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From the very first page of Truth and Method onwards, Gadamer speaks of the phenomenon of understanding as the hermeneutical problem, while in one of its best-known definitions, understanding is said to be “the fusion of the horizons supposedly existing by themselves”
. It is therefore hard to overestimate the significance of the fusion of the horizons for Gadamer’s hermeneutics, since it gives an answer to “the heart of the hermeneutical problem”
 – the question concerning the relationship between the particular and the universal. While application of the universal to the particular is said to be the central hermeneutical problem, understanding is characterized as “a special case of applying something universal to a particular situation”
. Although Gadamer repeatedly tells us that application is never to be taken in a technical and hegemonic sense, that it is essentially dialogical and open-ended, his hermeneutical analysis of universality and particularity has led to a number of misunderstandings and misplaced criticisms.

Gadamer’s hermeneutics is often characterized as hegemonic and often criticized for being incapable of accounting for genuine alterity. It is often claimed that the sublation of the other, which the fusion of the horizons achieves, does not preserve but rather eradicates otherness; that in the context of contemporary social concerns the hermeneutic model is not capable of hearing what the other actually says. Thus, Robert Bernasconi criticizes Gadamer for not being able to offer an account of a common experience, which can be summarized in the following phrase: “You cannot be yourself and understand me.” This is what women say to men, the poor to the rich, the victim to the oppressor, the target of racism to the racist
. According to Bernasconi, this is the sociopolitical framework that Gadamer prefers to ignore. Moreover, these are the obstacles that cannot be overcome by Gadamer’s hermeneutical strategy.

But on what basis is one to claim that the often-encountered indifference to the other (and to the self) reveals a conceptual impossibility of genuine contact between ipseity and alterity? Who is this “I myself,” devoid of any possible change and any genuine contact with others? Who is this “you yourself,” who by definition can never understand me? Are the implied conceptions of selfhood and otherness by Bernasconi not, as Gadamer would argue, a kind of Robinson Crusoe dream?
 To distance the other from the self by abolishing any contact between them – does this path lead us to an accurate understanding of “genuine otherness?”

“You cannot be yourself and understand me” – contra Bernasconi, it is precisely within this context that one experiences the full significance of Gadamer’s hermeneutics. One cannot rest content with the common sociopolitical experiences of not being heard, of ignoring the other’s claim, or of overpowering the other under the pretext of openness. Gadamer’s unveiling of the presuppositions which underlie the incommensurabilist stance and the normative force of his emphasis on openness in our contact with the other gain their full force in these and similar experiences. Hence the necessity to discover the self in the other and the other in the self, which the fusion of the horizons aims to achieve.

Gadamer’s fusion of the horizons reveals a distinct stance in regard to the relation between ipseity and alterity. However, the very fact that this fusion is described in such an ambiguous manner – as the fusion of horizons supposedly existing by themselves – has made it easy to miss the crucial features of his position. Why does Gadamer simultaneously speak of the oneness and the multiplicity of horizons? Why is he reluctant to tell us whether there are many horizons or just one? And if the latter is the case, are we still justified in calling his hermeneutics dialogical?

With these questions in mind, I want to address Richard Kearney’s critique of Gadamer, which he unfolds while accentuating the specificity of Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics
. Making Truth and Method vulnerable to those dangers which Kearney sees present in Gadamer’s discussion of the fusion of the horizons will constitute the detour and the confrontation through which I aim to unfold the relevance and the limits of the oneness of the hermeneutical horizon(s).

1.

In “Between Oneself and Another: Paul Ricoeur’s Diacritical Hermeneutics,” Richard Kearney presents the relation between self and other as the central hermeneutical problem. According to Kearney, there are three paradigmatic ways for the relation between ipseity and alterity to be dealt with and therefore hermeneutics itself can be divided into three types: romantic, radical, and diacritical. Schleiermacher, Dilthey, and, surprisingly, Gadamer are said to be the central figures of romantic hermeneutics, characterized by the attempt to unite the self and the other in the event of appropriation. At the other extreme, Caputo’s radical hermeneutics rejects the model of appropriation and addresses the unmediated and “sublime” nature of alterity, invoking an irreducible dissymmetry between self and other. In between these positions lies diacritical hermeneutics, inspired by Ricoeur, which “obviates both the congenial communion of fused horizons and the apocalyptic rupture of non-communion”
, while exploring the inter-communion of distinct but not incomparable selves.

Within this typology, one encounters the specificity of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics in how it deals with what Kearney terms “today’s challenge” – that of acknowledging a difference between self and other while avoiding a schismatic division which would not allow any relation between them. In contrast to the mainstream metaphysical tradition which largely ignores the question of the Other, and in contrast to some postmodern thinkers who externalize alterity to the point that there can be no communication between self and other, the central task of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics is that of “building paths between the worlds of autos and heteros”, of “charting a course between the extremes of tautology and heterology”
. Diacritical hermeneutics discovers the other in the self and the self in the other; it supplements the critique of the self with the critique of the other; its task is that of making the foreign more familiar and the familiar more foreign. It distinguishes between different kinds of selves and others (“Not all ‘selves’ are evil and not all ‘others’ are angelic”
), while refusing to accept the excesses of mainstream metaphysics and postmodernism. Thus, Ricoeur’s works are not representative of “modern” philosophical reflection, which has been centered on the subject; nor does it share the “postmodern” fixation on Otherness. Ricoeur’s hermeneutics offers new ways of interpreting oneself in terms of otherness.

No matter how sketchy Kearney’s critique of Gadamer is, let us attend to it in more detail. Gadamer is grouped together with Schleiermacher and Dilthey because the purpose of all three is “to unite the consciousness of one subject with that of the other” 
. Kearney labels this approach “hermeneutics of appropriation” while emphasizing the meaning of the German Aneignung – “becoming one with.” Since becoming one presupposes a more original difference, Kearney is critical of this style of hermeneutics because, supposedly, it ignores what it presupposes – the otherness of the other – as it recovers “some lost original consciousness by way of rendering what is past contemporaneous with the present”
. This is how Kearney interprets Gadamer’s reconciliation of our own understanding and that of strangers in the fusion of the horizons.

My analysis of this critique will follow three steps. First, I shall show how distant Kearney’s dissatisfaction with Gadamer is from Gadamer’s hermeneutics. However, even though this distance is apparent to anyone who has listened to what Gadamer actually had to say, the true challenge of Kearney’s critique lies in the fact that it finds textual support. Thus, secondly, I will bring to light the textual basis of Kearney’s position and in this way point to certain ambiguities present in Truth and Method. Finally, it will remain for me to address these ambiguities directly, showing how Gadamer’s text is capable of overcoming them.

Neither Kearney’s claim that Gadamer is a proponent of romantic hermeneutics, nor the way he presents Gadamer’s position as a “hermeneutics of appropriation” fits Gadamer’s texts. The claim that Gadamer’s hermeneutics is a Romantic project ignores two central features which distance Gadamer from both Schleiermacher and Dilthey. Gadamer’s hermeneutics springs out of the rejection of two distinctive elements of Romantic hermeneutics – of a certain psychologism and objectivism, which Gadamer finds present in both Schleiermacher and Dilthey. Psychologism can be characterized by two interrelated claims: (1) the goal of interpretation is to trace the path from the textual expression to that originary experience which can characterize the inner life of the author; (2) the meaning of the text is fixed by the intention of the author. Objectivism can be characterized by two interrelated claims as well: (1) the intention of the author provides the text with a fixed object which serves as a condition of possibility of interpretation’s objectivity; (2) interpretation must follow certain rules so that it can be rigorously methodological, and therefore objective. Gadamer embraces two themes which were of central significance to both Schleiermacher and Dilthey – the universality of the hermeneutic problem and the hermeneutic circle. However, he does not accept these themes blindly, but rather offers their reinterpretation
. Thus, even though Gadamer’s rejection of psychologism and objectivism does not mean a single-handed rejection of the principles and concerns of romantic hermeneutics, it does signify a crucial distance between Gadamer and the Romantics, which directly contradicts and challenges Kearney’s assertions.

Kearney’s description of Gadamer’s hermeneutics as a “hermeneutics of appropriation” is surprising in respect to Truth and Method, since this accusation directly echoes Gadamer’s critique of Hegel. Being fully aware that Hegel’s concerns overlap with those of hermeneutics – both are concerned with the fusion of the present and history – Gadamer distances himself from Hegel by claiming that the basis of hermeneutics is not an absolute mediation of history and truth; that the fusion of the horizons is not a fusion of the whole past in the present; that understanding is not an abolition of finiteness in the infinity of knowledge. Contra Kearney, Gadamer’s hermeneutics does not signify the abolition of otherness in the fusion of the horizons, for even though Gadamer acknowledges Hegel’s logical superiority over his critics, “the arguments of reflective philosophy cannot ultimately obscure the fact that there is some truth in the critique of speculative thought based on the standpoint of finite human consciousness”
. The ultimate truth of the critics of speculative thought lies in the realization that otherness is never abolished in the hermeneutic fusion of the horizons: As Gadamer provocatively tells us, we understand only if we understand differently. The worry about the abolition of otherness is just as significant to Gadamer as it is to Kearney. Thus, Gadamer writes that there “constantly arises the danger of ‘appropriating’ the other person in one’s own understanding and thereby failing to recognize his or her otherness” 
; “It is constantly necessary to guard against overhastily assimilating the past to our own expectations of meaning”
. In short, Kearney’s labeling of Gadamer’s hermeneutics as “hermeneutics of appropriation” is just as unjustified in the face of Gadamer’s work as is his claim that Gadamer’s hermeneutics is a Romantic project.

Moreover, Kearney’s typology of hermeneutic styles, by introducing a lacuna between Gadamer and Ricoeur, is hardly justified not only in regard to Gadamer’s, but also in regard to Ricoeur’s works. In his conclusion to Interpretation Theory, Ricoeur addresses some misconceptions of what he terms “hermeneutic appropriation,” chief among which are the assertions that (1) appropriation is a return to the Romanticist claim to a “congenial” coincidence with the “genius” of the author, and (2) the hermeneutic task is the understanding of the original addressee of the text. Ricoeur turns for support to Gadamer while addressing these misconceptions. Ricoeur claims that Gadamer has already shown why the second misconception is flawed: “the letters of Paul are no less addressed to me than to the Romans, the Galatians, the Corinthians, and the Ephesians”
. Ricoeur’s repudiation of the first misconception is more significant in the present context: 

appropriation has nothing to do with any kind of person to person appeal. It is instead close to what Gadamer calls a fusion of horizons: the world horizon of the reader is fused with the world horizon of the writer. And the ideality of the text is the mediating link in this process of horizon fusing
.

Kearney’s critique of Gadamer does not account for how Ricoeur’s hermeneutics is related to Gadamer’s. But more importantly, this critique violates Truth and Method so strongly, that it is hard to see the reasons that motivate Kearney’s accusations. However, only if these reasons are reconstructed can Kearney’s text constitute a true challenge and provoke one to revisit some tensions in Truth and Method.

2.

Kearney’s position seems less surprising in the face of the following passage from Truth and Method:

Historical consciousness is aware of its own otherness and hence foregrounds the horizon of the past from its own. On the other hand, it is itself…only something superimposed upon continuing tradition, and hence it immediately recombines with what it has foregrounded itself from in order to become one with itself again in the unity of the historical horizon that it thus acquires
.

This accounts or, as will soon become apparent, this aspect of the fusions of the horizons strengthens Kearney’s accusations. If the otherness of the other is projected only so that it can be immediately reconquered in the unity of the horizon, are we dealing with true otherness? As Gadamer goes on to tell us, “In the process of understanding, a real fusing of horizons occurs – which means that as the historical horizon is projected, it is simulaneously superseded”
. If the otherness appears only so that it can be superseded, i.e., abolished, and moreover, if Truth and Method invites us to acknowledge that this abolition should be immediate, is one justified in calling Gadamer’s hermeneutics the “hermeneutics of openess?” It seems that the very second one acquires the conditions for the appearance of otherness, Gadamer eradicates them in “the true fusion of the horizons.” But if this is the case, what at the outset seemed to be a philosophy of openness, now manifests itself as a hermeneutics of violence. Or so Kearney’s critique of Gadamer seems to suggest.

These are the implications of Kearney’s critique: What at the outset appears to be a fusion of sameness and otherness, in truth is a projection of sameness; what at the outset appears to be openess to the other, in truth is a suppression of otherness. Kearney’s accusations directed at Gadamer echo in the context of today’s widespread and rapidly growing concern that social and political interactions only hide behind the rhetoric of openness the suppression and even abolition of otherness. Kearney’s accusations, if correct, would render Gadamer’s hermeneutics impotent in the context of today’s social and political dangers. But do the problems that accompany the unprecedented interaction on a global scale point to the powerlessness of Gadamer’s hermeneutics, or do they, on the contrary, reveal the strength of his stance?

Let us ask: What enables Gadamer to speak of overtaking the past consciousness in the present horizon of understanding
, of immediately recombining with otherness
, and of superseding the projected historical horizon?
 The reconciliation that the fusion of the horizons brings forth presupposes the oneness and unity of the horizon as the possibility of the hermeneutic interaction. Although it might seem that the fusion of the horizons presupposes an original difference between them, Gadamer repeatedly insists that a non-dialectical understanding of difference does not do justice to the hermeneutic phenomenon. He writes:

When our historical consciousness transposes itself into historical horizons, this does not entail passing into alien worlds unconnected in any way with our own; instead, they together constitute the one great horizon that moves from within
.

Understanding is always the fusion of the horizons supposedly existing by themselves
. 

This is the ultimate provocation that Kearney offers: we are to account for the oneness of the horizon. Kearney’s challenge boils down to two interrelated questions: (1) Why does Gadamer speak of the oneness of the horizon? (2) How is this oneness to be understood in the context of Truth and Method?

3.

Two interrelated qualifications render Kearney’s critique questionable: (1) in Gadamer, the meaning of the oneness of the horizons is essentially negative; (2) Gadamer’s account of oneness is dialectical. If nothing linked the horizons of ipseity and alterity, understanding would involve an empathetic transposition from the self to the other. Moverover, a suspension of all our presuppositions and an abandonment of all our truths and beliefs would be a necessary requirement for understanding otherness. This, however, is exactly the position which is relentlessly criticized by Gadamer. As he repeatedly tells us, “transposing ourselves consists neither in the empathy of one individual for another nor in subordinating another person to our own standards; rather, it always involves rising to a higher universality that overcomes not only our own particularity but also that of the other”
. There are no closed horizons – such is the minimal requirement of Gadamer’s account of understanding. The oneness of the horizon is the expression Gadamer chooses to make this requirement explicit. Therefore, Gadamer’s account of the oneness of the horizon is essentially negative, since all it says about the relation between self and other is that they are never so distant that they cannot enter into dialogue with each other. In short, no self and no other is in principle beyond dialogue, beyond understanding.

This negative qualification is closely linked to Gadamer’s dialectical account of the oneness of the horizon. Gadamer describes understanding as the fusion of horizons which supposedly exist by themselves. He is reluctant to tell us whether there is one or many horizons, since it is one of the leading ambitions of his hermeneutics to overcome what he sees as a false opposition between oneness and multiplicity. Gadamer’s interpretation of the fusion of the horizons is dialectical through and through, for it aims to show that the one is ultimately multiple, and that multiplicity is ultimately one. This is the Hegelian background of Gadamer’s fusions of the horizons.

Hegel’s dialectical account of identity and difference mocks the proponents of pure identity: if someone promises to teach me what God is, he wrote, but only informs me that God is God, my expectations are cheated. In Hegel’s time, the overcoming of abstract identity was, arguably, more significant than the abandoment of pure difference, or so the critics of modernity’s obsession with the subject persistently suggest. Our age seems to suffer from the other extreme: It is obsessed with schismatically separating the other from the self, with, as Kearney has it, externalizing “the category of alterity to the point that any contact with the self smacks of betrayal or contamination”
. Following in the  footsteps of Hegel, Gadamer’s hermeneutics reveals the fictionality of the incommensurable difference: 

Are there such things as closed horizons?…Or is this a romantic refraction, a kind of Robinson Crusoe dream of historical enlightenment, the fiction of an unattainable island, as artificial as Crusoe himself? Just as the individual is never simply an individual because he is always in understanding with others, so too the closed horizon that is supposed to enclose a culture is an abstraction
.

A dialectic of oneness and difference is one of the central hermeneutic preconditions, since it reveals the meaning of the hermeneutic “belonging”, of the commonality of the enabling prejudices. Hermeneutics starts from the presupposition that a bond links the interpreter to the interpreted. This presupposition does not signify the abolition of the other. On the contrary, it is the condition of possibility for the appearance of otherness. Thus hermeneutics “is based on a polarity of familiarity and strangeness… [The tension] is in the play between the traditionary text’s strangeness and familiarity to us… The true locus of hermeneutics is this in-between”
.

Such, then, is the meaning of Gadamer’s negative and dialectical account of the oneness of the horizon: No horizons are incommensurable, since dialogue, in principle, has no limitations. Although each and every dialogue runs the risk of not reaching out to the other and beyond the rhetoric of openness merely subordinating otherness to the interpreter’s claim, it is always possibile to recognize these limitations. Gadamer’s open-ended dialectic is concerned with making these limitations explicit, as his critique of Hegel shows. Moreover, the very fact that, while being critical of Hegel, Gadamer does not share the anti-Hegelian sentiment and does not distance otherness from the self to the point that there is no communication between them, indicates not the weakness, but the strength of his hermeneutics in the context of the present social concerns. For if Kearney is right in characterizing today’s challenge as that of respecting the specificity of the other while not schismatically dividing the other from the self, Gadamer’s hermeneutics, as the next section will show, offers the necessary resources to address this challenge seriously.

4. 

Gadamer’s hermeneutics overcomes the shortcomings of the incommensurabilist stance, seen often as the only tolerant and respecful attitude in regard to the Other. By not acknowledging any bond between different cultures, languages, or subjectivities, no matter how nameless this bond can be, this stance, Gadamer’s hermeneutics suggests, hides behind the surface an indifference to otherness. Only if there is a bond between the other and the self, only if the fusion of the horizons presupposes a certain unity, can the other make a claim upon me. The oneness of the horizon does not mean a suppression of otherness, but rather points to the fact that, as James Risser has it, “Gadamer’s hermeneutics is concerned with the opening of shared life in which one is able to hear the voice of the other”
. The very fact that Gadamer is most cautious in not providing this bond with much content is revealing: It indicates his concern that this link remains only a condition for hearing the other and does not overpower and ignore her uniqueness. Thus in “The Limitation of the Expert” Gadamer writes: “What we truly have in common and what unites us remains…without a voice. Probably we are harvesting the fruits of a long training in the perception of differences and in the sensibility demanded by it”
.

In face of today’s social and political challenges, it is simply not sufficient to claim that the only way to retain otherness is to grant it such a distant status that any contact with the self would smack of betrayal. As Gary Madison suggests, here one encounters of the greatest merits of Gadamer’s hermeneutics:

The overriding question today is, as Bassam Tibi formulates it: “[H]ow can we combine the need for common rules and norms in international society with the reality of enormous cultural diversity?” One thing that is clear is that any viable global ethic capable of providing an alternative to a global clash of civilizations must provide for “common rules and norms,” i.e., values that are themselves global. Nothing like this is to be expected from the cultural incommensurabilists…

Tibi’s concern is so closely linked to what Kearney calls “today’s challenge” that they both can be seen as two formulations of the same problem. Gadamer’s hermeneutics answers them both in showing that the relation between the universal and the particular is not that of logical subsumption, but rather of co-determination. Since for Gadamer the relation between universality and particularity is not vertical or hierarchical, but rather lateral and circular, his universalism is nonessentialist and nonhegemonic, yet of a normative kind, allowing for the possibility of a philosophical critique of existing practices
. The oneness of the horizon renders this circularity non-technical and therefore non-violent, for it reveals that the universal is not to be imposed on the particular, but rather that the particular finds its way to the universal on its own. But even this language is misleading, for it carries the connotation of a universal which is “set in stone,” of the universal “in-itself,” as if all that remained for us to do was to apply it to different cultures and individuals in a mechanical way. Gadamer’s appropriation and reinterrpetation of phronesis shows that principles can be adopted only in a context-sensitive way, that, as Madison has it, there is “no universal formula for the implementation of universal values”
. Adoption of universal principles and laws always involves a creative adaptation of them. The hermeneutical co-determination of the universal and the particular means that, as the particular approaches the universal, it is both changed by and itself changes the universal. Precisely therefore it does not make sense to ask whether the self overpowers the other or the other overpowers the self in the fusion of the horizons, for a crucial aim of Gadamer’s hermeneutics is to unfold a certain oneness, a certain medium, or “the shared life,” within which both the self and the other constantly gain new meanings and determinations. Here we find an implied respect for particularity of the other which is for Gadamer of a potentially decisive nature: “We may perhaps survive as a humanity if we would be able to learn that we may not simply exploit our means of power and effective possibilities, but must learn to…respect the other as an other, whether it is nature or the grown cultures of peoples and nations, and if we would be able to learn to experience the other and the others, as the other of our self, in order to participate with one another”
.

The ethical implications of the oneness of the horizon clearly show that for Gadamer the oneness is both a presupposition and an achievement, that Gadamer uses the term both descriptively, to reveal the conditions of understanding, and that the term carries a normative force, since it is a task and a goal to be achieved in the face of social and political dangers. In both cases, oneness is accompanied by otherness. In case of oneness as a presupposition of understanding, otherness manifests itself as the condition of interpretation’s objectivity: without otherness, no object of interpretation would be possible, for each and every interpretation would be merely of a narcissistic nature. But oneness is also an achievement: The task of interpretation is, while being guided by the text, to reveal its continuing significance, to bring it out of the past into the living present. This is achieved not by overcoming the temporal distance that separates us from the original text, but rather by revealing distance itself as a positive and a productive condition which enables understanding
. Here lies the reason why to understand is always to understand differently: Temporal distance does not separate us from the meaning of the text, but rather links us to it in a genuine way, revealing the significance of the hermeneutical belonging. 

Here one encounters an answer to Kearney’s claim that Gadamer’s fusion of horizons abolishes otherness in the event of appropriation. Gadamer retains a difference between understanding and otherness, be it that of a text, a culture, or an individual. As is most clearly manifested in Gadamer’s account of play, each and every work transcends itself as an original creation in the event of interpretation: A piece of music becomes actual when being performed; a novel achieves its actualization in the activity of reading. The meaning of a text or a text-analog cannot be reduced either to the intentions of the author, or to any particular interpretation of it. But if no single interpretation has the means of exhausting the interpreted object, Kearney’s critique loses its basis. Since the hermeneutical reconquering, or as Gadamer sometimes even says, of recontruction, is not to be understood in a psychological sense, the task of Gadamer’s hermeneutics cannot be seen as the abolition of otherness in the event of understanding, because that would ignore a clear separation not only between the individuality of the text’s author and the text’s meaning, but also between the particularity of a single interpretation and the overflow of the text’s capabilities. Hence, the normative character of the oneness of the horizon shows why Kearney’s critique of Gadamer is misplaced. On the one hand, otherness is not exhausted in appropriation. On the other hand, the act of appropriation is not to be understood as the subjection of the other to the self, but as the rising of the other and of the self to a higher universality.

5.

The significance of the oneness of the horizon manifests itself in the context of Gadamer’s reinterpretation of understanding as a hermeneutic circle and in the context of his reinterpretation of the history of the effect. According to Gadamer, Heidegger’s superiority over Schleiermacher lies in the abandonment of formalism and psychologism as the characteristic traits of the romantic interpretation of the hermeneutic circle. The circle is neither subjective nor objective, because the anticipation of meaning which governs the understanding of a text “is not an act of subjectivity, but proceeds from the commonality that binds us to the tradition”
. Since for Gadamer, it is not ourselves as closed subjectivities but rather the tradition itself which is the ultimate origin of the anticipation of meaning, the circle is not psychological but is, rather, ontological. Precisely because our anticipatory prejudices have an ontological status, understanding possesses an ontological structure. Thus in this context, the oneness of the horizon – i.e., the commonality, anticipation, tradition –  plays the role of the necessary condition which justifies the ontological account of the hermeneutic circle. But how is this ontology of understanding to be understood? How is one to account for the anticipation as the bond with tradition? Can one speak of the “ideology” of fundamental questioning into which we inevitably fall? I shall return to these questions in the following section.

In a similar way, the oneness of the horizon is implied in Gadamer’s description of the history of effect. “In all understanding, whether we are expressily aware of it or not, the efficacy of history is at work”
. The effect of history does not depend on being recognized, nor is it a supplement to historical inquiry; it is, rather, an intrinsic element in all understanding. While it is incumbent upon us to become aware of it, since on this awareness our knowledge of the subject matter and of ourselves largely rests, the explicit awareness of the history of effect is “as hybrid a statement as when Hegel speaks of absolute knowledge”
. The very fact that we can never explicitly know the full effect of history shows how significant the oneness of the horizon is for Gadamer. Being an element of understanding, it is effectual already “in finding the right questions to ask”
.

The hermeneutic circle and the history of effect, as far as they are explications of the oneness of the horizon, are so closely tied together, that one can even say that they are two formulations of the same phenomenon. While the account of the hermeneutic circle unfolds the subjective side of the oneness of the horizon (that of our enabling prejudices), the history of effect reveals the objective side of the same phenomenon (that of history and tradition). Moreover, while unfolding the significance of the oneness of the horizon, both themes lead directly to Gadamer’s analysis of the question/answer dialectic
. Their true significance, Gadamer tells us, is to be witnessed in finding the right questions to ask. But if this is the ultimate meaning of the oneness of the horizon, is one justified in speaking of a merely negative role that this oneness plays? In place of a conclusion, I want to address the following possibility: What if the problematic character of Gadamer’s hermeneutics lies not in overlooking the other, as Kearney suggests, but rather in overlooking the self, for does not the equation between the question of the interpreter and the question of the tradition lead one to the quasi-Heideggerian hermeneutics of the Fundamental Question thereby implying the disappearance of the subject?

6.

One is tempted to argue: Gadamer’s hermeneutics overlooks the question of the self, for it equates the question of the interpreter with the question of the tradition, thereby abolishing the individuality of the self. The self in Gadamer loses its originality and its freedom, for it becomes merely a tool in the hands of some anonymous power, which determines the questions that the interpreter asks. Why not say then, contra Kearney, that the weakness of Gadamer’s hermeneutics lies not in the subjection of the other to the self, but rather in the subjection of both the other and the self to the vagaries of Fundamental Questioning? Why not say that the hermeneutics of belonging is the abandonment of both the self and the other to the oneness of the horizon?

A detailed analysis would certainly show that Gadamer’s question/answer logic does not lend itself to such a reading. It is, however, not my purpose to undertake such an analysis. Suffice it to mention that Gadamer’s hermeneutics is most suspicious of “permanent problems,” or the history of problems: “History of problems would truly be history only if it acknowledged that the identity of the problem is an empty abstraction and permitted itself to be transformed into questioning”
. Only if one acknowledges that every “fundamental question” is to be asked differently each time, can one speak of fundamental questions in the context of Gadamer’s hermeneutics. Gadamer’s question/answer logic does not lead to a certain set of fundamental questions, which underlie a multiplicity of texts, but rather to a multiplicity of questions which one and the same text can address to us. The question/answer logic is an account of the hermeneutical fact that one and the same text cannot be reduced to a collection of specific statements, that a text has the potential of revealing a different significance in different times and places. The question/answer logic develops the oneness of the horizon not in the direction of the abolishment of the difference between the past and the present, but rather in the direction of the acknowledgment that the past still speaks and that it speaks differently from how it spoke before.

Thus the oneness of the horizon(s) is not a recovery of some lost original consciousness by rendering the past contemporaneous with the present. Having taken the detour of question and answer, the fusion of horizons appears as a notion which explodes the subject/object dichotomy by rendering the question “who thinks whom” meaningless. The interpreter alters the text, the text changes the interpreter and it does not make sense to ask who thinks whom, for each is simultaneously in play. The fusion of horizons seems inevitably linked to the confusion of voices in which the interpreter and the text are so closely linked that no clear-cut distinction between them is possible. This, however, does not mean that the fusion of horizons abolishes the individuality of the self, but that Gadamer’s hermeneutics unfolds a non-foundational conception of subjectivity.

The question/answer logic reveals that the self in Gadamer is not a primary principle or an unalterable presence. The bond between the interpreter and the interpreted is not based on the self and the other as pre-existing entities. Rather, we always already find ourselves within this bond and our identities are continuously enriched by it. The text addresses questions to the reader and only in response to these questions the reader starts questioning the text. What could this mean if not that the subject is never the ultimate origin of meaning, but that s/he responds to the proposals of meaning made possible by the oneness of the hermeneutical horizon(s)? The oneness of the horizon both liberates the text from its alienation by bringing it into the living present and constitutes the identity of the interpreter, for it is by approaching the text, by letting oneself be questioned by it, that the interpreter’s prejudices are tested
.

Insofar as this oneness is a necessary presupposition of interpretation, it does not merely secure the grounds of interpretation’s objectivity; it is not merely a word, which, by overcoming the shortcomings of psychologism, accounts for the referential character of interpretation. Being always already there, the oneness of the horizon is that which renders the text plurivocal: What the text says is revealed in the interplay of questions and answers, which unfold in the dialogue between the interpreter and the text. While the bond that links the interpreter to the interpreted is to be acknowledged, at the same time it is to remain nameless, for by linking the text to anyone who “complies with the text’s injunction,” the oneness of the horizon extends in a plurality of directions, thereby remaining fuzzy and vague, indeterminate and open-ended. Hence the oneness of the horizon is essentially dialectical: the meaning of the oneness lies in the elucidation and encouragement of a plurality of fusions of horizons.

Within the oneness of the horizon, interpretation cannot be approached as something added to the original text, as if the latter were a set of fixed statements, but rather manifests itself in uncovering the implicit meaning of the text itself. This, however, does not exhaust the presuppositional character of the oneness of the horizon. Just as the oneness of the horizon reveals the shortcomings of the incommensurabilist stance by showing the abstractness of non-dialogical difference, so likewise the question/answer logic simultaneously reveals the abstractness of the non-dialogical self. The self-understanding of the interpreter is constituted within the oneness of the horizon; the self is a partner in dialogue and is invited to respond to the proposals of meaning stemming from the text in such a way as to reach a better understanding of him- or herself. Hence the self in Gadamer’s hermeneutics does not play a merely passive role and the oneness of the horizon is not, therefore, merely a presupposition but also an achievement. The meaning of the text and the self-understanding of the interpreter are constituted in the interplay of questions and answers provided by both the reader and the text. The question/answer logic renders the encounter with the text truly dialogical. It is not enough merely to hear the questions of the text. It is necessary to respond, to “constitute” the text’s meaning, thereby achieving a more thorough understanding of oneself.

The question/answer logic, as the culmination of Gadamer’s account of the oneness of the horizon, shows that the oneness, no matter how indeterminate it is, is nothing less than the “conversation that we ourselves are”
. The oneness of the horizon reveals the correlative nature of ipseity and alterity: Gadamer’s account of the self and the other goes hand-in-hand with his account of the other in the self and the self in the other. Just as there is no text without interpretation, so also there is no interpretation without the text. By extension, just as there is no self without the other, so also there is no other without the self. And yet, the very fact that Gadamer’s dialectic is open-ended – that human understanding is essentially finite – means that there are new others to be discovered and new forms of self-understanding to be reached. Thus the open-ended oneness of the horizon liberates both the other and the self from their anonymity by re-turning them to the infinity of dialogue.
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APIE HERMENEUTINIŲ HORIZONTŲ VIENUMĄ
Santrauka 
Nors Gadamerio hermeneutika susilaukė nemažai kritikos įvairiais filosofiniais aspektais, tačiau kritikos gausa vargu ar suteikė impulsą naujiems požiūriams, kadangi ji buvo ne kas kita kaip dviejų priešingų požiūrių pakartojimas. Iš vienos pusės, mes dažnai girdime, jog Gadamerio hermeneutika yra tik paslėptas ,,subjekto filosofijos” porūšis. Ji pasinaudodama atvirumu redukuoja Kitą į save. Kita vertus, dažnai teigiama, jog Gadamerio darbai priklauso ,,fundamentalių klausimų hermeneutikos” kategorijai, ir todėl negali paaiškinti savo savumo. Pasirinkus hermeneutinių horizontų temą kaip darbo objektą, šiame straipsnyje teigiama, jog ši tema nesukuria hegemoninių ar esmingumo konotacijų. Priešingai, gili analizė, akcentuojanti horizontų vienumo neigiamus ir dialektinius elementus ir faktą, jog ši tema Gadameriui yra ir prielaida, ir pasiekimas, atskleidžia abiejų kritikų trūkumus. Galutinėje analizėje horizontų vienumas yra dialogas, kurio dalimi mes esame. Ypatingas dėmesys skirtas Richard Kearney’io Gadamerio kritikai, Gadamerio nebendramačio požiūrio kritikai ir Gadamerio hermeneutikos relevantiškumui šiuolaikiniame socialinių-politinių interesų kontekste. 

REIKŠMINIAI ŽODŽIAI: kultūrinis nebendramatiškumas, dialogas, horizontų susiliejimas, hermeneutinis ratas, efekto istorija, kintamumas, atvirumas, klausimo/atsakymo logika, hermeneutikos tipai.
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O jedności horyzontów hermeneutycznych 
Streszczenie 
Mimo iż hermeneutyka Gadamera spotkała się z dużą krytyką, dotyczącą różnych aspektów filozoficznych, to jej wielość raczej nie wpłynęła na rozwój nowych poglądów, gdyż była niczym innym jak powtórzeniem dwóch przeciwstawnych punktów widzenia. Z jednej strony, często słyszymy, że hermeneutyka Gadamera jest tylko zawoalowaną odmianą ,,filozofii podmiotu”, która za pomocą otwartości redukuje Innego do własnej osoby. Z drugiej strony, często się twierdzi, że prace Gadamera należą do kategorii ,,hermeneutyki fundamentalnych pytań”, i dlatego nie mogą wytłumaczyć swojej istoty. Na podstawie przeprowadzonej w niniejszym artykule analizy należy stwierdzić, że temat horyzontów hermeneutycznych nie tworzy hegemonicznych czy istotnych konotacji. Przeciwnie, głęboka analiza, akcentująca elementy negatywne oraz dialektyczne jedności horyzontów oraz fakt, że temat ten jest dla Gadamera i przesłanką, i wnioskiem, ujawnia niedociągnięcia obu krytyk. W końcowej analizie jedność horyzontów jest dialogiem, którego częścią jesteśmy. Szczególną uwagę poświęcono krytyce Gadamera przez Richarda Kearneya, krytyce niewspółmiernego poglądu Gadamera oraz doniosłości hermeneutyki Gadamera w kontekście współczesnych interesów społeczno-politycznych. 

Słowa klucze: niewspółmierność kulturowa, dialog, zbieżność horyzontów, koło hermeneutyczne, historia efektu, zmienność, otwartość, logika pytania/odpowiedzi, typy hermeneutyki.
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