Herneneutics

1. Hermeneutics and exegesls are concerned with the meaning of
texts. po

Hermeneutlics ls concerned with general prineclples, exegesls ¢ -
1s concerned with thelr applicatlon to particular cases. hepﬂ'K“ f“u“
2. Hsrmeneutics is not a vrimary fleld of inguiry.

Psr se the meaning of texts lg plaln and stands in no need of
any exegesis. DPer accldens, 28 a result of any of a number of
blocks that may arise, the work of the interpreter becomes necessary.

The point is demonstrable. If every text needed an exegesls,
then the exegesis would need an exegesls, and so on to infinity.
Similarly, the general theory, hermeneutics, would itself need an
exegesis, and the need would be recurrent.

3. The primary field of Ingulry is cognitiomal theory. It deals
with knowlng in all cases. One of these cases 1s knowing what an
author meant in writing a glven sentence, paragraph, chapter, book.

Hence, within the framework of a satisfactory theory of knowledge,
hermeneutica 18 not a matter of speclal difficnlty or interest.
Such has been clagglical harmensutics, expounded by Aristotle and
refined down the centurles.

Contemporary hermeneutle¢s on the other hand is a matter of
conglderable difflenlty and interest, malnly for four reasons.

Firgt, the 1ssues have been placed within the context of
historical consciousness. The classlclst vlew that "plus ¢a change,
plus c'est la méme chose," has given way to an attention to detaeil,
to differences in detall, to an understanding of man and meaning
that rises from the detalled dlfferences mf to be noted in the
couraeocf humen development.

Secondly, in the Gelsteswissenschaften {as dlstinet from
behaviourial science) the basle category 1s meaning, and so
hermeneutlcs which deals with meaning has a keye role.

Thirdly, the lack of a commonly accepted comnitlonal theory
hasg resulted
a2) in the avrplicationm of misiaken cognitional theorles to the
problem of hermeneutlcs, [“ﬁiuw:, Rocembi sriguan, smosdedodian'§

b) 4in efforts to employ hermeneutical problems as the gpring-
board towards the solution of the philosophic issues, Llestomns

| & e¢) in the attitude of the "plain" man who brushes aside such

; o o theoretical considerations, proceeds by what he names simple and

: ' honest common sense, and usually is gulded by the more superficlal
: - and absurd catch-phrases dsveloped by applying mistaken cognitional
| theory mio hermeneutical problems. thawl ., Sl

' & Fourthly, modern man has been busy creating a modern world,

u“ﬁ in freelng himself from rellance on tradition and authority, in
| 3 ij working out his own world-vlew comparable;iriadi~respecty to the
’ ¢ w - Christlan view that ruled In ang earller age. This has brought
S B about & climate and an exlgence for relnterpretation
. of Greek and latin classical authors, removed from the context
\__J of Christian humanlsm, and revealed as pagans,

| n of the Scriptures, removed from the context of Christian doctrinal
| _ {(u - development, and restored to the pre-dogmatic context of the history
B of rellglions,

of the law, removed from the context of Christian philosophy
and morallty, and placed withln the context of some comtemporary
philosophy or attitude to life.
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4, Accordingly, the problems of contemporary hermeneutics are
to a great extent colncident with the problems of method in
contemporary Catholle theology.

We do not propose to relect historical consclousness and
human scilence because we re ject "modernity."

At the some time we do not propose to sllp into "modernity"
because we wish to accept historical conscicusness and human sclence.

We wlsh, then, an integratlon of dogmatlc theology wilth
hilstorical = consclousness and human sclence but without the
eberratlons of the Enlightenmant the Romantlc movement, xhk
Idealism, I-I:Lstorismusﬂ Dilthe¥'s relativigt Lebenaphilosophie,
®r an exlstentialist "Transzendenz innerhalb der Immanenz,"
or the neturalist "Principle of the Empty Head, Postulate of
the Commonplace, and  Axiom of Familierity."

Plainly such an integratlon cannot be concelved much less
achleved without facing squarimgely the lssues Involved In the
sclence, cognitional theory, that underlles hermensutlce.

5. Thers are three basic exegetical operationa. (a) understanding
the text, {b) judging how correct one's understanding of the text
1s, and {¢) stating what one judges to be the correct understanding
of the text.

Understanding the text has four main aspects: one understands
the thing or object that the text refers to; one understands the
worde xemployed in the text, one understands the author vho employed
the words; and it is not "one,""on," "man," that understanis but
I do, as a result of a process of learning and at times as a result
of a converslon.

Judgling how correct one's understending of the text 1s
ralses the problem of contextd of the hermeneutic circle, of
the relativity of the "whole," of limiting consideratiomns on
the possible relevance of more remote inquliries, and of limitatlions
placed upon the scope of one's interpretation.

Stating what one jJudpes the corrsct undersuanding of the text
to0 be ralses the issue of absolute context, of "existentlal®
categories, of the use of human sciences 1n exegesls, and of
the problems of concrete communication in thelr relativity to
g given group of readers.

6. Understapding the thinﬁ or object.

The Urphanomen is not "intelligere verba" but "intelligere rem
per verba." X . hnt b,

Exegesls, pre Suproses knowledge of things, objects, and of the
langusage that nemes them.

Because we already have the unlversal potential knowledge of the
thing dealt with in the text, we find per se that the meanling of
the text is plain, that it simply aprlies t0 a particular the
universal and potential knowledge we already have of the partleular,
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It 1s true, of course, that my understanding of the thing
or the true understanding of the thing may not be the author’'s.

But the point to "kk understanding the thing" 1s, not that it
settles what the author means, but that without 1t there 1s no
poselbility of understanding the aunthor.

A blind man is not going to understand a description of colours;
& person that has never attended to hls own acts of intelllgence
1s not going to understand a description of intelligence; etc.

By understanding the thing or object 1s not meant underatandlng
the things or objects of the visible universe. The thing or object
in questlion may be (a) in the visible universe, (b) in the world of
theory, (¢) in the world of interiority, or (a} in the world of
the sacred, of religlon.

The contention that the interpreter should have hls owm
understanding of the object, know what that understanding is,
and dlstinguish 1t from the author's understanding of the object,

amounts to & rejectlon of what may be xX called "The Principle
of the Emggy Head."

"The Principle of the Empty Head" contends that, if one is %o
be objective, if one is not to drag in one's own notions, if one 1s
not to settle in a priorl fashion what the text must mean no matter
what 1t says, if one 1s not to "read into” the text what is uot there,

then one must just drop all preconceptions of every kind,

Xakt see just what 1s in the text and nothing more, let the aunthor
speak for himself, let the autnhor lnterpret himself.

What I have named the "Principle of the Empty Head", clearly
enough, is a fairly widespread view of correct lnterpretation.

the author meansy one has to nding
correct. /// _
The contentlon that one tion
r understanding what the

pyeconditi :n becauss propogen
10 achleve So far fLrom confusl j

g wlth the author’s meaning, 1t sharply o, |
Mgh=overs it furtaér distinguiggga\pne's whderstanding of the autEpE's
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YEH is a confusion of three distinet lasues based upon an
utterly inadequate account m® or presumption regarding the nature
of human knowledge.

So far from tackling in serles the three tasks of {(a) understanding
the ,thing, (b) understanding the author's meaning concerning the thing,
and/ judgeing whether one's understanding ls correct,

PEH rests on a naive intultlonism that, so far from Judging
the correctness of its understanding, has no need to judge because
it gees what's there, and so far from bothering about understanding
the thing, has no need to understand anything but Just looks at
what's there.

In fact, what 1s there? There are printed sisns In & glven order.
That 1s all that is there. Anything over and above a re-lssue of the
gsame slgns in the same order will be mediated by the experlencs,
intelligence, and Judgement of the interpreter.

To reject the Princi?le of the Empty Head" is to insist that
the wlder the interpreter's experience, the deeper and fuller hls
understanding, the profounder his Judgement, then the better equipped
he will be to approach the task of stating what the auther means.
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The basis for thls contention la simple.

Interpretation 1ls a mikim matter of proceedlng from habltual,
Potentlal, mundmx unlversal knowledge, to a second act that regards
:Ee concrete and prarticular: what was meant by the aunthor in this

text .,

The legs that habitual knowledge, the less the likelihood that
the Interpreter will be able to think of what the author means.

The greater that habltual knowledge, the greater the llkelihood
that the interpreter will be able to think of what the author means.
When a critic of an interpretation states: "I do not see how

Aristotle, S8t. Paul, Aquinas, Kant, could have meant what the
Interpreter says he meant," then the Mik:3m meaning of the eritic's
words ls that he does not posgess the habitual knowledge that would
enable to see how the author could have meant what the interpreter
says he meant. )

-

Wnlle PEH 1s wldespread in positivist andhcatholic circles, 1t
is vigorously rejected elsewhere.

H., G. Gadamer, Wahrhelt und Methode, p». 254 8,

".. dass der Historismug, aller Xritik am Ratlonalismus und
Naturrechtsdenken zum Trotz, selber auf dem Boden der modernen
Aufklarung steht und ihre Voruptells undupchshaut tellt. Es gibt
namlich sehr wohl ein Vorurtell der Aufklarung, das lhr Wegen
tragt und bestimmt. Dies grundiegende ¥Worurtell der Aufklarung
ist das Vorurtell gecen die Vorurtelle uberhaupt and damit die
Entmachtung der Uberlieferung."

R. Bultmamn, Das Problem der Hermeneutik, ZIThK, 47(1950), 64.

"Die Forderung, dass der Interpret_seine Subjektiyitat zum
Bchweligen bringen, selne Indlviduslltat susloschen musse, um su
einer objektlven Erkenntnis‘ﬁ# gelangen, 1st also dle denkbar
widersinnigste. Sle halk 8inn und Recht nur, sofern damlt gemeint 1si,
dass der Interpret séine Xer personlichen Wunsche hinslchtlich des
Ergebnisses der Interpretation zum #wxm Schwelgen bringen muss...
Bonst aber verkennt Jene Forderung das Wesen echten Versiehens schlecter-
dings. Denn dlefie getzt perade dle ausserste Lebendlgkelt des vepstehen-
den Subiekts, dle mogllichat reiche Entfaltunz seiner Individualitat
voraus." Litalics In text |

Ibid., D. 65¢ "Voraussetzung des Verstehens lst auch kexe hier
(scriptural exegesis) ein Vorv$rstandnls der Syche."

H. G, Gadamer, quoting Fr. Schlegel's 25. Lyceumsfragment, WM 344:

"Die belden Hauptgrundsatze der sogenennten historigchen Kritik
sind das Postulat der Gemelnhelt und das Axlom der Gewohnlichikelt.
Postulat der Gemeinheit: Alles recht Grosse, Gutex und Schone lst
unwahrscheinlich, denn es lst susserordentlich and zum mindesten
verddchtlg. Axlom der Gewehnlichkelit: Wle es bel uns steht und um uns
1st,-80 muss es uberall gewesen sein, demn das 1st jJa alles so
nat urlich.”

\
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7. Understadding the wonds.

Understanding the thing accounts for the per se plalnmm meaning
of the text. This plaln meaning 1s obvlious and ultimate when the
author and the interpreter understand thaﬂthing In the same way.

However, as In conversation, so 1n reading, the author may be
speaking of X''and the interpreter mey be thinking of X". In that
case, soon or later, there arises difficulty. Not everything true of
X' will be true of X", and so the author will appear to the interpreter
to be saying what is not trus or even what is absurd.

At this point the controversidlist has all he wants: on the basgaj
of his mistaken aszumption that the author 1s speaklng of X", he sets
about demonstrating the authors errors and absurditles.

The interpreter however conslders the posslibllity that he himself
1s at fault., He rereads. He reads further. Eventually, he makes the
discovery that the text makes sense when X' is substituted for X".

Thls process can occur any number of times with reapect to any
number of instances of X' and X". It 1s the process of learning,
the self-correcting procesa of learning. It is the manner in which
we acqulre and develop common ssnse. It heads towards a limit in
which we possess a habituval cors of lnsights that enables us to deal
with any situation, any text of a group, by adding one or two more
insights relevant to the situation, text, in hand.

Such understanding of the text must not be confused elther with
Judgement on the truth of that understanding or with statement of
the meaning of the text 1in virtue of that understanding. One has
to understand before one can pass jJjudgement on Xk that understanding;
one has to have the undersianding before one can express it,
Underatanding the text 1s such & prior understanding.

Such understanding matches the hermensutic circle.

The meaning of a text 18 an intentlonal entity: it 1ls a single
intention that unfolds ltself through parts, sectlons, chaptersm,
paragrapha, sentences, words. We can grasp the unity, the whole,
only through the parts. Yet at the same time the parts are determined
in their meaning by the whole which each partikally reveals. It is
by the self-correcting process of learning thaf we spiral into the
meaning of]text, understandlng the whole fthrough the parts, and
understandlng the parts In the light of the whole. Gk )

ﬂh.@vmvs

Rules of hermemnsutics or of exegesis 1list the points worth
consldering in one's efforts to arrlve at an undersianding of the text.
Such are the analysls of the mxiexk composition of the text, the
determinatlion of the auvthor's purpose, of the people for whom he wrote,
of the occasion on which he wrote, the characterlization of the means
he employed, lingulstle, grammatlcal, styllstle, ete., etc.

The point to be made here is that one does not understand the
text because one has observed the rules, but that one observesithe
rulea in order to arrlve at an understanding of the text. Obgerving
the rules can be mere pedantry that leads to an understanding of
nothing of any moment, to missing the point entirely. The essentlal
observance 1s advertence to what I do not understand and the sustalned

rereading, search, '‘nventiveness, that eliminites my lack of unger-

standing.
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G 8. Undergtanding the Author.

When the meaning of a text is plaln, then wlth the author by :
hls words we understand the thing. - i
When a simple misunderstsnding arises [e.g., the author 1s %
thinking of X' and the reader of X"], then its correction is a i
relatively simple process of rereading and inventivemness.
But when there is need for a long and arduous use of the k.
self-correcting process of learning, when a firat reading ylields |
a little undersianding and a host of puzzles, then the problem ls I
not so much understanding the thing or the words as unders'anding i
- the author himself, his nation, language, time, culture, way of l1life, §
and cast of mind. I
The self-correcting process of learnlng 1s,not only the way we i
acquire common sense in the first instance, but also the way 1n which
we acquire an understanding of other people's common sense. Even
wlth our contemporaries of the game culture, languare, and statlon
in 1ife, we # not only understand things with them but also understand
things in our own way and, as well, thelr different way of understanding
the same things. We can remark that a thrase or an action is "just
1ike you": we mean that it fits in with oub understanding of the
way you understand and so go about things. But Just as we can conme
t0 an understanding of our fellows' understanding, a comupn sense
graep of the ways in which we understand not withth¥m but thim,
O o this process can be pushed to a full development when the self-
a correcting process of learning brings us to an understanding of the
& comzon gense of another place, time, culture, cast of mind.

The phrase, "understanding enother's common sense," must not
be misunderstood. Properly, it 1s not understanding what common
sense ls, a task of the cognitional theorlst. Agaln, it 13 not
making another's common sense one's own, so that one would go about
gpeaking and acting like a Athenlan of the fifth century B. C.
But just as common gense is understanding what is to be sald and
what 1s to be done in any of the situatlons that comionly arlse,
g0 understanding another's common sense 1s understanding what he
would say and what he would d0 in any of the situations that in
his place and time commonly arose.

Thls understanding another's common sense is very similar to
what ke in Romantlc hermensdutics is named "Einfuhlen," "empathy,"”

Derived from Winckelmann and developed by Schlelermacher and
Dilthey to be attacked by contemporarles under the influence of
Heidegger [Sein und Zeit, $§872-77],

Roman{bic hermeneutics concelves the text as Ausdruck, the
exegete's task as Einfuhlen, and the criterion of the exegete's
task a Reproducleren, an ability to say just why the auther 1in
gach phrase expressed himself in the preclise menner in which he dld.

It singles out a valld aspect of the task of the lnterpreter
and it gives an approxlmate account of the way in which the task ls :
performed; but it is incomplete as wéll as aprroximate, and so 1t 5
has been subjected to a good deal of criticism (Bultmann, Gademer) . :

Concelving the text as Ausdruck correctly drawa attentlon to :
the aesthetlic, lntersub3ective, symbolic dlmensionas of meaning,
but it overlooks kkx or prescinds from or fails to Insist on the
aspect of linguistle maaning by which it is true or false, by which
it pertains to an absolut: domaln, by which it can be transferrsd
from one context to another. '
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 Hermeneutics | 7

SO Again, empathy is the slmplest descriptlon of the way in whieh
3 we grasp intersubjectlve, aesthetic, or spmbolic meaning. But it
S e contains more than a suggestlion of an extrinseclsm that overlooks
0 the develoPment of the interpreter, hls acqulring an understanding
of another's mode of understaending, the wldening of his horlzon to
include or fuse with the horizon of others. So far from ralsing
and solving the problem of the transference of meaning from x
the context of an anclent writer to the context of the contemporary
readers of the contemporary intsrpreters, it encourages a mythic
eliminsdlon of the problem by suggesting that the Interpreter feels
his way into another's mifd and heart, his thought and sensibillity,
and it leads to a falsificatlion of issues inasmuch as 1t lmplies
that there can be no legitimate transference from one context to
anotherﬁ that either one thinks with the mind of Faul or else one
has no "objective" knowledge of Paul's meaning whatever.

Finally, the crite-ion of Reproducieren is excesslve. It means
that one not only understands the author but also can do what the
author himsgelf could not do, namely, sxplain why he wrote in Just
the mmapmin way he dld. Common sense understands what ls to be sald
and what is to be done; but common sense does not underztand itself
and much less does 1t explain 1tself.

9. The Development of the Interpreter.

T The ma)or texts, the classics, in religion, letters, phllosophy,
. theology, not only are beyond the original horlzon of thelr interpreters
e but also demand an intellectual, moral, rellglous converslon of the

' Intepireter over and above the boradéning of his horlzon.

In this case the reader's original knowledge of the thing is
just inadequate. He will come to know the thing only in so far
a8 hne pushes the self-correcting process of learning to a revolution
of his own outlook. He can succeed in acquiring that habitual
understanding of the author that spontaneously finds hls wave-length
and locks on to it only after he has effected a radical change in
himself.

This 1s the existentlal dimensicn of the problem of hermeneutics,
Its existence is at the root of the perennial divlsions of
- P ~ mankind in thelr views on morallity, on phllosophy, on religlon.
!”ﬂﬁwy-_ . Moreover, in so far as the radical conversion is only the basic
f step, in so far as there remains the further task of thinking out
everytning from the new and profounder vlewpoint, there m results
the characteristic of the classic:
H, G. Gadamer, WM 274 note 2, quotes Friedrich Schlegel:
"Eine klassische Schrift muss nie ganz verstanden werden konnen.
Aber dle welche geblldet sind und sich bilden, mussen ilmmer mehr
draus lernen wollen." [Schlegel, Fragmente, Minor 20].

From the existential dimension tinere follows anothsr basle
aspect of the task of hermeneutles. WirKumegpgrechacd AL, |

The classics ground a tradition, an Uverlieferung, a culture.
They create the milisu in which they are studlesd and interprefed.
They produce in the reader through the tradition the Vorverstandnls
that{will need when }he¥ come®to ¥ read, study, interpret.

Such a tradition may be genulne, authentic, a long accumulatlon
of insights, adjustments, re-interpretations, that repeats the
origindl message afresh for each age. In that case the reader

“"Will exclaim, as did the disclples on the way to Emmaus, "Did not

our hearts burn within us, when he spoke on the way and opened to
us the Scrictures?" ILe 25, 32. 7 F
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On the other hand, the traditlon may be unauthentie., It may _
consist in a watering-down of the orlginal message, in recasting i
1t into terms and meanings that £it into the assumptions and :
convictlons of those that have dodged the lssue of radical converslon. :
In that case a genulne interpretation will be met with incredulity i3
and ridlcule, as was St, Paul preaching in Rome and wuotling Isalas: i
Aurs audletis et non inteliigetis. Act 28, 26.

It is in this perspective that is to be understood Gadamer's
attack on the Aufklarung and on Historismus as dased—wpom a Vorurtell
gegeR Vorurteile uberhaupt und damlt die Entmachtung der Uberlieferung.
nesmuch as these movements were concerned with creating a
new world for man, & new tradlition, & new culture, they were astute
in laying down a princisle that excluded the possiblility of a tradltion.
But inasmuch as the destruction of tradltion Implies a continuocus
return to primitive barbarlem - which was not thexx alm of the
Enlightenment or of Historlsmus - these movements were incoherent
and short-sighted.
The ultimatex issue here lles between Descartes' advocacy of 1l
a umfersal doubt and Newman's preference for unlversal bellef. "@pﬁ

Such & jJjudgement has the rame criterion as any Jjudzement on
the correctness of commonsense insight.

The declsive question is whether one's understanding of the
text is invulnerable, whether it hit|s bull's eye, whether it
meets 2ll relevant further questionsY

Here, the key word is "relevant." It implies a reference to
a determinate prospective judgement. Without such a judgement in
view, one has no criterion,famr no rsference point, for determining
whilch furtner questions would be relevant.

It follows that judgement on the correctness of one's understanding
of the text is, not a general Judgement on that understanding in
all its aspects, but @ lipited judrements with respect to determinate
and restricted point} < will be of the type, At least the author
means this, At least he doe‘p net mean that.

10. Judging the ﬁorriﬁytness of one's Understanding of the Téxt. 3o %

The same point comes to light from the hermeneutic clrele.
One understands the whole only through the parts, and none the less
the meaning of the parte 1s dependent on the whole. In so far as
this circle ls merely loglcal, it ls surmounted by understanding.
But it has a further and more fundamental aspect, namely, the relativity
of the whole. With respect to a word, the sentence is the whole.
With respect to & sentence, the paragraph is the whole. Wlth respect
to the paragraph, the chapter is the whole, With respect to the chapter,
the boolt is the whole. But the book itself stands inz a further
far mnore complex tvpe of context that I cludes the opsra omnla
of the suthor, his background, his sources, hls contenporaries,
the state of the qusstlion 1ln his day, the lssues then predominant,
the author's alm and scope, hls prospective readers, etc. In brief,
there 1s an everfbroadening hermeneutic context that ultlmately finds
itself in an hidtorlcal context. Not only is the historical context }
to be known only through the hermensutic contexts, but also 1t does g
not possess the type of Intelliglovility to be found in an hermeneutlc !
context; the latter is 1like the general's plan; the former is like ﬁ
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Now 1t 1is true that this relativity of the whole does not
inply a complets fluldity, a "panta rhel® of meaning. The meaning
0f the parts 1s affected by the whole, but 1t is not affected in
all respects, That Brutus killed Caesar can be placed in a context
that praises Brutus and, equally well, in a context that damns him;
but it does not fit into a context ¥ In which 1t 1s true that Caesar
killied Brutus. The Gospel of St. John has been read in a Hellenlstic
context and now is being read 1n a Palestinian context brought to
light by the discoveries at Qumrdn. The change 1n context involves
& change In perspectives, a change in difflcultles, a change 1n
the questions that are raised and discussed. But stil]l this
change in context does not change much in a commentaryhbased upon
exact analyses of the text anchontent to make cautious and restricted
Judgements on lts meaning.

_~Lhere 1o the two reasons_we-
ive:/f;g/ﬁbﬂfféstrict -judgements_t0 be made & exegete.
correct

irst, 8aid that efie can judgeOne's qgggp&téﬁaing he_tex
tp b

nd ing mee

y 1f one.eaf—Judge thaf” that unders-

There is to be noted a relation betwesn the two reasons given
for the restricted judgements to be made by the exegete, Our
understanding of the text 1l correct in so far as 1t enables us
to mest all further relevant questions. But what are such questlions?
One csn pin them down in two manners. One can assign the prospectlve
Judgement bo which they would be relevant. One can assign the fleld
from which relevant questions might come. DBecause the fleld has a
measure of indeterminatensss, one 1z dbiven to asslgning the
. proppective Jjudgement. Inasmuch as one assigns such Judgement, one
finds oneself agsigning determinate and restricted assertions.

The lssue can be put in a third manner. The exegete beglns
from his Fragestellung, his own viewpolnt, interests, concern,
that lead him to questlon the text. As he learmns from the text,
hlis Fragesitellung becomes transformed; he dlscovers the questlons
the author was asking and attempting to meet; he understands
the author in terms of the author's own questions and answers.
Such an understanding of the author defines a context, settles
- . ' all that is relevant to itself, and all that has no bearing on itself.
l’“ﬁﬂ If that understanding of the author is correct, then there are no
s o further relevant questions. 8tlll to determine whether that under-
\? ¥ standing is correct 1ls made difficult by the indeterminacy of the
0| : whole., And untll that lndeterminacy can be ellminated, the exegste
nkas to have recourse to the device of making restricted and limlted
judgenents instead of pronoucing Just what is the sum and substance,
i: the essence and the accldents, of all the meaning contained in the
! text.
|.
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11, Statement of the Meaning of the Txt.

%¥  (:i In stating the meanling of the text the exegetem employs concepts,
o but there are notable differences of opinion on the type of concepts
he should employ.

a) Alvert Descamps, R&flexions sur la méthode en théologie bibllique,
Sacra Pegina, I, 132-157, Parls-Gembloux 1959.

iD’ng "Cette théologle gbibliaue = oxegesls not of whole bible but of

1ts religlous context} sera aussl diverse que le sont, aux yeux de 1!
exégete avertl, les innombrables auterurs biblique3° a la limite,
11 y aura autant de theologies bibliques gu "1l yadl auteura
inspirés, canr on s'attachera avant tout & respecter l'originalité
de chacun d'eux.

Le chercheur mexe paraitra se complaire aux chemlnements lents,
et prandee souvent ls chemin des &coliers; sa descrlption aura la x
saveur des choses anclennes; elle dopnera ~u lecteur une lmpresslon
de dépaysement, 4! etrangetei al archaisma- le serupule de 1%authentlcité
ge tradulra dans le cholx d'une langue sussi bibligue que possible,
dans le soucl d'éviter la Jbransposition hitive en vocables plus
récents, fussent~ils accreaitea dans la tradition théologlque...

Tout mmpoedihondd exposéd 4f ensemble devra ge construlre suivant les
conclusions de la chronologle et de 1 histoire littéraire des écrits
bibliques; il sera de prefewence généticue. C'est pourquol les questions
S de la date et de 1' authenticite, apraremment secondalres en théologhe
o blbliques, y ont ¥ en % réalité une imrortence déeisive.

4 Cas exposés d'ensemble resteront d'allleurs asses particuliers;
R g'ils embrassent la totalité des livres biblioues, ils ne porteront

Fon que sur un point de doctrine mmamns bien déd1imité; s'il8 ont un

o obJet complexe, 11s ne porteront qudsur un écrit ou un groupe d'écrits.
S Quant & la théologie biblique gul voudrait smbragser 1l'ensemble ou du mmk

moins un vagte secteur de la 1itterature inspirée, elle ne le pourra

qu'en restant interieurement tres oiverse, un peu comme le restersa,

au plan profane, une "histoire generale de 1'Burope ou du monde.

Certains revent 11 est vral, da‘une sorte de raccourci, c'est-a-
dire d'un exposé du dessein 5ener&1 de Dieu & travers & l'histolire
des deux ﬁestaments, ce serait méme 1i,snivant plusieurs auteurs,

o une forme privilégies de théologle biblique ¥ En realite; il nous
L”qﬁ' ' semble que 18esquisse de ce dessein n'appartient & la theoloﬂie
e biblique que dans la mesure méme ol 1'historien peut gty reconnaitre.
le croyant lul-méme n'atteint ymr le plan divin qu'a travers les multi-
ples Intentions des hagiograrhes."”

. “""“”""“"-'*'w Lovmvmemping,s,
The foreﬁo ing view may bs named comnunication of a’ understanding
of the text.
The exegete Degins from contemporary comm gn sense; he deveiops
/ the common sense of another time; he speaks t6 his puplls by beginning

‘-‘l!

from their common sense and leading them into the multjple modes of
the comnon sense of the multiple scriptural authors; that goal 1is
vast, complex, endlessly nuanced.

in turn the puplils will be able to communicate their understanding

e of dépaysement, d'étrangeté, d'archaeisme, but when they have reached
(”’ ' understanding, will haove become famiilar to them.
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“Hermeneutics - alternative ending 13:

Commonsenas communication of commonsense understanding of text
ls work of semlnar, not lecture, of interpersonal teachlng and learning,
rather than generally intelligible statement, exposition, Coomonsense
(74 has been extended to reach the com:onsense of another place and time,
- but it has no more than commonsense capacity to make 1tself intelligible
t0 others wlth same commnonsense development.

The technlcal sclution to the problem of communication notes 5 pts. §
() An area wlthout hermeneutic problems. Systematic thought (eg Euclid)}
reculres an lntroductlon, a process of teaching and learning; but once §
thls 1s achieved and one is within the system, there are no hermensutic
problems. lence, endless com-entaries on NT, on Plato; no hermeneutlc
literature off Euclld, on scientilic theories, on dogmag; one can ask
further cquestions, give different evaluations, but they regard the

same meanings.

81
(b) Divions that exclude dirvect communication. Transcendental horizons
differ: by different accounts of meaning, knowledge, objectlivity,
reelity; they difrer either explicitly or 1lmpllcitly (according as
accounts are explicit or contained in telk about primitive, mytnie,
Greek, Gnostic, media-val, out of date, ete.)
Every statement presupposee some TH: else 1t 1s meaningless.
Statements, otherwise slmllar, hzve dlfferent meanings in
different TH's: no statement made by an ldealist has the same meaning
a8 a statement made by a realist; simllarly for other TH's.
No TH can be demonstrated: the premlsses elther presuppose the
TH to be demonstrated (petlitioc principiil), or no TH at all (meaningless),
or gome other TH (and then that alone can be concluded).
#technically Diifersnces in TH can be surmounted¥only through self-approprlation,
(ﬁg distinetion of positions and counterpositions (content conersnt or
- incoherent witn performance), dialectic.
There 13 no use argulng about TH on the hermeneutlc level.

(e) An area where hermenetuic problems are minimal. Statszments about
- external human activitles (standing sitting, awake sleeping, walking
2 - -running, eatlng drinlking, loving fighting, silent talking). The
; field of the artefact: things men make; time series of artefacts;
" : develomment of materlal culture.

(d) An area where hermeneutic problems are maximsl. Literary statements §
about objlects and aspects determlnative of trenscendental horizons.
Literal meaning presupposes a llteral mind; the literal mind and meaning
with regard to TH 1s technic=l and philogophic; still the issues are 1
vital fundamental; they are ralsed on the artistic symbolile intersubjectiv}
mystical incarnate dmmaim poetic literary levels before they are treated |
technlcally.
Above all, religlon is the incarnation of transcendental lasues.
Technical solution is (b) above; non-technical solution is
encounter, challenpe; cf. above on Classlce which regard princlpally
o the developuent and converslon of subject.
T A : An extra-hermeneutlec

G (e) A pre-hermenentlc process of clarification (also post-hermeneutic).
: : From the literary area of maximal difflculty there springs a

; tradition; the tradition divlides by dlfferent interpretations of the
\\_/{1: o source; the several interpretations both interact and work themselves

B Q,& out concretely [history performs its own experiments]; reflection

e T arises from the interactlon and the concrete conseaquences; there emerges
iy o die Wendung zur Idee, the shift to aystem; such ls dogma.

Through history the area of maximal obscurity works towards the
ares of maximal clarity.

Proof-texts: the texts that cannot be reconciled with the opposite
position [ef. boundary conditions selecting function],
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'b) Besides the foregoing "commonsense communication of a commongense

understanding of the text," one may envisage a sclentiflic communicatlon
of a comnonsense understanding of the text. :

Such sclentific communication rises spontaneously from the forggol.g
gommonsense communlication, for the very effort to communlcate 1nvo§%es
'die Wendung zur Ides."

This tendency and turn may be illustrated by the compositlon
of grammars and lexicons, which are based upon famlllar understandlng
of groups of texts, and summarlze recurrent elements or features to
be found in tmrmm texts. Again, from the grammars and lexlecons of
dlfferent languages or dlalects, there arise another tendency and turn
%0 the 1dea in the form of comparative grammars and comparatlve
language study. To take a different Instance, place-names 1in dxts
lead 10 studlies that colleect the lot of them on a map; time-references
in texts lead to studlies that kkm collect the lot of them in a
chonology; personal-names in texts lead to genealogles, bibgraphlcal
dictionaries, ¢hreenteded, otc, > otwtlan, jhalimy, L.

Now the exegete draws upon all such gtudles 1in his work of
lnterpreting perticular texts. X&kxix From one viswpolnt, his work
is one of applying the resulis of investlgatlons in a large number
of speclalized flelds. But there 18 also another viewpoint that
arises in the measure that the appllecation recurs over long serles
of texts.

For stating the meaning of the text 1s xmk a totally new and
disparate task only on the first occasion. As the numberof occasions
mounts on whilch one states the meaning of texts, one finds oneself
stating overfagain the same meanings or slightly different meanings,

~and so one beglns to compare and classify, to find baslc recurrent

categories, thelr differentiations, thelr frequencles.
Genetic processes next come to one's attentlon, and from the fact
one may proceed to the cause or the form or the end of the genesls.

S0 A, Descamps casually mentions both categorles and genetle
considerations in his reflections on the metaod of blbllcal theology.

S0 M. Peinador lays it down that everyone sm would conslder
biblical theology ¥ t0 be a theology expressed in the very categories
of the biblical authors. Sacra Pagina, I, p. 168.

¢} In the third place one may ask about the foundations of a

:-.. gsclentific communication of & commonsense understanding of the text.

Thls question apiears in Descamps' discusslon, first, when he
begins by ruling out of court ¥ H. I. Marrou's contentlons expressed
in "De la connaissance historique,” and secondly when he discusses
Duméry's demand for a "critique radicale." pp, 133-136; 154-157.

It appears in Peinador's illustration of biblical categorles
by the "images" of the people of God and kingdom of God [p. 168]
and as well in his requirement that blblicnl theslogy presuprose
defined dogmas.

But it also appears in the use of Hegelian thought as the aspine
of historical develorment (as in the beginuiwps of 19th century
higher eriticism) and in Bultmann's use of Heldeggers's exlstentlals
particularly in his Interpretation of St. Paul. Cf, Macquarrie, An
Existentialist Theology, London SCM 1955 1960.

Pinally the same questlion appears 1ln Insight, chap. XVII, part 3.
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_ There are a number of factors that enter into this problem,
. and we must begln from an enumeration and description.

First, them effort to attain a scientific commbmmgunicatlon of
& commonsense understandlng of texts takes the interpreter beyond
the explicit context of the original authors., Comparisons, classi-
. ficatlons, the listing of categories and their differentiations,
tion the observaxea and explanatlon of geneilec processes, begln from
o the context of the original authors but they thematlze 1t and, by
that very fact, go beyond it to ask and answer questlons that the
orig nal authors did not undertake to discuss.

Impliclt in the foregoing shift of context, 1ls the shift from
hermeneutics to hlstory. In hermeneutles the quesilion 1s, What 4ld
the author mean, in so far as hls meaning is conveyed by hls text?

In history the gusstlon becomes, What was going forward? The

battle plan of the general answers questions of the hermeneutic
type, for that plan tells us what the general meant to do. The
actual courss of the hattle differs, not a little from the viftorious
general's plan, and a great deal from the defeated general's plan.

To ask about the actual courass of the battle is to ask & historical
question, and its answer is normally, not this or that man's
intentlon or meaning, but what results from the interplay of numerous
and conflicting intentions and meanings. Galery u deganekic.

Now the original authors used categorles, effected differentiatlions
of categories, broupht about developments, but they did not sit back
and reflect on what they had done. It is preclsely this that is done
when the sclentifiec communication of a comaonsense understanding
'I' of texts 1s attempted. =*t moves beyond the explicit context of
\ any given author's meaning to construct a historical context that

contains, analyses, and relates successlve expliclt contexts.

Secondly, the commonsense understanding of texts begins from
a contemporary brand of comionsense, that of the interpreter, and
o moves to an understanding of the common senss of another place and time.
| R r!' For the interpgeter, hls own original comion sense ig a Selbstverstand-
B llchkeit; it 18 something too obvlous to be explained, too certain
. to need justification, too closely correlated with drammatico-prectical
saying and doing to be submitted to analysis. Stlll it 1s only
one brand of common sense: sach people, each culturs, sach language,
each region, each gensratlion, haxxttaxmxn each social clags has its
ownm; and each finds the others' strange, something that in tlme
one can come Lo understand, something perhaps that one wlll make
one's own by soclo-cultural mizratlion, but not sometiing thet is
ﬁ _ one and the Xm game all over.
g Now the contemporary differentlation of common sense, white 1t
q does hot ®= imply a relativismux, does lImply a relativity. VWhen
the in* irpreter interprets for some one, hie bears 1n mind that
person's horizon. He will speak differently at a congress of his
colleagues, in his university lectures, and in a public address.
Y He will be able to bring things home effectively preclsely in the
o measure that he understands the common sense of his audience, l.e.,
' understands what they wlll understang immediately and fully.
K\,J It follows that Just as there 1s a "Wendung zur Idee" that
" goes beyond the context of the texis to be interpreted, so also
N there is a "Wendung gur Idee" that goes beyond the common sense of
the interpreters, that determines thelr categories and the genetic
process of the development of their science or field.
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’ Thirdly, there exist human sclences. They are concerned with
. the order of human living in famlly and soclety, morels and education,
_ state and law, economics and technics. hey are concerned with the
meaning of human living in ar and symbol, \&pteraubjectivit and
b language, history and religldh, literature, Sc1@ phllosophy.
In 80 far as these flelds of investlgatlon get beyond the
initial descriptlive phase of observation, collection, niamsifihcabkanp
comperison, mm clasglficatlon, x£ in so far as they attempt to explaln,
i correlate, analyse process, they become systematle. Thelr ultimate
-0y 8lm categories and the differentiation of the categories are, now what
:to_be, hapiened to be the categories of tals or that writer or group of
- writers, but what ars demanded by the subjlect itself, what lle in
the nature of man, what can fit all cases, what will bring out
most eifectively the nature and structure of each.
Now the results of such human sclence are an effective tool
for the sclentiflc commonlcation of commonsense understanding of
texts. They are such a tool, not only when employed on the original
texts, but also when employed on the texts written by lnterpreters
of the original texts. Just as the interpreter will not hesltate
to employ grammars and lexicons, pgeographles and histories, in his
interpretatlion of texts, 30 too he will avall himself of the tools
of analysls and communication provlded by the human sciences.
and theologles.
Fourthly, there exist phllosophlesp Already we have spoken
of understanding the text as a development in the interpreter
and indeed a conversion of the interpreter. But such conversion
) and its opposite are thematized and objectixfied in pnilosorhleal
. and theological posltions. In those flelds they find thelr
' sclentiflic statement, and such scientific statement is the statement
of the foundatlons of basic orientatlons and attitudes.
Now such baslc orlentatlons and attitudes find thelr unfolding,
expresslon, concrete realization (1) in the original texts, (2}
in the intevpretations placed upon the original texts, and (3) in
the manner in which the human sciences are concelved, grounded,
directed, developed. The baslec orientations and attitudes are
the baslc meanings of all texts, whether of authors, of Iinterpreters,
or of human sclentists.

= b or—of—th 2% nmim. (0]
communicati £ the com gggeﬁge understanding of texts, we haye
ngn 196/}9 rqjﬁctio a basle fezgture of what ls termed,
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4) Basic Context.

of & series of amkherx hermeneutlc formal contexts.

Hermeneutics

Context is a remainder-concept: it denotes the rest that is
relevant to the interpretation of the text.

Material context 1s the rest of the documenta or monuments
relevant to an interpretation of the text.

Formal context 1s hermeneutilc or historical.

Hermeneutle formal context 1e the dynamic mental and psychlc
background from which the author spoke or wrote; it 1s the set of
habits of sensibility and skill, of intellect and will, that come
to second act in the text.

Historlcal formal context 18 the genetico-dialectical unity

.

The d stluctlon between hermeneutic and historical is xh=
1liustrated by the difference between the general's plan of battle
and the actual course of the battle. The former has the unit
conferred on 1t by a slngle mind {(matched against other minds{.

The latter corresponds nelther to the victorious nor to the deieated
general's plan; 1t isg what is realized through the{plens and
declsions and because of them; but it results not merely from

the plans and deeélslons but also from what they overlooksd.

Bagle context is a heurlstic notlon, partly determined and
partly to be determined. It ls what becomes determined in the
totality of successful efforts at exegesls.

At a first approximation, basic context 1s the pure desire to
know, unfoldlng through experlence, understanding, and judgement,
and lesding to the statements found in the texts of autnors,
interpreters, and critics.

Secondly, 1t 1ls the pure deslre as a reality with a2 real
unfolding lsading to actual statements 1n each of the relevant authors,
Interpreters,z and critiecs.

Thirdly, it is a reality that develops, that proceeds from
the undlfferentiated through dlfferentiation to an srticulated
integration. Such development is both individual (from infancy to
senility) and historical (from primitives to contemporary culture).

Fourthly, it is a reallty that undergoes converslon, intellectual,
moral, and religious, and that ls subject to absrration.

Tt is to be noted that basic context is (1) real, (2) one and
meny, (3) the ground of genetic relationships, and (45 the ground
of dlalectical relationshkilps. :

Further, 1t 1s at once factual and normative: the pure desire
1s both a fact and a norm; and observance of the norm cr—¥Ga=ciher
and non-obgervance are facts with a normative connotation.

Agaln, basic context 1s related to commonsense and sclentific
statements 0f the commonsense understanding of texts, as the
upper blade of a sclientiiic method to the lower blade. They are
mutually determining, and they result in a phileosophically or
theologlcally grounded sclentiflc statement of the commonsense
understanding of the texts.

Cf. Inslght, ckhAp., XVII, 3, on the Truth of and Interpretation;
chap. XV, 7, on Genetlc Method; chap. II-V, on Empirical Method; '
Epllogue, on the additeon of the dimension of faith to human develop-
ment and dlalectic. N
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@) Logic of Basic Context.
Basle context 1s a context of contexts: 1t is not onX the
~level of the author's understanding of what he means; it is not
on the level of the interpreterx's commonsense statement of a
comnonsense understandling of the author g meaning; it 1s not on
the level of a2 sclentlfic statement of a comnonsense understanding
of the anthor's mzaning; it is the level on whlch gensetlc and
dialectlcal relationghips are found between the scientlfic accounts
of successive author's meanings.

Compare (1) reference frames, (2) the group of transformation
equations defining the geometry of the reference frames, {(3) the ~
geries of rroups of transformations defining the series of geometrles.

Because haslc context places a sgserles of authors wiltithin a
genetico-dialectical unity, 1t goes beyond the intentions of the
authors, It 1s historical, and the historleal brings to light
what was golng forward through the authors' intentions and decds
but not merely because of their intentions and deeds but also because

- of what they overlooked or falled to do.

E.g., baslc context relates the trlnltarlan doctrine of
Tertullian, Oripgén, and Athanasius, But Tertulllan did not do so;
Orlgén dld not do so; Athanasius did not do so,

This does not lmply that basic context 1s only in the mind
of the upper-blade historian. It is also in the minds of the authors,
but there it 1s implicit, vécu, in the mode of verstehen, etc.
The genetic is iIn them as thelr dynamlc¢ openness or thelr stagnation;
the dlalectical is in them as their good or uneasy consclence.

Baciec context differs from the sclentiflic statement of a
com::onsense understancing of the text. Such scilentilic statement
presupposes the comuonsense undevstoniding -f the text and employs
in stating that understanding (1) the categories constructed from
the text and {(2) the categorles constructed by human sclencs.

Baslc context 18 concerned with the genesls and dialectical aberratlons
of categories.

Basic context 4iffers from com:onsense understanding of thex
text: it ils content {0 select in the light of 1ts own principles
(usually unknown to the authopr) significant if very brief points;
e.g., prove Tertullian had two distinct modes of thinklng about the
divinity of the Son. Such selectionk is not understadding Tertullian.
Indeed, not even a sclentific statement of a commonsense understanding
of Tertulllian does more than efi'ect such selectlons, though 1t does
80 1n a complete manner.

cf, G. Ebeling, Die Bedeutung, ZfThK 47 1950 33:

Es hat die Einsicht an Boden gewonnen, dass eline reine
objektivierende, nach dem Ideal der naturwlssenschaftlichen Methodse
arbeltende Geschlichtsbetractung, dle sich mit der Feststellung dessen

begnugt, wie es eginmal gewesen 1ist, der Aufgabe des des geschichtllchen
Verstehens gar nicht gericht wird und auch nur In gewlssen Grenzen
durchfuhrbar ist, das dabel dle Geschichte gerade stumm blelbt und es nur -
zu ¢lner Aufhaufung toten Materisls kommi statt zu elner lebendigen
personalen Begegnung mit der Gzschichte.

Conversely, the oq arising from sclentific statement and from basilec
context contribute nothing to a*ﬁgnderstandimg of the text or situation.
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nature and possibility of ssrious exepsesis and serious history.

. reasonable answers to an imaginative curiosity. The answers have
-~ to be theological, and theologlcal answers dc not include an
- Imaglinative reconstruction of the past.
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E.g., the council of Ephesus défined our lady's divine materadty.
The definltion is a corollary to the expllicatlion of the Christian
tradition and 1ts sources: one and the same is God and man. But

the nalve are prons to ask, Did our Lady know she was Mother of God?
How did she knowx 1it? How dld she fem conceive 1t? How did she fesl
about 1it? How do your prove all this from scripture? Does St Lfike
write with your account of our lady's thoughts and feelings in mind?

Such nuestions arise solely from a total incomprehension of the

It is posgible to arrive at & comnonsense understanding of the
texts, at a sclentiflic statement of that commonsense understanding,
at a baslic context that relates in a genetico-~dinlectical serles the
sclentific statemnents.

But this possibllity does not amount to the posslbility of glving

A o ‘e\; WW;%M, \qsﬂ\ms - m h&‘\ .
. &-\-n. l'ﬁ\_.;

Bl vpam ) ngﬂawwqu,nﬁuLwL"*HJi;
T L
MW\M - hi\’b'\u-.‘ le- wha Pus Lrﬂk L_,[L‘,I #wﬂa

o Qe wa—lﬂh . .




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19

