or that the critical talent consists merely in a higher level of acuteness, a gift of discrimination. Obviously, criticism shares in the logical circle which arises in the interpretative task: the single part must be judged on the basis of the including whole, and this whole in turn on the basis of the single part. The final decision must here lie for criticism in the immediate awareness which arises from an incorruptible sense for historical truth. To bring this awareness to its inner strength and clarity must be the critic's highest ambition. It is developed into an artistic driving force, which intuitively hits the target. This



Philip August Boeckh



145



power, however, is the product of great interpretative practice. The true critic will accordingly be always a good interpreter. The reverse is not always the case. As there are many grammatical interpreters who comprehend nothing of individual interpretation, many interpreters likewise know nothing about criticism. This lack occurs especially in expositors of factual knowledge, whom their material at times so overwhelms that they forget judgment, the sifting process. An uncritical interpreter can accomplish nothing with a work until a good critic has blazed the trail for him. As a rule, however, exceptional interpretative talent is also critical. The true divining power of criticism lies only in its inner union with the interpretative sense; it becomes capable of divination when by means of its creative imaginative power is supplies what is lacking in the tradition. That is generative criticism; it wells up from its own power, not from the page. It arises in varying form: in some it shows clarity and cheer; in others it is obscure, deep, but supremely excellent in its inner quality. This difference lies not merely in the performance, but in the sort of critical perception of the idea itself. This divining power must always be united with a wise prudence. His suspicious mind easily leads the critic astray, unless it is restrained through an objective point of view. One can in general assert that of one hundred conjectures made by critics, not five are correct. The best critic is swift to conjecture but slow to express judgment. Criticism, in union with interpretation, should impart historical truth. Historical truth is based upon the same logical conditions as truth in general, specifically: (1) on the correctness of the premises; (2) on the correctness of the procedure toward the conclusion. The premises may be immediately recognized as true, like the mathematical principles or indeed all such clear, simple intuitions of the human intellect; or they may be recognized only through inference from other true principles which need no further special attention. In so far now as a criticalexegetical assertion rests upon immediately certain or surely proved premises, and in so far as the conclusion based on these premises is correct, we have discovered the actual historical truth. Akin to the truth are the plausible (verisimile), the presumable (probabile), and the credible. These are demonstrable levels of truth. We call plausible that which approximates the whole truth without being thoroughly proved to be true. We call presumable that which agrees with other truths without being itself confirmed. We call credible that which agrees with our ideas without objective proof of its truth. All this depends on following inferential statements from the premises; for if the conclusion is false, one cannot speak of any level of scientific truth at all. The essence of the credible lies, to be sure, in the uncertainty of the premises to an otherwise certain conclusion. Since its premises rest upon and agree only with our presumption, but are otherwise unproven ideas, all that is logically concluded from them is merely possible.
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In the case of the plausible, the premises are objectively capable of demonstration. The essence of truth lies in the fact that if one thing exists, the other is necessary; the essence of the plausible, however, depends on the fact that if the one thing exists, the other is not indeed necessary but possibly and indeed usually is so. The level of probability is arranged, therefore, according to the completeness of the induction upon which one or both premises of the conclusion are based. But since in actual experience no such induction can be complete, interpretation and criticism cannot attain to the full degree of truth unless the premises are immediately certain. The presumable is obviously only a lower level of the plausible. The measuring scale for the certainty of the premises is of course very subjective and depends heavily upon the level of one's intuitive capability. One who is steeped in the lore of the past looks upon something as immediately certain which to another is thoroughly uncertain. Yet the greater knowledge conceals a danger of error if the person making the decision thinks he has in his view a complete induction. Anyone whose areas of knowledge are incomplete, that is, anyone who lacks adequate perception of antiquity, overlooks innumerable relations, and can believe his premises to be true, nearly true, or in harmony with the truth, whereas they are directly opposed to it. No fruitful critical or exegetical undertaking is to be thought of without a basis on the greatest possible fullness of observation of the past. The scope of these observations lies in one's erudition, their depth in one's native talent; premises are to be validated only according to the measure of these two. The credible, as it merely agrees with one's idea, is therefore a doubtful and almost entirely useless category. What is credible to one man, who has fullness of learning and natural talent, the unlearned and dull man finds incredible; and what is credible to the latter, the former frequently sees as quite impossible. The levels of certainty are extremely subjective not only by reason of their premises, but frequently also by reason of demonstration. By the term "form of demonstration" I understand here not the general logical meaning. Philological demonstration has a form which is not given through ordinary logic alone. No one can demand that a man write in syllogisms. Leibnitz, who often expressed his teaching syllogistically in appendices, says: "Just as it is improper to be always making verses, so also it is improper always to fling about syllogisms." It is a question of the correct dialectic method, for dialectic is possible with or without syllogisms; it is possible without syllogisms, in so far as the deduction may be abbreviated without any incorrectness resulting from the brief statement. It is enough that the conclusion stand up under the test of syllogistic form. An investigator of greater mental acuteness may find finer distinctions in the same object than those seen by another; he is in a position to bring to even greater certainty what the other may have presented as only plausible. He defines more exactly through more accurate analyses and draws conclusions through synthesis
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of these which the other has been unable to draw. This is philological critical dialectic. Fruitful synthesis allows the premises to be brought into such a position and union that more emerges from them than one usually sees. But the greatest acuteness falls into error if certainty of perception deserts it; the most acute investigations become a web of mistakes if the premises are false. One must accordingly be more on his guard against nothing than against a vain acuteness and against merely subjective decisions. As far as in him lies, he must seek to arrive at a sort of mathematical objectivity; and however much active synthesis is required, holding to this objectivity he must never abandon clear vision, at which as alpha and omega everything culminates. Paramount for criticism is the synthesis of every fragment where the whole must be made up of individual pieces. Here a high level of attentiveness is requisite, and often, as one fails to hold fast to this level, as he does at times in uninteresting matters, a successful outcome is attainable only step by step. Historical truth is ascertained through co-operation of interpretation and criticism. We must accordingly investigate more closely how this co-operation proceeds. Interpretation always culminates, as we have seen, in the observation of contradictions and relations; but it considers them only in order to understand the separate situations in themselves. On the contrary, criticism must everywhere presuppose the interpretative activity, the explanation of separate items, in order to proceed thence to solve its specific problem, which is to comprehend into an inclusive whole the relation of these details. One cannot judge without understanding the thing in itself; criticism accordingly presupposes the interpretative problem to have been solved. Frequently, however, it is impossible to understand the subject to be interpreted without first having reached a decision about its nature; interpretation accordingly presupposes the solution of the critical problem. From this arises again a circle in reasoning, which limits our activity for each difficult interpretative or critical problem and can be solved only through approximation. Since in these circumstances one must continually pass from the one to the other, in practice criticism and interpretation cannot be separated. Neither of them can precede the other in time. But for the expression of what is comprehended this combination can be preserved only when clarity does not suffer from it. For difficult and extensive problems the critical notes must be separated from the interpretative commentary. In the great circle of reasoning which the relation of interpretation to criticism presents, there lie then new and ever new circles, since every kind of interpretation and criticism presupposes the completion of all the other interpretative and critical problems. We shall consider this situation through more precise inspection of the four kinds of critical activity, to which we now turn.



5 The Hermeneutics of the Human Sciences WilhelmDilthey WILHELM DILTHEY (1833-1911) was born at Biebrich in the Rhineland (near the city of Mainz) into the family of a Protestant minister of the Reformed Evangelical church. After having attended the Gymnasium (classical high school) in Wiesbaden, he studied theology first at Heidelberg but, like so many of the nineteenth-century German intellectuals, changed over to philosophy. Dilthey received his doctorate in that discipline in Berlin in 1864. Subsequently, he taught at Basel as a colleague of Jakob Burckhardt, at Kiel and at Breslau, and finally in Berlin (1882) where he remained until his death. Dilthey's interests and writings ranged over a multitude of subjects from practically all areas of the humanities and social sciences. Since he conceived of these as fundamentally interpretive disciplines, practically all of his writings are of interest to the student of hermeneutics. His hermeneutics proper derived inspiration from several sources: Schleiermacher's Hermeneutik, the approaches to history developed by the nineteenth-century German historical school (Savigny, Raumer, Niebuhr, Welcker, among others), and the desire to develop a sound methodological basis for the humanities and human sciences at large, which was necessitated by the rise of the natural sciences. His contribution to twentieth-century hermeneutics is twofold. Through his interpretation of Schleiermacher and the hermeneutic tradition, he has largely determined the way Schleiermacher and the task of hermeneutics itself were viewed for many decades. Of greater significance for twentiethcentury hermeneutics are his pioneering contributions toward a new foundation of the theory and methodology of the human sciences. In his later studies, intended as a comprehensive Critique of Historical Reason, he advanced a new type of analysis of the processes of understanding and explication, an analysis which Heidegger would take up again and radicalize in Being and Time. The selections are taken from studies and drafts which Dilthey produced during the last decades of his life and which were published for the first time in volume 7 of his collected works in 1926. They document how, according to Dilthey, the formal methods of interpretation in the human and social sciences are derived from those ordinary forms of understanding that are characteristic of human life and social interaction.



148



Wilhelm Dilthey



149



AWARENESS, REALITY: TIME From "Draft for a Critique of Historical Reason" I am presupposing what I have said before about life and lived experience. We must now demonstrate the reality of what is apprehended in such experience: as we are concerned here with the objective value of the categories of the mindconstructed world which emerge from experience, I shall first indicate the sense in which the term "category" is to be used. The predicates which we attribute to objects contain forms of apprehension. The concepts which designate such forms I call categories. Each form contains one rule of the relationship. The categories are systematically related to each other and the highest categories represent the highest points of view for apprehending reality. Each category designates its own universe of predications. The formal categories are forms of all factual assertions. Among the real categories there are those which originate in the apprehension of the mind-constructed world even though they are then transferred to apply to the whole of reality. General predicates about a particular individual's pattern of lived experience arise in that experience. Once they are applied to the understanding of the objectifications of life and all the subjects dealt with by the human studies the range of their validity is increased until it becomes clear that the life of the mind can be characterized in terms of systems of interactions, power, value, etc. Thus these general predicates achieve the dignity of categories of the mind-constructed world. The categorial characterization of life is temporality which forms the basis for all the others. The expression "passsage of life" indicates this already. Time is there for us through the synthesizing unity of consciousness. Life, and the outer objects cropping up in it share the conditions of simultaneity, sequence, interval, duration and change. The mathematical sciences derived from them the abstract relationships on which Kant based his doctrine of the phenomenal nature of time. This framework of relationships embraces, but does not exhaust, the lived experience of time1 through which the concept of time receives its ultimate meaning. Here time is experienced as the restless progression, in which the present constantly becomes the past and the future the present. The present is the filling of a moment of time with reality; it is experience, in contrast to memory or ideas of the future occurring in wishes, expectations, hopes, fears and strivings. This filling with reality constantly exists while the content of experience constantly changes. Ideas, through which we know the past and the future, exist only for those who are alive in the present. The present is always there and nothing exists except what emerges in it. The ship of our life is, as it were, carried forward on
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a constantly moving stream, and the present is always wherever we are on these waves—suffering, remembering or hoping, in short, living in the fullness of our reality. But we constantly sail along this stream and the moment the future becomes the present it is already sinking into the past. So the parts of filled time are not only qualitatively different from each other but, quite apart from their content, have a different character according to whether we look from the present back to the past or forward to the future. Looking back we have a series of memory pictures graded according to their value for our consciousness and feelings: like a row of houses or trees receding into the distance and becoming smaller the line of memories becomes fainter until the images are lost in the darkness of the horizon. And the more links, such as moods, outer events, means and goals, there are between the filled present and a moment of the future the greater is the number of possible outcomes, the more indefinite and nebulous the picture of the future becomes. When we look back at the past we are passive; it cannot be changed; in vain does the man already determined by it batter it with dreams of how it could have been different. In our attitude to the future we are active and free. Here the category of reality which emerges from the present is joined by that of possibility. We feel that we have infinite possibilities. Thus the experience of time in all its dimensions determines the content of our lives. This is why the doctrine that time is merely ideal is meaningless in the human studies. We recollect past events because of time and temporality; we turn, demanding, active and free, towards the future. We despair of the inevitable, strive, work and plan for the future, mature and develop in the course of time. All this makes up life, but, according to the doctrine of the ideality of time, it is based on a shadowy realm of timelessness, something which is not experienced. But it is in the life actually lived that the reality known in the human studies lies. The antinomies which thought discovers in the lived experience of time spring from its cognitive impenetrability. Even the smallest part of temporal progress involves the passing of time. There never is a present: what we experience as present always contains memory of what has just been present. In other cases the past has a direct affect on, and meaning for, the present and this gives to memories a peculiar character of being present through which they become included in the present. Whatever presents itself as a unit in the flow of time because it has a unitary meaning, is the smallest unit which can be called a lived experience. Any more comprehensive unit which is made up of parts of a life, linked by a common meaning, is also called an experience, even where the parts are separated by interrupting events. Experience is a temporal flow in which every state changes before it is clearly objectified because the subsequent moment always builds on the previous one and each is past before it is grasped. It then appears as a memory which is free to expand. But observation destroys the experience. So there is nothing more peculiar than the form of composition which we know as a part of a life: the only thing
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that remains invariable is that the structural relationship is its form. We can try to envisage the flow of life in terms of the changing environment or see it, with Heracleitus, as seeming, but not being, the same, as seeming both many and one. But, however much we try—by some special effort—to experience the flow and strengthen our awareness of it, we are subject to the law of life itself according to which every observed moment of life is a remembered moment and not a flow; it is fixed by attention which arrests what is essentially flow. So we cannot grasp the essence of this life. What the youth of Sais unveils is form and not life.2 We must be aware of this if we are to grasp the categories which emerge in life itself. Because of this characteristic of real time, temporal succession cannot, strictly speaking, be experienced. The recalling of the past replaces immediate experience. When we want to observe time the very observation destroys it because it fixes our attention; it halts the flow and stays what is in the process of becoming. We experience changes of what has just been and the fact that these changes have occurred. But we do not experience the flow itself. We experience persistence when we return to what we have just seen or heard and find it still there. We experience change when particular qualities of the composite whole have been replaced. The same applies when we look into ourselves, become aware of the self which experiences duration and change, and observe our inner life. Life consists of parts, of lived experiences which are inwardly related to each other. Every particular experience refers to a self of which it is a part; it is structurally interrelated to other parts. Everything which pertains to mind is interrelated: interconnectedness is, therefore, a category originating from life. We apprehend connectedness through the unity of consciousness which is the condition on all apprehension. However, connectedness clearly does not follow from the fact of a manifold of experiences being presented to a unitary consciousness. Only because life is itself a structural connection of experiences— i.e. experienceable relations—is the connectedness of life given. This connectedness is apprehended in terms of a more comprehensive category which is a form of judgment about all reality—the relation between whole and part. The life of the mind is based on the physical and represents the highest evolutionary stage on earth. Science, by discovering the laws of physical phenomena, unravels the conditions under which mind occurs. Among observable bodies we find that of man: experience is related to man in a way which cannot be further explained. But with experience we step from the world of physical phenomena into the realm of mental reality. This is the subject-matter of the human studies on which we must reflect: the value of knowledge in them is quite independent of the study of their physical conditions. Knowledge of the mind-constructed world originates from the interaction between lived experience, understanding of other people, the historical comprehension of communities as the subject of historical activity and insight into objective
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mind.3 All this ultimately presupposes experience, so we must ask what it can achieve. Experience includes elementary acts of thought. I have described this as its intellectuality. These acts occur when consciousness is intensified. A change in a state of mind thus becomes conscious of itself. We grasp an isolated aspect of what changes. Experience is followed by judgments about what has been experienced in which this becomes objectified. It is hardly necessary to describe how our knowledge of every mental fact derives entirely from experience. We cannot recognize in another person a feeling we have not experienced. But for the development of the human studies it is decisive that we attribute general predicates, derived from experience and providing the point of departure for the categories of the human studies, to the subject who contains the possibilities of experience in the confines of his body. The formal categories spring, as we saw, from the elementary acts of thought. They are concepts which stand for what becomes comprehensible through these acts of thought. Such concepts are unity, multiplicity, identity, difference, grade and relation. They are attributes of the whole of reality.



Notes 1. [Editor's note] Erlebnis der Zeit. Throughout this selection Dilthey uses the terms erleben, Erlebnis, das Erleben. 2. [Translator's note] Sais is the name of an ancient Egyptian city. The reference is to a poem by Schiller about a youth there who unveiled the statue of truth. 3. See p. 164 n. 3.



THE UNDERSTANDING OF OTHER PERSONS AND THEIR LIFE-EXPRESSIONS Understanding and interpretation is the method used throughout the human sciences. It unites all their functions and contains all their truths. At each instance understanding opens up a world. Understanding of other people and their life-expressions is developed on the basis of experience (Erlebnis) and self-understanding and the constant interaction between them. Here, too, it is not a matter of logical construction or psychological dissection but of an epistemological analysis. We must now establish what understanding can contribute to historical knowledge.
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(1) Life-Expressions What is given always consists of life-expressions. Occurring in the world of the senses they are manifestations of mental content which they enable us to know. By "life-expressions" I mean not only expressions which intend something or seek to signify something but also those which make a mental content intelligible for us without having that purpose. The mode and accomplishment of the understanding differs according to the various classes of life-expressions. Concepts, judgments and larger thought-structures form the first of these classes. As constituent parts of knowledge, separated from the experience in which they occurred, what they have in common is conformity to logic. They retain their identity, therefore, independently of their position in the context of thought. Judgment asserts the validity of a thought independently of the varied situations in which it occurs, the difference of time and people involved. This is the meaning of the law of identity. Thus the judgment is the same for the man who makes it and the one who understands it; it passes, as if transported, from the speaker to the one who understands it. This determines how we understand any logically perfect system of thought. Understanding, focusing entirely on the content which remains identical in every context, is, here, more complete than in relation to any other life-expression. At the same time such an expression does not reveal to the one who understands it anything about its relation to the obscure and rich life of the mind. There is no hint of the particular life from which it arose; it follows from its nature that it does not require us to go back to its psychological context. Actions form another class of life-expressions. An action does not spring from the intention to communicate; however, the purpose to which it is related is contained in it. There is a regular relation between an action and some mental content which allows us to make probable inferences. But it is necessary to distinguish the state of mind which produced the action by which it is expressed from the circumstances of life by which it is conditioned. Action, through the power of a decisive motive, steps from the plenitude of life into one-sidedness. However much it may have been considered it expresses only a part of our nature. It annihilates potentialities which lie in that nature. So action, too, separates itself from the background of the context of life and, unless accompanied by an explanation of how circumstances, purposes, means and context of life are linked together in it, allows no comprehensive account of the inner life from which it arose. How different it is with the expressions of a "lived experience"! A particular relation exists between it, the life from which it sprang, and the understanding to which it gives rise. For expressions can contain more of the psychological context than any introspection can discover. They lift it from depths which consciousness does not illuminate. But it is characteristic of emotive expressions that
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their relation to the mental content expressed in them can only provide a limited basis for understanding. They are not to be judged as true or false but as truthful or untruthful. For dissimulation, lie and deception can break the relation between the expression and the mental content which is expressed. The important distinction which thus emerges is the basis for the highest significance which life-expressions can achieve in the human studies. What springs from the life of the day is subject to the power of its interests. The interpretation of the ephemeral is also determined by the moment. It is terrible that in the struggle of practical interests every expression can be deceptive and its interpretation changed with the change in our situation. But in great works, because some mental content separates itself from its creator, the poet, artist or writer, we enter a sphere where deception ends. No truly great work of art can, according to the conditions which hold good and are to be developed later, wish to give the illusion of a mental content foreign to its author; indeed, it does not want to say anything about its author. Truthful in itself it stands—fixed, visible and permanent; this makes its methodical1 and certain understanding possible. Thus there arises in the confines between science2 and action an area in which life discloses itself at a depth inaccessible to observation, reflection and theory.



(2) The elementary forms of understanding Understanding arises, first of all, in the interests of practical life where people are dependent on dealing with each other. They must communicate with each other. The one must know what the other wants. So first the elementary forms of understanding arise. They are like the letters of the alphabet which, joined together, make higher forms of understanding possible. By such an elementary form I mean the interpretation of a single life-expression. Logically it can be expressed as an argument from analogy, based on the congruence between the analogy and what it expresses. In each of the classes listed individual life-expressions can be interpreted in this way. A series of letters combined into words which form a sentence is the expression of an assertion. A facial expression signifies pleasure or pain. The elementary acts of which continuous activities are composed, such as picking up an object, letting a hammer drop, cutting wood with a saw, indicate the presence of certain purposes. In this elementary understanding we do not go back to the whole context of life which forms the permanent subject of lifeexpressions. Neither are we conscious of any inference from which this understanding could have arisen. The fundamental relationship on which the process of elementary understanding rests is that of the expression to what is expressed. Elementary understanding is not an inference from an effect to a cause. Nor must we, more cautiously, conceive it as a procedure which goes back from the given reality to some part of the context of life which made the effect possible. Certainly the latter relation is
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contained in the circumstances themselves and thus the transition from one to the other is, as it were, always at the door, but it need not enter. What is thus related is linked in a unique way. The relation between lifeexpressions and the world of mind which governs all understanding, obtains here in its most elementary form; according to this, understanding tends to spell out mental content which becomes its goal; yet the expressions given to the senses are not submerged in this content. How, for instance, both the gesture and the terror are not two separate things but a unity, is based on the fundamental relation of expression to mental content. To this must be added the generic character of all elementary forms of understanding which is to be discussed next.



(3) Objective mind and elementary understanding I have shown how significant the objective mind3 is for the possibility of knowledge in the human studies. By this I mean the manifold forms in which what individuals hold in common have objectified themselves in the world of the senses. In this objective mind the past is a permanently enduring present for us. Its realm extends from the style of life and the forms of social intercourse to the system of purposes which society has created for itself and to custom, law, state, religion, art, science and philosophy. For even the work of genius represents ideas, feelings and ideals commonly held in an age and environment. From this world of objective mind the self receives sustenance from earliest childhood. It is the medium in which the understanding of other persons and their life-expressions takes place. For everything in which the mind has objectified itself contains something held in common by the I and the Thou. Every square planted with trees, every room in which seats are arranged, is intelligible to us from our infancy because human planning, arranging and valuing—common to all of us—have assigned a place to every square and every object in the room. The child grows up within the order and customs of the family which it shares with other members and its mother's orders are accepted in this context. Before it learns to talk it is already wholly immersed in that common medium. It learns to understand the gestures and facial expressions, movements and exclamations, words and sentences, only because it encounters them always in the same form and in the same relation to what they mean and express. Thus the individual orientates himself in the world of objective mind. This has an important consequence for the process of understanding. Individuals do not usually apprehend life-expressions in isolation but against a background of knowledge about common features and a relation to some mental content. This placing of individual life-expressions into a common context is facilitated by the articulated order in the objective mind. It embraces particular homogeneous systems like law or religion, which have a firm, regular structure. Thus, in civil law, the imperatives enunciated in legal clauses designed to secure the
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highest possible degree of perfection in the conduct of human affairs, are related to judicial procedures, law courts and the machinery for carrying out what they decide. Within such a context many kinds of typical differences exist. Thus, the individual life-expressions which confront the understanding subject can be considered as belonging to a common sphere, to a type. The resulting relationship between the life-expression and the world of mind not only places the expression into its context but also supplements its mental content. A sentence is intelligible because a language, the meaning of words and of inflections, as well as the significance of syntactical arrangements, is common to a community. The fixed order of behaviour within a culture makes it possible for greetings or bows to signify, by their nuances, a certain mental attitude to other people and to be understood as doing so. In different countries the crafts developed particular procedures and particular instruments for special purposes; when, therefore, the craftsman uses a hammer or saw, his purpose is intelligible to us. In this sphere the relation between life-expressions and mental content is always fixed by a common order. This explains why this relation is present in the apprehension of an individual expression and why—without conscious inference based on the relation between expression and what is expressed—both parts of the process are welded into a unity in the understanding. In elementary understanding the connection between expression and what is expressed in a particular case is, logically speaking, inferred from the way the two are commonly connected; by means of this common connection we can say of the expression that it expresses some mental content. So we have an argument from analogy; a finite number of similar cases makes it probable that a subject has a particular attribute. The doctrine of the difference between elementary and higher forms of understanding here put forward justifies the traditional distinction between pragmatic and historical interpretation by basing the difference on the relation— inherent in understanding—between its elementary and higher forms.



(4) The higher forms of understanding The transition from elementary to higher forms of understanding is already prepared for in the former. The greater the inner distance between a particular, given life-expression and the person who tries to understand it, the more often uncertainties arise. An attempt is made to overcome them. A first transition to higher forms of understanding is made when understanding takes the normal context of a life-expression and the mental content expressed in it for its point of departure. When a person encounters, as a result of his understanding, an inner difficulty or a contradiction of what he already knows, he is forced to re-examine the matter. He recalls cases in which the normal relation between life-expression and inner content did not hold. Such a deviation occurs when we withdraw our
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inner states, ideas or intentions from observation, by an inscrutable attitude or by silence. Here the mere absence of a visible expression is misinterpreted by the observer. But, beyond this, we must frequently reckon on an intention to deceive. Facial expressions, gestures and words contradict the mental content. So, for different reasons, we must consider other expressions or go back to the whole context of life in order to still our doubts. The interactions of practical life also require judgments about the character and capacities of individuals. We constantly take account of interpretations of individual gestures, facial expressions, actions or combinations of these; they take place in arguments from analogy but our understanding takes us further; trade and commerce, social life, profession and family point to the need to gain insight into the people surrounding us so that we can make sure how far we can count on them. Here the relation between expression and what is expressed becomes that between the multiplicity of expressions of another person and the inner context behind them. This leads us to take account of changing circumstances. Here we have an induction from individual life-expressions to the whole context of a life. Its presupposition is knowledge of mental life and its relation to environment and circumstances. As the series of available life-expressions is limited and the underlying context uncertain, only probable conclusions are possible. If we can infer how a person we have understood would act in new circumstances, the deduction from an inductively arrived insight into a mental context can only achieve expectations and possibilities. The transition from an, only probable, mental context to its reaction in new circumstances can be anticipated but not forecast with certainty. As we shall soon see, the presupposition can be infinitely elaborated but cannot be made certain. But not all higher forms of understanding rest on the relations between product and producer. It is clear that such an assumption is not even true in the elementary forms of understanding; but a very important part of the higher ones is also based on the relation between expression and what is expressed. In many cases the understanding of a mental creation is merely directed to the context in which the individual, successively apprehended, parts form a whole. If understanding is to produce knowledge of the world of mind as efficiently as possible, it is most important that its independent forms should be appreciated. If a play is performed, it is not only the naive spectator who is wholly absorbed in the plot without thinking of the author; even the cognoscenti can be wholly captivated by the action. Their understanding is directed towards the plot, the characters and the fateful interplay of different factors. Only so will they enjoy the full reality of the crosssection of life presented and understand and relive the action as the poet intended. All this understanding of mental creations is dominated by the relation between expressions and the world of mind expressed in them. Only when the spectator notices that what he has just accepted as a piece of reality is the poet's artistically planned creation does understanding pass from being governed by the relation
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between expression and what is expressed to being dominated by that between creation and creator. The common characteristic of the forms of higher understanding mentioned is that by means of an induction from the expressions given they make the whole context comprehensible. The basic relation determining the progress from outer manifestations to inner content is either, in the first instance, that of expression to what is expressed or, frequently, that of product to producer. The procedure rests on elementary understanding which, as it were, makes the elements for reconstruction available. But higher understanding is distinguishable from elementary by a further feature which completely reveals its character. The subject-matter of understanding is always something individual. In its higher forms it draws its conclusions about the pattern within a work, a person, or a situation, from what is given in the book or person and combined by induction. It was shown previously in our analysis of lived experience (Erlebnis) and of our understanding of self that the individual constitutes an intrinsic value in the world of the mind; indeed it is the only intrinsic value we can ascertain without doubt. Thus we are concerned with the individual not merely as an example of man in general but as a totality in himself. Quite independently of the practical interest which constantly forces us to reckon with other people, this concern, be it noble or wicked, vulgar or foolish, occupies a considerable place in our lives. The secret of personality lures us on to new attempts at deeper understanding for its own sake. In such understanding, the realm of individuals, embracing men and their creations, opens up. The unique contribution of understanding in the human studies lies in this; the objective mind and the power of the individual together determine the mind-constructed world. History rests on the understanding of these two. But we understand individuals by virtue of their kinship, by the features they have in common. This process presupposes the connection between what is common to man and the differentiation of these common features into a variety of individual mental existences; through it we constantly accomplish the practical task of mentally living through, as it were, the unfolding of individuality. The material for accomplishing this task is formed by the facts combined by induction. Each fact has an individual character and is grasped as such; it, therefore, contains something which makes possible the comprehension of the individual features of the whole. But the presupposition on which this procedure is based assumes more and more developed forms as we become absorbed in the particular and the comparison of it with other things; thus the business of understanding takes us into ever greater depths of the mind-constructed world. Just as the objective mind contains a structural order of types, so does mankind, and this leads from the regularity and structure of general human nature to the types through which understanding grasps individuals. If we assume that these are not distinguished qualitatively, but, as it were, through emphasis on particular elements—however
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one may express this psychologically—then this represents the inner principle of the rise of individuality. And, if it were possible, in the act of understanding, both to grasp the changes brought about by circumstances in the life and state of the mind, as the outer principle of the rise of individuality, and the varied emphasis on the structural elements as the inner principle, then the understanding of human beings and of poetic and literary works would be a way of approaching the greatest mystery of life. And this, in fact, is the case. To appreciate this we must focus on what cannot be represented by logical formulae (i.e. schematic and symbolic representations which alone are at issue here).



(5) Empathy, re-creating and re-living4 The approach of higher understanding to its object is determined by its task of discovering a vital connection in what is given. This is only possible if the context which exists in one's own experience and has been encountered in innumerable cases is always—and with all the potentialities contained in it—present and ready. This state of mind involved in the task of understanding we call empathy, be it with a man or a work. Thus every line of a poem is re-transformed into life through the inner context of lived experience from which the poem arose. Potentialities of the soul are evoked by the comprehension—by means of elementary understanding—of physically presented words. The soul follows the accustomed paths in which it enjoyed and suffered, desired and acted in similar situations. Innumerable roads are open, leading to the past and dreams of the future; innumerable lines of thought emerge from reading. Even by indicating the external situation the poem makes it easier for the poet's words to evoke the appropriate mood. Relevant here is what I have mentioned before, namely that expressions may contain more than the poet or artist is conscious of and, therefore, may recall more. If, therefore, understanding requires the presence of the vital coherence of our mental life this can be described as a projection of the self into some given expression. On the basis of this empathy or transposition there arises the highest form of understanding in which the totality of mental life is active— re-creating or reliving. Understanding as such moves in the reverse order to the sequence of events. But full empathy depends on understanding moving with the order of events so that it keeps step with the course of life. It is in this way that empathy or transposition expands. Re-experiencing follows the line of events. We progress with the history of a period, with an event abroad or with the mental processes of a person close to us. Re-experiencing is perfected when the event has been filtered through the consciousness of a poet, artist or historian and lies before us in a fixed and permanent work. In a lyrical poem we can follow the pattern of lived experiences in the sequence of lines, not the real one which inspired the poet, but the one, which, on the basis
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of this inspiration, he places in the mouth of an ideal person. The sequence of scenes in a play allows us to re-live the fragments from the life of the person on the stage. The narrative of the novelist or historian, which follows the historical course of events, makes us re-experience it. It is the triumph of re-experiencing that it supplements the fragments of a course of events in such a way that we believe ourselves to be confronted by continuity. But what does this re-experiencing consist of? We are only interested in what the process accomplishes; there is no question of giving a psychological explanation. So we shall not discuss the relation of this concept to those of sympathy and empathy, though their relevance is clear from the fact that sympathy strengthens the energy of re-living. We must focus on the significance of re-living for grasping the world of mind. It rests on two factors; envisaging an environment or situation vividly always stimulates re-experiencing; imagination can strengthen or diminish the emphasis on attitudes, powers, feelings, aspirations and ideas contained in our own lives and this enables us to re-produce the mental life of another person. The curtain goes up and Richard appears. A flexible mind, following his words, facial expressions and movements, can now experience something which lies outside any possibility in its real life. The fantastic forest of As You Like It transposes us into a mood which allows us to re-produce all eccentricities. This re-living plays a significant part in the acquisition of mental facts, which we owe to the historian and the poet. Life progressively limits a man's inherent potentialities. The shaping of each man's nature determines his further development. In short, he always discovers, whether he considers what determines his situation or the acquired characteristics of his personality, that the range of new perspectives on life and inner turns of personal existence is limited. But understanding opens for him a wide realm of possibilities which do not exist within the limitations of his real life. The possibility of experiencing religious states in one's own life is narrowly limited for me as for most of my contemporaries. But, when I read through the letters and writings of Luther, the reports of his contemporaries, the records of religious disputes and councils, and those of his dealings with officials, I experience a religious process, in which life and death are at issue, of such eruptive power and energy as is beyond the possibility of direct experience for a man of our time. But I can re-live it. I transpose myself into the circumstances; everything in them makes for an extraordinary development of religious feelings. I observe in the monasteries a technique of dealing with the invisible world which directs the monk's soul constantly towards transcendent matters; theological controversies become matters of inner life. I observe how what is thus formed in the monasteries is spread through innumerable channels — sermons, confessions, teaching and writings—to the laity; and then / notice how councils and religious movements have spread the doctrine of the invisible church and universal priesthood everywhere and how it comes to be related to the liberation of personality in the secular sphere. Finally, I see that what has been
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achieved by such struggles in lonely cells can survive, in spite of the church's opposition. Christianity as a force for shaping family, professional and political life converges with the spirit of the Age in the cities and wherever sophisticated work is done as by Hans Sachs or Durer. As Luther leads this movement we can understand his development through the links between common human features, the religious sphere, this historical setting and his personality. Thus this process reveals a religious world in him and his companions of the first period of the Reformation which widens our horizon of the possibilities of human existence. Only in this way do they become accessible to us. Thus the inner-directed man can experience many other existences in his imagination. Limited by circumstances he can yet glimpse alien beauty in the world and areas of life beyond his reach. Put generally: man, tied and limited by the reality of life is liberated not only by art—as has often been explained—but also by historical understanding. This effect of history, which its modern detractors have not noticed, is widened and deepened in the further stages of historical consciousness.



(6) Explication or interpretation Re-creating and re-living what is alien and past shows clearly how understanding rests on special, personal talent. But, as this is a significant and permanent condition of historical science, personal talent becomes a technique which develops with the development of historical consciousness. It is dependent on permanently fixed life-expressions being available so that understanding can always return to them. The methodological understanding of permanently fixed life-expressions we call explication. As the life of the mind only finds its complete, exhaustive and therefore, objectively comprehensible expression in language, explication culminates in the interpretation of the written records of human existence. This art is the basis of philology. The science of this art is hermeneutics. The explication of surviving remnants [from the human past] is inherently and necessarily linked to their critical examination. This arises from difficulties of explication and leads to the purification of texts, and the rejection of documents, works and traditions. Explication and critical examination have, in the course of history, developed new methodological tools, just as science has constantly refined its experiments. Their transmission from one generation of philologists and historians to another rests predominantly on personal contact with the great virtuosi and the tradition of their achievements. Nothing in the sphere of scholarship appears so personally conditioned and tied to personal contact as this philological art. Its reduction to rules by hermeneutics was characteristic of a stage in history when attempts were made to introduce rules into every sphere; this hermeneutic systematization corresponded to theories of artistic creation which considered it as production governed by rules. In the great period when historical consciousness dawned in Germany, Friedrich Schlegel, Schleiermacher and Boeckh
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replaced this hermeneutic sy stematization by a doctrine of ideals which based the new deeper understanding on a conception of mental creation; Fichte had laid its foundations and Schlegel had intended to develop it in his sketch of a science of criticism. On this new conception of creation rests Schleiermacher's bold assertion that one has to understand an author better then he understood himself. In this paradox there is an element of truth which can be psychologically explained. Today hermeneutics enters a context in which the human studies acquire a new, important task. It has always defended the certainty of understanding against historical scepticism and wilful subjectivity; first when it contested allegorical interpretation, again when it justified the great Protestant doctrine of the intrinsic comprehensibility of the Bible against the scepticism of the Council of Trent, and then when, in the face of all doubts, it provided theoretical foundations for the confident progress of philology and history by Schlegel, Schleiermacher and Boeckh. Now we must relate hermeneutics to the epistemological task of showing the possibility of historical knowledge and finding the means for acquiring it. The basic significance of understanding has been explained; we must now, starting from the logical forms of understanding, ascertain to what degree it can achieve validity. We found the starting-point for ascertaining how far assertions in the human studies correspond to reality in the character of lived experience which is a becoming aware of reality. When lived experience is raised to conscious attention in elementary acts of thought, these merely reveal relations which are contained in the experience. Discursive thought represents what is contained in lived experience. Understanding rests primarily on the relationship, contained in any experience which can be characterized as an act of understanding, of expression to what is expressed. This relation can be experienced in its uniqueness. As we can only transcend the narrow sphere of our experience by interpreting other life-expressions, understanding achieves central significance for the construction of the human studies. But it was also clear that it could not be considered simply as an act of thought; transposition, re-creation, re-living—these facts pointed towards the totality of mental life which was active in it. In this respect it is connected with lived experience which, after all, is merely a becoming aware of the whole mental reality in a particular situation. So all understanding contains something irrational because life is irrational; it cannot be represented by a logical formula. The final, but quite subjective, certainty derived from this re-living cannot be replaced by an examination of the cognitive value of the inferences by which understanding can be represented. These are the limits set to the logical treatment of understanding by its own nature. Though laws and forms of thought are clearly valid in every part of science and scholarship and even the methods of research are extensively inter-related, understanding introduces procedures which have no analogy in the methods of
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science. For they rest on the relation between expressions and the inner states expressed in them. We must distinguish understanding from those preliminary grammatical and historical procedures which merely serve to place the student of a written document (fixiert Vorliegenderi) from the past or a distant place and linguistically foreign, in the position of a reader from the author's own time and environment. In the elementary forms of understanding we infer from a number of cases in which a series of similar life-expressions reflects similar mental content that the same relation will hold in other similar cases. From the recurrence of the same meaning of a word, a gesture, an overt action, we infer their meaning in a fresh case. One notices immediately, however, how little this form of inference achieves. In fact, as we saw, expressions are also reflections of something general; we make inferences by assigning them to a type of gesture or action or range of usage. The reference from the particular to the particular contains a reference to the general which is always represented. The relation becomes even clearer when, instead of inferring the relation between a series of particular, similar, expressions and the mental life expressed, we argue from analogy about some composite, individual, facts. Thus from the regular connection between particular features in a composite character we infer that this combination will reveal an, as yet unobserved, trait in a new situation. By this kind of inference we assign a mystical writing which has been newly discovered, or has to be chronologically re-classified, to a particular circle of mystics at a particular time. Such an argument always tends to infer the structure of such products from individual cases and thus to justify the new case more profoundly. So, in fact, the argument from analogy when applied to a new case becomes an induction. These two forms of inference can only be relatively distinguished in understanding. As a result, our expectations of a successful inference in a new case are invariably limited—how much no general rule can determine but only an evaluation of the varying circumstances. A logic of the human studies would have to discover rules for such evaluation. So understanding itself, because it is based on all this, has to be considered as induction. This induction is not of the type in which a general law is inferred from an incomplete series of cases; it is rather one which co-ordinates these cases into a structure or orderly system by treating them as parts of a whole. The sciences and the human studies share this type of induction. Kepler discovered the elliptical path of the planet Mars by such an induction. Just as he inferred a simple mathematical regularity from observations and calculations by means of a geometrical intuition, so understanding must try to link words into meaning and the meaning of the parts into the structure of the whole given in the sequence of words. Every word is both determined and undetermined. It contains a range of meanings. The means of syntactically relating these words are, also, within limits, ambiguous; meaning arises when the indeterminate is determined by a
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construction. In the same way the value of the whole, which is made up of sentences, is ambiguous within limits and must be determined from the whole. This determining of determinate-indeterminate particulars is characteristic. . .5



Notes 1. [Editor's note] Kunstmaflig is Dilthey's term which means "in accordance with the rules inherent in the art of hermeneutics." 2. [Editor's note] Wissen. 3. [Editor's note] Dilthey employs Hegel's term objektiver Geist to denote the intersubjective products and creations of human culture as constituted by the systems of law or economics, political and social institutions or natural languages. Dilthey introduced the term in his treatise "The Construction of the Historical World in the Human Sciences" of 1910 (GS, vol. VII, p. 146) 4. Dilthey uses Hineinversetzen (to place oneself mentally into something, hence empathy or transposition); Nachbilden (to imitate and reconstruct and thus to re-create something); Nacherleben (to re-live something in our inner experience). 5. The text ends in this unfinished sentence.



6 The Phenomenological Theory of Meaning and of Meaning Apprehension Edmund Husserl EDMUND HUSSERL (1859-1938) was born in Prossnitz, Moravia (now Prostejov, Czechoslovakia), under the Austro-Hungarian Empire. After graduation from the German high school (Gymnasium) in Olmiitz (Olomouc), he studied mathematics, physics, astronomy, and philosophy at the Universities of Leipzig, Berlin, and Vienna. He received a doctorate in Vienna in 1882 with a thesis called Contributions to the Theory of the Calculus of Variation. He worked first for the mathematician Weierstrass in Berlin as an assistant. In 1883 he transferred to Vienna to study philosophy with Franz Brentano. In 1886 he went to Halle where he received his second doctorate and venia legendi (Habilitatiori) with a thesis On the Concept of Number: A Psychological Analysis, in which the ground was laid for his further work in philosophy. From 1887 to 1901 Husserl taught at Halle and was occupied mainly with the problems of providing a secure philosophical grounding for mathematics and formal logic. The results of his labors were contained in his epoch making work, Logical Investigations (1900-01), which established his reputation as a philosopher and founder of a new philosophical direction—phenomenology. Between the years 1901 and 1916 Husserl taught at Gottingen where he gathered a circle of students and disciples from many countries and backgrounds. They would eventually carry the phenomenological viewpoint into different disciplines and in different directions. After having accepted a call to Freiburg in 1916, Husserl concentrated for the rest of his life on developing his philosophy, teaching and writing almost incessantly. When he died in 1938, he left over 40,000 pages of manuscripts in shorthand, most of which have now been published, or are scheduled for publication, in his collected works (see Sect. A, Bibl.). The impulses which Husserl gave to hermeneutics (its theory and practice) are numerous and far reaching. Best known is the influence of his phenomenological method on Heidegger in Being and Time. Of at least equal importance is the impact which his last work, The Crisis of European Sciences and the Task of Phenomenology, with its notion of "life-world" (Lebenswelt), has enjoyed in the social sciences. (See, for instance, A. Schutz's
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Phenomenology of the Social World. Sect. B, Bibl.) Yet it is often overlooked that his early work, Logical Investigations, constitutes a landmark for hermeneutic theory, because for the first time it brings to bear the phenomenological method on the problems of the constitution and understanding of meaning, problems which clearly transcend the realms of pure mathematics or logic. In a very important sense, Logical Investigations must be read also as a theory of hermeneutics, or more accurately, as the establishment of the ground and possibility of hermeneutics. This can be gathered convincingly from the Investigations I ("Expression and Meaning"), from which our selections are taken; and from III ("On the Theory of Wholes and Parts"), IV ("The Distinction Between Independent and Nonindependent Meanings, the Idea of Pure Grammar"), and many sections of the remaining Investigations, for example, "Sense and Understanding" in VI. The relevance of Husserl's analyses for present-day hermeneutic discussions becomes evident to the reader in the introductory sections to I in which basic distinctions are drawn—a sine qua non without which notions like meaning, sense, expression, and understanding in the human sciences remain largely ambiguous.



ESSENTIAL DISTINCTIONS An ambiguity in the term "sign" The terms "expression" and "sign" are often treated as synonyms, but it will not be amiss to point out that they do not always coincide in application in common usage. Every sign is a sign for something, but not every sign has "meaning," a "sense" that the sign "expresses." In many cases it is not even true that a sign "stands for" that of which we may say it is a sign. And even where this can be said, one has to observe that "standing for" will not count as the "meaning" which characterizes the expression. For signs in the sense of indications (notes, marks, etc.) do not express anything, unless they happen to fulfill a significant as well as an indicative function. If, as one unwillingly does, one limits oneself to expressions employed in living discourse, the notion of an indication seems to apply more widely than that of an expression, but this does not mean that its content is the genus of which an expression is the species. To mean is not a particular way of being a sign in the sense of indicating something. It has a narrower application only because meaning— in communicative speech — is always bound up with such an indicative relation, and this in its turn leads to a wider concept, since meaning is also capable of occurring without such a connection. Expressions function meaningfully even in isolated mental life, where they no longer serve to indicate anything. The two notions of sign do not therefore really stand in the relation of more extensive genus to narrower species. The whole matter requires more thorough discussion.
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The essence of indication Of the two concepts connected with the word "sign," we shall first deal with that of an indication. The relation that here obtains we shall call the indicative relation. In this sense a brand is the sign of a slave, a flag the sign of a nation. Here all marks belong, as characteristic qualities suited to help us in recognizing the objects to which they attach. But the concept of an indication extends more widely than that of a mark. We say the Martian canals are signs of the existence of intelligent beings on Mars, that fossil vertebrae are signs of the existence of prediluvian animals etc. Signs to aid memory, such as the much-used knot in a handkerchief, memorials etc., also have their place here. If suitable things, events or their properties are deliberately produced to serve as such indications, one calls them "signs" whether they exercise this function or not. Only in the case of indications deliberately and artificially brought about, does one speak of standing for, and that both in respect of the action which produces the marking (the branding or chalking etc.), and in the sense of the indication itself, i.e. taken in its relation to the object it stands for or that it is to signify. These distinctions and others like them do not deprive the concept of indication of its essential unity. A thing is only properly an indication if and where it in fact serves to indicate something to some thinking being. If we wish to seize the pervasively common element here present we must refer back to such cases of "live" functioning. In these we discover as a common circumstance the fact that certain objects or states of affairs of whose reality someone has actual knowledge indicate to him the reality of certain other objects or states of affairs, in the sense that his belief in the reality of the one is experienced (though not at all evidently) as motivating a belief or surmise in the reality of the other. This relation of "motivation" represents a descriptive unity among our acts of judgement in which indicating and indicated states of affairs become constituted for the thinker. This descriptive unity is not to be conceived as a mere form-quality founded upon our acts of judgement, for it is in their unity that the essence of indication lies. More lucidly put: the "motivational" unity of our acts of judgement has itself the character of a unity of judgement; before it as a whole an objective correlate, a unitary state of affairs, parades itself, is meant in such a judgement, appears to be in and for that judgement. Plainly such a state of affairs amounts to just this: that certain things may or must exist, since other things have been given. This "since," taken as expressing an objective connection, is the objective correlate of "motivation" taken as a descriptively peculiar way of combining acts of judgement into a single act of judgement. Two senses of "demonstration" (Hinweis und Beweis) We have sketched the phenomenological situation so generally that what we have said applies as much to the "demonstration" of genuine inference and proof,
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as to the "demonstration" of indication. These two notions should, however, be kept apart, their distinctness has already been suggested by our stress on the lack of insight in indications. In cases where the existence of one state of affairs is evidently inferred from that of another, we do not in fact speak of the latter as an indication or sign of the former, and, conversely, we only speak of demonstration in the strict logical sense in the case of an inference which is or could be informed by insight. Much, no doubt, that is propounded as demonstrative or, in the simplest case, as syllogistically cogent, is devoid of insight and may even be false. But to propound it is at least to make the claim that a relation of consequence could be seen to hold. This is bound up with the fact that there is an objective syllogism or proof, or an objective relationship between ground and consequent, which corresponds to our subjective acts of inferring and proving. These ideal unities are not the experiences of judging in question, but their ideal "contents," the propositions they involve. The premises prove the conclusion no matter who may affirm the premises and the conclusion, or the unity that both form. An ideal rule is here revealed which extends its sway beyond the judgements here and now united by "motivation"; in supra-empirical generality it comprehends as such all judgements having a like content, all judgements, even, having a like form. Such regularity makes itself subjectively known to us when we conduct proofs with insight, while the precise rule is made known to us through ideative reflection on the contents of the judgements experienced together in the actual context of "motivation," in the actual inference and proof. These contents are the propositions involved. In the case of an indication there is no question of all this. Here insight and (to put the matter objectively) knowledge regarding the ideal connections among the contents of the judgements concerned, is quite excluded. When one says that the state of affairs A indicates the state of affairs B, that the existence of the one points to that of the other, one may confidently be expecting to find B true, but one's mode of speech implies no objectively necessary connections between A and B, nothing into which one could have insight. The contents of one's judgements are not here related as premises are to a conclusion. At times no doubt we do speak of "indications" even in cases where there is an objective relation of entailment (a mediate one, in fact). A mathematician may make use (so he says) of the fact that an algebraic equation is of uneven order as a sign that it has at least one real root. To be more exact, we are here only concerned with the possibility that someone who fails to carry out and see the cogency of the relevant thought-chain, may make use of a statement about an equation's uneven order as an immediate, blind motive for asserting the equation to have some necessarily connected property which he needs for his mathematical purposes. In such situations, where certain states of affairs readily serve to indicate others which are, in themselves, their consequences, they do not function in thought as logical grounds of the latter, but work through connections which previous actual demonstration, or



Edmund Husserl



169



blind learning on authority, has established among our convictions, whether as actual mental states or as dispositions for such. Nothing is of course altered in all this by the possible presence of an accompanying merely habitual knowlege of an objectively present rational connection. If an indication (or the connection of "motivation" in which such a soi-disant objective relation makes its appearance) is without essential relation to a necessary connection, the question arises whether it may not claim to be essentially related to a connection of probability. Where one thing indicates another, where belief in the one's existence furnishes one with an empirical motive or ground— not necessary but contingent—for belief in the existence of the other, must the motivating belief not furnish a ground of probability for the belief it motivates? This is not the place for a close discussion of this pressing question. We need only observe that the question may correctly be answered in the affirmative in so far as such empirical "motivations" all fall under an ideal jurisdiction in virtue of which they may be spoken of as "justified" or "unjustified," or, objectively expressed, in which they may be spoken of as real, i.e. valid, motivations which lead to a probability or perhaps to an empirical certainty, or per contra, as merely apparent, i.e. invalid, motivations, which do not lead to such a probability. One may, e.g., cite the controversy as to whether volcanic phenomena do or do not indicate that the earth's interior is molten, and so on. One thing is sure, that to talk of an indication is not to presuppose a definite relation to considerations of probability. Usually such talk relates not to mere surmises but to assured judgements. The ideal jurisdiction to which we have here accorded authority must first demand, therefore, that we should scale down our confident judgements to modest surmises. I shall here observe, further, that we cannot avoid talking about "motivation" in a general sense which covers strict demonstration as much as empirical indication. Here in fact we have a quite undeniable phenomenological affinity, obvious enough to register itself in ordinary discourse. We commonly speak of reasoning and inference, not merely in the sense of logic, but in a sense connected with empirical indications. This affinity plainly extends more widely: it covers the field of emotional, and, in particular, of volitional phenomena, to which talk of "motives" was at first alone confined. Here too "because" has a part to play, covering as wide a linguistic territory as does the most general sense of "motivation." I cannot therefore approve of Meinong's censure of Brentano's terminology, which I have here adopted.1 But I entirely agree with him that in perceiving something as "motivated" we are not at all perceiving it as caused. Digression on the associative origin of indication The mental facts in which the notion of indication has its "origin," i.e. in which it can be abstractively apprehended, belong to the wider group of facts which fall
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under the historical rubric of the "association of ideas." Under this rubric we do not merely have those facts which concern the "accompaniment" and "reactivation" of ideas stated in the laws of association, but the further facts in which association operates creatively, and produces peculiar descriptive characters and forms of unity.2 Association does not merely restore contents to consciousness, and then leave it to them to combine with the contents there present, as the essence or generic nature of either may necessarily prescribe. It cannot indeed disturb such unified patterns as depend solely on our mental contents, e.g. the unity of visual contents in the visual field. But it can create additional phenomenological characters and unities which do not have their necessary, law-determined ground in the experienced contents themselves, nor in the generic forms of their abstract aspects.3 If A summons B into consciousness, we are not merely simultaneously or successively conscious of both A and B, but we usually feel their connection forcing itself upon us, a connection in which the one points to the other and seems to belong to it. To turn mere coexistence into mutual pertinence, or, more precisely, to build cases of the former into intentional unities of things which seem mutually pertinent, is the constant result of associative functioning. All unity of experience, all empirical unity, whether of a thing, an event or of the order and relation of things, becomes a phenomenal unity through the felt mutual belongingness of the sides and parts that can be made to stand out as units in the apparent object before us. That one thing points to another, in definite arrangement and connection, is itself apparent to us. The single item itself, in these various forward and backward references, is no mere experienced content, but an apparent object (or part, property etc., of the same) that appears only in so far as experience (Erfahrung) endows contents with a new phenomenological character, so that they no longer count separately, but help to present an object different from themselves. In this field of facts the fact of indication also has its place, in virtue whereof an object or state of affairs not merely recalls another, and so points to it, but also provides evidence for the latter, fosters the presumption that it likewise exists, and makes us immediately feel this in the manner described above. Expressions as meaningful signs: Setting aside of a sense of "expression" not relevant for our purpose From indicative signs we distinguish meaningful signs, i.e. expressions. We thereby employ the term "expression" restrictively: we exclude much that ordinary speech would call an "expression" from its range of application. There are other cases in which we have thus to do violence to usage, where concepts for which only ambiguous terms exist call for a fixed terminology. We shall lay down, for provisional intelligibility, that each instance or part of speech, as also each sign that is essentially of the same sort, shall count as an expression, whether or not such speech is actually uttered, or addressed with communicative intent to any
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persons or not. Such a definition excludes facial expression and the various gestures which involuntarily accompany speech without communicative intent, or those in which a man's mental states achieve understandable "expression" for his environment, without the added help of speech. Such "utterances" are not expressions in the sense in which a case of speech is an expression, they are not phenomenally one with the experiences made manifest in them in the consciousness of the man who manifests them, as is the case with speech. In such manifestations one man communicates nothing to another: their utterance involves no intent to put certain "thoughts" on record expressively, whether for the man himself, in his solitary state, or for others. Such "expressions," in short, have properly speaking, no meaning. It is not to the point that another person may interpret our involuntary manifestations, e.g. our "expressive movements," and that he may thereby become deeply acquainted with our inner thoughts and emotions. They "mean" something to him in so far as he interprets them, but even for him they are without meaning in the special sense in which verbal signs have meaning: they only mean in the sense of indicating. In the treatment which follows these distinctions must be raised to complete conceptual clarity. Questions as to the phenomenological and intentional distinctions which pertain to expressions as such It is usual to distinguish two things in regard to every expression: 1. The expression physically regarded (the sensible sign, the articulate sound-complex, the written sign on paper etc.); 2. A certain sequence of mental states, associatively linked with the expression, which make it be the expression of something. These mental states are generally called the "sense" or the "meaning" of the expression, this being taken to be in accord with what these words ordinarily mean. But we shall see this notion to be mistaken, and that a mere distinction between physical signs and sense-giving experiences is by no means enough, and not at all enough for logical purposes. The points here made have long been observed in the special case of names. We distinguish, in the case of each name, between what it "shows forth" (i.e. mental states) and what it means. And again between what it means (the sense or "content" of its naming presentation) and what it names (the object of that presentation). We shall need similar distinctions in the case of all expression, and shall have to explore their nature precisely. Such distinctions have led to our distinction between the notions of "expression" and "indication," which is not in conflict with the fact that an expression in living speech also functions as an indication, a point soon to come up for discussion. To these distinctions other important ones will be added which will concern the relations between meaning and the intuition which illustrates meaning and on occasion renders it evident. Only by paying heed to these relations can the concept of meaning be clearly
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delimited, and can the fundamental opposition between the symbolic and the epistemological function of meanings be worked out. Expressions as they function in communication Expressions were originally framed to fulfill a communicative function: let us, accordingly, first study expressions in this function, so that we may be able to work out their essential logical distinction. The articulate sound-complex, the written sign etc., first becomes a spoken word or communicative bit of speech, when a speaker produces it with the intention of "expressing himself about something" through its means; he must endow it with a sense in certain acts of mind, a sense he desires to share with his auditors. Such sharing becomes a possibility if the auditor also understands the speaker's intention. He does this inasmuch as he takes the speaker to be a person, who is not merely uttering sounds but speaking to him, who is accompanying those sounds with certain sense-giving acts, which the sounds reveal to the hearer, or whose sense they seek to communicate to him. What first makes mental commerce possible, and turns connected speech into discourse, lies in the correlation among the corresponding physical and mental experiences of communicating persons which is effected by the physical side of speech. Speaking and hearing, intimation of mental states through speaking and reception thereof in hearing, are mutually correlated. If one surveys these interconnections, one sees at once that all expressions in communicative speech function as indications. They serve the hearer as signs of the "thoughts" of the speaker, i.e. of his sense-giving inner experiences, as well as of the other inner experiences which are part of his communicative intention. This function of verbal expressions we shall call their intimating function. The content of such intimation consists in the inner experiences intimated. The sense of the predicate "intimated" can be understood more narrowly or more widely. The narrower sense we may restrict to acts which impart sense, while the wider sense will cover all acts that a hearer may introject into a speaker on the basis of what he says (possibly because he tells us of such acts). If, e.g., we state a wish, our judgement concerning that wish is what we intimate in the narrower sense of the word, whereas the wish itself is intimated in the wider sense. The same holds of an ordinary statement of perception, which the hearer forthwith takes to belong to some actual perception. The act of perception is there intimated in the wider sense, the judgement built upon it in the narrower sense. We at once see that ordinary speech permits us to call an experience which is intimated an experience which is expressed. To understand an intimation is not to have conceptual knowledge of it, not to judge in the sense of asserting anything about it: it consists simply in the fact that the hearer intuitively takes the speaker to be a person who is expressing this or that, or as we certainly can say, perceives him as such. When I listen to someone, I perceive him as a speaker, I hear him recounting, demonstrating, doubting,
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wishing etc. The hearer perceives the intimation in the same sense in which he perceives the intimating person—even though the mental phenomena which make him a person cannot fall, for what they are, in the intuitive grasp of another. Common speech credits us with percepts even of other people's inner experiences; we "see" their anger, their pain etc. Such talk is quite correct, as long as, e.g., we allow outward bodily things likewise to count as perceived, and as long as, in general, the notion of perception is not restricted to the adequate, the strictly intuitive percept. If the essential mark of perception lies in the intuitive persuasion that a thing or event is itself before us for our grasping—such a persuasion is possible, and in the main mass of cases actual, without verbalized, conceptual apprehension—then the receipt of such an intimation is the mere perceiving of it. The essential distinction just touched on is of course present here. The hearer perceives the speaker as manifesting certain inner experiences, and to that extent he also perceives these experiences themselves: he does not, however, himself experience them, he has not an "inner" but an "outer" percept of them. Here we have the big difference between the real grasp of what is in adequate intuition, and the putative grasp of what is on a basis of inadequate, though intuitive, presentation. In the former case we have to do with an experienced, in the latter case with a presumed being, to which no truth corresponds at all. Mutual understanding demands a certain correlation among the mental acts mutually unfolded in intimation and in the receipt of such intimation, but not at all their exact resemblance. Expressions in solitary life So far we have considered expressions as used in communication, which last depends essentially on the fact that they operate indicatively. But expressions also play a great part in uncommunicated, interior mental life. This change in function plainly has nothing to do with whatever makes an expression an expression. Expressions continue to have meanings as they had before, and the same meanings as in dialogue. A word only ceases to be a word when our interest stops at its sensory contour, when it becomes a mere sound-pattern. But when we live in the understanding of a word, it expresses something and the same thing, whether we address it to anyone or not. It seems clear, therefore, that an expression's meaning, and whatever else pertains to it essentially, cannot coincide with its feats of intimation. Or shall we say that, even in solitary mental life, one still uses expressions to intimate something, though not to a second person? Shall one say that in soliloquy one speaks to oneself, and employs words as signs, i.e. as indications, of one's own inner experiences? I cannot think such a view acceptable. Words function as signs here as they do everywhere else: everywhere they can be said to point to something. But if we reflect on the relation of expression to meaning, and to this end break up our complex, intimately unified experience of the sense-filled expression, into the
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two factors of word and sense, the word comes before us as intrinsically indifferent, whereas the sense seems the thing aimed at by the verbal sign and meant by its means: the expression seems to direct interest away from itself towards its sense, and to point to the latter. But this pointing is not an indication in the sense previously discussed. The existence of the sign neither "motivates" the existence of the meaning, nor, properly expressed, our belief in the meaning's existence. What we are to use as an indication must be perceived by us as existent. This holds also of expressions used in communication, but not for expressions used in soliloquy, where we are in general content with imagined rather than with actual words. In imagination a spoken or printed word floats before us, though in reality it has no existence. We should not, however, confuse imaginative presentations, and the image-contents they rest on, with their imagined objects. The imagined verbal sound, or the imagined printed word, does not exist, only its imaginative presentation does so. The difference is the difference between imagined centaurs and the imagination of such beings. The word's nonexistence neither disturbs nor interests us, since it leaves the word's expressive function unaffected. Where it does make a difference is where intimation is linked with meaning. Here thought must not be merely expressed as meaning, but must be communicated and intimated. We can only do the latter where we actually speak and hear. One of course speaks, in a certain sense, even in soliloquy, and it is certainly possible to think of oneself as speaking, and even as speaking to oneself, as, e.g., when someone says to himself: "You have gone wrong, you can't go on like that." But in the genuine sense of communication, there is no speech in such cases, nor does one tell oneself anything: one merely conceives of oneself as speaking and communicating. In a monologue words can perform no function of indicating the existence of mental acts, since such indication would there be quite purposeless. For the acts in question are themselves experienced by us at that very moment. Phenomenological distinctions between the phenomena of physical expression and the sense-giving and sense-fulfilling act If we now turn from experiences specially concerned with intimation, and consider expressions in respect of distinctions that pertain to them equally whether they occur in dialogue or soliloquy, two things seem to be left over: the expressions themselves, and what they express as their meaning or sense. Several relations are, however, intertwined at this point, and talk about "meaning," or about "what is expressed," is correspondingly ambiguous. If we seek a foothold in pure description, the concrete phenomenon of the sense-informed expression breaks up, on the one hand, into the physical phenomenon forming the physical side of the expression, and, on the other hand, into the acts which give it meaning and possibly also intuitive fullness, in which its relation to an expressed object is constituted. In virtue of such acts, the expression is more than a merely sounded word. It means something, and in so far as it means something, it relates to what
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is objective. This objective somewhat can either be actually present through accompanying intuitions, or may at least appear in representation, e.g. in a mental image, and where this happens the relation to an object is realized. Alternatively this need not occur: the expression functions significantly, it remains more than mere sound of words, but it lacks any basic intuition that will give it its object. The relation of expression to object is now unrealized as being confined to a mere meaning-intention. A name, e.g., names its object whatever the circumstances, in so far as it means that object. But if the object is not intuitively before one, and so not before one as a named or meant object, mere meaning is all there is to it. If the originally empty meaning-intention is now fulfilled, the relation to an object is realized, the naming becomes an actual, conscious relation between name and object named. Let us take our stand on this fundamental distinction between meaningintentions void of intuition and those which are intuitively fulfilled: if we leave aside the sensuous acts in which the expression, qua mere sound of words, makes its appearance, we shall have to distinguish between two acts or sets of acts. We shall, on the one hand, have acts essential to the expression if it is to be an expression at all, i.e. a verbal sound infused with sense. These acts we shall call the meaning-conferring acts or the meaning-intentions. But we shall, on the other hand, have acts, not essential to the expression as such, which stand to it in the logically basic relation ofjulfilling (confirming, illustrating) it more or less adequately, and so actualizing its relation to its object. These acts, which become fused with the meaning-conferring acts in the unity of knowledge or fulfillment, we call the meaning-fulfilling acts. The briefer expression "meaning-fulfillment" can only be used in cases where there is no risk of the ready confusion with the whole experience in which a meaning-intention finds fulfillment in its correlated intuition. In the realized relation of the expression to its objective correlate,4 the sense-informed expression becomes one with the act of meaning-fulfillment. The sounded word is first made one with the meaning-intention, and this in its turn is made one (as intentions in general are made one with their fulfillments) with its corresponding meaning-fulfillment. The word "expression" is normally understood— wherever, that is, we do not speak of a "mere" expression—as the senseinformed expression. One should not, therefore, properly say (as one often does) that an expression expresses its meaning (its intention). One might more properly adopt the alternative way of speaking according to which the fulfilling act appears as the act expressed by the complete expression: we may, e.g., say, that a statement "gives expression" to an act of perceiving or imagining. We need not here point out that both meaning-conferring and meaning-fulfilling acts have a part to play in intimation in the case of communicative discourse. The former in fact constitute the inmost core of intimation. To make them known to the hearer is the prime aim of our communicative intention, for only in so far as the hearer attributes them to the speaker will he understand the latter.
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The phenomenological unity of these acts The above distinguished acts involving the expression's appearance, on the one hand, and the meaning-intention and possible meaning-fulfillment, on the other, do not constitute a mere aggregate of simultaneously given items in consciousness. They rather form an intimately fused unity of peculiar character. Everyone's personal experience bears witness to the differing weight of the two constituents, which reflects the asymmetry of the relation between an expression and the object which (through its meaning) it expresses or names. Both are "lived through," the presentation of the word and the sense-giving act: but, while we experience the former, we do not live in such a presentation at all, but solely in enacting its sense, its meaning. And in so far as we do this, and yield ourselves to enacting the meaning-intention and its further fulfillment, our whole interest centres upon the object intended in our intention, and named by its means. (These two ways of speaking have in fact the same meaning.) The function of a word (or rather of an intuitive word-presentation) is to awaken a sense-conferring act in ourselves, to point to what is intended, or perhaps given intuitive fulfillment in this act, and to guide our interest exclusively in this direction. Such pointing is not to be described as the mere objective fact of a regular diversion of interest form one thing to another. The fact that two presented objects A and B are so linked by some secret psychological coordination that the presentation of A regularly arouses the presentation of B, and that interest is thereby shifted from A to B— such a fact does not make A the expression of the presentation of B. To be an expression is rather a descriptive aspect of the experienced unity of sign and thing signified. What is involved in the descriptive difference between the physical signphenomenon and the meaning-intention which makes it into an expression, becomes most clear when we turn our attention to the sign qua sign, e.g., to the printed word as such. If we do this, we have an external percept (or external intuitive idea) just like any other, whose object loses its verbal character. If this object again functions as a word, its presentation is wholly altered in character. The word (qua external singular) remains intuitively present, maintains its appearance, but we no longer intend it, it no longer properly is the object of our "mental activity." Our interest, our intention, our thought—mere synonyms if taken in sufficiently wide senses—point exclusively to the thing meant in the sense-giving act. This means, phenomenologically speaking, that the intuitive presentation, in which the physical world-phenomenon is constituted, undergoes an essential phenomenal modification when its object begins to count as an expression. While what constitutes the object's appearing remains unchanged, the intentional character of the experience alters. There is constituted (without need of a fulfilling or illustrative intuition) an act of meaning which finds support in the verbal presentation's intuitive content, but which differs in essence from the
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intuitive intention directed upon the word itself. With this act, the new acts or act-complexes that we call "fulfilling" acts or act-complexes are often peculiarly blended, acts whose object coincides with the object meant in the meaning, or named through this meaning.



Notes 1. A. V. Meinong, Gottinger gel. Anz. (1892), p. 446. 2. To use personification and to talk of association as "creating" something, and to employ other similar figurative expressions in common use, is too convenient to be abandoned. Important as a scientifically exact but circumlocutory description of the relevant facts may be, ready understanding absolutely requires that we talk figuratively wherever ultimate exactness is not needed. 3. I talk above of "experienced contents," not of meant, apparent objects or events. Everything that really helps to constitute the individual, "experiencing" consciousness is an experienced content. What it perceives, remembers, inwardly presents etc., is a meant or intentional object. This point will be further discussed in Investigation V. 4. I often make use of the vaguer expression "objective correlate" (Gegenstandlichkeii) since we are here never limited to objects in the narrower sense, but have also to do with states of affairs, properties, and non-independent forms, etc., whether real or categorical.



TOWARDS A CHARACTERIZATION OF THE ACTS WHICH CONFER MEANING Illustrative mental pictures as putative meanings We have oriented our concept of meaning, or meaning-intention, towards the phenomenological character essential to an expression as such, which distinguishes it descriptively in consciousness from a merely sounded word. Such a character is, in our view, possible, and quite often actual, though the expression does not help us to know anything, does not stand in the loosest, remotest relation to sensualizing intuitions. It is now time to take up our stance towards a widely held, perhaps almost dominant conception, which, as against our own, sees the whole role of the expression, with all its living meaning, in the arousal of certain images which regularly accompany it.
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To understand an expression means, on this view, to meet with pertinent mental pictures. Where these are absent, an expression is void of sense. These mental pictures are themselves often said to be the meanings of words, and those who say so, claim to be getting at what ordinary speech means by the "meaning of an expression." It shows the retarded state of descriptive psychology that such speciously obvious doctrines should be entertained, and entertained despite long-standing objections urged against them by unprejudiced thinkers. Verbal expressions are no doubt often accompanied by images, which may stand in an intimate or a distant relation to their meanings, but to treat such accompaniments as necessary conditions for understanding runs counter to the plainest facts. Thereby we know that the meaningfulness of an expression— let alone its meaning— cannot consist in the existence of such images, and cannot be disturbed by their absence. A comparison of a few casually observed imaginative accompaniments will soon show how vastly they vary while the meanings of words stay constant, and how they often are only very distantly related to the latter, whereas true illustrations, which genuinely carry out or confirm the meaning-intention of our expression, can often only be evoked with difficulty or not at all. Let a man read a work in an abstract field of knowledge, and understand the author's assertions perfectly, and let him then try to see what more there is to such reading than the words he understands. The circumstances of observation are most favourable to the view we reject, since an interest in finding images tends psychologically to evoke images, while the tendency to read back the findings of reflection into the original situation, makes us include all new images which stream in during the observation in the psychological content of our expression. Despite these favouring circumstances, the view we oppose, which sees the essence of the meaningful in accompanying imagery, must at least cease to look for introspective confirmation in the sort of case in question. Take, e.g., well-understood algebraical signs, or complete formulae, or verbal propositions such as "Every algebraical equation of uneven grade has at least one real root," and carry out the needful observations. To report my own findings in the last case: I see an open book which I recognize as Serret's Algebra, I see the sensory pattern of an algebraical equation in Teubnerian type, while accompanying the word "root," I see the familiar V. I have however read the sentence very many times and have understood it perfectly, without experiencing the slightest trace of accompanying images that have anything to do with its presented object. The same happens when expressions like "culture," "religion," "science," "art," "differential calculus" etc., are intuitively illustrated. We may further point out that what we have said applies not only to expressions which stand for highly abstract objects, mediated by complex relations, but to names of individual objects, well-known persons, cities, landscapes. A readiness for intuitive representation may be present, but it remains unfulfilled at the moment in question.
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Continuation of the above. Arguments and counter-arguments Should someone object that there are highly evanescent images even in such cases, that a mental picture emerges only to disappear forthwith, we reply that the full understanding of the words, their complete living sense, persists after such an image has vanished, and cannot therefore consist in its presence. If the objector shifts to saying that the mental image has become unobservable, perhaps always was so, but that, whether observable or not, it still exists, and makes continued understanding possible, we need not be in doubt as to our answer. We reply that whether or not such an assumption is necessary or plausible on grounds of genetic psychology, this is not anything that need be gone into here. It is quite irrelevant to our essentially descriptive question. Let us grant that there often are unobservable images. Despite this, however, an expression can quite often be understood, and quite observably so. But surely it is absurd to suppose that an abstract, sense-making aspect of an image should be observable, while the whole complete, concrete image-experience remains unobservable? How does the matter stand, further, in cases where our meaning is absurd? Unobservability can here not depend on the contingent limits of mental capacity, since such an image cannot exist at all: if it could, it would provide us with a self-evident guarantee of the possibility, the semantic consistency, of the thought in question. It can, of course, be pointed out that we do, after a fashion, illustrate even absurdities, such as a straight line enclosing a space, or triangles the sum of whose angles is greater or less than two right angles. In metageometric treatises there are even drawings of such forms. No one would, however, dream of taking intuitions of this sort as truly illustrating the concepts in question, or of letting them pass as owning such verbal meanings. Only in cases where the image of a thing meant is really adequate to it, are we tempted to seek the sense of our expression in such an image. But if we rule out absurd expressions—which none the less have their sense— are images normally adequate? Even Descartes cited his "chiliagon" to shed light on his distinction between imaginatio and intellectio. Our imaginative idea of a chiliagon is no more adequate than are our images of spaceenclosing straight lines or intersecting parallels: in both cases we have rough, merely partial illustrations of a thing thought of, not complete exemplifications. We speak of a closed straight line, and draw a closed curve, thereby only illustrating the curvature. In the same fashion we think of a chiliagon, while we imagine any polygon with "many" sides. We need not look for recondite geometrical illustrations to prove the inadequacy of illustration even in the case of consistent meanings. It is a well-known fact that no geometric concept whatsoever can be adequately illustrated. We imagine or draw a stroke, and speak or think of a straight line, and so in the case of all figures. The image everywhere provides only a foothold for intellectio. It offers no genuine instance of our intended pattern, only an instance of the sort of sensuous form which is the natural starting-point for geometrical "idealization."
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In these intellectual thought-processes of geometry, the idea of a geometrical figure is constituted, which is then expressed in the fixed meaning of the definitory expression. Actually to perform this intellectual process may be presupposed by our first formation of primitive geometrical expressions and by our application of them in knowledge, but not for their revived understanding and their continued significant use. Elusive sensuous pictures function, however, in a phenomenologically graspable and describable manner, as mere aids to understanding, and not as themselves meanings or carriers of meaning. Our conception will perhaps be censured for its extreme nominalism, for identifying word and thought. To many it will seem quite absurd that a symbol, a word, a sentence, a formula should be understood, while in our view nothing intuitive is present beyond the mindless sensible body of thought, the sensible stroke on paper etc. But we are far from identifying words and thoughts, as our statements in the previous chapter show. We do not at all think that, where symbols are understood without the aid of accompanying images, the mere symbol alone is present: we think rather that an understanding, a peculiar act-experience relating to the expression, is present, that it shines through the expression, that it lends it meaning and thereby a relation to objects. What distinguishes the mere word, as a sense-complex, from the meaningful word, is something we know full well from our own experience. We can indeed ignore meaning and pay attention only to a word's sensuous character. It may also be the case that some sensible feature first arouses interest on its own account, and that its verbal or other symbolic character is only then noted. The sensuous habit of an object does not change when it assumes the status of a symbol for us, nor, conversely, does it do so when we ignore the meaning of what normally functions as a symbol. No new, independent content is here added to the old: we do not merely have a sum or association of contents of equal status before us. One and the same content has rather altered its psychic habit: we are differently minded in respect of it, it no longer seems a mere sensuous mark on paper, the physical phenomenon counts as an understood sign. Living thus understandingly, we perform no act of presentation or judgement directed upon the sign as a sensible object, but another act, quite different in kind, which relates to the thing designated. It is in this sense-giving act-character—which differs entirely according as our interest plays on the sensible sign or the object presented through it, with or without representative imagery—that meaning consists. Understanding without intuition In the light of our conception it becomes wholly understandable that an expression should be able to function significantly without illustrative intuition. Those who locate the meaning-aspect of symbols in intuition, must find purely symbolic thinking insolubly enigmatic. Speech without intuition must likewise be senseless
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to them. But truly senseless speech would be no speech at all: it would be like the rattle of machinery. This we of course meet with in the case of verses or prayers learnt by rote and repeated unthinkingly, but not in the cases which here require explanation. Popular comparisons with the squawking of parrots or the cackling of geese, the well-known adage "Where ideas fail us, words come up at the right moment" and so on, are not, soberly considered, to be taken literally. Expressions such as "talk without judgement" or "senseless talk" may and should certainly not be otherwise interpreted than such expressions as "a heartless," "brainless," "empty-headed man" etc. "Talk without judgement" plainly does not mean talk unbacked by judgements, but talk backed by judgements not based on independent, intelligent consideration. Even "senselessness," understood as absurdity or nonsense, is significantly constituted: the sense of an absurd expression is such as to refer to what cannot be objectively put together. The opposite view can now only take refuge in the strained hypothesis of unconscious, unnoticed intuitions. How little this helps becomes plain if we consider what basic intuition achieves in cases where it is noticeably present. In the vast majority of cases it is by no means adequate to our meaning-intention, a fact, which, in our conception, presents no problem. If the meaningful is not to be found in intuition, speech without intuition need not be speech deprived of thought. If intuition lapses, an act like that which otherwise hangs about intuition, and perhaps mediates the knowledge of its object, continues to cling to the sensegiven expression. The act in which meaning is effective is therefore present in either case. Thought without intuition and the "surrogative Junction" of signs It should be quite clear that over most of the range both of ordinary, relaxed thought and the strict thought of science, illustrative imagery plays a small part or no part at all, and that we may, in the fullest sense, judge, reason, reflect upon and refute positions, without recourse to more than symbolic presentations. This situation is quite inadequately described if one talks of the "surrogative function of signs," as if the signs themselves did duty for something, and as if our interest in symbolic thinking were directed to the signs themselves. Signs are in fact not objects of our thought at all, even surrogatively; we rather live entirely in the consciousness of meaning, of understanding, which does not lapse when accompanying imagery does so. One must bear in mind that symbolic thinking is only thinking in virtue of a new, intentional act-character: this distinguishes the meaningful sign from the mere sign, i.e. the sounded word set up as a physical object in our mere presentations of sense. This act-character is a descriptive trait in the sign-experience which, stripped of intuition, yet understands the sign. It will perhaps be objected to our present interpretation of symbolic thinking
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that it conflicts with quite certain facts involved in the analysis of arithmetical symbolic thought, facts that I myself have stressed elsewhere (in my Philosophy of Arithmetic). In arithmetical thought mere signs genuinely do duty for concepts. "The reduction of the theory of things to the theory of signs" (to quote Lambert) is what all calculation achieves. Arithmetical signs are "so selected and perfected, that the theory, combination, transformation etc. of signs can do what would otherwise have to be done by concepts."1 Looked at more closely, however, it is not signs, in the mere sense of physical objects, whose theory, combination etc., would be of the slightest use. Such things would belong to the sphere of physical science and practice, and not to that of arithmetic. The true meaning of the signs in question emerges if we glance at the much favoured comparison of mathematical operations to rule-governed games, e.g. chess. Chessmen are not part of the chess-game as bits of ivory and wood having such and such shapes and colours. Their phenomenal and physical constitution is quite indiiferent, and can be varied at will. They become chessmen, counters in the chess-game, through the game's rules which give them their fixed games-meaning. And so arithmetical signs have, besides their original meaning, their so-to-say games-meaning, a meaning oriented towards the game of calculation and its well-known rules. If one treats arithmetical signs as mere counters in the rule-sense, to solve the tasks of the reckoning game leads to numerical signs or formulae whose interpretation in their original, truly arithmetical senses also represents the solution of corresponding arithmetical problems. We do not therefore operate with meaningless signs in the fields of symbolicarithmetical thought and calculation. For mere signs, in the sense of physical signs bereft of all meaning, do duty for the same signs alive with arithmetical meaning: it is rather that signs taken in a certain operational or games-sense do duty for the same signs in full arithmetical meaningfulness. A system of natural, and, as it were, unconscious equivocations bears endless fruit, and the much greater mental work which our original array of concepts demanded is eased by "symbolic" operations employing a parallel array of games-concepts. Naturally such a procedure must be logically justified and its boundaries reliably fixed: here we were only concerned to remove confusions readily caused by misunderstanding of the nature of such "merely symbolical" mathematical thought. If one grasps the sense, set out above, in which the "mere signs" of arithmetic do duty for arithmetical concepts (or for signs in their full arithmetical meaning) it is clear that talk of the surrogative function of arithmetical signs is irrelevant to our present question, the question whether an expression of thought is or is not possible without an accompaniment of illustrative, instantiating or demonstrative intuitions. Non-intuitive symbolic thought in the sense just mentioned, and symbolical thought in the sense of thought which employs surrogative operational concepts, are two quite different things.
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A difficulty regarding our necessary recourse to corresponding intuitions in order to clarify meanings or to know truths resting on them One might here ask: If the sense of expressions functioning purely symbolically lies in an act-character which distinguishes the understanding grasp of a verbal sign from the grasp of a sign stripped of meaning, why is it that we have recourse to intuition when we want to establish differences of meaning, to expose ambiguities, or to limit shifts in our meaning-intention? Again one might ask: Why, if our conception of meaning is right, do we employ corresponding intuitions in order to know purely conceptual truths, i.e. truths known through an analysis of meanings? One can say in general, that in order to be quite clear as to the sense of an expression (or as to the content of a concept) one must construct a corresponding intuition: in this intuition one sees what the expression "really means." But an expression functioning symbolically also means something, and means the same thing as an expression intuitively clarified. Meaning cannot first have been acquired through intuition: otherwise we should have to say that much the greater part of our experience in speaking and reading is merely an external perceiving or imagining of optic and auditory complexes. We need not again stress that this plainly conflicts with the phenomenological data, that we mean this or that with our spoken or written signs, and that this meaning is a descriptive character of intelligent speech and hearing, even when these are purely symbolic. Our first question is answered by observing that purely symbolic meaningintentions often do not clearly keep themselves apart, and do not permit of the easy, sure distinctions and identifications which are needed for practically useful judgements, even if these are not self-evident. To recognize differences of meaning such as that between "moth" and "elephant," requires no special procedures. But where meanings shade unbrokenly into one another, and unnoticed shifts blur boundaries needed for firm judgement, intuitive illustration naturally promotes lucidity. Where an expression's meaning-intention is fulfilled by divergent, conceptually disparate intuitions, the sharp difference in the direction of fulfillment shows up the cleavage of meaning-intentions. Answering our second question, we recall that all self-evidence of judgement (all realized knowledge in the strong sense of the word) presupposes meanings that are intuitively fulfilled. Where there is talk of a knowledge "springing from the analysis of the mere meanings of words," more is meant than these words suggest. The knowledge meant is one whose self-evidence calls only for pure representation of the "conceptual essences," in which the general word-meanings find their perfect fulfillments: all question as to the existence of objects corresponding to such concepts, or falling under such conceptual essences, is ruled out. But these "conceptual essences" are not the verbal meanings themselves, so that the phrases "based purely on the concepts (essences)," and "springing from a mere
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analysis of word-meanings," are only by equivocation equivalent. Conceptual essences are rather the fulfilling sense which is "given" when the word-meanings (i.e. the meaning-intentions of the words) terminate in corresponding, directly intuitive presentations, and in certain cogitative elaborations and formations of the same. Such analysis is not therefore concerned with empty thought-intentions, but with the objects and forms by which they are fulfilled. What it therefore offers us are not mere statements concerning elements or relations of meanings, but evident necessities concerning the objects thought of in these meanings, and thought of as thus and thus determined. These discussions point to a field of phenomenological analyses which we have already repeatedly seen to be unavoidable, analyses which bring self-evidence into the a priori relations between meaning and knowing, or between meaning and clarifying intuition. They will therefore also have to bring complete clarity into our concept of meaning, both by distinguishing meaning from fulfilling sense, and by investigating the sense of such fulfillment. Varying marks of understanding and the "quality of familiarity" Our conception presupposes a certain separation, even if not quite a sharp one, among the act-characters which confer meaning even in cases which lack intuitive illustration. One cannot indeed think that the "symbolic presentations" which govern the grasp or the significant application of signs, are descriptively equivalent, that they consist in one undifferentiated character, the same for all expressions, as if only the sound of the words, the chance sensuous carriers of meaning, made all the difference. Examples of equivocal expressions readily show that we can effect and can recognize sudden changes of meaning, without in the least needing accompanying illustrations. The descriptive difference, here evidently apparent, cannot be the sensuous sign, which remains the same: it must concern the act-character, which is specifically altered. One can likewise point to cases where meaning remains identical while a word changes, in the case, e.g., of mere differences of idiom. Sensuously different signs here count as equivalent (we perhaps even speak of the "same" word, only occurring in different languages), they at once greet us as the same, even before reproductive fancy can furnish images that illustrate their meaning. Such examples reveal the untenability of the view, plausible at first, that the note of understanding is no more ultimately than what Riehl2 called the "character of familiarity," and what Hoffding,3 not so suitably, called the "quality of familiarity."4 Words not understood are just as capable of coming before us in the form of old acquaintances: well-memorized Greek verses stick in our memories longer than our understanding of their sense, they appear familiar but are no longer understood. The missing grasp often comes in a flash afterwards, possibly some time before mother-tongue translations or other aids come up in memory, and the note of understanding now adds its obvious novelty to the note of familiarity, not
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altering the content sensuously, yet giving it a new mental character. One may similarly recall the way in which the reading or recitation of familiar poetry, unthinking at first, suddenly becomes charged with understanding. There are countless other examples which make evident the peculiar character of understanding. Apperception as connected with expression and with intuitive presentations The grasp of understanding,5 in which the meaning of a word becomes effective, is, in so far as any grasp is in a sense an understanding and an interpretation, akin to the divergently carried out "objective interpretations" in which, by way of an experienced sense-complex, the intuitive presentation, whether percept, imagination, representation etc., of an object, e.g. an external thing, arises. The phenomenological structure of the two sorts of "grasp" is, however, somewhat different. If we imagine a consciousness prior to all experience, it may very well have the same sensations as we have. But it will intuit no things, and no events pertaining to things, it will perceive no trees and no houses, no flight of birds nor any barking of dogs. One is at once tempted to express the situation by saying that its sensations mean nothing to such a consciousness, that they do not count as signs of the properties of an object, that their combination does not count as a sign of the object itself. They are merely lived through, without an objectifying interpretation derived from experience. Here, therefore, we talk of signs and meanings just as we do in the case of expressions and cognate signs. To simplify comparison by restricting ourselves to the case of perception, the above talk should not be misread as implying that consciousness first looks at its sensations, then turns them into perceptual objects, and then bases an interpretation upon them, which is what really happens when we are objectively conscious of physical objects, e.g. sounded words, which function as signs in the strict sense. Sensations plainly only become presented objects in psychological reflection: in naive, intuitive presentations they may be components of our presentative experience, parts of its descriptive content, but are not at all its objects. The perceptual presentation arises in so far as an experienced complex of sensations gets informed by a certain act-character, one of conceiving or meaning. To the extent that this happens, the perceived object appears, while the sensational complex is as little perceived as is the act in which the perceived object is as such constituted. Phenomenological analysis teaches us, further, that sense-contents provide, as it were, the analogical building-stuff for the content of the object presented by their means. Hence talk of colours, extensions, intensities etc., as, on the one hand, sensed, and as, on the other hand, perceived or imagined. Examples readily show that what corresponds in the two cases is in no sense the same, but only generically allied. The uniform colouring of a sphere as seen by us (i.e. perceived, imagined etc.), was never sensed by us. Signs in the sense of expressions rest on a similar "interpretation," but only in
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their first conception. In the simpler case where an expression is understood, but is not as yet given life by intuitive illustrations, this first conception makes the mere sign appear before us as a physical object, e.g. as a sounded word, given here and now. On this first conception, however, a second is built, which goes entirely beyond the experienced sense-material, which it no longer uses as analogical building-material, to the quite new object of its present meaning. The latter is meant in the act of meaning, but is not presented in sensation. Meaning, the characteristic function of the expressive sign, presupposes the sign whose function it is. Or to talk pure phenomenology: meaning is a variously tinctured act-character, presupposing an act of intuitive presentation as its necessary foundation. In the latter act, the expression becomes constituted as a physical object. It becomes an expression, in the full, proper sense, only through an act founded upon this former act. What is true in this simplest case of an expression understood and not as yet intuitively illustrated, must also hold in the more complex case where an expression is bound up with a corresponding intuition. One and the same expression, significantly used with or without illustrative intuition, cannot derive its meaningfulness from different sorts of acts. It is certainly not easy to analyse the descriptive situation in certain finer gradations and ramifications that have been passed over here. It is extremely hard to achieve a right conception of the part played by illustrative presentations in confirming meaning-intentions or in conferring self-evidence on them, as well as their relation to the characteristic note of understanding or meaning, the experience which lends sense to an expression even in default of intuition. Here we have a broad field for phenomenological analysis, a field not to be by-passed by the logician who wants to bring clarity into the relations between meaning and object, between judgement and truth, between vague opinion and confirmatory evidence. The analysis in question will receive a thoroughgoing treatment later.6



Notes 1. Lambert, Neues Organon (1764), Vol. II, §§ 23-4, p. 16. (Lambert is not referring expressly to arithmetic.)



2. A. Riehl, Der philosophische Kritizismus, Vol. II, p. 399. 3. H. Hoffding, "Uber Wiedererkennen, Assoziation und psychische Aktivitat," Vierteljahrschriftf. wiss. Philos. Vol. XIII, p. 425. 4. As against this cf. Volkelt, Erfahrung und Denken, p. 362. 5. I am not here restricting the use of the word "understanding" to the hearer-speaker relation. The soliloquizing thinker "understands" his words, and this understanding is simply his act of meaning them. 6. See Investigation VI.
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Roman Ingarden ROMAN INGARDEN (1895-1970) was born in Cracow, Poland, and studied philosophy in Lvov under Twardowski. Later he went to Gottingen to study phenomenology with Husserl and his circle. He followed Husserl's move to Freiburg in 1916 and obtained his doctorate there with a thesis on the philosophy of Henri Bergson (1918). After his return to Poland he completed his second doctorate (Habilitatiori) with a dissertation on the problem of essences, Essential Questions, which was published by Husserl in his Yearbook for Philosophy and Phenomenological Research in 1925. In 1933 Ingarden became professor of philosophy at Lvov. In 1931 he published in German The Literary Work of Art: An Investigation on the Borderline of Ontology, Logic and Theory of Literature (Eng. trans., 1973). This was followed in 1937 in Polish by The Cognition of the Literary Work of An (Eng. trans., 1973). These two works constitute the major contribution of Husserlian strict phenomenology to aesthetics and literary theory until today. From 1939 to 1944 when Polish universities were shut down under the German occupation, Ingarden taught mathematics in a high school in Lvov. During these years he completed in two volumes his major work, The Controversy Over the Existence of the World (1947-48). A German edition appeared in three volumes from 1964 to 1966. When eastern Poland and Lvov were annexed by the Soviet Union in 1945, Ingarden was able to obtain a chair in philosophy in Cracow. He was barred from teaching, however, from 1949 until 1956 for his alleged idealist position. Meanwhile, his work gained growing recognition in Europe and America and left its imprint on different schools of criticism. Our selections are taken from the first section of The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art, a phenomenological study of the manner and the way by which literary texts assume their meaning for us, and of the nature of the acts through which this meaning is actualized. It is the attitude which the reader assumes—as consumer-recipient or active critic and literary scholar—which decides how a text is understood and explicated. Nevertheless, there are certain structural givens which, although they are actualized by the reader, are not dependent upon him for their essential qualities. The importance of Ingarden's work for present-day hermeneutics derives from his ability to develop a new set of distinctions together with a new manner of viewing the problems of classical interpretation theory.



ON THE COGNITION OF THE LITERARY WORK OF ART Preliminary Sketch of the Problem The main question which I am trying to answer is: How do we cognize the completed literary work set down in writing (or by other means, e.g., in tape recording)? Cognition is, however, only one kind of intercourse a reader can have
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with the literary work. To be sure, we will not completely ignore the other ways of experiencing the work, but neither will we pay particular attention to them at the moment. Even "cognition" itself can take place in many different ways, which can bring about various results. The type of work read also plays an essential role in determining how cognition takes place. I use the word "cognition" here for want of a better.1 It should be taken for the moment in a rather vague and broad sense, beginning with a primarily passive, receptive "experience," in which we, as literary consumers, "become acquainted with" a given work, "get to know" it somehow, and thereby possibly relate to it in a more or less emotional way, and continuing on to the kind of attitude toward the work which leads to the acquisition of effective knowledge about the work. All these extremely diverse attitudes lead to some kind of knowledge about a work, whether it be a novel (for instance, Thomas Mann's Buddenbrooks) or a lyric poem (like "Shall I compare thee to a summer's day") or a drama (for instance, Ibsen's Rosmersholni). We shall not exclude from consideration other written works, either, such as newspaper articles, essays, and scientific works. On the contrary, one of the matters we are extremely concerned with is becoming aware of how we "understand" scientific works and how we apprehend cognitively the works themselves as well as what is portrayed in them. "Cognition" should thus be taken to mean a kind of intercourse with literary works which includes a certain cognizance of the work and does not necessarily exclude emotional factors. Of course, we take into account from the outset that acquaintance with a work, as well as its cognition, can take place in different ways and lead to various results, according to the peculiar character of the work in question. However, I hope to be able to show in the following that despite this considerable diversity every "cognition" of a literary work has a stock of operations which are always the same for the experiencing subject and that the process of "cognition" follows a course which is characteristically the same in all these diverse cases, provided it is not disturbed or interrupted by external circumstances. And the concluding investigations will show that in certain specific cases one can achieve genuine knowledge of the literary work and even of the literary work of art. We can remove the dangers arising from uncritical use of an unexplicated and possibly much too narrow idea "cognition" as a basis for our investigation only in this way of gradual progress, which does not lead to a delimitation of the ideas involved until its last stage. The exact notion of the cognition of a literary work, and in particular of a literary work of art, will thus be determined only as a result of our investigations. At the same time, we shall consider under what conditions this cognition can be accomplished. But on the way to such a result there are many difficulties to be overcome which are connected with the problem of "objective" knowledge and which can be solved only in a general epistemological investigation. We shall have to content ourselves here with preparing the way to this goal.
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By "literary work" I mean primarily a work of belles-lettres, although in the following the term will also apply to other linguistic works, including scientific works. Works of belles-lettres lay claim, by virtue of their characteristic basic structure and particular attainments, to being "works of art" and enabling the reader to apprehend an aesthetic object of a particular kind. But not every work of art is "successful" and thus in a specific sense a "genuine," "valuable" work of art. And not every object of an aesthetic experience is the object of an experience culminating in pleasure or admiration or in a positive value judgment. This is especially true of works of belles-lettres. They can be "genuine" and "beautiful"; generally speaking, they can be of artistic or aesthetic value; but they can just as well be "bad," "not genuine," "ugly"—in short, of negative value. We can experience all these works aesthetically; we can also apprehend them in a preaesthetic cognition or in a cognition which is itself not aesthetic but which builds upon the aesthetic experience. Only the results of the latter cognitive apprehension of the work can give us valid information about the value of the work.2 Our investigations must therefore encompass both groups of works, those of positive and those of negative value; but we will take into consideration from the outset that the cognition, especially the aesthetic cognition, of a work of positive value follows a different course and can have different properties than that of "bad" works, works of negative value.3



Adaptation of Cognition to the Basic Structure of the Object of Cognition Before we proceed to the description of the "cognition," in our broad sense, of the literary work, we must first consider what is to constitute the object of this "cognition." The epistemological investigations which have been carried out by the phenomenologists since Husserl's Logical Investigations show that between the mode of cognition and the object of cognition there is a special correlation; there is perhaps even an adaptation of the cognition to its object. This correlation is especially evident in which attitudes or cognitive operations enter into the process of cognition, in the order of sequence or of simultaneity they follow, in how they reciprocally condition and possibly modify one another, and in the total result to which they all lead, the cognitive value of which depends on the course they take and on their cooperation. For all the basic types of objects of cognition, there are corresponding basic kinds and modes of cognition. For instance: one can gain knowledge of a physical object only by beginning the cognitive process with a sensory perception of the object. Sometimes, of course, we learn about an object through information from another person, but even then this information must be based on a perception. We must use different kinds of perception to gain knowledge of different kinds of attributes of the object. We cannot hear colors or see or touch tones. When we wish to gain knowledge of our own
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psychological states or processes, we must employ acts of inner perception which are differently structured and proceed differently from those of outer perception; we can neither smell nor taste these processes and states. The situation is analogous in other cases: one must understand and prove mathematical propositions through their meaning; sensory perception plays no part in understanding them. In every case there is a strong correlation between the structure and qualitative constitution of the object of cognition, on the one hand, and the kind of cognition, on the other.4 In view of this correlation, analysis of a cognitive process is made easier if we examine the basic formation of the object of cognition. Thus it will be useful in our case to begin by calling to mind the basic attributes and structures of the literary work. But before we do this, we must first consider a possible reproach against our procedure. Are we not becoming involved in a vicious circle when we refer to the basic attributes and structures of literary works in order to explain the way in which we learn about a literary work? Is such reference not tantamount to presupposing the validity and effectiveness of the cognition which informs us about those basic attributes? At the outset of our investigation we do not yet have any positive knowledge about the cognition of a literary work and cannot assume anything about the value and effectiveness of this cognition. Nor do we make such assumptions. It is merely a question of directing our attention to certain processes of consciousness which take place during the reading of an individual work, not in order to apprehend their individual course and individual function, but rather to apprehend what is essentially necessary in that course and function. We refer not to the individual peculiarities of a specific literary work but rather to the essentially necessary structure of the literary work of art as such. We merely use the individual cognition of a work performed during a reading as an example which allows us to look for the essentially necessary structural elements and interconnections among the cooperating functions. These correspond in an intelligible way to the essentially necessary structural properties of the literary work in general and can be correlated with individual factors in the work; in fact, they help us to discover and apprehend such factors. Thus, when we describe the cognitive processes involved in reading a text in their unfolding and their specific character and judge whether they are positively effective—that is, whether they can lead to objectively valid knowledge of the literary work— we presuppose neither the validity of the results of an individual reading nor the effectiveness of the cognitive functions involved in it. We must distinguish here between two different procedures: first, the reading of a specific literary work, or the cognition of that work which takes place during such reading, and, second, that cognitive attitude which leads to an apprehension of the essential structure and peculiar character of the literary work of art as such. These are two different modes of cognition and yield two quite different kinds of knowledge. The first is accomplished in an individual reading of an individual work.



Roman Ingarden



191



It is a particular kind of experience in which we establish the actuality of this work and its details. The second is not accomplished in a reading at all and does not give us an experience of the actual qualitative constitution of a particular work, say of the Magic Mountain, by Thomas Mann. The second kind of cognition differs from an individual reading to such an extent that, even if we completely described the course and functions of an individual reading in our investigation, we would still be merely at the threshold of the difficult problem: What constitutes the general nature (to use the inappropriate but common term) of the literary work of art? Phenomenologists would say that in this case it is a question of an a priori analysis of the substance of the general idea "the literary work of art." This analysis, even if accomplished on the example of a particular literary work of art, or rather on various appropriately chosen examples, is not carried out in reading and understanding the successive sentences of these examples. It is rather a question of the essential differences among various basic elements of the literary work (and the literary work of art) as such: e.g., the difference between the phonetic patterns and phenomena and the sentence meanings (or, more generally, the different types of semantic units) or between the sentence meanings and the intentional sentence correlates projected by them (especially the states of affairs). It is a question of apprehending the constitutive formal and material factors of such elements and the essential differences among the elements which follow from those factors, as well as the various interrelations and connections among the elements. None of this can be discovered in the ordinary reading of a literary work, since the necessary possibilities which must be comprehended in the idea of "the literary work of art" far surpass the individual determinations of any particular work of art. On the other hand, the reading of a particular work can reveal far more about the individual work with respect to the details of the work than the a priori analysis, which is oriented toward the substance of the general idea of the literary work of art. The a priori analysis establishes only the "skeleton" of that which forms the full body of the individual work. It does not, for instance, apprehend the full meaning of the whole sequence of sentences in a work, which is indispensable for the reading of a work; but it attends to the general form of any possible sentence and to other things which cannot be specially heeded and analyzed in a specific reading. To be sure, it cannot be said that there is no relation at all between a general "eidetic" analysis (as Husserl calls it) of the idea of the literary work of art as such and the reading of a particular work. For example, an empirically oriented person might deny the existence or even the possibility of an a priori analysis of the substance of a general idea and yet still be inclined to recognize the possibility of general knowledge about literary works. He would then perhaps say that, on the basis of reading many individual works, one compares the results obtained and establishes the "common" characteristics of the individual works in an "act of generalization." This act of comparison and generalization goes beyond any individual reading; but it is presupposed in this
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empiricist view of "general" knowledge that the facts found in an individual reading really do exist and, thus, that the knowledge gained in such a reading has its validity. But an "eidetic" analysis of the "general nature" of the literary work of art (that is, of the substance of the general idea) in a phenomenological sense makes no such presupposition. The individual readings only give us a supply of phenomena which can be apprehended in their essential content; we need not presuppose the individual, real existence of the objects which come to givenness in these phenomena. Through these eidetically apprehended phenomena we can establish essential relations among the perceived phenomena and thus determine the essential, necessary structure of the literary work of art as such. In other words, when in the following we adduce some characteristics of the general structure of the work, we presuppose neither the validity of the cognition of the works accomplished in the individual reading nor their real qualitative constitution. We use the data about the general structure of the literary work of art as such as a heuristic device which allows us to direct our attention to the process of consciousness wherein the cognition of the individual works is accomplished. At the same time it allows us to prepare ourselves for what we can find in the analysis of this process of consciousness, if we remember that the experiences making up this process should lead to, or help in, disclosure of the form and qualitative constitution of individual literary works. The confrontation of the analysis of the experiences in which the reading is accomplished with the essential, necessary structural elements of the literary work of art will, however, give us a better understanding of why those experiences are so complex in themselves and why they proceed in just this essential, typical way.



Basic Assertions about the Essential Structure of the Literary Work of Art The following general assertions about the essential structure of the literary work of art will be helpful in our further investigations. 1. The literary work is a many-layered formation. It contains (a) the stratum of verbal sounds and phonetic formations and phenomena of a higher order; (b) the stratum of semantic units: of sentence meanings and the meanings of whole groups of sentences; (c) the stratum of schematized aspects, in which objects of various kinds portrayed in the work come to appearance; and (d) the stratum of the objectivities portrayed in the intentional states of affairs projected by the sentences. 2. From the material and form of the individual strata results an essential inner connection of all the strata with one another and thus the formal unity of the whole work. 3. In addition to its stratified structure, the literary work is distinguished by an ordered sequence of its parts, which consist of sentences, groups of sentences,
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chapters, etc. Consequently, the work possesses a peculiar quasi-temporal "extension" from beginning to end, as well as certain properties of composition which arise from this "extension," such as various characteristics of dynamic development, etc. The literary work actually has "two dimensions": the one in which the total stock of all the strata extends simultaneously and the second, in which the parts succeed one another. 4. In contrast to the preponderant majority of the sentences in a scientific work, which are genuine judgments, the declarative sentences in a literary work of art are not genuine judgments but only quasi-judgments, the function of which consists in lending the objects portrayed a mere aspect of reality without stamping them as genuine realities. Even sentences of other types—for example, interrogative sentences—undergo a corresponding modification of their function in the literary work of art. Depending on the type of work—e.g., in a historical novel—still other varities of these modifications are possible.5 The presence of quasi-judgments in literary works of art constitutes only one feature which distinguishes them from scientific works. Other characteristic features are attached to this one, namely: 5. If a literary work is a work of art having positive value, each of its strata contains special qualities. These are valuable qualities of two kinds: those of artistic and those of aesthetic value. The latter are present in the work of art itself in a peculiar potential state. In their whole multiplicity they lead to a peculiar polyphony of aesthetically valent qualities which determines the quality of the value constituted in the work. Even in a scientific work, literary artistic qualities can appear which determine certain aesthetically valuable qualities. In a scientific work, however, this is only an ornamentation which has little or no connection with the essential function of the work and which cannot of itself make it a work of art.6 6. The literary work of art (like every literary work in general) must be distinguished from its concretizations, which arise from individual readings of the work (or, for instance, from the production of a work in the theater and its apprehension by the spectator). 7. In contrast to its concretizations, the literary work itself is a schematic formation. That is: several of its strata, especially the stratum of portrayed objectivities and the stratum of aspects, contain "places of indeterminacy." These are partially removed in the concretizations. The concretization of the literary work is thus still schematic, but less so than the work itself. 8. The places of indeterminacy are removed in the individual concretizations in such a way that a more or less close determination takes their place and, so to speak, "fills them out." This "filling-out" is, however, not sufficiently determined by the determinate features of the object and can thus vary with different concretizations.
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9. The literary work as such is a purely intentional formation which has the source of its being in the creative acts of consciousness of its author and its physical foundation in the text set down in writing or through other physical means of possible reproduction (for instance, the tape recorder). By virtue of the dual stratum of its language, the work is both intersubjectively accessible and reproducible, so that it becomes an intersubjective intentional object, related to a community of readers. As such it is not a psychological phenomenon and is transcendent to all experiences of consciousness, those of the author as well as those of the reader.



Apprehension of the Written Signs and Verbal Sounds Until recently, the usual way of becoming acquainted with a literary work of art was to read a printed text; it was rather seldom that we encountered orally presented works. What happens when we prepare to read? At the beginning of our reading, we find ourselves confronted with a book, a volume in the real world consisting of a collection of pages covered with written or printed signs. Thus the first thing we experience is the visual perception of these "signs." However, as soon as we "see" printed signs and not drawings, we perform something more than, or rather something different from, a mere visual perception. In the perception which takes place during reading, we do not attend to the unique and individual features but rather to the typical: the general physical form of the letters as determined by the rules of the written language or, in the case of "fluent' reading, the form of the verbal signs. The individual features do not, of course, vanish entirely from the reader's awareness; the apprehension of the typical form of the verbal signs is thus not the pure apprehension of a species. We do see, for instance, how one letter is repeated in successive verbal signs. But the individual features here are subsumed only under the aspect of their typical form, and in general the quality of individuality recedes unless for some reason it becomes especially important; but it never disappears completely from awareness.7 In fluent, fast reading we do not perceive the individual letters themselves, although they do not disappear from our consciousness. We read "whole words" and thus easily overlook typographical errors. There are also other details about the printed paper of which one is not completely unaware but to which one does not attend for their own sake. And if we did attend to them, that would prove to be a distraction in reading, because our main attention in visual reading is directed at the apprehension of the typical verbal forms. The same thing happens in hearing a speech or a "recited" literary work, where we do not attend to the details of the concrete sound as such but rather to the verbal sounds as typical forms. If for some reason we do not succeed in apprehending the typical forms, even
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though the speaker's voice is loud enough, we often say we "didn't hear" the speaker and consequently didn't understand him. The first basic process of reading a literary work is thus not a simple and purely sensory perception but goes beyond such a perception by concentrating attention on the typical features in the physical or phonetic form of the words.8 There is still another way in which the basic process of reading goes beyond simple sensory seeing. First, it takes the writing (printing) to be "expression," that is, the carrier of a meaning;9 second, the verbal sound, which seems to be interwoven in a peculiar way with the written sign of the word, is immediately apprehended, again in its typical form, along with the written sign. When we read a text "silently" (without speaking the words aloud, even softly), our apprehension is normally not limited to simply seeing the graphic form of the writing, as is the case with Chinese characters when we do not know Chinese,10 or when we see a drawing (for instance, an arabesque) without any idea that it might be a written message. A normal reader who knows the phonetic form of the language well will combine silent reading with an imaginary hearing of the corresponding verbal sounds and the speech melody as well, without paying particular attention to this hearing. When the verbal sound is relatively important, the reader might even pronounce the sound involuntarily and quietly; this can be accompanied by certain motor phenomena. The auditory apprehension of the phonetic form of the words is so closely related to the visual apprehension of the written form that the intentional correlates of these experiences also seem to be in especially close relation. The phonetic and visual forms of the word seem almost to be merely two aspects of the same "verbal body." As already mentioned, the verbal body is simultaneously grasped as an "expression" of something other than itself, that is, of the meaning of the word, which refers to something or exercises a particular function of meaning (for instance, a syntactical function).11 When we know the language in question well and use it daily, we apprehend the verbal sounds not as pure sound patterns but as something which, in addition to its sound, conveys or can convey a certain emotional quality.12 As I tried to show in my book The Literary Work of Art, this quality, which is intuitively felt, can either be determined by the meaning of the word (or the emotional aspect of the object meant) or can be related to the function of the "expression" of the speaker's emotional processes (fear, anger, desire, etc.). The latter possibility refers primarily to words and phrases quoted in a literary text and spoken by a character in the work, and it is brought about not through the phonetic form of the verbal sound but through the tone in which the words are spoken. This emotional quality often aids in the recognition of the typical phonetic form of the verbal sound when recognition is otherwise difficult. Simultaneous with and inseparable from the described apprehension of the verbal sounds is the understanding of the meaning of the word; the complete word is constituted for the reader in just this experience, which, although compound,
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still forms a unity. One does not apprehend the verbal sound first and then the verbal meaning. Both things occur at once: in apprehending the verbal sound, one understands the meaning of the word and at the same time intends this meaning actively.13 Only in exceptional cases, as when the word is, or seems to be, foreign to us, is the apprehension of the verbal sound not automatically connected with understanding the verbal meaning. Then we notice a natural tendency in us to complete the act of understanding. If we cannot grasp the meaning immediately, we notice a characteristic slowing-down or even a halt in the process of reading. We feel a certain helplessness and try to guess the meaning. Usually it is only in such a case that we have a clear thematic apprehension of the verbal sound in its phonetic and visual form; at the same time, we are puzzled about not finding the meaning, which should be immediately apparent and nonetheless does not come to mind. If the meaning occurs to us, then the obstacle is overcome and the act of understanding flows into a new understanding of the following words. But when we know the words well, it is typical that the verbal sound is noted only fleetingly, quickly and without hesitation; it represents only a quick transition to the understanding of the words or sentences. The verbal sound is then heard superficially and almost unconsciously. It appears on the periphery of the field of awareness, and only incidentally does it sound "in our ears," provided, of course, that nothing out of the ordinary draws our attention to it. It is precisely this fleeting way of apprehending the verbal sounds which is the only correct way for the apprehension of the literary work as a whole. This is the reason one often hears the demand for a "discreet" declamation, to prevent the phonetic side of the language from encroaching too much on the hearer, from coming to the fore. In the literary work, as we have already mentioned, words do not appear in isolation; rather, they join together in a certain arrangement to form whole linguistic patterns of various kinds and orders. In many cases, especially in verse, words are arranged with primary concern not for the context of meaning which they constitute but instead with regard to their phonetic form, so that a unified pattern arises from the sequence of sounds, such as a line of verse or a stanza. Concern for the phonetic form in arrangement also brings about such phenomena as rhythm, rhyme, and various "melodies" of the line, the sentence, or the speech in general, as well as intuitive qualities of linguistic expression, such as "softness" or "hardness" or "sharpness." We usually note these phonetic formations and phenomena even when we read silently; even if we pay no particular attention to them, our notice of them still plays an important role in the aesthetic perception of at least a good number of literary works of art. Not only do they themselves constitute an aesthetically important element of the work; they are often, at the same time, a means of disclosing other aspects and qualities of the work, for instance, a mood which hovers over the situations portrayed in the work. Thus the reader must have an "ear" for the phonetic stratum of the work (for its "music"), although one cannot say that he should concentrate on this stratum
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particularly. The phonetic qualities of the work must be heard "incidentally" and add their voice to the entirety of the work. However, because the disclosure of phonetic phenomena of higher order is connected with the individual phases of becoming acquainted with the literary work of art, it will be necessary to return to the phonetic phenomena in later investigations.



Understanding Verbal and Sentence Meanings But how do we know that we "understand" words or sentences? In which particular experiences does this "understanding" take place, and when have we really "understood" the text of a work? Who can guarantee that we have correctly understood and not misinterpreted sentences appearing in various contexts and interconnections? The last question comes to mind immediately, but we cannot answer it until much later. It is a difficult task to describe or simply to indicate the experiences in which we understand words and sentences, because we normally pay no attention to these experiences. Not all scholars are aware of the difficulties which one encounters here.14 Thus we will have to limit ourselves in our investigation to rudimentary comments; but even a superficial consideration of the experience of understanding demands an explanation of what the meaning of a word or the sense of a phrase is. Unfortunately, this problem, too, is connected with difficulties and is related to various philosophical problems. Without being able to discuss here the numerous theories which have been advanced since Husserl's pioneering Logical Investigations,15 I want to recapitulate the main points of the concept of the meaning of a linguistic entity which I set forth in my book The Literary Work of Art. The meaning of a word can be considered in two different ways: as part of a sentence or a higher semantic unit or as an isolated single word, taken by itself. Although the latter case hardly occurs in practice, still it is wise to consider it. Contrary to common assertions, the verbal meaning is neither a psychological phenomenon (in particular, an element or feature of a mental experience) nor an ideal object. The former view, held by the psychologistic school, was criticized by E. Husserl and G. Frege. In his Logical Investigations, Husserl advanced the second view under Bernard Bolzano's influence, but he relinquished it in his Formal and Transcendental Logic, although he retained the terms "ideal meaning" [ideale Bedeutung] and "ideal object" [idealer Gegenstand}. In my book The Literary Work of Art I tried to work out a conception of meaning analogous to Husserl's. The verbal meaning, and with it the meaning of a sentence, is on the one hand something objective which—assuming, of course, that the word has just one meaning—remains identical in its core, however it is used, and is thus transcendent to all mental experiences. On the other hand, the verbal meaning is
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an intentional configuration of appropriately structured mental experiences. It is either creatively constituted in a mental act, often on the basis of an originary experience; or else it is reconstituted or intended again in mental acts after this constitution has already taken place. To use Husserl's apt expression, the meaning is "conferred on" [verliehen] the word. What is "conferred" in an intentional mental experience is itself a "derived intention" [abgeleitete Intention}, as I have expressed it, which is supported by a verbal sound and which, together with the verbal sound, constitutes the word. The word is recognized and used according to what kind of intention it has. The intention can refer denominatively to objects, characteristics, relations, and pure qualities, but it can also exercise various syntactical and logical functions when various meanings enter into relation with one another or when various objects intended by the meanings are brought into relation with one another.16 In a living language it is relatively seldom that we consciously confer meaning on a given word. It happens, for example, when new scientific words are formed by means of a definition or by supplying appropriate examples of objects which are to be grasped and named conceptually.17 Normally one finds complete words (that is, verbal sounds, together with their meanings) already existing in the languages and simply applies them to the appropriate objectivities. But when and how do we succeed in finding and thereby actualizing just that meaning which a word has in a given language and in a certain place in the text?18 Of course it is not seldom that one makes mistakes and misunderstands this or that word in the text of the work, that is, gives it a meaning other than the one it actually has in that language. This danger in fact exists; but it should be neither exaggerated nor considered unavoidable. Many scholars tend to do just that; they hold a view of the nature of the verbal meaning whereby its correct understanding becomes purely a matter of coincidence. They identify the verbal meaning with the so-called content of a mental act, considering this "content" as a component, a "real part" [reeller Teil\, in Husserl's sense, of the act. According to this theory, there are in the real external world only so-called physical signs the mental idea of which "combines" with a psychological content through "convention" or random "association." The psychological content, which is naturally always "my own," is supposed to be the meaning of the word, so that the reader of a literary work or the hearer of someone else's speech cannot go beyond the "contents" of his own mental acts. Thus, when two people use the same word, each of them has his own "private" meaning for the (supposedly) identical word, and only the "identity" of the contents they experience accounts for the fact that both use this word with the "same" meaning. From this point of view, the word itself (actually, only the verbal sound—but in this theory the word is equated with the verbal sound) has no meaning at all. To understand in which sense a certain word is being used, one must simply guess what constitutes the content of the speaker's mental act. But the great majority of psychologists maintain that experiences are
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accessible as objects of cognition only to the experiencing subject. In that case, the correct understanding of the meaning of a word (in short, the understanding of a word) used by another is almost a miracle. Since, according to this theory, understanding is based on a completely random association of exactly the same content with the mere verbal sign, it does not consist in knowing the appropriate verbal meaning. Under these conditions, the correct understanding of literary texts, the authors of which are in many cases unknown and often no longer living, seems to be quite impossible. Each literary text would then have to be understood in each reader's own way, and there would be as many ways of understanding the text as there are readers or readings. It would be impossible to achieve real communication through a literary text. But then, how would "intersubjective" science, as it is called, be possible?19 Moreover, this theory does not correspond to the actual situation when two people converse in the same language. For example, if I speak with someone about an external state of affairs and he points out to me another feature of this state of affairs, then he is not interested in the concrete contents of my mental acts, just as I am not interested in the contents of his mental experiences. We are both directing our attention to a state of affairs which is external for both of us; by its characteristics and details we orient ourselves as to whether we are speaking about the same thing and saying the same thing about it. If something does not tally, we can correct our understanding of the other's speech by reference to the state of affairs; we can then "agree" linguistically that we have established and learned this or that. I take an interest in what the other person is thinking at the moment only if he speaks a language I cannot understand or if he cannot speak at all but I see that he wants to communicate something to me. But even then I do not try to discover the concrete flow of the contents of his mental acts but rather the linguistic sense which he is trying to constitute and communicate to me. I go beyond the concrete contents of his experience in order to grasp the not yet understood sense of the linguistic entity. And trying to grasp the concrete contents of the other person's mental experience would hardly be to the point, since these contents are constantly changing in their transition from the continuously flowing present into the past. Once fixed, however, the meaning of a linguistic entity does not undergo such changes; it remains identical as a quasi-static unity until a new meaning is possibly conferred on it. The source of this psy chologistic view of the meaning of linguistic entities lies partly in an incorrect view of how word formation comes about and in a failure to recognize the social nature of every language. It is simply not true that each of us forms the meanings of words for himself alone, in complete isolation, "privately." On the contrary, almost every instance of forming words or conferring meaning represents the common work of two or more people who find themselves confronted with the same object (a thing or a concrete process) or in a common situation. The two people attempt not only to gain knowledge about



200



The Phenomenological Theory of Meaning



the nature and properties of the object or situation but also to give it an identical name, with an appropriately constituted meaning, or to describe it in a sentence. The name or sentence becomes intelligible for the two persons with reference to the commonly observed object.20 Suppose that, in a scientific investigation, it becomes necessary to find a new expression for a new concept. The new meaning will become intelligible to others only if it is either brought into relation with or reduced to other, already intelligible meanings. Or it may be placed in an indirect cognitive relation to appropriate objects, thus giving others the possibility of attaining an immediate apprehension (in particular, a perception) of the object in question and of constituting or reconstituting the word meaning relating to the object in view of this object—of constituting, that is, the meaning already intended by the investigator. Then there are means of checking the correctness of the reconstituted meaning and of discovering and removing possible misunderstandings. However great the practical difficulties may be, it is still beyond doubt that the meaning of a new word is always constituted through the intellectual cooperation of several subjects of consciousness in common and direct cognitive contact with the corresponding objects. The meaning-carrying word originating in this way is thus from the outset an intersubjective entity, intersubjectively accessible in its meaning, and not something with a "private" meaning which must be guessed at through observation of another's behavior. Then, too, words are not fully isolated entities but are always members of a linguistic system,21 however loose this system may be in an individual case. At any rate, such a linguistic system has certain characteristic qualities and regularities which apply both phonetically and semantically and which are decisive in guaranteeing the identity of individual verbal meanings as well as in determining them. After reference to the direct experience of the same objects, such a linguistic system is the second most effective means for reaching agreement about the identical meanings of words belonging to the same language. Knowledge of a language is not restricted to knowledge of a great many verbal meanings but also pertains to the manifold regularities which govern the language. A word which is at first unintelligible appears together with a sequence of other words, with which it is connected by various syntactic functions or relations established through content. These relations often make it possible to guess the meaning of the word "from context," not only in isolation, as it appears in a dictionary entry, but also in the full form, with the nuances appropriate to this context. All these expedients, well known in philological practice, show that the discovery of the meaning which the word has in context is not impossible when one knows the language relatively well; nor is it so difficult as the psychological theory sometimes maintains. A living language forms a structured system of meanings which stand in definite formal and material relations to one another and which also exercise various functions in semantic units of greater complexity, particularly in sentences. The structured system of meanings is made possible by the presence of
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several basic types of words, distinguished from one another by formal elements (form in the grammatical sense) as well as by a different composition of their meaning. We can distinguish three different basic types of words: (1) nouns, (2) finite verbs, and (3) function words.22 The most important function of the meaning of nouns is the intentional projection of the objects they name. The noun determines its object as to its form (whether it is a thing, a process, or an event, e.g., a tree, a movement, or a blow), as to its qualitative constitution (what kind of object it is and what qualities it has), and finally as to its mode of being (whether it is intended as a real or an ideal or perhaps as a possible object). For instance, the noun "tree" designates a thing in the ontic mode of reality; a phrase like "the similarity of mathematical triangles" designates an ideal relationship among certain mathematical objects; the noun "perceptibility" designates a certain possibility, etc. To each noun belongs a definite purely intentional object which is dependent on the meaning of the noun for its existence, its form, and the stock of material determinations attributed to it. We must distinguish between the purely intentional object and the object, ontically independent of the meaning of the noun, to which the noun can be applied and which, if it exists at all, is real or ideal or what have you in a genuine sense. Of course, there are nouns which do have a purely intentional object without any ontically autonomous object as its correlate, as with the noun "centaur." The purely intentional character of the object is evident. In contrast to nouns, the function words— such as "is" (as a copula in cognizing something, in a declarative sentence), "or," "and," "to," "each," "by"— do not constitute an intentional object through their meaning; rather, they merely serve to perform various functions in relation to the meanings of other words with which they appear or in relation to the objects of the nouns which they connect. Thus the word "and" between two nouns (dog and cat) joins these nouns together into a semantic unit of a higher order, and as a correlate to this function it creates a certain intentional interdependence of the objects of these nouns. The "and" can also join two sentences, which then cease to be independent and become parts of a compound sentence. Along with the syntactic functions performed by other words—nouns and verbs—through their grammatical forms and their arrangement in the sentence, the functions exercised by the function words play an important role in constituting both sentences and groups of sentences. The finite verbs, as the most important sentence-forming or coforming element in the language, are just as important in this respect. They determine—although not alone—the states of affairs as purely intentional sentence correlates. In their various forms, in conjunction with the manifold syntactic functions of the function words, they produce a great multiplicity of sentence structures and sentence complexes and, corresponding to them, a multiplicity of sentence correlates, especially states of affairs and their interconnections. Sentences join in diverse ways to form semantic units of a higher order which exhibit quite varied
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structures; from these structures arise such entities as a story, a novel, a conversation, a drama, a scientific theory.23 By the same token, finite verbs constitute not only states of affairs which correspond to the individual sentences, but also whole systems of very diverse types of states of affairs, such as concrete situations, complex processes involving several objects, conflicts and agreements among them, etc. Finally, a whole world is created with variously determined elements and the changes taking place in them, all as the purely intentional correlate of a sentence complex. If this sentence complex finally constitutes a literary work, then I call the whole stock of interconnected intentional sentence correlates the "portrayed world" of the work. But let us return to our investigation of the process of understanding. When we apprehend a verbal sound or multiplicity of verbal sounds, the first step in understanding it is finding24 the precise meaning intention which the word has in its language. This meaning intention can appear in two different ways, either in a way characteristic of the word in isolation or in another way, when the word is part of a more complex semantic unit. The meaning of a word undergoes a change, in many cases a regular one, according to the context in which it appears.25 In particular, it is enriched by specially operative intentions which are performed by the syntactic functions determined by the structure of the corresponding semantic unit of higher order and by the place where the word stands in this semantic unit. In the understanding of a text, the meaning intentions are present in one of these two forms. But whenever the word functions only as part of a sentence, discovering that form of the meaning which the word has in isolation would be neither advisable nor faithful to the text. It is remarkable, however, that in such cases one immediately apprehends the meanings of the individual words in the form they have in context. Usually this apprehension occurs without special effort or resistance; it does not, however, always occur with the same ease. Only in exceptional cases are we oriented toward the discovery of the lexical meaning of words.26 The successful immediate discovery of the meaning intention is basically an actualization of this intention. That is: when I understand a text, I think the meaning of the text. I extract the meaning from the text, so to speak, and change it into the actual intention of my mental act of understanding,27 into an intention identical with the word or sentence intention of the text. Then I really "understand" the text. Of course, this applies only when the work is written in one's so-called native language or at least in a language completely familiar to the reader. Then the text need not be translated into the reader's own language but is immediately thought in the language of the text.28 Only when the language of a work is not immediately intelligible to the reader does he have to search for the meanings of individual words separately, find them (sometimes with a dictionary), and only then, after an appropriate interpretation of the sense, "join" them to form a whole sentence. Thus one sometimes reads
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old Latin texts without having the ability to think in Latin (in which case the fact that Latin is a "dead" language plays an important role). Basically we then understand the text by translating it into our own language, and we check back only to see whether this translation is correct. Disregarding the fact that a translation of a work is never completely adequate (a problem in itself), the course the reading itself follows is quite different in the two cases compared. In the first case we assimilate the meanings of the individual words in such a way that we immediately think whole sentences. This "immediately" should not, of course, be taken to mean that we think the complete sentences all at once, in one moment, or that thinking the individual words is not necessary to the understanding of the whole sentence. Each time we think a sentence explicitly formulated in words, we need a short stretch of time to complete our thought; and it is also necessary when we think a sentence to traverse in mental acts the verbal meanings which form it. In reading a sentence, the opening words which we understand stimulate us to the unfolding of a sentence-generating operation,29 a special mental flow in which the sentence unfolds. Once we begin to move with the course of thought which the sentence follows, we think it as a separate whole; and the individual verbal meanings are automatically accommodated into the sentence flow as phases of it which are not separately delimited. The verbal meanings can be so accommodated only if they are immediately thought in those nuances of meaning which they have as parts of that sentence. This is possible only because the sentence-generating operation consists in filling out a special kind of system of syntactic functions. The functions are filled by the words which make up the sentence. Once we are transposed into the flow of thinking the sentence, we are prepared, after having completed the thought of one sentence, to think its "continuation" in the form of another sentence, specifically, a sentence which has a connection with the first sentence. In this way the process of reading a text advances effortlessly. But when it happens that the second sentence has no perceptible connection whatever with the first, the flow of thought is checked. A more or less vivid surprise or vexation is associated with the resulting hiatus. The block must be overcome if we are to renew the flow of our reading. If we succeed, each following sentence will be understood as a continuation of preceding sentences. Just what is "continued" or developed is a separate problem, the solution of which depends on the structure of the given work. All that is important just now is that there is such a thing as an expectation for new sentences. And the advancing reading simply actualizes and makes present to us what we are expecting. In our orientation toward what is coming and our attempt to actualize it, we still do not lose sight of what we have just read. To be sure, we do not continue to think vividly the sentences we have already read at the same time that we are thinking the immediately following sentence. Nevertheless, the meaning of the sentence we have just read (and, to a limited degree also, that of several preceding sentences), as well as the sound of the words just pronounced, is still peripherally experienced in the form of a
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"reverberation." This "reverberation" has, among other things, the consequence that the sentence we are now reading is concretized in its meaning, that is, it receives precisely that nuance of meaning which it should have as a continuation of the sentences preceding it. For, as closer analysis shows, the sentences, too, are only to a certain degree independent of other semantic units in the text and receive their full meaning, with its proper nuances, only as parts of a multiplicity of sentences. The meaning of the sentence completes itself and adapts itself to the meaning of the sentences preceding it, but not only to those preceding it. The meaning of sentences which are yet to come can also share in determining the meaning of the sentence we have just read, can supplement or modify it. During the reading this occurs more distinctly when we know from the start the later parts of the work (for example, through a previous reading). On a first reading this is not so noticeable unless the sentences we have already read are of a kind which enable us to foresee in general outline the meaning of the sentences following. Usually, however, this modification of previous sentences by those which follow displays itself only after reading a series of consecutive sentences. In this case we quickly make a mental survey of the sentences we have already read, the actual meaning of which is disclosed only at this moment, and we think them explicitly again in a new and expanded or connected meaning. Sometimes, however, this occurs automatically, without a special act of explicitly rethinking the sentences. This fact can serve as an argument that the meaning of at least some of the sentences already read does not completely vanish for the reader; rather, he is still peripherally aware of it in the form of a "reverberation" as he reads the succeeding sentences. In a reading which is properly carried out, the content of the work is organized quasi-automatically into an internally coherent, meaningful whole of a higher order and is not merely a random conglomeration of separate sentence meanings which are completely independent of one another. The various functions of function words, such as "because," "thus," or "consequently," play a significant role in organizing the content of a work into a whole. Interconnections of meaning among several sentences can also be constituted implicitly without the use of such words, through the material content of nouns and verbs. We really understand the content of a work only when we succeed in making use of, and actualizing, all the constitutive elements the text provides and in constituting the organized, meaningful whole of the work in accordance with the meaning intentions contained in the semantic stratum of the text.30 Of course, we do not always succeed, especially when we do not pay special attention to the meaning of individual sentences which we did not understand immediately, and when we do not return to sentences which we have already read and whose meaning must perhaps be corrected. The connections between sentences are also sometimes unclear and hence require special attention. But if even our special attention is of little avail, then, despite all our efforts, we do not understand the text; it contains, as blank spots,
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a series of incomprehensible sentences, which we do not know how to integrate properly with the rest. But even if we finally overcome all difficulties, so that we can maintain that we understand the whole text, still, this laborious sort of reading hardly reproduces the original form peculiar to the work. The natural flow of successively developing sentence meanings is interrupted by this mode of reading; the dynamic unfolding of meaning in the natural succession of its parts which is proper to the work is affected or even destroyed, and it is almost totally obscured. In a scientific work this often need have no great significance; in a literary work of art, however, at least the aesthetic effect of the work on the reader is seriously modified. And if the work, as a result of its own unclarities and disorder, cannot be read in any other way, then its aesthetic aspect will be seriously impaired. It makes no difference whether the unclarities are accidental flaws or intended features of the work. One further comment in closing. The declarative sentences in the literary work of art can theoretically be read in either of two ways: as judgments about a reality ontically independent of the work or as sentences which only appear to be assertions. In the first case we refer in our thoughts immediately (directly) to objects (things, states of affairs, processes, events) which do not belong to the work itself and which, in accordance with this understanding of the declarative sentences, exist in reality and are supposed to be in reality just the way they are intended. When we refer in thought to real objects, we go beyond the realm of being of the literary work, while the objectivities portrayed in the work itself vanish in some measure from the reader's attention. They become "transparent," so that the "ray of vision" of the reader's intention is not arrested by them. In the second case, however, we turn with the intentional act in which the sentence is thought to the objectivities portrayed in the work itself. Thus we remain in the realm of the work itself, without taking an interest in extraliterary reality. This second interpretation of the declarative sentences appearing in the literary work of art is the one proper to it. I shall discuss this subject later. In the following, I shall attempt to describe the experiences of becoming acquainted with, and of apprehending, the literary work of art as these occur when the reader assumes the attitude that the declarative sentences are merely apparent assertions.



Passive and Active Reading The activities performed during reading which we have described thus far do not yet exhaust the complex process which we call the cognition of the literary work. Rather, they merely constitute the indispensable means for the performance of a new cognitive operation which is much more important for the cognition of the literary work than the activities previously discussed. This new operation is the intentional reconstruction and then the cognition of the objectivities portrayed in the work.
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Any understanding of the semantic units in the literary work (words, sentences, and complexes or structures of sentences) consists in performing the appropriate signitive acts and leads thereby to the intentional projection of the objects of these acts, or the intentional objects of the semantic units. Hence it appears, at first glance, that the understanding in ordinary reading suffices to constitute for the reader the objectivities portrayed in the work. But a closer look shows that this is not the case. Provisionally, we shall distinguish two different ways of reading the literary work: ordinary, purely passive (receptive) reading and active reading. Every reading, of course, is an activity consciously undertaken by the reader and not a mere experience or reception of something. Nevertheless, in many cases the whole effort of the reader consists in thinking the meanings of the sentences he reads without making the meanings into objects and in remaining, so to speak, in the sphere of meaning. There is no intellectual attempt to progress from the sentences read to the objects appropriate to them and projected by them. Of course, these objects are always an automatic intentional projection of the sentence meanings. In purely passive reading, however, one does not attempt to apprehend them or, in particular, to constitute them synthetically. Consequently, in passive reading there is no kind of intercourse with the fictional objects. This purely passive, receptive manner of reading, which is often mechanical as well, occurs relatively often in the reading of both literary works of art and scientific works. One still knows what one is reading, although the scope of understanding is often limited to the sentence which is being read. But one does not become clearly aware of what one is reading about and what its qualitative constitution is. One is occupied with the realization of the sentence meaning itself and does not absorb the meaning in such a way that one can transpose oneself by means of it into the world of the objects in a work; one is too constrained by the meaning of the individual sentences. One reads "sentence by sentence," and each of these sentences is understood separately, in isolation; a synthetic combination of the sentence just read with other sentences, sometimes widely separated from it, is not achieved. If the passive reader were required to make a short summary of the content of what he has read, he would be unable to do it. With a good enough memory, he could perhaps repeat the text within certain limits, but that is all. A good knowledge of the language of the work, a certain amount of practice in reading, a stereotyped sentence structure—all this often results in the reading's running its course quite "mechanically," without the personal and active participation of the reader, although he is the one doing the reading. It is hard to describe the difference between passive, purely receptive reading and "active" reading because in passive reading we do, after all, think the sentences as we think them also in "active" reading. Thus there seems to be an activity involved in both cases. It would perhaps be easier to contrast these two ways of reading if we could say that, when one reads receptively, one does not think the
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meanings of the sentences by performing the corresponding signitive acts; rather, one only experiences or feels that they are being performed. By contrast, it is only in active reading that we actually perform the signitive acts. But the matter is not so simple, because in both kinds of reading mental acts are performed. The difference between the two kinds of reading consists merely in the way in which they are performed. It is, however, extremely difficult to describe these modes of performance. Suppose we assert that in "active" reading one not only understands the sentence meanings but also apprehends their objects and has a sort of intercourse with them. A theory arising from naive empiricist or positivist realism renders agreement with this assertion more difficult. These realists hold that we can have intercourse with objects only (a) when the objects are real and (b) when we simply find them present before us without our contribution, thus when we need do nothing but gape at what is before us. It is assumed without further ado in this theory that we are presented with objects only through sense perception or, at most, through inner perception. Thus, if we learn about an object exclusively through understanding a few sentences, then it follows that we cannot have immediate intercourse with that object. This contention appears to exclude all cases in which (as in the preponderant majority of literary works of art) we have to do with objects and events which have never existed or occurred in reality. However, the realist theory is wrong, primarily in asserting that in sense perception we gain knowledge of the things and events of the real world around us only by passive "gaping." On the contrary, in order really to cognize these things, we must perform a series of often complicated and interconnected acts, which demand of us a considerable degree of activity and attentiveness and which, on the basis of the material provided us through a multiplicity of perceptions, finally lead us to the real object we perceive. And only when the object is thus made accessible to us do we have direct intercourse with it as with something which is truly given and self-present. This theory is also wrong in asserting that, beyond the area of sensory or internal perception, we can gain no direct or even quasidirect knowledge of objects such as those we know only through the understanding of certain sentences. When we are dealing with the objects of a geometrical investigation, for instance, we sometimes gain a direct apprehension of certain states of affairs pertaining in the geometrical objects, as well as of necessary relationships among them, through understanding certain sentences and with the help of specially modified acts of imagination. When we are unable to succeed at this, we say that we certainly understand the sentences linguistically but that, even when the proof is provided, we are not genuinely convinced that it is really as the proposition in question maintains, nor can we come to clear and distinct awareness of what is "really" being dealt with. Some people express this differently by saying that they certainly "know" what the proposition is about but do not truly understand the sentence, since they obviously derive genuine understanding only
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from a direct, intuitive apprehension of the corresponding geometrical state of affairs. Something similar happens when objects are simulated in creative artistic imagination with the help of special acts of consciousness. Such objects are, to be sure, purely intentional or, if we prefer, "fictive"; but, precisely as a result of the particular activity of the creative acts producing them, they attain the character of an independent reality. Once the creative intentionality has thus been actualized, it becomes to a certain degree binding for us. The objects corresponding to the intentional acts are projected in the later phases of the creative process as a quasi-reality to some extent independent of these acts. We take this quasi-reality into account; we must adjust ourselves to it; or, if for some reason it does not satisfy us, we must transform it, or further develop and supplement it, by means of a new creative act. The reading of a literary work of art can thus be accomplished "actively," in the sense that we think with a peculiar originality and activity the meaning of the sentences we have read; we project ourselves in a cocreative attitude into the realm of the objects determined by the sentence meanings. The meaning in this case creates an approach to the objects which are treated in the work. The meaning, as Husserl says, is only a passageway [ein Durchgangsobjekt] which one traverses in order to reach the object meant. In a strict sense the meaning is not an object at all. For, if we think a sentence actively, we attend, not to the meaning, but to what is determined or thought through it or in it. We can say, although not quite precisely, that in actively thinking a sentence we constitute or carry out its meaning and, in so doing, arrive at the objects of the sentence, that is, the states of affairs or other intentional sentence correlates. From this point we can grasp the things themselves which are indicated in the sentence correlates. Besides its two linguistic strata, the literary work also contains the stream of portrayed objectivities. Thus, in order to apprehend the whole work,31 it is necessary above all to reach all of its strata, and especially the stratum of portrayed objectivities. Even a purely receptive reading discloses this stratum to the reader, at least distantly and obscurely. Only an active reading, however, permits the reader to discover it in its peculiar, characteristic structure and in its full detail. But this cannot be accomplished through a mere apprehension of the individual intentional states of affairs belonging to the sentences. We must progress from these states of affairs to their diverse interconnections and then to the objects (things, events) which are portrayed in the states of affairs. But in order to achieve an aesthetic apprehension of the stratum of objects in its often complex structure, the active reader, after he has discovered and reconstructed this stratum, must, as we shall see, go beyond it, especially beyond various details explicitly indicated by the sentence meanings, and must supplement in many directions what is portrayed. And in so doing, the reader to some extent proves to be the cocreator of the literary work of art. Let us discuss this in greater detail.
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Notes 1. In particular, it does not correspond to the word used in the Polish version, poznawac, which clearly indicates an activity, not necessarily completed, and which can be opposed to the Polish poznac, which designates a successful cognitive activity leading to effective knowledge. 2. The word "value" and the word "work" are both used here with a certain double meaning, which will become clear later. We cannot say everything at once. 3. I assumed an analogous standpoint as to method in the investigation of the basic structure of the literary work of art in my book The Literary Work of Art [Das literarische Kunstwerk (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1931; 2d ed., Tubingen: Max Niemeyer, 1960; 3d ed., 1965); English translation by George Grabowicz (Evanston, 111.: Northwestern University Press, 1973)]. This method has been misunderstood from many sides. It does not mean at all that I exclude the artistic or aesthetic value of the literary work of art from consideration. 4. Even when we use artificial apparatus (e.g., a microscope, electron microscope, radar, various electrical measuring devices, etc.) to observe objects (or processes), the structure of the apparatus is designed to function in a certain way which is adapted to the type of object or process which is to be "observed." 5. It is a special problem whether the declarative sentences which are only quoted in the text, for example the sentences spoken by the persons portrayed, also undergo such a modification. This is of particular importance for the drama. The question as to which linguistic and perhaps also extralinguistic means produce the character of quasi-judgments constitutes another problem, which has been investigated by Kate Hamburger. I shall return to this problem in connection with the question of how the reader recognizes that he is dealing only with quasi-judgments and not with genuine judgments, for instance in a novel. 6.1 shall later have occasion to speak of the further differences between scientific works and literary works of art. 7. An attentive, purely sensory perception (or, better, a series of continual perceptions of the same thing, in sequence) gives us an object which is in every sense individual. In a fleeting perception we tend to see clearly only a general aspect of the object; we then say: "I see a mountain" or "a table." These words are general nouns and are applied to the object of perception, which is indeed before us in its individuality without every detail being strictly individualized. Only a further, more attentive perception leads to a more exact apprehension of the uniqueness of many details, so that we understand its difference from other "similar" objects. In reading a printed text, the individual letters and verbal signs do not have individual qualities for us; they simply do not matter to us. On the contrary, it would disturb us in our reading if we noted individual differences in letters too much. This becomes especially evident in reading manuscripts, where we purposely ignore individual deviations in the physical form of the letters and direct ourselves to the "character" of the person's handwriting—that is, to what is typical in his handwriting. If we are unsuccessful in apprehending the character of the writing, we will be unable to "decipher" the text at all. 8. I would not place such emphasis on this essentially trivial fact were it not for the
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neopositivists, who once tried to reduce sentences to mere writing and this writing, as a linguistic formation, to physical objects: spots of ink on paper, or particles of chalk on a blackboard (see, in this connection, Erkenntnis, Vol. HI [1933]). But even linguists consider the verbal sound the physical side of the word (see, for example, Emile Benveniste's newest book, Problemes de linguistique generate [Paris: Gallimard, 1966]). 9. This is the case even when we do not know the meaning (as, for instance, in a foreign language of which we have imperfect knowledge) and thus do not understand the word. The phenomenon of not understanding can occur only where we are dealing from the outset with a written sign and not with a mere drawing. 10. This is the case with all languages whose "pronunciation" we do not know. 11.1 use the word "expression' [Ausdruck] as Edmund Husserl did in his Logische Untersuchungen, 2 vols. (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1900; 2d ed., 1913); [English translation by J. N. Findlay, Logical Investigations, 2 vols. (New York: Humanities Press, 1970)]. Biihler used the same word later in another sense, in which what is expressed is not the meaning of the word in a given language but rather a phenomenon of consciousness or an emotional state of the speaker. In a literary work, words or entire phrases can exercise this new expressive function if they are spoken by the characters in a work, e.g., in a drama. The verbal sounds then gain a new, primarily emotional character, which adheres to them without itself being any physical (visual or acoustic) quality. 12. Julius Stenzel once called attention to this possibility. The often-used word "expression" refers here only to the phonetic or written form of the word and is to be differentiated from "word," which encompasses both the phonetic form and the meaning. 13. When we speak about the "word," we are using an artificial abstraction, because in normal reading or understanding of a foreign language we do not concentrate on individual, isolated words; rather, words form for us from the outset only part of a linguistic structure of greater complexity, usually of a sentence. More about this later. 14. Danute Gierulanka furnished a good analysis of "understanding" in the various possible meanings of the word in her book Zagadnienie swoistosci poznania matematycznego (The Character of Mathematical Knowledge) (Warsaw: Panstwowe Wydawn. Naukowe, 1962). 15. The neopositivists caused great confusion in the investigation of the meaning of linguistic formations when they tried to eliminate the entire problem by preaching a physicalistic theory of language. Since the Prague Congress (1934), where I was forced to take a stand against the thesis that the meaning of a sentence is its verifiability, and since the appearance of Alfred Tarski's "Der Wahrheitsbegriff in den formalisierten Sprachen," Studia Philosophica, Vol. I (1935), the neopositivists have tried to adopt another viewpoint with regard to the problem of meaning. The "later" Wittgenstein, especially in his Philosophical Investigations, was aware of these problems but was unable to find a real solution. 16. It is usually said (especially in neopositivist circles) that the words which have a syntactic function designate other "signs." This is false, primarily because the function of such a word is entirely different from the designative function (the word "and" in the phrase "the dog and his master" does not name these two nouns). In the second place, this explanation completely overlooks the much more important function of such words with regard to what is designated by other words, especially nouns.
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17. In connection with this kind of naming, it has become popular in the past few years to speak of "deictic" definitions. 18. As I have mentioned, I am considering here only those cases of the cognition of a literary work, and in particular of its semantic stratum, in which the reader really knows the language of the work. This restriction obviates the question as to how one learns a language—that is, the sense and the usage of individual words in larger linguistic formations. This latter case should not be confused with the situation of someone who reads a work in an language he fully understands. 19. Oddly enough, those scholars, like the neopositivists, who postulate the intersubjectivity of science as a conditio sine qua non are the same ones who, on the one hand, interpret the meaning or sense of utterances psychologically (or interpret them according to their so-called verifiability) and, on the other hand, maintain the impossibility of knowing another's experiences. 20. The language teachers who have developed the so-called direct method of learning a foreign language have long been aware of this and have devised very subtle methods for teaching their students the meanings of even abstract words without recourse to explicit definitions. Of course, one must examine further how one comes to the conviction that several perceive the same object and are able to assure themselves of its identity. But these are the last important questions in the clarification of the possibility of "objective" knowledge, questions which have not yet been satisfactorily answered. The lack of satisfactory answers cannot, however, make us doubt the intuitive possession of the identical and common world. But the answers would be impossible if we did not have at our disposal a common language, intelligible to all members of the same speech community. 21. That any given language is a structured system of definite meanings with definite regularities and relationships is the basic assertion of Karl Biihler. Kasimir Ajdukiewicz, the Polish logician, also treated this problem (see "Sprache und Sinn," Erkenntnis, Vol. IV, no. 2 [1934]). His concern, however, was not spoken language but the artificial languages of deductive systems. He did not discuss what determines the possibility of an intersubjectively intelligible language. He merely developed the idea of a closed linguistic system, which certainly does not hold for all "languages." 22. See The Literary Work of Art, § 15. [Das literarische Kunstwerk (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1931; 2ded., Tubingen: MaxNiemeyer, 1960; 3ded., 1965; English translation by George Grabowicz (Evanston, HI.: Northwestern University Press, 1973).] One should remember that both nouns and finite verbs exercise various syntactic and logical functions when they are parts of larger formations. These functions are exercised by the grammatical "forms" of the nouns and the verbs. 23. In my book The Literary Work of An I discussed in somewhat greater detail what I merely sketch here. The matter is very complex and demands a comprehensive investigation. I restrict myself here to a very rudimentary indication. If adequately developed, it would lead, on the one hand, to a theory of language and, on the other, to regional ontologies. 24. Normally one should not take the discovery of the verbal meaning to be the object of a separate investigation. Such a thing is possible, of course, but usually occurs only when we are dealing with a completely unfamiliar word or when we consider the verbal
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meaning from a theoretical point of view, analyze it, or compare it with other meanings. But such a consideration is not necessary in an ordinary reading and understanding of a text; it simply does not occur. When we are dealing with a language we know, we apprehend the appropriate meaning immediately, without making it an object of special consideration. We shall soon explain how this immediate apprehension comes about. 25. See The Literary Work of Art, § 17. 26. This lexical form of the verbal meaning is, by the way, only an artificial construct of linguistic analysis and not the original form of the verbal meaning, which in living languages is always part of a linguistic unity. In its lexical form the word almost always has many meanings; it becomes unambiguous when it is used concretely in a larger linguistic unit. 27. Husserl would call this a "signitive act" [signitiver Akf]. See his Logical Investigations, Vol. n, Fifth Investigation, passim. 28. This distinction is usually ignored or insufficiently considered, but it is essential for an apprehension of the work which is faithful to the text. Only when one reads a work in its original language can one apprehend the original emotional character of the words and phrases, the peculiar language melody, and all the subtle nuances of meaning of the text, which often have no equivalent in another language. 29. I first discussed the sentence-generating operation in my book The Literary Work of Art. The peculiar course of this operation and its possible variations have to be worked out more closely. But, even in the rudimentary fashion in which I treated it at that time, the indication of its existence is of great importance for the understanding of the unity of the sentence and for the possibility of the apprehension of states of affairs. Precisely because Franz Brenano, in his Von der Klassifikation der psychischen Phdnomene (Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot, 1911), found no place for unified operations extending beyond the phase of the immediate present, he was unable to recognize the existence of states of affairs, which then led to his confused theory of "reism." 30. The concept of "content" in contrast to "form" has, of course, a great many meanings. I have also tried to compare the different concepts and, as far as possible, to define them more precisely. (See, among others, "The General Question of the Essence of Form and Content," Journal of Philosophy, Vol. LVn, no. 7 [I960].) In the text I make use of one of these concepts, which seems to me the only justified and useful one for the purpose of analyzing a literary work. The "content" of the literary work will be construed as the organized structure of meaning in the work, which is constituted by the semantic stratum. Of course, the "form" in which it is cast also belongs to this "content." The form is merely the way in which the content of the work is organized into a whole. The form of the semantic stratum must be distinguished, on the one hand, from the forms of the other strata and, on the other, from the form of the whole work, i.e., the totality of strata in the structure of the succession of the parts of the work. Each of these concepts can be determined unambiguously. But we must not contrast these various "forms" with the "content" of the work as a whole; rather, we must reserve the concept of "content" for the organized whole of the semantic stratum. The determination of the various "forms" which can be distinguished in the literary work and the explication of their diverse interrelations require a special investigation, which cannot be carried out here. Such an investigation is the only remedy for the hopeless confusion which currently reigns in discussions of the "form-content
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problem." See my investigation in the second volume of the Studia z estetyki under the title "O formic i tresci dziela sztuki literackiej" (On Form and Content in the Literary Work of Art), pp. 343-473. [Also published as "Das Form-Inhalt-Problem im literarischen Kunstwerk," in Roman Ingarden, Erlebnis, Kunstwerk und Wen (Tubingen: Max Niemeyer, 1969), pp. 31-50.—Trans.] 31. As we shall see, this is only possible in a perspectival foreshortening or distortion. I shall have more to say about this later.



7 Phenomenology and Fundamental Ontology: The Disclosure of Meaning Martin Heidegger MARTIN HEIDEGGER (1889-1976). The external and internal facts of Heidegger's life seem scarce, and he has sometimes been called a man without a biography. Born in Messkirch, a small town in the Black Forest, he attended a Jesuit school for several years and subsequently the Gymnasium (classical high school) in Freiburg. From 1913 to 1916 he studied at the university in that town, theology at first and then philosophy together with some science and history. He received his doctorate in 1913 and acquired his second doctorate and venia legendi (Habilitatiori) three years later under the directorship of the Neokantian philosopher Heinrich Rickert, with a thesis on Duns Scotus's theory of categories. He began teaching that same year. He served in the German army from 1917 to 1919. In 1923 he became professor extraordinary at Marburg where he taught with great success. In 1928 he was appointed to the chair of philosophy at Freiburg which Husserl had vacated. Twice (in 1930 and 1933) Heidegger declined a call to Berlin. After a brief interlude at the beginning of the Third Reich (1933-1934), during which he assumed the rectorship of the university, Heidegger concentrated exclusively on his teaching until 1944 when he was drafted again, this time to dig trenches and foxholes for the army. From 1945 to 1951 he was suspended from the university by the French military government. He became emeritus in 1952, but continued teaching and lecturing until 1966 to 1967. In the years before 1927 Heidegger published essays and articles on various philosophical problems. While teaching at Freiburg, he came increasingly under the influence of Edmund Husserl and his phenomenology. In Marburg he worked in close contact with the theologian Rudolf Bultmann. After Being and Time (1927), Heidegger published mainly essays and articles and relinquished his plans for a second part of Being and Time. He was highly influential as a teacher, and many of his courses were delivered from booklike manuscripts. His unpublished work is immense and will comprise a good portion of the planned fifty-six volume edition of his writings (see Sect. A, Bibl.). The significance of Being and Time for hermeneutics stems from the fact that Heidegger radicalized the Diltheyan notion of 214
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understanding as a "category of life" into an "existentiale" (existential category), and thereby undercut the previous methodological discussions in the human sciences. In addition, his newly transformed hermeneutic notions served Heidegger as a basis for his own philosophy which he conceived as a new kind of hermeneutic enterprise itself. Because Being and Time represents Heidegger's most systematic effort, it should be studied in its entirety. Nevertheless, the sections 31-34 which we have selected for this Reader are relatively self-contained in their argumentation. Furthermore, reading them within the context of other hermeneutic texts may shed some new light on Heidegger's argument as it arises out of the hermeneutic tradition which he intends to overcome and surpass.



BEING-THERE AS UNDERSTANDING State-of-mind is one of the existential structures in which the Being of the 'there' maintains itself. Equiprimordial with it in constituting this Being is understanding. A state-of-mind always has its understanding, even if it merely keeps it suppressed. Understanding always has its mood. If we Interpret understanding as a fundamental existentiale, this indicates that this phenomenon is conceived as a basic mode of Dasein's Being. On the other hand, 'understanding' in the sense of one possible kind of cognizing among others (as distinguished, for instance, from 'explaining'), must, like explaining, be Interpreted as an existential derivative of that primary understanding which is one of the constituents of the Being of the "there" in general. We have, after all, already come up against this primordial understanding in our previous investigations, though we did not allow it to be included explicitly in the theme under discussion. To say that in existing, Dasein is its "there," is equivalent to saying that the world is 'there'; its Being-there is Being-in. And the latter is likewise 'there,' as that for the sake of which Dasein is. In the "for-thesake-of-which," existing Being-in-the-world is disclosed as such, and this disclosedness we have called "understanding." In the understanding of the "forthe-sake-of-which," the significance which is grounded therein, is disclosed along with it. The disclosedness of understanding, as the disclosedness of the "for-thesake-of-which" and of significance equiprimordially, pertains to the entirety of Being-in-the-world. Significance is that on the basis of which the world is disclosed as such. To say that the "for-the-sake-of-which" and significance are both disclosed in Dasein, means that Dasein is that entity which, as Being-in-theworld, is an issue for itself. When we are talking ontically we sometimes use the expression 'understanding something' with the signification of 'being able to manage something,' 'being a match for it,' 'being competent to do something.n In understanding, as an
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existentiale, that which we have such competence over is not a "what," but Being as existing. The kind of Being which Dasein has, as potentiality-for-Being, lies existentially in understanding. Dasein is not something present-at-hand which possesses its competence for something by way of an extra; it is primarily Beingpossible. Dasein is in every case what it can be, and in the way in which it is its possibility. The Being-possible which is essential for Dasein, pertains to the ways of its solicitude for Others and of its concern with the 'world,' as we have characterized them; and in all these, and always, it pertains to Dasein's potentiality-for-Being towards itself, for the sake of itself. The Being-possible which Dasein is existentially in every case, is to be sharply distinguished both from empty logical possibility and from the contingency of something present-athand, so far as with the present-at-hand this or that can 'come to pass.'2 As a modal category of presence-at-hand, possibility signifies what is not yet actual and what is not at any time necessary. It characterizes the merely possible. Ontologically it is on a lower level than actuality and necessity. On the other hand, possibility as an existentiale is the most primordial and ultimate positive way in which Dasein is characterized ontologically. As with existentiality in general, we can, in the first instance, only prepare for the problem of possibility. The phenomenal basis for seeing it at all is provided by the understanding as a disclosive potentiality-for-Being. Possibility, as an existentiale, does not signify a free-floating potentiality-forBeing in the sense of the 'liberty of indifference' (libertas indifferentiae). In every case Dasein, as essentially having a state-of-mind, has already got itself into definite possibilities. As the potentiality-for-Being which it is, it has let such possibilities pass by; it is constantly waiving the possibilities of its Being, or else it seizes upon them and makes mistakes.3 But this means that Dasein is Beingpossible which has been delivered over to itself—thrown possibility through and through. Dasein is the possibility of Being-free for its ownmost potentiality-forBeing. Its Being-possible is transparent to itself in different possible ways and degrees. Understanding is the Being of such potentiality-for-Being, which is never something still outstanding as not yet present-at-hand, but which, as something, which is essentially never present-at-hand, 'w' with the Being of Dasein, in the sense of existence. Dasein is such that in every case it has understood (or alternatively, not understood) that it is to be thus or thus. As such understanding it 'knows' what it is capable of—that is, what its potentiality-for-Being is capable of.4 This 'knowing' does not first arise from an immanent self-perception, but belongs to the Being of the "there," which is essentially understanding. And only because Dasein, in understanding, is its "there," can it go astray and fail to recognize itself. And in so far as understanding is accompanied by state-of-mind and as such is existentially surrendered to thrownness, Dasein has in every case already gone astray and failed to recognize itself. In its potentiality-for-Being it
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is therefore delivered over to the possibility of first finding itself again in its possibilities. Understanding is the existential Being ofDasein's own potentiality-for-Being; and it is so in such a way that this Being discloses in itself what its Being is capable of.5 We must grasp the structure of this existentiale more precisely. As a disclosure, understanding always pertains to the whole basic state of Being-in-the-world. As a potentiality-for-Being, any Being-in is a potentialityfor-Being-in-the-world. Not only is the world, qua world, disclosed as possible significance, but when that which is within-the-world is itself freed, this entity is freed for its own possibilities. That which is ready-to-hand is discovered as such in its serviceability, its usability, and its detrimenta//ry. The totality of involvements is revealed as the categorial whole of a possible interconnection of the ready-to-hand. But even the 'unity' of the manifold present-at-hand, of Nature, can be discovered only if a possibility of it has been disclosed. Is it accidental that the question about the Being of Nature aims at the 'conditions of its possibility'! On what is such an inquiry based? When confronted with this inquiry, we cannot leave aside the question: why are entities which are not of the character of Dasein understood in their Being, if they are disclosed in accordance with the conditions of their possibility? Kant presupposes something of the sort, perhaps rightly. But this presupposition itself is something that cannot be left without demonstrating how it is justified. Why does the understanding—whatever may be the essential dimensions of that which can be disclosed in it— always press forward into possibilities? It is because the understanding has in itself the existential structure which we call "projection."6 With equal primordiality the understanding projects Dasein's Being both upon its "for-the-sake-of-which" and upon significance, as the worldhood of its current world. The character of understanding as projection is constitutive for Being-in-the-world with regard to the disclosedness of its existentially constitutive state-of-Being by which the factical potentiality-for-Being gets its leeway [Spielraum]. And as thrown, Dasein is thrown into the kind of Being which we call "projecting." Projecting has nothing to do with comporting oneself towards a plan that has been thought out, and in accordance with which Dasein arranges its Being. On the contrary, any Dasein has, as Dasein, already projected itself; and as long as it is, it is projecting. As long as it is, Dasein always has understood itself and always will understand itself in terms of possibilities. Furthermore, the character of understanding as projection is such that the understanding does not grasp thematically that upon which it projects—that is to say, possibilities. Grasping it in such a manner would take away from what is projected its very character as a possibility, and would reduce it to the given contents which we have in mind; whereas projection, in throwing, throws before itself the possibility as possibility, and lets it be as such.7 As projecting, understanding is the kind of Being of Dasein in which it is its possibilities as possibilities.
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Because of the kind of Being which is constituted by the existentiale of projection, Dasein is constantly 'more' than it factually is, supposing that one might want to make an inventory of it as something-at-hand and list the contents of its Being, and supposing that one were able to do so. But Dasein is never more than it factically is, for to its facticity its potentiality-for-Being belongs essentially. Yet as Being-possible, moreover, Dasein is never anything less; that is to say, it is existentially that which, in its potentiality-for-Being, it is not yet. Only because the Being of the "there" receives its Constitution through understanding and through the character of understanding as projection, only because it is what it becomes (or alternatively, does not become), can it say to itself 'Become what you are,' and say this with understanding. Projection always pertains to the full disclosedness of Being-in-the-world; as potentiality-for-Being, understanding has itself possibilities, which are sketched out beforehand within the range of what is essentially disclosable in it. Understanding can devote itself primarily to the disclosedness of the world; that is, Dasein can, proximally and for the most part, understand itself in terms of its world. Or else understanding throws itself primarily into the "for-the-sake-ofwhich"; that is, Dasein exists as itself. Understanding is either authentic, arising out of one's own Self as such, or inauthentic. The 'in-' of "inauthentic" does not mean that Dasein cuts itself off from its Self and understands 'only' the world. The world belongs to Being-one's-Self as Being-in-the-world. On the other hand, authentic understanding, no less than that which is inauthentic, can be either genuine or not genuine. As potentiality-for-Being, understanding is altogether permeated with possibility. When one is diverted into [Sichverlegen in] one of these basic possibilities of understanding, the other is not laid aside [legt . . . sich ab]. Because understanding, in every case, pertains rather to Dasein's full disclosedness as Being-in-the-world, this diversion of the understanding is an existential modification of projection as a whole. In understanding the world, Being-in is always understood along with it, while understanding of existence as such is always an understanding of the world. As factical Dasein, any Dasein has already diverted its potentiality-for-Being into a possibility of understanding. In its projective character, understanding goes to make up existentially what we call Dasein's "sigh? [Sicht]. With the disclosedness of the "there," this sight is existentially [existenzial seiende]; and Dasein is this sight equiprimordially in each of those basic ways of its Being which we have already noted: as the circumspection [Umsicht] of concern, as the considerateness [Riicksicht] of solicitude, and as that sight which is directed upon Being as such [Sicht auf das Sein als solches], for the sake of which any Dasein is as it is. The sight which is related primarily and on the whole to existence we call "transparency" [Durchsichtigkeif]. We choose this term to designate 'knowledge of the Self8 in a sense which is well understood, so as to indicate that here it is not a matter of perceptually
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tracking down and inspecting a point called the "Self," but rather one of seizing upon the full disclosedness of Being-in-the-world throughout all the constitutive items which are essential to it, and doing so with understanding. In existing, entities sight 'themselves' [sichtet "sich"] only in so far as they have become transparent to themselves with equal primordiality in those items which are constitutive for their existence: their Being-alongside the world and their Being-with Others. On the other hand, Dasein's opaqueness [Undurchsichtigkeit] is not rooted primarily and solely in 'egocentric' self-deceptions; it is rooted just as much in lack of acquaintance with the world. We must, to be sure, guard against a misunderstanding of the expression 'sight.' It corresponds to the "clearedness" [Gelichtetheit] which we took as characterizing the disclosedness of the "there." 'Seeing' does not mean just perceiving with the bodily eyes, but neither does it mean pure non-sensory awareness of something present-at-hand in its presence-at-hand. In giving an existential signification to "sight," we have merely drawn upon the peculiar feature of seeing, that it lets entities which are accessible to it be encountered unconcealedly in themselves. Of course, every 'sense' does this within that domain of discovery which is genuinely its own. But from the beginning onwards the tradition of philosophy has been oriented primarily towards 'seeing' as a way of access to entities and to Being. To keep the connection with this tradition, we may formalize "sight" and "seeing" enough to obtain therewith a universal term for characterizing any access to entities or to Being, as access in general. By showing how all sight is grounded primarily in understanding (the circumspection of concern is understanding as common sense [Verstfindigkeit], we have deprived pure intuition [Anschauen] of its priority, which corresponds noetically to the priority of the present-at-hand in traditional ontology. 'Intuition' and 'thinking' are both derivatives of understanding, and already rather remote ones. Even the phenomenological 'intuition of essences' ["Wesensschau"] is grounded in existential understanding. We can decide about this kind of seeing only if we have obtained explicit conceptions of Being and of the structure of Being, such as only phenomena in the phenomenological sense can become. The disclosedness of the "there" in understanding is itself a way of Dasein's potentiality-for-Being. In the way in which its Being is projected both upon the "for-the-sake-of-which" and upon significance (the world), there lies the disclosedness of Being in general. Understanding of Being has already been taken for granted in projecting upon possibilities. In projection, Being is understood, though not ontologically conceived. An entity whose kind of Being is the essential projection of Being-in-the-world has understanding of Being, and has this as constitutive for its Being. What was posited dogmatically at an earlier stage now gets exhibited in terms of the Constitution of the Being in which Dasein as understanding is its "there." The existential meaning of this understanding of Being
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cannot be satisfactorily clarified within the limits of this investigation except on the basis of the Temporal Interpretation of Being. As existentialia, states-of-mind and understanding characterize the primordial disclosedness of Being-in-the-world. By way of having a mood, Dasein 'sees' possibilities, in terms of which it is. In the projective disclosure of such possibilities, it already has a mood in every case. The projection of its ownmost potentiality-for-Being has been delivered over to the Fact of its thrownness into the "there." Has not Dasein's Being become more enigmatical now that we have explicated the existential constitution of the Being of the "there" in the sense of thrown projection? It has indeed. We must first let the full enigmatical character of this Being emerge, even if all we can do is to come to a genuine breakdown over its 'solution,' and to formulate anew the question about the Being of thrown projective Being-in-the-world. But in the first instance, even if we are just to bring into view the everyday kind of Being in which there is understanding with a state-of-mind, and if we are to do so in a way which is phenomenally adequate to the full disclosedness of the "there," we must work out these existentialia concretely.9



Translator's Notes 1. '. . .in der Bedeutung von "einer Sache vorstehen konnen," "ihr gewachsen sein," "etwas konnen."' The expression Vorstehen' ('to manage,' 'to be in charge') is here connected with 'verstehen' ('to understand'). 2. '. . . von der Kontingenz eines Vorhandenen, sofern mit diesem das und jenes "passieren" kann.' 3. '. . . ergreift sie und vergreift sich.' 4. 'Als solches Verstehen "weiss" es, woran es mit ihm selbst, das heisst seinem Seinkonnen ist.' 5. '. . . so zwar, dass dieses Sein an ihm selbst das Woran des mit ihm selbst Seins erschliesst.' 6. 'Entwurf.' The basic meaning of this noun and the cognate verb 'entwerfen' is that of 'throwing' something 'off' or 'away' from one; but in ordinary German usage, and often in Heidegger, they take on the sense of 'designing' or 'sketching' some 'project' which is to be carried through; and they may also be used in the more special sense of 'projection' in which a geometer is said to 'project' a curve 'upon' a plane. The words 'projection' and 'project' accordingly lend themselves rather well to translating these words in many contexts, especially since their root meaings are very similar to those of 'Entwurf and 'entwerfen'; but while the root meaning of'throwing off' is still very much alive in Heidegger's German, it has almost entirely died out in the ordinary English usage of 'projection' and 'project,' which in turn have taken on some connotations not felt in the German. Thus when the English translation Dasein is said to 'project' entities, or possibilities, or even its own
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Being 'upon' something, the reader should bear in mind that the root meaning of throwing' is more strongly felt in the German than in the translation. 7. '. . . zieht es herab zu einem gegebenen, gemeinten Bestand, wahrend der Entwurf im Werfen die Moglichkeit als Moglichkeit sich vorwirft und als solche sein lasst.' The expression 'einem etwas vorwerfen' means literally to 'throw something forward to someone,' but often has the connotation of 'reproaching him with something,' or 'throwing something in his teeth.' Heidegger may have more than one of these significations in mind. 8. '"Selbsterkenntnis."' This should be carefully distinguished from the 'Sichkennen.' Perhaps this distinction can be expressed—though rather crudely—by pointing out that we are here concerned with a full and sophisticated knowledge of the Self in all its implications, while in the earlier passage we were concerned with the kind of 'self-knowledge' which one loses when one 'forgets oneself or does something so out of character that one 'no longer knows oneself.' 9. 'konkreten.' The earlier editions have 'konkreteren' ('more conceretely').



UNDERSTANDING AND INTERPRETATION1 As understanding, Dasein projects its Being upon possibilities. This Beingtowards-possibilities which understands is itself a potentiality-for-Being, and it is so because of the way these possibilities, as disclosed, exert their counter-thrust [Riickschlag] upon Dasein. The projecting of the understanding has its own possibility—that of developing itself [sich auszubilden]. This development of the understanding we call "interpretation."2 In it the understanding appropriates understandingly that which is understood by it. In interpretation, understanding does not become something different. It becomes itself. Such interpretation is grounded existentially in understanding; the latter does not arise from the former. Nor is interpretation the acquiring of information about what is understood; it is rather the working-out of possibilities projected in understanding. In accordance with the trend of these preparatory analyses of everyday Dasein, we shall pursue the phenomenon of interpretation in understanding the world—that is, in inauthentic understanding, and indeed in the mode of its genuineness. In terms of the significance which is disclosed in understanding the world, concernful Being-alongside the ready-to-hand gives itself to understand whatever involvement that which is encountered can have.3 To say that "circumspection discovers" means that the 'world' which has already been understood comes to be interpreted. The ready-to-hand comes explicitly into the sight which understands. All preparing, putting to rights, repairing, improving, rounding-out, are accomplished in the following way: we take apart4 in its "in-order-to" that which is circumspectively ready-to-hand, and we concern ourselves with it in accordance
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with what becomes visible through this process. That which has been circumspectively taken apart with regard to its "in-order-to," and taken apart as such— that which is explicitly understood—has the structure of something as something. The circumspective question as to what this particular thing that is ready-to-hand may be, receives the circumspectively interpretative answer that it is for such and such a purpose [es ist zum . . .]. If we tell what it is for [des Wozu], we are not simply designating something; but that which is designated is understood as that as which we are to take the thing in question. That which is disclosed in understanding—that which is understood—is already accessible in such a way that its 'as which' can be made to stand out explicitly. The 'as' makes up the structure of the explicitness of something that is understood. It constitutes the interpretation. In dealing with what is environmentally ready-to-hand by interpreting it circumspectively, we 'see' it as a table, a door, a carriage, or a bridge; but what we have thus interpreted [Ausgelegte] need not necessarily be also taken apart [auseinander zu legen] by making an assertion which definitely characterizes it. Any mere pre-predicative seeing of the ready-to-hand is, in itself, something which already understands and interprets. But does not the absence of such an 'as' make up the mereness of any pure perception of something? Whenever we see with this kind of sight, we already do so understandingly and interpretatively. In the mere encountering of something, it is understood in terms of a totality of involvements; and such seeing hides in itself the explicitness of the assignment-relations (of the "in-order-to") which belong to that totality. That which is understood gets Articulated when the entity to be understood is brought close interpretatively by taking as our clue the 'something as something'; and this Articulation lies before [liegt vor] our making any thematic assertion about it. In such an assertion the 'as' does not turn up for the first time; it just gets expressed for the first time, and this is possible only in that it lies before us as something expressible.5 The fact that when we look at something, the explicitness of assertion can be absent, does not justify our denying that there is any Articulative interpretation in such mere seeing, and hence that there is any as-structure in it. When we have to do with anything, the mere seeing of the Things which are closest to us bears in itself the structure of interpretation, and in so primordial a manner that just to grasp something free, as it were, of the "as," requires a certain readjustment. When we merely stare at something, our just-having-it-before-us lies before us as a failure to understand it any more. This grasping which is free of the "as," is a privation of the kind of seeing in which one merely understands. It is not more primordial than that kind of seeing, but is derived from it. If the 'as' is ontically unexpressed, this must not seduce us into overlooking it as a constitutive state for understanding, existential and a priori. But if we never perceive equipment that is ready-to-hand without already understanding and interpreting it, and if such perception lets us circumspectively encounter something as something, does this not mean that in the first instance
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we have experienced something purely present-at-hand, and then taken it as a door, as a house? This would be a misunderstanding of the specific way in which interpretation functions as disclosure. In interpreting, we do not, so to speak, throw a 'signification' over some naked thing which is present-at-hand, we do not stick a value on it; but when something within-the-world is encountered as such, the thing in question already has an involvement which is disclosed in our understanding of the world, and this involvement is one which gets laid out by the interpretation.6 The ready-to-hand is always understood in terms of a totality of involvements. This totality need not be grasped explicitly by a thematic interpretation. Even if it has undergone such an interpretation, it recedes into an understanding which does not stand out from the background. And this is the very mode in which it is the essential foundation for everyday circumspective interpretation. In every case this interpretation is grounded in something we have in advance—in aforehaving.1 As the appropriation of understanding, the interpretation operates in Being towards a totality of involvements which is already understood— a Being which understands. When something is understood but is still veiled, it becomes unveiled by an act of appropriation, and this is always done under the guidance of a point of view, which fixes that with regard to which what is understood is to be interpreted. In every case interpretation is grounded in something we see in advance—in a fore-sight. This fore-sight 'takes the first cut' out of what has been taken into our fore-having, and it does so with a view to a definite way in which this can be interpreted.8 Anything understood which is held in our forehaving and towards which we set our sights 'foresightedly,' becomes conceptualizable through the interpretation. In such an interpretation, the way in which the entity we are interpreting is to be conceived can be drawn from the entity itself, or the interpretation can force the entity into concepts to which it is opposed in its manner of Being. In either case, the interpretation has already decided for a definite way of conceiving it, either with finality or with reservations; it is grounded in something we grasp in advance—in a fore-conception. Whenever something is interpreted as something, the interpretation will be founded essentially upon fore-having, fore-sight, and fore-conception. An interpretation is never a presuppositionless apprehending of something presented to us.9 If, when one is engaged in a particular concrete kind of interpretation, in the sense of exact textual Interpretation, one likes to appeal [beruft] to what 'stands there,' then one finds that what 'stands there' in the first instance is nothing other than the obvious undiscussed assumption [Vormeinung] of the person who does the interpreting. In an interpretative approach there lies such an assumption, as that which has been 'taken for granted' ["gesetzt" with the interpretation as such—that is to say, as that which has been presented in our fore-having, our fore-sight, and our fore-conception. How are we to conceive the character of this 'fore'? Have we done so if we say
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formally that this is something 'a prior?*? Why does understanding, which we have designated as a fundamental existentiale of Dasein, have this structure as its own? Anything interpreted, as something interpreted, has the 'as'-structure as its own; and how is this related to the 'fore' structure? The phenomenon of the 'as'structure is manifestly not to be dissolved or broken up 'into pieces.' But is a primordial analytic for it thus ruled out? Are we to concede that such phenomena are 'ultimates'? Then there would still remain the question, "why? " Or do the forestructure of understanding and the as-structure of interpretation show an existential-ontological connection with the phenomenon of projection? And does this phenomenon point back to a primordial state of Dasein's Being? Before we answer these questions, for which the preparation up till now has been far from sufficient, we must investigate whether what has become visible as the fore-structure of understanding and as the as-structure of interpretation, does not itself already present us with a unitary phenomenon— one of which copious use is made in philosophical problematics, though what is used so universally falls short of the primordiality of ontological explication. In the projecting of the understanding, entities are disclosed in their possibility. The character of the possibility corresponds, on each occasion, with the kind of Being of the entity which is understood. Entities within-the-world generally are projected upon the world—that is, upon a whole of significance, to whose reference-relations concern, as Being-in-the-world, has been tied up in advance. When entities within-the-world are discovered along with the Being of Dasein— that is, when they have come to be understood—we say that they have meaning [Sinn]. But that which is understood, taken strictly, is not the meaning but the entity, or alternatively, Being. Meaning is that wherein the intelligibility [Verstandlichkeit] of something maintains itself. That which can be Articulated in a disclosure by which we understand, we call "meaning." The concept of meaning embraces the formal existential framework of what necessarily belongs to that which an understanding interpretation Articulates. Meaning is the "upon-which" of a projection in terms of which something becomes intelligible as something; it gets its structure from afore-having, a fore-sight, and a fore-conception.10 In so far as understanding and interpretation make up the existential state of Being of the "there," "meaning" must be conceived as the formal-existential state of Being of the "there," "meaning" must be conceived as the formal existential framework of the disclosedness which belongs to understanding. Meaning is an existentiale of Dasein, not a property attaching to entities, lying 'behind' them, or floating somewhere as an 'intermediate domain.' Dasein only 'has' meaning, so far as the disclosedness of Being-in-the-world can be 'filled in' by the entities discoverable in that disclosedness.11 Hence only Dasein can be meaningful [sinnvoll\ or meaningless [sinnlos]. That is to say, its own Being and the entities disclosed with its Being can be appropriated in understanding, or can remain relegated to non-understanding.
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This Interpretation of the concept of 'meaning' is one which is ontologicoexistential in principle; if we adhere to it, then all entities whose kind of Being is of a character other than Dasein's must be conceived as unmeaning [unsinniges], essentially devoid of any meaning at all. Here 'unmeaning' does not signify that we are saying anything about the value of such entities, but it gives expression to an ontological characteristic. And only that which is unmeaning can be absurd [widersinnig]. The present-at-hand, as Dasein encounters it, can, as it were, assault Dasein's Being; natural events, for instance, can break in upon us and destroy us. And if we are inquiring about the meaning of Being, our investigation does not then become a "deep" one [tiefsinnig], nor does it puzzle out what stands behind Being. It asks about Being itself in so far as Being enters into the intelligibility of Dasein. The meaning of Being can never be contrasted with entities, or with Being as the 'ground' which gives entities support; for a 'ground' becomes accessible only as meaning, even if it is itself the abyss of meaninglessness.12 As the disclosedness of the "there," understanding always pertains to the whole of Being-in-the-world. In every understanding of the world, existence is understood with it, and vice versa. All interpretation, moreover, operates in the forestructure, which we have already characterized. Any interpretation which is to contribute understanding, must already have understood what is to be interpreted. This is a fact that has always been remarked, even if only in the area of derivative ways of understanding and interpretation, such as philological Interpretation. The latter belongs within the range of scientific knowledge. Such knowledge demands the rigour of a demonstration to provide grounds for it. In a scientific proof, we may not presuppose what it is our task to provide grounds for. But if interpretation must in any case already operate in that which is understood, and if it must draw its nurture from this, how is it to bring any scientific results to maturity without moving in a circle, especially if, moreover, the understanding which is presupposed still operates within our common information about man and the world? Yet according to the most elementary rules of logic, this circle is a circulus vitiosus. If that be so, however, the business of historiological interpretation is excluded a priori from the domain of rigorous knowledge. In so far as the Fact of this circle in understanding is not eliminated, historiology must then be resigned to less rigorous possibilities of knowing. Historiology is permitted to compensate for this defect to some extent through the 'spiritual signification' of its 'objects.' But even in the opinion of the historian himself, it would admittedly be more ideal if the circle could be avoided and if there remained the hope of creating some time a historiology which would be as independent of the standpoint of the observer as our knowledge of Nature is supposed to be. But if we see this circle as a vicious one and look out for ways of avoiding it, even if we just 'sense'it as an inevitable imperfection, then the act of understanding has been misunderstood from the ground up. The assimilation of understanding
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and interpretation to a definite ideal of knowledge is not the issue here. Such an ideal is itself only a subspecies of understanding—a subspecies which has strayed into the legitimate task of grasping the present-at-hand in its essential unintelligibility [Unverstandlichkeit]. If the basic conditions which make interpretation possible are to be fulfilled, this must rather be done by not failing to recognize beforehand the essential conditions under which it can be performed. What is decisive is not to get out of the circle but to come into it in the right way. This circle of understanding is not an orbit in which any random kind of knowledge may move; it is the expression of the existential fore-structure of Dasein itself. It is not to be reduced to the level of a vicious circle, or even of a circle which is merely tolerated. In the circle is hidden a positive possibility of the most primordial kind of knowing. To be sure, we genuinely take hold of this possibility only when, in our interpretation, we have understood that our first, last, and constant task is never to allow our fore-having, fore-sight, and fore-conception to be presented to us by fancies and popular conceptions, but rather to make the scientific theme secure by working out these fore-structures in terms of the things themselves. Because understanding, in accordance with its existential meaning, is Dasein's own potentiality-for-Being, the ontological presuppositions of historiological knowledge transcend in principle the idea of rigour held in the most exact sciences. Mathematics is not more rigorous than historiology, but only narrower, because the existential foundations relevant for it lie within a narrower range. The 'circle' in understanding belongs to the structure of meaning, and the latter phenomenon is rooted in the existential constitution of Dasein—that is, in the understanding which interprets. An entity for which, as Being-in-the-world, its Being is itself an issue, has, ontologically, a circular structure. If, however, we note that 'circularity' belongs ontologically to a kind of Being which is present-athand (namely, to subsistence [Bestand]), we must altogether avoid using this phenomenon to characterize anything like Dasein ontologically.



Translator's Notes 1. Heidegger uses two words which might well be translated as 'interpretation': 'Auslegung' and 'Interpretation.' Though in many cases these may be regarded as synonyms, their connotations are not quite the same. 'Auslegung' seems to be used in a broad sense to cover any activity in which we interpret something 'as' something, whereas 'Interpretation' seems to apply to interpretations which are more theoretical or systematic, as in the exegesis of a text. We shall preserve this distinction by writing 'interpretation' for 'Auslegung,' but 'Interpretation' for Heidegger's 'Interpretation,' following similar conventions for the verbs 'auslegen' and 'interpretieren.' 2. 'Auslegung.' The older editions have 'Auslegung.'
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3. '. . . gibt sich . . . zu verstehen, welche Bewandtnis es je mit dem Begegnenden haben kann.' 4. 'auseinandergelegt.' Heidegger is contrasting the verb 'auslegen' (literally, 'lay out') with the cognate 'auseinanderlegen' ('lay asunder' or 'take apart'). 5.'. . . was allein so moglich ist, dass es als Aussprechbares vor-liegt.' Here we follow the reading of the earlier editions. The hyphen in 'vor-liegt' comes at the end of the line in the later editions, but is undoubtedly meant to suggest (like the italicization of the 'vor' in the previous sentence) that this verb is to be interpreted with unusual literalness. This paragraph is noteworthy for an exploitation of the prefix 'aus' ('out'), which fails to show up in our translation. Literally an 'Aussage' ('assertion') is something which is 'said out'; an 'Auslegung' ('interpretation') is a 'laying-out'; that which is 'ausdriicklich' ('explicit') is something that has been 'pressed out'; that which is 'aussprechbar' (our 'expressible') is something that can be 'spoken out.' The verbs 'ausdriicken' and 'aussprechen' are roughly synonymous; but 'aussprechen' often has the more specific connotations of'pronunciation,' 'pronouncing oneself,' 'speaking one's mind,' 'finishing what one has to say,' etc. While it would be possible to reserve 'express' for 'ausdriicken' and translate 'aussprechen' by some such phrase as 'speak out,' it is more convenient to use 'express' for both verbs, especially since 'aussprechen' and its derivatives have occurred very seldom before the present chapter, in which 'ausdriicken' rarely appears. On the other hand, we can easily distinguish between the more frequent 'ausdriicklich' and 'ausgesprochen' by translating the latter as 'expressed' or 'expressly,' and reserving 'explicit' for both 'ausdriicklich' and 'explizit.' 6. '. . .die durch die Auslegung herausgelegt wird.' 7. In this paragraph Heidegger introduces the important words 'Vorhabe,' 'Vorsicht,' and 'Vorgriff.' 'Vorhabe' is perhaps best translated by some such expression as 'what we have in advance' or 'what we have before us'; but we shall usually find it more convenient to adopt the shorter term 'fore-having,' occasionally resorting to hendiadys, as in the present sentence, and we shall handle the other terms in the same manner. 'Vorsicht' ('what we see in advance' or 'fore-sight') is the only one of these expressions which occurs in ordinary German usage, and often has the connotation of 'caution' or 'prudence'; Heidegger, however, uses it in a more general sense somewhat more akin to the English 'foresight,' without the connotation of a shrewd and accurate prediction. 'Vorgriff ('what we grasp in advance' or 'fore-conception') is related to the verb 'vorgreifen' ('to anticipate') as well as to the noun "Begriff." 8. 'Die Auslegung griindet jeweils in einer Vorsicht, die das in Vorhabe Genommene auf eine bestimmte Auslegbarkeit hin "anschneidet."' The idea seems to be that just as the person who cuts off the first slice of a loaf of bread gets the loaf 'started,' the fore-sight 'makes a start' on what we have in advance—the fore-having. 9. '. . . eines Vorgegebenen.' Here, as in many other passages, we have translated 'vorgeben' by various forms of the verb 'to present'; but it would perhaps be more in line with Heidegger's discussion of the prefix 'vor-' to write '. . .of something fore-given.' 10. 'Sinn ist das durch Vorhabe, Vorsicht und Vorgriff strukturierte Woraujhin des Entwurfs, aus dem her etwas als etwas verstandlich wird.' (Notice that our usual translation of'verstandlich' and 'Verstandlichkeit' as 'intelligible' and 'intelligibility,' fails to show the connection of the words with 'Verstandnis,' etc. This connection could have been brought
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out effectively by writing 'understandable,' 'understandability,' etc., but only at the cost of awkwardness.) 11. Sinn "hat" nur das Dasein, sofern die Erschlossenheit des In-der-Welt-seins durch das in ihr entdeckbare Seiende "erfullbar" ist.' The point of this puzzling and ambiguous sentence may become somewhat clearer if the reader recalls that here as elsewhere the verb 'erschliessen' ('disclose') is used in the sense of'opening something up' so that its contents can be 'discovered.' What thus gets 'opened up' will then be 'filled in' as more and more of its contents get discovered. 12. 'Der Sinn von Sein kann nie in Gegensatz gebracht werden zum Seienden oder zum Sein als tragenden "Grund" des Seienden, weil "Grund" nur als Sinn zuganglich wird, und sei er selbst der Abgrund der Sinnlosigkeit.' Notice the etymological kinship between 'Grund' ('ground') and 'Abgrund' ('abyss').



ASSERTION AS A DERIVATIVE MODE OF INTERPRETATION All interpretation is grounded on understanding. That which has been articulated1 as such in interpretation and sketched out beforehand in the understanding in general as something articulable, is the meaning. In so far as assertion ('judgment')2 is grounded on understanding and presents us with a derivative form in which an interpretation has been carried out, it too 'has' a meaning. Yet this meaning cannot be defined as something which occurs 'in' ["an"] a judgment along with the judging itself. In our present context, we shall give an explicit analysis of assertion, and this analysis will serve several purposes. For one thing, it can be demonstrated, by considering assertion, in what ways the structure of the 'as,' which is constitutive for understanding and interpretation, can be modified. When this has been done, both understanding and interpretation will be brought more sharply into view. For another thing, the analysis of assertion has a special position in the problematic of fundamental ontology, because in the decisive period when ancient ontology was beginning, theX6yo 

 View more...



Comments






















Report "The Hermeneutics Reader"






Please fill this form, we will try to respond as soon as possible.


Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description








Close
Submit















Share & Embed "The Hermeneutics Reader"





Please copy and paste this embed script to where you want to embed



Embed Script




Size (px)
750x600
750x500
600x500
600x400





URL










Close











About | 
Terms | 
Privacy | 
Copyright | 
Contact



 
 
 










Copyright ©2017 KUPDF Inc.








 SUPPORT KUPDF


We need your help! 


Thank you for interesting in our services. We are a non-profit group that run this website to share documents. We need your help to maintenance this website.

	
Donate

	
Sharing







To keep our site running, we need your help to cover our server cost (about $400/m), a small donation will help us a lot.





	
Share on Facebook

	
Share on Google+

	
Tweet

	
Pin it

	
Share on LinkedIn

	
Send email




Please help us to share our service with your friends.








No, thanks! Close the box.








