"TRUTHFULNESS IN
| INTERPRETATION
‘ GADAMER S ACCOUNT

ik st gdl Saale shaia ¥ f s of Aul ol 038 gl

Gy sal el (s (5 €7 ) syl e e sl

iad il RSy o 3 Gl S8 T A

I dstalig _Ase [glie b a0 bl et BBy ¢ et

b ¢ el By ¢ gl (el A slellt pattiasd o i S ol
ool b Aagad (o duandl A i) I35

Hermeneutic understanding is primarily a way of
recovering the meaning of utterances and performances of
historical agents . However, what distinguishes it from other
modes of inquiry is that the historical nature of it's claim about
the historically of human existence and the plurality of historical
wolds. As an awareness of the historicality of being , the
hermeneutic understanding represents what happens when we
understand any objects —natural or social. In other words, it is
not a method that seeks to provide insight into an object “ in
itself’, an object, the meaning of which is independent of its
interpretation. The meaning of object is rather only constituted
in the historv of it's interprete®zn; it is the product of the
interaction between historically interpreted object and a
historically situated object of knowledge. In this way Gadamer
argues that while the historicality of existence must be
acknowledged by all disciplines and modes of inguiry, a
Fusion of Horizons” of the subject and object can be envisaged
only in Geistewissenschaften .This paper attempts to explore ©
Gadamer's hermeneutic perspective as it is grounded in the
ontological features of the subject-matter of the text; ® the




dialogical cha. acter of language as prd\)iding’ atranscendema‘l |

ground for the possibility of gying @ trua interpretation of text, @
the objections which are rateed sgainst Geddmér's parspecfive. -

| shall atternpt to articulate how the ontological characteristics
of textual meaning can, as Gadamer argues, provide a basis for

truthfulness in interpretation.

oMV iR ey

=)
GRS G
S T Sy ey
it ; TE: VR Y - ,_ﬁ;;.‘;_!_--- i
. it‘i [ RS S VAT
CZh B L
T NS Th I R 1

148



INTRODUGTION:

Under the somewhat ironic title “Truth and Method “, Hans-
George Gadamer has published the most substantial treaties on
hermeneutic theory that has come from Germany in this century. In
the preface to the second edition of Truth and Method, Gadamer
states explicitly that 'hermeneutics’ no longer to be identified with the
narrow methodological interests of the human sciences as it had
been during most of the nineteenth century and the early decades of
the 20™ century. The importance of Gadamer's work for the current
discussions of the methodology of the human sciences lies in
suggesting that the problems that arise within these discussions are a
consequence of a false characierization of their projects. Despite
their differences, positivist and classical German hermensulic
approaches to the human scierices share a common presumption,
viz., that the purpose of the philosophy of the human sciences is to
uncover the conditions of the possibility of their objectivity. Thus
logical empiricists demand that social scientific explanations be
modeled after natural scientific, and argue that the objectivity of such
explanations depends upon the possibility of deductions from
empirically established general laws. The classical hermeneutic
tradition attempted to found the objectivity of the human sciences on
various models of textual understanding in which the comprehension
of the meaning of the whole informs the understanding of the parts
and the understanding of the parts informs the comprehension of the
whole. Hermeneutic tradition of the nineteenth century attempted also
to view the logic of the social sciences in terms of the model of
schieiermachian hermeneutics which involves (a) defining the object
of social and historical studies as providing access to the original
_ intention of the author of a text; (b) comprehending the possibility of
understanding in a transposition out of one's awn historical epock and
a suspension of it's categories and commitmants.

Gadamers program is aimed at establishing the possibility of
objectivity valid understanding (verstehen) in the human sciences in a
way which opposes any reductionistic attempt to ground this so-called
“"operation” in the method of the natural sciences. The purpose of
reflection upon the human sciences cannot, according to Gadamer's
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view, be formulated as an attempt to uncover the conditions of their
objectivity for, -*rictly speaking, they are not objective. The human
sciences do not provide insight into an object "in itseif”, an object, the
meaning of which is indspendent of its interpretation. The meaning of
the object is rather only constituted in the history of its interpretation.
In this way, Gadamer opens..the meaning of social - historical ..
phenomena to the movement history. The meaning of an actign or
historical event cannot be identifiad with. its agents’ or particigan@'_ o
intentions. Neither can the social and historical sciences be viewed as
means of providing access to thesa. intentions. The. meanlr;gcpf,..
actions and texts. is.rather the proguct of the. interaction . bﬂt\ﬁ%@
historically interpreted. ob;eot and a hlstQBCﬂlb! sgqatgd ﬂ@ec; of
knowladge (Aftar,1988). . .. . . -
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This is the decisive point for Gadamer Ihantadmﬂnbamm
hermeneutics would -have to demonstiota: shesaffectivily- of - awiary--
within understanding itself. This: means . that  hennepeutic -
understanding will be a process of working out the mphcataons of the
interaction betweenthesubpct andtheobjectof__ WS ;twillbe
process of elaborating an hlstoncalfy produced meamng bx'mgﬁ“ iating
it with the histori¢al sitUation from which it is understood, )

This endeavor is closely.m-.d to a particular comapﬁomdf
the impact of "tradition" on human understanding and behavior.
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In the judgement of Gadamer, tradition, including sociolinguistic
injustice conceptions, literary and aesthetic works, and all
cuiturally transmitted symbolic creations, is the ursprung of
those value orientations that condition social life and it must be
taken info account as an epistemological and sociological factor
of the highest order. The significance of this view is augmented
by the fact that it contravenes the bifurcation of knowledge and
evaluation implicit in the epistemological presuppositions of
current strains of neo-positivist philosophy of science. For
Gadamer, the connection between knowledge, evaluation, and
cultural bias is an epistemological pre-condition for the very
possibility of textual understanding and sociclogicai
understanding - an interdependence which does not be
obtained in hormal research practice of the natural sciences. In
spit of this structural dep2ndence upon cultural presuppositions
and evaluation, the task of understanding and interpretation,
Gadamer contend, is not removed from considerations of
objective validity. Objectively valid interpretation must invoke a
critical reflection, which exposes and overcomes both the
incomprehensible idiosyncrasies of the semantic object and the
distorting. prejudices of the interpreter. The aim of interpretation,
then, is to reach a sort of agreement between the interpreter
and his object while at the same time preserving their
differences(lbid.,.PP.349-50).

Gadamer's view of interpretation has been objected by
s0 many writers. Emilio Betti's "Hermeneutics as the general
methodology of the Geistwissenschflen"(1980) Constitutes the
basic critique of Truth & Method. He raises two -basic
cbjections. Firstly, that Gadamer confounds empirically different
modes of interpretation, treating them indiscriminately as ona
activity. Secondly, that Gadamer fails to provide normative
criteria for distinguishing correct from mistaken interpretation. In
one form or another these objections have become the
standard critical approach to T & M. (For details see E.D. Hirsch
(1967),& K.O. Apel (1973), & Habermas(1978).
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This paper attempts to expiore (1) Gadamer's hermeneutic
perspective ©s it is grounded in the ontological features of the
subject-matter of the text; (2) the dialogical character of
language as providing a transcendental ground for the
possibility of giving a true interpretation of text; (3) the
objections which are raised agamst Gadamer's perspective. |
shali attempt to articulate how the ontologtcal characteristics of
textual meaning can, as Gadamer argues, provide a basis for
truthfulness in interpretation.

1- The Problem of Interpretation

Gadamer's controversial critique of scientific method in
Truth & Mouthed besame something of @ cause celebre in the
early sixties among German intellectuals -of both radical and
conservative bent ‘who were united in their- opposition to
positiviem. What these intellectuals particularly - found
objectionable: about positivism was its nhilistic sepaiation of -
knowledge and -evaluation {{ruth and:practical decision). /it was
precisely this danial of .practical truth wiich ‘led: Gadéimer to
attempt to restrict #he use. of soientific-grethod 8e a condit of
truth by appeating d0.a different, practical kind: of knowledge,
which he maintained was hermeneutical. in' character and’

provides a phitosophical basis for objective lntemetatien

The issue of truth and mtcroretatlon gssqm&s paramount
importance in Truth and Method, where it is framed within the
context of a polemical reaction to. the Enlightenmient ethos of
rational autonomy end: self-determination; unregtrained critical
reflection, and methodological regimentation of and control over
mora} conduct as exemplified in Kani's onilogophy.

This polemic is introduced in’ conjunction with what appears to
be a fairly academic treatment of the problem of obtaining objectively
valid interpretation in the human sciences. Gadamer apprbaches‘ this
problem from a meta-hermeneutical perspective. In order to
determine the methodological procedures appropriate for guidin_g
objective interpretation, Gadamer undertakes a prior investigation of
the conditions underlying the possibility of human understanding in
general. The results of this investigation prove that human
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understanding is rooted in a process of cultural transmission that
limits the extent to which the interpreter can gain objectivity through
the controlled use of scientific method. It not only. attempts to show
that the use ot scientific method fails to promote the acquisition of
objective understanding in the human sciences and is even
detrimental to achieving this end, but more important it attempts to
show that the activity of critical interpretation is not independent of a
pre-critical reliance on tradition and is subordinated to its authority.
The upshot of this analysis is that critical interpretation, far from
shattering the authority of tradition, rather preserves and extends it
{ibid.,.P.267).

The most striking and controversial characteristic of Gadamer's
argument is the way it ties the possibility of objectivity valid
interpretation and the kind of practical knowledge which it affords to a
positive "rehabilitation” of cultural prejudice and tradition as a source
of insight. Gadamer's rehabilitation of prejudice is undertaken in
conjunction with a critique of a predominant tendency in the
humanities which define objective understanding in terms of a
methodological securing of a disinterested attitude on the part of the
interpreter. The major assumption underlying this view is that the
interpreter is capable of suspending the inherited of deeply
engrained, culturally intierited values which pre-critically condition his
understanding, thereby g:aranteeing the objectivity of his knowledge.
This method which is the hallmark of disinterested knowing in the
natural sciences, was adopted as archetypal for interpretation in
contemporary hermeneutic theory.

Prior to the emergence of Romanticism, hemmeneutics was
primarily delegated the task of biblical criticism. In the gaiiv ~sricd of
biblical hermeneutics, the probiem of identifying the cznonical
meaning of the scriptures was that of deciphering the kerygmatic
message of the text with church dogma. With the advent of the
Enlightenment and the Protestant reformation this effort was
redirected against the dogmatic tradition of the church. With the rise
of Romanticism in the nineteenth century and its supreme estimation
of individuality, hermeneutics became a thoroughly historical
discipline. Since Schleiermacher, this tendency has transferred the
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focus of interpretation away from its original concem with the
message of th. fext and re-oriented it toward the spiritual life of
people as a whole. For Schleiermacher, the task of interpretation is to
reproduce the “novelty of genius”, the creative process underiying
artistic thought, even if this means understanding the author's
intentions better than he himself did. This psychological approach to
interpretation directly subordinates the communicated message of the
text to whatever value it might have as a historical document. In
conjunction with the data provided by the narrative of the text, the
individual though processes ‘are reconstructed against the
background of concentric circles of non-textual information, including
th'1 author's own. biographical history and the cultural history of the

mmunity to wivich he belonged. Scleiermacher divides hermeneutic
mterpretahcn into two areas of concern, which mutually complement _
one another. Grammatical interpretation considers the maaning of a
text or discourse in terms of its language alone, that is, in tegms of the
semantic and syntactic structure of the ccmposmcn Hcmever real
understanding-is only achieved in psychological interpretation, where,
the individuality of the author is understood against the, background of
his biographical history and the culture of his - society
(Schieiermacher, 1886,PP.74-75). This conception of understanding
was carried over into the Historical School of Drpysen and Ranke,
who maintained that historical understanding should be a
reconstruction 'of the self - contained life of individual histarical
communities - a notion which later recewed its eplstemclogacal
underpinnings in Dilthey's lebensphilosophie. Agcording to Ditthey,
the meaning of all-human creations and expressions is identical to the
mental life from which they arose. In his post-psychological period he
extend the category of mentat ijie io include the animating spirit of
concrete historice: communites which reflects a general world -
outiook shared by all members of a given society. Dithey asserts that
the proper aim of understanding is ultimately a process of
reproduction; it is the empathic re-experience of the original mental
content by retracing the creafive process of Hfe in a constant
advance

"Understanding as such moves in the reverse order to
the sequence of events. But full empathy depends on
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understanding moving with the order of events so that it
keeps step with the course of life. It is in this way that
empathy expands. Re-experiencing follows the line of
events. We progress with a 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,
artists or historian and lies before us in a fixed and
permanent work"(Dilthy, 1986,P159).

Following Ranke, Dilthey's hermeneutics restricts the scope of
meaning to the original intentions of the historical agent and the spirit
of his age "as it harnened”. Bersuse this monial confent is not:
permasent, i.e., does not perdure transhistorically, it essentially
belongs to a closed world-horizon which is a lien to that of the
interpreter. Consequently, the possibility of reconstructing it
accurately rests upon the capacity of the interpreter to detach himself
from his own cultural background and transpose himself into an a lien
world outiook. For Dilthey, detachment can be obtained in the
sovereign contempiation of the relativity and continuity of the myriad
of historical life-configurations(Diithy, 1962,PP167-8). In Dilthey's
judgement, "dogmatic though" is mistaken when it assumes that the
living vaiues of particular cultures are trans-historically valid for ali
ages. The historical schoo! reproached the Hegelian system for
essentially the same reason, namely, for having claimed to have
deciphered a universal practical truth (freedom as the essence of
spirit} which it claimed was immanent within history itself. The merit of
the historical schoo!, as Dilthey points out, lies in the recognition of
the autonomy of individual historical eras and hernce the criticism of
their subsumption under the intellectuan ristory of spirit's return 1o
itsef. Gadamer does not contest this rejection of systematic
philosophy of history. History cannot reveal a priori practical truth.
However, the historical school, with its emphasis upon detached
understanding and nistorical reconstruction, undermined the
possibility of transhistorically valid truth. of any kind. Here, Gadamer
says that Heg2} was right in recognizing that a kind of practical truth
could emerge through the dialectical continuity of historics)
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life-aprocess to which the historian himself contributes
(Gadamer,198 .,°P174-b).

The Romantic - hermeneutic' ftradition, whose major
representative figure was whilhelm Dilthey, assumed that
objectivity vaiid interpretation could be guaranteed only if the
interpreter detached himself from the culturailly inherited
prejudices. For Gadamer, not only is this detachment
impossible for ontological reasons, but it militates against and
detracts from the proper moral function of the humanistic
disciplines as sources of practical knowledge. it detracts from
the moral possibilities inherent in transmitted texts by igncring
iruin-claims directly communicated in them and reducing textuai
meaning in general to expressions of life that are relative to
self-contained historical communities. Accerding to Gadamer,
this method of interpretation betrays an uncritical reliance upon
an epistemological assumption of the natural sciences which
reflects the residual influence of Cartisianism, namely, the
assumption that there is an ontological guli separating the
knowing subject from the known object(lbid.,.P210 ff). For
Romatic hermeneutics, the being of cultural products, i.e,, the
spirit of historical people, is regarded as alien to the spiritual
being of the interpreter in much the same way that the scientists
regards his own subjectivity as alien to extended substance
(nature). Gadamer believes that by segregating cultural life into
discrete organic unites, the Romantic hermeneutics all too
complacently embraces an ethical relativism. Furthermore, the
epistemological strategies which follow from this dualism ave
regarded by him =z sxaczerbating this tendency. in order to
penetrate the allegedly alien semantic content of other culture,
the Romantic hermeneutics attempis to transcend his own
fimited cultural horizon and empathetically re-experience the
other from within. However, this internal reconstruction of alien
life contents by - passes directly communicated textual meaning.
(the moral content of'the text) in favor of a deeper "Lived-
meaning”. This is accomplished by viewing the problematic
symbolic content as historical datum to be coliated a longside
political, social and biographical data for use in shedding light
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on the inner spiritual life of the author and the community to
which he belonged. In this way Romontic Hermeneutics saw as
its primary task the historical reconstruction of architic iifeworlds
rather than the revitalization of tradition as such.

Against this view, Truth & Method can be seen as an attempt to
retrieve the original focus of hermententics and its concern with truth.
The central idea informing Gadamer's theory of truth is an ontological
notion of human understanding. Gadamer writes:

"Understanding is not to be thought of as an action of
one's subjectivity, but as the placing of oneseif within a
process of tradition, in which past and present are
constantly fused. This is what must be expressed in
hermeneutical theory, which is far too dominated by the
idea of a process, a mathod"(Ibid.,.P258).

Far from being a subjective, voluntary act, understanding
is an event in which the interpreter participates and to which he
contributes without, however, controiling. It is primarily an
interplay of forces which are set in motion quite independently
of the conscious will of the interpreter. Hence, it is characterized
by an ineluctable momentum and autonomous "being” all its
own to which the interpreter's train of thought submits. The
major premise of Gadamer's argument is the Heideggerian
claim that the interpreter and his tradition are ontoiogically
constitutive of one another - a claim which amounts to a denial
of the subject / object dichotomy at the basis of scientific
methodolog(Heidegger,1962,P191).  Human understanding,
according to Gadamer, is propelled forward by an a priori
sedimentation of cultural values which taken together comprise
the self-identity (or being) of the interpreter. These pre-reflective
assumptions delimit a range of possible meaning which
undergoes further determination in the course of interpretation.
The interpreter re-interprets and thereby alters the meaning (or
being) of the tradition which constitutes his own self - identity by
extending it3 meaning to cover new contexis. The sense in
which the interpretor can be said to stand in an active
relationship to tradition is, of course, limited insofar as the
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possibilities f~r interpretation are pre-determined by his own
cultural horizoi and the “"given”" possibilities of the concrete
situation {the possibiliies of meaning determined by the
interpreters cultural background are themselves elicited by
narrative fragments which further limit the scope of
interpretation. ;

2. Text and Truth

Gadamer confends that understanding, like ordinary
communication, is primarilly oriented toward a message
conveyed in a symbolic medium. This message must be
accorded certain rights as a possible bearer of truth. “This is
especially so in the case of tradition, the truth-claim of which
have a validity and guthority that accrue to them in the course
of repeated transmission from generatlon to generatlon The
right of tradition to recognition dictatés ‘the true aim of
mterprelahon which is the disclosure of truth in its significance
for the present age, a process, whith Gadamer calls
application. Fhe historical’ hetrmeneitics, ‘Gadamer saYS "also
has a task of applfcahon to Perform, because'it too serves the
validity of meaning, in that it explicitly and coﬂsaously ‘bridge
the gap in time that separates the interpreter from the tead and
overcomes the afienation of meaning that the text:
undergo”(Gadamer,1981,P.278).  In order to’ _act:omprsh this
task, the message which was originally framed in‘(ahd partialty
obscured by) the language and parochial values of an archaic
or otherwise alien civilization, must be crifically dislodged from
its original vestment, restated in the vermacular of the
interpreter's own social milieu, and be: made relevant o e
latter's specific concemns. The inierpreter's: pre-critical
involvement in the practical life of his own community and his
understanding of this life in term of that culture's linguistic
conventions and social norms, is the basis of those preliminary
reference points which guide and condition the extracting of
meaning. So constnted, objectyity is not attained by
methodologically cuspending one's cultural prejudices. Rather it
is only by spontanecusly projecting one’s prejudice with the aim
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of "risking" them in a critical encounter with the potentially
antithetical normative horizon of the text that the parochial, or
linguistic background, and anachronistic biases of the
interpreter and fext aré first made explicit. Genuine
understanding is regarded by Gadamer as a sort of agreement
between two interlocutors (the interpreter and the text) which
stand in disfinct traditions and, as it were, involuntarily put forth
normative claims that are submitted to mutual dialogical
questioning. The dialogical reflection of the interpreter is only a
conscientious extension of the pre-methodological process of
reflection that occurs in ordinary understanding and
communication wherever something new is assimilated to our
familiar universe of discourse. Reflection remains within a
dialogue in which traditions confront one another on their own
terms and it does not seek to extricate itself from this tradition -
bound encounter by evaluating it in terms that are alien to the
dialogue itself(lbid.,.P.258).This is a point which misled
Gadamer's critics. In his recent writings, Habemnas tends to
present Gadamer as agreeing to a general version of
consensus theory. This reading of Gadamer is misleading.
According to Gadamer truth is the result of agreement but
agreement is not the result of tuth (Hoy &
McCarthy, 1994 PP.188-90).

According to Gadamer, understanding has the same
structure as communication, a view shared by the later
Schieiermacher as well. Schleiermacher concluded that the aim
of ordinary communicative understanding, like that of textual
interpretation is to reproduce the individuality of the "thou".
Gad-2. uijecis to this description of understanding because it -
elides the fundamental intentional focus of communicaung
interlocutors, who directly attend to the spoken utterance. When
communicating beings understand one another, they do not
franscends their own subjectivity in an effort o trarspose
themselves into the alien subjectivity of the other. The process
of psychological and historical reconstruction is not genuine
understanding at all for it does not seek to grasp what is
symbolic in the normal sense of the term, e.g., some message
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or narrative, The mere psychological reconstruction of creative
process does not itself convey or uncover such a content.
Instead, this activity is more akin to giving a description and:
explanation of certain facts(Gadamer.,.PP.158-59). In contrast,
the activity involved in understanding a symbolic content is very
much like a conversation. We "pay attention” on what is
addressed to us directly and treat thé vehicle of meaning as a
dialogical partner rather than as a mere fact to be described
and explained. Here the meaning that gets understood is no
doubt grasped by each interlocutor in term of his own subjective
reference points, but insofar as it is. shared, it has a certain
independence and objectivity which transcends the particular
intentions of the speaker. Understanding, then, aims at getting
the meaning of the other straight in terms of one's own unique-
horizon of experience - a process which culminates in
agreement based. upon the recipracal revision of ones’ own
sense of what ie understood vis - a - vis the. utteranoes of the
other.

As a particular kind of mderstanéhg textual interpretation
is primarily otiented toward the ‘message of the text rather than.
toward the spiritual Iife of people as a whole. This message is -
addressed to our individual epoch in much the same way that
an utterance is addressed: to an. individual speaker, viz., the
message cofnveyed is addréssed to us as something which has
living relevance for us as well as for the author and his original
audience. Thus cultural boundaries . notwithstanding, the
classical tragedies of ‘an Aeschylus or Shakespeare affects us
today as strongiy as they affected the audiences who originally
saw {14 performed. There is truth in what they have fo say
about human character and the human condition in general
This truth is no doubt understood differently by different people
at different times- this is @ necessary condition for having a
living significance which is directly relevant to parochial
concerns. - but it retaing the character of an authority which
finds valid appfication for all epochs. Consequently, like the
spoken utterances, textual mesning has cetain independent
existence which franscends the particular world outiook of

160



discrete historical communities and opens up possibilities of
transhistorical agreement. '

_ According to Gadamer, ali forms of literature and symbolic

representation assert a truth - claim of some kind. The
difference between a literary work of art and any other literary
text is, as Gadamer points out, "not so fundamental ... all
literary works have a profound community in that the linguistic
form makes effective the significance of the contents to be
expressed. In this fight the understanding of texis by say a
historian, is not so very different from the experience of art’(
Ibid.,.P.145). By including the historian's and, presumabily, the
social scientist's research within the purview cf symbolic
understanding, Gadamer implies that history as wel! as iexiuai
narrative is intrinsically meaningful in a way which transcends
the intentions of historical actors and authors. The literary critic,
for example , is capable of discovering "new" meaning in the
text which the original author may not have intended. The
same applies to the historian's research though somewhat
differently.

Gadamer agrees that the historian and literary critic approach
textual sources in radical divergent ways. Whereas the latter
approaches the text as a work of art which has a truth to convey, the
historian, like the Romantic hermeneutics, approaches the text as if it
were only-an expression of historical life, either the life of a people or
the life of a particular historical agent. In any event, the message of
the text is passed over by the historian in favor of what the text as
one empirical artifact among other artifacts indirectly attests to, e.g.,
on underlying motive of action{ Ibid.,.P.301).

Gadamer does not deny the validity of deploying objectiying
methods of scientific research in the historical and social sciences for
purposes of gathering data. More important, however, is his claim that
the historian is involuntarily must thrust out of the role of empirical
scientist and into the role of literary critic insofar as he is enjoined to
offer something more than mere chronicle of events. The bare facts
(individual texts as expressions of subjective motivation and ‘ntention)
are not the real object of historical inquiry. Rather, it is the meanings
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which ties then. *ogether into a coherent narrative; it is what the facts
or "the text did not at all intend to say, but which we find expressed in
it"(ibid.,.P.304). Thus, historical narrative, like literary criticism,
evaluates its subject - matter and advances truth - claims about the
possibilities and limitations inherent in human life.

"Thus we too acknowledge that there is an inner. umty
between criticism and historical studies, but we do
not see it in the universality of the historical method,
nor in the objecting replacement of the interpreter-by. -
the original reader, nor in: the -historical critique of -
tradition as such, but, onr the contrary, in the fact that-
both perform a work of application that is different -
only in degree. If the eritic undersiands ... himselfin

the-text .. the histonan also .. understand bimsslf in -

" this. great text .. Bof#y: find: thair true- graum‘ n
. effective hiatanaaif conscictisness(ibid.,.P.308).

Alttiough all fterature advancés some truth caims; Gmne?
observes that the normative content of world fiterature, hﬁtory
philosophy. and - art is what -setscthemr: a part-frame other form - of
literature. Compared: #0- (sciantific)-theoseticakknowledge; the human. -
sclences, as Gadamer. points oWk, siand. cicee: 1o morai: iknowledge;

i.e., practical truth. For -Gadamer, the-true:aim-of herastentic . -

interpretation is the disclosuns of thuth, v -practical i trath- invits~ -
significance  for the present age; a.process wdiich:Gadamer Talls
“application”. The -hermeneutic notion of application designates -a
process whereby something universal: and -identermiriate s nade -
concretely valid and meaningful for a.particutar. situation. According: to
Gadamer, .2pplication occurs whenever a tradition is handed down
~ and ‘made valid for new generatton This holds true for the raive,
uncntlcai assimilation of tradi tion which spontaneousiy oceurs within
the ongomg life of hlstoncal commumcates as well as for th,a
consciousness, critical mterpretahon of texts by skilled henneneutncs_
Generally, application i is required whenever an effort must be made to
understand, viz., whenever an expressmn is both fammar enough o
be made comprenhensible and yet suﬁcxant;y alien to me:it. speclal
interpretive attention. "The place bétween strangeness and familiarity
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that a transmitted text has for us is that intermediate place between

being an historically intended separate object and being a part of
tradition. The frue home of hermeneutics is this intermediate

area"(lbid.,.P262).Thus, hermeneutic application invoives an effort to

again an understanding, which is not simply given in the same way

that everyday communication and reading unproblemalically register

a transparent meaning. To recapifulate, the problem of hermeneutical

application concerns the task of retranslating the message, or truth -

claim of the text, into the historically unique vemacular of one's own

familiar universe of discourse without leveling its provocative content

through untoward assimitation. In other words, when we recognize

that a text addré_g_ses us directly and that the words and expressions

convey 'a certain meaning immediately, we need , as Gurpreet

Mzhajan_ puts it, “to be cousious of approprlatlng the text within the

horizons of our Wertanschauung (Mahajan, 1997,P.62). This requires

the overcommg of two obstaqles I‘-'rst the "universal content of the

text myst be capaQ[g qf being it scerned hmudst the archaic forms it
assumes in ‘the tegctuaﬁ narrat*vg SEcond the pré-réﬂectwe-
prejud;peﬁ j:qf the rntqrprefer which oﬁsdure a’nd drstort fhie meahing df_'__
the fext, mu,s} bﬁ made explwrf) Aocbrdihg to’ Gadarner th?s Gual
process of. ;:efle

metho;d,q,l.ﬂglggl q;;ac,_ nent. In order for Pré‘ udices on the part of e

lon (pannof be 3deq,uaf9|? achieved by means of -

mterpg%ter tQJ?Q made cdnsmous and énachromsms the txfto be

fittered out,, angn-mgﬂmodolqgncal dlsfance mu:stbe establlshed in the -
very act of undgrsfanﬂlng Gadamer maintains that the possibﬂity for
attalmng hermeneutic oB}ectmty,l e, the mefa-hemenéutic ‘basis for
separatmg unproductwe prejudlces and anachronfsms from the
objective content of the text is tempora! d‘ stance

“The temporal distance which performs the filtering
process is not closed ...wiision, but is itself undergoing
constant movement and extension .. It not only lets.those
prejudices that are of a partioular-and limited nature. die
away, but causes thomse .thet bring about genuine
understanding to emerge clearly as such *

Contrary to the historicist balief that "temporal distance” is
an obstacle to be overcome through empathetic re-living,
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Gadamer argues that it rather provides the critical distance
necessary for ~xtracting the true meaning of the text. By brining
his own conception to bear on the text, the interpreter, as
Gadamer insists does not aim at producing it in its original .
sense. Not only does the text, “at every stage, represent more
than the auther's lrrtended. it is also read differently in a
different circumstances and this is 'why understanding is not
merely reproductive but always a productive attifude as
well'(ibid.,.P.264). The temporal distance between the
interpreter and the text mtgh’t offer a best resulf; it might let “the
true meaning of the object emerge fully”. For this to happen one
must be prepared to face his own prejudlces his expectation of
meanings, to fage the risk of their being exposed as groundless.
We dommtemﬁﬁmatextwonttondenufyourown prejudioas
But "it is impossible to make ourselves aware of it while: itis
constantly operating. unnoticed, but only wﬁen it is, so the
speak, stimulsted. The encounter wifh“a taxt from"me patt
provide this . stmmius"(lbl,d P. 266) lf we are trymg
understand a historical phenomenan’ from ffie "historical
distance of our halmeneuhc situation, Gadéme: ‘rbfmﬁts "we'
are always subject to the ‘effects of effactive
“determines. in advance both. b\hat séems to us wmth mquuing
about and what will appear as an object ‘of -
investigation"(lbid., pp,ZST-B) Ofcoursel feriporal distance is
not the only condition under which intersretat “ -
it is the primary one. The interpretation of aliéh cultures, it
would seems can also. achieve the same ‘seéparation even'
though they may be contemporaneous with our own cufture.”
However, the nasslbni'y of - successful = transcultural
interpretation picstpposes some common cultural ground
uniting the 'intdfpretér and the tradition he is studying. In the
case of historical iff@rpretation, especially philology, this
common ground is often guaranted simply by efymological
inclusion of the interpreter's vernaeutar idiom within the
linguistic horizon-of the text.

According to Gadarner, the interpreter has the strueture of
a game .( gadamer,1977,PP.188-9 & Gadamer, 1986, chapter
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8).in which each participant responds to the other without
controliing in- advance the ebb and flow of the piay. The
ontological thrust of this metaphor is that the interpreter is
primarily concerned with the emergence of objective meaning,
which transpires as an event. Just as the participants in a game
are not directly aware of themselves but are totally observed in
the piay, so, too, the interpreter loses himself in the event of
understanding and concentrates his attention solely on the
text's message. The event of understanding confronts of the
interpreter as a sort of fact because his own hermeneutic train
of thought is ineluctably drawn along by the narrative of the text.

Elsewhere Gadamer talks abut interpretation as}a game of
conversation. In conversation the direction of the dialogue and
the ebb and flow of questions and answers has a sort of
autonomy all of its own which eludes the conscious intentions of
the interlocitors. Similarly, in the course of interpretation, the
interpreter suwrenders himself to the spontaneous impuises of
his own effective history which are aroused by the objective
content -of the namrative. The questions he addressed to the
text, which reflects the values of his own community, occur
naturally- and -pre-reflectively. As in any conversation, what is
asked and said is "put at risk"” insofar as it may not elicit the
appropriate response from the oiher interlocutor. Actual
conversations may vary according to the degree to which the
interfocutors  strive to understand each other. However,
conversation can glevate itself to the level of true dialogue if the
interlocutors  refrain  from imposing their pre-conceived
assumptions on what gets said. The primary consideration in
t.5 engeavor is to maintain oneself in a receptive attitude of
openess toward the other. Gadamer argues that every
possibility of communication rests upon a matual assumption of
openness on the part of the interlocutors, even though the
extent to which this assumption is redeemed may vary
empirically from case to case. Dialogical openness is essentially
characterized by mutual recognition( Gadamer,1981,P.305).
The notion of matual recognition is further elaborated by
Gadamer in terms of the concepts of right and self jimitation.
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The experience of the "thou" as Gadamer remarks, throws light
on the idea of effective historical experience. it also manifests
the paradoxical element that something standing over against
me "asserts its own rights and requires absolute recognition
and in that very process is understood”( Ibid.,.P.320). Gadamer
also mentions the positive acceptance of the potential rationality -
of what is asserted by the other as a necessayy condition for -
true understanding. To take seriously one's task' -of -
understanding- the other implies that the latter's claim be

regarded as if it were meaningful in & rational sense. But this: -

further implies that, contrary to the customary beliefs of the
interpreter, what the other says as frue. '

"..... the openness fo tradmon possassed by eﬁacﬁe
historical - consqousness ‘has - real
comspandomem‘htbee);peﬁmw ofthe ’Thou"i g -
human refations the important thirig /s, as we-have
seen,.fo exparignee the Thou' as a W' e, not fo
: .ommmm wharhe“has t’a‘sayﬁ%s To
- this.end, qpenness is.necessary. WO IS idkd o
qoemasstaoneanotherrhem & o hrvam
relationship... When. two people ‘tritierfand euch -
other, this does not mean tht oné- person

understands the ather, in the seliseof surveyisghin

Similarly, 1o hear and obey somedite dése notwear
simply that we .do blindly what the other dsmas .
openness “fo the other includes the
acknowledgament that | must aécept sometiing that -

are of the myseff .. | must allow the valieity. of the-
claim made by tradition, rot in the sense o Siaply

‘acknowledging the past in its othemness, but in stoh
a way that it has something fo say fo
me(Ibid., P.324) '

- The openress » chasacteristic of conscientious textual
interpretation comes with the graduat attainment of what Gadamer
calls sffective tistarical consciousness. It is essentially an awarenass
of one's historical finitude- (the omniprasence of effective history in
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- one's understanding) and of the temporal distances which separates
one from the object of one's study. This consciousness invoives the
"attainment of higher universality that overcomes not only our own
particularity, but also that of the other". '

"If we place ourseives in the situation of someone sise,
for example, then we shali understand him, i.e., become
aware of the otherness, the indissoluble individuality of
the other person by placing ourselves in his position. This
placing .. is not the empathy of one individual for another
nor is it the application to another person of our own
criteria, but it always involve a higher universality, not only
our own particularity, but also that of the
other"(Ibid.,.P.272).

The awareness of one's essential historical finitude, a factor
which already distinguishes Gadamer'’s notion of historical
consciousness from Dilthey's, is accompanied by an awareness of
the authoritative truth accumulated in tradition (the substantiality
underlying ail subjectivity) which transcends one's own horizon and
that of the text. ’

The interpreter, then seeks to come to terms with the text
through a process of matual dialogical questioning. Here
"agreement” connotes the "fusion of horizons which define
objective understanding and disclosure of truth. By atiaining a
common ground where the interpreter's familiar universe of
discourse meets the strange and potentially critical horizon of
the text without assimilating it onesidely to the present or
retaining it as a dead anachronism, the validity of the text's
truth~-claim is both preserved and extended. Of course. I
interpreter must speak for the text and consequently, there is a
sense in which his own parochial horizon necessarily functions
as the universal medium and consensual basis for dialogue.
Although it is true that the questions which the interpreter ask
the text reflect the parochial concerns of his socio-political
horizon, the aim of true understanding, nonetheless, is to find
just those questions which open up the originai meaning of the
text. These questions shouid coincide with the guestion to
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which the truth _1zim of the text is itself addressed and not with
any ulierior motive on the part of the interpreter to question
behind the text in. search of extraneous empirical or
-psychological factors. This suggests hiat 'un‘dérs'tand?fﬁ’q%ﬁa%'
embraces withir itself anifelement of -the-non-understedd, i.e.
that understanding always also bring fo light that..elich.it.does
not grasp (Risser, 1997 part two). Indeed); is: nol thissalament
precisely that which drives hermepeutic thought.to. constantly
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