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Preface

When the first publication of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s magnum opus Wahrheit und
Methode (Truth and Methody came to lite in 1960, the work was initially received with a
slight sense of puzzlement and yet concurrently acknowledged as monumental. The ttle,
in English, Truth and Method, was regarded by the philosophical community both m
Germany and abroad as being somewhat obscure, as Gadamer himself would later admit,’
but the ingeniousness of the book’s content could hardly be dcbated. Since its initial
publication, 7ruth and Method has respectively helped to expand and light up the horizon
of modern hermeneutics by provoking, at once, a reconsideration of the phenomenon of
understanding while, at the same time, enlivening the debate over scientific methodology
and its exclusive claim to truth.

The central aim of the present thesis bas been to focus on Part I of Truwih and
Method, concentrating primarily on the ‘guiding humanistic concepts’ and the experience
of truth in art, to clarify Gadamer’s understanding of truth and to shed new light as to how
the experience of truth is to be grasped in relafion to the human sciences, ie. the
humanities. The humanistic concepts, I believe, are vital to understanding the experience
of truth. One reason, which leads me to this conclusion, is that in Truth and Method
(Gadamer begins his philosophical undertaking with the chicidation of the humanstic
concepts rather than with a direct exposition of truth. By opening with the humanistic
concepts, Gadamer seems to demonstrate subtly the phenomenological and ontological
nature of knowledge and understanding. The cutcome of this manceuvre is that one comes
to realise that truth does not simply belong to method and that it is not something which
can be defined solely as ‘absolute certainty”. Moreover, in my interview with Professor
Gadamer, the humanistic concepts, he explained to me, are the most ‘natural’ and
‘original’ concepts. By natural and original. he means thai these concepts are intrinsic.
They evolve from life as well as being a part of life, i.c. a way of living. Thus these
concepts, he affirmed, represcut ‘a way of life” and a way to truth. Conscquently, insofar
as comprehending the phenomenon of truth, I believe any and every investigation of the
concept of truth must begin with the understanding of the humanistic tradition.

The following thesis however docs not end simply with the humanistic concepts. 1t

also devotes to examining the truth-claim or the ‘truth-experience’ of art. This part of the

b See “Reflections on My Philosophical Journey™ in The Philosophy of Huns-Georg Gadamer. (Ed. Lewis T. Hahn
Chicago: Open Caurl Publishing Co., 1997.), p. 17.
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Preface

inquiry centres on Lwo important questions: (1.) How are we to understand art? (2.) What

does it mean to experience art? The challenge here has been to show how Gadamer

overcomes Kant’s subjectivation of the acsthetic experience and to demonstrate how and
vhy Gadamer considers the experience of art as the ‘scif-presentation” of heing,.

In surveying the various works of criticism 1 have tried to draw attention to whalt

seem to me to be the most insightful comments and analyses. If'1 have failed in any way to

supply proper acknowledgement to ideas, which might seem close to other critical works, 1

oflfer my apologies. As I am sure those in the research business know well, in reflection

ideas ofien interfuse with one’s own, making it difficult sometimes to discriminate
between one’s own ideas from another’s. However, T have tried my best to keep from that

error.

i - Lt




Introduction

What is ‘truth’? How do we in our time understand the concept of truth? Is truth
what i3 exclusively opened to the ‘exact scicnecs’, i.e. the natural sciences, and accessible
only thwough rigorous scientific method? If so, how arc we to think about and understand
the variety of knowledge-claims that exist beyond scientific exactitude and methodological
procedure? Are we simply to deem these knowledge-claims as irrelevant and abandon them
since they possess no ‘truth’, or do we accept them as lesser kmowledge-claims with
minimal significance? Or better yet, can we nevertheless understand them simply as equals
to scientific knowledge? And what if we consider that the phenomenon of truth is neither
confined nor restricted to the so-called ‘objective sciences’, what happens then? Do we ot
undermine all accepted siandards of truth and objectivity (as determined by the modern
sciences) if we stretch the possibility of “truth happening’ into the domain of the “lifeworld”
(Lebenswelf)? 1f not, how are we {o access those truth-claims in the interpretive disciplines,
such as art, history, literature and philosophy, which transcend the realm of the natural
sciences? Do we continue to employ the reputable ‘scientilic method” to sceure and
guarantee their truth-claims, or are there other possible avenues, independent of method, to
realise an experience of truth? And finally, what does it mean, if anything at all, to have an
experience of truth? Tn his magnum opus Wolwheit und Methode: Grundziige einer
Philosophischen Hermeneutik Hans-Georg Gadamer offers a fascinating attempt to unravel
these profound and challenging questions which have perplexed Western thought since its
very beginning. With rich philosophical (horoughness, he presents a heterogeneous
exposition of truth which consists of an intriguing critique of culture that offers a unique re-
thinking of concepts, such as ‘prejudice’; ‘authority’, ‘tradition” and ‘language” as well as a
sophisticated review of modern aesthetic theory - Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Judgement
{1790} in particular — and of historical understanding, which have developed gradually since
the age of Enlightenment. But also central to Gadamer’s treatise is Martin Heidegger’s
“hermeneutics of facticity’, sometimes seferred to as ‘hermeneutic phenomenology’. In fact,
it can be sald without exaggeration that Gadamer discovers in Heideggerian thought the
necessary structural foundation and the conceptual tools for formulating his own
‘philesophical hermeneutics™.

The Claim for Hermeneutic Truth beyond the Parameters of Method
In Truth and Method Gadamer begins from the standpoint that there is truth beyond

the “sciences’ and argues explicitly that experiences of truth can neither be left to the



Introduction

modern seicnces to be discovered nor synthetically limited to the sphere of scientific study,
since such events are tntertwined and diffused into the very [abric of ‘Being’. {n his view
the understanding of truth, with which our modern time has become acquainted, has been
artificially narrowed, especially since the age of Cartesian rationalism, to denote something
that is wholly ‘absolute’, i.e. possessing ‘atemporal certainty’, and that which can solely be
discovered through scientific method. This perception of truth, Gadamer explains, was
dramatically fostered in the eighteenth century by the analytic tradition of German Idealism,
which found its point of departure in the Kantian critiques. Since then, the phenomenon of
truth as ‘absolute knowing’, to use Hegel’s phrase, became strictly monopolised by the
modern sciences and thought to be acquired only through the spirit of methodical research
and progress. However this view of truth as certainty, Gadamer contends, denies the
possibility of truth-claims, for instance, in art or literature, where knowledge is not based on
fixed empirical data that can be studied, verified and reproduced through method, but is
conditioned by uncontrollable and inexhaustible variables, such as the imagination, intuition
and artistic sensibility of the artist or writer. Although the study of Geisfeswissenschaften'
neither demands or proffers proof nor begins with a clear, general rule, Gadamer maintains
that it nevertheless possesses indispensable truth-claims that must be sought after and
understood. But how can we realise those experiences of truth that lie outside the dominion
of the modern “natural sciences’? Da we require and rely on the ideal of verification by
method? The answer, for Gadamer, is a clear and definitive no! The human scicnces, he
declares:
are joined with modes of experience which lie outside science: with the
experiences of philosophy, of art, and of history itself These arc all modes of
experience in which a truth is communicated that cannot be verified by the
methodological means proper to science {Iruth and Method xii / Wahrheit und Methode

xiii-xiv)*

! The term Geisteswissenschafien tanslutes into Fnglish as the *haman scienves’.  From horcalier, boll terms will he
nsed mterchonpeably.

? Hans-Georg Gadamer. Truth and Adethod. (2'"1 ed. London: Sheed and Ward, 1979), Wakwheir und AMethode.
(Tubingen: J.C.B. Mulir {Puul Sicbeck), 1960). All citutious [or Truth and Methad will be cited hereafier as TM. ‘IThe
original German edition Wahrheit und Merthode will also be cited along side the English translation as WM.
Unfortunately, due to limited resources, 1 have been forced to compromise myself to use the 1™ edition of Wakirhreir and
Methode instead of the 2™ or the 3"i edition. However, it should be noted that there is, according to Gadamer,
essentially very litile change betweei the first and (he vilier two editions. The minor altcration 1o the second edition
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Introduction

In contrast to his predecessors, such as Friedrich Schleierimacher, Johann Droysen and
Wilhelm Dilthey whose hermeneutical preoccupation was with developing a strict
methodological system, comparable to that of the modern natural sciences, to legitimisc the
scientificity of the human sciences epistemologically, Gadamer rejects entirely the premise
that methad is the sole provider of truth and guarantor of validity of all sciences, and posits
instead that the revelation of tiuth-claims in the human sciences occurs within the
phenomenon of undersianding (Verstindiging) that comes from dialectic and dialogue. 1n
providing a critical analysis of modern bermencutics, Gadamer, in Truth and Method,
reveals how all attempts in the last hundred and fifly vears to justily the
Geisteswissenschaften as sciences did not succeed, on the account that every undertaking
persisted in defending the human sciences by following Kant - modelling the idea of science
and knowledge on the natural sciences and seeking the dislinctive [(eatures of human
sciences in the artistic clement (artistic feeling, artistic induction). Flis explication shows
most clearly how Schleiermacher, Droysen and Dilthey all failed to escape from the negative
notion of ‘inaccurate sctences’ — with which human sciences are still identificd — due to their
insistence on viewing the human sciences through the eyes of a modern natural scientist.
Their conception of themselves as scientists, in other words, was based on the standard of
the natural sciences. What is more, Gadamer’s critique and criticism against the method-
guided consciousness of the modern hermeneutic theorists likewise pertain to the positivists
of the mid-twentieth century, whose aim was to equate the Geisteswissenschaften on the
same plane as the natural scienccs. However the positivists, Gadamer explains, did not
acknowlcdpe the [undamental differences that Dilthey had made between the natural
sciences and the Geisteswissenschaften, but they rather assumed that the methodology
supplied by the natural sciences could in fact provide the human sciences with an accurate,
objective method of tnquiry, unaffected by changes in historical and scientific norms and
premises. Put simply, they claimed that establishing a stricl scientific method for the
Geisteswissenschaften could abolish all subjective intrusions. From Gadamer’s point of
view, howcver, such a methodological approach to the human sciences is inapplicable since
it dismisses all cognitive value for disciplines which are influenced by the imagination and

talent.

can be found in the new Foreword. Tt should also be noted Lhat (he English translation used here is bused on the second
edilion of Waltrfieit und Methode rather than (he firsl. In [acl, there are no English lranslations of the fivst edition.




Introduction

According to Gadamer, the Geisteswissenschaften as science ‘cannot be fitted into
the modern concept of science’ (TM Y / WM 5). Canscequently, he argues that the search for
a methodological approach to discover and justify truth-claims in human scienccs is
inappropriate, for it presupposes that the essence of truth discovered in the humanitics is
analogous to that found in the natural sciences. Indeed, to articulate about knowledge or
truth-claims in the human sciences, is not the same as speaking about the certainty of
algorithmic theorems, Wheteas in the ‘objective scicnces’ the ideal of truth is equated with
self-certainty, i.c. with indubitable principles which can serve ag starting points for
discovering new general principles, obviously in the Geisteswissenschafter there are no
irreformable, clear and distincl, absolutely cerlain principles, no indisputable general law or
first rule that can lead to new maxims. The human sciences’ claims to truth, in comparison
to the natural scicnces, are of a different kind and order. They do not concern themselves
with entities that exist ‘out there’ in the world or how those entities came into existence;
they are rather in the business of cxploring the phenomenon of ‘Being” of human beings.
Their truth-claims are rather discovered and defined in respect to the human condition, to
the historicity of mankind; consequently, their clarity and certainly are only acquired within
the contimuum of Being “The historical sense, which the human sciences culiivate in
themselves’, Gadamer explains, ‘brings with it a habituation to changing, standards that lead
to an uncertainty about the usc of our own standards’® What is more, the language of the
human sciences is very different from the language of the natural sciences. The use of
dissimilar fanguages indicates most clearly in advance that the human sciences’ claim to
truth is not identical to that of the natural sciences. Modern sciences speak in lerms of
monological ‘sign’ language. Words are principally uscd as an instrument for exact
designation. They function as signs or designators which point to things. The symbolic
fanguage of mathematics, for instance, is static, sel{-contained and limited in its scope.
Although new concepts may be added to mathematical language, existing concepts seldom
evolve or expand their meaningfulness. Concepts, tor the most part, are mainly univocal,
fixed and preeise in their indication. For example, if we take the simple formula for speed: v
= d/t (velocity = distance/time) or the chemical equation for water: T20 = 2H ~ O (H20 or

water = 2 hydrogen + 1 oxygen), what is understood here is a specific and precise

* [ans-Georg Gadamer. “Truth in the Human Sciences® in Hermenentics and Truch. (lllinois: Northwestern University
Press, 1994), p. 27.
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Introduction

designation of concepts. There is no ambiguity regarding (he meaning of the equation or
formula since there is one and only one understanding for each concept. This inert
character of scientific “sign’ language is what epables that which is designated to be tested,
confirmed and reproduced through method. Scientific terms, in other words, do not speak
but indicate: ‘Ti can be stated as a fundamental principle that wherever words assume a mere
stgn function, the original connection between speaking and thinking, with which we are
concerned, is changed into an instrumental relationship” (TM 392 / WM 410). In complete
contrast, the language of the human sciences is ‘natural’ and ‘living’. It 1s dynamic, ever
growing and changing. The ferms we usc in the human sciences possess a honizon of
meaningfulness, and consequently (metaphorical) ambiguitly is inescapable. DBut precisely
because words often possess muitiple meanings, this character of plurality also supplies the
concepts with a saying-power. Gadamer affirms;
Siowly I became aware that the language custowarily used in German philosophy
was not just full of preconceptions and prejudices, but also full of depth and
significance. Gradually I came to heed the speaking power of words, a power which
still goes on speaking in every linguistic usage and i its antecedents. In sum, the
language of philosophy itself began to speak again.*
Hence, the concepts of the Geisteswissenschaften do not indicate and cxplain; they disclose
and ‘express’! Their significance lies not in exactitude but in expression. Waords articulaie
and disclose themselves in such a way that we learn them. We acquire an understanding of
a word, i.e. its meaningfulness, over time, as the word discloses itself to us as it is in its
selfsameness. If one makes the assertion that “Juliet 1s beautiful®, for instance, this assertion
does not so much indicate precisely what Juliet ‘1s’, instead it expresses a multifarious and
inexhaustible range of qualities that ‘could’ characterise Juliel. The word beautiful is not a
closed concept, and thus it cannot be determined “absolutely’. Within this one concept,
there are many other concepts, which are full of their own meaningfulness, that have
become embedded over its living history. Consequently, this makes the assertion, “Juliet is
beautiful’, equivocal; but at the same time, the term beautiful speaks of Juliet in certain a
light so that we can learn something of her from the inherent richness of the coneept, and

turn Juliet also discloses a particular character of the word ‘beautiful’. Obviously, lhere is

* Hans-Georg Gadamer. *Reflections on My Phifosophical Journey’, op. cit., 21.
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Introduction

no precision or pinpoint accuracy in such an assertion. But does this mean that such
assertions, which do not use an univocal system of signs, are false or less frue than
mathematical propositions? Certainly, this is not the case, in that we are not comparing two
identical twins but two very individual and dissimilar sciences, each with their own
particular set of vocabulary and ‘method’ of disciosure. Since the language of the human
sciences 18 not an instrument of designation, their truth-claims cannot be discovered through
scientific method. Method, in order to be efficctive, requires a ‘sign’ language.

An other objection, which Gadamer holds aguinst the search for method validation
for the Geisteswissenschaften, is in the fact that such a quest indicates a misconception of
what the human sciences really are. To demand method, according to Gadamer, is Lo
presuppose that there 15 a fixed subject-object dichotomy inherent in  the
Geisteswissenschaften — meaning, for instance, that the truth of a work of art is ‘out there’,
disconnected and independent of the perceiver, to be rationally analysed.” Certainly when
knowledge is acquired through method, there is an independent object of investigation and
an impartial observer who examines that particular object from a neutral position by means
of logical induction to universal laws; however, in regards to the human sciences such a
subject-object schema cannot be established since the subject perusing, i.e. the interpreter, 1s
also the very object of investigation, i.e. the interpretandum. This means that the object of
the human sciences, i.e. the content of literary and historical studies, is the moral and
historical existence of mankind, and insofar as the study of the Geisteswissenschaften is
concerned, the investigative cogniser {(man) is always a part of the object of inquiry.
Consequently, he cannot stand over against his subject of perusal as a contemplative subject
against an independent object. In historical studies, for instance, the histordan can never
adopt an attitude of detached conlemplaiion, in that he can neither deny nor stand
disconnected, extricated from his own historicity when examining or interpreting historical
events. Of course, there is the “lemporal distance’ between a given event and the historian,
and one could indeed argue for a “distanced objectivity”; but nevertheless, this does not
overcome the fact that the investigator is always fixed within the continuum of (historical)

effects, which arise from all given events.® To be sure, insofar as his historical perceplion s

5T § 4. 1 it will be shown further, through Gudamer’s notion of *play”, that in art and the human sciences in general a
subject-ohyect schema is absent.

®In § 2. 4 which focuses on the [Teideggerian nolion of facticity, I will make ¢lear this point concerning the inescapable
and inelictable ‘situatedness” of man in his history.

| e emgem open pfepaencdiiryiemgppengiiee: s 85 e g 8§ % £ m § S mmy peee Amm s e & setetss s mode m et
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Introduction

concerned, he does not view history as a tabula rasa or an emply consciousness but always
seeks to understand it from his historically tainted position, i.e. a “prejudiced’ perception,
for he himself, as an historical being, is immersed and surrounded by history. Coasequently
he possesses, what Gadamer calls, an ‘effective historical consciousness’
(Wirkungsgeschichiliches Bewufisein). It scems, according to (Gadamer, every event or
‘manifestness’ of history touches our lives, directly or indirectly, actively or passively. Asa
matter of fact, we cannot begin to construe properly any ‘happening’ of history without first
taking into accournt our own set of inherited prejudgements, which in effect derives from
every historical event, “True historical thinking’, Gadamer tells us, ‘must take account of iis
own historicality” (TM 267 / WM 2%3). 1o be sure, a subject-object dichotomy cannot exist in
historical studies since there is an indivisible unity betwcen historian and history, an
indispensable fusion, in a manner of speaking, out of which truth and understanding are
uncovered. “The true historical object’, Gadamer writes, ‘is not an object at afl, but the
unity of the one and the other, a relationship in which exist both the reality of history and
the reality of historical understanding” (ibid.).

It shouid be noted from the outset that Gadamer does not suggest that we ought to
dispense with method. What he does instead is to call into question the status of method by
asking it method is the only path to truth. There is no question that we owe much to
scientific method, for it has rendered and verified knowledge-claims that have changed
substantially the way we think about and perceive our world. Through methodical research
and progress, we have disabused many illusions and liberated ourselves from much of our
ignorance in regards to our knowledge of the physical world and of our being. In some
sense, we could say, that we owe our cultural being to science and its method of
verification. When we consider our every day lives, almost nothing gocs untouched by
science. “Science is — even as one reproaches it — the alpha and omega of our civilization.”
But daes this mean that we have complete access to all truths through method? Certainly
there are areas of human existence in which scientific methodology cannot pervade nor
prevail. In fact, the use of method is always limited in scope, in that it is atways confined to
a particular language, 1.e. scientific language, and to a specilic sel of [acts, which it tries to

prove in abstraction from other facts that may be related with them. The human scientific

" Truth in the Human Sviences’, op, cit,, 38,

[




Introduction

research does not so much focus univocally on the achievement of comprehensible and
useful results, but rather concentrates on questioning. Method represents at best a good
way to find answers but one cannot expect to discover new questions through method ®
Consequently, method only renders a partial view of “Being’. Hence, rather than
constituting an unrealisable methodical program of practical guidelines for discovering and
justifying truth-claims in the Geisteswissenschaften, Gadamer, i Truth and Method,
directly and indirectly raises two fundamental questions: 1). What is truth? and 2), What
are the necessary conditions for the possibility of cognising truth? In his view,
understanding the ‘whatness’ of truth does not begin with inductive logic, but rather with
the ‘hermeneutic of facticity’, the inferpretation of Dasein (Being-there), which Heidegger
brought to light in his well-known achievement Being and Time. Heidegger, we can say,
fundamentally breaks from the method-minded position of the nineteenth-century
hermeneuticists by abandoning the traditional perception of truth as agreement and by
rejeciing the idea of the search for a ‘methodological’ hermeneutics to concentrate on
explicating the ‘givenness’ of human existence. In explicating the meaning of “Being” and
‘Being-there (Dasein) in-the-world’, Teidegger explains in Being and 1ime that truth is
neither absolute correspondence or coherence of something to something, but rather the
‘sudden moment” when a phenomenological uncovering or unfolding of the being of Being-
there as it is in its selfsameness occurs. In simpler terms, truth, as he puts it, s «lileda,
unconcealment (Unverborgenheit) or disclosure (Erschlossenheif).® This formulation of
truth in essences separates the notion of truth from the notion of certainty and appropriates
it to the finitude of Dasein. But given that truth is a/erheia, how shall we disclose and grasp
unconcealment (truth) itself. In Heidegger’s view the possibility for grasping truth lies in
the phenomenon of understanding. The structure of understanding, he contends, is what
allows truth to be ‘authenticated’. Understanding in this sense is i{sell a mode of disclosure
and as such, it is itself truth.

In Truth and Method Gadamer fundamentally rejects the notion: wveritas est

adaequatio rei el intellectus and inslead takes over Hetdegger’s ‘phenomenal’ rediscovery

8 See Jean Grondin, Hermenentische Wahrheir? (2™ ed. Weizheim: Bellz Athemium, 1994), p. 106.
® Truth in Greek trauslates as afétheia, which is made up of the prefix ¢ (‘not’) and the verbal stem -2af-(‘to cscape
notice’, ‘fo be concealed") Trath thus may be understood as “vot covered” or “un-concealed’.

el s b A4 s et o m ot =




Introduction

of Wahrheit als Unverborgenheit (truth as unconcealment)." By accepting the notion of
unconcealment and the primordial relationship between truth and understanding, Gadamer,
as it were, discovers a direct access through the impasse of modern hermeneutics, which is
oriented to mcthod and methodology for legitimising and justifying the so-called “truth
experience’ in the Geisteswissenschafien. In fact his treatise radically moves away from the
‘methodical rationality’ that characterised much of traditional hermeneutics to offer a
different kind of hermeneutical theory, one which considers the phenomenon of
understanding and the antology of language as the opening gates to truth. Gadamer calls
his theory ‘Philosophische Hermenentik’ (philosophical hermencutics).  Philosophical
hermeneutiics, he contends, is not concerned with formulating general principles for
interpretation or with discovering unassailable certainties of agreement or correspondence,
rather it seeks to grasp how understanding is possible and through understanding, how
truth, i.e. unconceabment, 1s cognisable i the human sciences. In Gadamer’s view, these
questions are fundamental in challenging the unquestioned domination of Kantian thought,
which placed and delimited all concepts of knowledge and truth exclusively under the

umbrella of theoretical and practical employment of reason.

Philosophical Hermeneutics vis & vis Kantian Aesthetics

Central to Gadamer’s endeavour in Truth and Meithod is the overcoming of Kant’s
radical subjectivisation of aesthetics. In his Critique of Judgment Immanuel Kant (1724-
1804), one of the most highly influential Western philosophers of modern time, provides,
with his transcendental foundation of aesthetic judgment, a new basis for aesthetics. Kant,
in general, subjectivises and aestheticises the judgment of taste. Thal is to say, he abandons
the moral and social implications of taste and limits its significance exclusively to the
aesthetic realm. By virtually categorising and labelling ‘subjective’ and ‘aesthetic’ to
whatever does not measure up to the standards of the objective and methodical natural
sciences, Kant restricts and confines the notion of truth to the realm of pure natural

scientific cognition, departing from the ‘humanist tradition’ in which judgments of taste still

" Tn all, Gadamer concurs with the essence of Heidegger’s ontological acconnt of truth (aud anderstanding), but this
dees not mean that he simply takes Heidegger word for word.  Gadamer’s treatment of rruth, or rather his
understanding of liow truth is experienced, 1e. the understandiug of the conditions necessary to cognise fruth, in some
sense diverges significantly [rom Heidegger's notion of tnuth experience. For Gadamer the tneonceakment is ultimately
tied to dialogue and dialectics, as we shall come to discover.
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possessed a cognitive value. Strictly speaking, his subjectivisation of taste discredited all
conceptual knowledge except that of the natural sciences. But moreover, it compelled the
‘human-sciences-to-be’ to be subjugated to a methodology of the natural sciences in self-
analysis in order to justify their own truth-claim and avoid relativism — in simpler terms, to
adapt the practices and standards of the natural sciences in order to legitimise themselves as
‘sciences’. Following Kant, the humanistic tradition — which prior to Kant was the
governing norm of human sciences — was thus displaced by the increasingly dominant
method of the natural sciences. As such, the human sciences’ claim to truth came Lo be
measured by a standard alien (o them. The study of the Geisteswissenschaften-to-be arrived
at a critical turning point. The consequence of Kant’s Third Critigue in short meant that
there was now the need to justify the autonomy of the Geisteswissenschafien independently
from the natural sciences. In the nineteenth century, hermencutic theorists, such as
Schleiermacher, Droysen and Dilthey pursued this aim extensively. Towever, as we bave
indicated eatlier, their atiempts to legitimise the autonomy of the Geisfeswissenschaften and
its epistemological independence ultimately failed due to their inability to escape their
methodological consciousness.'

In his attempl Lo counteract the consequences of Kant’s radical subjectivisation of
aesthetic reflective judgement and the methodical mode of knowledge represented by the
natural sciences, Gadamer uses Heidegger’s interpretation of Dasein and his formulation of
truth as ‘unconceaiment’ to legitimise knowledge and truth-claims in the human sciences.
However, this is not to say that Gadamer wishes to refute or circumvent Kant, for he
neither abandons nor rejects Kant’s insights concerning reflective judgement. On the one
hand, Gadamer certainly concurs with and advocates Kant’s establishment of aesthetic
autonomy — that is to say, he agrees with Kant that acsthetic judgement is independent from
conceptual knowledge. However, on the other hand, he disagrees with Kani’s assertion
that the concept of truth is to be understood wholly in relation to conceptual knowledge.
Thus what Gadamer attempts is to reassert the ontological foundations of the
Geisteswissenschaffen, which Kant dismissed when he established the autonomy of

aesthetics, throngh the “practical discipline” of philosophical hermeneutics.

M 15 the first chapter, I will ofter a bricf overview of the work of Schleiermiacher, Droysen and Dilthey.
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To rediscover the ontoltogical foundations of the Geisteswissenschaften, the first
major segment of Truth and Method concerns “The Freeing Up [or Uncovering] of the
Truth Question in the Experience of Art” (‘Freilegung der Wahrheitsfrage an der Erfahrung
der Kunst’). Here, it pays to give some special attention to the German word Freilegung
{freeing or uncovering), for we can already see that Gadamer implies that the question of
truth in art is somehow ‘eclipscd” and obscured — thus in need of unconcealment — insofar
as it has become lost and therefore in need of recovery. In bis view the truth question
regarding art has become clouded and confined not as one might assume by the natural
sciences but by the aesthetic theory — namely that of Kant’s Third Crifique — “that lets itself
he restricted to a scientific concept of truth’ (TM xiii / WM xv). Accordingly, part one of his
investigation includes a critique of “aesthelic consciousness’ inherited from Kant and his
successors. But before tuming to his exposition concerning the question of truth in relation
to aesthetic experience, Gadamer first explores “The Significance of the Humanist Tradition
for the Human Sciences’, examining four guiding humanistic concepis (Bildiung, Sensus
Communis, Judgement and Taste) which exemplify ‘amecthodical” means of acquiring
knowledge and truth. Here, Gadamer reveals forms of moral and social knowledge, which
do not derive from reasoned proof, a universal rule but from humanistic concepts, which
constitute a mode of knowing and of being. Alihough Gadamer is hardly explicit in
revealing the structures of understanding in the first segment of Truth and Method, it seems
clear that he does illuminate some of the basic ideas that constitute understanding by way of
the humanistic concepts. These, we shall learn, are ideas such as “tradition” and ‘openness’.

In section 2 of Part 1, Gadamer elucidates the ontological significance of the work of
art.  This segment includes the notion of ‘play’ (Spiel) which demonstrates the
phenomenological process of truth/disclosure in the work of art and how that unfolding is
to be understood. The experience of truth in works of arf serves as important paradigm to
extend the concept of knowledge and fruth to historical understanding and the
Geisteswissenschafierr in general. For Gadamer historical understanding, similar to the
‘beautiful” in works of art, is not to be defined according to pre-cxisting rules. That s to
say, understanding of a particular historical event cannot be grasped by subsuming it under
general ruics since it is always occupied with the particular historical event. Every historical
event, in other words, must be scrutinised individually. In Truth and Method Gadamer

constitutes a new conception of historical understanding. What his insights aim 1o offer is a
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phifosophical statement that emphasises the “hermeneutical’ task, which suggests a need to
overcome the primacy of self-consciousness, i.e. the necessity to transcend the self-
alienation, or rather the critical-distancing of the “self” in the experience of art and history.
Generally speaking, Gadamer stresses our need to become aware of how much of ourselves
is involved in the experience of art and history, while at the same time opposing the notion
of disinterested, spectatorial stand  adopting an impartial attitude — as represented in
‘aesthetic’ or ‘historical’ consciousness when encounteiing works of art or studies in
history. This point of view is further emphasised by Gadamer through the analogy of the
‘play’ or ‘game’ (Spief). Since the inberited forms of cousciousness, i.e. the ‘aesthetic
consciousness’ and “historical consciousness’ handed down from German Idealism,
‘represent only alienated forms of our true history’,® Gadamer’s primary interest is to bring
to light the recognition of an “effective historical consciousness’ (Wirkungsgeschichtliches
Bewuftsein).  Bricfly, Gadamer discounts the myth of ‘aesthetic consciousness’ and
“historical consciousness’ which promote the idea that we can possess an unbiased and
prejudiceless or presuppositionless position for judgements concerning art and history, and
fof that matter our understanding in general. His position claims thal since we exist within
the continuum of history, we cannot therefore be unaffected by our history. As such, our
consciousness is an effect or the result of history, i.e., it is one which is “etfected by and
effecting history’."?

The significance which Gadamer places on his notion of ‘effective historical
consciousness’ cannot be overestimated. By bringing to recognition an “effective historical
consciousness’ in the experience of art, of history and philosophy, Gadamer expands
Heidegger’s ontological account of understanding and offers groundbreaking insights into
the phenomenon of understanding, adding a critical dimension to hermeneutics, What he
proposes with the notion of ‘effective historical consciousness’ is that understanding is
condittoned by history and tradition, arguing in effect that we exist within an inescapable
historical continuum, that s, we are standing mmmersed within an event of inheritance

(Uberlieferungsgeschehen), which itself preserves prejudices (Vorurteile), that determine

‘f ‘Reflections on My Philosophical Journey’, op «it., 27.
1% See Lawrauce Kenncdy Schmidt. Tire Bpistemuology of Hans-Georg Gadamer., (2“d unchanged ed. Frankiurt/ Main:
Puter Lang, 1987), p. 114
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Introduction

and condition our understanding.'® However, this does not imply that we are always fully
aware of the total influence that history and tradition, i.e. the inherited prejudices. have on
our understanding. Of course there are presuppositions which forever remain hidden
throughout our lives. Qur quest is simply to discover and recognise as many as possible
those prejudices which influence our understanding.

With the notion of ‘effective historical consciousness’, Gadamer not only
reconceptualises the notion of understanding in the human sciences but he also stretches and
expands what he calls ‘the hermeneutical problem” to the natural sciences. According to
Gadamer, the natural sciences are not immune to the hermeneutical problem, and he
explains that modern sciences ignore the fact that they too are effected by their historicity.
The claitn for scientific objccliveness by natural sciences, Guadamer argues, is false,
maintaining that the methodology observed by the natural sciences distracts from the fact
that the natural sciences too participate within the historical continuum and are thus

conditioned by presuppositions, presumptions and prejudices.

The Objectives of the Present Thesis

The central concern of the present thesis focuses on the task of exploring and
illuminating Gadamer’s attempt to re-establish the ontological foundations of the
(Geisteswissenschafien and therein legitimnise the human sciences’ claim Lo truith. However,
in order to keep the present work within a controliable scope, I shall limit myself primarily
to the study of Gadamer’s treatment of the humanistic concepts: Bildung (culture), Sensus
communis {(common sense), Urteil (judgement) and Geschmack (taste), and his
understanding of the ontological nature of art. Within this frame, my study will trace the
unfolding of Gadamer’s conception of knowledge and underslanding, examining in thc
process specific concepts, such as ‘tradition’ and ‘authority” which affect one’s way of
understanding, not only of human sciences but of every human experience. What is more,
ihe current study also seeks to comprehend the significance of ‘play’ and dialogue, which
Gadamer exemplifics explicitly in the experience of art, in respect to iuminating how

understanding and the experience of truth take place allogether.

" The understanding of Vorurteile (prejudice) is a theory which Gadamer discovesed fhrough Ieidegger, and as we
mentioned above, Heldegger play a significant role in helping Gadamer lo develop his own thesis concerning
understanding and “effective historical consciousness”.
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But first, to comprehend the full problematic scope of modern hermencutics, I
initially turn to Kant’s Third Critique in an effort to distill some of the far-reaching
consequences of Kant’s subjectivisation of aesthetic judgment. In my view, the complex
nature of the 7ird Critigue and its dramatic affects on modern hermeneutics seems 1o
demand and warrant a comprehensive exarnination, one which 1 aim to offer presently.
Hence, in the first chapter the focus will be to show precisely how Kant constitules the
autonomy of aesthetics and in doing so, how he deprives aesthetic judgment ol its cognilive
import, which it still possessed in the humanistic tradition. As we shall discover, by
reducing aesthetics to the realm of subjective universal and therefore denying it of any
cognitive stgnificance, Kant essentially marks the end of the humanistic tradition — to which
Gadamer returns — in which aesthetics still possessed an epistemological vatue.  The
consequential effects of Kanl’s aesthetics proper on modern hermeneutics cannot be
overestimated, for in the nineteenth century hermencutic theorists from Schieiermacher to
Dilthey found themselves desperately searching for an epistemological foundation for the
CGreisteswissenschaften by adopting the apt model of methodical procedure of the natural
sciences. Chapter one, thus, also includes a bricf overview of modern hermeneutics and
looks at the development of traditional hermeneutics, and hermeneutics of facticity belong
to Martin Heidegger, and how these traditions came down to (vadamer,

In chapter two the focus of my examination will be on the guiding humanistic
concepts. Although Gadamer’s elucidation of these concepts seems relatively modest
compared to some of the other major sections of his work, the importance of these
concepts, howcver, seems no less great, for they are imperative to understanding the
essential task of Gadamer’s philosophical project. As we shall learn, it was through the
guiding humanistic concepts that the ‘human-sciences-to-be’, prior to Kant, found its
justification and legitimacy. Prior to any application of method for attaining knowledge, the
humanistic concepts, Gadamer shows, represent not only a way of knowing but also a way
of being through which man discovers knowledge and understanding. And therefore, he
finds in these concepts the key starting point for exploring the ontological condition which
makes understanding and the acquisition of knowlcdge possible,

Finally, the third chapter is devoted to the question of truth in the work of arl. For
Gadamer the cxperience of art is the all important, exemplary paradigm which demonstrates

the legitimacy of the human sciences’ claim {o truth. Hence, the purpose of the concluding
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chapier will be to investigate how Gadamer formulates the ontological significance of art,
examining in the process the notion of ‘play’ and ‘mimesis’. Understanding play, in my
view, is fundamental to understanding the core of ‘philoscphical hermeneutics’, in that
through the notion of play, Gadamer reveals the phenomenological and dialogical structure
of understanding. Play exemplifies in a uniqgue way how understanding and truth-
experiences of the human sciences occur and how they are to be understood.

With respect to the concept of mimesis, Gadamer does not simply employ the literal
meaning of ‘imitation’. For him, the mimetic represents a primordial phenomenou which
expresses not so much an event of imitation as transformation.’* Gadamer explains that the
mimetic experience conveys the identification of something in its selfsameness and not a
reference to an original. According to him, it was the classicisi aesthetic of imitation that
confined the original understanding of mimesis as the imitation of the original. And so, to
uncover the hidden implication of the term, he follows the phenomenological approach of
‘letting things appear in themselves’ and in effect deconstructs ‘the static concepiualities,
the scholasticism and scientific objectifving, in our present way of thinking and to go behind
the received interpretations of Plato and Aristotle’."®

In comunction with “play’ and ‘mimesis’ the final chapter will also cxamine the
problems concerning the notion of “aesthetic consciousness’ and ‘aesthetic differentiation’.
According to Gadamer, both of these concepis serve to divorce art from the sphere of
reality. Aesthetic consciousness, he contends, demands the abstraction of art from its {rue
existence. It places art in its own autonomous world to be looked at as an object that can
be analysed, but examined only insofar as we look al the form of the art and never its
content - for there is no content after the separation from reality, Gadamer conjectures.
This abstraction of art from the lifeworld, which aesthetic consciousness requires, Gadaner
terms as ‘aesthetic differentiation’. Aesthetic differentiation allows art to be viewed solely
as ‘pure work of art’ but at the same time ignores the purpose, function and the meaning a
wark of art holds. But if we look at art and enjoy it merely for its forms, can we claim that
there is knowledge in the artwork? Apparently the disconnection of art from the lifeworld

erases all significance that the work of art possesses. Thus one of the primary objects of

1* Hans-CGeorg Gadamer. *Poetry and Mimesis® in The Relevance of the Beautifui and Oiher Essavs. (Trans. Nicholas
Wulker Cambridge: Cambridge Universtty Press, 1877), p. 121
* Richard Pabmer. “Ritual, Rightness, and Troth’ in Philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer. op. cil., 330.
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Truth and Method is the overcoming of the myth of aesthetic consciousness and aesthetic

dilferentiation.




Chapter [ 17

Kantian Aesthetics and Modern Ilermeneutics: An Overview

§ 1. Kant’s Formulation of Aesthetic Judgment

The present chapter examines Kant’s Third Crifique, the Critique of Judgment,
which is essentially divided into two major parts: a.) “Critique of Aesthetic Judgment’ and
b.) “Critique of Teleological Judgment’. Here, Kant is primarily concerned with the
iranscendental possibility of judgments; (hat is, he attempts to establish an a prion
principle for judgments. Moreover, he questions the essential quality and structure of
aesthetic judgments, the mental actions that constitute them, their distinctness from moral
or cognitive claims, and the conditions which must be complied with a defence of
particular aesthetic claims to be legitimate. 1n the Crifique of Pure Reason Kant defined
judgment as essentiallv “determinative’, that is, the capacity to subordinate empirically
given particulars under a universal law or concept provided by the facully of
understanding. T'o this extent, Kant’s definition of judgments of beauty excluded the
possibility to ascribe to judgments of beauty any a priort principle of their own.

[Towever after his Second Critigue, Kant realised that there was a need to formulate
a philosophical system to bridge the division between the faculty of pure cogmtion,
understanding — the phenomenal world of cause and effect (Critigue of Pure Reasorr) — and
the faculty of desire, reason -- the noumenal world of treedom (Critigue of Practical
Reason). The mediating link between undersianding and reason, Kant called judgment
(Urteitkraff) “of which wc¢ may rcasonably presume by analogy that it may likewise
contain, if not a special authority to prescribe laws, still a principle peculiar to itself upon

which laws are sought, although one merely subjective a priori’.'

In keeping with his
predecessors, such as G. Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) and Christian Wolll (1679-1754)
who divided cognitive knowledge into a “superior upper part’, ie. perfect knowledge
founded in the realm of intellect that deals with clear and distinct ideas, and an ‘inferior
lower part’, i.e. imperfect knowledge deriving from imagination and sense that yields

arbitrary and confused ideas, Kant assumed in his First Crifigue that judgment was simply

"Kant. Critique of Judgment. Introduction IIL. 15, Hercafler cited as CJ. In a letter to I L. Reinliold (December 21,
1787) Kant slates: ‘T am now at work on the critique of taste, and T have discovered a kind of a priori principle different
from thase heretofore observed. For therc are three taculties of the mind: the facully of desire, In the Crtique of Pure
(theoretical) Reason, [ have fnmd a priosi panciples for the first of these, and in the Critique of Practical Reason, a prioti
principles for the third. 1 tried to find them for the second as well, and though I thought it impossible to fnd such
principles, the systematic nature of the analysis of ihe previously mentioned faculties of (i lnunan mind allowed me to
discover them, giving me anple maleriat for the rest of my life, material at which to mervel and possibly explore. So
now T recopnise three parts of philusophy, guch of which has s a priori principles, which can be enumerated and for
which one can delimil precisely the knowledge that may be based on them: {heoretical philosophy, teleclogy, and
practical philosophy, of wiich the second s, (o be sure, the least rich in a priori grounds of delermination. T hope to have
a manuseript completed though not in print by Easter; it will be entitted “Critique of Taste™. Philosophical
Correspondence 1759-99, (ed. and trans. Amull Zweig, Chicago: University Press, 1967), pp. 127-8.
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Chapter [ 18

Kantian Aesthetics and Modern Hermeneutics: An OQverview

a lower cognitive faculty, (or he thought it possessed no general principles under which a
particular can be subsumed. Judgment was considered common in the sense that everyone
possesses the capacity to judge.

However, in the Third Critigue Kant claims a distinct function for judgment,
namely ‘reflection’. He postulates that the reflective capacity of judgment, in effect,
suggests that there must be an independent a priori principle for judgment: specifically, the
‘putposiveness” (finality) of nature. This principle of finality proposes that nature is
organised in such a way that it is made intelligible through our cognitive faculties, and
therefore provides the possibility to discover conecpts and faws in terms of which pature
can be cognised. Thus, Kant states:

Now this transcendental concept of a finality of nature is neither a concept of nature
nor of freedom, since it attributes nothing at all to the Object, i.e. to nature, but only
represents the unique mode in which we must proceed in our reflection upon the
objects of nature with a view io getting a thoroughly interconnceted whole of
experience, and so is a subjective principle, i.e. maxim, of judgment.®
Thus, aesthetic judgment is ‘the faculty of estimating formal finality (otherwise cailed
subjective) by the fecling of pleasure and displeasure. . .. ** Since we have recapitulated
Kant’s account of the general idea of finality (purposiveness), let us now turn to my
primary interest which lics within Part 1 of the Critigue, involving the “Analytic of the
Beautiful’, the transcendental exposition of beauty. Here, Kant discusses the judgment of

taste and its four necessary conditions: quality, quantity, relation and modality.

§ 1.1 The First Moment

Kant initiates his discussion of the ‘First Moment’ with the exploration of the
specific quality concerning the judgment ol 1aste. He begins, first, by confirming that the
judgment of taste ‘is not a cognitive judgment, and so not logical, but is aesthetic — which
means that it is one whose determining ground cannof be other than subjective.™
According to Kant, judgment of taste is independent of all interest and is qualitatively

founded on the feeling of pleasure or displeasure:

2 Ihidl., Tntroduction V. 23.
3 1hid., Introdaction VIT, 35.
bid., § 1. 41-42.
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Kantian Aesthetics and Modern Hermeneutics: An Overview

Taste is the faculty of estimating an object or a modc of representation by means of’
a delight or aversion apart from any interest. The object of such a delight is called
beautiful
It is Kant’s primary enterprise to elucidate the particular character of pleasure since
pleasure indeed plays a fundamenta) role for the judgment of ilaste. Ile explains “All
delight (as is said or thought) is itself sensation (of pleasure)’.* However, in order to
explore and supply a sharper notion of the specific quality of the judgment of taste, Kant
explicitly differcntiates three different kinds of delight: delight in the beautiful {(das
Schéne), delight in the agreeable (das Angenehme) and delight in the good (das Gute). In
the first instance, Kant speaks of ‘the beautiful’, or rather the experience of the beautiful
(aesthctic experience), in relation to the feeling of pleasure but pleasure in the beautiful
potentiglly is common to everyone, that is, universally communicable, to use his
terminology; consequently, in doing so, he rules out the possibility of any individual
satisfaction. Kant further maintains:
Now, where the question is whether something is beautiful, we do not want to
know, whether we, or any one else, or even could be, concerned in the real
existence of the thing, but rather what eslimatc we form of it on mere
contemplation {intuition or reflection). . . . All one wants 10 know is whether the
mere representation of the object is to my liking, no matter how indifferent | may
be to the real existence of the object of this represeniation. It is guite plain that in
order to say that the object is beautiful, and to show that I have taste, everything
turns on the meaning which I can give to this representation, and not on any factor
which makes mc dependent on the real existence of the object. Everyone must
allow that a judgment on the beautiful which is tinged with the slightest interest, is
very pariial and not a pure judgment of taste.”
We may conclude that “[ijt is not the nature of the beautifu) object as such which interests
him [Kant] in the firsl place. What he is concerned with is to analyse the judgments in
which we call things beautiful’, as H. W. Cassirer perceptively notes.” Kant’s interest does
not lie in gqualifying or canonising the beautiful by means of an universal formula as his

Scotlish predecessor, Francis Hutcheson (1694-1746), for mstance, sought to accomplish

>Tbid., § 5. 50.

SThid., § 3. 44.

TThid., §2. 42,43

EH.W. Cassircr. A Conmentary on Kant's Critique of Judgmeni. {London: Methuen & Co. LTD, 1938),
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with his definition of the beautiful that beauty is ‘unity amidst variety’®; instead, his
inquiry focuses on the nature of the pleasurable reaction, which articulates itself in the
judgment of tastc™, morcover, he examines the anthropological conditions of any
aesthetical communication. Kant primarily attributes the kind of pleasurc determined for
aesthetic judgment as ‘disinterested’ and sets it therefore apart from the pleasure we take in
the agreeable and in the good. He explains:

One must not be in the least prepossessed in favour of the real existence of the

thing, but must preserve complete indifference in this respect, in order to play the

part of judge in matters of taste.”
To put it in transparent terms, the beautiful is that which pleases in disinterested
contemplation, i.e. mfuition or reflection. What Kant claims is that the judgment of taste
must be free of all interest, 1.¢., it must be determined by the feeling of pleasure in the state
of ‘disintcrcstedness’.  But what is he precisely implying by the notion of
disintcrestedness?  Belore he can give a positive definition of the ‘negative’
(disinterestedness) account of this notion, Kant first tries to explain what 1s meant Dy
“interest’, and consequently introduces his notion of the delight in the agreeablc and thc
good. The agreeable is, according to Kant, that which the senses find pleasing in sensation
and involves, as does the delight in the good, a reference to the faculty of desire
(“‘Begehrungsvermagen’). Interest (in relation to the agreeable and the good), Kant adds,
describes the “delight which we connect with the representation of the real existence of an
object’.’* The agreeable coupled with interest pertains specifically to ‘a delight
pathologically conditioned (by stimuli) . .. °" In other words, Kant, here, determines that
the objects which provoke the subjective sensatton, 1.e. the agreecable feelings are desirable
for the simple reason that they please and gratify the senses. As for the good coupled with
interest, this delight differs from the agreeable in that it involves a ‘pure praclical
delight”.!”  As Salim Kemal explains, ‘{flor Kant, “good” includes moral worth,

instrumental worth  as when it satisfics some ideal and so is a “good” object of its kind.”"*

p. 178.
Philosophical Hriting: Feancis Futcheson, Trealise I, p. 16, (London: Everyman, 1994).
17 Although here it may sound as if what distinguishes acsthetie pleasure is merely how it feel, bil of course it is much
more than thar, as 1t will be shown.
Uiga. 43
P1hid, § 2. 42.
B 1bid., § 5. 48.
Y bid.
¥ Kemal, Salim.  Kuni’s desthetic Theory: An Introduction. {London: Macmillan Press, 1992),
p. 35,
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This, in effect, implies that the delight in the good must be founded on a concept, that is,
we must have an idea of what the object that pleases is intended to be. A further
implication is that there is the relation of reason, to (at least possibic) willing, and thus a

.1 since the concept of an end is

delight in the existence of an Object or action, . .
suggested. Here, let us observe a simple analogy that illustrates Kunt’s notion of desire for
the good which is different from his notion of “disinterested’ pure aesthetic judgment, e.g.
if we say that ‘good bealth’ is something good, i.e. good for something and good in iiself.
for the reasons that good health secures the probability for a longer life and for its intrinsic
value — that no one wishes to be ill — then we could say that everything which serves as a
means to the end for good health is to be destred and therefore to be called gooed, e.g. good
nutrition, mental activity and physical exercise. This judgment is not related to the
judgment of taste, but rather is a judgment based on desire and it’s uscfuiness, ie, it is a
delight 1n the good. Moreover, it involves a concept — a rule.

In retrospect, the delight in the agreeable and in the good in both cases are linked
with the notion of interest and therefore involve the faculty of desire. As Kemal confirms,
‘in the case of desire, we value the object for the purpose — moral or sensual — it serves,

and the fact that it exists is itself an occasion for deligh( because il can satisty our

purposes.”” The judgment of taste, by contrast, is made independent of all interest.

asked whether something is beauntifill or not, one could answer independent of the real
existence of the object. One does not have to approve or to wish the existence of an object
when one calls that object beautiful. Kant explicitly maintains:
Delight in the beautifo! must depend upon the rcflection on an object precursory to
some (not entirely determined) concept. It is thus also differentiated from the
agreeable, which rests entirely upon sensation.'*
Moreover, since the delight in the good also infers “delight in the exisience of an Object or
action’, it too is differentiated by Kant from the judgment of taste. In Kant’s view, the
judgment of taste is a paradigm of reflective judgment since the object is judged without
regard to any definite concept, but exclusively with respect to whether the contemplation
of its form incites a feeling of pleasure or displeasure. Aesthetic responses provide
pleasure, i.e., the beautiful simply pleases, without taking interest in the existence of an

object. Cassirer siimilarly notes, ‘[wihether we desire the existence of an object or do not

I“" CI§4. 46.
T Kemal. op. uit,, 35.
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desire it, is a question which does not enter into our judgments about its beauty. . . . An
aesthetic judement about beauty is entirely indifferent to the existence or non-existence of
its object.”™ Nonetheless, the object — or at least an imagination of it — must exist in order
to arouse the particular agsthetic reaction, however, in essence, one is indilferent in one’s
aesthetic atlitude towards the real existence of the object. Kant emphasises that the object
is to be judged in its pure contemplation (Befrachtung — Anschauing oder Reflexion).
“‘Beautiful” is not an attribute which belongs to the object, but strictly speaking, it is an
expression of pleasure in perceiving or merely imagining the object. The phrase ‘x is
beautiful’ {The flower is beauliful.) suggests that “beautiful’ is a predicate (property) of the
object. But this is, according to Kant, a linguistical confusion, based on the old ontoogical
theory of the beautiful. Tlowever, it is important to emphasise here that afthough our
judgment of taste may be subjective and the activity of judging may involve grasping order
without applying a determinate concept, they are still judgments and will bave the same
(orms. Further, 1t should be emphasised that judgments of taste do not differ from
cognitive claims in that thewr judging character is diminished. However, a question
remains: what happens if the flower does not possess the quality of beauty, and the phrase
expresses exclusively a particular subjective reaction, a feeling of plcasure? In such a case,
it is much more plausible when Kant claims that the aesthetic attitude is free from any
intcrest in the existence of the flower. In the aesthetic attitude, the emphasis is not on the
object but exclusively pertains to the specific quality of the reaction, which is caused or
triggered by the object or a representation of it. Here, we must ponder and question
whether Kant’s formulation of the quality of the aesthetic attitude is entirely (in every
respect) satisfying because we need to have an interest in the existence of the phenomena
which arouse pleasure, otherwise an aesthetic reaction would not come about at all. But
the aesthetic reaction has no longer an interest in the existence of the object, which
mnotivated this reaction. When we say: this flower is beautiful, we do not ascribe any
properties to the flower. We merely express that we take pleasure in it. However, when
we say: this flower is red, it is obvious that in this kind of judgment, we indeed say
something about a property which belongs to the flower, to the object. And this cannot be
true unfess the object exists. While the judgment in the former case is an aesthetic

judgment of taste, the latter indicates a cognitive judgment since one can asciibe the

"I § 4. a6,
1 Cassirer. op. cit., 180.
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particular sensation of the red colour here, for example, to an objecl, namely the flower,
that is outside ourselves. Accordingly, the judgment of taste is essentially different from
logical/cognitive judgment since this kind of judgment rather cxpresses something about
our feelings and us rather than about the object and its properties. Essentially, Kant makes
the notion of ‘aesthetic’ in this particular context of judgment of taste synonymous with
‘subjective’ and by doing so, he bases the determination of the judgment of taste not on the
abject being judged, but instcad on the judping subject itself, who is self-conscious of
his/her responding feelings against the particular ‘aesthetic’ object™ Clearly in cognitive
judgments, wunderstanding (Versiamd) makes the necessary connection between the
representation and the object and Ieads us, therefore, to a certain kind of knowledge,
whereas in aesthetic judgment imagination (Einbildungsiraft) plays the decisive role.
What is meant by this is that ‘[hjere the representation is referred wholly to the subject, . . .
and this forms the basis of a quite separate faculty of discriminating and estimating, that
contributes nothing (o knowledge.”™
By determining the aesthetic attitude as “disinterested” Kant discovers a criterion

which enables him to discriminate aesthetic judgment from both moral judgment, i.c. the
distinction of good and bad, and the judgment of sensation, i.e. the distinction of agrceable
and disagreeable or pleasant and unpleasant. While the aesthetic attitude reflects the state
of the subject in the face of the phenomenon, which we call beautiful, both moral judgment
and sensual judgment are essentially related to the object. This conclusion reveals that
Kant is exclusively concerned with the differentiation of judgments. Thus, it is possible —
and this enlarges the social leeway of communication a lot — that one can disapprove
something morally but appreciate it at the same time aesthetically. In § 48 Kant makes this
explicitly clear by stating:

Where fine art evidences its superiority is in the beautiful descriptions it gives of

things that in nature would be ugly or displeasing. The Furies, diseases, devastation

of war, and the like, can (as evils) be very beautifully described, nay even

represented in pictures.”

L Gee C §1. 4142, Kant uses the term aesthetic in the sense owed to classical Greek wsage that reters w anything that
deals with senstbility whether in cognition or in teelings. Compare with Kemat. op. cit., 24.
I § 1. 42, Thave italicised a portion of the quote here to vnderline the signifivance of Kant's proposition. In Chapter
IL, 1 svill return to this specific point (o show the value and relevince of Gadamer’s eritical reading of Kant, for this is onc
%r‘ the central issues concerning Gadamer’s philosopliical henoeucutics. See also CJ § 15, 71

1bid., 173.
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Everything depends on the perspeclive, 1.¢ whether one approaches the object from an
aesthetic or cthic-moral point of view. In the aesthetic attitude, one is completely
disinterested in the possible moral dimension of a thing and vice versa, meaning that the
moral attitude should, likewise, respect the ‘autonomy” of the aesthetic judgment. These
ideas were revolutionary in the eighteenth century since they liberated the communication
of art from all moral and religicus standardisation and provided the possibility to make
even evil and moral reprehensibleness to a fascinating suwjer of the aesthetic
communication.

To summarise the ‘First Moment’ or declaration of the judgment of taste, Kant
postulates that in order to comprehend the beautiful, we must view it in light of the subject
and its disinterested feeling of pleasure. 1In order to define and emphasise this specific
guality of pleasure, Kant differentiates it from the agreeable and the good, which also
involve pleasure, but — in contrast to the beautiful — with reference to the faculty of desire.
Kant stresses that the judgment of taste must be divorced from all interest; otherwise it 1s
partisan, and therefore not a pure judgment of taste. The experience of the beautiful,
simply stated, warrants satisfaction without reference to the faculty of desire; i.e. our
vatural side, nor by rales, i.e. our cognitive capacity. Hence, it is free delight, meaning that
it “is disinterestedly based on the formal subjective purposivesncss in the object. (In
Kantian terminology, this becomes: the formal subjective purposiveness in the
representation through which an object is given and in the contemplation of which our
cognitive powers, the imagination and the understanding, are in hanmony and free play.)’™
Yet nevertheless the beautitul is characterised as a feeling of pleasure similar to the delight
in the agreeable and the good. In contrast to the aesthetic response, the delight in the
agreeable and the good are both coupled with interest. They are not indifferent to the
existenee of an object but rather are dependent on its existence. Whereas the agrecable
‘gratifies man’, the good posscsses an “objective worth’. We can see, therefore, that Kant
is well aware that pleasure occurs not only in the aesthetic moment but also in other
occasions. His analysis poinis to the various ways we regard pleasure in these occasions,
in view of our behaviour — the rules we observe — rather than with respect to merely

introspective intuition. Melvin Rader writes:

™ Crawford, Donald. Kant's Aestheiic Theory. (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1974),
pp. 38-39.
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No onc before or since Kant has more clearly distinguished [alesthetic
contemplation from practical, moral, cognitive, and appetitive interest. All of these
interest, in one way or another, are concerned for the real existence of their objects.
Kant defined ‘disinterestedness’ as fascinated attention in the absence of such
concern. The [alesthetic object may be imaginary or real, but what is
falesthetically relevant is its manifest forms and qualities as disinterestedly felt and

envisaged.™

§ 1.2 The Second Moment

In the “Second Moment® of the ‘Analytic of the Beautiful’, Kant investigates the
quantity of judgment of taste. Here, he is concerned with the judgment of taste and its
claim for universal validity. In other words, to what extent is ouvr judgment of taste
universally valid? Hitherto, we have emphasised Kant’s approach to the ‘Analytic of the
Beautiful’ in reference to the subject. But now, we are conlronted with a challenging
problem: the conflict between subjectivity on one side and a judgment claiming
universality on the other. The classical thinkers prior to Kant were not aware of this
conflict. Their approach to cxamining aesthetic judgment was rather characterised by
‘passive mirroring’, the creation of word units which represent objects (or aspect of things)
in the world on the foundation of primary visual encounter. Even Kant’s earlier writings
show an influence of the empirical method of proving universal validity. For example, in
his lecture concerning logic (Philippi notes) Kant explains: ‘Die Urteile des Schonen gehen
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aufs Objekt, daher haben sie eine Allgemeingiiltigkeit.”” or: ‘Fin Gegenstand an dem
dieses alles in einem fasslichen Verhdltniss angebracht ist , ist wesentlich schon und gefiilt
allgemein.”™ But despite his obvious empirical approach fo the object, we can already see
a differentiation compared to the rationalistic aestheticians. Kani asscrted: ‘Was allgemein
gefillt, gefallt auf z,wiefache‘,;&ﬂ: 1.) nach Gesetzen der Sinnlichkeit; das ist schdn und

getillt in der Erscheinung. 2.) nach Gesetzen des Verstandes; das i1st gut und gefillt in

2 Rader, Melvin. “The Experiences of the Behoider’. in 4 Modern Book of Esthetics: An Anthology. (New York: Hold,
Rinehart and Winston, 1979), p. 332.

B Jens Kulenkampll. Materialien zu Kanis “Kritik der Uneilstoaft’. (Frankfirt am Main: Subrkamp Verlag, 1974, p.
104, All ranslations from the Philippi noles are my own.: ‘The judgments of the beautiful refer o M object and
therefore they have an universal validity,”

6 [bid., p. 107. Trans. “An object in which all this is represented in a comprehensible relation is essentially beantiful and
pleases universally.”
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Begriffen.’ This re-evaluation of representation and the scarch for the underlying organic
function is clearly demonstrated in Kant’s critical philosophy. The acquisition of
knowledge, Kant was convinced, must involve more than simply re-presenting and
classifying the orders of things. He sets out, consequently, to uncover the subjective (and
universally valid} conditions for the possibility of representation. Kant’s justification of
aesthetlic judgment, constituted on a transcendental philosophical perspective, is, however,
in conflict between setling the deiermining ground of the aesthetic judgment in the subject
and its claim for universal validity.

Here, we see a dillerentiation between the cognitive capacity of sensibility
(Sinnlichkeil) and understanding (Verstand) which prepares the framework for the
autonomy of the judgment of taste. This was quite a revolutionary thought in Kant's time
and possibly unthinkable from a rationalistic point of view. Although the concept of
‘sensibility’ (Sinnfichkeity was still characterised with an empirical-psychotogical interest,
here, we can already see ils transition into the notion of “Gefithl’, which Kant later termed
and understood (Kantian notion of Gefithl). ‘Aber was krifisiert denn das was allgemein
gefallt? Ist es der Verstand? Nein, sondern die durch Iirfahrung gelibte Sinnlichkeit.”® At
the end of this earlier consideration, Kant summarises: ‘Es gibt also gewisse gemeine
Geselze der Sinnfichkeit in Ansehung der Form. . . .”¥ Here, the application of the nolion
of ‘form’ is very interesting; it will become typical in the later context of transcendental
philosophical perspective, emphasising the communicability of the beautiful with regard to
the subject, thus, no longer being exclusive in respect to the object (in the sense of
empiricism). In ‘Reflektionen zur Asthetik’ no. 672 (which Kant must have written it
between 1769 and 1770), the notion of form comes closer o the investigation of categories
of time and space, which was significant for the Critique of Pure Reason. ©. . .was also der
Regel der Koordination in Raum und Zeit gemil} ist, das gefilit notwendig jedermann und

0

ist schon.™™ In the Critigue of Judgment, Kant dedicates himsell 1o the problem of

v

T ihid., p. 105, Trans. “Whal pleases universally pleases in twolold: 1.) according (o the laws of sensibility; that is
beautiful and pleases in its appearanee. 2.) according to the laws of understanding; {hut is good and pleases in concepis.”
B hid., p. 106. Trms. ¢ But what, then, criticises that which pleases universally? Is it vnderstanding? No, but il is
sensibility which is tmined (developed) by experience.” In the Critigue of Judament § 3. 45, Kant distinguishes
sensation from feeling (Gefithi), explaining °. . .{he word sensation is used (e denole an objective reprasentation of sense;
and, to avoid continvally running ilie risk of misiuterpretation, we shall call that which mmst always remain prcely
stibjective, and is absolutely incapable of forming a representation of an object, by the familiar name of fecling.” We can
conclude that feeling is therefore a subjective sensation by which no object is represented whereas objective sensation is a
perception of an object through our scuses.

'_1‘} Thid., p. 1G7. Trans. “There are then particular tniversal laws of sensibility in regard o the form.”

* Thid., p. 97. Trans. © That which corresponds (o the rule of co-ordination in space and dme pleases necessaily every
one and is beantiful.”
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universal validity of judgment of taste with a pure transcendental-philosophical interest.
He proposes that it ought to be fundamentally possible to combine the judgment of taste
with the claim to universality, and he indeed claims to have discovered a solution to this
problem in order to justify his thesis of “subjective universality” in the ‘Deduction of Pure
Aesthetic Judgments’. So how does Kant arrive at a subjective universal validity as the
distinct quality of pure aesthetic judgment? First, his initial point of departure was from
the attitude of disinterestedness towards the object (what is to be called beautiful), and the
ability of the subject to experience that disinterestedness within a feeling of freedom
(Gefiihl der Freiheif). Since Kant presumes that the feeling of being free (sich-frei-fiihien)
— what we experience when we judge (or criticise) - can not be only a private condition, he
conceived that there ought to be then a corresponding objective side to the mere subjective.
The subject that experiences this freedom while making an aesthetic judgment musi
consequently ©. . .believe that he has reason for demanding a similar delight from every
one. Accordingly he will speak of the beautiful as if beauty were a quality of the object
and the judgment logical’® Universal validity is deduced from the primary premise of
aesthetic freedom which 1s experienced by everyone who is in the state of
disinterestedness. “For where any one is conscious that his delight in an object is with him
independent of interest, it is inevitable that ke should look on the object as one containing a
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ground of delight for all men.”* The logical judgment, which is based on concepts, has an
incontestable claim of universal validity. In contrast, the aesthetic judgment does not have
any evidence for its claim, and thercfore its claim can only be subjective: ‘i.e. there must

be coupled with it a claim to subjective universality.”*

The form of the judgment of taste
suggests that we are dealing with logical judgment; however, since aesthetic judgment
does not constitute itself on the basis of a concept, it can justify its claim for wniversal
validity merely provisionally by its sumtlarity (in form) to logical judgment. Thus, Kant
writes, “Ihe beautiful is that which , apart from concepts is represented as the object of a
universal delight’.* 1t i1s already evident that logical judgment is not identical with
acsthetic experience: “Now clearly in our experience of the beautiful, in nature and in art,

we neither verify our expectations, nor record what we encounter as a particular case of the

Nergo. sl

* Ibid., § 6. 50.
B lbid., § 6. 51,
™ Ibid., § 6. 50.
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universal’.* Compared to the cognitive judgment, what is formed through understanding
with the aid of a concept, the mechanism of subordination under the universal, does not
take placc in aesthetic judgment. Gadamer writes: ‘The point. . . is precisely that the
dynamic of aesthetic delight comes into play without a process of conceptualisation, that
is, without our seeing or undersianding something '‘as something”>* Although Gadamer
emphasises the subjcctive ability of experiencing the beautiful, we have to point out that
this is not an exhaustive description of the aesthetic judgment according to Kant. It is
absolutely necessary to say that Kant is also concerned — although it is in a restricted way —
with the reference to the object of our aesthetic experience. According to his thesis, there
are two very important aspects: on the one side, he puts the feeling ((refiifif) of the pure
subjective experience opposite to cognition (£rkenninis), and on the other, he says that
each aesthetic affection must assign to an object. Although aesthetic judgments have a
formal similarity to logical judgments and participate in understanding (Ferstand), they are
not provable; yet despite this fact, they claim to be valid for every one. Conscquently,
aesthetic judgments cannat be ‘true’ or “false” according to Kant’s logic. This connects
them with the ideas of reason which also lack objective application. This ambiguity of the
judgment upon the beauiiful, beiween s form (singular, categorical judgment: *x 1s
beautiful.”) and its function {in terms of universal validity) distinguishes it from the
judgments upon the agreeable and the good. A comparison of the beautiful with the
agreeable and the good, based on the criterion of quantity, shows that the agreeable is
rooted in private feelings, and the judgment upon it is restricted to the person who is
fudging upon it: Something is agreeable to me, we should say more accurately. “With the
agreeable, therefore, the axiom holds good: Everyone has his own taste (that of senses)’.
However, the beautiful is diametricatly opposed to this. It would be ‘ridiculous’ to say that
something is beautiful to me. Whoever is judging upon the beautiful © . . . judges not
merely for himself, but for all mcn, and speaks of the beauty as if it were a property of
things.”*® The judgment upon the beautiful demands the agreement of every one. [If cvery
one would have their own taste, we could not speak about taste at all. “This would be

equivalent to saying that there is no such thing at all as taste, i.e. no aesthetic judgment

¥ Gadamer, Relevonce of the Reautifud and Qther Essays. op. cit., 16.
* Thid., p. 20.

TCI§T. s2.
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capable of making a rightful [justified] claim upon the assent of all men.”” An agrcement
within the judgment of the agreeable is possiblc, however, that agreement has to be
recognised as contingent, hence the beautiful is the object of necessary delight. Kant
emphasises that this kind of universality is understood in a comparative sense. The rules
we apply are, like all empirical rules, just general and not universal as in the judgment of
the beautiful.

Finally, the universal delight of the good derives from a concept: °. . . good is only
represented as an object of universal delight by means of a concept, which is the case
neither with the agreeable nor the beautiful.”® “In a judgment of taste the universality of
delight is only represented as subjective.”™  Here, Kant refers in particular o the
transcendental-philosophical aspect of his critique. He examines: 1.) Is it right to demand
that the judgment of taste upon the beautifial should be valid for every one without being
founded on concepts? A positive answer 1o this question consequently results in the
separation of the judgment of the beautiful from both the ‘taste of scnses” (Sinmnen-
Ceschmeack) in respect to the agreeable and the “taste of reflection’ (Reflexions-
(reschmack) in respect (o the good. 2.) Kant examincs the seference of these aesthetic
judgments (taste of sense, taste of reflection) to the feelings of pleasure and displeasure.
As he mentioned before, universality is also possible in the case of the agreeable, i.c. the
taste of sense and universality of the taste of reflection, which, as experience teaches, does
not always mect general approval — that is, the otten experienced phenomenon of the
diversity of sensual taste.  Apart from such remarks based on an empirical
ground/foundation, Kant concludes 3.) that universality of the judgment of taste does not
rest upon concepts of the object, and therefore it 1s in no way logical but aesthetic. This
kind of universality does not involve any objective quantity of the judgment but one which
is only subjcetive. In contrast to objective universal validity, subjective universal vahdity
is based on the reference to the feeling ol pleasure and displeasure. To round up, his
transcendental philosophical examination Kant refers to the delight mediated without
concepis as cxpression of an “‘universal voice™ Tt remains still unclear what Kant exactly
means by this notion, yet nevertheless it should show an idea, which guarantess the

possibility of an aesthetic judgment, that is respected universally. Thus ‘universal voice’

* Yhid.
“bid, §7. 8
“hid., § 8. 53.
2 1bid, § 8. S
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denotes a transcendental philosophical dimension which is independent from empirical
facts. It describes taste as someone’s own certain taste contrary to fashion that is
subjugated to an empirical universalily. ‘Against the tyranny exercised by fashion, sure
taste preserves a specific freedom and superiority.”® ‘bhus cerlainly in taste has a
subjective effect and refers to the universal voice in which taste is confirmed. The
universal voice does not necessarily correspond to fashion, but makes it possible to find a
judgment frce and independent from it. This freedom is rooted in the practice of
disinterestedness, what characterises the quality of ihe judgment of taste. Within the
framework of the ‘investigation of the question of the relative priority in a judgment of
taste of the feeling of pleasure and the estimating of the object’,* Kant speaks for the first
time in terms of the constellation of cognitive powers, which have in commeon all subjccts
who are aboul Lo make an aesthetic judgment, as being engaged in a free play. The
stimulation of cognitive powers in a (state of) free play is the source of the subjective
universal communicability and causes sensations of pleasure and delight which find their
expression in the judgment of taste. “The guickening of both faculties (imagination and
understanding) to an indefinite. . .harmonious activity, such as belongs 10 cognition
generally, is the sensation whose universal communicability is postulated by the judgment
of taste.”™ Thus pleasure is originated in the initial representation. But it is very important
to emphasise that the mental state of pleasure, as a free play of cognitive powers, does not
refer to the object by means of a concept when we are making an aesthetic judgment.
However, it refers to the subject and is in correspondence with the universal voice.
“Definition of the beautifisl drawn from the Second Moment. T'he beautiful is that which,
apart from a concept, pleases universally.”* In asserting an aesthetic judgment of taste, the
subject, in order 1o authenticate the universality of his judgment, must assess and confirm
in refiection through judgment that the pleasure which the object has occasioned is
“disinterested’ pleasure rather than moral or agrecable pleasure. Hence, judgments of taste

are reflective.

B TM 36 / WM 35
Mrs9. 57

* Thid., § 9. 60.
& [bid,
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§ 1.3 The Third Moment
The ‘Third Moment™ of the Analytic of the Beautiful is concerned with the
relation of the ends brought under review in judgments of taste. We have already scen
that, according to Kant, judgments of taste have a subjective foundation and are,
therefore, different from cognitive judgments. The accessibility of the object in
relation to the subject can merely be described as representation of the object. Thus,
the problem of finality or purposiveness (Zweckmdfigkei?) which is a central one for
the Critique of Judgment can be cxplained as followed:
But that subjective side of a representation which is incapable of becoming an
element of cognition, 1s the pleasure or displeasure connected with it; for through it
[ cognise nothing in the object of the representation, although it may casily be the
result of the aperation of some cognition. . | in the finality, therefore, which is prior
to the cognition of an Object,. . . we have the subjective quality belonging to it that
is incapable of becoming a constituent of knowledge.”
As il is explored in the previous chapter, the aesthetic judgment is intrinsically different
from a cognitive one. While a cognitive judgment refers to the Object as
representation and ascribes with the aid of ils cognitive capacities a concept to it, the
aesthetic judgment, too, refers to an Object, but this Object only communicates itself as
subjective sensalion, Lthal is, as the feeling of pleasure or displeasure in the subject, and
therefore we bave no concept of it. The representation of the Object complies with
cognitive judgment if the laws of understanding (Gesetfzmdfighkeiten des Verstandes)
are applicable, whereas the representation of an object complies with an aesthetic
judgment if the object affecls the subject through the idea of formal finality (formale
Lweckmdpighkeif). Thus, Kant can state:
‘The consciousness of mere formal finality in the play of the cognitive faculties of
the Subject attending a representation whereby an object is given, is the pleasure
itself, because it involves a determining ground of the Subject’s activity in respect
of the quickening of its cognitive powers, and thus an internal causality (which is
final) in tespect of cognition generally, but without being limited to definite
coghition, and conscquently a mere form of the subjective finality of a

representation in an aesthetic judgment.”

Y 1bid., § VIL 29.
¥ thid., § 12. 64.
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What does it, then, imply to speak of the finality of the beautiful? How does finality
determine the aesthetic response (o the object more precisely? These questions refer to
‘beautiful’ as a relative predicate in the aesthetic judgment. In the framework of this
examination, terms like ‘representation’ and ‘feeling of pleasure or displeasure’ will be
central, which already indicates the subjective implications of the answer. Finality,
according to Kant, is not the characteristic or quality of the beautiful Object but rather
describes the attitude we have towards to the beautiful Object (as well as toward the whole
world), or, more precisely, finality is to be described as a typical pre-figuration of the
subjects cognitive capacities judging aesthetically in view of a particular Object. With
respect to the critical systematic enterprise by Kant, [inality fulfils the transcendental-
philosophical demand, which he put forward for an a priori principle which constitutes the
fundament of judgment (Urteilskraft). As a point of departure, Kant is preoccupied with
the nation of feeling (Gefiihlsbegriff). In the Preface of the Critique of Judgment, Kant
describes the difficulties about a principle a priori  (‘Verlegenheit wegen eines Prinzips’)
wiich has to be in immediate connection to the feelings of pleasure and displeasure.” That
judgment has to have its own principles ‘upon which laws are sought, although one merely
subjective a priori’,” was only an assumption for Kant. The immediatc delight of the
beautiful which Kant explored in his critique of aesthetic judgment, out of the direct
connection to the fecling of pleasure, is already documented by him as a central issue in
the above mentioncd logic lecture: “Das Schone gefillt unmittelbar. Es gefillt mittelbar
insofern es zu einem anderen Zweck der uns gelallt ein Mittel ist.”™ In his Ictier to Carl
Leonhard Reinhold (December 28, 1787), Kant assumes already the different quality of the
a priori principle in the judgment of taste and explicates it later in his Critigue of Judgment
as subjcctively founded. The principle of ‘formal’ finality corresponds with the “as if” of
aesthetic judgment, which was introduced for the first time in the ‘Second Meoment’
concerning the quantity of judgment of taste.” In the focused mediation between the
concept of nature and the concept of freedom (Vermittlung zwischen Natur - und
Freiheitsbegriff) the concept of finality (for judgment) is distinguished from both the

former and the latter and claims as a subjective principle to have a middle position between

® Ihid., Preface (1o first ed.), S.

5 Ibid., Introduction UL 15.

* The quote is taken fromn Jens KitenkamplT's Marertalion zu Kants ‘Kvitik der Usteilskeafi'. op. ¢il,, 101, Here, T use
my own translation: “The beautiful pleases us tunediately. It pleases medislely in so far it 1s a mean to an end which
pleases us’.
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them . . . this transcendental concept of finality of nature is neither a concept of nature nor
of freedom, since it atiributes nothing at all to the object, i.e. to nature, but only represents
the unique mode in which we must proceed in our reflection upon the objects of nature
with a view to getting a thoroughly interconnected whole of experience, and so is a
subjective principle, ie. maxim, of judgment™ In §10 ‘finality in general’, Kant
differentiates ihe notion of finality (Zweckmdfighkeit) from the notion of ends (Zweck).
While an end is defined as the object of a concept so far as this concept is regarded as the
cause of the object (the real ground of its possibility), the notion of finality describes in
general the causality of a concept in respect of its object. The notion of end s, according
to this definition, more restricted than the notion of finality, Kant states, ‘Finality,
therefore, may exist apart from an end. . . insofar we. . . are able to render the explanation
of its possibility intelligible to ourselves only by deriving it from a will.** This important
passage should be better elucidated. Under an end, we understand that that which man seis
himself with the power of his will and for its realisation, he commits himself with the aid
of appropriate means. Kant imagines in it the effect as the determining ground for its
cause. Ends are determined according to a particular action whereby the result we
anticipale determines that specific action. On the contrary, judgments of finality are those
which judge certain activities or objects under the presupposition of precise ends whether
they contribute to that cnd or not. Thus, both judgments have a relation to causality in
common. In the finality of aesthetic judgment, the preeise end is not a concept, which ts
authenticated in the object perceived, but takes only into account its possibility. The
causality of acsthetic finality merges in the attitude of the subject, ie. in its feeling of
pleasure or displeasure. This kind of delight or pleasure has to be understood in terms of
permanence and not as a ephemeral state of consciousness. This permanence is coupled
with the will being interested to preserve this present state. Kant states, therefore, that
there are objects where we cannot speak of ends produced by the subject bul which can
only be explored by assuming or anticipating a will, which providcs order according to a
certain or specific end. While intended acts are expression of the good and realise,
therefore, a finality coupled with an end, we find in natural objects, [or instance a finadity

without end or « purposiveness withoui purpose, that is, the characteristics of their

* Compare also troduction 1V. 19, of Critigue of Judgment *. . by (s concept nature is represented as i an
underslanding conlained the ground of e unity of (he manifold of ity cinpirical laws.”

* 1bid., Introduction V. 23.

“*1bid., § 10. 62.
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organism is only explainable through a hypothesis of finality. Hence, the validity of this
relation of (inality (finality-relation) is, compared to the laws of reason, restricted. By
comparing the forms of judgment in ethics and aesthetics, it seems that they are
incompatible in view of the end — finality distinction. Whercas in moral judgments the end
of morality is decisive {determinant), aesthetic judgments are without interest and without
ends. Despite their formal similarity, judgments of the beautiful and judgments of the
good are to an extent different, as the latter refer precisely to a speciflic end and the former
are only founded by assuming a finality, that is, an “as if end”. With an application of these
observations regarding the finality of the agreeable, we can summarise that ‘the finality of
the sensuous charming (of the agreeable) that contributes to the satisfaction of sensuous
enjoyment — which is to be wished as its end — is similar to the morally commanded —
which will appreciate an appropriate act or reality to it as useful t.e. final — but is contrary
to the finality in judgments of taste, which invariably has the form of an “as if°. The
assumption of ends in objects of nature, this includes works of art, too, as we shall see,
derives from the feeling of freedom (for which we cannot give any reasens) by judging
something aesthetically. The end with which we work hypothetically in the judgment of
taste represents itself in that way as if frecdom were 10 be wished or wanted. In this
concern, the notion of finality is of indispensable importance for Kant since it completes
the system of his whole critical enlerprise. It bridges the concept of nature and the concept
of freedom, and in addition, concurrently, fulfils the task of satisfying a subjective a prion
of the judgment of taste and justifies therein the possibility of the third Kantian critique in
transcendental intention {(#ranszendentaler Absichi)> To speak of finality in terms of a
form of principle concerning the beautiful implies that there is neither a real will involved
nor a specific end thought, but that the finality only relers to the formal determinance of
the beautiful object, which is given in a representation. In other words, ©. . . beauty denotes
a harmony of faculties {the form of finality) which we refer to an object (it is “in an
object™), but only to the finality of form tn the object -- by contrast with, and so “without
the presentation” of an end and its appurtenant finality,”* The form of aesthetically given
objects is, therefore, to be distinguished from its matter. The form stands under the rules
of the co-ordination in space and time but is distinguished from the conceptual

determinance of the object. The formal finality contains a formal causality, which

» Muntred Hofte. Immeanuel Kani. p. 262,
¥ Kemal. op. cit., 61.
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comprehends every single causc and effect relationship and has, therefore, the universal
task to leave all possibilities open. Formal finality takes only the form of the object and
treats them formally and concretises therein the absolutc freedom of aesthetic judgment.
Finality of judgment communicates, thus, a relationship between nature (arl) and man. Itis
a transcendental principle that says something about the possibilities (a priori) i.e. about
the conditions under which things can become objects of cognition. Moreover, finality
evinces that which is left undetermined by understanding. Finality, therefore, transcends
understanding (Ferstand). The form of the beautiful results in the autonomous form of
actualising something which goes beyond the sensuous, but this is not identified by Kant
with some super-sensual, as something divine, but is formulated as something
transcendental.

Hitherto we have traced Kant’s formulation of aesthetics and his claim for an a
priori principie for aesthetic judgments by confining ourselves to the *Analytic of the
Beautiful’. And to this point, what we have discovered is that Kant basically establishes an
autonomy for the judgment of taste, which is analogous to theoretical and practical
judgments, by ‘subjectivising’ the cxperience of the beautiful.  We should be clear,
however, that subjectivisation here does not simply imply the kind of subjective reaction
associated with feelings of pleasure or displeasure deriving from mere sensations (of smell,
taste, texiure, sound or sight), which always vary from individual to individual, By
subjective, Kant rather refers to the similar subjeetive conditions which must hold true for
every individual in order o legitimate the universal validity of the judgment of taste. As
we have shown, Kant’s investigation is clearly transcendental since he searches for the
conditions which provide the possibility to judge somelhing as beautiful, i.e. to give a pure
aesthetic value. However, because the judgment of taste is aesthetic and is therefore not
based on any definite concepts but on feelings ((refithl) alone, onc has to assume that if the
judgment of taste is to be universally communicable, ‘the accordance of a representation
with these conditions of the judgment must admit of being assumed valid a priori for
everyone’ (CF § 38. p. 146-7). Kani, we explained, saw this condition i the formal
‘subjective finglity of the representation in the mind of the subject intuiting™ a particular
object, and he understood beauty therefore as the “form of the finality of an object’.
Essentially, we demand from every one ‘the pleasure or subjective [inality of the

representation in respect of the relation ol the cognitive faculties [the free harmonious play
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between imagination and understanding] engaged in the estimate of a sensible object in
general’ (§ 38. p. 147).

What we must keep in mind is that the a priori principle, which Kant claimed, does
not determine the inferprefondum bui rather guides one’s reflection upon the given
particular. Whether or not the nature of the imterpretandum is itself concrete is of no
concern in the aesthetic experience. For the pleasure that emerges during or through this
reflective process does not reside within the quality of an object, but is rather the effect of a
harmonious interaction between the cognitive faculties (imagination and understanding),
which must be created by the judging individual within him or herself. As opposed to
pleasure accompanied by sensations, the pleasure we feel in the beautiful is the
consequence of our mental activity, ie. the free interplay between imagination and
understanding when estimating an object (Beurteilung des Gegensiandes). In other words,
the beauty of an object we find in acsthetic contempiation, that is, in the mental activity of
reflection, is never the beauty of the object as a thing-in-itself] i.e. as an absolute quality;
instead, it is something that can only be thematised as an object of the subjective
consglousness in a transecndental cxplanation. The beauty of an object is therefore not
immediately percetvable but has to be created in contemplation/reflection. A certain sujes
is purposive not because it fulfils a particular wish or private purpose of the judging
individual or because it serves a certain aim or end, instead, it is purposive if the object is
suitable to be contemplated upon or, as Kant puts it, if the object is ‘purposive for
reflection’.  In all, Kant characterises the aesthetic purposiveness as ‘purposiveness
without purpose’, which should establish the necessary and pleasurable relation between an
object and the judging individual. The inferpretandum and its qualities are as a result
always determined in relation to a subject that constitutes them, and are therefore not
independently given apart from a subjective consciousness. Consequently they gain the
status of phenomena in relation to a subject, i.e. their qualities are modification of
subjective consciousness. To put it in simpler terms, the reality of such phenomena is
always constituted in relation to a cogniser and lies Lherefore, at all times, within this
relation. And since such relation is constituted through an a priori principle, these
phenomena are essentially distinguished from mere appearance (dofier Schein) and private
imaginations. In other words, contrary to arbitrary and capricious imaginations, these

phenomena emerge from universal, a priori conditions. Therefore, if one claims that

T 1§15, 70,
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something is beautiful, it must hold true that everyone else should pass a similar judgment
on the given object since the subjective conditions through which one perceives that very
object are in principle the same for everyone. The capacity to judge something to be
beautiful as universally vaiid judgment, i.e. taste, can therefore be assumed on the basis of
a sepsus commmis aestheticns, which does not merely describe an empirical sense but a
universal capacity of reflection. From this capacity of reflection emerges the peculiar
feeling of pleasure, which finds its expression in the aesthetic judgment. Since ihe judging
individual is not conscious of a concept in this reflection but realises ihe formal subjcctive
purposiveness only with the aid of a certain constellation of his/her cognitive capacities,
i.e. in the awareness of the fecling of pleasure, aesthetic judgments can not be objectively
proved (by a concept) but can only be verified through the very experience. Their claim

for validity is therefore restricted to a subjective universality.

§ 1.4 Fourth Moment

In the fourth and final moment of the “Analytic of the Beautiful” Kant’s primary
interests lie in developing the modality or necessity of pure judgments of taste and so
clarily further the subjective universality that such judgments claim. He writes in §18
‘what we have in mind in the case ol the beautiful is a necessary reference on its part to
delight” * The implication here is that the delight in the beautiful is necessarily shared by
atl subjects, 1.e. it has a universal character. If we recall, in the First Moment Kant
explains that delight in the agreeable is always coupled with interest. As such, the pleasure
arising from the agreeable is contingent and therefore cannot claim universality. Howcever,
in contrast, Kant maintains that the delight in the beautiful can claim universality since this
type of pleasure is devoid of all interest, i.e., it is “disinterested pleasure’ which we can
expect every subject to share since it derives from the ‘finality of form of finality” which
renders the same capacity to respond in a like manner to all. The universality of aesthctic
judgments, moreover, is neither determined by moral compulsion, which, like the
agrecable, depends on interest or by causal necessity, which contends that pleasure is
caused by the object of perception. Judgment of taste, Kant postulates, is wholly
independent of interest and is occasioned by the subjects, not the objects.

What 1s more, Kant asserts that the judgment of taste has an “exemplary validily’,

He explains that ‘it |exemplary validity] is a necessity of the assent of @i/ to a judgment
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regarded as exemplifying a universal rule incapable of formulation.”™ The reason for the
incapability to formulate a universal rule of course lies in the fact that the rute is merely a
subjective rule, since that which the predicate ‘beautitul” refers to is a subjective matter,
i.c. the inner feeling or sensation belong to the subject. Therefore the status of a pure
judgment of taste can be described as having exemplary validity for every one. 1n all of its
cases il represents an example which confirms a universal but unconceptualisible rule.
Nevertheless one cannot count on that agreement definitively since the rule which
determines the correct subsumption is not explicable in terms of objectivity. We already
know from the Second Moment that the kind of universality invoived in the pure judgment
of taste is ‘subjective” rather than ‘objective’. Whereas judgments with a claim (o
subjective universality are communicable and valid for every judging subject, judgments
with the claim to objective universality hold good for every object of the same kind. Let us
clarify this by illustrating an example. When we say ‘this rose is beautiful’, then this
judgment is subjectively universal since it holds good [or all judging subjects, but not for
all roses. In contrast when we say ‘all roses have thomns’, then this judgment holds not
only irue for all judging subjects but for all roscs as well since thorns are an objective
quality of all roses. 1n the latter case we have an example of an cbjective cagnitive
judgment since the necessity of this judgment is derived from a definttive concept, i.e. the
concept of a rose. But as we can see, in the former case, we do not have such a definitive
concept, and thus it is not apodictic. Hence, we can conclude that judgments of taste
concern individuals and are singular. And although they are devoid of any concept, there
is still a necessily of the assent of all,

In §19 Kant emphatically makes clear that the necessity of aesthetic judgments,
even if it is exemplary, is much more than an expectation or imputation. Although Kant
never left any doubt about the binding or compulsory character of the judgment of taste, he
now says ‘{A] person who describes something as beautiful insists that every one oughi Lo
give the objcet in question his approval and follow suit in describing it as beautiful.”® But
Kant does not simply assign validity to a subject’s own pleasure, he requires “in the sense

of justifiably demands, an agreement from others™.® WNevertheless, he goes on to say that

* Ibid., § 18. 81.

* Tiid.

 Tbid., § 19. 82.

' Kemal. op, cil., 64,
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‘[tihe ought in aesthetic judgments . . . is still only pronounced conditionally.”™ He statcs,
‘Iwlere udgments of taste (like cognitive judgments) in possession of a definitive
objective principle, then one who in his judgment followed such a principlc would claim
unconditioned necessity for it.”” 1In the case of sensual judgment of tastc one does not
claim necessity at all since this kind of judgment (judgment of the agreeable for instance)
is not represented as an object of a universal delight by means of a concept. As we have
indicated above the same holds true in respect to the beautiful (incapability to formulate
the rule!) but in conirast to the judgment of the agreeable, judgments of taste rightly assert
a claim to universal validity. Tn contrast to the judgment of the agreeable the absence of an
concept in the judgment of taste does not destroy the self-certainty of the judging subject
and does not dimirish or invalidate the claim for universality. Therefore Kant concludes
‘they must have a subjective principle, and one which determines what pleases or
displeases, by means of feeling only and not through concepts, but yel with universal
validity’.*" As we have seen in the Second Moment this subjective principle is determined
as the free play of the cognitive powers of imagination and understanding. Kant’s main
interest here is to emphasise that the mental state, i.e. feeling of pleasure which constitutes
the judgment of taste, is a feeling which different individuals can have in the same way.
The universal validity of this feeling, i.e. the possibility that every one can have this fecling
is expressed in the notion of a common sense. According to Kant the necessity of the
universal assent to judgments of taste is only thinkabie under the presupposition of a
common sense. That is, he shows that a “umiversally valid but subjective experience is
passible in the sense of transcendentally justified, in the way that cognitive judgments are

transcendentatly justified, by reference to common sense.”®

Here, Kant distinguishes
common sense which underlies as a subjective principle any judgment of taste from
common understanding (gemeinen Verstand) which is also referred to as common sense.
While the presupposed common sense in judgments of (aste is entirely based on feelings,
the latter is based on concepts. The question whether one has reason for presupposing a
common sense, which Kant himself poses in § 21, he answers by drawing an analogy to

cognitions and judgments in general. Kant states:

2Cr819. 82

2 1bid., § 20. 82.

% Ihid.

5 Kemul. op. cit., 65.
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{I]f cognitions are to admit of communication, then our mental state, t.e. the way
the cognitive powers are attuned for cognition generally, and, in fact, the relative
proportion suitable for a representation (by which an abject is given to us) from
which cognition is a result, must also admit of being universally communicated, as,
without this, which is the subjective condition of the act of knowing, knowiedge, as
an effect, would not arise.*
One can say that Kant identifies common sensc as the condition for the umiversal
communicability of the mental state and hence also of feelings, so that the application of a
comunon sense is from Kant’s perspective well founded. With the assumption of a
common sense underlying the judgment of taste, Kant shows that the necessary condition
is already provided, making it generally possible to solicit every one else’s assent. Put
simply, Kant demonsiraled that judgments of taste are transcendentally possible. But this
does not automatically imply that our impulation is also accepted when we actually make
an particular judgment. Kant was apparently aware of this difficulty, and so he explicitly
potnts out:
Now, for this purpose, experience cannot be made the ground of this common
sense, for the latter is inveked to justify judgments containing an ‘ought’. The
assertion is not that every one will fall in with our judgment but rather that every
one oughi to agree with it.”
According to Kant, when one makes a particular actual judgment of tastc, onc puts forward
onc’s own judgmeni of taste as an example of the presupposed common sense,
consequently, attributing to it exemplary validity. ‘Hence’, Kant emphasises, ‘common
sense 15 2 mere ideal norm. With this as presupposition, a judgment that accords with it, as
well as the delighi in an Object expressed in that judgment, is rightly converted into a rule

b

for every one.”™ But what does this mean? Although judgments of {aste have only a
subjective principle (principle of subjective necessity), it is nevertheless assumed to be
universal in the sense that one, in the actual making of a judgment of taste, presupposes a
common sense, i.e. the necessary idea to assumes that one’s feelings are universally
communicable. The fact that one presupposes such a sensus communis justifies that one
could demand universal assent concerning the different judging subjests as if judgments of

taste were underlying an objective principle. Kant congludes the Fourth Moment with the

Gﬂ CJ§21. 83
% 1bid.. § 22. 84
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definition: The beautiful is that which, apart from a concept, is cognised as object of a

necessary delight.

§ 1.5 Summary of the Four Moments of the Third Critiquc

The significance of the Third Critique is obviously the transcendental philosophical
basis which Kant gave to aesthetics. By placing the necessary conditions for the judgment
of taste within the subject, so as to legitimise the universal validity for this kind of
judgment, Kant also established the autonomy of the judgmeni of (aste, but only at the
expense of suspending the concept of knowledge and truth from the aesthetic province.
Although Kant saw the uniqueness of aesthetic judgment and preserved it to a suprahuman
dimension, which manifests itself in freedom, he nevertheless failed, according to
Gadamer, 1o accord any cognitive value to such judgments. Since the judgment of taste is
not based on any concepts, Kanl maintains in his Third Critique that no knowledge is
imparted in the aesthetic realm and asserts, [i]t is only through a logical judgment that we
get knowledge’™. As we can see, Kant thus relegated the concept of knowledge and truth
only to the theoretical and practical use of reason.™

The effect of Kant’s new foundation for aesthetics canmot be underestimated.
Kantian aesthetics made it impossible for those succeeding him to acknowledge a claim to
truth in respect to the experiences of art, of philosophy and of history. As a conscquence
of his transcendental justification of aesthetic taste, alt truth and theoretical knowledge
were placed beyond the possible reach ol the human sciences, subsequently, putting into
question their legitimacy. The opening paragraph of Gadamer’s Truth and Method raises
this specific fundamental issue concerning the legitimacy of the human sciences vis-a-vis
the overriding dominance of methodical thinking on the model of the natural sciences in
contemporary culture, Compared to the natural sciences, Gadamer points out, the human
sciences (Geisteswissenschaften) should not follow a methodological procedure
appropriate to science. They neither employ the scientific method of induction nor appear
to progress inductively in order to discover and increase our knowledge of comprehensive

“historical laws’. This lack of a methodical procedure, as previously indicated, has caused

% Lbid.

® Jbid., § 15. 7L,

™ Gadamer acgues in Truth and Methad hat the Cartesian idea of truth is inappropriate {or grasping troth that is infrinsic
to the human sciences; thus, it scems appropriate and significanl that in the present chapter I cxamine the concept of tuth
aud how Gadamer nuderstaads and apphies fhis concept in relation to the Gefsteswissenschaften.
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great alarm concerning scientific justifiability in the human sciences.”

For many thinkers
the absence of method puts into doubt how one can legitimise the truth claim in the
Geisteswissenschaften, 1.e. in the acsthetic or the historical experience. 1f methad is not the
vehicle through which we arrive at the presumed truth in the Geistes-wissenscheften, what
does Gadamer purpose as the truth criterion that can be taken as the basis of scientificity
for the human sciences? This question subsequently seems to presuppose the controversial

problem concerning the definition of truth and how onc is to attain such a truth,

§ 2. A Brief Historical Overview of Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics

In the sciences of the post-Kantian era, methodology discovered great vitality. The
Age of Romanticism provided vast fertile grounds for the natural sciences to flourish.
New discoveries and advancements in mathematical and physical sciences fuelled the
optimistic belief that adherence to strict sciences could indeed disclose absoluie truth,
Against such a backdrop, the need to justify the human sciences as a science became
evermore pressing, and out of this need for lcgitimisation, the Geisteswissenschaften
witnessed the advent of modern hermeneutics, which for the most part adopted the
methodical rationality of the natural sciences in search for a programmatic method to
discover absolute truth. Here we shall examine ihree major hermeneutics of the nineteenth

century and the turning point of modern hermeneutics, Martin Heidegger.

§ 2.1 Schleiermacher’s Grammatical Fxegesis with Psychological
Interpretation

Friedrich D. E. Schieiermacher {1768-1834), crediied as being the progenitor of
modern hermeneutics, realised in textual interpretations (such as the Bible and the classics)
an inherent problem of understanding. Because his theory of interpretation opens witl the
premise that ‘strict interpretation begins with misunderstanding’, Schleiermacher

envisioned the development of a universal hermeneutic program which could parry

™ 1t must be admitied that Gadamer does not wish to omit mefhod completely from the human sciences. Time and time
again, he acknowledges the need for methedical work within the Geisteswissenschyften. In his essay ‘“Tiuth in the
Human Sciences” (op. cil., 26), Gadamer stales: ‘Certainly, the application of methods alse belongs to the works of the
human sciences. They distinguish themselves from popularised befle fertre through a certamn verifiability’.  Another
example is in a 1993 interview with Carsten Dutt where Gadamer {reely admits thal {here are methods — methiods 1o txe
used as ‘tools’ (Werkzenge) ~ in studying (he humanitics.  Thase so-gatled “tools”, as e explains, must be keamed and
applied; however, they are by ne means absolnie in the semse of “scicntific method’ nor do they alone make up the
scientificity of the Guisteswissenschafien. Gadamer’s interest is not the nepation of methed in the Geisteswissenschaflen,
but ralber his concern Yes in ‘qualifying” the concept of method in order to evoke a consciousncss that rcaches bevond
e melwdological self-understanding of the Geisteswissenschaften. Sce Hermeneutil, Asthetit Praktische Philosophie:
Llans-Georg Gadamer im Gesprach. (Tcidclberg: Universititsverlag C. Winter, 1993), pp. 15-16.
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misunderstandings in the act of interpretation. He called for a critical program, which
exhausts the comprehension of language. By and large, he devised a theory for textual
interpretation, which includes two main divisions, a ‘grammatical side’ on the one hand
and a ‘psychological side’ of interpretation on the other. The grammatical aspect of
interpretation, of course, concerns the usage of language in its totality, that is, in terms of
its form, structure, dialect and the like, whereas the psychological involves the task of
transposinig oneself imaginatively back to the original situation (i.e. historical and
psychological) in which the author conceived his/her work, thereby reconsiructing not only
the author’s intentions and purposcs bul also the impelling force which created his/her
desire to say something. This then permits the interpreter to understand the text as well as
and then even better than its author. These two forms of interpretation, as conceived by
Schleiermacher, work te complement and check one another and function within the
hermeneutic circle of whole and part. In grammatical interpretation, a text is dissected to
its very essence until the meaning of each word is understood in context of the sentence o
which it belongs. T'he meaning of the sentence is then determined in respect to the work as
a whole, which then leaves the work to be comprehended in terms of its linguistic usage
and literary genre. Conversely, the meaning of the whole is constituted by its part, 1.e. its
sentences and words. This dialectical relationship between the whole and part, hence,
describes what Schleiermacher explains as the hermeneutic circle. For its part, the
psychological aspect of interpretation also involves a similar dialectical relationship insofar
as the work is placed in context of the guthor’s life and the history of the time while
concurrently reconstructing an overall imterpretation from the various individual
cxperiences and aims of the author. Schleiermacher’s bipartite conception of hermeneutics
thus functions in the way that ‘Grammatical interpretation complements psychological
mlerpretation by fixing the exact mcaning of thc author’s words and eliciting a
comprehension of the language as the author knew it, while psychological interpretation
complements grammatical interpretation by exploring the life — comext in which the work
was generated’, ™

Prior to Schleiermacher, ‘hermeneutics’ was simply an interpretative instrument
employed by Scriplure scholars who were preoccupied with the understanding of the Bible.
After the Protestant Reformation, the dispute between Catholic and Lutheran scriptural

interpretation became a coniroversial problem in relation to the proper understanding of the

2 Georgia Warnke's Gadamer: [lermenceutics, Tradition and Reason. (Dolity Press, 1987), p. 14,
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Bible. On the one hand, the Catholic view of interpretation maintained that the correct
understanding of the Bible is dependent on the testimony of iradition and authority of the
old Church Fathers. However, on the other hand, Mariin Luther’s reforming acts dissented
trom the Catholic reliance on traditton and authority by presupposing that the true criterion
for proper interpretation of the Bible lies in the principle of sola scriptura. That is to say
that Luther ‘rediscovered the until then forgotten self-evidence of Scripture.”™ Hence,
Scripture is s#i ipsins interpres, according to Luther.

Thus hermencutics, which preceded Schleiermacher, simply dealt with the
validation of scriptural text and situations where understanding was not self-evident. On
the whole, it possesscd only a limited scope and was hardly considered as a methodology
appropriate for understanding in general. However, Schlciermacher’s contributions
marked a significant change in the history of hermeneutics. Tirst of ali, his presupposition
that misunderstanding is the point of departure for every understanding, universalised
misunderstanding “as the situation and occasion of interpretation’.™ Ile thus explains, “The
business of hermeneutics cannot begin merely when the faculty of understanding becomes
uncertain of iiself; rather it is involved from the very beginning in the endeavour to
understand something said.”” For this reason, Schleiermacher conceptualises hermeneutics
as the ‘infinite task’ of reconstructing from the ground up every foundation of grammar
and expression of inwardness. The art of interpretation, as he envisions it, 1s an ongoing
process for “decper interpretation’. However, since complete understanding is impossible
(likewise the attempt to eliminate alf misunderstandings is unrealisable), the goal of
hermeneutics is not the attainmeni of absolute understanding, but rather of an improved
and better understanding, e interpretation which avoids misunderstandings.
Schieiermacher’s reconstruction of interpretative practices points toward a formal
methodology. However, Schleiermacher himself refrains from offering specific guidelines
ot general ‘methods’ of interpretation. He rather emphasises that hermeneutics, especially
the psychological side of intcrpretation, involves interpretative divination (divieare), ie.
guesswork. Although the grammatical aspect of interpretation provides useful insight for

the understanding of a text, it is nevertheless the psychological side which Schileiermacher

™ See Jean Grondin's Introduction to Phitosophical Hermeneutics. (lrans. Joel Weinsheimer, New Haven: Yale
Universily Press, 1994), p. 40, The primacy of Scripture was nothing new to Luther, for it wag alresdy emphasised by St.
Augasting in his De doctring christiona. What Luther accomplished is the re-employment of the sola scriplura principle
as the proper criterion for scriptural interpretations.

" bid., p. 70.
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stresses as the central focus of interpretation.  The inferest of Schleiermacher’s
hermeneutics is in the thought behind the words. However, since the interpreter can never
know the exact thought of the author, divination is inescapable. In other words, ‘At the
point when the fundamentally comparative means of grammatical interpretation leave us at
a loss — that is, when it is not the commonness but the uniqueness of a particular style that
is to be elucidated — then often enough we simply have to guess what the author was trying

6

to say”.” 'T'he task of developing a methodological procedure, i.e. devising a methodical

exposition of rules governing interpretation, was therefore left open for his successors.

§ 2.2 Droysen and Understanding through Research

In the nineteenth century, historians, in their efforts to liberate themselves from
Hegelian teleology, i.e., from the assumption that ‘the history of the world is none other
than the progress of consciousness of freedow’, viewed history as an empirical science
based on facts. They therefore reasoned that history had to be interpreted according to it
own merits, independent of a priori principles. This view of history essentially pushed
historians to broaden and transpose the theory of hermeneutic circle of whole and part,
which Schieiermacher specifically reserved for textual interpretations, to understand the
history of mankind as a whole.

In this basic schema of whole and part, every particular, historical phenomenon is
conceptualised only in the context of the historical period to which it belongs. This in
substance implies that every historical epoch is to be treated uniquely and understood as
possessing its own internal mcaning, that is, every historical event is to be judged
immanently, as indicative of its ttme. However, for the historical sciences to justify their
claim to truth, historians presupposed a need to employ a conceptual scheme, 1e. a
methodology, not only to dcfend their discipline against the arguments of historical
relativism but also to establish historical studies as “sciences’ equally standing with or
comparable to the natural sciences.

Johann Gustave Droysen (1808-1884) was one of the earliest philosophical
pioneers to attempt the task of developing a methodological system based on
Schleiermacher’s hermeneutical principles for understanding history. Draysen was well

awarc of the scientific revolution that was taking place in his own time, and he perceived

* The quote from Sclileiermacher is taken from Jean Grondin’s translation found in Introduction to Philosophical
Hermenentics, p. 70.
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in the natural sciences a paradigm, that is, the utilisation of a method, for the historical
sciences to emulate. Kant, for Droysen, was the model to follow: “We need a Kant to
provide [not merely a2 model for gathering] historical materials but a critical paradigm for
theory and practice toward and in history,”” However, Draysen realises that the method
needed for historical understanding must ditfer from that of the natural sciences, for in the
historical sciences there is no self-givenness of experiment, that is, historical studies do not
possess the opportunity 10 look al their interprefemdinm directly but rather rely on tradition,
i.c. how historical events are handed down to us. Thus, for Droysen, the method of
historical sciences consists in understanding through research (forschend zu verstehen).
This implies an intellectual reworking of the past, that is, a restless examining and re-
examining of the inheriied remains of the past. Ilistorical sciences therefore endeavour in
a ceaseless process of scarching through the remains for new historical source materials
and for ever new interpretations of them, which might offer new life to the pasi,
broadening and deepening our understanding of the past and present. Droysen, therefore,
points out that historical study ‘does notl merely repeat what has been handed down as
history; instead, it must penetrate more decply; it trics as far as possible to find whatever of
the past is still left to be discovered; in the spirit of letting things come to lifc again and
understanding them, it tries to create new sources, as it were’.™

In his endeavour to justify historical studies as an empirical science, Droysen
introduces a recognisable universal commounality uniting every individual historical
phenomenon together. As Droysen sees it, the notion of ‘continuity of progressive
historical work and production’ provides the necessary universality needed to legitimise
historical siudies as an empirical science.” The continuity and coherence of history, he
implies, lies in the movement towards moral and ethical progress. Thus Droysen explains
that historical understanding is constituted by the understanding of the progressive
development of moral powers throughout history. ‘These moral powers express themselves
in language, in science and in forms of communal life, such as family, community, church
and staies. They represeni the outward expressions by which historical understanding of

things ‘inner’ can be achieved. Moral powers supply historiang, as Droysen claims, with

™ Grondin. op. cit., 71.
" Duc W the unavailability of Droysen’s Hisiorik: Vorlesungen tiber die Enzyklopidie und Methodologie der Geschichie
(published by R. Hitbner. Munich, 1937, Darmstadt 1977), Regretfully. I am forced to rely on Jean Grondin for the direcl
%uoles {ound i mtroduciion to Philosophical Hermenentics. p. 80.

Ibid., p. 81.
 1bid., p. 82.
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the essential questions necessary to search and re-search the moral significance of
historical materials. They are to historian what laws are to the natural sciences.®® Moral
powers arc the foundation of the nature of history and of the possibility of knowing it."
This suggests that the particular historical phenomenon or event has to be understood in
relation to the entirety of its historical moral progress. For ‘humanity is only the integrated
totality of all these moral powers and forms, and cvery individual [exists} only in the
conlinuity and community of these moral powers’ * Hence, historical understanding is
none other than the progresstve self-awareness and self-knowledge on the part of mankind.
For Droysen, individual utterance is to be undersiood within the coniext of the
whole, and the whole from the individual. Here, we clearly notice an echoing of
Schlciermacher. Droysen in fact adopts Schleiermacher’s notion of understanding, insofar
as he identifics historical understanding with the ‘infinite task’ of critically re-enacting or
retracing history in an effort to become ever closer to understanding both the cause and
genesis of the original historical utterances. The study of history, according to Droysen, is
therefore comparable ta the Schleiermacherian study of {exts. However, to ali intents and
purposes, Droysen at length fails to establish a methodological system of investigating
history that could equal the degree of methodological certainty belonging to the natural
sciences. His notion of understanding through rescarch seers hardly to justify itself to be

called a methodology or to legitimate its claim to truth.

§ 2.3 Dilthey’s Understanding Life from out of Life itself

The search for a methodological approach to the human sciences reaches its climax
in the works of Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911). Like Droysen, Dilthey set out to justify and
secure history’s claim to be a science. He, too, attempted to render an epistemological
legitimacy for history by developing a methodological system, which could produce
objective knowledge but avoid the reduclionist, mechanistic, ahistorical explanatory
schema of the natural sciences. In conceptualising history as an avionomous science,
Dilthey’s critical intent aimed to emancipate the historical sciences from the subordination
to the natural science by formulating an independeni, systematic and methodical

foundation for the understanding of history and the human sciences in general.

5 TM 191 / WM 204
8 Thid., 188 /201
 Grondin. op. cit., 82.
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The challenge of formulating such a methodology, for Dilthey (as it was for
Leopold von Ranke and Johann Droysen), evolved from his critical opposition to the
Hegelian philosophy of history. To Hegel history is, roughly speaking, a steadfast
progression towards a higher rational purpose, an end that is beyond human individuals,
but nonethcless involves their multifarious aims and activities, inasmuch as they are
instrumental in bringing about the ultimate end. ITegel’s emphasis on the rational character
of history led to his view that history exists as a manifestation of the rational mind. In
ITegelian terms, world history is the history of thought. Howcver for Dilthey, such an
account of history denics the significance of historical experiences. He, in contrast to
Hegel, perceives a connection between experience and history, and therefore reasserts the
necessity of experience in understanding history. If history is to be a legitimate science, it
must be empirical, explaing Dilthey. °All science, all philosophy, is empirical science. All
experience derives its coherence, and the validity conditioned by it from the coherence of
human conscicusness’® But this opens the question, how is experience to offer historical
understanding? To grasp how Dilthey closes the distance between experience and
historical understanding, we first need to comprehend his concept of experience.

Dilthey was well aware of the fact that the empirical character of the
Geisteswissenschaften is something quite dissimilar from that of the natural sciences, and
he, therefore, distinguishes the lived experience ([ilebnis) grounding the
Geisteswissenschafien from the scientific experience (Lurfahrung) realised in investigative
sciences. Through experience, natural phenomena are explained in terms of mathematical
faws and sules in the nataral sciences. However, associated with the
Ueisteswissenschaften, experience is acknowledged as the very mode of ‘understanding’:
“We explain nature, we understand mental hile” [Die Natur erkldren wir, day Seelenleben

verstehen wir), says Dilthey.™

In the field of modern critical sciences, expcerience is the
result of discovering verifiable normative laws of observed phenomena. If, therefore,
focuses on the repeatability of experimental results and the collection of observed data.
Further, scientific experience entails objectivity, that is, detachment between the
interpretandum and its investigator. In contrast, by Erlebnis or ‘lived experience’ Dilthey

rather refers to something which ‘deals with living connections of reality experienced in

¥ See Droysen, Wilhelm,: Collected Forks, vol. XIX * The Foundation of the Scicnees of Man, Socicty and History” (ed.
IL Johouch and R. Rodi. 1982), p. 389.

™ See Wilheln Dilthey. Gesarmnelte Schrifien. Band V: Die Geistige Welt.  Einleitung in die Philosophie des Leben.
(Bedin: B. G. Teubner, 1924), p. 144.
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the mind’.* Erlebnis, in other words, is a living historical process, and since it evoives
within the conscious mind of the subject, it, therefore, possesses a cognitive function.
Erlebnis is undetachable from the individual consciousness, as consequence, producing
only a ‘subjective response’. That is, every instance of expcrience is contained within the
individual consciousness and possesses an intuitive immediacy.

Dilthey’s concept of experience in respect to the individual self reflects a
“happening’ or an event or fusion of events, which stands apart as a coherent whole from
the temporal flux of daily life. Experience in this instunce not only represents an
interruption to the normal routines observed in everyday living but also equates as meaning
and provides intrinsic continuity and coherence to the individual life. It is, moreover,
immediate and direct self-understanding, and yet concurrently belongs to the unity of the
individual self-consciousness which experiences the particular experience and thus
contains an inalienable and irreplaceable relation to the whole of this one life® To be
more precise, ‘What an experience means is immediate, in the sense of not mediated by a
concept, but for that very reason its meaning is not (in another sense} immediately
apparent. Rather it constitutes itseif in memory and self-refleetion.”

Life-history, as it were, revolves and unfolds around Frlebnis. The particularly
significant experiences of an individual are the events from which the [ife-conduct of that
individual 1s determined and shaped. Applied to the hermeneutic circle of whole and part,
Dilthey’s concept of Lirlebnis can, therefore, be considered as an appropriate basis for
comprehending the individual life, that is, one understands one’s particular expericnces
within the context of the whole of one’s life, and conversely the whole of one’s life
becomes undesstandable in respect to understanding one’s particular experiences made
throughout one’s life. Hence, the concept of Lrlebnis suggests an intrinsic conncction to
the individual self-understanding, which is to be understood as a process in constant
motion, always open for revision and never complete. In order to provide a fixed basis by
which he can legitimate the scientific character of history, Dilthey applies his concept of
FErlebnis to historical understanding. But this leads to the all-important question: how is
historical understanding possible under the premisc of Dilthey’s concept of Erlebnis? How

can individual seif-understanding, emanating through personal lived experiences, provide

* Sce Dilthey Today: A Critical Appraisal of the Contemparary Relevance of His Work. (London: Greenwood Press,
1988), p. 108.
% TM 60 / WM 63
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the fundamental basis for historical understanding? Where does the connection lie
between personal self-understanding and historical and social-seicatific understanding?

What Dilthey proposes is that knowledge of history is acquired in similar fashion to
sel“knowledge. He suggests that the given coherency within an individual’s life is similar
to the given coherency in history insofar as in both instances, experience is the supplier of
unity. Just as in the individual life, where one’s particular experiences organises and
soverns the direction of one’s life, so it is likewise in history that the particular historical
events constitutc and construct the movement of history, However, in the case of historical
understanding it 1s the historian who undertakes and consumes himscif in the task of
interpreting and understanding historical events or ‘happenings’. It is he who understands
the wholes of our historicity. Since he observes and studies history and is himself a
historical being, the historian, for Dilthey, possesses a superior historical sophistication,
which enables him to think beyond what is already thought in life experience.®® What this
imiplies is that the historian, given his privileged insight, is able {o relive and mvestigate
the particular historical experiences, which provide continuity and make history
intelligible. However, this seems to fragment the continuity between the experience of the
historian and that of the individual. Further, it raiscs the question: how is the historian to
surmount the limitations of his own historical situation, that is, as a historical being
himself, how can he escape his own prejudices, tradition and particularity? And is his
historicity not a hindrance to objectivity? Tt seems clear that in studying history, the
identity or immediacy between the experiencing subject and the understanding subject is
abolished, in the sense that one (the historian) is confronted with another individual’s,
community’s or culture’s experiences from which a coherence has to be formed, although
one is not the subject who has madc the experiences oneself. ‘1'he historian, for instance,
cannot experience ‘immediately” what a particular individual is experiencing, nor for that
matter the experience ol every individual. Without the notion of immediacy, which
Dilthey himseclf stresses, how can history be made coherent?

Dilthey recognises that experience and understanding differs from individual to
individual, and so to bridge the gulf between individual experience and the experience

which belongs to social and historical understanding, he appeals to Hegel’s notion of Geist

or spirit. Geist, for Dilthey, represents an over-arching or collective consciousness of

¥ See Joel €. Weinsheimer. Gadamer’s Hermeneutics: A Reading of Trih and Method. (New 1Taven: Yale University
Press, 1985), p. 88. (Cited hereafter as GI1.)
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society, which functions analogously to the individual conscicusness. The wdividual
experience no longer pertains merely to the particular self;, rather it is subsumed in the
Geist. Thus, Dilthey explains:
The individual experiences, thinks and acts constantly in a common sphere and
only within such does he understand. Tn the same way, everything that is
understood bears within iiself the mark of being familiar in terms of this common
sphere. We live in this atmosphere; it surrounds us constantly. We are immiersed
in it. We are everywhere at home in the historical and understood world, we
understand the meaning and significance of everything. We are ourselves
intertwined in these communalities.*
Insofar as the particular individual conforms and participates in the common culiural
practices and modes of self-understanding, the individual reflects the larger whole to which
he belongs through those ‘communalities’, and thus the experience of the one reflects the
experience of the whole. Understanding of history, thus, derives from a dialogical
interaction between the historical individual, i.e. the historian, and the historical world.
The commonality of experience present in social and historical knowledge remains an
ongoing process, ever revisable in reflection.

Although in his life-philosophy Dilthey endeavoured to abandon all notion of
Hegel’s speculative metaphysics, he nevertheless had to return to Hegel’s notion of
objective Geist in order to demonstrate the possibility of common experience and supply a
connection between experience and understanding; that is, Dilthey had to find a way to
explain how understanding of a particular historical event is possible although the
experience is not authentic for the historian. It appears that he ultimately could not aceept
the fact thal experience is historically and temporally conditioned, and this seems to
indicate that the subsequently implied finitude of conscicusness and the fear of the
relativistic implications of his life-philosophy compelled Dilthey to return to the very
speculative idealism for which he criticised Hegel.

However Geist, as Dilthey conceives it, differs somewhat in regards to Hegel’s

conception of ‘absolute” Geist, which treats art, religion, phifosophy and the like as forms

5 TM 195-6 / WM 208

% See W. Dilthey , Ner Aufbau der peschichtlichien Welt in den Geisteswissenschafien (Suhrkamp. Frankfuri, 1970), p.
178. “der einzelne erlebt, denkt und handclt stets in einer Sphire vou Gemetnsamkeil, nnd nur in ciner solchen verstcht
er. Alles Verstandene iréigt pleichsam dic Marke des Bekanntseins aus solcher Gemetsunkeil an sicl. Wir leben in
dieger Atmosphdire, sie vmgibt vns bestindig. Wir sind empgetaucht in sie. Wi sind in dicser geschichtlichen und
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of immediate truth, revealing suprahistorical knowledge. According to Dilthey, ail
knowledge is intrinsically historical, that is, all knowledge is rooted in ‘real life’, and as
such, the disciplines of art, philosophy and religion cxist simply as expressive forms of
life. By divorcing truth from art, philosophy and religion, Dilthey implies that these
‘oxpressions of life” are to be understood only in terms of tracing them back to the mental
consciousness from which they originated. Here, we see at once that Dilthey essentially
recurs to the ‘psychological’ aspect of interpretation relevant to the Schletermacherian
concept of hermeneutics. And again, we see the empathetic need to return to the past in
order to discover the meaning behind the forms of expression, the ‘inner word’. Moreover,
Dilthey’s claim that history is the single source of unconditioned certainty raises several
other critical implications, It suggests, first, that historical knowledge is de-relativised
from all experience. This means that Dilthey esscotially disconneets history from its own
foundation — namely experience — and places history outside the sphere of his life-
philosophy. However, this diametrically opposes his earlier position that historical
knowledge is never quile complete but ever unfolding within the circle of cxpericnce and
understanding. By implying the absoluteness of historical knowledge, Dilthey virtually
imposes a Carfcsian standard of certainty by which to measure history. This subsequently
means that the objectivity, which constitutes history as a science, is to be found not within
history but outside it. But why does Dilthey supersede his insights of experience with
Cartesian idealism? Ultimately, Dilthey could not escape his own preoccupations
concerning the relativistic implications of his life-philosophy. He in fact could not
overcome the self-doubt, which emanated from his commitment to Cartesian idealism, 1o
accept the historicity of historical experiences. As a resull of Descarles influence,
Dilthey’s understanding of history, at length, follows in the likcness of Tlegel’s speculative
metaphysics, and one can surmise that it is Cartesian understanding of truth which in the
end undermines Dilthey’s cntire project, that is, to legitimate the human sciences as a
science.

In retrospect, Dilthey, on the one hand, bases his philosophy of life on Erlebnis,
that is, lived experience, eslablishing the empirical character of the Geisteswissen-schaflen.
This subsequently implies that he is comnmitted to the methodology of hermeneutics. That

is, he acknowledges that understanding takcs place within the hermeneutic circle where

verstadenen Welt iiberall zu Hause, wic versiehen Sinn und Bedeutung von dem allen, wir selbst sind verwebt in diese
Gemeinsankeiten,”
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there are no fixed foundations on which 1o base our knowledge and understanding. It is
clear that for Dilthey the present is the only point of departure for reflections on life since
there can be no other starting points, as it were, for understanding than in life itself. To be
sure, Dilthey recognises thal there are uncertainties in life; however, this does not suggest
that the absence of certain foundations implies that there is no truth. Life, as it were, gives
rise to truth according to Dilthey. However, on the other hand, Dilthey is unable to
emancipate himsclf from secking an Archimedian point from which he can build an
understanding of historical knowledge. I'he search for a f{ixed starting point, for the most
part, is due to his fears of relativism. What appears obvious is the fact that Dilthey rejects
the idea that historical understanding, similar to self-understanding, is temporally
conditioned, thus, abandoning his own insights of experience in regards to history. He
understands well that in his life-philosophy understanding is never abseolute in the sense
that it is finite, but rather that it is always open for amendment. Iowever in respect to
history, Dilthey insists on the Cartesian understanding of truth and asserts that historical
knowledge is absolute. This is to say that historical knowledge is definite in the sense that
it is free from any contextual, situational or temporal restrictions. But then the questions
arise, how is history to be understood? From which direction or starting point are we to
approach history? Where is the methodology? By divorcing history from experience,
Dilthey seems to displace history {from life. This is a contrary to his earlier position that
history arises from life. It is obvious that Dilthey was in a fife-fong conflict between the
traditional and the hermeneutical. Dilthey’s obsession with traditional epistemology did
not allow him to give up the concept of objective certainty in regards to history and
hindered him therefore from drawing out the logical conclusions for his life-philosophy.
This task and the task of legitimising the Geisteswissenschafier: were thus left open to hig
successors of the twentieth century, for such a philosopher as Hans-Georg Gadamer. We
should note however that traditional hermeneutics did not simply leap to philosophical
hermeneutics. There was an important transition between Dilthey’s methodalogical
discipline and Gadamer’s practical discipline.  This transition was Heidegger’s

‘hermeneutics of [acticity’

§ 2.4 Heidegger’s Interpretation of Dasein
Following Dilthey’s insights into ‘life-history’, Martin IHeidegger (1889-1976)

places his attention on the temporal horizons of Leber (life) and sels the ontology of
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factical lifc as the true basis for hermeneutics. In his magnum opus Being and Time (Sein
und Zeit) Heidegger inquires into the nature of ‘Being’ and poscs the age-old question
‘what is Being?” Understanding ‘Being’, Heidegger tells us, is self-understanding, which
begins with the uncovering of the entity called ‘Daseiir’, there (Da) where Being (Sein)
appears.” In simplest terms, Daseir is human existence (there) in the world (in-der-Welt).
But we should note here that this does not suggest simply locating Daseirz i a fixed or
isolated space as a boat on dry land, but rather as a boat which ‘is” only in water, so ‘is’
Dasein - that is, its being — only “in der Welt’, Being-in-the-world (Dasein), Heidegper
further adds, has the character of ‘thrownness’ and can only uncover its “being’ through
hermeneutics - through understanding.” To iltluminate this point, we evidently find
ourselves ineluctably ‘thrown’ into the world, into a fime and place we did not choose, yet
nevertheless we must accept our being-there (Dasein) withoul knowing neither how or why
‘being’ (Sein) came to be ‘there’ (da) nor where it will fead, other than ‘bging-towards-
death®. 'l'his is “the facticity” of life. In this sense we could say that the happening of life
has a genuine ‘tragic’ character about it since all human beings are thrown, without their
doing, into a pre-existent world™ in which they cannot act other than simply to accept their
givenness of being-there-in-the-world. But at the same time, precisely because Dasein is
thrown into the world, Dasein is endowed with creativeness, thoughtfulness and
interpretive capacities that are unique to itself. The peculiar condition of thrownness not
only confers on Dasein special capabilities but also motivates it towards its own self-
understanding, the truth of its own being and its possibilities of being. Without the
thrownness of Dasein would there be a need for interpreting or understanding? As it were,
human beings are not placed in the world with a signed-sealed explanation, which offers
definitive answers in respect to the meaning of their being-there and how they are “to be’ in
the world. Dasein’s meaning, instead, can only be recognised in terms of its own
projecting and projections {(Entwiirfe), 1.e. its own possibifities, its potentiality-for-being.
Ta disclose its possibilities, Dasein has to understand itself in coming ‘to be’ what it can
be. Understanding (Verstehen), Heidegger contends, is a fundamental existentiale, and as

such it 18 a basic modc of Daseir 's “being” — rather than a faculty of apprehension, as Kant,

% The word Dasein plays a decisive rolc in undersianding Being, *Da-sein” literally translated means Being-there. Pt
the usage implics a kind ol Being or cxistence.  Although here the concept seems semewhat opaque, in the course of the
present investigetion, however, its meaning will emerge rather cleardy.

' Martin Heidepger. Being and Time. (trans. John Macquarric & Eward Robinsun, Oxford: Blackwell, 1962),

(LL 37-8). p. 62.

" By “pre-exisicnl’, 1 am merely suggesting thut world is prior (s any subject-object separation batween self and world.
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for example, had conjectured ® Being, in short, is understanding, and therefore the being
of Dasein already understands — that is, it already has the power to grasp its own
‘potentiality-for-being’.  In understanding, Dasein’s own possibilities are disclosed in a
way that Dasein always knows understandingly what it could be. Understanding in this
sense is always self-understanding through which Dasein cuitivates itself:

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. This ‘knowing’ does not first

arise from an immanent self-perception, but belongs to the Being of the “there”

which is essentially understanding,™
Understanding is the ‘knowing’ of Dasein’s own ‘situatedness’ in-the-world and the
‘disclosing” of possibilities. Moreover, if we go a step further and acknowledge that
Dasein s capacity to understand, in its movement towards coming ‘to be’ of what itself can
be, represents its historicity, understanding, as a structure of being, then, must also be
recognised as being oriented to the temporal continuum. Since the being of being-there is
historical, so too is understanding historicaily conditioned. Of the three time dimensions:
past, present and future, the futural always has primacy due to the projective character
(Enmtwurfscharakier) of understanding. But knowing simply that understanding is a mode
of being still seems to be an incomplete understanding of what understanding itself is.
What is yet to be explained is the “howness” of understanding. Given that understanding is
projection and disclosure, how is projection and disclosedness themselves to be grasped?
For this we iurn to Heidegger's reconceptualised theory of phenomenology.™

Tn defining phenomenology, Heidegger goes back to its Greek origins, and explains

that this concept is made up of the Greek words: phainomenon and logos. The first,

# Gadamer concurs: ‘Before any differentiation of nnderstanding into the different directions of pragmatic or theorctical
inlerest, understanding is ‘Lhere-being’s mode of being, in that it is potentialily-for-being and “possibility™ (TM 230 /
WM 2453),.

M Ucidegger. Being and Time. (H. 144), p. 184.

® What is meant by a ‘reconceptualised theory of phenomenology’ pertains to Heidegger's re-thinkiug and redefining of
the concept and theory of phenomenology, first claborated by Edmund Husserl. Husserl, the founder of “transcendental”
phenomenoclogy, argues in lus phenomenological acvount of understanding that e conditions which supply the
possibility ‘o nnderstand” emanate within the ‘lifeworld® — in the concreleness of living. Moreover, he adds that ail
objects in the ifeworld are given to he luman consciousness. Couscyuently, all knowledge and imdersianding are, as il
were, silualed in the horizon of subjective modes of givenness, in the ‘transcendental epo’, to use his term ~ this is to say.
ihe existence and meaning of life and the lifeworld are rooted in the history and culture of mankind. Although Heidegger
agrees with Flusserl’s insights in vespect to his notion of the historicality of being, he, on the other hand, breaks away
from [usserl’s idea of pure intellect, e tramscendental subjectivity, to question the meaning of Being and 1o dissolve the
imaginary position of dominance the subjeei (mman being) has over the object (the world).  For an in-depth comparison
with Heidegger’s account of ‘hermenemic phenonenology® in Sein und Zeit see Husserl’s Cartesion meditations: An
Introduction to Phenomenology. (itans. Dorion Caims, "The Hague, 1960)
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Phainomenon, he explains is a Greek expression which traces back to the verb paivenlo,
which means *to show itsclf™;

Thus pawduevor [phenomenon] means that which shows itself, the manifest [das,

was sich zeigt, das Sichzeigende, das Offenbare]. PadvesOor itself is a middle-

voiced form which comes from paive — to bring to the light of day, to put in the

light. @aive comes from the stem pa (pha) —, like garg (phés) the light, that which 15

bright — i other words, that wherein that the expression “phenomenon’ signifies that

which shows itself in itself.”
Heidegger further clarifies that phenomenon has also a secondary meaning which signities
something that is ‘semblant’ or has “semblance’ to something, i.e., something that merely
looks like so-and-so, but phenomenon as ‘semblance’, he states, i3 a mere privative
modification which fails to gasp the thing itself.  Heidegger likewise expressly
differentiates phenomenon from the nofion of ‘appearance’, which also fails to indicate
something as manifest. Something can appear as something else only when there is
something that is, in effect, showing-itself. Thus, be explicitly argues that we should
understand the primordial signification goroducvor as ‘that which shows itsell”, disclosing
itself’ as it is and not something which is ‘seeming’ (Scheinery or ‘appearing’ like
something. ™

As for the —ology in phenomen(ology), Hetdegger points out that this suffix has its

roots in the concept of logos which signifies ‘discourse’, and discourse, he states, is “letting
something be seen’, i.e., ‘it lets us see something from the very thing which ihe discourse
is aboul.”® Through the exchange of vocal proclamations, i.c. speaking, we let discourse
itself be seen as well as what discourse itself reveals. Together, the concepts phainomenos
and fogos create a definition which means “to let that which shows itsell be seen from itself
in the very way in which it shows itself from itself’”. By determining phenomenology as
such, Heidegger, ingeniously undermines and reverses thc ‘traditional” relationship
between man and the objective world. The idea that objects in the ‘lifeworld” are

constituted by human consciousness and categorisation 1s replaced with the understanding

® Being and Time. (11. 28). p. S1.

T Heidegger is clearly confronting Xant’s assertion that we can only know the world as it ‘appears’ to us through the
coustitulive catcgories of human subjectivity, The world as an object of tmty, in Kanl’s view, s located m the struclure
of the consciousness we have of it. Consequently, we cannot get “to the things themselves’. Ileidegger we shall see
works thoroughly against the Kantian notion of appearance in favour of phenimienology 1o understand the world in itsclf
and as itselll

% Being end Time. (H. 32), p. 36.

* Thid., (1. 34), p. 58.
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that the universal or essential qualities of things we encounter in the lifeworid disclose
themselves to us as they are in themselves. (n this sense, the world in which man lives is
no fonger his ‘private’ world. The human consciousness is no fonger the cenfre and origin
of all meaning — that is, the prevailing power, which determines and projects a meaning to
the external world, is not the human mind; rather it is the ontological self-showing of the
thing itself (Sich-Zeigen der Sache selbst), i.c. the manifesting of the world as it “is’ in
itself, which Dasein must interpret.

The consequence of Heidegger’s reformulation of phenomenclogy is a
radicalisation of the ‘traditional’ concept of understanding (Verstehen). Understanding 1s
not conceived so much as a capacity that can grasp correctly the relational value of things,
which the human consciousness has predetermined, but as a mode of being which
phenomenologically discloses and uncovers the being of Dasein’s own potentiality-for-
being — that is, bringing to the light of day, the being of Dasein itself and what itself 1s
capable of being, the ‘couid be’. Understanding  is  projection, disclosed
phenomenologically. The disclosure of possibilities requires ‘letting things be” and in their
being, brought to the light of day. This further implies understanding involves
‘openedness’ (Offenbarkeit) 1o the unfolding of the thing itself. The being of Dasein must
be open to interpretations and re-interpretations of its own possibilities for being. Life, in
other words, can be understood as a process and outcome of continuous interpretation
which oceurs within the phenomenon of being-in-the-world ~ a point which Gadamer
himself makes clear in his work. DBy conceptualising and recognising understanding as
projection and as disclosedncss, Heidegger, likewise, radically reformulates the way the
phenomenon of truth is to be perceived and treated.

With the uncovering of the Greek concept of phenomenology, Heidegger
concurrently points out that the concept of truth, which the Greeks understood ~ i.e. ‘the
most original truth’, was misconstiued and transformed by later thinkers, such as St.
Thomas Aquinas whose conception of truth was primarily the notion of adaequatio. e
explains that the traditional philosophical treatment of Truth as adaequatio — the
‘agreement’ of somelhing 1o something — comes from the interpretation of Aristotlc’s
assertion ‘that the soul’s “Experiences”, its vonuore (‘representations’), are likenings of

things’.' But this interpretation of truth as agreement, Heidegger says, ‘is very general

1 1higd., (H. 214), p. 257.
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and empty”'™ since it assumes that truth is solety the relation of one thing to another. Truth
as adaequatio, he argues, does not take into account that not every relation is an
agreement, although every agreement (as truth) must be a refation. What is more, the ferm
‘agreement’, as a relational understanding of things, does not offer knowledge of
something just as it is, but only “jusi as” something is to another, e.g., 5 is “just as’ 3 plus 2
is — but what are 5, 3, and 2 as things in themselves? To realise the thing-in-itself, as if is,
is the event of truth, and this process is prior to any agreement or comrespondence. 1ruth,
Heidegger claims, is not a relational totality, for it “has by no ineans the structure of an
agreement between knowing and the object in the sense of a likening of one entity (the
subject) to another (the Object)’*? So then, how is truth as the recognition of the thing-in-
itself realisable? To clarify the structure of tiuth in its ‘most original sense’, Heidegger
recovers the near forgotten Greek ‘pre-philosophical” understanding of truth and provides
an ontological account of truth which precedes all characterisations of truth as
correspondentia (“correspondence’), convenientia (‘coming together’) and adaequatio
(‘likening’) intellectus et rei.

According to Heidegger, truth can be realised through assertion, for ‘Asserting is a
way of Being towards the Thing itself thal is’.'"" With every assertion there is, of course,
an idea of what something is, which must be confirmed either as true or false. The act of
confirming (Bewdhrung), then, demonstrates an ‘uncovering’ of what something is “just as
it 18"

What is to be demonstrated is not an agreement of knowing with its agreement
between “contents of consciousness” among themselves.  What is to be
demonstrated is solely the Being-uncovered [Entdeckt-sein] of the entity itself —
that entity in the “how™ of its uncoveredness. This uncoveredness 1s confirmed
when that which is put forward in the assertion (namely the entity itself) shows
itself as that very same thing. “Confirmation™ signifies the entity showing itself in
its selfsameness.'™
If one puts forward the assertion, ‘this is a knife’, the object asserted as being a knife must
be confirmed. TIn carrying out a demonsiration, the object which one has in mind shows

itself just as it is in itself, confirming itsell as a knile or not; “that 1s to say, it shows that it,

91 Ibid., (H. 215), p. 258
12 thid., (H. 218), p. 261.
93 [hid., (H. 218), p. 260.
T Ibid., (H. 218), p. 261.
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in its selfsameness, is just as it gets pointed out in the assertion as being — just as it gets
uncovered as being. . . .The Being-true [truthfulness] (truth) of the assertion must be
understood as Being-uncovering [disclosedness]’.’®  Assertion is, then, an uncovering
(aletheuein) and poinling oul (apophansis) of sometlhing ‘as it is in itself”. It is a mode of
disclosure through which one arrives at a ‘clearedness’.  If an assertion is ‘tnue’, then it
uncovers the entity in question. But what if’ the assertion is false? Is there still an
uncovering? To be sure, there is nonetheless an uncovering, but that uncovering is the
disclosure of falsehood. The entity does not reveal itseff as it is in its seifsameness, but
rather as what it is not. There is a kind of “negative disclosure.

As we can see, truth possesses a phenomenclogical characier; it opens and reveals
itself ‘as it is in itself” — something is brought to the light of day and i seen in its
‘uncoveredness’. The understanding of truth as uncovering or unconcealment is the
Greeks concept of alotiheiz, which was supcrseded by the notion of adaeguatio and in turn
by the Cartesian notion of cortainty in the scventeenth century. However, simply
rediscovering a/iteia as disclosure is not enough for Heidegger. To complete its
understanding, he also adds an important concept which he calls the phenomenon of
‘hiddenness’, and emphasises the struggle that one has to face in penetrating the “what is’
behind the concealment. In Heidegger’s view, with every event of unconcealment, there is
also an event of closure, a hiddenness. If we look at a sphere, for instance, we never sec
the whole of the sphere. We are always limited to the [rontal view and the backside always
eludes us. With an uncovering of one area, there is always a covering-up of some other
part of the sphere. Similarly, we do not have a bird’s eye view of what truth is in its
fullness. We cannot look down and observe truth as if from a mountaintop, instead, we are
limited to an ever-partial view — certain perspectival profiles (perspeftivischen
Abschattungen)™® of that which is truth. The full scope of truth, as it were, is never
entirely revealed, and our knowledge of it therefore remains forever incomplete. What we
acquire i our endeavour of finding truth is simply a collection of profiles of truth, which
we discover by being-in-the-world. The task of discovering it remains perpetually
unfinished. The character of hiddenness and unhiddenness of truth and the imperceptible

nature of truth as a whole is vital to Gadamer’s pereeption of truth:

108 1.
lnd.

1% Ldmund Husserl's phenomenclogical account of {rulh maimains that things always present a profile of themselves.

And this idea of perspekiivischen Abschattungen is one which both Heidegger and Gadamer adopt into their

understanding of wuth,
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This, then is his [Ileidegger’s] point; “Truth” is not complete unconcealment whose
ideal fulfillment is the self-presence of absolute spirit. He teaches us ratber to think
that truth is both revealing and concealing. . . \What is expressed is not everything.
The unsaid first brings the said to the word which can reach us. This seems to me
compellingly correct. The concepts in which thinking is formulated stand against a
wall of darkness.'

As we mentioned earlier, understanding is the ongoing process of disclosing and
uncovering of Dasein’s potentiality-for-being, as if “is’, in its selfsameness. To this extent,
‘Dasein is “in the truth™ '* This assertion is possible since Heidegger also defines truth as
‘uncoveredness or disclosure of the thing itself. Heidegger fundamentally accords truth
with understanding. In fact, every event of truth is understanding, and as such truth is an
element of being which solely appertains to and belongs to the being of Dasern. It is an
issue only for Dasein, and can only be discovered by {lasein: ‘Being (not entities) is
something which “there is” only in so far as truth is. And truth is only in so far as and as
long as Dasein is. Being and truth “are” equiprimordially’.!™ The basic state of being-in-
the-world is thus the basis for the primordial phenomenon of truth. Consequently, truth is
— as 13 understanding ~ conditioned by the historical and social powers of being. Truth
reveals to being in being. To be sure, the phenomenon of truth is no longer counccived as
something that is independent and ahistorical of being, which can be discovered and
understood through methodical research. In fact, it is no longer equated with methodical
proof. For Heidegger, truth as a/##heia is a phenomenological event, which unfolds in the
clearing (Lichtung) the vanous facets of itself, so that what we understand is its
manifestness. However, the wholc truth or truth as a whole can never be grasp since it
continuously and simultaneously reveals and hides itself  And because Dasein or
understanding itself is both historical and finite, there is indeed no arriving at an absolute

truth as Hegel had presumed.

7 Hons-Georg Gadamer. “Sclbstdarstellung Hans-Georg Gadamer’ Gesammelte Werke, Band 2 Hermencutik £, 504.
The above translation is taken from Roberl J. Dostal’s cssay ‘The Fxperience of Jruth for Gadamer and 1leidegger:
Taking Time in Sudden Lighting’ in Hermenetitics and 1ruth, op. cit., 50.

1o§ Being und Time. (H. 221), p. 263.

S bid., (11, 230), p. 272.
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§ 3. The Humanistic Tradition

Uniike the nineteenth-century modern hermeneuticists or the twentieth-century
positivists, the absence of a method specific to the human sciences does not prompt
Gadamer to the search for a method proper to the Geisteswissenschafien. 'This is strictly
due to the fact that he does not equate truth with methodically reasoned proof. Instead, as
a counter-movement against the methodical model of knowledge represented by the “exact
sciences’, Gadamer in Truth and Method turns immediately to four forsaken humanistic
ideals to demonstrate the existence of knowledge and truth, which ke outside the domain
of the natural sciences, that can be acquired without the aid of a method.

In contesting ihe dominion of method — which claims itself as the sole model of
scientificity -- Gadamer contends that the validity of the Geisteswissenschafien is not
situated per se in ‘method’ but rather iu what he calls the guiding humanistic conecepts or
principles (humanisiische Leitbegriffe). Bildung (culture), Sensis commuris (common
sense), Judgment {{/rteil) and Taste ((Gesciunack). He maintains that it is through these
concepts that an access to truth, intrinsic to the Geisteswissenschafien, is possible. In the
following sections we will explore in detail each of the four guiding concepts, which
Gadamer illuminates, examining how each is to be valued and applied to the studia
hrmaritotis.  But first, let us consider some critical questions, which have yet to be
posited, that presently need to be addressed if we are to understand properly Gadamer’s
employment of these concepts. To begin, we may ask, what is Gadamer implying when he
states “as a child of modern Enlightenment, I have been led to my path via the great
humanistic heritage’ or when he speaks of the human sciences as ‘the true advocates or
representatives of humanism’?' How are we to understand “humanistic heritage’? Ts he
regarding himsclf a humanist and suggesting a renewal of the doctrines of humanism?
And if so, to which humanistic doctrines or school(s) of thought is he referring? Is he
concerned with reviving the humanism that flourished during the Renaissance or is he
interested rather in the German humanism of Goethe and Schiller? Or docs he ge back
much [urther, tor example, to Greek metaphysics, to Plato and Aristotle. Jean Grondin, a
prominent critic of Gadamer’s work, has emphatically declared that Gadamer is an

emissary of humanism. In his ecritical essay ‘Gadamer on Humanism’, Grondin contends

" The first quote js taken trom a letter of teply to P. Christopher Smith tound in the velume of The Philosaphy of Hans-
Georg Gadeamer. op., cil., p. 526 (The italic given is my own). Furiher, the given translation ol ihe original quote “die
wahren Sachwaller des Hwmanismus ° is my own sinee fhis particular translation offered in the IM volume (p. 10)
seomed rather shorl of rellecting accurately what is implied in the original.
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that Gadamer defends humanism by following Herder’s (humanistic) view ‘“that humanity
constantly has to subdue the animality out of which it stems by developing iis rationality,
which is actually nothing but the overcoming of animality and the barbaric forms in the
history of mankind’.® This may well be the case, but oddly enough (or perhaps not so
surprisingly) Gadamer never mentions any overcoming or mastering of the darker side of
human ‘animality’ through humanism in either 7ruth and Method or in any of his later
writing. There is, to be sure, no tenable evidence to suggest that the fear of barbaric evil or
animality is the cause or reason why Gadamer illuminates the concepts: Bildung, sensus
compunis, judgment and taste.

We need to be attentive to the fact that Gadamer never explicitly or implicitly
indicates a return to or a ‘rehabilitation of humanism’; for one, he is too historical, so to
speak; that is to say, he is well aware that a return to ‘what was’ is impossible. Any
attempt to recapture or return to the past, in his part, would be none other than an obvious
self-betrayal.  Secondly, the section ‘Bedeutung der humanistischen Tradition fur die
Geisteswissenschaften’ in Zruth and Meihod does not in any manner express or espouse a
rehabilitation of Aumanism; rather it translates as “The Significance of the Humanistic
Tradition for the Human Sciences’. What is important, as we shall discover, is Gadamer’s
use of four ‘specific’ concepts to show hovy, combined together, they form a ‘mode of
being’ that establishes and unfolds a valid form of knowledge, which cannot be attained or
demonstrated through strict methodological procedure. Yet nonetheless Grondin compares
Heidegger’s famous Letter on Humanism, in which Heidegger replies to Jean Beaufiet’s
questioning of the concept of humanism, with Gadamer’s use of the humanistic concepis as
the foundation for the Geisteswissenschafierr n Truth and Method and argues, ‘[wlhat 1s
striking in all this, is that Gadamer so candidly brings te life again the classical sclf-
definitions of humanism that Heidegger rejected out of hand.’® But is Gadamer’s position
as antithetical and confrontational to his mentor’s as Grondin contends? Does he truly re-
employ ‘again the classical self-definitions of humanism’, and consequently, is it
appropriate to label Gadamer a humanist?

When Heidegger in his Lester speaks of humanism as the ‘forgetfulness of being’

(Seinsvergessenheif), he is directly in line with his earlier critique of understanding the

:1 lean Grondin, ‘Gadamer on Humeanismi’ in The Philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer. op. cit., 162.
* Ibid., p. 163. Disappointingly, CGroudin provides a less than modest summary of the 1946 debate over e concept of
humanism between Jean Beanfret and Marlin Heidegger. His historical account swurounding the debate and the content
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truth of “Being’ {Sein und Zeil), in that both works represent a crilique on metaphysical
thinking which gives priority to that which ‘is* (Seiendes) over ‘Being’ (Sein). Through all
the excess noise made on Heidegger’s rejection of the anthropocentsism of humanism, the
core of his critique, contrary to what some critics have argued, does not focus on the evil or
brutality of mankind or its self-centredness — albeit, they may be side issues; rather it
illustrates how Western thought and language since Plato’s metaphysics has forsaken the
dignity of Being (Sein) in its thoughtless intellectualisation and pursuit of understanding
the world (reality) in terms of the “idea’. Heidegger statcs:
Freilich beruht die Wesenshoheit des Menschen nicht darin, daf3 er die Substanz
des Seienden als dessen »Subjekt« ist, wm als der Machthaber des Seins das
Seiendscin des Seienden in der allzulaut gerihmten »Objektivitét« zergehen zu
lassen. . . . So kommt cs denn bei der Bestimmung der Menschlichkeit des
Menschen als der Ek-sistenz darauf an, daf3 nicht der Mensch das Wesentliche ist,
sondern das Sein als die Dimension des Ekstatischen der Ek-sisenz. Die
Dimension jedoch ist nicht das bekannte Réumiliche.  Vielmelr west alles
Raumliche und aller Zeit-Raum im Diimensionalen, als welches das Sein selbst ist.*
But how does metaphysic affect humanism? tn Heidegger’s view humanism ‘thinks
metaphysically’ and does not place high enough the fumanitas of man, in that it side-steps
and leaves unanswered the questions of Being (Sein) by subordinating everything ‘that
which is® (Seiendes) to the instance of the idea, the eidos. Or in simpler terms, it leaps
over the questions of Sein for the questions of ‘Seiendes’” He explains: ‘Solange jedoch
die Wahrheit des Seins nicht gedacht ist, bleibt alle Ontologie ohne ihr Fundament.
Decshalb bezeichnete sich das Denken, das mit »S u Z« [Sein und Zeit] in die Wabrheit des
Seins vorzudenken versuchte, als Fundamentalontologie.”®  Gadamer is not in
disagreement. In fact, it is precisely this Heideggerian notion of Being and the
‘thrownness into Being’ over the Seiendes that inspired him towards the philosophy of
lifeworld. Gadamer concurs that the “idea’ must not have an ontological precedence over
‘Being’; for he, like Heidegger, recognises that metaphysics cannot sufliciently render

of dispule seems far too inadequate for ome to be sympathetic to his discontent towards Heidepger's critique on
humanism or 1o grasp and acknowledge the differences between Gudamer and Heidepger's view on humanism.

* Lieidegger. Ober den Humanisnms, (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorie Klostermann, 1947), pp. 19, 22.

3 Heidegger makes a clear ontological distinction between *Being’ (Seirr) and ‘that which is” (Seiendes). Tn Sein und Zeit,
he nses deliberately and cautiously the expression: il v a Pltre or “es gibl das Scin’ in order {o avoid the expression ‘das
Sein jst” sines the *ist” notion is normally used for that which *is’, i.e. das Seiende. In the English transiation it is difficull
lo express ‘cs gibt das Sein” (there &s being) without usiny the “ist’ part.

“ Heidegger. Uber den Humanismus. op. cit., 41,
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knowledge of the whole in that: (1) it conceals and subordinates the truth of Seir while
placing the Seiendes 10 the foreground of being, and (2) it constitutes only a minor facet of
the “whole of Being’. So lhen, how does Gadamer understand Being? What is it that
constitutes the essence of Being? The sum of human thought and experience, he proposes,
is language and tradition. He writes:
Rather, language is the universal medium in which understanding itself is realised.
The mode of realisation of understanding is interpretation . . . The relation between
language and understanding is seen primarily in the (act that it is the nature of
tradition to exisl in the medium of language, so that the preferred object of
interpretation is a linguistic one. . . . Linguistic tradition is tradition in the literal
sense of the word, i.e. something handed down. . .. What has come down to us by
way of linguistic tradition is not left over, but given to us, told us — whether in the
form of direct repetition, of which myth, legend and custom are examples. Or in the
form of written tradition . . . (TM 350-51 / WM 366-7).
When we consider his use of the four humanistic concept (Bildung, Semsus connnunis,
Judgment and Taste), indeed, they reflect a mede of understanding, a way of Being and a
way of “coming into being’, which has becn preserved through tradition, Consequently,
tradition is ‘not over against us but something in which we stand and through which we
exist’.” The humanistic concepts, as presenied in 7ruth and Method, are less metaphysical
and more involved in bringing into the forcground the whole of Being. Indeed they
attempt to go behind or beyond metaphysics. Yel there is a difficulty that arises here.
How can Gadamer turn to the “humanistic’ tradition and not imply metaphysics?

As we have explicated thus far, Heidegger in lis Le#fer associates humanism with
metaphysical thinking, and for this reason, we said, he reproaches the concept since it
forsakes the truth of Being Grondin is perfectly correct when he states, ‘[f]lor Heidegger,
il is urgent to realise that man is not at the cenitre of the universe. He is perhaps a
peripheral apparition in the whole of Being, ouf of which it should gain a new
understanding of itsell and its esscntial finitude, or “thrownness™ into Being and by
Being.”™ Gadamer, [ added, likewise turns away from metaphysics, but does this imply that
he also rejects humanism? Since Gadamer is not very explicit in his position concerning

this concept, we can only speculate. Of course he uses the adjective “humanistic’, which,

7 Richar F. Palmer. Hermeneutics, (Northwestern University Press, Evanston. 1969), p. 177.
8 Grondin. *Gadamer on Thunanism’, op. cil., 160.
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linguistically speaking, implies having to do with or concerning ‘humanism’, but in what
manner does he apply this concept? In some sensc he seems to keep with the traditional
use of the term as that which attributes crucial importance to education, i.e. cultivation in
the broadest sense. One has only to consider the first humanistic concept, Bildung, which
he illuminates comprehensively, to understand that Being is and demands opesnness,
revision, and correction. What is more, the concepts: sensus communis, judgment and taste
all constitute and support Gadamer’s notion of Bildung. Yet there seems to be something
more in his use of the term ‘humanistic’; a latent or perhaps even an outward significance,
which has vet to be considered. Without being too presumptuous, 1 propose that there is a
subtle re-determining or redefining of the concept by Gadamer, occasioned by a
‘Heideggerian prejudice’, that is, the influence of Sein und Zeit and the Letter on
Humanism. When Gadamer utilises the term “humanistic’, there seems to be a new
interpretation; that is to say, he clears away some of the presuppositions which over time
have hidden its original meaning. His accordance with Heidegger’s critique on
metaphysics seeins to suggest that he, in effcct, has “polished” the term ‘humanistic’
enough to overcome the priority of ‘methodical abstraction from nature or from the
concrete whole’, L.e. the metaphysical subjectivism or the forgetfuiness of being, What
seems to have taken place is the redefining of the term “humanistic’ by incorporating the
traditional notion of education with the Heideggerian emphasis on Being to formulate a
concept that focuses on the meaning of Being, which subsequently influences our
understanding of the Seiendes. Again, if we look at the four particular concepts which he
brings to light, they all centre on the Seir rather than on the Seiendes. In fact, with each
concept, Gadamer filters through all of its transformations to penetrate beneath the diluted
and multi-coloured surtace of the word, placing himsclf at the centre of what is thought
and unthought, to rediscover or ‘uncover’ its original understanding. Teo be sure he tries to
bring about a ‘new event of disclosure’, a new way of thinking and understanding each of
the four guiding principles. And in this way, the rediscovery of humanistic concepts seems
to follow the Heideggerian phenomenological notion of truth uncovering, unconcealment
(Unverborgenheif). Hence, 1o say that Gadamer is antithetic to Teidegger’s position on
humanism seems somewhat misconstrues.

In a way, it seems more appropriate and precise to say that Gadamer possesses
something of a ‘new” or ‘polished” humanistic perspective, 1.e. a general standpoint from

which he views the truth of Being (Sein) and that which 1s (Seiendes). This perspective,
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we may argue, is neither a self-inflating affirmation of human greatness nor the
perfectibility of man; it reflects rather a cautionary vision which trics to understand the
meaning of Being-in-the-world (/n-der-Welt-Sein), to borrow Heidegger’s expression, by
recognising the enormous value that concepts, such as Hifdung, sensus communis,
judgment and taste, as a mode of being, add to the sphere of knowledge and to
understanding the nature of Being. What is also important to note is that the ‘Gadamerian
notion of humanism’ arguably offers an alternative way of discovering truth and

conscquently a new way of looking at the Geisteswissenschaften.

§ 3.1 Bildung
After introducing a very brief account on the problematic paturc of method,

Gadamer’s discourse turns immediately to the concept of Bildung and bricfly outlines its
origin and its transformation in meaning. The early idea of Bildung, i.e. natural shape
which refers to the external appearance of the well-formed limbs and figures, according to
Gadamer, underwent a semantic shill by losing its original mecaning and became associated
with the notion of culture (8ulfur). From there on, the notion of Dildung came to describe
the peculiar human mode of cultivating one’s natwral talents and capacities. However the
understanding of Bildung made one of its most profound transformations when Wilhelm
von Humboldt recognised and established a differentiation between the meaning of
RBildung and culture. Humboldt saw that by the idea ol Bildung “we mean something both
higher and more inward, namcly the attitude of mind which, from the knowledge and the
feeling of the total intellectual and moral endeavous, [lows harmoniously into sensibility
and character’ (TM 11 / WM 8). Thus, in reacquainting us to the humanistic tradition,
Gadamer takes Iumboldt’s significant insight — that is, characterising Bildung not so much
as an idea intimalely connected to the notion of eulture — as his starting point. He explains:

Rildung has 0o goals outside itself. . . . the concept of Bildung transcends that of the

mere cultivation of given talents, from which concept it is derived. The cuitivation

of a talent is the development of something that is already given, so thai the

practice and cultivation of it is 2 mere means to an end (12/9).”
Gadamer further develops the understanding of Bildung by following Hegel who first

scrutinised thoroughly what Bildung is. From Hegel’s standpoint, man suffers alienation

? Compare with Joel Weinsheiner who explaius, *Bildnag is distinct from cultivation in that it is mare the acquisition of
polencies than the development of latencies’. Weinsheimer GH. op. cit., 69,
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from the immediate and the natural, existing in a state of exile. This separation s the result
of man’s rationat and intellectual nature; however, at the same time il 15 only the rational
and intellectual side of man which provides the possibility for a reunion with his proper
state of being. Bildung, according to Hegel, is the mode by which man can overcome his
alienated being. The formal natwe of Bildung is characterised by the virtue of openness
and involves a movement away:

from the immediacy of desire, of personal need and private interest and the

unreasonable demand of universal. . . . It consists in learning to allow what is

different from oneself and to find universal viewpoints from which one can grasp

the thing, ‘the objective thing in its freedom’, without selfish interest. (14/10-11).
However we must keep in mind that that attitude of openness 13 also a prerequisite of
Bildung itself. The gebildet man, ie. the “cultivated individual®, is characterised by his
sclflessness, thal is, his ability to abstract himself away from his own immediate
particularity, to gaze towards something other and universal. He is not like the workhorse,
which simply possesses a tunnel vision due to its blinders. Through Bildung the individual
liberates himself from his blinders, and to this extent Lhe vision of the gebildes individual
holds a greater radius of sight, enabling him to look far beyond the provincial confines of
his “self’, of his own community and culture. Bildung is thus the mode of seil-formation
through the movement from alienation to the rediscovery of home. “To seek one’s own in
the alien, to becomc at home in it’, Gadamer, following Hegel, writes, ‘is the basic
movement of spirit, whose being is only return to itself from what is other’ (1571t). Here
we can recognise at once the likeness between the circular movement of Bildung and the
hermeneutic circle of whole and part. Joel Wetusheimer similarly notes, ‘In the structure
of excursion and reunion defining Bildung we see at once the circular structure of
hermeneutic understanding . . . . In the subsequent chapters [ will elaborate further this
parallel between Bildung and understanding; however, for the present section it is cnough
to point out that the concept of Bilduny ties closely to the phenomenon of understanding,.

On this point Gadamer concurs with Hegel’s canception of Bildung. But how does

one arrive at Bildung? 1 Bildung promotes openness and openness is itself a necessary
condition for the acquisition of Bildung, then the question remains: from where does the

initial receptivity spring forth? Guadamer’s account of Bifdung does not appear to

19 Joel Weinsheimer. Philosophical Hermenentics aud Literary Theory. (Mew Tlaven: Yale University Press, 1991),
p. 7.
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pronounce directly the origins of Bildung, however, we may conjecture that Gadamer
indirectly supplies Bildung with an ontological foundation when he writes, ‘every single
individual that raises himself out of his natural being to the spiritual finds in the language,
customs and institutions of his people a pre-given body of material which, as in learning to
speak, he has to make his own’ (TM 15/ WM 11). From the very moment of our existence,
we are, as il were, always immersed in the process of Bildung'' Thus our “being’ is not
defined as a fixed substance or essence, but rather alters and develops through Bildung.

Eventuaily, Gadamer departs from Hegel by disconnecting Bildung from Hegel’s
philosophy of absolute spirit. Whereas Hegel envisions the spirit ultimately completing
the movement from alienation to finding a home, Gadamer, on the other hand, does not sec
an ‘end point where the movement of alienation and return can cease in the total self-
appropriation”.”” He does not deny the idea of perfeot Bildung that is always open for
greater growth and progression. His dissension from Hegel lies in the fact that Hegel
assumes one can arrive at perfect RBildung in the absolute sense. For Gadamer such is not
the case. Allhough the movement of the spirit toward hemecoming becomes nearer and
nearer, there is never a complete arrival; rather it is perpetual act with indefinite progress
and what is gained in each and every instance of movement is never lost but is ever
‘preserved’. Hence ‘Bilding’, claims Gadamer, ‘is a genuine historical idea, and because
of this historical character of “preservation” is important for understanding in the human
sciences’ (TM 12/ WM 9). To be sure it is through Bildung’s openness and the continuous
movement and subsequent preservation of knowledge acquired through Bildung thai “the
human sciences presuppose that the scientific consctousness is already formed and for that
very reason possesscs the right, unlearnable and inimitable tact that bears the judgment and
the mode of knowledge of the human sciences’ (157 12).

To clucidate how the presupposed historical conscicusness operates in the human
sciences, Gadamer appeals 1o Helmholtz’s concept of “tact” and explains its correlation to
Bildung. Tor Ilelmholiz, tact represents an alternative to scientific tabula rasa; and exists
as a form of social sense and practical know-how. To possess tact implies that we possess
“a particular sensilivity and sensitiveness to situations, and [know] how to behave in them,

for which we cannot find any knowledge from general principles. Hence an essential part

¥i The established ontological foundation tor Bikbung is the same basic structure for understanding as Gadamer conceives
it. This will bacome mare apparent in the progress of this thesis, especially when we begin to considor Ileidegger’s
account ot being-in-the-world and the phenomeuon of understanding.

2 Weinsheimer GH. op. cit., 71.
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of tact is inexplicitness and inexpressibility’ (16 / 13). In other words, tact reflects the
capacity to distinguish what is appropriate from what 1s inappropriate. Being tactful
requires that one knows what is proper to say and leaves unsaid what is improper. The
recoghition of inappropriateness ‘helps one {o preserve distance, it avoids the offensive, the
intrusive, the viofation of the intimate sphere of the person” (177 ibid.). Take Bildung, tact
involves a sense of openness {0 the universal, i.c. receptiveness for ‘otherness’. However,
we must keep in mind that the universal here does not represent a determined concept or a
pre-given set of norms or rules. Tact does not involve a mechanistic application 1o a
particular situation, for there is no ‘user’s manual’; rather it resembles an intuitive sense
which functions accordingly to each ncw and particular social circumstance. It renders a
kind of immediate knowledge which cannot be derived from or reduced to a method, for
there are no general principles involved that could determine the explanations for its
conclusions. Moreover, tact is not limited to social customs and manners, but is also
effective in the Geisteswissenschafien. According to Helmholtz, Gadamer writes, ‘tact
which functions in the human sciences is not simply a feeling and unconscious, but is at
the same time a mode of knowing and a mede of being” (ibid. s 14). Thus tact presupposes
both aesthetic and historical Bildurg. To have tact functioning in the human sciences
implies that one possesses a sensc of the aesthetic ar the historical. However since, as
(Gadamer points out, both aesthetic and historical sense involve more than an intuitive or
artistic feelings, and arc not inpate to one’s natural constitution; consequently, we speak in
terms of aesthetic or historical consciousness — rather than of sense — which must be
formed through Bildung. Nevertheless this consciousness, explains Gadamer, functions
with the similar characteristic notion of immediacy commonly ascribed to the senses, i.c.,
it is able to determine differences and constitute evaluations for each paiticular instance
although it is unable to offer its reasons. Thus, in relation to the human sciences tact is
understood in terms of historical or aesthelic consciousness. Any individual who possesses
aesthetic consciousness is able to discriminate ‘between beautitul and ugly, good or bad
qualities, and whoever has a sense of the historical [that is, historical consciousness] knows
what is possible for an age and what not, and has a sense of the difference of the past in
relation to the present’ {17/ ibid.).

In relrospect, Bilding prepares the sensitivity and receptiveness to what is ‘other” —
known othcrwise as tact. It is a cultivated mindset which involves an openness to different

and morc universal points of view, and to this extent Bildung, following Hegel, allows one
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io lose oneself insofar as one is capable of distancing oneself from one’s self-centredness
to gain viewpoints which extends far beyond the ordinary horizon. The ‘cultivated’
{gehildet) consciousness moves within Bildung’s openness, keeping himself receptive to
other potential perspectives. His standpoints are by no means determined; they do not
represent fixed attitudes but manifest themselves as a way of knowing, i.e. being ever open
to possibilities. Bildung therefore reflects how one comes into being. Tt does not reveal
itself as a set procedure or an attitude which one can simply reduce and codify into a
concept of method. Through it one discovers the capacity for recognising forms of
knowledge which are not founded on fixed rules or laws. 1t directs or shows to one “ways
of coping’, that is, an understanding and an awareness of life and of self, by preserving
what is learned and building through what it has gained. Thus Gadamer concludes, “What
make the human sciences into sciences can be understood more easily from the tradition of

the concept of Bildung than from the concept of method in modern science’ (187 15).

§ 3.2 Sensus communis

In the closing analysis of Bildung, Gadamer explains, via tact, that Bildung is a
‘universal sense’. This conclusion eventually leads to the second element of the
humanistic tradition, namely the concept of seasus communis, common sense.
Surprisingly, ncither of the two major scholastic contributions concerning Gadamer’s
hermencutics, i.e. Joel Weinsheimer’s Gadamer’s Hermeneutics. A Reading of Truth and
Method and Georgia Warnke’s Gadamer: Hermeneutics, Tradition, and Reason, seem
recoghnise the seminal aspect concerning the idea of semsus communis.  Whereas
Weinsheimer’s reading provides a bricf commentary on Gadamer’s elucidation and
understanding of common sense, Warnke simply foregoes the topic altogether. What is
more, even the most recent studies supperting Gadamer’s philosophical project fail to
highlight the weight of the second of the four guiding humanistic concepts.’ This obvious
neglect however seems contradicting and misleading, given the {undamental importance

that Gadamer gives to sensus communis. As he contends:

Y 1n the eourse of my research il hias become apparent {o me how little and limited the critical treatuent given to sersus
communis is. 1 have found that mes! crities cither skip over or provide only a superficial commentary or two to what is
obviously u determining aspect of Gadamer’s phitosophical endeavour, Thankfully, T am not alone in singling out the
importance of sensts comauaits and have had the fortunc of reading Donald Phillip Verene’s cssay “Gadamer and Vico
on Sansus communis’ W The Philosaphy of Hans-Georg Gadanter, op. cit., 137-153. Althongh I am inelined lo disagree
with much of Verene's narrow reading and argument concerning Gadamer’s concept of reflection, his perspective on
Vico’s sensus comnnis has, nonetheless, helped me to understnd Gadamer’s position regarding commeon sense morc
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There is something immediately obvious about grounding literary and hisiorical

studies and the methods of the human sciences in this idea of the sensus communis.

For their object, the moral and historical existence of man, as they take shape in his

activitics, is itseif largely determined by the sensus communis’ (TM 22-3 / WM 20).
Therefore in the following section we shall undertake a more intensive and comprehensive
approach to investigate how Gadamer defines sensus communis, and how he relates this
concept to the buman sciences.

Intercstingly cnough, Gadamer’s account of common sensc closely follows
Giovanni Battista (Giambattista) Vico’s (1608-1744) conception of the sensus commumis
found in De nosiri temporis studiorum ratione (On the Study Methods of Qur Time), first
published in 1709. Gadamer statcs that there are two key elements which dictate Vico’s
understanding of sensus communis.  The first of (hese, he points out, concerns the
humanistic ideal of eloguentia, rhetoric, which he says has always possessed a twofold
interpretation. “Talking well” (eu legein)’, Gadamer states, ‘is not merely a rhetorical
ideal. It also means saying the right thing, i.e the truth, and is not just the art of speaking —
of saying whatsocver well” (19 / 16)." It goes without saying that one does not generally
enter into a discourse without a scnse of conviction, certitude. Tor a conversation {0 occur,
whether there is general agreement or discord, one or both parties must claim something to
be presumably right, to be probably true; furthermore, it demands an cngagement and a
willingness to understand and adjust to the possibilities of what is stated and what is asked.
Without such atientiveness for the possible or the probable, conversation would be
otherwise purely nonsensical. We should note the importance here regarding the sense of
the ‘probable’ in that it is virfually an axiom of rhetoric. Ior Vico the development of the
sensus comminis 1s ‘pot nourished on the true, but on the probable’, states Gadamer (21 /
18). The implication is that through rhetoric and the presuppositions of discourse, which
assume a probable truth claim, we can determine a general sense of that which is “obvious’
(verisimile), i.e. a common sense of what is true and what is right discovered from or
against the probable truth and the probuble right. In connection to historical studics the

notion of probability is essential. Gadamer adduces D”Alembert who states:

clearly. Sce also Dieter Tcicherl’s rpgrirung, Irinnerung  Krkenntwis. {Swttgart: J. B. Mctzlerselic
Verlagsbuchthandlung, 1991), pp. 3-7.

" Indeed Gadamer’s reading of Vico’s definition of rhetoric is precisc when we compare il with (he Instifutiones
Qratoriae, in which Vico comeets thetoric with Philosophy and explains “Phifosophy . . . informs the mind of man with
trath, and the spirit with virtues, and also teaches one to think, to do, and fo speal thar which is true and honest'. The
ilalics given arc my own. The At of Rhetoric. (irans. Giorgio A. Pinton and Arllur W. Shippee. Amsterdam, 1996), p. 3.
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Probability operates principally in the case of historical facts, and in general for all

past, present and future events, which we attribute to a kind of chance because we

do not unravel the causes. That part of this knowledge whose object is the present

and the past, although it may be founded on testimony alone, often produces in us a

conviction that is as strong as that which gives birth to axioms (23 /20).
Arguably, Gadamer is in full agreement here, for he understands well that historical studies
and the human sciences in general are not determined by absolutes but by the probable.
For example, although we may know particular facts regarding the history of the Cold
War, our knowledge of ils precise beginnings, the cxact causes of the event and its total
cffects can never be determined simply by facts. Given factual information, a historian,
first, must be able to “interpret’ them and then situate those facts in a particular way so that
the information becomes understandable. Historical studies do not mercly attempt to list
facts chronologically (though this is onc part in the study of history); the primary intention
of the historian is to connect the events that have occurred interpretively and meaningfully
into a comprehensive whole. Moreover, one has to take into account that oftentimes, if not
always, there is a lack of factual evidences to account for a “historical happening(s)’, and
so the historian must fill in the gaps that arise according to his knowledge. Add to this,
historical studies almost always involve {wo or itnore competing perspectives and
misinterpretations.  Every interpretation thus implies a probability.  For histerical
understanding, or for that matter scientific understanding, to be genuine, they must begin
with a sense of openness to the probable.

The second element of prominence in terms of semsus commnunis involves the
Aristotelian distinction between the practical idcal of gpdviyoig (phronésis) and the
theoretical ideal of cogia (sophia). As opposed to purely theoretical and abstract
knowledge, sophia, phrowcsis represents a kind of practical knowledge/wisdom that is
applicable to concrete situations. According to Aristotle, it is the governing knowledge
that guides daily living, in that it implies a capacity to grasp, to know the particular
‘circumstances’ in which one is situated, determining ‘instinctively’ the principle actions
that one is to carry out in moments of decision. Subsequently, it denotes an ‘intellectual
virjue’ since “ftihe grasp and moral control of the concrete situation requires this
subsumption of what is given under the universal; i.e. the goal that one is pursuing so that
the right thing may result. Hence it assumes a direction of the will, i.e. moral being

(hexisy (21-22/19). This means, in addition to the notion of capacity (durnamis), phronésis
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also presupposes a moral attitude and knowledge of conduct, which constantly develops.
To this extent the Greek concept of phronésis constitutes an imporlani element in the
Roman idea of sensus communis."” For Vico the cthical connotation and practical capacity
of phironésis, 1o differentiatc what is proper from what is improper, are attributes apropos
to sensus communis in that they signify a general understanding for the right and the good,

% This combination of

and in turn demonstrate a movement towards a ‘moral being’.’
practical and moral ‘sensibility’, as Vico conceives it, is a form of knowledge which
cannot be derived from general principles of cognition in that it lies outside the rational
concept of knowledge; it is rather an ‘inner’ sense acquired through tradition and social
intercourse — i.e., knowledge learned not in the abstract sense but by living in the concrete
community which dictates its structures and aims. Concurrently, sersus communis is also
that which forms and establishes communitics. For these reasons it 1s a ‘communal sense’.
As understood, the Roman idea of sensus comnunis is contrary to the Greek concept of
common sense (koine dunamis)'’ which Aristotle speaks of in his De Amima. Gadamer
points out that Aristotle’s notion of sensus communis infers a general intellectual faculty
(belonging to all men) that combines the total realm of perception which constitute
judgment (TM 22 / WM 19.). This suggests that common sense is the immanent point of
unity and convergence of all the outer senses through which we apprehend the physical
world. In opposition to this Greek view, Vico, Gadamer cxplains, rather opts for and holds
fast to the Roman version of common sense which: “‘when faced with Greek cultivation,
held firmly to the value and significance of their own traditions of public and social life’
(ibid.). As indicated above, sensus commmmis, as a Roman idea, is a form of concrete,
pragmatic knowledge and a sense of moral being acquired through tradition and
participation in the living community. To poussess it means that one owns the sensibility to
grasp the multilude of cireumstances that pervade life, i.c., onc 1s able to determine what

one should or ought to do and what one should not do in all the divers concrete situations

¥ Compare with Glnter Figal. ‘Phronesisf/\s Understanding: Sitvating Philosophical Hermenentics™ in The Specter af
Relativism: Truth, Dialogue, and Phrongsis in Philosophical Hermenenticy, (ed. Tawerence K. Schmidl.  Hvanston:
Northwestern TTniversily Press, 1993), pp. 236-247., which provides an extensive imd thoughtful insight into Gadamer’s
understanding of phroresis. See also James Rissei’s latest critical work, Heymeneunties and the Voice of the Other: Re-
reading Godamer's Philosophical [levmenentics, 1. 2., i which he contends, < With the publication of Reason and in the
Age of Science (1974), a compilation of essays resulting, i patt. from Gadamer’s confromtation wilh Tfabennas and the
problem of social reason [cammon seusc}, one conld argue that the Greek notion of gpdvyens is really the key to the
enlise project’.

¥ Here we can see a similarity between phronsis and the above mentioned tacl. Doth concepts imply sensiliveness 10
siluations, having the sense lo know how 10 behave,
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of life, and choose what is proper, the common good and the common right. For Vico it s
this sense of self-consciousness and sense for community which gives the human will its
direction and ‘not the abstract generality of reason, but the concrete generality that
represents the community of a group, a people, a nation, or the whole human race. Hence
the development of this sense of community is of prime importance of living’ (21 / 18).
What is more, the Roman idea of common sense, like Bildung, represents a genuine
historical idea. The social constitution of its essence, for instance, clearly suggests that it is
historical, for man is a historical being (Dilthey). A second element, which constitutes its
histerical character, is the sense of preservation it carries. In addition to participation in
society, semsus commusis, we recall, is acquired through tradition. Part of its basic
foundation is the tradition on which it stands and the tradition which it ‘preserves’, and in
this sense it is a bistorically “gebildet sense’. A further comparison with Bildung revecals
that there is in sensus communis, as in Bildung, a sense of openness which furthers its
development. However there is a subtle contrast between openness in Bildung and
openness in sensus communis. Whereas the former is defined by a receptivencss to what is
other or a willingness to change, the latter in contrast indicates a sense of ‘leaving the door
open’ for possible or even probable changes inasmuch as it 1s constituted on the historical
and social circumstances of the community. What this means is that common sense is
conditioned by time and place, and as such it is always relative to a particular community,
changing and adapting to new situations. In Gadamerian sense, it is certitude, which is
susceptible to adjustments, ie., it is not absolute. There is a critical implication of
relativism involved here concerning ‘practical knowledge’. Yet nonetheless, Gadamer
contends that truth is intrinsic to common sense and as a result bases sensus communis as a
foundation for the human sciences. Gadamer’s understanding of truth seems obviously to
go sharply against the Cartesian notion of certainty. This apparent contradiction, we will
examine more thoroughly herein afler; however, at this point it appears sufficient to say
that sensus communis s a form of moral and social knowledge, governed by the probable
and not by some reasoned proof, a universal rule. For a society to form and sustain itself
or for an individual to grasp his society, whether it is local or national or the human
community in general, there must exist, as it were, a forim of sensible knowledge which the

F -
Romans\,\" understood as sersus connninis.

7 The Greck concepl of koine aisthesis (common sense in lerms of common feelings, i.e. sensory perceptions), we showld
point out, is also antithetical to Vico's understanding of sewsus commnniy. For Vico neither koine dunamis nor koine
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Given the importance of the Renaissance scholar’s interpretation of common sense,
it would appear that Vico and the ltalian rhetorical tradition in general enjoyed a
substantial impact on the eighteenth century. However this, of course, was not the case, as
Gadamer explains, ‘[olne can disceirn hardly any influence of Vico on the eighteenth
century’ (TM 24 / WM 21). Tnstead the dominant influence on Western thought came
from Vico’s British counterpart, the Third Earl of Shaftesbury (1671-1713), whose
philosophical works also refer to the Roman idea of sensus communis. In order to
demonstrate the significance of wit and humour, Shaftesbury “explicitly cites the Roman
classics and their humanist interpreters’ (ibid.), claiming that sernsus communis is a form of
‘public spirit” consisting of an intellectual and social virtue which emanates more often
from matters of passion than from reason. Most importanily, it is a spirit that onc acquircs
through sympathy and fellowship with members of one’s own community.'®
Comparatively, the practice of wit and the understanding of humour, to be effective,
demands a similar form of intelleciual and civic solidarity, a sense of common ground or
collective spirit, which Shaftesbury argues comes by way of social interaction and
sympathelic parinership between persons within a given commuunity. Jokes or parodies, for
example, are rarely universal, in that they are contextual, often reflecting a particular
society. Generally speaking, one has 1o stand within the basic framework of a society, 1.¢.
its religious, social and political culture, to grasp a given joke. The comprehension of
political jokes, for instance, is always closely bound to the pohitical context in which they
oceur, This becomes clear when we consider how political jokes weorc understood in the
former divided state of Germany. Although both East and West Germans shared a
common language, citizens of West Germany often could not share the same humour in
political satires or parodies as their eastern counterparts when the jokes contained specific
terms or ideas unique to the East. No doubt each community possessed its own set of
common political assumptions, conventions and purpeses, and for this reason one must
possess a contextual understanding if political jokes or jokes in general are to be effective,
i.e. humorous or witty. To this extent we can see why it is important to have a sense of
community, a bond of sympathy, to understand humour and to exercise wit. Obviously,
the cornerstone of Shafiesbury” social philosophy is founded on the Roman tdea of sensus

communis, for it denotes a common source of thought and will that brings together

aisthesis 18 pertinent Lo the Romem conceplion of senswus commurns.
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individuals, and represents a form of knowledge that keeps individuals {rom the dark of
things, to understand a joke, for instance. Shaftesbury’s profound thoughts, we said
carlicr, had a broad impression on the eighteenth century. In Great Britain his work was
succeeded by the Scottish empiricists Francis Hutcheson (1694-1747) and David Hume
(1711-1776), both of whom, in constituting a doctrinc of moral sense, came to seti the
communal feelings of sympathy, i.e. common sense, as the structural foundation of their
moral philosophy. Both empiricists argued that the operation of sympathy was the guiding
foree of all human affairs. Likewise in France, the tradition of /e bow sens, good sense, can
also be traced back 1o Vico and Shattesbury’s idea of social virtue. As the French still
understand it today, Le bon sems, cxplains Gadamer, is knowledge that governs our
relations to others and forges communal bonds; it represents the employment of sound
judgment and a way of acting that is proper to a given society.

However, despite the obvious importance of the moral and socto-political elements
coutained in the concept of sensus connunis, in Germany the followers of Shaftesbury and
the Scottish empiricists, even during the German enlightenment, failed to take up the
particular social dimensions that constitute the significance of the Roman idea. Following
the Aristotelian-scholastic tradition instead, ‘{s]emsus communis was understood as a
purely theoretical faculty, theoretical judgment, on a level with moral consciousness
(conscience) and taste’ (1M 26 / WM 24). But this, of course, was contrary to the other
lcading countries of the Enlightenment, such as Great Britain and France where the moral
and social characteristics of sensus communis were being preserved as a civie quality.
However, as Gadamer explains, Germany was not completely disconnected from the
Roman notion of inner scnsibility. He states that while the German philosophical
community on the whole turned to the Greeks for their notion of common sense, a Swabian
vicar by the name of Friedrich-Christoph Oetinger (1702-1782) appealed to Shafiesbury’s
sepsus comnmunis, with all its wealth of moral and social implications, to challenge the
delimitation of truth and knowledge by Cartesian rationalism. Lo his critical writing,
Inquisitio in sensum communem el rationem, written in 1753, Oetinger argues that the
methods of mathematics and reason alone cannot exhaust the sphere of knowledge since
they are, in his view, limited to a particutar domain of human understanding. Although he

acknowledges that establishing and advancing theories through deductive reasoning is one

18 Shaftesbury, “Sersus commiunis. An Essay on the Freedom of Wil and ITwmor’, trealise 2 of Characleristics of men,
Manners, Opintons, Times. (ed. John M. Robertson. Indisnapolis: Bobbs- Merrill, 1964), p. 72.
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way of ascertaining and guaranteeing universal truths, he also maintains that the mere
exactness of calculation and the logical consequence of deduction is not necessarily the
only way of discovering and knowing the certitudes that govern human life. Qetinger’s
rejection of rational scientific method, as being the only sources of knowledge, is one clear
evidence why Gadamer invokes this obscure and little known Pietist.  To be sure the
concept of knowledge and truth is far richer and more substantial for the Swabian
theologian than how it is understood under Cartesian rationalism, in that it extends beyond
the mere clarity of concepts and consists of ‘certain anticipations and predilections” (27 /
25). According to Oetinger, the source of ‘common truths that arc useful to all men at all
times and places, “scnsible™ truths, as opposed to rational truths’(28 / 26) comes from the
sensus communis. He represents with his appeal to sensus communis not so much an
epistemalogical position but rather a wealth of substantial truths, which are determined by
content. He, like Shaftesbury, saw common sense as a form of practical wisdom of life,
which derives more from the pureness of ‘heart’ than from the reasoning head. According
to Gadamer, Oetinger saw a common divine hight in all life, which, he argued, forges the
living community. In man this spiritual essence operates in the form of “instinct” and
‘inner stimulation’, ie. primordial tendencies (radicatae tendentiae), that possess
‘dictatorial, divine, irresistible force’, to guide man towards the greatest truth and human
happiness, a unity with God. Instincts and inner stimuiation however should not be
understood simply as confusae repraesentationes {Leibniz) nor as cursory effects, which
overcome the ratio from time to time, for they are, according to Oetinger, permanent
fixtures of our being — i.e., they are always present but only come to life when they are
needed — and represent traces of the divine ‘residua simulacra imaginis 1ivinae in ammna’
in the human soul. Although it may be somewhat speculative, it nevertheless appears as if
Shaftesbury’s notion of ‘natural affections’ is involved here in Oetinger’s philosophy of
life. The natural (instinctive) human sentiments seem to be the basis not only of
Shaftesbury’s philosophical thoughts but also of Octinger’s theological convictions.
However, contrary to this view, Gadamer points out that Oetinger, in fact, accepts and
appropriates the Aristotelian notion of common dunamis to his understanding of common
sense. But if sensus communis s simply: “viva et penetrans perceptic objectorum toti
humanitati obviorum, ex immediato tactu et intuitu eorum, quae sunt simplicissima. . >, (27

/ 25)"” then this seems to contradict Shaflesbury’s account of common sensibility, which

' My translation. “the vivid and penefrating perception of objects obvious to all human heings, [rom their immediate
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requires sefl~awarencss and a sympathetic bond between individual of a given commmunity.
Unfortunately, Gadamer is neither very clcar nor ever thorough in explicating the
relationship between Oetinger and Shaftesbury. He mainly explains that the two are alike
in their rejection of the one-sidedness of rational method and their shared understanding of
common sense as a form of moral and practical knowledge as shown i Solomon’s
proverbs. This however does not seem to adequately demonstrate how Oetinger is able to
bring his ideas into harmony with those of Shaftesbury, as Gadamer maintains?

Clearly, it would be difficult to argue, according to Gadamer’s account, that
Oetinger takes Shafiesbury’s notion of common sense word for word, in that we can see an
obvious discrepancy in Gadamer’s condensed analysis of the theclogian’s enterprise. But
given the blurred connection between the two philosophic minds, there s nevertheless a
sufficient motive to support why Gadamer incorporates this relative unknown figure within
the context of his elucidation of sensus communis. Oetinger’s insistence o the practicality
of comumon sense seems to be the precise theme on which we should focus our attention.
When we take into account Gadamer’s own inststence on calling hts philosophy, “practical
philosophy’, and his inexhaustible emphasis on the Aristotelian concept of phronésis, an
openness to Qetinger’s ‘practical sensibility” is not inconceivable ®® Furthermore, there are
instances of hermeneutical significance which emanale from Oetinger’s work, Gadamer
quotes: ‘the ideas that can be found in scripture and in the works of God are the more
fruitful and purificd the more that each can be seen in the whale and all can be seen in
each’ (TM 289/ WM 26). This is of course an example of the hermeneutic circle of whole
and part where understanding warrants the comprehension of the parts in terms of the
whole and vice versa. This seems tmpressive in light of the fact that he pre-dates
Schleiermacher who is largely regarded as the forefather of hermeneutics. And what is
more, in the advent of growing German idealism, the pietistic thinker was insightful
enough to defend the concept of truth and knowledge that comes from our common
(“inner”) sense, against both empirical science and transcendental philosophy, by
cmploying the idea of sensus communis. The common divine spirit which manifests itself
as instinct and the practical application of that inner sense within the context of vita (life),

according to Oetinger, is a gift (belonging to all) from the heavens, which springs forth, in

contact and intrition [y italics], whicli ure shnple’
2 =practical philosophy™ is much more than a mere methodological model for the “hevmencutical” disciplines. It also
offers something like a sachliche Grundlage — substantive foundation — for them.” ‘Retlection on My Philosophical

Joamey’, op. cil., 31.
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necessary momecnits, from the depths of the human sout. Although Oetinger’s interests
were more with the spiritualistic facets of sensus communis than with the political or the
social, nevertheless, we can still see that he keeps the relationship between common sense
and society intact and further defines it, atbeil implicitly, as a sense which comes from
‘Being”. But as Gadamer states:
the supplanting of pietistic tendencies in the later eighteenth century caused the
hermeneutic function of sensus communis to decline to a merc corrective: that
which contradicts the consensus of [eelings, judgments and conclusions, i.e. the
sensus communis cannot be correct (29/27).
To be sure the German Enlightenment, with its intense intellectualising, overshadowed and
removed all of the moral, political and social elements contained in sensus commmnis,
reducing it to a mere judgment of taste (Kant). If we recall, in chapter one we discovered
that Kant established a universal validity for judgments of taste by providing an a priori
principle of ‘subjective’ finality. Judgments of taste, he explained, were universal since
the free harmontous inter-play between the [aculties of imagination and understanding,
which provokes an inner feeling of pleasure, is common to all man. It is in this sense that
Kani labelled taste as a common sense and reduced sensus conmmunis to mere judgment of

taste, stripped of its moral and pelitical significance.

§ 3. 3 Judgment And Taste: The Loss of Their Epistemological Significance

With respect to judgment (Urfeily and taste (Geschmack), the [inal two humanistic
concepls, what concerns Gadamer most is how the philosophy of German enlightenment
altered these two concepts so that their epistemological significance as an ‘intellectual
virtue’ become lost. Furthermore, the elucidation of both coneepts anticipates Gadamer’s
nexlt major section which examines in-depth both Kantian and post-Kantian aesthetics. As
we have discussed in the previous chapter, with Kant both judgment and taste reached their
climactic transformation. By re-conceptualising of judgment and taste, Kant not only
removed all of the values that originated with each concept, but also artificially narrowed
the idea of sensus communis to the judgment of taste and confined taste to the aesthetics.

Because Gadamer Js primarily concerned with revealing the correlation between
sensus communis and judgment and their ‘disconnection’ as a result of Kantian
transcendental doctrine of judgment, he therefore begins first with the concept of judgment

before elucidating the concept of tasie. However I, on the other hand, will procecd from

bttt = o
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the opposite direction, that is, I will examine first taste and afterwards movc on to
judgment. There are two principal reasons [or this reversal. First, the objective here is to
trace the development and relationship between judgment and taste and not sensus
communis and judgment, and thus in doing so it seems only proper that we start with the
idea of taste which historically precedes the idca of judgmeni and ‘contains the beginnings
of the intellectual differentiation we make in judging things’ (TM 33 / WM 32). Secondly,
Gadamer’s account of judgment and taste, although insightful, offers an all too limited
interpretation and explication of concepts that possess a richness of history. With
judgment, he adds little in regards to how we are to understand it as a humanistic concept.
He mercly states that ‘the introduction of the word “judgment” in the eighleenth century
was intended to convey the idca of judicium, which was considered to be a basic
intellectual virtue (29-30 / 27). And insofar as illuminating taste, Gadamer seems fairly
content with his reading of Karl Borinski’s analysis of Gracian’s notion of taste, which
more or less denies every kind of agsthetic character and the idea of Weltklugheit, focusing
primarily on the moralistic quality instead. Consequently, he fails to cover some of the
vital details needed for properly grasping the semantic transformations of both concepts.
By investigating first taste and then judgment, I hope to fill in those historical gaps to
present a clearer picture of the shifts leading to Kant, but additionally to clarify Gadamer’s
own position regarding both concepls.®

The tntroduction of the expression ‘good taste’” [rst began in Spain during the
middle of the seventeenth century and gained promincnce when the writer, moralist and a
leading hterary theorist of the Spanish baroque Balthasar Graciin (1601-58) gave full
articulation to its meaning, Following the tradition of Machiavelli and Castiglione,
Gracian sought to explore the qualities that determine an ‘idecal gentleman’. His writings,
such as L7 Aéroe (‘The Hero’, 1637), LI Politico (“The Politician’, 1640) and {2 discreto
(‘The Man of Discretion’, 1646) all reflect and elaborate his inquiry and at the same time
reveal the development of the notion of “taste” (gusfo). According to Gracian, taste is a
mode of knowing, a refined capacity functioning alongside the ingensum, which enables

one 10 rise above the sphere of private interests and predilections to make judgments that

! Much of the present exsmining of judgmenl and taste will adduce and rely on the authorily of Alfred Bacwmler, wha's
work Das Irrationalitdisproblem in der Asthenk und Logik des 8. Juhrinmderts bis zur Kritik der Urteilskrafi
(Davmstadt, 1967), provides an extensive historical account of both concepls. Although Gadaer does not cite Bacumler
or even bothers (o mention his name, he was nonetheless very ruch aware ol Bacunider’s critical wrilings concerning (he
semantic developments of judgment and taste. Qne other reference which has been a valued service o the present study
is {gmilio Hidalgo-Serna’s contribution to Gracian studies, Das ngemidse Denken Hel Baitasar Gracidgn.
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are right and good. 1i is, in short, a form of intellectual differentiation, a capacity of the
mind that comes from nature, which has to be accomplished and perfected. However, this
(inner sense) ability cannot be taught throungh demonstration but only acquired though its
repeated conscious practices, i.e. cultivation (cwdfura). What is more, to possess taste is 10
have “praktisch Menschenkenninis® (practical knowledge concerning the nature of human
being) and fudicium commune (common judgment). Consequently, faste is a social
phenomenon, and as such it is the rudimentary fabric of culture. Good taste, we can say, is
a sensitivity to what is common to all; it denotes a certain capacity of “knowing” what to do
(or not to do) and how to act (or not to act) in every social situation. For instance, the
lanpuage one uses with a teacher or employer is often different in manner and tone from
the language which one uses with a friend or a family member. This is because a certain
degree of familiarity warrants a particular way of speaking (and behaving). Taste is that
which instinctively and immediaiely advises us to adjust, to properly measure and distance
ourselves according (o the social circumstance and employ the nceessary language or
behaviour, so that we are not left stupefied or to feel out of place in a particular situation.
But this does not mean that it always corresponds with society, for taste does not blindly
observe communal fasfion. In [act, taste can oflen rcject whal is popular, in that what is
popular does not always indicate ‘tastefulness’. Thus, generally speaking, we can say that
a man of taste is a man of discretion, a perfect cosmopolitan, an esieemed and educated
character who possesses the ‘je ne sais guoi’, knowing, for instance, how to deal with
every subject matter and behaving accordingly to every conerete situation. Guided by his
taste, he is neither hesitant nor uneasy or hindered by societal pressures when making
decisions, In fact, *he is able to make distinctions and choices consciously and from a
supcrior position” (TM 34/ WM 32),

Gracian’s profound insights into taste was revolutionary, in a manncr of speaking,
for it evoked a new idca of social cultivation (Bildnng) which became a widespread spirit,
influencing not only Spain but also countries, such as Italy, France, England and Germany.
Gadamer notes, “this |[new] ideal of social Bildung seems to emerge everywhere in the
wake of absolutism and its suppression of the hereditary aristocracy’ (ibid.). Indeed, by the
end of the seventeenth century, Gracian’s ideal of Bildung began to replace the old notion
of refinement based on the class struclure of the feudal system. Birth and rank were no
longer considered to be the qualitics that determine a cultivated individual or society,

instcad, it was the capacity to recognise and learn the proper value of thing and actions, by
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appropriately distancing onesell from the narrowness of one’s prejudices and self-interest,
which came to signify a gebildet individual and a society of cultured individuals. To put
this into better perspective, Gracian, in a semse, democratises the idea of culture and
cultured. He in effect dispenses the antiquated idea that wealth or pedigree denotes culture
or the cuttured, and in place puts forward the notion that any individual who can eclucated\J N\
himse!f and acquire the necessary understanding of good judgment can indeed become an
accomplished man of culture. For this reason, it is not hard to see why Gracian’s thoughts
were considered revolutionary when we view it in the context of seventeen-century social
order. But in Trance, where Gracian enjoyed the greatest influence, the very ethical and
political nature of the new Bildung was expanded to include the aesthetics. 1'aste, together
with the aesthetic of the Classics, formed a new way of evalvating art. This came to be
known as the aesthetics of ‘délicaiesse’ and of the ‘je ne sais guofi’, which replaced the
aesthetics of ‘verizé® and ‘raison’. The sense of knowing and distinguishing well and
reasonably what is good from bad and proper from improper, thus, became the governing
standard for judging art. The aesthetics of ‘délicatesse’ however never reached an actual
theory of aesthetics, though it marked an important first step. The first aesthetic theories
actually began in Ttaly, where Gracian’s notion of taste encountered another significant
modification. Muratori’s treatise Delle reflessioni sopra il Buon Gusto nelle Scienze e
nelle Arti was perhaps one of the earliest, if not the first, theory on aesthetics using the
notion of taste. Muratori’s theory essentially relates good taste to poetry since every poet
has to distinguish the basic principles and the beauty within his poetry, which he wants to
create. But Muratori does not completely limit the notion of taste to poetry but applies it in
connection to the distinction of the beauty and the good in the sphere of sciences, arts and
practical action of man.  Although he himself never mentions Gracidn in his work, the
preface of Delle reflessioni sopra il Buon Gusto nelle Scienze e neffe Arti supplies an
introductoiy segment by Bernardo Trevisano who notes that the notion of good tastc has its
origins in Spain. But more importantly, Trevisano also explains that Laste is a feeling
which functions under authority of reason. Consequently, taste no longer has a direct link
with ingenizm. Trevisano In effect places the notion of judgment, intelligence and wit,
what Gracian had understood as belonging to the tribunal of taste, under the rule of reason.
In Germany the introduction of the notion of taste came late and via the French
aesthetic concept of bon godit (good taste). Christian Thomasius (1625-1728), a lawyer

and philosopher from Leipzig, was one of the first Germans to write a treatise over taste,
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but erroneously he understood taste as a French phenomenon rather than a Spanish one.
Thomasius used the metaphorical notion of bon goiii, taken from L ‘Homme de Cour — the
French translation of Ordeulo manual — but only in a moralistic way. For him, bon goiif
stood directly in connection to the doctrine of prudencia (intelligence), and reflected a
capacity 1o distinguish imperfectabilities: in the senses, in the effects, in mclinations, in
understanding and the will. It was an inteliigence which moved one to distinguish and
choose what is right from wrong. The practical meaning of tasie, i.e. the fine art of living,
which Gracian had intended, was too alien for Thomasius. In fact, the concept of taste in
Germany necver quite developed as it did in the romance-language cultures — that is, in
Germany it more or less developed from the sphere of thought than from the life of a
cultivated society. This was partly in response to and under the influence of the analytic
philosophy of Leibniz and Wolff.

Both Leibniz and Wolff, in formulating their theory of knowledge and of
understanding, divided cognitive knowledge into two parts: ‘perfect knowledge’, i.e. the
‘superior upper part’ and ‘imperfect knowledge’, i.e. the ‘inferior lower part’. Whereas the
former consists of clcar and distinct ideas breught to light through reason, the latter was
thought to yields ounly arbitrary and confused ideas, deriving from imagination and sense.
But given the contrariety, reason and sense nonetheless possess confinuily, according to
Wolff. Both he and Leibniz argued thal the obscured or confused 1deas, though imperfect,
could become perfectly clear and distinct ideas 1 we correctly apply our imtellect. In
theory, this meant that it was only a degree of perfection, which separated rational
knowledge from sensate knowledge. Further, qualitatively speaking, knowledge deriving
from sense was understood as a division of cognitive knowledge, although an inferior one.

Taste, in line with both Leibnizian and Wolffian philosophy, was perceived as a
lower cognitive faculty that was able to generate knowledge and understanding through
sensate judgment. However around 1730, the concept of judgment (Uréeil) began to
replace the concept of taste. According to Alfred Baeumler, Joh, Ulrich Kénig a well read
scholar of French aesthetics and Johann Christoph Goltsched both began to use the concept
of taste {Geschmack) and concept of judgment (Urieil) interchangeably. There are several
different streams of development which could explain why taste was used interchangeably
with judgment and finally replaced by judgment. Let us examine two probable causes of

this phenomenon.
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Konig, explains Baeumler, differentiates the concept of taste into two distinet ideas:
‘particular good tasie’ and ‘universal good taste’. The latter, Konig argues, is based on
reason.  Universal good taste, he contends, teaches through sensation to respect highly
what reason would have approved infallibly, given that there was enough time for
reflection, Taste is a “finished sensation” or “finished examination’ in contrast to the act of
judging as a thoughiful, deliberate and reflective cxamination. Someone who possesses
universal taste ‘senses’ in the way a reasonable man would think, that is, although be is not
a scholar, he judges ‘after-the-fact” like a scholar. The sensation of the beautifil, we can
say in our contemporary language, is not rational but ‘rationable’. Thus Konig speaks in
terms of ‘inner scusation of understanding’ (innerliche Empfindung des Verstandes) or
‘taste of understanding’ (Geschmack des Verstandes), which he calls a word ‘from a new
concept’. The concept of universal good taste is eventually interchanged with judgment in
order to designate the ration{able) aspect of tasic.

An other reason for the interchange between taste and judgment can be found in
Gottsched, whose prcoccupation centred around ‘germanising’ taste due to its connection
with the Engiish concept of sentiment. Taste in respect o moral and aesthetic judgments
was closely related to the notion of sentiment. According to the English moral
philosophers, sentiment is not based on rcason nor does il obey reason. However, for
Gotlsched, reason is the sole basis of judgment. This opposing contrast between taste-
sentiment relationship and taste-judgment seems to have influenced Gottsched to replace
altogether the concept of judgment for taste, adding his own touch to the notion of
judgment by elevating it to the higher cognitive faculty.

With Gottsched the term judgment, similar to the concept of sensus comumunis
winch Vico had conceptualised, was understood to reflect an internal sensibility, a kind ol
inner knowledge, which enables one to subsume a particular representation correctly and to
practice what one knows. Kant himself acknowledges in his First Critique that “the power
of judgment is a peculiar talent that cannot be taught at all but can only be practised. This
is also the reason why the power of judgment is the specific [feature] of so-called mother-
wit, for whose lack no school can compensate’ ™ However, because the philosophical
community of the German Enlightenment did not consider judgment as a faculty which
could subsuimne a particular under a universal, Gottsched’s elevating of judgment to the

higher facuities of knowledge was therefore short-lived, and judgment was again relegated
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to the lower cognitive faculty, rendering imperfect knowledgpce, as Leibniz and Woltt had
firsl defermined. But if it could be proved that judgment is able to subsume a particular
under a universal, then this would mean that judgment is a concept or rule rather than a
sense, and that its functions would depend on and follow yet a higher principle to guide its
own application; however, such is not the case. The workings of judgment are parallel to
the faculty of sense rather than to the faculty of rcason, for it relies entirely on concrete
experience. As we have already scen, in the Third Critique Kant takes the concept of
judgment one step further than his predecessors by making a distinction between cognitive
(determinate) judgments and aesthetic (reflective) judgments. Through this differentiation,
he established the autonomy for acsthetics; however, concurrently he removed all of the
moral or social implications that characterised taste. The significance of taste as an avenue
of knowledge and a mode of being was utterly replaced with the notion of reflective
judgment, which offers only a subjective universality without any cognitive value.

For Gadamer, however, the concept of judgment possesses a similar
meaningfulness as the pre-cnlightenment understanding of taste that Gracian had
developed. ‘Whosoever has sound judgment” Gadamer writes, ‘is not thereby enabled to
judge particulars under universal viewpoints, bul he knows what is important, i.e. he sees
things from right and sound points of view” (TM 31/ WM 29). Clearly in Gadamer’s view
judgment is not so much a faculty as a moral sense inherent mn all men that musl be
cultivated. It is in this sense that judgment — that which guides taste — is sensus communis.

Everyone has enough ‘sense of the common’ (gemeinen Sinn), i.e. judgment that it
can be expected to show a “sense of community’ (Gemeinsinm), genuine moral and
civic solidarity, but that means judgment of right and wrong and civic concern for
the common ‘good’” (3t /29).
Judgment, as a humanistic concept, epitornises a special way of knowing and of being. It
cannot be taught, as Kant had rightly pointed out, but only acquired through concrete
application, but once secured, all the ‘knowledge of the world” cannot repiace the
‘wisdom’ of sound judgment, which functions almost like intuition; that is, judgment
articulates itself quickly and almost without notice. In this sense, it possesses superiority
over rational thinking, in that it asserls itscl even prior to thg act of thinking, offering
immediate practical knowledge. This knowledge is not simply self-generating and self-

validating, bul it is sensus communis, common knowledge that is developed. One may

" Kunt. Crivigue of Pure Reason 133a/172b. 206.
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argue, however, that with each individual and community, there are different ideas of
culture, common sense, judgment and taste, and thus point to arguments of relativism. But
it seems quile obvious that beyond the discrepancies of exact definition or understanding
of what common scnse, judgment or taste might be, every individual and community
clearly possesses some ideal of culture, some version of common sense, judgment and
taste, which functions in a socially cohesive manner. Ilowever individual or slightly
varying the meaning of these humanistic concepts may be — due to geographical and
historical boundaries mostly — the concepts themselves are no less universal, for they are
exercised in every human community.” Hence, combined together, the humanistic
concepts represent a tradition by which every society cultivates itself in coming to be what
it ‘could be’, te in the Heideggerian sense the humanistic concepis represent the
potentiality-for-being, These ideas are the immediate sources of our practical knowledge,
our pragmatic know-how. Through them, we learn to interpret and understand others and
ourselves in such a way which eludes all methodical thinking. What is more, they are the
foundation on which we establish our human communities, and through community we
(re)formulate and develop these ideas. This process is dialectical, ever continuous and

progressing,.

§ 3.4 Tradition and Language

Certainly, Gadamer is not concerned with showing merely the history of humansstic
concepts. Through the four concepts, he illuminates the “tradition” in which we stand and
through which we exist. By this I mean that he unconceals and brings to consciousness
that which remains, for the most part, invisible to us. ‘Tradition’, as Richard Palmer
explains, ‘is so transparent a medium that it is invisibie lo us — as invisible as water t0 a
fish’ * I'his means, tradition is like the air we breathe. It surrounds us and cncompasses
the whole of our being. We are immersed i 1t so much so that we more often fail to
recognise that we are in this tradition — but as much as we are within this tradition, so (oo is
tradition immersed in us. Bul let us take the notion of tradition one step further, Tradition
is not simply the “medium’ in which we move and participate in the lifeworld or in the
fiteral sense something simply handed down, but we are the very tradition which we

inherit, 1.e. ‘being is tradition’. From Gadamer’s viewpoint we do not fall into error if we

B We may expoct as the geographical honndaries continues to recede due to modern techmology that even the content of
the concepts become more universal,
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follow tradition, as Decartes had presumed. Rather by understanding tradition, we come
into being. This is why the humanistic concepts are so important for Gadamer. They
represent modes of being and knowing, which bear significance on the present as well as
on the future. What we are in the present and what we strive to become in the future are
conditioned by what we have inherited from the past. Our understanding for the present
and the future is always conditioned by and is the product of the sum of prejudgements or
prejudices which we inherit from the past. In Gadamer’s view then all interpretation and
understanding involve preconceptions which we cannot escape. As historical beings,
prejudices are embedded into our very being through tradition, consequently, how we sec
the world and how we approach it is always through an “effective historical consciousness’
(wirkungsgeschichiliches Bewufisein). As Joel Weinsheimer points out, ‘This phrase
refers to the fact that not only is conscicusness (Bewuffsein} affected by history but that 1t

&

is also conscious of that fact. It is self-conscious’.® But we should be careful not to
assume that by being conscious or aware of our historicity that we can separate from
history and achieve objectivity. We can no more step out from ouwr history than we can
step out from our shadow. Rather we always move within history. 1t is the guiding force
of our lives. This is what i3 meant by ‘being is tradition’.

But now let us ask what the mode of being of tradition is? How do we
communicate tradition? According to Gadamer, ‘Being that can be understood is
langunage’ (432 /7 450). As mentioned above, ‘language’ for Gadamer ‘is the universal
medium in which understanding itself is realised’. It is the ‘house of being’, (the necessary
prerequisite for all hermeneutical understanding This seems to affirm then that the being
of tradition is langnage. Bui how are we to understand fanguage itself? Gadamer states
that we should not confuse language ‘as gramimar or as lexicon’ but rather see it as that
which constituies the hermeneutical event . . . in the coming into language of that which
has been said in the tradition: an event that is at once assimilation and interpretation’ (TM
421 / WM 439). According to Gadamer, language 1s not merely a means (o an end, made
available to the consciousness, but it is an autonomous way of being that mediates an
ontologically ascertained truth in which Dasein participates. And since language possesses
self-sovereignty, it obeys its own ‘laws‘. Its mastery, control and regulation do not

succumb to the power of the schematising capacity of the human consciousness. From this

* Palmer. Hermeneutics. op. cil., 177.
2 weinsheimer GH. op. cit,, 182.
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perspective, we can clearly scc that Gadamer resolutely challenges rational thinking, which
presumes that it imparts self-given and unambiguous, definite conceptls. He explains, ‘It is
not just that the use and development of language is a process which has no single knowing
and choosing consciousness standing over against # . (Thus it is literally more correct to
say that language speaks us, rather than we speak it . . . * (TM 420421 / WM 439). Jean
Grondin also insightfully obscrves that truth escapes the dominion of the subject and takes
refuge in the logot; that is in language in which being reflects itself. *

According to Gadamer, in language we become home 1n a world, which is carried
and mediated by tradition. To this exiend, language is always closely bound to a world,
that is, the “world is linguistic in nature” (401 / 419). The autonomy of language therefore
must not be understood in the sense that language has a life independent from the world
which comes into being through fanguage. Analogous to the world, which is only world in
so far as it comes into language, language has its real being only in the fact that the world
is re-presenfed within it (ibid). Every language therefore represenis a particular view of
the world.

For Gadamer, it is in the interdependent relation between the view of language
(Sprachoansicht) and the view of Lhe world (Weltansicht) Lhal real mnportance for the
problem of hermeneutics lies. In communicating with other times, i.e. ‘epochs’, cultures
and people , we bring our own view of language and subsequently also our view of the
world to this dialogue. This means that we are formed by the particular language we
acquire and that we have consequently also a particular (prejudiced or presupposed) view
of the world. This particular view of the world and of language is not to be misunderstood
as a limitation or short~coming in the acquisition of a foreign subject maiter, for instance, a
foreign language, but that it is the necessary prerequisite in ‘the exercise of this capacity of
understanding [which] always means that [that] what 1s said has a claim over one, and this
is tmpossiblc if one’s own “view of the world and of language™ is not also involved” (401/
418).

According to (7adamer:
Language is the record of finitude, not because the structure of human language is
multifarious, but because every language is constantly being formed and developed,

the more it expresses its experience of the world. It 1s finite not because 1t is not at

* Jean Grondin. [ermeneutische Wahrheit? Zum Wenheitsbegrifl Hans-Georg Gadamers (2" revised ed. 1994 | Beltz
Athentivun Verlag, Weinheim), p. 187,
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once all other language, but simply because it i1s language. We have considered

impoitant turning-points in Europcan thought concerning language, and [rom these

we have learned that the event of language corresponds to the finitude of man in a

far more radical sense than is brought out in Christian thinking about the word. It

is the centre of language, whence our whole expertence of the world, and especially

hermeneutical experience, unfolds . . . . It is the centre of language alone that,

related to the totality of beings, mediates the finite, historical nature of man to

himself and to the world. The word is not simply, as held in mediaeval thought, the

perfection of the species. If the existent is represented in the thinking mind, this is

not the reflection of a pre-given order of being, the true nature of which is apparent

to an infinite spirit (that of the creator). But nor is the word an instrument that can

construct, like the language of mathematics, an objective universe of beings that

cail be manipulated by numbers. (415/433)
Tt is through language, then, that the “fusion of horizons’ occurs, meaning that the horizon
of the past and horizon of present coalesce to mediate the phenomenon of understanding,
In other words, the linguisticality of understanding is the cancretion of the ‘effective
historical consciousness’, which is embodied in the fusion of horizons. In communicating,
language hands down to us something which it already understands. It brings together two
different world and forms understanding. Without language, we would have no world, no
basis for communicating, no understanding. Thus even prior (o the very act of vocalisation
through language, language already understands.

In the next chapter, we shall loock at how the experience of art also involves the
hermeneutical experience of langnage. For Gadamer, language does not necessarily refer
to ‘spoken language’. In fact, in the experience of art, no vocal proclamations occur, yet
nonetheless Gadamer demonstrate, by using the analogy of game-playing, that a dialogue
or conversation takes place between the work of art and its beholder. 'This of course

implies that language is involved in att, for every conversation requires language.
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§ 4 Discovering the Truthfulness of Art

In cxamining the guiding humanistic concepts Gadamer has clearly shown that
there are knowledge-~claims beyond the sphere of the natural sciences, and that one does
not necessarily need to refer to method o uncover, prove and acquire truth. By exposing
and substantiating the knowledge-ctaims that exist beyond the sovereignty of ‘reason’ and
method, Gadamer in effect ‘pre-demonstrates’ the legitimacy of truth-experiences in the
Geisteswissenschaften.  As we have seen, truth uncovered through DBildung, sensus
communis, judgement and taste is different from the kind of truth discovered through
methodical rationality. The knowledge-claims (hat the humanistic concepts revecal are by
no means ‘absolute certainties”. They are only certain in the sense that they belong to the
lifeworld (Lehenswelf). Being such, these knowledge-claims are opened to corrections and
modifications as they continuously unconceal themselves in the movement towards the
whole,!

With respect to the human sciences, their claim to truth is no dilferent from that of
the guiding humanistic concepis, for the ‘truth event” of the Geisreswissenschaften also
belongs to the lifeworld. The human sciences do not disclose corresponding or relational
absolutes. Rather they unconceal the ‘whatness” and the “howness’ of being. Phitosophy,
music, literature, art and all the like disciplines participate in the inexhaustible quest of
unconccaling the very being of life to which we are so close and yet ironically too distant
to fully realise its extraordinariness. When we watch a Shakespearean play, for example
Hamlet, it is the something of ‘being’, which it captures, that demands our attention and
provokes our minds to thought. When we as audience listen to (and so often whisper along
with) Hamiet during his famous soliloquy, ‘To be, or not to be’, we [eel as il we
understand Hamlet. But what we understand is not so much the meaning of being a prince
or being Danish but the immeasurable depth of human affection. We participate with
Hamlet in asking ourselves the very same question that he imposes on himsell* “what is the
meaning of being?™® The play Hamlet in essence awakens and disturbs our consciousness
to ‘[t]he heart-ache and the thousand natural shocks / That flesh is heir to’? In this way it

adds to our understanding of life. In our ‘forgetfulness of being’, plays such as Hamlet

!'¥ should like to remind the reader liere tht the ‘whole’, which T am speaking of, tefcrs specifically to what 1icgel
beheved as the absolute. Whercas Hegel saw the arrival ot the whole of 1ruth or absolule truth For the Inoman scicnces,
Gadamer never seos the trivmphant cnd, The movement towards the truth as @ whole exists as long as being exists. For
Gadamer it is not so meh the arrival at the whole of truth as the continous movement towards that whole which
represents the greatest value to humanaty.

* William Shakespeare. Hemier (111, L. 55),
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offer us a glimpse of that which ollen goes unnoticed in our strenuous routine of daily
living. It shares with us a deeper sense of being by disclosing the intensities of human
qualitics, such as joy and suffering. But how are we to assure ourselves that what we
experience is not something merely given by the “play’ of our mental faculties? What is it
that creates pleasure and gives understanding in the aesthetic experience? To disclose how
we understand and experience truth in the human sciences, Gadamer fust turns to the
experience of art. Through art, he tries to show the phenomenological nature of truth and
how we are to enter into a ‘philosophical conversation’ (Philosophishes (respréich) and
‘listen’ to what the work of art and the human sciences in general has to “say’. The
concept of listening is important for Gadamer, in that listening requires a sense of
seriousness, attentiveness and thoughtfulness as opposed to merely hearing something
without thought.

If we recall, according to Kant, to assert that ‘x is beautiful’ underlies an
harmonious “free play’ between the faculties of imagination and understanding, which
creates a “disinterested” sense of pleasure in the individual making the aesthetic assertion.
We should bear in mind in addition that there is nothing in the object which can cause
aesthetic pleasure; the object, in Kant’s view, merely initiates the play between the
faculties. This means that aesthetic sensations are purely subjective and that the judgement
of taste is universal only in the sensc that everyone also owns the very same capacity to
experience the similar interplay, and can therefore offer precisely the same judgement,
which is without any cognitive significance. But if there is nothing to be ascribed to the
object being viewed in the aesthetic experience, as Kant presumes, what 15 it then that
provokes the initial interplay between imagination and understanding? Could we not
simply look at anything, art or non-art, and make it to an object of aesthetic pleasure?
Kard’s subjectivisation of the aesthetic experience moreover seems to neglect completely
the ‘category’ of the work of art (Kafegorie des Kunstwerkes).

First we must understand that it was never Kant’s intention to propose an aesthetic
theory of art. As we have seen in chapter one, his priumarily concern was to mediate an a
priori principle fo bridge the gulf between the concept of universal causality, which
determines the natural, i.e. ‘phenomenal’, world and the concept of freedom in some
supersensible, ‘noumenal’ world; this noumenal world, at least as an idea, is said to be

constitutive for man’s ivterpretive actions and moral relationships. According to Kant, the

*Thid., 0. £, &1-2.
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faculty of judgment is the bridge that closes the gap between the mental faculties of pure
knowledge and desire. Therefore, it is not surprising that Kant essentially focuses in the
Critique of Judgement on the beauty of nature rather than on beauty of art. i is a
consequence of his whole methodical approach that Kant does not consider the ‘waork-
character’ of art. However this does not imply that Kant’s Third Critigue did not have a
major impact on aesthetic theory. In fact, if is, as we know, the root of modern aesthetics
proper. It is in the Critique of Judgement that Kant established the subjective universality
of aesthetic judgement. The problem for art and the human sciences ajtogether is that in
doing so Kant also superficially narrows the concept of knowledge wholly to the
possibility of “pure natural sciences’, ultimately placing the aesthetic experience and the
human sciences’ truth-claim on the ‘quicksands’ of relativism.

To counter the apparent relativistic nature of aesthetic judgement, Gadamer
attempts to demonstrate the manifestation of truth in works of art. Tle defends the truth-
claims of art against Kanl and his successors, such as Schiller, by asserting that the
legitimacy of truth-¢claims in art is not to be found in the perceiver’s own facullies that
cause pure aesthetic pleasure, but in the artwork itseff which reveals something of ‘Being’.
The disclosure of ‘being’ (truth), however is not simply ‘there” given by the object. We
cannot experience the truth of art as a subject perusing an object. The disclosure of being,
according to Gadamer 1s “in-between’. That is to say, it is not the subject (the perceiver)
nor the object (the artwork itself) that reveals truth, but the ‘metaphorical conversation’
which emerges between the subject and the object, wherein all notions of subject-object
schema are dissolved. By entering into a dialogue with the artwork, ils being and the
‘Being’ it captures transpire phenomenologically and a “fusion of horizons” accurs. The
process of dialogue is best coneretised in the notion of play (Spief). Discovering truth in
art, Gadamer admits in his autobiographical essay, is no casy task:

The experience of art constitutes a kind of evidence which is both too strong and at
the same time not sirong enough, It is too strong in the sense that probably no one
would venture to extend their [aith in scientific progress to the heights of art and
try, for instance, to see in Shakespeare an advance over Sophocles, or in

Michelangelo an advance beyond Phidias. On the other hand, thegvidence of art is
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also too weak in the sense that the artwork withholds the very truth that it embodies

and prevents it from becoming conceptually precise.’
In revealing the ontological foundations of art, Gadamer attempts to show how we might
disclose the truth that the work of arl withholds from us. But in order to do so, he argues,
we must first break ousselves away from the prejudice of ‘aesthetic conscionsness’, which
began with Johann Christoph Friedrich von Schiller (1759-1805). Schiller’s interpretation
of Kant, Gadamer explains, was the pivotal iurning-point, which ‘turned the radical
subjectivisation, through which Kant had justilied {ranscendentally the judgement of taste
and its claim Lo universality, from a methodical condition to one of content’ (1M 73; WM
77).

As an artist Schiller was deeply concerned with the purpose and status of the
aesthetic in human experience and ils relation to our ficedom as morally autonomous
beings. He construed in Kant’s epistemological discriminations between the phenomenal
and the noumenal realms - the realm of naiure and the realm of freedom - experiential
conflicts in the individual, in which the possibility of exercising freedom is put to question.
Kant, as mentioned above, discovered a need 1o bridge the experiences we encounter in the
phenomenal world with the experiences we face in the noumenal world. Out of this need,
he published his Kritik der Urteilskraft n 1790, in which he reconciled the distance
between the phenomenal and the noumenal world through the aestbetic. But for Schiller,
Kant’s analysis of the beautiful as that which pleases universally and necessarily without a
concept, without an interest and embodies purposiveness without a purpose, functioning as
a medium between cognitive judgements and moral judgements, did not satisfy the tension
between the sensuous and the moral. Moreover, Schiller was convinced that aesthctic
judgements, although independent from logical judgements, have a direct refationship with
ethics. In his bid to overcome the Kantian perception of the beautiful, the first major
challenge for Schiller was to discover a way of defining the beautiful, which Kant clatmed
was impaossible. Schiller decided to compose a philosophical treatise, to be called Kalfias
Uber die Schonheit, to show that an objective definition of the beautiful was possible.
Atthough Kallias was eventually abandoned, while developing the idea for his
philosophical diatogue, Schiller, beginning in 1793, kept a close correspondence with his
friend Christian Gottfried Korner over his philosophical project and formulated his famed

idea that beauty is ‘Freiheit in der Erscheinung’ (Freedom in semblance). In essence this

4 :Reflections on My Philosophical Joumey’, op. ¢it,, 6.
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means that the object of beauty strikes the beholder as being autonomous or removed from
the compulsion that ordinarily governs objects in the natural world. That object
consequently serves as a representation of [rcedom, in the sense of moral scif-
determination, though it shows freedom only in semblance, since all objects in the
phenomenal world are subject to the taws of nature. This radical understanding of beauty
had far-reaching consequences on Schilier’s entire aesthetic theory.

In his later Asthetische Bricfe [Aesthetic Letters] - Uber die dsthetische Erziehung
des Menschen [Letiers on the Aesthetic Education of Manj — Schiller idealisticalfy
advocates the idea of aesthetic cultivation, that is an education through art and for art.
What he covisioned was an ‘Aesthetic State’, a society of aesthetically conditioned
consciousness that could inhabit the ideal realm of art, i.e. the realm of ‘semblance’.
According to Schiller, the world of art is a separate actuality divorced and isolated from the
liteworld. Possessing its own independent principies of construction and internal
coherence provided by the imagination, the world of semblance provides man with inner
‘psychological’ freedom. This means that the power of imagination ta form images is self-
reliant and need not refer to external nature. From Schiller’s standpoint, art does not
complement nature and vice versa, as it did for Kant and his predecessors. Instcad, it is
perccived as something that is to be contrasted with practical reality. The work of art
which traditionally fulfilled the role of completing ‘its supplementing and fulfilling activity
within the areas given and left free by nature’ {TM 76; WM 78), is not longer a part of
liteworld. To this extent, Les beawx arts are no longer considered as ‘a perfecting of
reality”. Art is basically divorced from its temporality, its historicity, possessing its own
autonomous ‘free” world. The cause of ‘[t]he shifl of the ontological definition of the
aesthetic to the sphere of aesthetic appearance’, Gadamer explains, ‘has its theoretical basis
in the lact that the domination of the scientific epistemological model leads to the
discrediting possibilities of knowing that lies outside this new model (75 / 79-80). But to
enter the ‘enchanted” world of art, one needs to acquire an ‘aesthetic consciousness’ and
view art as the ‘art of beautiful appearance’. Basic to Schiller’s aesthetic theory, as we
have discussed above, is the concept of ‘“frecdom’ (#reifeir) and ‘semblance’ (Schein),
Schiller contends:

[Ijndifference to reality and intercst in semblance may be regarded as a genuine

enlargement of humanity and a decisive step towards culture. . . [This affords
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evidence of outward freedon: for as long as necessity dictates, and need drives,
imagination remains tied to reality with powerful bonds.”
Tnstead of placing art “its original context of life, and the religious or secular function
which gave it its significance’ (76 / 81), Schiller proposes an ““ideal kingdom” which is to
be defended against all limitation, even against the moralistic guardianship of state and
society” (74 / 78). Ile confers to art its own life and presence, and what is left is a pure work
of art. In other word, the aesthetic consciousness demands that the work of art abstract
from its original context from which it emerged and from all contextual conditions under
which the beholder encounters the work of art. Thus what we call a work of art and what
we experience aesthetically consist in a performance of a double abstraction, which
Gadamer calls ‘aesthetic differentiation’. By displacing art from its original lifeworld
cantext, Schiller creates the necessary ‘distance” for objectively viewing art in its purest
form, i.e. art as ait itself. Through aesthetic differentiation, art becomes atemporal,
suspended [rom time. To this exicnt, aesthetic consciousness has the character of
simultaneity since it claims to embrace everything of quality. That is, ‘[t]he immediacy
with which the purified artwork is present to purified acsthetic consciousness implies the
co-presence of all times in the mind of the beholder’ As a consequence of this
qualitatively all-embracing acsthetic cultivation, i.e. aesthetic difterentiation, which tries
‘to make the artwork immediately available Lo the beholder as pure consciousness to pure
consciousness, it renders the two worlds inaccessible to each other, for the purity and
immediacy of the aesthetic are achieved by abstracting from the media which permit
accessibility between worlds.” That is to say, Schiller’s notion of acsthetic cultivation is
ulterly indifferent to content and leaves art without a specific content, since it abstracts
precisely from all media, even including the content which permit us to take a moral,
religious or philosophical stand. In this sense, we again arrive at a subjective relativism
since ‘the acsthetic consciousness is the experiencing centre from which everything
considered to be art is measured’ (TM 76 / WM 80-81). Moreover the abstraction ol art from
its world, it sccms, is quite artificial and conitrived.  Schiller’s notion of aesthetic
consciousness completely disregards the fact that we are temporal beings and that the

function of arl is rooted within the context of life. When we encounter a work ol art, we

* See The Development of German Aesthetic Theowy From Kant to Schitler (New York: fidwin Mellen Press. 1994,
(Letter XXVI. 1), p. 305.
¢ Toel Weinsheimer GIL op. cit., 93.
7 N
Toid.
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cannot and do not abstract oursclves from time. Heidegger had poignantly proved our
inescapability from temporality in Being and Time. We cannot, as it were, step away from
our historicity for a few moments to enjoy pleasure deriving from the artistic form of the
artwork, which also itscif is disconnected from reality. Rather, in the experience of a work
of art we do not leave our world, our home so much as we come home. In this respect, the
experience of art is ontological. Tn Heideggerian terms, the experience of art represents a
coming inlo being of what we could be; for the ariwork is not a mere pleasure object, but a
presentation, transfused into an image, of a truth of being as event. Hence, the work of art
is fully continuous with our reality to the extent that it opens up our own world to broaden
our self-understanding. That is, it renders knowledge about our being, so that we learn to
see the world and our being ‘in a new light” — as if anew. Art illuminates our ordinary
perception and undersianding of life, bringing into view the extraordinary character of life.
If indeed the artwork is discontinuous from the lifeworld in which it was born, as Schitler
maintains, then art could not illuminate our being and expand our self-understanding.
When we separaie art and our aesthetically formed consciousness from realily, we are in
effect divorcing ourselves from ourselves and entering into a meaningless cul-de-sac,
called the ideal realm of art. In order to do justice to arf, aesthetics must go beyond itself
and abandon the “purity” of the aesthetic’ writes Gadamer (83 / 88). What this means is
that we must overcome all pereeption of art as objects that stand outside of time.
Moreover, we should not pretend to disconacet ourselves from our time to view art as an
object of sensuous form that renders subjective pleasure. Gadamer asserts:
The pantheon of art is not a timeless presence which offers itself to pure aesthetic
consciousness but the assembled achievements of the human mind as it has realised
itself historically. Aesthetic expericnee also is a mode of scif-understanding. But
all selfrunderstanding takes place in relation to something else that is understood
and includes the unity and sameness of this other. Inasmuch as we encounter the
work of art in the world and a world in the individual work of art, this does not
remain a strange universe into which we are magically transported for a time.
Rather, we learn to understand ourselves in if, and that means that we preserve the
discontinuity of the experience in the continuity of our existence. Therefore it is
necessary to adopt an attitude to the beautiful and to art that does not lay claim to

immediacy, but corresponds to the historical reality of man (86 /92).
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In Gadamer's view, we need to overcome the primacy of self-consciousness and place art
back into his true historical context, but to do so he states that we must first return to the
phenomenological character of aesthetic experience. Art, he contends, unconceals and
brings to light something of ‘Being’, which the artist has captured. So then, how are we to
witness the unfolding of truth that art possesses? For this, Gadamer introduces the concept
of ‘play’ (Spief) and draws an analogy between playing games and the experience of art. In
his view the phenomenon of play is an essential fonction of huran life, Human culture, he

maintains, is unthinkable and impossible without this element ®

§ 4.1 'The Dialogical Process of Play

‘Play” (or “‘Game’}, Gadamer explains, 1s the mode ol being ol the work of art and
not simply a subjective altitude or a state of consciousness, which produces self-created
pleasure, as Kant and Schiller had understood — that is, play, in connection to aesthetics,
neither refers to the mental activity (i.e. the “free play’ between the faculties of imagination

and understanding) of a creator or viewer of art nor to the freedom of human subjectivity.

Play itself, Gadamer tells us, is not serious, for it is merely a spectacle, a form of

entertainment. There is however a seriousness to be found in play when it ts being played.
In the moment of playing, a sense of scriousncss emerges from the play and provides ‘life’
to the game. This sericusness of game creates a certain new reality with ils own overriding
norms and guiding principles, which is independent of the consciousness of the player, that
the player, upon enicring this new autonomous space — whether a football pitch or a sports
arena — must observe. 1n doing so, he concedes his own concerns and submits to the
‘authority’ of the game. As a result the player, participating in playing, is transformed and
is no longer himself. His actions are not governed by his own will but by the will of the
game, consequently, his actions are not the sudject of the game but rather the responses (o
the tasks the game imposes. The true subject, then, is the ‘happening” or movement of the
came itself. Thus we say: in playing, there “is’ play (game):

The attraction of a game, the fascination it exerts, consists precisely in the fact that

the game tends to master the players. Even when it is a case of games in which one

seeks to accomplish tasks that one has set oneself, there is a risk whether or not it

¥ Sce also The Relevance of the Beaudful op.cil. Gadamer wrote this essay some fourtcen years afier Truth and Method.
It represents an expansion of his initial coucept of play. 'the leading question in this cssay focnses on how we can expeect
higlp from classical aesthetics in view of the experimental praclice of arl today. Gadamer tries to find an answer to this
question by employing the concepls of play, symbol and lestival as the antlnopolopical basis of our experience of arl.
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will “work’, “succeed’, and “succeed again’, which is the attraction of the game.
The real subject of the game (this is shown i precisely those experiences in which
there is only a single player is not the player, but instcad the game itself. (95-96 /
102)
Bui despite the dominance and normative authority that game possesses over the player;
the player 1s no less essential. In fact, play depends on and requires the players. f it were
not so, can we really say that there is football (- game) without football players? Is golf,
for instance, what is summarised in a book of rulcs, or reflected in a set of strategies?
What is poker or snooker without poker players and snocker players playing? Here, it
becomes evident that a game’s concrete existence only comes into being when it 1s played
out. Without the player(s) the possibility of play does not exist. Thus we can say that the
player completes the play in the same sense the play completes the player, i.¢., the play
gives identity to the player. For this reason Gadamer calls games ‘self~representations’.
With this in mind, now let us return for a moment to the assertion that game is the
*happening’ or movement of itself This claim seems to suggest two things: first, that play
is capable of changing. To be sure, play in its disclosure can shift randomly according to
different kinds of situations and unpredictable circumstances. Tor example, although the
rules and reality of a given game does not change at all, different players or sirategies and
even environmentai conditions under which play unfolds itself all to some extent determine
how the game will appear in its movement. Although a football match-play in Berlin is a
different ‘match-play’ from a footbail match-p/ay in London, except for the variation in its
pnfolding, play ‘happens’ in both places.
The second aspect of claiming game as the happening or movement of itself seems to
suggest that play is not a tangible object. For example, a chessboard and chess pieces do
not make up the game of chess. Rather, as we have seen, it is the happening of the play
itself, the movement which guides the players wha have committed and engaged
themselves in the act of ‘serious’ playing in the ‘reality/world of game’, that is “Play’.
This seems to make clear that there is no subject-object schema in play. The player as
subject is no Jonger the subject, and the play as object is no longer a truc object. What is
left is the disclosurc of play as a “happening” where the subject and object coalesce therein:
‘Hence the mode of being of play is rot such that there must be a subject [or an object]
who takes up a playing attitude in order that the game may be played’ (93 / 99). Rather,

‘the primacy of play over the consciousness of the player is [undamentally acknowledged,
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[ .. ]if one starts from the medial sense of the word spielen’ ( 94 / 100). Thus we are
quite familiar with phrases like something is ‘playing’ somewhere or at some time, or
something is going on (daf sich etwas abspielf) or that something is at play (daff erwas im
Spiele ist).

To illustrate the phenomenon of play, let us take tennis as an example. When two
tennis players step onto a court, they, in a sense, leave their life-realm for the ‘concrete
world of play’, and as play commences, the seriousness of playing takes over the players —
and not the players over the play, as subject standing over against an object. 'The
seriousness can be seen in the fact that both players ardently run in and around the
boundaries of the court, chasing after a small yellow ball in order to prevail and fulfil the
purpose of the game. Additionally, in playing, both players adhere to or at least try to stick
to the rules, purposes and protocols of the same. Their actions in effect are governed by
the movement of the game. A tennis player, for example, knows when and from where he
is to serve a ball. He also knows when the ball is “in” (to continue play) and when it is
‘out’ (to end play). These are rules Lo which he commits [rom the very beginning of play
to its very cnd. What 1s more, he undeistands the penaltics for breaking a rule of play, and
attempts to avoid violating all given rules. This compliance — almost blind obedience — to
rule(s) is part of the seriousness that keeps the play moving until the game’s conclusion.
To completely disregard or defy the of rule(s) of play implies that there is no sericusness
and thus no genuine play. The obvious implication of all this is “ft]he players are not the
subjects of play; instead play merely reaches presentation through the players’® (92 7 98).
Yet tennis, to be temnis (- game), requires players. Without participants to play, there
cannot be a happening of tennis, i.€. no phenomenon of play. ‘The peculiarity of games is
thus that, on the one hand, they have authority over their participants, determining their
goals and aspirations for the duration of the game, while on the other they exist in a
concrete sense only Lhrough the participation ol their players.” This phenomenon
demonstrates that even though the participants of a game do not invent the game, the game
does not exist until 1t is actually played. Gadamer illustrates quite nicely the implicit
relation between ‘autonomy’ and ‘dependency’ by employing the image of festival

celebrations:

’ Roy J. [Toward. Three Faces of Heymeneutics. (Berkeley: Universily of California press, 1982), p. 143
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A festival exists only in being celebrated. This is not to say that it is of a subjective
character and has its being only in the subjectivity of those celebrating. Rather the festival
is celebrated because it is there.” (TM 110/ WM 118).

In its disclosure as play, tennis ar any other game cannot be viewed in terms of a
subject-object dichotomy. There is no ‘I° and ‘it’. In the event of playing, the ‘I” or “me’,
i.e. the subject aspect, and the “it’, as the object, collapses and the only subject left is the
movement, which is itself the play. What is more, this movement can never be repeated
exactly in the same manner twice. As long as there is playing, play exists but with each
new event of play, the unfolding of itself is different.

What occurs in the experience of playing games, Gadamer suggests, is analogous to what
occurs in the experience of art. When one encounters a creation of art, e.g., examining a
painting by Picasso or reading a poem by Rilke, a play begins, but not as “fiee play” of
imagination and understanding. Play which occurs in the experience of art is not an event
thriving in the consciousness of the participating viewer, but rather as in game-playing, it
is a “happening’, an event of disclosure and hiddenness. The experience of an artwork, like
game-playing, creates a totally new environment into which the viewer of the artwork
eniers. There the viewer loscs himself in the expericnee — without the forgetfulness of
being — letting the play guide him; consequently, art has normative priority over the
viewer.!” A person looking at a van Gogh does not say to humself, ‘I think I’ll look at the
right corner of the painting and then move to the left before heading down to the bottom-
left of the work’. He simply engages himself with the artwork, and through that
engagement, allows the play of art to unfold itself -- that is to say, let art reveal itself. The
viewer has no control of the happening of art, but simply participates by being engaged.
We should not forgel that o experience a work ol atl, in similar respect to game-playing,
also requires a sense of seriousness. A person who is kicking a basketball cannot claim
that he is seriously playing basketball. He is merely kicking an object; consequently, there
is no play. Likewise, an onlooker who offers a mere glance to an artwork cannot claim
that he experienced art; at best, he enjoyed briefly the pleasure of sense perception from
ihe form of an object called a work of art. Thus, seriousness — that is an open willingness

for engagement — constitutes an important element in the experience of art.

® Ihe separate reality of art however does not mean that the realm of art is totally closed and discontinnous with the
reality of the lifeworld. In fact, as we menlioned above, (he work of art is simiply the transfonmalion of the lifeworld
reality, Le. the truth of being, inlo an expressive image. The arlist does not ercute that which does nol belong o the
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Although the work of art has a normative priority over the viewer, the necessity of
a viewer is fundamental for the existence of an artwork. Works of ait are representations,
which only have concrete existence in being viewed. But even with a viewer to see the
work of art, the experience of art itself cannot occur without a sense of willingness for
engagement — a metaphorical dialogue, if you will. In the experience of arl we participate
in a philosophical conversation, according te Gadamer. The beholder brings to this
experience what he knows, what he has experienced, i.e. his history, but so too does the
work of ari. The artistic creation, Gadamer contends, also possesses its own authentic
being. 1In fact, a work of art represents the ‘experience of being’ which the artist has
transfused into an expressive image. As a creation of man, it therefore possesses history
and yet at the sarae time because it is a creation (Gebilde) “the manifestation in question
has in a strange way transcended the process in which it originated, or has relegated that
process to the periphery. It is set forth in its own appearance as a sell-sufficient creation’ !
In the aesthetic experience a fusion of horizons occurs between the artwork and its
beholder. The history of the art and the history of the viewer coalesce, creating the
dialectic process through which the truth of being unconceais. The aesthetic moment, we
must keep in mind, is a highly dynamic and flowing movement during which truth reveals
and conceals itself simultaneously. Hence, we speak in terms of listening to what the work
of art has to ‘say’, what it has to reveal. This to and fro movement of questioning and
answering is the dialogical structure of understanding in the human sciences It is an
endless process in perpetual motion since truth is unconcealment and hiddenness.

Because of the dual nature of truth, when one experiences art (listening to a
symphony, reading a poem, examining a painting etc. . .), that experience is always
different. Although the work of art itself as an object remains essentially the same, i.e,
self-identical, its content however constantly changes with each new encounter by the
viewer. It is ‘[a]n entily that exisls only by always being something different.” . . .
[‘Seiendes, das nur ist, indem es stets ein Anderes ist . . "] (TM 110/ WM 117). Just as the
content of games 1s concretised in the particular action and attitude of their players, the
content and the meaning of works of arl are concretised by the action and attitude of their
audience, Gadamer fries to elucidate this position by means of the example of the

performance of a play:

Luman experience, Art is the embodiment of experience. That is, the artist has captured the truth of betiyg that he himself
has experienced. The coherence belween e iwo realities 1s thus ontological.
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Their [the players or here actor’s and actress™] mode of participation in the game is

no longer determined by the fact that they are completely absorbed in it, but by

their playing their role in relation and regard to the whele of the play, in which not

they, but the audicnce is to become absorbed. When a play activity becomes a play

in the theatre a total switch takes place. It puts the spectator in the place of the

playver. He - and not the player - is the person for and in whom the play takes place.

... In that the play is presented for him [the spectator], it becomes apparent that it

bears within itself a meaning that must be understood and that can therefore be

detached from the behaviour of the player. Basically the difference between the

player and the spectator ts removed hore,  The requirement thai the play itself be

intended in its meaningfuiness is the same for both.’(99 / 105)
If the meaning of works of art only exist m relation to the audience and their particular
circumstances in which they encounter the work of art (text, symphony, sculpture, painting
etc.), the meaning of works of art 1s in some sense created and completed by the beholder.
Thus the beholder who expericnces works of art is essentially necessary for the possibility
of art to possess significant meaningfulness. Here it seems that we run into the question of
relativism again. If the meaning of an artwork depends on the beholder, the mecaning of it
then could vary infinitely, according to each viewer. But the beholder, Gadamer claims, is
not completely free to chose capriciously the meaning ol a work of art. The beholder is
permitted a [air degree of freedom, but this does not imply that he or she is fiee simply to
tnterpret or dream up what one wishes. For an interpretation to be an interpretation of a
particular work of art and not for something other, it must be in some sense logically
constraincd by the given work of art itself. The particular artwork, in other words,
excrcises a depree of determination over the beholder’s response to it, otherwise criticism
would seem to fall into utter anarchy. Just as games are dominating over their players, the
work of art or the representation or performance of it also has a dominating force over its
audience. In other words, just as the player of a game is flexible in playing the game
within the framework of given rules and conventions, as flexible is the audience in
interpreting works of art, i.e. giving meaning to it. Players can not change the rules of the
game otherwise they would not play the same game. Of course this leaves the question
open, what constitutes the meaning of a work of art, for example the meaning of a text?

The meaning of a work of art is certainly not determined by the intention of its original

! Gadamer. ‘Play of Art” in The Relevance of the Beantifil. op. cit., 126.
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creator, the author of a novel or the composer of a symphony. The author simpty provides
the framework in which the work of art is to be interpreied. The meaning of a particular
work of art is pol to be reduced to the intention of the artist, since this would disregard and
neglect the autonomous character of the work of art. As we stated earlicr, in Gadamer’s
view art is an attempt to represent truth. ‘Reducing its meaning to an expression of its
author’s creativity reflects both, a failure to recognise its autonomy and, more imporlantly
an unjustifiable restriction on the knowledge it contains.”'> The meaning or the truth of &
given text, such as the Bible, continues to disclose itself in conversation. Through the
fusion of the self-heod of the artwork and seif-hood of the beholder, the meaningfulness of
the art comes to light. But this does not imply that one person knows all or abselute truth:
One never obtains a final answer that one now “knows.” Nor does one take from it
relevant information, and thai takes care of that! One cannot fully harvest the information
that resides in an artwork so that it is, so to speak, consumed, as is the casc with
communications that merely advise us of something. Apprehending a poetic work,
whether it comes to us through the real ear or only through a reader listening with an inner
ear, presents itself basically as a circular movement in which answers strike back as
questions and provoke new answers. . . . An art work is never exhausted. It never becomes
empty. . . . No work of art addresses us always in the same way."?
‘The truth of art and all of the human sciences is in a sense a great ‘living puzzle’ which we,
as a human community, must piece together. Because it is living, it is always changing,
evolving as it continues to disclosc and hide itself. The living character of truth is what
makes our understanding of it a chalienge, for it evades ali interpretations and fortifies

itself relentlessly against all endeavours to confine it into the identity of a concept.

§ 4.2 Understanding Anthority

To aid our understanding of art, Gadamer also speaks of listening to authority. The
councept of authority, Gadamer explains, does not promote the idea of supertority of power,
which demands blind obedience. To listen to authority instead signifies that one owns the
humility and the willingness to concede superior msight to the other voices that resound
tradition and the past. In Gadamer’s view, listening to authority means the suspension of

disbelief. Tt is optimism or open faith to the idea that ‘other’ has not only something

2 Georgia Wamke. op. cit., 55.
1 Reflections on My Philosophical Journey”, op. cit,, 44 .
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different to say but also a better insight from which one can learn. Gadamer essentialiy
adopts the Socratic docta ignorantic. the sustained awareness of not-knowing (das Wissen
des Nicht-wissens). For Gadamer human wisdom involves a conscious acceptance of one’s
own finitude and ignorance, ie., the modesty to recognise that one does not know
everything and thus is willing to open to what is ‘other” and learn from others and what the
past has to teach. Gadamer himself adinits:
I myself remember how I disputed with an expericneed scholar about an academic
matter, which I claimed to know with certainty. He abruptly instructed me in my
error on this issue and when I asked him, in a very embittered tone, “How do you
know that?” his answer was: “When you are as old as 1, you’ll know it too.” That
was a comrect answer. . . Most of the time we cannol say why this or that
philosophical or historical conjecturc of a beginner is “impossible.” It is a question
of tact that is acquired through unrelenting interaction with the subject matter, but it
cannot be taught and demonstrated.**
In the same way, when we engage a work of art, we must trust ourselves to the authority of
the work of art, That is, we must be open to the idea that the artwork has something true to
offer. The suspension of disbelief however does not suggest that we should be so foolish
to keep our eyes entirely shut and accept openly everything that is given, rather in total
contrast it proposes that we always keep both eyes opened, so that we arc awarc of what
the artwork has to reveal while at the same time being suspicious of what it offers,
Suspicion, here, 1s not a negative notion i any sense, for what it implies is caution and
consideration balanced together with openness. One must, according to Gadamer, have the
wisdom 10 question, refiect and evaluate all knowledge.

To summarise, the expericnce of art “manifests’ itsclf through dialogue between the
beholder and the work of art  Through the interchange of question and answer, the
‘manifestness’ of art unfolds itself — that is, art discloses itself in its selfsameness. Once
the play of art “manifests’ itself] its movement is independent of the viewer and the artwork
itself. The experience of arl moreover moves in a direction which viewer cannot foresee.
The dialoguc, which occurs in the cxpericnec of art, is what cnablcs us to gencrate new
thoughts. In the spontaneous act of utterance, new understandings modify, develop and

deepen our previous understandings of the subject matter and so of ourselves. We come to

¥ <Prth in the Human Sciences’, op. cit., 28. Sce also ‘Retlections ou My Philosophical Journey”, op. cit., 33.
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know the self in a different light. Conversation is the primordial convention by which we
are transformed.

The constitution of aesthetic meaning is thus the amalgamation of the experiences
of the beholder with the truth-content of the work of art itself. As such, the truth of a work
of art is always relevant to the lives it speaks to. ‘[N]o text and no book speaks if it does
not speak the language that reaches the other person” (TM 358 / WM 375). The task of the
viewer Lhen is to find the appropriate language of interpretation in order to listen to the
work of art speak. In order to understand the meaning of a work ol art, the audience has to
apply the truth content the work of art imposes on them from the perspective of their own
concerns and problems — this is the only approach available since we cannot detach
ourselves from ourselves. Gadamer concludes:

Interpretation is probably, in a cerlain sense, re-creation, but this re-crcation does
not follow the process of the creative act, but the lines of the created work which
has to be brought to representation in accord with the meaning the interpreter finds
init. (107/114)
According to Gadamer, works of art are representational in as much as they bring truth to
light and reveal the essence of their subject matter to an audience. The essence is the
essence ol its audience and therefore it cannot be cternally the same but is rather relative to
the different audiences. The truth-claim the work ol art imposes on their audience cannot
be specified outside the particular situation or circumstances in which the work of art is
perceived. Therefore the work of art has no determined meaning in the sense E. D. Hirsch
would impose, i.e. the intention of the author. Gadamer explains:

A claim |Anspruch] is something lasting. Its justification (or pretended
justification) is the first thing. Because a claim continues, it can be affirmed at any
time. A claim exists against somcone and must therefore be asserted against him;
but the concept of a claim also contains the idea that it is not itself a fixed demand,
the fulfilment of which is agreed by both sides, but is, rather, the ground for such.

A claim is the tegal foundation for an unspecified demand’ (112 /7 120).

Having examined thus far the nature of aesthetic experience by analogy of play, in the next
section we shall investigate Gadamer’s understanding of mimesis or imitation and how this

concept is used to defend further the experience of truth in art.

& mdm
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§ 4.3 Gadamer's Revival of the Theory of Mimesis
In the Republic, Plato condemns art, for it does not represent the ideal or the eternal

forms but imitates only a secondary reality.’® He therefore sees arl as an imitation of an
imitation, consequently, standing three times removed from reality and the truth, Plato
asserts: “The art of representation is therefore a long way removed from truth, and it is able
to reproduce everything because it has little grasp of anything, and that little is of a mere
phenomenal appearance.”'® Gadamer, however, contends that this critique of art given by
Plato is extremely ironic and dialectical, and he further explains that we need to reconsider
our understanding of mimesis taught to us by the Clagsicism of the eighteenth century,
which evidently accepted blindly Plato’s assertions concerning art given in the Republic.
In Gadamer’s view, mimesis is simply the imitation or copy (4bdild) of something
original, offering no cognitive knowledge of any kind. The notion of mimesis, as he sees
it, embodies the meaning of  ‘representation’ (Darstelfung) and recognition in
represcntation. He states:

... in the representation of art, recognition is operative, which has the character of

genuine knowledge of essence, and since Plato considers all knowledge of being to

be recognition, this ts the ground of Aristotle’s remark that postry s more

philosophical than history. Thus imitation, as representation, has a clear cognitive

function. (TM 103 / WM 110).
This position is not too surprising, given that in bis earlier elucidation of play, he asserts
that art is ‘representational” and that the experience of art or the aesthetic play is a form of
self-representation. In claiming that art is representational, (Gadamer, we recall, does not
imply that the work of art necessarily constitutes a depiction of an actual event. He insists
that modern paintings, for example Tmpressionism and Cubism, still remain mimetic
although they avoid conventional representation of objects. Fven when the representation
does not perceptually mimic the natural world, we can nevertheless see in modern
paintings a representation of the lifeweorid. Gadamer explains:

We start from the position that the mode of being of the work of art is

representation [Darsiellung] and ask ourselves how the meaning of representation

can be verified by what we call a picture [Bi/f]. Representation cannot here mean

copying. We shall have to define the mode of being of the picture more exactly by

Lf' See Plato. The Republic Part X. §1. (Trans. Desmond Tee. 7 ed. London: Penguin, 1987). \'\,
®ibid., X. §1 598 h.
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distinguishing the way in which the representation is related to something thai 1s
original, from the relation of the copy to the original. (I'M 122/ WM 131)
In distinguishing mimesis as copy (4bbild) of veality from mimesis as representation or the
‘appearance of what is there’ (121 / 131), Gadamer demonstrates that the concept of
imitation neither needs to refer solely to the notion of reality ‘in itseif” nor that art exactly
re-produces. He argues that although art represents an essence of the lifeworld, this aspect
is not one that is apparent outside the work of art, i.e. the representation, itself. In lus view
the work of art is not merely a reproduction of reality that can be identified independently
from the work of art and used to assess the adequacy of its re-presentation. “The world
which appears in the play of representation’, he argues, ‘does not stand like a copy next to
the real world, but is the latter in the heightened truth of its being” (121 / 130). In other
words, artistic representations do not provide an exact mirror of reality. What the artwork
illuminates, as an expressive representation, is the particularly heightened experiences or
events of life, while concurrently minimising the importance of other aspects of reality.
Functioning as such, artistic representations disclose (as well as conceal) ‘reality’. And
reality, as Gadamer explains, is what is ‘untransformed’. What is more, he claims that art
is the raising up (Aufhebung) of that reality into its truth. Truth, as we have already
examined, is an aspect of human experience or of being that has been given an emphasis
and lluminated for all to withess. Gadamer’s account of artistic truth 1s closely affiliated to
the Heideggerian concept of truth as afétheia (unconcealment). As mentioned previously, with
his Tteral tanslation of the Greek word aietheis, Heidegger triggered a profound
reconsideration concerning the understanding of truth.  1f we recall, for Heidegger the
meaning of truth cannot be fully exhausted by simply acknowledging it as the agreement or
coherence of something to something, i.e. Adequatio intellectus ad rem — a definition that
is commonly accepted as truth. Lo recognise something correctly or truthfully, Heidegger
explains that “the fact must show itself to be fact if knowledge and the proposition that
forms and expresses knowledge are o be able to conform to the fact; otherwise the fact
cannot become binding on the proposition”.!” Truth in a schse is always identified with the
degree of correctness. But in order to understand and to verify the comreciness of a

proposition, one really has to go back to something that is already evident. The starting

7 Martin Heidegeer: Deir Ursprung des Kunstwerles. (Stullgarl: Philipp Reclaim Juz., 1995), p. 49. *Damit jedoch das
LErkemnen und der dic Erkenntnis susfonaende und aossugende Satz sich der Sache anmessen kang, damit dem zu vor die
Sache sclbst Mir den Satz verbindlich werden kann, sauld doch die Sache selhst sich als salche zeipen” ‘The English
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point, Heidegger contends, is the unconcealment of the being (des Seienden).
Unconcealment, as it were, situates us in a condition of being that in representation, we
always remain instalied and in attendance upon an unconcealment. Thus he claims:

That which is can only be, as a being, if it stands within and stands out within what

is lighted in this clearing. Only this clearing grants and guaranties to us humans a

passage to those beings that we ourselves are not, and access to the being that we

ourselves are. Thanks Lo this clearing, beings are unconcealed in certain changing

degrees.'®
If artistic represcntations disclose the truth of reality, then, that truth is something which
cannot be obvious or immedialely intelligible. Truth is something which has to be
revealed. The work of art, i.e. astistic representation, in essence provides a medium to
show the truth by extricating its subject matter from that which it considers as nonessential
while simultaneously revealing the most signiticant. Therefore artistic rcpresentation
cannot be a mere copy or a repetition of the events of the ‘real” world. That is, the work of
art does not capture the world like it ‘really’ is or as it is. It is something different and yet
still remains connected fo the original in a quintessential sense. ‘Hence representation
remains limited in an essential sense Lo the original [L/r-Bild] that is represented in it” (TM
124 / WM 133).

Moreover, in representation there is also the “transformatio’ of human play into
structure (Verwandlung ins Gebilde), 1.c. into the truth of which the perfection of art
consists. Gadamer uses the term ‘transformation’ deliberately instead of the term change
since ‘change’ categorically implicates that the thing which is changing remams to a
certain degree qualitatively the same. By employing the concepl of transformation,
however, Gadamer emphasises that the play becomes something completely ncw; it
becomes Gebilde (a structure, i.e. a creation). With the transformation into Gebilde'® the
play attains ‘the character of a work, of an ergon and not only of energeia’ (TM 99 / WM
106). Therefore it has an independent and supetior mode of being (Seinsweise), extricated

from the contingency of the reality. Moreover, play transformed into Gebilde possesses an

translation is found in “The Origin of the Work of Art’, Philosophy of Art and Beauty, (lidited by Albert Holstadter and
Richard Kulms. The Uuiversity of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 678.

¥ Thas Seiende kann als Sciendes nur sein, wenn es in das Gelichlete dieser Lichiung hinein-und hinausstelt, Nur dicss
Lichtung schenkt tnd verbtirgt uns Menschen einen Durchpang zum Seienden, das wir selbst nicht sind, und den Zugaug
zn dern. Seienden, das wir setbst sind.” ibid., p. 31.; {irans.) pp. 679-80.

¥ From here on I will clect & use the German word Ge-bilde since this already implies thai the work of a1l must be
something which is gebildet, 1.e. formed, The Gebilde is the result of the process of Bidd-ung. Futlhennore the German
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absolute autonomy over the performer, the audience and the crcator, i.e. the artist himself
This autenomous mode of being (Seinsweise) of the play as Gebilde is, as Gadamer puts it,
‘atways realisation, sheer fulfilment, energia which has its telos within itself.’(101/ 108). In
so far as it is Gebilde, it has its standard within itself and does not measure #sell with
anything external to it. In play the Gebilde unfolds ilself as it is in its seifsameness, i.¢. it
brings into the open what is usually concealed and withdrawn. Hence, Gadamer concludes
that a comparison of the work of art as Gebilde with reality as a strict standard of pictorial
resemblance is not pogsible. The Gebilde is above all such comparison because it utters a
‘superior’ truth., i.e. the truth of being and not the cohereuce or correspondence of facts.
The Gebilde is in itself a unified and scif-contained whole. Through the (7ebilde, a closed
circle of meaning (Sinmkreis) 1s represented which one could not discover in ‘daily”’ reality
since realily is always seen in anticipation of the future, in which there lie undecided
possibilities. Therefore reality does not allow the possibility to grasp completely the
coherence of meaning (Sinnzusammenhang) since the futurc is always undetermined. In
this regard, the Gebilde (work of art) seems to elevate beyond reality, in that it reveals
knowledge and truth that is, under ‘real” circumstances, unrecognisable. Through the work
of art, we ‘re-cognise’ and comprehend its truth because the represented subject maiter in
the work of art, transformed into the Gebilde, is freed from its contingency. The
consequences and ramitications of the events represented are entirely contained within the
boundaries of the Gebilde. Therefore Lhe meaning of the subject matter takes on a certain
structure and closure. “We therefore sce what the work of art has taught us to see, but this
means that we cannot verify the representation by comparing it to an original because we
already see the original in its light.”* In Gadamer’s view the ‘represented’ is not simply
‘there’ in the world but is actualised through the artistic representation, i.e. ‘it has in this
way comg to exist mare fully (TM 103 / WM 109). This argument underlies & premise that
we have to acknowledge the element of knowledge (Erkennmissinn) which is implicated in
the concept of mimesis. Gadamer delines the nature of ‘Erkenmnissing’ of mimesis as

‘re-cognition” (Wiedererkenming).” He states:

word permils assaciations with other torms of the word like £id, Bildung, gebildet, which are not possible in the English
translation.

i" Warnke. op. cil., 59.

2! Gadamer connecls (his cognitive function of art to Plato’s account of enanmesiy (remembrance). He argues that this
Platonic idealism is already snggested in (he phencmenan of recogaition. “The “known™ enters into iis true being and
manifests itsell as what it is only when it is recoguised.” (TM 103 / WM 109) By considering all knowledge of heing to
be recoguition, Plulo provides e ground of Aristotle’s remark that poetry is imore philosophical than history. (Aristolle,
Poetics 9, 1451 b 6)
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[TThe cssence of imitation consists precisely in the recognition of the represented in
the representation. A representation intends to be so true and convineing that we do
not advert to the fact that what is so represented is not ‘real’. Recognition as
cognition of the true occurs through an act of identification in which we do not
differentiate between the representation and the represented. . . . Recognising
something means rather that I now cognise something as something that 1 have
already seen. The enigma here lies entirely in the ‘as’. I am not thinking of the
miracle of memory, but of the miracle of knowledge that it implies. When 1
recognise sotheone or something, what [ see is freed from the contingency of this or
that moment of time. 1t is part of the process of recognition that we see things in
terms of what is permanent and essential in them, unencumbered by the contingent
circumstances in which they were seen before and are seen again.™
According to Gadamer, the phenomenon of mimesis is uniquely a primordial event, for its
gssences consist namely in ‘recognition’. The concept of recognition implies that there is
interpretation and understanding ol something. What this means is that the mimetic, as
representation (Darstellunyg), 1s itself the recognition of something as something as well as
the object which should or ought to be recognised, i.¢. understood, as something in itself.
In art there s, we can say, a ‘double recognition’. The first is the recognition and
interpretation of being which the artist has experienced and captured, and the sccond event
of recognition occurs in the viewer who sees or recognises in the representation the being
which the art embodies. The mimetic and the acsthetic experiences, as we can see, are
clearty forms of knowledge.

The work of art essentially teaches us to see or recognise and re-cognise the subject
or content represented in terms of the truth it discloses. In picking out and emphasising
certain features or aspects of life, artistic representations tcach their audience more about
the truth of being which previously was not apparent or understood. In fact, what the work
of art does is to open up continuously other perspectives of an already familiar subject to
the audience, albeit in a heightened form. When one engages an artwork, one sees
something which is on one hand familiar and still on the other new and unknown. The
meaning of recognition stands somehow, on Gadamer’s view, beiween familiarity and
newness. ‘The joy of recognition’, Gadamer states, ‘is rather that more becomes known

than is already known. In recognition what we know emerges, as if through an

 The Relevance of the Beautiful and othey Essays. op. cil., 99.
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illumination, from all the chance and variable circumstances that condition it and is
grasped in its essence’ (TM 102 / WM 109). The work of art is not only representational but
has also an educational and pedagogical function. The work of art represents its subject
matter in such a way that the understanding of the audience is cnhanced and refreshed with
each new encounter. I always provokes a confrontation or rather a conversation with the
audience, with their lives, since the audience experiences work of art as ‘authoritative” and
views its own world from a new perspective provided by the particular representation.
It [recognition] does not simply reveal the untversal, the permanent form, stripped
of all our contingent encounters with it. For it is also pari of the process that we
recognise ourselves as well. All recognition represents the experience of growing
familiarity, and all our experiences of the world are ultimately ways in which we
develop famibiarity with that world. . . . Al art of whatever kind is a form of
recognition that serves to deepen our knowledge of ourselves and thus our
familiarity with the world as well *
Here, Gadamer already reverses the mimetic relation between the representation and what
is presented (i.e. the original, Ur-Bild). He does not view the mimetic relationship as a
single-sided issue, i.e. he does not recognise that representations, like the copics, point to
soincthing that is really existing outside itselll. Gadamer emphasises the mutual
dependency between the world and the world of art and he states: “Without the mimesis of

the work the world is not there as it is there in the work, and without reproduction the work
is not there. Hence, in representation, the presence of what is represented is completed’

(TM 123-22 / WM 131). A copy only wants to be seen “as if” it were something which it
resembiles, the original (Ur-Rild), but a copy is jusl a repetition (Wiedergabe) of something
and not something as something in itself. Furthermore, it does not have the function to
provoke reflection, comparison and distinction. Its function exhausts itself simply in
pointing to the original that it resembles. Its self-hood lies only in identification with
something which itself is not, and 1t raises itself’ only in the sense that in its function it
fulfils itself in its self-repeal (Selbstaufhebung). A picture on the contrary is not defined by
its self-repcal. A picture does not function as a means to an end. The self-hood or
meaning of a picture is self-contained, insofar as it is important how the representation is
represented. This means that we are not simply led away from the picture te what is

represented in the picturc. The representation rather remains essentially connected to what
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is represented and belongs to it. Gadamer illustraics this “connection” with the example of
a mirror image. The piciure in the mirror  we usually call image — depends on the
presence of what stands in front of the mirror and thercfore the mirrored picture exists only
insofar as something is reflected. What is represented in the mirror and the object of thai
tepresentation is inseparable. One cannot differentiate between the representation and
what is represented. It is therefore the picture of the represented and not the picture of the
mirror that is reflected. One can say in the end that the crucial difference between
representation and copy lies in their different function. While a copy simply points to
something with which it identifies, fulfilling its purpose in the act of sclf-repealing, a
picturc or representation meanwhile remains ontologically inseparable from the
represented and therefore its intention bes in the original unity and ‘non-differentiation’

between represenlalion and the represented.

* [bid., pp. 99-100.



Conclusion

Since the age of Enlightcnment, the ‘existential’ question of the humanitics and
social sciences has been the question of truth; that is to say, can the human sciences claim
truth? If we follow the traditional line of thinking and claim that the criterion of truth is the
absolute ‘correspondence’ or ‘coherence” of some given thing to some given other, then the
human sciences must concede that they do not possess truth. One explanation is abviously
due to the reason that there is no such thing as a “given’ in the human sciences and so no
archimedian point or standard position [rom which to evaluate the subject of the human
sciences or a fixed end-point to which an evaluation can arrive. If we examine the language
of the human sciences, we can see that nearly every concept bears multiple meanings. A
simple example is the concept of happiness. We know, or rather we have a sense of what it
means to be happy or to have happiness but to define it as it s in its seffSameness, is an
unrealisable task. Whatever definition we give to it is merely an artificial explication which
attempts to describe, as close as possible, its true essence, Concepts which belong to the
human sciences are expressive more so than explanatory, and they always open to further
clucidation and interpretation. As such what is ‘given’ in the language of the human
sciences, in a manner of speaking, is then simply the continuous development of concepts
which constantly grow in their meaningfulness. This, of course, makes all attempts to
condense them into a univocal absolute impossible. This consequently means that there is
no way ol generating ‘absolute agreements’ in the human sciences. The only disciplines
which can generate or uncover the corresponding certainties of ‘given’ things arc the
modern or natural sciences. This is strictly due to the language and mecthod which they
utilise. As we mentioned previously in this thesis, the modern sciences employ a unique
syslem of “sign language” that enables them to transform concepis into a speeific sign, l.e.
words are ‘given’ an exact designation, which when processed or tested by the method of
induction or deduction, the “agreemcent’ of something given to some other given can be
determined. The static and ‘closed’ nature of scientific concepts, together with scientific
method, is what allows the modein sciences to discover the pre-existent absolutes or the
cosmic order of the natural world.

Hence, it we determine that truth is the absolute ‘agreement” of something to
another, then it becomes solely discoverable through the method of modern sciences. And
this naturally leaves the human sciences, as they say, ‘in the cold’ or more precisely in

relativism. However, as we have discovered, for Gadamer the concept of truth is not
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merely the perfect and unchanging agreement of something to something or the experience
of truth something which can be delimited to the natural sciences. In his view, there are
experiences of truth which transcend the sphere of the control of scientific method.! But to
discover such truth(s), he argues one has 1o reconceptualise the meaning of truth.
According to him, prior to all understandings of truth as correspondence or coherence, truth
is unconcealment or disclosure. This recognition of truth as unconcealmerd is of course the
adoption of Martin Heidegger’s ontological and phenomenological definition of truth as
alstheia, given in Being and Time.” Aflsithaa, as 1 elucidated in Chapter I, is what the ancient
Greeks undersiood as unhiddenness, i.e., the self-presentation of being or the uncovering-
of-self as it is w itself. Tt is the hermeneutical understanding of truth, which is
phenomenological and less correspondence.

Heidegger’s revival of alatheia, as it were, emancipated the human sciences from its
artificial comparison with the modern sciences and offered Gadamer a new way of
concelving the human sciences. The relationship between “truth” and “method’, which was
advocated by the Romantic tradition of Schleiermacher and sustained by the
‘geisteswissenschaftliche’ hermeneutics of Dilthey, is rejected by Gadamer in favour of the
ontological and phenomenoclogical understanding of truth as revealed by “hermencutics of
facticity”. This is first demonstrated through the exposition of the guiding humanistic
concepts.

If we recall, the concepts Bildung, sensus communis, judgement and taste all
represent not only 2 mode of knowing but also of being. These concepts, we discovered,
represent a tradition though which we acquire ‘practical’ and ‘common’ knowledge
concerning the idea of a moral-political being. According to Gadamer, concepts such as
Bildung help us to reach out and discover the ‘otherness’ while simultancously modifying
and cultivating one’s moral and social being. However, the knowledge and understanding
one gains by way of the humanistic concepts cannot be learned either by instruction or
through any scientific system, but only acquired through concrete practice. In other words,
knowledge of this kind transcends the boundaries of method. For instance, knowing what is

good judgment cannot be grasped through scientific method, in that, first of all, an absolute

'IM xii / WM v
“ if we recall, Heidegger establishes the priority of the truth of “Dasein” over the concept of truth as certainty m Seirn
wne Zeid, Refer to Chapter [ §2. 4.
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judgment does not exist. Judgment is not a rule that can be processed through method, It
rather has the character of sense or intuition, which one has to develop through s practical
use. Seeing things from right and sound points of view, i.e. judging, requires practice and
letiing every instance or use of judgment shows itself as being either right or wrong, good
or bad. [l is only through continuous experience that onc comes to discover the meaning of
‘sound judgement’. Experience in this sense is the unconcealing of judgement. Every
experience of judgment discloscs a sense of understanding.

In the same way, the Geisteswissenschafien also render knowledge and
understanding which cannot be logically uncovered, but only disclosed through concrete
practice, that is, through the concrete practice of conversation. In every aesthetic
experience, e.g. listening to Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, watching Shakespeare™s 1khe
Tempest or looking at a water lily painting by Monet, Gadamer contends that there is a play
which occurs between the object and 1ts audience. But this aesthetic play, he explains is not
subjective, neither as in the Kantian notion of “free play’ of imagination and undcrstanding
nor as according to Schiller’s notion ‘play mmpulse’ (Spiclirieb), but a dialectical and
dynamic event, wherein a ‘fusion of horizons’ transpires. In his view, every ‘serious’
encounler with a work of art leads to a genuine conversation — albeit a metaphorical
dialoguc — between the work of art and its beholder, effectively provoking questions, which
when answered opens to further questioning — akin to Socratic dialectic. The movement of
this conversation, Gadamer believes, is autonomous, and yet its existence depends on the
viewer. As the conversation unfolds so too does the experience of art, i.e. the event in
which the seli-presentation of being discloses itself. In simpler terms, the truth of art or the
expression of being unconceats itself. But this 18 not to suggest that the whole truth, i.e.
complete unconcealment, unfoids in the experience of art. As it were, we never ‘see the
whole picture’. The reason for this is that hermeneutical truth is manifest and concurrently
obscure; it is both unconccalment and hiddenness. The unconcealment of being is an
endless process; a “bad infinite’ as Gadamer calls it. Coupled with the fact that we are finite
beings, the character of hermeneutical truth as disclosure and hiddenness unforfunately
permits us to discover only a limited ‘profile” of truth. °“All human speaking’, Gadamer
explains, “is finite in such a way that there is within it an infinity of meaning to be claborated
and interpreted. That is why the hermeneutical phenomenon also can be illuminated only in

the light of this fundamental finitude of being, which is wholly linguistic in character” {T™M
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416 / WM 434). Thus, with each new encounter with a work of arl, whether it is the same
work or something new, a new or different conversation evolves, and we discover
something wholly new (and yet at the same time it is something very familar). This
however does not imply nor guarantee that one necessanily will change ones position with
each new experience. In fact onc may maintain the same position with every encounter, but
that position will always be differently developed than the one with which one began.

Gadamer’s elucidation of the experience of art serves as a paradigm for all the
hermeneutic disciplines. It shows that we must overcome and transcend the false aesthetic
consctousness, originating with Kant, which distorts hermeneutic truth. Rather than
abstracting arl from the lifeworld, and separating it from ourselves, we must instead become
in a sense “one’ with the art through dialogue, through language. In every encounter with
music, history, litcrature or philosophy, we communicate and engage in a conversation,
asking questions while concurrently being open to questions oursclves. What is more, such
expericnees require one to listen attentively to language which the music or novel speaks.
But every experience is a different experience, conscquently, we always add to our
understanding not necessarily something qualitatively better but something different,
something more, i.e., a new perspective. But is this so different from the natural sciences?
Have they discovered or rather uncovered absolutely everything? The answer is obviously
no. The patural sciences arc far from unconcealing all there is to know. Hence, they too
only possess a limited profile of truth. Of course, the discoveries of ccriainties are possible
in the natural sciences. Theorems, for instance, are unchanging. But every theorem is the
product ol an existing theorem and has therefore some relation to another theorem, creating
a giant web or a tree of theorems, which remains incomplete. This seems to parallel the
meaningfiitness of concepts — concepts that belong to the human sciences of course. If we
recall the concept of kappiness, this term also possesses a wealth of meaningfulness that
creates a web of meanings, which, like the web of theorems, remains incomplete. As new
theorems are discovered, the web of theorems cnlarges; likewise, as new ideas of happiness
unconceal themselves, the concept alse further expands.

Thus, the question of natural sciences, likc the question of human sciences, is a
question of discovery. Both the natural sciences and the human sciences seek fo
understand: the former search [or understanding of the outer world while the latter pursues

understanding for the inmer world, the being of human beings. In both instances, the
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hermeneutic experience of knowing leads to further knowing. The commonness in both
fields of study is that all phenomena of understanding eveniually lead to self-understanding.
In concluding, the first major section of Truth and Method we can summarise as
(Gadamer’s attemnpt to demonstrate a concept of truth which is not restricted or limited to
the narrow concept of scientific truth or to the truth of matter of facts (1atsachenwahrheit).
He does this first by introducing the hunanistic concepts, which demonstrate knowledge
that can neither be denied nor mintmised as ‘lesser” knowledge or subjective knowledge.
This is followed by the experience of art. Gadamer essentially determines the ontology of
the work of art through the model of ‘play’. This model serves as the elaboration of a non-
subjectivislic concept of art, which does not reduce the value of the arfwork through an
overvaluing of the perceiver’s respond. In connection with the concept of play, Gadamer
also show how the concept of mimesis has been misunderstoed, and sets out to demonsirate
the fundamental diffcrences between copy and representation and recognition in
representation. In this regard 1 have tried to clarify Gadamer’s intention to overcome the
Kantian notion aof aesthetic experience (Erfebnisdsthetik) and consequently how we should

reconsider the meaning of aesthetic autonomy, i.e. the autonomy of art.
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