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1

The Universality of the Hermeneutical
Problem (1966)

Why has the problem of language come to occupy the same
central position in current philosophical discussions that the
concept of thought, or “thought thinking itself,” held in
philosophy a century and a half ago? By answering this
question, I shall try to give an answer indirectly to the central
question of the modermn age — a question posed for us by the
existence of modern science. It is the question of how our
natural view of the world — the experience of the world that
we have as we simply live out our lives — is related to the
Junassailable and anonymous authority that confronts us in
the pronouncements of science. Since the seventeenth cen-
tury, the real task of philosophy has been to mediate this
new employment of man’s cognitive and constructive capaci-
ties with the totality of our experience of life. This task has
found expression in a variety of ways, including our own
generation’s attempt to bring the topic of language to the
center of philosophical concern. Language is the fundamental
mode of operation of our being-in-the-world and fhe. all-
embracing form of the constitution of the world. Hence we
always have in view the pronouncements of the sciences,
which are fixed in nonverbal signs. And our task is to recon-
nect the objective world of technology, which the sciences
place at our dishosal and discretion, with those fundamental
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4 THE SCOPE OF HERMENEUTICAL REFLECTION

orders of qur being that are neither arbitrary nor manipulable

‘by us, but rather simply demand our respect.

I want to elucidate several phenomena in which the uni-
versality of this question becomes evident. I have called the
point of view involved in this theme “hermeneutical,” a term
developed by Heidegger. Heidegger was continuing a perspec-
tive stemming originally from Protestant theology and trans-
mitted into our own century by Wilhelm Dilthey,

What is hermeneutics? I would like to start from two
expenences of al1enat101} that we encounter in our concrete

sciousness and the experience of alienation of the h1stor1calA

consc1ousness In both cases what I mean can be stated in a

‘few words. The aesthetic consciousness realizes a possibility

that as such we can neither deny nor diminish in its value,
namely, that we relate ourselves, either negatively or affirma-
tively, to the quality of an artistic form. This statement
means we are related in such a way that the judgment we

" make decides in the end regarding the expressive power and
- validity of what we judge. What we reject has nothing to say

to us — or we reject it because it has nothing to say to us.
This characterizes our relation to art in the broadest sense of
the word, a sense that, as Hegel has shown, includes the
entire religious world of the ancient Greeks, whose religion of
beauty experienced the divine in concrete works of art that
man creates in response to the gods. When it loses its original
and unquestioned authority, this whole world of experience
becomes alienated into an object of aesthetic judgment. At
the same time, however, we must admit that the world of
artistic tradition — the splendid contemporaneousness that
we gain through art with so many human worlds — is more
than a mere object of our free acceptance or rejection. Is it

not true that when a work of art has seized uvs it no longer
leaves us the freedom to push it away from us once again and

to accept or reject it on our own terms? And is it not also
true that these artistic creations, which come down through
the miliennia, were not created for such aesthetic acceptance
or rejection? No artist of the religiously vital cultures of the
past ever produced his work of art with any other intention
then that his creation should be received in terms of what it

—
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says and presents and that it should have its place in the

world where men live together. The consciousness of art — i
the aesthetic consciousness — is always secondary to the
immediate truth-claim that proceeds from the work of art .

ifself. To this extent, when we judge a work of art on the
basis of its aesthetic quality, something that is really much
more intimately familiar to us is alienated. This alienation
into aesthetic judgment always takes place when we have
withdrawn ourselves and are no longer open to the immediate

claim of that which grasps us. Thus one point of departure -

for my reflections in Truth and Method was that the aes-
thetic sovereignty that claims its rights in the experience of

.art represents an alienation when compared to the authentic

experience that confronts us in the form of art itself.

About thirty years ago, this problem cropped up in a
particularly distorted form when National Socialist politics of
art, as a means to its own ends, tried to criticize formalism by
arguing that art is bound to a people. Despite its misuse by

the National Socialists, we cannot deny that the idea of art

being bound to a people involves z real insight. A genuine
artistic creation stands within a particular community, and
such a community is always distinguishable from the cultured
society that is informed and terrorized by art criticism.

The second mode of the experience of alienation is the

historical consciousness - the noble and slowly perfected art
of holding ourselves at_a critical distance in dealing w1th

witnesses to past life. Ranke’ 5, celebrated description of this
idea as the extinguishing of. e individual provided a popular
formula for the ideal of historical thinking: the historical
consciousness has the tagk of understanding all the witnesses
of a past time out of the spirit of that time, of extricating
them from the preoccupations of our own present life, and of
knowing, without moral smugness, the past as a human
phenomenon. Ii-his well-known essay The Use and Abuse of
History, Nietzsche formulated the contradiction between this
historical distaticing and the immediate will to shape things
that always cleaves to the present. And at the same time he
exposed many of the consequences of what he called the
“Alexandrian,” weakened form of the will, which is found in
moderh historical science. We miight recall his indictment of

o



6 THE SCOPE OF HERMENEUTICAL REFLECTION

the weakness of evaluation that has befallen the modern
mind because it has become so accustomed to considering
things in ever different and changing lights that it is blinded
and incapable of arriving at an opinion of its own regarding
the objects it studies. It is unable to determine its own
position vis-d-vis what confronts it. Nietzsche traces the
value-blindness of historical objectivism back to the conflict
between the alienated historical world and the life-powers of
the present.

To be sure, Nietzsche is an ecstatic witness, But our actual
experience of the historical consciousness in the last one
hundred years has taught us most emphatically that there are
serious difficulties involved in its claim to historical objec-
tivity. Even in those masterworks of historical scholarship
that seem to be the very consummation of the extinguishing
of the individual demanded by Ranke, it is still an ungues-
tioned principle of our scientific experience that we can
classify these works with unfailing accuracy in terms of the
political tendencies of the time in which they were written.
When we read Mommsen’s History of Rome, we know who
alone could have written it, that is, we can identify the
political situation in which this historian organized the voices
of the past in a meaningful way. We know it too in the case
of Treitschke or of Sybel, to choose only a few prominent
names from Prussian historiography. This clearly means, first
of all, that the whole reality of historical experience does not

find expression in the mastery of historical method, No one .

disputes the fact that controlling the prejudices of our own
" present to such an extent that we do not misunderstand the
witnesses of the past is a valid aim, but obviously such
control does not completely fulfill the task of understanding
the past and its transmissions. Indeed, it could very well be
that only insignificant things in historical scholarship permit
Us to approximate this ideal of totally extinguishing individ-
uality, while the great productive achievements of scholarship
always preserve something of the splendid magic of imme-
diately mirroring the present in the past and the past in the
present. Historical science, the second experience from which
I begin, expresses only one part of our actual expetience —
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our actual encounter with historical tradition — and it knows
only an alienated form of this historical tradition.

We can contrast the hermeneutical consciousness with
these examples of alienation as a more comprehensive possi-
bility that we must develop. But, in the case of this herme-
neutical consciousness also, our initial task must_be o gver-
come the epistemological truncafion by which the traditional
Ssclence of hermeneutics’ has been absorbed into the idea of
modern science. If we consider Schleiermacher’s hermeney.
tics, for instance, we find his view of this discipline peculiarly

restricted by the modern idea of science. Schleiermacher’s’

hermeneutics shows him to be a leading voice of ‘historical
romanticism. But at the same time, he kept the concern of

“the Christian theologian clearly in mind, intending his herme-

neutics, as a general doctrine of the art of understanding, to
be of value in the special work of interpreting Scripture.

Schleiermacher defined hermeneutics as the art of avoiding.

Inisunderstanding. To exclude by controlled, methodical con-
sideration whatever is alien and leads to misunderstanding —
misunderstanding suggested to us by distance in time, change
in linguistic usages, or in the meanings of words and modes of
thinking — that is certainly far from an absurd description of
the hermeneutical endeavor. But the question also arises as to

whether the phenomenon of understanding is defined appro- -
priately when we say that to understand is to avoid misunder- l

standing. Is it not, in fact, the case that every misunderstand-
ing presupposes a “deep common accord’?

I am trying to call attention here to 4 common experience.
We say, for instance, that understanding and misunderstand-
ing take place between I and thou. But the formulation *I
and thou™ already betrays an enormous alienation. There is
nothing like an “I and thou” at all — there is neither the I nor
the thou as isolated, substantial realities. I may say “thou”
and I may refer to myself over against a thou, but a common

understanding [ Verstindigung] always. precedes fhese Sifug'

tions. We all know that to say “thou” to someone prasup-
poses a deep common accord {tiefes Einverstindnis]. Some-
thing enduring is already presént when this word'is spoken.
When we try to reach agreement on a matter on which we

-
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8 THE SCOPE OF HERMENEUTICAL REFLECTION

have different opinions, this deeper factar always comes into

Jo. play, even if we are seldom aware of it. Now the science of

"hermeneutics would have us believe that the opinion we have

to understand is something alien that seeks fo lure us into
misunderstanding, and our task is to exclude every element
through which a misunderstanding can creep in. We accom-
plish this task by a controlled procedure of historical train-
ing, by historical criticism, and by a controllable method in
connection with powers of psychological empathy. It seems
to me that this description is valid in one respect, but yef it is
only a partial description of a comprehensive life-phenome-
non that constitutes the “we’ that we all are. Our task, it
seems. to me, is to transcend the prejudices. that.undeme the
aesthet:lc consciousness, the historical consciousness,. and the
henneneut1cal consciousness that has been restricted to a
techmque for avo1d1ng m1sunderstand1ngs and 1o over¢ome
the alienations present in them all.

What is it, then, in these three experiences that seemed to
us to have been left out, and what makes us so sensitive to
the distinctiveness of these experiences? What is the aesthetic
consciousness when compared to the fullness of what has
already addressed us — what we call “classical” in art? Is it
not always already determined in this way what will be
expressive for us and what we will find significant? Whenever
we say with an instinctive, even if perhaps erroneous, cer-
tainty (but a certainty that is initially valid for our consclous-
ness) “this is classical; it will endure,” what we are speaking

of has already preformed our possibility for aesthetic judg-.

ment. There are no purely formal criteria that can claim to
juadge and sanction the formative level simply on the basis of
its artistic virtuosity. Rather, our sensitive-spiritual existence
is an aesthetic_resonance chamber that resonates with the
voices that are constantly reaching us, preceding all explicit
aesthetic judgment.

The situation is similar with the historical consciousness.
Here, too, we must certainly admit that there are innumera-
ble tasks of historical scholarship that have no relation to our
own present and to the depths of its historical consciousness.
But it seems to me there can be no doubt that the great
horizon of the past, out of which our culture and our present

<
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live, influences us in everything we want, hope for, or fear in
the future. History is only present to us.ii lght of our
futurity. Here we have all leamned from Heldegaefr for he
exhibited precisely the primacy of futuntr‘for our possible
recollection and retention, and for the whole of our history.

Heidegger worked out this primacy in his doctrine of the
productivity of the hermeneutical circle. 1 have given the
following formulation to this insight: It is not so much our
judgmend:s as it is our prejudices that constxtute our bemg *
This'is a provocatlve formulation, for I am using it to restore
to its rightful place a positive concept of prejudice that was
driven out of our Imqulstlc usage by the French and the
English Enhchtenment It can be shown that the concept of
prejudice did not originally have the meaning we have
attached to it. Prejudices are not necessarily unjustified and
erroneous,. so that theéy inevitably distort the truth. In fact,
the historicity of our existence entails that prejudices, in the

'hteral sense of the word constltute the 1n1tJal duectedness of

openness to the world They are s1mply cond1t1ons whereby
we experience something — whereby what we encounter says
something to us. This formulation certainly does not mean

‘that we are enclosed within a wall of prejudices and only let

through the narrow portals those things that can produce a
pass saying, “Nothing new will be said here.” Instead we
welcome just that guest who promises something new to our
curiosity. But how do we know the grest whom we admit is
one who has something new to say to us? Is not our expecta-
tion and our readiness to hear the new also necessarily
determined by the old_that has already taken possession of

ug? The concept of prejudlc;e is closely connected to the
concept of authority, and the above image makes it clear that
1t is in need of henneneuncal rehabllltatlon Like every
henneneutxcal expenence is not that somethmg is out51de.hé}'1&
desires admission. Rather, we are possessed by something and

_prec1se1y by means of 1t we are opened up, for the _new, the

-

*Cf. WM, p. 261.



10 THE SCOPE OF HERMENEUTICAL REFLECTION

comparison of bodily foods with spiritual nourishment: while
we can refuse the former (e.g., on the advice of a physician),
we have always taken the latter into ourselves already.

But now the guestion arises as to how we can legitimate
this hermeneutical conditionedness of our bemg in the face
of modern science, which stands or falls with the pnnmple of
bemg unbiased and prejudiceless. We will certainly not ac-
complish this legitimation by making prescriptions for sci-

ence and recommending that it toe the line — quite aside
from the fact that such pronouncements always have some-
thing cormnical about them, Science will not do us this favor.
It will continue along its own path with an inner necessity
beyond its. control, and it will produce more and more
breathtaking knowledge and controlling power. It can be no
other way. It is senseless, for instance, to hinder a genetic
researcher because such research threatens to breed a super-
man. Hence the problem cannot appear as one in which our
human consciousness ranges itself over against the world of
science and presumes to develop a kind of antiscience. Never-
theless, we cannot avoid the question of whether what we are
aware of in such apparently harmless examples as the aes-
thetic consciousness and the historical consciousness does not
represent a problem that is also present in modern natural
science and our technological attitude toward the world. If
modern science enables us to erect a new world of techno-
logical purposes that transforms everything around us, we are
not thereby suggesting that the researcher who gained the
knowledge decisive for this state of affairs even considered
technical applications. The genuine researcher is motivated
by.a desire for knowledge and by nothmg else. And yst, over
‘against the whole of our civilization that is founded on
modern science, we must ask repeatedly if something has not
been cmitted. If the presuppositions of these possibilities for
knowing and making remain half in the dark, cannot the
result be that the hand applving this knowledge will be
destructive?

The problem is really universal. The hermeneutical ques-
tion, as I have characterized it, is not restricted to the areas
from whichk T began in my own investigations. My only
concern there was to secure a theoretical basis that would

[ ——
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enable us to deal with the basic factor of contemporary
culture, namely, science and its industrial, technological utili-
zation. Statistics provide us with a useful example of how the
hermeneutical dimension encompasses the entire procedure
of science. It is an extreme example, but it shows us that
science always stands under definite conditions of method-
ological abstraction and that the successes of modern sciences
rest on the fact that other possibilities for questioning are
concealed by abstraction. This fact comes out clearly in the
case of statistics, for the anticipatory character of the ques-
tions statistics answer make it particularly suitable for propa-
ganda purposes. Indeed, effective propaganda must always
try to influence initially the judgment of the person ad-
dressed and to restrict his possibilities. of judgment. Thus
what is established by statistics seems to be a language of
facts, but which questions these facts answer and which facts
would begin to speak if other guestions were asked are
hermeneutical questions. Only a hermeneutical inquiry would
legitimate the meaning of these facts and thus the conse-
quences that follow from them. _

But I am anticipating, and have inadvertenily used the
phrase, “which answers to which questions fit the facts.”
This phrase is in fact the hermeneutical Urphdromen: No
assertion is possible that cannot be understood as an answer
to a question, and assertions can only be understood in this
way. It does not impair the impressive methodology of mod-
ern science in the least. Whoever wants to learn a science has
to learn to master its methodology. But we also know that
methodology as such does not guarantee in any way the
productivity of its application. Any experience of life can
confirm the fact that there is such a thing as methodological
sterility, that is, the application of a method to something
not really worth knowing, to something that has not been
made an object of investigation on the basis of a genuine
question.

The methodological self-consciousness of modern science
certainly stands in opposition to this argument. A historian,
for example, will say in reply: It is all very nice to talk zbout
the historical tradition in which alone the voices of the past
gain their meaning and through which the prejudices that
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determine the present are inspired. But the situation is com-
pletely different in questions of seriocus historical research.
How could one seriously mean, for example, that the clarifi-
cation of the taxation practices of fifteenth-century cities or
of the marital customs of Eskimos somehow first receive
their meaning from the consciousness of the present and its
anticipations? These are questions of historical knowledge
that we take up as tasks quite independently of any relation
to the present.

In answering this objection, one can say that the extremity
of this point of view would be similar to what we find in
certain large industrial research facilities, above all in America
and Russia. I mean the so-calied random experiment in which
one simply covers the material without concern for waste or
cost, taking the chance that some day one measurement
among the thousands of measurements will finally yield an
interesting finding; that is, it will turn out to be the answer to
a guestion from which someone can progress. No doubt
modern research in the humanities also works this way to
some extent. One thinks, for instance, of the great editions
and especially of the ever more perfect indexes. It must
remain an open question, of course, whether by such proce-
dures modern historical research increases the chances of
actually noticing the interesting fact and thus gaining from it
the corresponding enrichment of our knowledge. But even if
they do, one might ask: Is this an ideal, that countless
research projects (i.e., determinations of the connection of
facts) are extracted from a thousand historians, so that the
10015t historian can find something interesting? Of course 1
am drawing a caricature of genuine scholarship. But in every
caricature there is an element of truth, and this one contains
an indirect answer to the question of what it is that really
.makes the productive scholar. That he has learned the
methods? The person who never produces anything new has
also done that. It is imagination [Phanmtasie] that is the
decisive function of the scholar. Imagination naturally has a
‘hermeneutical function and serves the sense for what is

-questionable.. It serves the ability to expose real, productive
guestions, something in which, generally speaking, only he
who masters all the methods of his science succeeds.

As a student of Plato, I particularly love those scenes in

R wﬂ}~
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which Socrates gets into a dispute with the Sophist virtuosi
and drives them to despair by his questions. Eventually they
can endure his questions no longer and claim for themselves
the apparently preferable role of the questioner. And what
happens? They can think of nothing at all to ask. Nothing at
all occurs to them that is worth while going into and trying
to answer.

I draw the following inference from this observation. The
real_power of hermeneutical consciousness is our ability to

,'see what is questxonable Now if what we have before our

gves is not only the artistic tradition of a people, or historical
tradition, or the principle of modern science in its hermeneu-
tical preconditions but rather the whole of our experience,

then we have succeeded, I think, in joining the experience of
science to our own universal and human experience of life.

Eor we have now reached the fundamental level that we can
cali (with Johannes Lohmann) the “linguistic constitution of
the world.”! It presents itself as the consciousness that is -
effected by history [wzrkungsgeschzchtlzches Bewusstsein] -

and that provides an initial schematization for all our possi- .
Dbilities of knowing. I leave out of account the fact that the
scholar — even the natural scientist — is perhaps not com-
pletely free of custom and society and from all possible
factors in his environment. What I mean is that precisely
within his scientific experience it is not so much the “laws of
ironclad inference” (Helmholz) that present fruitful ideas to
him, but rather unforseen constellations that kindle the spark
of scientific inspiration (e.g., Newton’s falling apple or some
other incidental observation).

The consciousness that is effected by history has its fulfill-
ment in what is linquistic. We can learn from the sensitive
student of language"t'hat language, in its life and occurrence,
must not be thought of as merely changing, but rather as
something that has a teleology operating within it. This
means that the words that are formed, the means of expres-
sion that appear in a language in order to say certain things,
are not accidentally fixed, since they do not once again fall
altogether into disuse. Instead, a definite articulatiom, of the
world is built up — a process that works:as if guided and one
that we can always observe in children whe.are-lgarning to
speak.
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We can illustrate this by considering a passage in Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics that ingeniously describes one definite
aspect of language formation.? The passage treats what Aris-
totle calls the epagoge, that is, the formation of the universal.
How does one arrive ‘at a universal? In philesophy we say:
how do we arrive at a general concept, but even words in this
sense are obviously general. How does it happen that they are
“words,” that is, that they have a general meaning? In his
first apperception, a sensuously equipped being finds himself
in a surging sea of stimuli, and finally one day he begins, as
we say, to know something. Clearly we do not mean that he
was previously blind. Rather, wheh we say “to know”
ferkennen] we mean “to recognize” [wiedererkennen], that
is, to pick something out (herauserkennen] of the stream of
images flowing past as being identical. What is picked out in

'thlS fashion is clearly retained. But how? When does z child

ow its mother for the first time? When it sees her for the
first time? No. Then when? How does it take place? Can we
really say at all that there is a single event in which a first
knowing extricates the child from the darkness of not know-
ing? It seems obvious to me that we cannot. Aristotle has
described this wonderfully. He says it is the same as when an
army is in flight, driven by panic, until at last someone stops
and looks around to see whether the foe is still dangerously
close behind. We cannot say that the army stops when one
soldier has stopped. But then another stops. The army does
not stop by virtue of the fact that two soldiers stop. When
does it actually stop, then? Suddenly it stands its ground
again. Suddenly it obeys the command once again. A subtle
pun in involved in Aristotle’s description, for in Greek “com-
mand” means arche, that is, principium. When is the principle
.present as a principle? Through what capacity? This question
Is in fact the question of the occurrence of the universal.

If I have niot misunderstood Johannes I.ohmann® $ exposi-
tion, precisely this same teleology operates constantly in the
life of language. When Lohmann speaks of linguistic tenden-
cies as the real agents of history in which specific forms
expand, he knows of course that it occurs in these forms of

realization, of “coming to a stand” [Zu __rgzﬁtehem@m@en] ;
as the beautiful German word says. What is manifest here 1

UNIVERSALITY OF THE PROBLEM 15

contend, is the real mode of operation of our whole human

experience of the world. Leaming to speak is surely a phase

of special productivity, and in the course of time we have all
transformed the genius of the three-year-old into a poor and
meager talent. But in the utilization of the linguistic interpre-
tation of the world that finally comes about, something of
the productivity of our beginnings remains alive. We are ali
acquainted with this, for instance, in the attempt to translate,
in practical life or in literature or wherever; that is, we are
familiar with the strange, uncomfortable, and tortuous feel-
ing we have as long as we do not have the right word. When
we have found the right expression (it need not always be
one word), when we are certain that we have it, then it
“stands,” then something has come to a “stand.” Once again
we have a halt in the midst of the rush of the foreign
language, whose endless variation makes us lose our orienta-
tion. What 1 am describing is the mode of the whole human

.experience of the world. T call this experience hermeneutical,

for the process we are describing is repeated continually
throughout our familjar expenence There is always a world
already interpreted, already orgamzed in its basic relatmns
into which experience steps as something new, upsetting
what has led our expectations and undergoing reorganization

itself in the upheaval Misunderstanding and strangeness are

not the first factors, so that avoiding misunderstanding can
be regarded as the specific task of hermeneutics. Just the
reverse is the case. Only the support of familiar and common
understanding makes possible the venture into the alien, the
lifting up of something out of the alien, and thus the broad-
ening and enrichment of our own experience of the world.
This discussion shows how the claim to universality that is
appropriate to the hermeneutical dimension is to be under-
stood. Understanding is language-bound. But this assertion
does not lead us into any kind of linguistic relativism. It is
indeed true that we live within a language, but language is not
a system of signals that we send off with the aid of a
telegraphxc key when we enter the office or transmission
station. That is not speaking, for it does not have the infinity

of the act that is linguistically creative and world experienc-

ing. While we live wholly within a language, the fact that we
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do so does not constitute linguistic relativism because there is
absolutely no captivity within a language — not even within
our native language. We all experience this when we learn a
foreign language, especially on journeys insofar as we master
-~ the foreign language to some extent. To master the foreign
language means precisely that when we engage in speaking it
in the foreign land, we do not constantly consult inwardly
our own world and its vocabulary. The better we know the
language, the less such a side glance at our native language is
perceptible, and only because we never know foreign lan-
" puages well enough do we always have something of this
feeling. But it is nevertheless already speaking, even if per-
haps a stammering speaking, for stammering is the obstruc-
tion of a desire to speak and is thus opened into the infinite
realm of possible expression. Any language in which we live is
infinite in this sense, and it is completely mistaken to infer
that reason is fragmented because there are various languages.
Just the opposite is the case. Precisely through our finitude,
the particularity of our being, which is evident even in the
variety of languages, the infinite dialogue is opened in the
direction of the truth that we are.

If this is correct, then the relation of our modem industrial
world, founded by science, which we described at the outset,
is mirrored above all on the level of language. We live in an
epoch in which an increasing leveling of all life-forms is
taking place — that is the rationally necessary requirement
for maintaining life on our planet. The food problem of
mankind, for example, can only be overcome by the surren-
der of the lavish wastefulness that has covered the earth.
Unavoidably, the mechanical, industrial world is expanding
within the life of the individual as a sort of sphere of
technical perfection. When we hear modermn lovers talking to
each other, we often wonder if they are communicating with
words or with advertising labels and technical terms from the
sign language of the modern industrial world. It is inevitable
that the leveled life-forms of the industrial age also affect

! language, and in fact the impoverishment of the vocabulary
i of language is making enormous progress, thus bringing about
an approximation of language to a technical sign-system.
Leveling tendencies of this kind are irresistible. Yet in spite
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of them the simultaneous building up of our own world in
language still persists whenever we want to say something to
each other. The result is the actual relationship of men to
each other. Each one is at first a kind of linguistic circle, and
these linguistic circles come into contact with each other,
merging more and IMore. Language occurs once again, in
vocabulary and grammar as always, and never without the.

inner infinity of the dialogue that is in progress between

every speaker and his partner. That. is the fundamental di-
mension of hermeneutics. Genuine speaking, which has some-
thing to say and hence does not give prearranged signals, but
rather seeks words through which one reaches the other .
person, is the universal human task — but it is a special task
for the theologian, to whom is commissioned the saying-
further (Weitersagen) of a message that stands written.

NOTES
1. COf. Johannes Lohmann, Philosophie und Sprachwissenschaft

(Berlin: Duncker & Humbolt, 1963).
2. Aristotle, Pasterior Analytics, 100a 11-13.



