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ROLE OF HERMENEUTICS FOR DEVELOPING THE
HUMANITIES OF THE 20TH CENTURY

Abstract. The article analyzes the logic of the development of
linguistic ~ philosophy  from  hermeneutics  to  modern
poststructuralism. The authors consider that the heuristic value of
hermeneutics lies not so much in developing the general theory of
understanding and interpretation, but in substantiating the need for
dialogue as a communicative structure of modern scientific and
humanitarian discourse. The connection between hermeneutics and
linguistic  philosophy which has significantly expanded the
applicability of the hermeneutic method for the analysis of
communication problems seems to be important. The article
describes the contribution of linguistic philosophy to the
development of the problem of “understanding”. The article presents
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L. Wittgenstein’s ideas concerning his concept of “language games”
to expand the space of ‘“understanding”. “Understanding” as a
hermeneutic problem is of communicative and pragmatic character.
The article also describes R. Barthes’s views on the problem of
poststructuralism as one of the most essential trends of the
philosophy of the 20" century. It is poststructuralism that converts
the problem of language into the field of text analysis. Nevertheless,
hermeneutics remains the leading methodology for research since the
problem of understanding and interpreting the text retains its
significance.

Keywords: communication, hermeneutics, interpreting, linguistic
philosophy, text analysis, poststructuralism, understanding.

Introduction. The twentieth century posed several important
problems for philosophy of language, the solution of which is
associated with the dynamics of the development of modern
philosophy. This is partly due to the development of analytical
philosophy, partly to the expansion of postmodern methodology of
the text analysis, but the impulse that was given to philosophy of
language by hermeneutics as a general humanitarian practice of the
20™ century plays a decisive role.

The purpose of the study presented is to trace the logic of the
development of linguistic philosophy from hermeneutics to modern
poststructuralism. The novelty of the presented research lies in the
assumption that the connecting link here should be analytical
philosophy of language, in particular, some ideas by L. Wittgenstein.
One more assumption is the idea that the heuristic value of
hermeneutics lies not so much in developing the general theory of
understanding and interpretation, but in substantiating the need for
dialogue as a communicative structure of modern scientific and
humanitarian discourse. It is the communicative aspect of linguistic
philosophy that includes its (seemingly) particular problems in the
broad context of discussions about the development of scientific
knowledge.
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Statement of the main material. H.-G. Gadamer, arguing about
the need to legitimize philosophical discourse in the issue of truth,
emphasizes that it is the problem of understanding that allows using
the “hermeneutic phenomenon” as such a legitimizing principle for
philosophy of origin. “The relevance of the hermeneutic
phenomenon is based, from my point of view, on the fact that only a
deepening into the phenomenon of understanding can lead to such
legitimation” (Gadamer, 1988, p. 39). It should be also noted that
H.-G. Gadamer not only actively uses phenomenological
argumentation, speaking about the “phenomenon of understanding”,
but also paving a bridge to the theory of communicative action by
J. Habermas and his attempts to substantiate the legitimizing function
of philosophy in the issue of truth (Habermas, 1981).

H.-G. Gadamer argues that the problem of hermeneutic
experience as a criterion of scientific significance turned out to be the
link in the development of the humanities of the 20™ century, which
was necessary to update the methodological foundations of
humanitarian knowledge: “Understanding and interpreting texts is
not only a scientific task but obviously refers to the totality of human
experience as a whole” (Gadamer, 1988, p. 38). The characteristic
feature here is the fact that the understanding of the text and its
interpretation are considered not only objective structures of human
experience but also criteria for the verifiability of knowledge. This
given circumstance can be regarded as a kind of anticipation of the
attitude of structuralism and poststructuralism to consider human
experience as textually conditioned structures.

H.-G. Gadamer, following W. Dilthey and M. Heidegger,
recognizes language as the only environment to realize hermeneutic
experience. It is quite obvious that understanding is possible only
thanks to language. The language is problematized by
H.-G. Gadamer as a kind of spatial structure. Here one can speak
both about the “space of dialogue” (M. Bakhtin) and about the space
of understanding, the tense relations between the text and its
interpretation.  Another  important context indicated by
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H.-G. Gadamer is that a person, due to the diversity of his/her own
activities, is inevitably included in a kind of ‘“hermeneutic
conversation” (Gadamer, 1984).

Summarizing H.-G. Gadamer’s views, then one can imagine a
picture in which language as a medium of communication and any
possible interaction turns out to be primary in relation to the
emerging dialogue. In turn, the dialogue, being a derivative of the
various living conditions in which the interlocutors find themselves,
creates a common semantic space of understanding. The interlocutors
do not understand each other directly (although the possibility of
ontological pre-understanding, following M. Heidegger,
H.-G. Gadamer is also admitted) but through the text of their
conversation (speech). On the same plane, there is the dialogue
between the reader and the text, which is essentially a dialogue
between two people separated in time.

To describe this situation, H.-G. Gadamer introduces the special
concept of “hermeneutic conversation”: “Thus, one can rightfully
speak of a hermeneutic conversation. From this, it follows, however,
that hermeneutic conversation, like a real conversation, must develop
a certain common language and that this process of developing a
common language, as little as in oral conversation, is the preparation
of some kind of means serving the purposes of mutual understanding,
but coincides with the very process of understanding and mutual
understanding. The text gives language expression to a certain
matter, but the fact that it succeeds is the merit of the interpreter.
Both parties are involved” (Gadamer, 1988, p. 451). Hermeneutic
conversation, understood in this way, anticipates discussions about
the essence of communicative processes in the modern information
society, when the instrumental component of language is overcome,
it and is asserted, following M. McLuhan, that “a means of
communication is a message” and “intermediaries are translators”
(McLuhan, 2014, p. 9).

If to speak of the “common matter” of understanding and
interpreting the text, then it is remembered V. V. Bibikhin’s recall,
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urging to “read philosophy” carefully (Bibikhin, 2009). Reading
philosophy, according to V. V. Bibikhin, is a real “matter” of
philosophy, a true event of human thought. However, it is necessary
to abandon “correct interpretations” in advance, since the process of
thinking  fundamentally admits delusions, mistakes, and
misunderstanding. This makes thought eventful, that is,
commensurate with the disorder of the world and language: “... A
philosophical event becomes not less, but more an event when it is
not understood. Philosophy is not an intellectual matter; no one
knows yet what it is. It (philosophy) is a big matter. An event of
thought always remains an event even when no one understands it
when all interpretations are wrong” (Bibikhin, 2009, p. 31). This
conscious “misunderstanding” is the manifestation of the
communicative nature of language, which was developed within the
framework of analytical philosophy.

The development of analytical philosophy of language cannot be
imagined without the “Philosophical Investigations” (Philosophische
Untersuchungen (1945)) by L. Wittgenstein, who also believed that
language is a mystery that requires understanding and interpretation.
Some researchers point quite rightly to the connection between the
ideas by the late L. Wittgenstein and M. Heidegger: “The
methodological secret of Heidegger’s (hermeneutic) phenomenology
is based on the secret of language, also noticed by Wittgenstein,
according to which we, in essence, cannot talk about its internal
form, and ultimately we can only reveal this form, repeating its
sketch and by listening can move immanently to it “energy”.
Therefore, it is no coincidence that Heidegger’s phenomenology
approaches to a certain extent the therapeutic-linguistic philosophy
by the late Wittgenstein ...” (Apel, 1991, p. 58). The authors seem
that the connection between the linguistic approach to language by
L. Wittgenstein and the postulates of hermeneutics is insufficiently
developed, therefore they offer to dwell on some key points of this
situation in more detail.
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“Understanding” for L. Wittgenstein is not identical with
“understanding” in  hermeneutics. For L.  Wittgenstein,
“understanding” has a context associated with a person’s life
experience, moreover, with a situational, one may say, applied aspect
of language expression. Modern linguistics calls this approach to
speech pragmatic semantics, and some researchers speak of a
“pragmatic turn” in linguistic philosophy of M. Heidegger and
L. Wittgenstein (Borisov, 2009, p. 38).

The late L. Wittgenstein introduces the concept of a “language
game” (Wittgenstein. 1990, p. 238), and this means that for any
language expression, the context of its use is primarily important. If
for hermeneutics the context only helps to see the broad semantic
connections of the text, then for L. Wittgenstein’s theory of language
games, the context is a description of human activities in its
pragmatic and situational manifestations. The broad interpretation of
this provision allows saying that the world around us is subjected to
hermeneutic interpretation to the extent that it is included in the
necessary context of the individual’s understanding of
himself/herself.

To explain the situation of an individual’s understanding of
himself/herself in the context of language games L. Wittgenstein
introduces the concept of “life world”, especially when he tries to
understand the ideas by F.M. Dostoevsky or L. N. Tolstoy.
However, L. Wittgenstein’s “life world” differs from E. Husserl’s
approach to substantiating this concept in phenomenology and is
closer to M. Heidegger’s concept of “being-in-the-world” as the
fundamental concept of Dasein-analytics (Heidegger, 1992).

Summarizing L. Wittgenstein’s contribution to the development
of hermeneutic problematics, it should once again be focused on the
active, pragmatic nature of philosophy itself. The objective of
philosophy is not to create confusing situations of thought, but to
clarify the text logically. Such clarification is thought to be the
hermeneutic understanding in the proper sense of the word. “The
goal of philosophy is the logical clarification of thoughts. Philosophy
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is not a dogma, but an activity. Philosophical work essentially
consists of clarifications. The result of philosophy is not a
“philosophical proposition,” but the clarity of propositions achieved.
Thoughts, usually some kind of vague and indistinct, philosophy is
called upon to make thoughts clear and distinct” (Wittgenstein, 1973,
p. 24).

Thus, L. Wittgenstein’s theory of language games managed to
connect the hermeneutic problematics of understanding and
philosophy of language, developed within the framework of the
analytical tradition and had a great influence on poststructuralism as
a direction of modern philosophy.

The development of linguistic philosophy of the 20™ century and
the crossing of language (hermeneutic) problematics with the ideas
of structuralism led to the emergence of such a movement as
poststructuralism. Structuralism in one way or another has always
been associated with the problems of language, starting with the
concept by F. de Saussure and R. Jacobson and ending with the ideas
by K. Levi-Strauss or J. Lacan. However, some ideas by R. Barthes
are of interest, since he, being a linguist and literary critic, felt more
subtly the changes that philosophy of language underwent in its
movement towards philosophy of the text. In his program work “The
Death of the Author” (“La mort de I'auteur” (1967)) R. Barthes
speaks of the emergence of such a language form as writing, which is
becoming dominant in modern discourse: “Writing is that area of
uncertainty, heterogeneity and evasiveness where traces of our
subjectivity are lost, a black-and-white labyrinth where all self-
identity disappears, and first of all the bodily identity of the writer”
(Barthes, 1994, p. 384). Since R. Barthes postulates the “death of the
author” through the development of the function of writing in
modern culture, the resulting text of writing acquires a completely
different interpretation. “The text is not a linear chain of words
expressing the only, as it were, theological meaning (“message” of
the Author-God), but a multidimensional space where various types
of writing are combined and argue with each other, none of which is
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the original one; the text is woven from quotations referring to
thousands of cultural sources” (Barthes, 1994, p. 388). R. Barthes
says that the traditional techniques of production and interpretation
of the text, which were unshakable for the humanities of the 19" and
the first half of the 20™ century (including hermeneutics) have
exhausted themselves. They are being replaced by the postmodern
reality of writing and text, which not only calls into question the
figure of the author as the creator of this or that text, but also the text
itself as a permanent semantic structure. Proceeding from this,
“understanding” of the text is impossible if under “understanding” it
is meant the disclosure of secret essences and meanings that the
author has laid in the text using the codes of his/her cultural
landscape. A dialogue with the author is also impossible since the
author himself/herself is nothing more than a cultural function within
the framework of this or that discourse.

R. Barth answers affirmatively as to how then one should handle
the text, whether the situation of its understanding is possible, but we
must admit the existence of a special space — the reading space, in
which the reader, not the author, will play the key role. It is the
reader who generates the meanings of the text, interprets them, and
provides a genuine justification: “The text is composed of many
different types of writing, originating from different cultures and
entering into relations of dialogue, parody, dispute with each other,
but all this plurality is focused at a certain point, which is not the
author, as has been argued so far, but the reader. The reader is the
space where every single quotation is captured, from which the letter
is composed; the reader is a person without history, without
biography, without psychology, he/she is just someone who brings
together all the strokes that form a written text ...” (Barthes, 1994, p.
390).

In this situation, hermeneutics of the text receives a different
space of measurement, it becomes singular, that is, it proceeds from
the extremely localized point of the individual consciousness of the
abstract reader, without history, biography and psychology. Then the
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text ceases to exist in its traditional meaning and in its place comes
textuality as a manifestation of modern information and
communication culture. It can once again be recalled M. McLuhan,
who argued that “the content of the message is the message itself”
(McLuhan, 2014, p. 9), that is, for the text, it is simply the very fact
of its production in the process of constant self-generation and
repetition is important.

Despite the difference in understanding the text by the
representatives of poststructuralism, they agree that the text is plural
and therefore requires many ways of reading it, as well as strategies
for its interpretation. Moreover, this set is due both to the plurality of
reading strategies to which J. Derrida calls (Derrida, 1993) and to the
plurality of “possible worlds” of readers, their models, which U. Eco
speaks about (Eco, 2005). This gives an impulse to hermeneutics as
an established methodology for working with this set of texts to
develop its own techniques and practices, which is especially
important for a modern information society permeated with texts.

Conclusions. Summing up, it should be said that hermeneutics
as a universal methodology of humanitarian research has had a
decisive impact on both philosophy of language (the analytical
tradition) and philosophy of the text (poststructuralism). This became
possible due to the fact that hermeneutics was able to make a
complex movement of returning to its own origins solely because of
its initial goal to recognize the primacy of interpretation in relation to
any text, the value of understanding as the only genuine human
experience and the use of language not in the instrumental, but
ontological value. After searches in the field of philosophy of
language that took place in the 20™ century, it can be confidently
spoken of the emergence of philosophy of the text, which is a worthy
continuation of the best traditions of the hermeneutic movement.
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AHoTamis. Y cCTarTi MpoaHali30BaHO JIOTIKY pPO3BHUTKY
JMHrBicTHYHOI ~ imocodii Bix TepMEHEBTHKH 1O Cy4acHOTO
MOCTCTPYKTYpali3My. ABTOpU BBaXarOTh, 1[0 €BPUCTUYHA IIIHHICTH
TePMEHEBTUKH TIOJISITAa€ HE CTUIBKA Yy po3poOIli 3arambHOi Teopil
PO3YMIHHSA Ta iHTEpIIpeTallii, CKUTbKUA B OOIpYHTYBaHH1 HEOOXiTHOCTI
Jiajory sK KOMYHIKaTMBHOI CTPYKTYpH CY4YacHOTO HAayKOBOTO Ta
TYMaHITapHOTO JHUCKYpCy. BaXIMBUM BHIAETHCS 3B’SI30K  MIDK
TePMEHEBTUKOIO Ta JIHIBICTUYHOI (uIocOodicro, sKa 3HAYHO
pO3MIUpPUIIA 3aCTOCOBHICTh T€PMEHEBTHYHOTO METONY JJIsl aHali3y
KOMYHIKaTHBHHX  MpoOsieM. Y ~ CTaTrTi  OMHCYEThCS  BHECOK
THrBicTHYHOI (imocodii y po3poOKy MmpoOiieMH «po3yMiHHS». Y
ctarti mpeacrasiedi igei JI. BirrenmreiiHa moao0 Horo KoHIEMIIii
«MOBHHUX Irop» IIOAO PO3MIMPEHHS MPOCTOPY «PO3YMIHHS».
«Po3yMiHHS» SIK TepMEHEBTHYHA MPoOIeMa Mae KOMyHIKaTUBHUH Ta
NparMaTUYHUNA XapakTep. Y CTaTTi TaKOXX OIMHUCYIOTHCS MOTJISIIN
P. bapra Ha mTpoOieMy MOCTCTPYKTypali3sMy SK OJHOTO 3
HaBaXIMBIMX HanpsMmKiB  ¢inocodii 20-ro cromitra. Came
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AHHOTanusa. B crarbe mnpoaHanM3HpoOBaHaA JIOTUKA Pa3BUTHUS
JUHTBUCTHYECKON (PUI0COPUU OT TEPMEHEBTUKH JI0 COBPEMEHHOTO
MOCTCTPYKTypaJiu3Ma. ABTOpPHI CUHMTAIOT, YTO OSBPUCTUYECKAA
LIEHHOCTh TE€PMEHEBTHKHU 3aKJIIOUAETCsl HE CTOJIBKO B pa3paboTke
oOmeil TeopuM TIOHMMAHHUS W UWHTEPIPETAlUU, CKOJBKO B
000CHOBaHMM HEOOXOJWMOCTH JHaliora, KaK KOMMYHHUKATHBHOU
CTPYKTYpPbl COBPEMEHHOIO HAyYHOrO M T'YMaHHTapHOrO AUCKYpCa.
BaxxupiM mpeacTaBisAeTCS  CBA3b  MEXKAY TE€PMEHEBTHUKOW U
JUHTBUCTHYECKON (rtocodueii, KoTopas 3HAYUTEIHHO pacIIupHIIa
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IIPUMEHUMOCTb ~ T€PMEHEBTMYECKOI0  MeToJa Ul  aHajau3a
KOMMYHHMKaTHBHBIX TpoOsieM. B cratbe omnuchIBaeTcsi  BKJIAJ
JUHTBUCTHYECKOW  (uiocodun B pa3paboTKy  MpoOsieMBbl
«rmoHuMaHuey». B cratee npencraBineHsl uaeu JI. BurreHmreiina
KAacaTeJIbHO €ro KOHLEINIUHU <«SI3BIKOBBIX WIP» I PACIIMPEHHUS
IIPOCTPAHCTBA «IIOHUMaHuey. «lloHnMMaHue» Kak repMeHEeBTUYECKAs
npoOieMa UMeeT KOMMYHUKAaTUBHBIN U NparMaTuyecKuil Xapakrep.
B cratee Takxke omnwuceiBatroTcsi B3rJsiael P. bapra Ha mpoOiemy
MOCTCTPYKTYpaIu3Ma KaK OJIHOTO W3 BaXHEWIIHMX HANpaBJICHUN
¢mnocopuu 20-ro Beka. IMEHHO MOCTCTPYKTYpalu3M MEPEBOJIUT
npoOneMy s3blka B II0JIE aHajau3a TeKcTa. 1eM He MeHee,
TEPMEHEBTHKA OCTAC€TCS BEIYIIEH B METOJOJIOTMHM HCCIEAOBAHMS,
MIOCKOJIBKY IpoOjieMa TOHMMaHUs W HHTEpIpeTallM TEeKCTa
COXpaHsEeT CBOE 3HAUCHUE.

KiroueBnbie (W (1):}: KOMMYHHUKaIus, IrepMEHEBTHKA,
MHTEpHpeTanus, JIUHTBUCTHYECKas ¢uinocodus, aHamm3 TEKCTa,
MIOCTCTPYKTYPAIN3M, IOHUMaHUE.
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