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Is there a sense in which interpretation is essential to explanation in
the sciences of man? The view that it is, that there is an unavoidably
“hermeneutical” component in the sciences of man, goes back to
Dilthey. But recently the question has come again to the fore, for
instance, in the work of Gadamer,' in Ricoeur’s interpretation of
Freud,? and in the writings of Habermas.’

Interpretation, in the sense relevant to hermeneutics, is an at-
tempt to make clear, to make sense of an object of study. This object
must, therefore, be a text, or a text-analogue, which in some way is
confused, incomplete, cloudy, seemingly contradictory—in one way
or another unclear. The interpretation aims to bring to light an un-
derlying coherence or sense.

This means that any science which can be called “hermeneutical,”
even in an extended sense, must be dealing with one or another of

Originally published in The Review of Metaphysics 25, no. 1 (September 1971). Re-
printed by permission.
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2. See Paul Ricoeur, De linterprétation (Paris, 1965).
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the confusingly interrelated forms of meaning. Let us try to see a
little more clearly what this involves.

We need, first, an object or a field of objects, about which we can
speak in terms of coherence or its absence, of making sense or
nonsense.

Second, we need to be able to make a distinction, even if only a
relative one, between the sense of coherence made, and its embodi-
ment in a particular field of carriers or signifiers. For otherwise, the
task of making clear what is fragmentary or confused would be radi-
cally impossible. No sense could be given to this idea. We have to be
able to make for our interpretations claims of the order: the meaning
confusedly present in this text or text-analogue is clearly expressed
here. The meaning, in other words, is one which admits of more than
one expression, and in this sense a distinction must be possible be-
tween meaning and expression.

The point of the above qualification, that this distinction may be
only relative, is that there are cases where no clear, unambiguous,
nonarbitrary line can be drawn between what is said and its expres-
sion. It can be plausibly argued (I think convincingly, although there
is no space to go into it here) that this is the normal and fundamental
condition of meaningful expression, that exact synonymy, or equiva-
lence of meaning, is a rare and localized achievement of specialized
languages or uses of civilization. But this, if true (and I think it is),
does not do away with the distinction between meaning and expres-
sion. Even if there is an important sense in which a meaning re-
expressed in a new medium cannot be declared identical, this by no
means entails that we can give no sense to the project of expressing a
meaning in a new way. It does of course raise an interesting and
difficult question about what can be meant by expressing it in a
clearer way: what is the “it” which is clarified if equivalence is de-
nied? I hope to return to this in examining interpretation in the sci-
ences of man.

Hence the object of a science of interpretation must be describable
in terms of sense and nonsense, coherence and its absence; and must
admit of a distinction between meaning and its expression.

There is also a third condition it must meet. We can speak of
sense or coherence, and of their different embodiments, in connec-
tion with such phenomena as gestalts, or patterns in rock formations,



Interpretation and the Sciences of Man o 35

or snow crystals, where the notion of expression has no real warrant.
What is lacking here is the notion of a subject for whom these mean-
ings are. Without such a subject, the choice of criteria of sameness
and difference, the choice among the different forms of coherence
which can be identified in a given pattern, among the different con-
ceptual fields in which it can be seen, is arbitrary.

In a text or text-analogue, on the other hand, we are trying to
make explicit the meaning expressed, and this means expressed by or
for a subject or subjects. The notion of expression refers us to that of
a subject. The identification of the subject is by no means necessarily
unproblematical, as we shall see further on; it may be one of the
most difficult problems, an area in which prevailing epistemological
prejudice may blind us to the nature of our object of study. I think
this has been the case, as I will show below: And moreover, the iden-
tification of a subject does not assure us of a clear and absolute dis-
tinction between meaning and expression as we saw above. But any
such distinction, even a relative one, is without any anchor at all, is
totally arbitrary, without appeal to a subject.

" The object of a science of interpretation must thus have sense,
distinguishable from its expression, which is for or by a subject.

Before going on to see in what way, if any, these conditions are real-
ized in the sciences of man, I think it would be useful to set out more
clearly what rides on this question, why it matters whether or not we
think of the sciences of man as hermeneutical, what the issue is at
stake here.

The issue here is at root an epistemological one. But it is inex-
tricable from an ontological one, and hence, cannot but be relevant
to our notions of science and of the proper conduct of inquiry. We
might say that it is an ontological issue which has been argued ever
since the seventeenth century in terms of epistemological considera-
tions which have appeared to some to be unanswerable.

The case could be put in these terms: what are the criteria of judg-
ment in a hermeneutical science? A successful interpretation is one
which makes clear the meaning originally present in a confused,
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fragmentary, cloudy form. But how does one know that this inter-
pretation is correct? Presumably because it makes sense of the origi-
nal text: what is strange, mystifying, puzzling, contradictory is no
longer so, is accounted for. The interpretation appeals throughout to
our understanding of the “language” of expression, which under-
standing allows us to see that this expression is puzzling, that it is in
contradiction to that other, etc., and that these difficulties are cleared
up when the meaning is expressed in a new way.

But this appeal to our understanding seems to be crucially inade-
quate. What if someone does not “see” the adequacy of our inter-
pretation, does not accept our reading? We try to show him how it
makes sense of the original non- or partial sense. But for him to fol-
low us he must read the original language as we do, he must recog-
nize these expressions as puzzling in a certain way, and hence be
looking for a solution to our problem. If he does not, what can we
do? The answer, it would seem, can only be more of the same. We
have to show him through the reading of other expressions why this
expression must be read in the way we propose. But success here
requires that he follow us in these other readings, and so on, it would
seem, potentially forever. We cannot escape an ultimate appeal to a
common understanding of the expressions, of the “language” in-
volved. This is one way of trying to express what has been called the
“hermeneutical circle.” What we are trying to establish is a certain
reading of text or expressions, and what we appeal to as our grounds
for this reading can only be other readings. The circle can also be put
in terms of part-whole relations: we are trying to establish a reading
for the whole text, and for this we appeal to readings of its partial
expressions; and yet because we are dealing with meaning, with
making sense, where expressions only make sense or not in relation
to others, the readings of partial expressions depend on those of
others, and ultimately of the whole.

Put in forensic terms, as we started to do above, we can only con-
vince an interlocutor if at some point he shares our understanding of
the language concerned. If he does not, there is no further step to
take in rational argument; we can try to awaken these intuitions in
him or we can simply give up; argument will advance us no further.
But of course the forensic predicament can be transferred into my
own judging: if I am this ill-equipped to convince a stubborn inter-
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locutor, how can I convince myself? how can I be sure? Maybe my
intuitions are wrong or distorted, maybe I am locked into a circle of
illusion.

Now one, and perhaps the only sane response to this would be to
say that such uncertainty is an ineradicable part of our epistemologi-
cal predicament. That even to characterize it as “uncertainty” is to
adopt an absurdly severe criterion of “certainty,” which deprives the
concept of any sensible use. But this has not been the only or even
the main response of our philosophical tradition. And it is another
response which has had an important and far-reaching effect on the
sciences of man. The demand has been for a level of certainty which
can only be attained by breaking beyond the circle.

There are two ways in which this breakout has been envisaged.
The first might be called the “rationalist” one and could be thought
to reach a culmination in Hegel. It does not involve a negation of
intuition, or of our understanding of meaning, but rather aspires to
attainment of an understanding of such clarity that it would carry
with it the certainty of the undeniable. In Hegel’s case, for instance,
our full understanding of the whole in “thought” carries with it a
grasp of its inner necessity, such that we see how it could not be
otherwise. No higher grade of certainty is conceivable. For this aspi-
ration the word “breakout” is badly chosen; the aim is rather to
bring understanding to an inner clarity which is absolute.

The other way, which we can call “empiricist,” is a genuine at-
tempt to go beyond the circle of our own interpretations, to get be-
yond subjectivity. The attempt is to reconstruct knowledge in such a
way that there is no need to make final appeal to readings or judg-
ments which cannot be checked further. That is why the basic build-
ing block of knowledge on this view is the impression, or sense
datum, a unit of information which is not the deliverance of a judg-
ment, which has by definition no element in it of reading or inter-
pretation, which is a brute datum. The highest ambition would be to
build our knowledge from such building blocks by judgments which
could be anchored in a certainty beyond subjective intuition. This is
what underlies the attraction of the notion of the association of ideas,
or if the same procedure is viewed as a method, induction. If the
original acquisition of the units of information is not the fruit of
judgment or interpretation, then the constatation that two such ele-
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ments occur together need not either be the fruit of interpretation, of
a reading or intuition which cannot be checked. For if the occurrence
of a single element is a brute datum, then so is the co-occurrence of
two such elements. The path to true knowledge would then repose
crucially on the correct recording of such co-occurrences.

This is what lies behind an ideal of verification which is central to
an important tradition in the philosophy of science, whose main con-
temporary protagonists are the logical empiricists. Verification must
be grounded ultimately in the acquisition of brute data. By “brute
data,” I mean here and throughout data whose validity cannot be
questioned by offering another interpretation or reading, data whose
credibility cannot be founded or undermined by further reasoning.* If
such a difference of interpretation can arise over given data, then it
must be possible to structure the argument so as to distinguish the
basic, brute data from the inferences made on the basis of them.

The inferences themselves, of course, to be valid must similarly
be beyond the challenge of a rival interpretation. Here the logical
empiricists added to the armory of traditional empiricism which set
great store by the method of induction, the whole domain of logical
and mathematical inference which had been central to the rationalist
position (with Leibniz at least, although not with Hegel), and which
offered another brand of unquestionable certainty.

Of course, mathematical inference and empirical verification were
combined in such a way that two theories or more could be verified
within the same domain of facts. But this was a consequence to
which logical empiricism was willing to accommodate itself. As for
the surplus meaning in a theory which could not be rigorously co-
ordinated with brute data, it was considered to be quite outside the
logic of verification.

As a theory of perception, this epistemology gave rise to all sorts

4. The notion of brute data here has some relation to, but is not at all the same as,
the brute facts discussed by Elizabeth Anscome, “On Brute Facts,” Analysis 18 (1957-
1958): 69—72, and John Searle, Speeck Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language (Cam-
bridge, 1969), 50~ 53. For Anscombe and Searle, brute facts are contrasted to what may
be called “institutional facts,” to use Searle’s term, i.e., facts which presuppose the
existence of certain institutions. Voting would be an example. But as we shall see below,
some institutional facts, such as X’s have voted Liberal, can be verified as brute data in
the sense used here, and thus find a place in the category of political behavior. What
cannot as easily be described in terms of brute data are the institutions themselves.
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of problems, not least of which was the perpetual threat of skep-
ticism and solipsism inseparable from a conception of the basic data
of knowledge as brute data, beyond investigation. As a theory of
perception, however, it seems largely a thing of the past, in spite of a
surprising recrudescence in the Anglo-Saxon world in the thirties
and forties. But there is no doubt that it goes marching on, among
other places, as a theory of how the human mind and human knowl-
edge actually function.

In a sense, the contemporary period has seen a better, more rig-
orous statement of what this epistemology is about in the form of
computer-influenced theories of intelligence. These try to model in-
telligence as consisting of operations on machine-recognizable input
which could themselves be matched by programs which could be run
on machines. The machine criterion provides us with our assurance
against an appeal to intuition or interpretations which cannot be
understood by fully explicit procedures operating on brute data—the
input.®

The progress of natural science has lent great credibility to this
epistemology, since it can be plausibly reconstructed on this model;
as has been done, for instance, by the logical empiricists. And of
course the temptation has been overwhelming to reconstruct the sci-
ences of man on the same model; or rather to launch them in lines of
inquiry that fit this paradigm, since they are constantly said to be in
their “infancy.” Psychology, where an earlier vogue of behaviorism
is being replaced by a boom of computer-based models, is far from
the only case.

The form this epistemological bias—one might say obsession—
takes is different for different sciences. Later I should like to look at a
particular case, the study of politics, where the issue can be followed
out. But in general, the empiricist orientation must be hostile to a
conduct of inquiry which is based on interpretation, and which en-
counters the hermeneutical circle as this was characterized above.
This cannot meet the requirements of intersubjective, nonarbitrary
verification which it considers essential to science. And along with

5. See the discussion in M. Minsky, Computation (Englewood Cliffs, N.]., 1967),
104-107, where Minsky explicitly argues that an effective procedure that no longer
requires intuition or interpretation is one which can be realized by a machine.
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the epistemological stance goes the ontological belief that reality
must be susceptible to understanding and explanation by science so
understood. From this follows a certain set of notions of what the
sciences of man must be.

On the other hand, many, including myself, would like to argue
that these notions about the sciences of man are sterile, that we can-
not come to understand important dimensions of human life within
the bounds set by this epistemological orientation. This dispute is of
course familiar to all in at least some of its ramifications. What I
want to claim is that the issue can be fruitfully posed in terms of the
notion of interpretation as I began to outline it above.

I think this way of putting the question is useful because it allows
us at once to bring to the surface the powerful epistemological be-
liefs that underlie the orthodox viéw of the sciences of man in our
academy, and to make explicit the notion of our epistemological pre-
dicament implicit in the opposing thesis. This is in fact rather more
way-out and shocking to the tradition of scientific thought than is
often admitted or realized by the opponents of narrow scientism. It
may not strengthen the case of the opposition to bring out fully what
is involved in a hermeneutical science as far as convincing waverers
is concerned, but a gain in clarity is surely worth a thinning of the
ranks—at least in philosophy.

Liii

Before going on to look at the case of political science, it might be
worth asking another question: why should we even pose the ques-
tion whether the sciences of man are hermeneutical? What gives us
the idea in the first place that men and their actions constitute an object
or a series of objects which meet the conditions outlined above?

The answer is that on the phenomenological level or that of ordi-
nary speech (and the two converge for the purposes of this argu-
ment) a certain notion of meaning has an essential place in the char-
acterization of human behavior. This is the sense in which we speak
of a situation, an action, a demand, a prospect having a certain mean-
ing for a person.

Now it is frequently thought that “meaning” is used here in a
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sense that is a kind of illegitimate extension from the notion of lin-
guistic meaning. Whether it can be considered an extension or not is
another matter; it certainly differs from linguistic meaning. But it
would be very hard to argue that it is an illegitimate use of the term.

When we speak of the “meaning” of a given predicament, we are
using a concept which has the following articulation. (1) Meaning is
for a subject: it is not the meaning of the situation in vacuo, but its
meaning for a subject, a specific subject, a group of subjects, or per-
haps what its meaning is for the human subject as such (even though
particular humans might be reproached with not admitting or realiz-
ing this). (2) Meaning is of something; that is, we can distinguish
between a given element—situation, action, or whatever—and its
meaning. But this is not to say that they are physically separable.
Rather we are dealing with two descriptions of the element, in one of
which it is characterized in terms of its meaning for the subject. But
the relations between the two descriptions are not symmetrical. For,
on the one hand, the description in terms of meaning cannot be un-
less descriptions of the other kind apply as well; or put differently,
there can be no meaning without a substrate. But on the other hand,
it may be that the same meaning may be borne by another sub-
strate—e.g., a situation with the same meaning may be realized in
different physical conditions. There is a necessary role for a poten-
tially substitutable substrate; or all meanings are of something.

And (3) things only have meaning in a field, that is, in relation to
the meanings of other things. This means that there is no such thing
as a single, unrelated meaningful element; and it means that changes
in the other meanings in the field can involve changes in the given
element. Meanings cannot be identified except in relation to others,
and in this way resemble words. The meaning of a word depends, for
instance, on those words with which it contrasts, on those that define
its place in the language (e.g., those defining “determinable” dimen-
sions, like color, shape), on those that define the activity or “lan-
guage game” it figures in (describing, invoking, establishing com-
munion), and so on. The relations between meanings in this sense
are like those between concepts in a semantic field.

Just as our color concepts are given their meaning by the field of
contrast they set up together, so that the introduction of new con-
cepts will alter the boundaries of others, so the various meanings
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that a subordinate’s demeanor can have for us, as deferential, re-
spectful, cringing, mildly mocking, ironical, insolent, provoking,
downright rude, are established by a field of contrast; and as with
finer discrimination on our part, or a more sophisticated culture, new
possibilities are born, so other terms of this range are altered. And as
the meaning of our terms “red,” “blue,” “green” is fixed by the defi-
nition of a field of contrast through the determinable term “color,” so
all these alternative demeanors are only available in a society which
has, among other types, hierarchical relations of power and com-
mand. And corresponding to the underlying language game of des-
ignating colored objects is the set of social practices which sustain
these hierarchical structures and are fulfilled in them.

Meaning in this sense—Ilet us call it experiential meaning—thus
is for a subject, of something, in a field. This distinguishes it from
linguistic meaning which has a four- and not a three-dimensional
structure. Linguistic meaning is for subjects and in a field, but it is
the meaning of signifiers and it is about a world of referents. Once
we are clear about the likenesses and differences there should be
little doubt that the term “meaning” is not a misnomer, the product of
an illegitimate extension into this context of experience and behavior.

There is thus a quite legitimate notion of meaning which we use
when we speak of the meaning of a situation for an agent. And that
this concept has a place is integral to our ordinary consciousness and
hence speech about our actions. Our actions are ordinarily charac-
terized by the purpose sought and explained by desires, feelings,
emotions. But the language by which we describe our goals, feel-
ings, desires is also a definition of the meaning things have for us.
The vocabulary defining meaning—words like “terrifying,” “attrac-
tive”—is linked with that describing feeling—“fear,” “desire”—and
that describing goals—“safety,” “possession.”

Moreover, our understanding of these terms moves inescapably in
a hermeneutical circle. An emotion term like “shame,” for instance,
essentially refers us to a certain kind of situation, the “shameful,” or
“humiliating,” and a certain mode of response, that of hiding oneself,
of covering up, or else “wiping out” the blot. That is, it is essential to
this feeling’s identification as shame that it be related to this situation
and give rise to this type of disposition. But this situation in its turn
can only be identified in relation to the feelings it provokes; and the
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disposition is to a goal that can similarly not be understood without
reference to the feelings experienced: the “hiding” in question is one
which will cover up my shame; it is not the same as hiding from an
armed pursuer; we can only understand what is meant by “hiding”
here if we understand what kind of feeling and situation is being
talked about. We have to be within the circle.

An emotion term like “shame” can only be explained by reference
to other concepts which in turn cannot be understood without refer-
ence to shame. To understand these concepts we have to be in on a
certain experience, we have to understand a certain language, not
just of words, but also a certain language of mutual action and com-
munication, by which we blame, exhort, admire, esteem each other.
In the end we are in on this because we grow up in the ambit of
certain common meanings. But we can often experience what it is
like to be on the outside when we encounter the feeling, action, and
experiential meaning language of another civilization. Here there is
no translation, no way of explaining in other, more accessible con-
cepts. We can only catch on by getting somehow into their way of
life, if only in imagination. Thus if we look at human behavior as
action done out of a background of desire, feeling, emotion, then we
are looking at a reality which must be characterized in terms of
meaning. But does this mean that it can be the object of a hermeneu-
tical science as this was outlined above?

There are, to remind ourselves, three characteristics that the ob-
ject of a science of interpretation has: it must have sense or coher-
ence; this must be distinguishable from its expression; and this sense
must be for a subject.

Now insofar as we are talking about behavior as action, hence in
terms of meaning, the category of sense or coherence must apply to
it. This is not to say that all behavior must “make sense,” if we mean
by this be rational, avoid contradiction, confusion of purpose, and
the like. Plainly a great deal of our action falls short of this goal. But
in another sense, even contradictory, irrational action is “made sense
of,” when we understand why it was engaged in. We make sense of
action when there is a coherence between the actions of the agent
and the meaning of his situation for him. We find his action puzzling
until we find such a coherence. It may not be bad to repeat that this
coherence in no way implies that the action is rational: the meaning
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of a situation for an agent may be full of confusion and contradiction,
but the adequate depiction of this contradiction makes sense of it.

Making sense in this way through coherence of meaning and ac-
tion, the meanings of action and situation, cannot but move in a her-
meneutical circle. Our conviction that the account makes sense is
contingent on our reading of action and situation. But these readings
cannot be explained or justified except by reference to other such
readings, and their relation to the whole. If an interlocutor does not
understand this kind of reading, or will not accept it as valid, there is
nowhere else the argument can go. Ultimately, a good explanation is
one which makes sense of the behavior; but then to appreciate a
good explanation, one has to agree on what makes good sense; what
makes good sense is a function of one’s readings; and these in turn
are based on the kind of sense one understands.

But how about the second characteristic, that sense should be dis-
tinguishable from its embodiment? This is necessary for a science of
interpretation because interpretation lays a claim to make a confused
meaning clearer; hence there must be some sense in which the “same”
meaning is expressed, but differently.

This immediately raises a difficulty. In talking of experiential
meaning above, I mentioned that we can distinguish between a given
element and its meaning, between meaning and substrate. This car-
ried the claim that a given meaning may be realized in another sub-
strate. But does this mean that we can always embody the same
meaning in another situation? Perhaps there are some situations,
standing before death, for instance, which have a meaning which
cannot be embodied otherwise.

But fortunately this difficult question is irrelevant for our pur-
poses. For here we have a case in which the analogy between text
and behavior implicit in the notion of a hermeneutical science of man
only applies with important modifications. The text is replaced in the
interpretation by another text, one which is clearer. The text-analogue
of behavior is not replaced by another such text-analogue. When this
happens we have revolutionary theater, or terroristic acts designed
to make propaganda of the deed, in which the hidden relations of a
society are supposedly shown up in a dramatic confrontation. But
this is not scientific understanding, even though it may perhaps be
based on such understanding, or claim to be.

But in science the text-analogue is replaced by a text, an account.
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Which might prompt the question, how we can even begin to talk of
interpretation here, of expressing the same meaning more clearly,
when we have two such utterly different terms of comparison, a text
and a tract of behavior? Is the whole thing not just a bad pun?

This question leads us to open up another aspect of experiential
meaning which we abstracted from earlier. Experiential meanings
are defined in fields of contrast, as words are in semantic fields.

But what was not mentioned above is that these two kinds of defi-
nition are not independent of each other. The range of human de-
sires, feelings, emotions, and hence meanings is bound up with the
level and type of culture, which in turn is inseparable from the dis-
tinctions and categories marked by the language people speak. The
field of meanings in which a given situation can find its place is
bound up with the semantic field of the terms characterizing these
meanings and the related feelings, desires, predicaments.

But the relationship involved here is not a simple one. There are
two simple types of models of relation which could be offered here,
but both are inadequate. We could think of the feeling vocabulary as
simply describing preexisting feelings, as marking distinctions that
would be there without them. But this is not adequate, because we
often experience in ourselves or others how achieving, say, a more
sophisticated vocabulary of the emotions makes our emotional life
more sophisticated and not just our descriptions of it. Reading a
good, powerful novel may give me the picture of an emotion which I
had not previously been aware of. But we cannot draw a neat line
between an increased ability to identify and an altered ability to feel
emotions which this enables.

The other simple inadequate model of the relationship is to jump
from the above to the conclusion that thinking makes it so. But this
clearly won’t do either, since not just any new definition can be
forced on us, nor can we force it on ourselves; and some that we do
gladly take up can be judged inauthentic, in bad faith, or just wrong-
headed by others. These judgments may be wrong, but they are not
in principle illicit. Rather we make an effort to be lucid about our-
selves and our feelings, and admire a man who achieves this.

Thus, neither the simple correspondence view is correct, nor the
view that thinking makes it so. But both have prima facie warrant.
There is such a thing as self-lucidity, which points us to a corre-
spondence view; but the achievement of such lucidity means moral
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change, that is, it changes the object known. At the same time, error
about oneself is not just an absence of correspondence; it is also in
some form inauthenticity, bad faith, self-delusion, repression of one’s
human feelings, or something of the kindj it is a matter of the quality
of what is felt just as much as what is known about this, just as self-
knowledge is.

If this is so, then we have to think of man as a self-interpreting
animal. He is necessarily so, for there is no such thing as the struc-
ture of meanings for him independently of his interpretation of them;
one is woven into the other. But then the text of our interpretation is
not that heterogeneous from what is interpreted, for what is inter-
preted is itself an interpretation: a self-interpretation which is em-
bedded in a stream of action. It is an interpretation of experiential
meaning which contributes to the constitution of this meaning. Or to
put it in another way, that of which we are trying to find the coher-
ence is itself partly constituted by self-interpretation.

Our aim is to replace this confused, incomplete, partly erroneous
self-interpretation by a correct one. And in doing this we look not
only to the self-interpretation but to the stream of behavior in which
it is set, just as in interpreting a historical document we have to place
it in the stream of events which it relates to. But of course the anal-
ogy is not exact, for here we are interpreting the interpretation and
the stream of behavior in which it is set together, and not just one or
the other.

There is thus no utter heterogeneity of interpretation to what it is
about; rather there is a slide in the notion of interpretation. Already
to be a living agent is to experience one’s situation in terms of certain
meanings, and this in a sense can be thought of as a sort of proto-
“interpretation.” This is in turn interpreted and shaped by the lan-
guage in which the agent lives these meanings. This whole is then at
a third level interpreted by the explanation we proffer of his actions.

In this way the second condition of a hermeneutical science is
met. But this account poses in a new light the question mentioned at
the beginning whether the interpretation can ever express the same
meaning as the interpreted. And in this case, there is clearly a way in
which the two will not be congruent. For if the explanation is really
clearer than the lived interpretation, then it will be such that it would
alter in some way the behavior if it came to be internalized by the



