The wiudy of logio, of mathematics, of the natural sciences, of
the gwerslining humn sclences such as sconomics; paychology, sociolegy,
&1} have accustomad us to a style and moda of thought, in which contrels
are conatantly and explicitly applied. Terms are defined, assmptions
are axpressad and aoknowledged, hypotheses are formulated and werified,
conolusions are drawn in aceord with logical paradigms. Such constant
and expliolt centrol has made this type of thought quite well known, quite
sapily objectified, quite resdily spoken about. Lot us nams it the
aystomatic type, and leot us go on to oconsider two further types of intell-
eotual developument thal exist and funotion but sasily are overlooked; I
refor to the cosxeonsange type and the scholarly.

Comxwonsense intellfgencs 19 markaed by epoatansity. There is
spontanecus inquiry, the cascade of guesticns from the child, tho slert
wonder of the boy, the sharp-eyed attention of the sdult, Thare is the
spontaneous acowmlation of insightes an answer tO one qusstion only
genarated mors quastionss to apeak or aot on the basls of vhat we have
understood reveals the insdequacy of cur insights, and that revalaticn
leads to further inguiry and fuller insight. There is tho spentansous
prooean of teaching and learning. Hot only are we bom with a natural
deslre to inquirs and undsratond, but slao we are bom into a community
with an acoumilated common fund of lested shmrers. 50 we watch others do
things, try to do s mich curselves, fall, vatch again and try again, untdl
practice makes porfect.

But if one asks what Ls the content of that comon socwmlation
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and oommon store, one mist not expect an anmwer $o terms of definitions,
poutulates, and inferences. The Athenians deplicted in Plato®s early
dialogues knew quite well what they meant by courage, sobristy, Justlos,
imovledge. But neithar they nor Soorates were able to arrive &t univars-
ally valid defimitiona. And when eventually definitions were achieved,
a8 in the Micomgohean Ethica, thought had shifted from the commonsenss
into the gystematic mode. Again, coemon sense does not express itself 4n
universslly valid propositions. Ibs scoumulated wisdow 43 set forth in
proverbs, and proverba are not universal rules but rather pleces of aivioe
thet commonly it is well to Lear in mind, Like the rules of grammsr,
proverbs adnit ecceptiona and, oftem snough, the existence of exceptions
io marked by a contrary proverb, ®Strike the iron vhile it 1s bot® and
“He who hesitates is lost™ are conmpleted rather than opposed by “look
before you leap." Agein, it has been thought that comwon sense procesds
by anslogy. But ite anslogles ressmble, not the loglolan®s argument
from analogy, but rather Joan Plaget's adaptation, which consists of two
parts, first, assimilation thal brings into play opsrations that were
sucosasful in a somowhat similar cose and, sscondly, an sdjusiment that
takes into aocount the differences betuwen the sarlier and the present
task,

Indead, Plaget's conception of learning as the accumulation and

adaptations
grouping of edatations brings to 1ight o basio charsoteristic of comuon
sense. It iz open-ended, on-going, over adding further adjustaents. Fox
it 4s the speciaiisation of human intelligence in the realm of the
particulsr end the conorete. The partioular and the concrote are almost
andlessly variable. The man of common sense is the man that sives up each




new situation and, 4if 4t differs signifioantly, adde the insight that will
giide the right adjustment to aoquired routines.

Further, 1t is this opsn-ended, on-going character of comonsenss
intelligance that differentiates it from systematic intelligence. Know-
ledge that oan be packaged in definitions, postulates, and deductions 4is
knowledge that is rounded-off, complate, finished. To ingert further
insights in a system really is to sorap it and replace it by a new
systematisation, But acumonssnse intelligence ia a habitual acoumulation
of insights that provides only a nucleus or cors to whioh further inaights
miet be added befors ons speaks or asta. And that nuoleus is not scue
gyatem of ganeral truths. Rather it is like some multiple-purpose and
ealtiply-adjustable tool that cen be employed in all sorts of ways but
never 1s actually to be employed without the appropriate adjuatment being
nade.

Fnelly, common sense is not asome cne thing common to all mankind,
It is endlessly vardable, Eaoch region, each locality, each language,
saoh class, sach cgoupation, each generation tends to develop its own
brand. The man of ocormon sense is ready to spsak and act appropriately
in any of the situations that commonly aries in him#ilieu. DBut he also
knows that others do not shars all his ideas, and he comes to know how
thoy will speak and aot in the situations 4in which they find themselves.
If into his oirele of asquaintances there ¢omes a stranger, then the

stranger s strange because his ways of speaking and acting are governed

by another, unfnmilla.r() beand of ocommon sense. Inversely, when one migrates

from one's originel milieu, moves to another oity, takes & new job, enters

a new clrele of acquaintances, then one must be ready to do in Rome what




the Romans do. One has to remodel ons‘s comsmon sense and, o do #0, cue
maat move slowly, be ever on the alu-:ihi!::wor what haa o be done to ;3.
remove from others the strengeness they sense, the surprise they feel. i
the impression they have that this is odd, that out of place, and the

other inept.

Lat us now tum from the ocumonsanse to the acholarly type of
intelleotual development, the development characteristic of the man of
letters, the lingulst, the exogete, the historian. [Like the systemstio
thinker, the saholar moves out of his Limediate enviromment and is
sonommed with matters that ostensibly are of no practical interest. DBut
unlike the systamatic thinker and like the man of common sense, the
sobolar does not aim at knowledge that ceh be peaokagad in definitions,
postulates, ani inferences. Rather he 1s concammed to snter the mlien
and to understand the ways of thinking, speaking, aoting of another resl
or flotitious place and time. To use the language of Prof. G:damer in
his great worlk, Wahrheit und Methodg. scholorship is & matter of
Horigontvergehmelgung, of merging or fusing horigons. It is a2 mattier of
retalning the common sanse that guides cno's own speaking and acting and
that Anterprets the words and deeds of other people in one's milieu and,
nones the less, acquiring the #buity of interpreting the words and desds
of other poopla, rasl or fictitious, of another, often rewmote, place
and time. For the scholar, as it were, lives in two worlds, ponsesses
two horisons. Ho is not an anachronist resding conteaporary qummon
senge into the pasts andi he 4s not an archaiat employing an anclent wommon
sonae in contemporary speosh and astion. To be neither, nelthar an
anachroniat nor an archalst, he must both retain the common sense of his own place




and tinme and, a3 well, develop the ocommon seuse of anothar plase and time.

Sow the marging or fusing of a comonssnse and & scholarly horison
is not the only case of such weiglng. Commonsense and solentiflc under-
standing oan merge to give us teoknlolans, Soholarly and scientific
underetanding can perge to spply modern evoncmios to the understanding of
anolont aupires. Iut 4t is the merging of commonsense and scholarly
borisons that, I think, stands wost ln need of eluoidation. So I paopose
%0 select one of the scholar's taske, that of interpretation, of exegesis,
of corpeotly understanding an author's mesning. On the genersl chapacter
of doouments to be interpreted I shall be brief. I siall speak wore
fally oa the process of omiing to understand what the author wes treating,
what preolsely his words meant, what was his cast of mind and outlook,
what finally in the interpreter hwmil:& blooking his understanding.
I shall close with aome soccount of the praximate and the remote oriteria
that guide one's Judgement on the acouracy of onets interpretation.

Firgt, then the documents to be laterpreted are, in gemaral, not
sxpressions of systamatlo thought, There is an abundant exegetiscal
literature on the ginmple gospels but, ws Pyof. Castelli has pointed out,
there 1a litile or nono on Duclid®s HDooents. The resson for this iz not
hard to fathom. A systomatic work defines its terms, sets forth explicitly
its apsumptions, and draws its oconclumions in accoxd with logloal rules.

In so Ler &8 the systematic idesl ia realised, there oan be problems of
laaming, of ooming to understand what the systom propounds, but there are
not tho problems of interpredsiion, problems that ppring fyoe obsoure
pasingos; in which littls meaning Lo appsrent, snd from asbigucus passsges
for vhich movs than one neening comos to wmind,
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Hext, thers are four ways in which the interpreter has %0 dewslop
bis understandings be has to understand tho thing with whioh the dectment
dealss he haa to undecstand the wowrds that the doounent omploys) be has to
uderstand the suthor that composed the documenty and finglly he has o
widorsiand bimpelf,

tex?f“ intergwater, then, has to widerstand the thing treated in the
gt Coumonly le will possess such an understanding before considering
the text, for he preswssbly will know the language in which the text is
writton and the things to which ths words of that language refer. 5till
auch lnovlaige 1g wnly goneral and potenstlal. It will become perticuler
and aotual only through & study of the text. DBut the point to be stressed
here is thet the grecter the intarpreter's mperience, the more sultivated
his understanding, the botter btalsnced his judgement, and the more
delicate his consclence, the greater will be the 1ikalihood that he will
it upon the meaning intendod by the author,

a
In seying this I o, of coursv, rejecting he well-known and
princlple = the principle '

frequantly WWAWAOF the ompty head, jocowding to this
prinoiple AL one is to praciise not olimegesis tut exagesis, if cns i3 oot
to read into the vext what ia not thero, if cne is not to settle in
a priopl feghlon whal the text must mean no matier whet it suys) then ene
meet juat drop all preconceptions of every kind, attsnd siuply to the text,
800 &1l that there ia and nothlng that ls not there, allow the suthor to
spsak for Rimealf, allow Bin to Yo hles own loterpreter.

Bow such sontentions ave bHoth right and weeng. They sre right in
8 for an they impuge & wellsknom evili interproters vary easily impote
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10 authors cpinions that the cuthore nier entertained. Put thay ave | ?
wrong §n the remedy they propose, for they take it for geented that the N
interpretor hus enly to take o good look at a tuxt and bo vil) oes vhat 4
thare, That 18 quite miataken, It resty on 2 nalve intudtioniom. 30

far from tacl:ling the complen tasl of coming to understend the thing, the
words, the author, snd coosedf, the princliple of the mpty head Mde
interpreters ¢o forget thelr owm viers and atiend to what 4s out there.
Bt all that i3 cut thare is o sories of blaok marks on a4 white badiground.
Anything over and above z relepus of the samo marks in the same order will
be mdisted by the axporicncs, tho uwndergtanding, tho Jjudgemant, and the
roopinaibility of the interpreter. The narower hiz experioncs, the less
cultivated his understanding, the poorer bis judgmmsnt, the more careless
he is about his responsibilities, then the groater the likelihood that bhe
will impute to the author an opinion the author never entertained. On

the other hand, the brosder hi- expdrisnse, the more devaloped his under-
stending, the better balanoa! his Juigement, ths keener his swss of
FesponsitAlity, then the graster the likglihood that he vill envissge all
possible interpratations and assigh to each 4ts sppropriate degres of
probabllity.

Interpretation, then, 1s not Just 2 matter of looking at signs.
It 4» 2 ratter of teing guided by the signs in 2 procass that moves frem
onu'e antecedant generel and potentisl Inowvladge to the consequent setuel
imowledge of what 2 particulayr suthor meant in o given sentence, para~
graghy chaptar, or book, The greater ones iuifial rescuross, ths
grezter the 1ikolihood that one will have the yequisite gamers) and poten-
tial knowledge. '




Besides understanding the thing, the interpreter must undeystand
the words. Now it does happen thi, when the writer msant P, the reader
thinke of Q. Dat in that case, sooner or later, difficulty will arise.
Hot all that 4s true of P 13 lso trus of Q, and 80 the author will appeer
10 be saying what is false or oven absurd.

At this polnt there comes to 1ight the difference between the
interpreter and the controversislist. The latter will asguue that his
wlsunderstanding yields « correot interpretation and he will procesd to
demonstrate the author's nuserous errors and absurdities. Dut the
intarpreter will consider the possibdlity that he himpelf ig at fault,

He read further. le rereads. Eventually he stumbles on the possibility
that the writer was thiniing not of Q but of Py and with that correotion
the sesning of the text becoues plain,

How this process osn ocour any nuwber of times, It is the self-
sorresting process of leamning. Data glve rise to questicns. Insights
sggest anmwers. Angwors give riss to still further questions. Gwmdually
there s bullt up sn acoumalation of insights that correat and complemmt
one anothsr and that together fit the data llke a glove fits a hend. Buch
ingights constitute one's understanding of the text, one's Veratshen.

They are distinat fwom the expression of tht understanding, which is ons's
interpretation of the text, one's Auslegen. Finally, both the understand-
ing end the interpretation are distinot from the Judgesent that one's
understanding and interpretation are correot.

Now 1t is understanding that sumounts the hermansutio olrals.

The meaning of & text is an intentional entity. It is a unity that is
unfolded through parts, seotions, chapters, paragraphs, worde. We can
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grasp the wmity, the whole, only through gresping the perts. At the sums
tise the parts are detarwined in their meaning by the whole whioh ssch
part partially reveals, Sush ie the hemmensutis oirole. logloally this
reciprocal dependence would constitute a viclous oirgle. Dut logio has
to do with soncepts and propositions, words and sentences. Understending
is prelogloesl, preconceptual, prepropositional. One comes to understand
not by deducing but by a self-gerreoting procsss of leamning tht spirale
into the meaning of the whole by using esch new part to fill out and
qualify and correct the understanding reashed in reading the ecrlier parts,

Bules of hemmaeneutios or exegesie iist the points worth consider-
ing in one's efforts to srrive at an understanding of a text. Such are
an analysls of the compogition of the text, the detersination of the
author's pampose in writing, knowlsdge of the people for whom he wrote,
of the occasion on which he wiote, of the nature of the linguistio, grammate
ical, stylistic mesns he employed. However, the main point about qll such
rilow s that one does not understand the text because om has observed
the rules but one cbhserves the rules to arrive at an understanding of the
Cext. Obsarving the rules can be 1o more than the pedentry of the obtuse.
The essential chuarvance is to note one's every falluve to understand
elearly and axactly and to gustain one's reading and rersading until one's
inventiveness or good luok have eliminated all one's fatlures in oozpwe-
hension.

Beaides understanding the thing and the words, one may have the
task of understanding the author. Uhen the meaning of a tast 19 plain,
then yith the author and by his words we undevetand the thing to whioh his
worls refor. When s simple misunderetanding oocours, as vhen the reader

o )
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thinks of G when the suthor meant P, then the sorpection is effected bty
sartained yereading end inventivensss. But there are more difficult
cases. Then & first reading ylelds s little understanding and a host of
passles, A second reading yields vary little more understanding end &
far greatsr mwber of pusnles. There hua emerged the probles of under-
standing not only the thing and the words but aleo the author himself, his
nation, langusge, time, culturs, way of 1life, and osst of mind.

How the self-oorpacting process of lsarning, the process of
qaestions lesding to insights and answers, and anawers leading te wtill
further questions, is the manner in whioch we sequire not anly the wnder~

that informs our own speaking and acting but also the understanding
standing

that apprebends the different vays in shich othersspeak and act.
Even with our contemporaries with the same langtage, culturs, snd station
in life, we not only understand things with them but alse wderstend
things in our oun way and, at the same time, thelr different way of
understanding the same things. We can »emark that a phrase or an aotion
s "ust 1ike you.,® Iy that we mean that the phrase or action fits in,
not with our owm way of understanding things, Wut with our own way of
underatanding the ::;/g;mdmtand. But just as we can come to an
understanding of our fellows® understanding, a ocmmonsenss giasp of the
ways we understand not with thez tat them, so too the same process dan
be pushed to a far fuller development, and then the self-correcting
proasss iakes us out of cur milieu and brings ug to some uderstanding of
the corswon sense of ancther place and tims, another culture and cast of

mind, But in this case the process of questions leading to ineighte and

anrrere, and of answers genorating ever nomquestions, is the alwost |
1ife-1ong business of booowlng a acholer, of beconing a perscn in which
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two horleous merge, the horinen of contesporary owmson ssnse Opmned out z
and sxtedded to Lwolude without confusion the harison of the ctramn swnse
of anothey place and time. g

Besides wderstanding the thing, the wrds, and the suthor, aa *1
interpreter may b challenged to an understanding of himself. For the
umajor texte, the alamsicn, in latters, in histery, in phlloscoghy, in
religlon, in theology, not only are bayond the initial horizon of thelr
interpreters tub 1350 may demend of the Antorpreters an intellectual, or
moral, or religioua convewrsion.

In auch g camy the interpreter®s initis) imovledge of the thing,
the objest, treated in the document, im just Anadequate. He will come
to know 4t only by pusbing the self-correcting process of learndng to a
rovolution in hie oum outlook. e can mwesed in finding an suthorts
wavelength snd loaiing on to 4t oaly by affecting a radical change in
himgelf, It 43 not so much that bhis previocve Wderstanding of himeelf wae
riatalzen ay that he hao to give hinself & new self to be understood.

Thie 10 the existential dingnsion in the hermensutical problem.
It liss a2t the vory oot of the perennial dlvisions of maniind in thelr
vism on reality, worality, meliglon. Moreowsr, in so far as oconversion
is only the basic step, in so far z8 there remains the labor of thinking
out everything from the new and profounder viewpoint, there results the
oharaoteristic of the olaselc aet romw&m:siﬁgegol and quoted
hy Prof. Gadamer (p. 27% n. 221 "A classic 18 a writing that is never
fully understood, But the educated that keep educating thwsselves alweys
want to lsam more frow 4t.°

From this weistentlisl dimension thare results & further sspest
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of the problew centering in hevmmentios. The dussics greund a tywd-
itlon, Thoy creste the mtlisu in which they are studied and interpreted.
They produce in the resder through the cultural tradition the mentality,
the Vorveystfndnis, from which they will be resd, studied, interpreted.
Bow such a tradiion may be genuine, authentic, & long accumlation of
insights, adjustments, re-intarpretations, that repeats the original
measage afresh foy each ago. In that case the roader will axolaim, as
313 the disciplos on the way to Dmmaus in the gospel of Lukes *Did not
our bearts burn within us, whent he spoke on the way and opensd to W
the soripturesl?® (Lic 24, 32). Cn the other hond, ths tradition may be
wadthentio. It may condst in a woteringsdoun of the original nessege,
{8 pocasting it into terns and meanings thst fit into the sssumptions
and convictions of thoze that have dodged tha lsswe of padioal oonwersion.
In that case & genuine intaerpretation will be mat with Aincredulity and
Mdlcule, az wea St. Paunl whon he preached in Home and waz led to quote
Imslahs "“Go to this people and gayt you will hear and hear btut vever
understand) you vill look and look but never sce® (Aots 28, 26).

I have pressnted my thought in texrna of a sharp antithoeels.
Reality 45 wore complex, A cultural tradition will oontain very many
things, and esoh of thex may be authontic in sone ways and cnauthentis in
othere. 58111 this complucity 4o not the main Llssue. That lles in the
fast that merging horizons are a matier not only of the present woving
into the past but also of tho past bevoring slive in the present and
challenging the asoumptions both of the individual scholsr and of the
tradition that hus nurtured bim,.

Wo have considered the work of interpretation as ooning to undere
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stand the thing, the vords, the authow, and ceself. We now =t ask
how ona oan tell whether ¢r not one's interpretation is correct, Heve
one must distinguish belween the proximate and the remite sriteris of
truth, and we shall begin frem the proxizate.

The proximate oriterion of the truth of an interpretation is
that no further relevant quostions arlse. For if there are no further
relevant questicns, thom there Lw no opportunity fop fuvther insighta
arising, and 4f thers is no opportunity for further insights arising,
then there s no opportunity for effeoting a ocorraction of the under-
standing alrsady attained.

However, the mélevant guestions usmially aro not the questions
that inspived tho investigation. Cne beging frvm cne's oun viewpoint,
from the Anterests, sonoerns, pirposes cne had prior to one's study of
the tact. DBut the study itsslf 1s a process of lesrning. As ono
learns, ohe discovers more snd more the usstions that concerued the
athor, the issuse that confronted hixm, the poblexs he wus trylng 4o
solve, tho material and methodical resources at hias disposal Loy solving
thom. 50 LAY by bit one oozes to set aside ane's own indtlal interests
and conosms, to share sver more fully the interests and concems of
the author, to reconstiuot the context of his thought and spomchi.

Bt what precisely % weant by the word, context? Thawo are twe
meanings. There is the houristic meaning the word hes at the beginning
of an invostigation, and it tells iwhers to look % £ind the context.
There 1s tho aotual meaning the word acquires as One moves out of ane's
initial hordmon and into the fuller view that includes a sigificant part
of the author's.
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Tmdtsally then and beurstioally the context of the word 4s the
smtan.e. The contaxt of the sentence is the parugraph. The context
of the paregruph 1s the chapter. IThe gontaxt of the ohapter is the book,
The context of the book is the author's opers sandse, his life and tines,
the state of the question in bis day, his problems, prospective resders,
#aope and alu.

dotuclly however and eventually context Lo the lnterweaving -j
of qusstions uni snsvers 1n Jntted groupe. 7o anaves axy ooe questien |
vill rise to furthor questiona. To anever them wlll give rise to still
more. But while this process san recwr a musber of times, whille it would
80 on lndefinidely if ono keaps changlng the tople, still 4t doss wot go
on indeflnitely an one and the sxma tople. Context then 4s & nest of
interlocked or interwoven questions ond coswers. 1% ie limdted inesmush
ol o1l the queations and snswers have & bearing, direct or indirest,

| upen & pingle tople. Flnally, bocause the oontext is limited, thare comes
! _ a polut when no further relavant questiono arloe, and then thare maiges
the possibility of judgezent. For when there are no further ralevant
questions, thore cloe ls no opportunity for furthar insights to ocour
and thershy corract, qualify, complement, the insights slready attained.
| 58411, what is this single topic that limits the set oi pelevant
questions and answers? As the diatinoticn between hie hauristioc or initial
and the soblial or eventual contexi makes plain, this topis is gomething

to ba dlscoversd in the oourse of the investigation, By persistence oy

good luck or both one hits upon goue elewent in the lutervoven set of

| G quagtions and anuwers. One follows up ona's disoovery by further questicas.
Soonor or latar one hite upon gome othor aleuant, then several move. Theve
s
B ‘o
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1s a pariod in which instights maltiply at a great rate, when one's
perapsotives are constanbly bedng reviewed, enlarged, qualified, refined.
One reoaches & point where the ovarall view exerges, when other cwaponents
it dobo the pleture in a suboxdinate mannor, vhon further quostions
yiald ever diwminlshing returns, when one oan say Just what was going
forwerd and back up cne’s statement with amltitudinous evidence.

The eingle toplo, then, i gomsthing that can be indicated gen~
erally in a phrase or two yet unfolded in an often enomously complex
et of sbordinate and interconnected questions and answers. (ne resches
that met by siriving porsistently to understand the object, o undaretend
the vorda, to understand the suthor, and to understand onssslf. The key
%0 mooess Lo 10 keep sdvarting Lo what as yet has not besn understood,
for thave lies the sourse of lurther questions, and to hit upon the
questiony directs attontion to the paris of the text where answers say
be found. So R.G. Collingwiod has praised .. the famous advice of lowd
Aston, *study probless not perlods.'” So Prof. Gadaner hes pratsed
Collingwondts insistence that inowledge conaiste, not just in propositions,
bt in anmeers to questicns, so that to understany! the anmmrs ne st
Imow the questicns as well. My own point, howwver, is not simply the
intorcomneaticn of questions and answers but rather the faot that such
interconnection cones in limited bloois, that one avrives at a margin
whare there are no further questions relovsnt to a glvem toplo, that at
that margin one oan recognise ane's tasi as completed and pronounce one's
Intorpratation as probable, as highly probable, in some respests, perhaps,
as oertaln.

In general, an intorpreter's Judgezent will be muavced. If reslly
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thare were 2o further relevent queations on any sspect of the matter,
then bis jodgesent would ba cordain. Bt it can e that further relovant
questions ociat to which he doos not advert, and this possibllity eounsels
modeuty. Again, it oan happen that be dose advert to further relevant
questions but has fulled 10 find anmers to thew and, in thls oase, the
further questions may be few or many, of central Ma:faﬁm
ogneen. It is thio renge of possibilitles that leads interpretars to
apeai with greatsr or lesa confidence and wAth wany careful distinetions
betuwer; the wore probsble and the leas proisble elewsnis in thelr
interpretation,

So ol for the preximate critarion of the truth of an lotex-
pretation. There rexalns the remcte criterion, 2 matter on which we have
slrasdy touched when spoaking of the existential cowponent in the
nterpreter’s Wdorstending, But to troat the satter e 1ittle move fully,
let us go back %0 our initiel oontrant botuwesn the systematic, the ocemone
senae, sid the scholarly developsent of understanding. How the systesatis
type: proaisely in the ueasurs thet it sucoeeds in getting all sssumptions
oat in the opon and all prossdures under control, achioves a detasched and
Lapersonsl charmcter. Waat is supposed, dose not dopend on what so-ande
a0's tauchers taugbt him or on what he thinks they taught him. Wbt 1s
donte, s not subjoct to the bima that would be {mposed by the past devele
opment, tha valuss, the gosls, tho feglings of this or that individual,
In brief, when & aystea errs, it does =¢imot svoidentally but syatemstioally,

In oontrast, the ouamonsenss type of development 1s one's projest
in living, cne's making oneself what one is to be. It is cognitive of
one's world, in communication with one's fellows, practisal. Twough it
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one is sharing and adapting » cultaral tredition that was bullt up over
the milienta, Of that fradition one bas no full end precise inventory of
ltau::r:ﬁnh raspect to it one has no mode of conatrol over and above
the ocenwonaanse process of aponteneocus inquiry, spentanscusly acoumulating
insights, Mmalyt:m:nd leawning. In that spontansous
developuont each new Mﬁiﬂ a funotion, not of previse assmptions
and procedures, hut rathar of the total apperceptive mass that has
Pesulted from all previcus acquisitions of insight, Sinca the errovs of
systom are systematic, a caso can bo made for the use of Cartesian wethadio
doubt in the constrastion of a philosopblc or solentifio systea. Bt the
oontrole of common sense are not expilodt but implicit; they are iLwrmnent
and operative in our belng attentive, intelligent, reasonable, responsible.
I we have gone setray, if the tradition we have inherited has gone astrey,
doubting eversthing e no oolution, for that would only weduae us t0 &
seoond ohildhood. He have no choloe tut to follms tho advice of John
Henyy Newnan ~ to acoept ourselves sz wo are and by dint of constant and
persovering citantion, intelligence, recsonsblenssa, responsidility, strive
to expand what 1a true and foros out what is mistaken in views that we have
inherited or spontansously developed.

There remaine the third development of human intelligence, the
soholarly. In its esamtiala this developmant resembles not the systematic
but tha cospsonsenss type. Bub Af 4t is concemed with the woeds and desds
of Individuals or groups, 1f 4% atme at an understanding of the partioular
and conorete, if 4t leaves to the systematisers to proolaim any tniversal
truths for which woholarship provides the svidence, still it is withdrewn
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Soom the hurly-turly of everydsy living, 1% can forget the passions of the
presont without entering into the pessions of the paet, and the results
resohad hy any soholar will be chacked not only by his pesrs but ale, if
t%ﬁ;mw. by thelr suwocessors. Sosides the systematio tredition snd
the comonsanse tradition, there wlso is the scholarly. All thres esn
puffer decaionae and decay. Dut it is the soholarly that can migeste to
earlier times, that can discern their truth and error, their valuss and
aarrations, that gan be challenged by the past to criticize the present
and, through that oritiolms, provoke & renewal. It is through such
rengwals ihat 4s to be mot the remote ariterion of truth, the criterion
that oongists in the twofold authantioity -~ the authenticity of ths
tyadition cas has inherited and the authentiolty of cne®s o assinilation

of oS,
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