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1. Introduction

Heinrich Rickert contended in hizhilosophy of Lifewhich is a critique of what
he considered »modish« life-philosopHyelbensphilosoph)e that «historical
philosophy does not exist« and that the histoiigaherely the contingent raw
material for philosophy to be excluded in its sysaéization® Rickert dismissed
the historical as accidental, heterogeneous, anitylar, in contrast with the
necessity, unity, and universality of value anddigl. From this perspective,
he accused Dilthey of being a »life-philosopher« wiraed a lack of principles
into the ultimate principle and undermined ratigyaby denying that there is
intelligibility and meaning independent of the mafuand historical world.
Diverging from the dominant Neo-Kantianism and Pewith of his era,
Wilhelm Dilthey's works engaged, articulated, and rogek up the historical for
reflection, as his writings indicate an endeavoenact historical research with
a philosophical intent while interpreting philosopinyrelation to its historical
referential context. Philosophy is inevitably historical for Dilthey ibeing
informed by and responding to its times. It is historical in being lost in the
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plural, the particular, and the contingent, as Ritkworried, but by
encountering the present and engaging it in expegiand reflection.

Frithjof Rodi has described Dilthey’s strategy assgnergetic analysis,« which
articulates overlapping tendencies in their pliyaind tension rather than
reducing them to an abstract idenfitRilthey did not offer a conventional or
anti-philosophical »history of ideas« that onlyeggirizes positions and views,
since his strategy was to reopen thought to itdlieeperiential and reflective
as well as its worldly and social-historical horizombkis paper focuses on two
questions that can be asked of Dilthey's historstedtegy: What does history
signify in the context of Dilthey's critique and misformation of previous
»philosophy of history« and why is historicity craicto what he called the task
of self-reflection $elbstbesinnung

It is well-known that Dilthey described his project ascritique of historical
reason«, and the inaccurate interpretation of Djlttees an advocate of
irrationalism or mere life-philosophy has been eoted multiple times. In this
paper, | contend that Dilthey developed an alteveaticcount of rationality by
prioritizing self-reflection in relation to its erpential life-contexts and
consequently of articulating a critical model dfiatorical, immanent, and this-
worldly rationality. This model does not supprese theterogeneous and
contingent character of human existence. Nor doegdiude the affective and
the bodily dimensions of human life, without whichdenstanding cannot
occur, although individual existence and socia hfe not only formed on the
basis of affective and bodily life and experienteis reflection, when it
recognizes the non-conceptual and non-cognitive clwallows them to be
heard and articulated; that is, if they are headladdressed at all.

Dilthey describes how elemental experiences are elbtransparent intuitions
insofar as they already involve - through selfagiftity — understanding,
interpretation, and expression as well as self-cgfia. These processes are not
merely »cognitive« or »intellectual« such that thepuld be denounced or
excluded from philosophy and the human sciencesrdier to celebrate pure
life, intuition, or experience as such. Nor carf-s&flection be seen as the core
of the self, as interiority, as it is simultanegqual reflection tied up with the
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world and the claims of reality on the séluman life is autobiographical and
hence self-reflective in relation to others, its ldpand itself. The seemingly
natural and ontological categories of life and itita are themselves shaped in
and by human practices, formations, and contextd, depend on history,
language, and society through human self-expressityglization, and
conceptualization.

The human sciences presuppose a response to thioguef self and society,
and are implicated in the very formations of idigntfhat they study. The human
sciences are connected from the beginning — wheitlerowledged or not - to
the reality of and possibilities for self-knowledg&nce the self is a formative
and acquired nexus for Dilthey, such knowledge isedarptial and reflective
yet cannot avoid the work of understanding and jmiation. It has been
impacted by others and accordingly cannot only thésaue of a self that is
transparent to itself through the light of intuiticor reason. Instead, self-
reflection leads to interpretive and empirical imguinto the individual and
social-historical life nexud.€benszusammenhgrg which | participate and of
which | am to some extent a conscious co-agémadvocating a self-reflection
that is not merely private or subjective and thediiography that more or less
directly expresses the self-reflection of a’lifBilthey’s hermeneutics radically
diverges — as Gadamer himself notes — from onedbatends that the »self-
awareness of the individual is only a flickering tine closed circuits of
historical life.€

Like Gadamer, Theodor Adorno criticizes Dilthey for ecemphasizing
individuals and their differencésDilthey recognized and articulated the
impersonal forces and dimensions of social-his#biite such as custom, habit,
and tradition as well as the material and econoepeaduction of society. One
example of this is that, while rejecting what he édeed his overly abstract
and radical approach to society, Dilthey could mrdlge structural analysis of
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capitalism in Karl Marx’sDas Kapital."> By employing objectivating third-

person perspectives, the individual can always layaed and explained as a
continuation of the past, as embodying naturaltdiobbgical tendencies, or as a
functional component and tool of the social tenéenand historical traditions
to which it belongs. Dilthey did not exclude thesetsigies from the human
sciences even as he disputed the claim assertieg #xclusivity or
absoluteness in interpreting social-historical .lifdor did Dilthey abandon
examining the impersonal structural and ontologidahensions of social-
historical life in his own research, which he destgdahe external organization
of society. Nonetheless, the individual can be asrsid in relation to and from
out of its own first-person perspective, which isatly dialogical and other-
related through the interconnection of »l« and =xy@s a participating co-agent
in social life. This first-person perspective of denstanding is in fact
presupposed by »all further operations of the huswences: As a human
science, history assumes understanding betweennseiise., between self and
other, insofar as not only its objects but its eots, its activity, and its
knowledge falls and operates within social life.

The human sciences originate for Dilthey in the -sefliection of ordinary
social life and in reflection on the contexts amditions of that lif¢? Human
scientific inquiry is necessarily self-reflexivasofar as one studies oneself, and
empirical to the degree that the self does notsparently know itself and its
social relations through consciousness alone. Theah sciences presuppose
the potential truth and validity of the first pemsperspective of self-reflexive
agents while simultaneously needing to go beyond thdinary self-
understandings of individuals in examining the psses and structures to
which every social agent is to some degree or ansthigected and as a result
shaped as a subject of a particular life-nexus. Asoasing of multiple social
tendencies, the individual expresses that life-sewtile transforming it by
living and enacting it in its own manner. Socialieatand individuation are
bound together, and this double need indicates withdyi should be read as
justifying both a hermeneutics of the self-intetptions of persons in the
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context of social-historical life as well as struefefunctional analysis and
causal explanations of that life. The human sciemeguire the multiplication
of perspectives of interpretation and explanation ilayh nevertheless,
prioritizing experience, understanding, and intetgtion in socially and
historically informed self-reflection.

Knowing is not an isolated private and subjectivadition of the individual's
interiority or intuition for Dilthey, it is worldly ad interpersonal from the start.
Knowledge of human affairs is constituted and restapy the lived
experiences and practical interests of the indaisi@nd groups of social life.
History, as experienced and as inquiry, is accotdingither accidental nor a
hindrance to knowledge, as it is its very mediunkeldise, experiences and
practices are not fallen manifestations of ideasms, and values that have a
validity and intelligibility of their own but are éhcontext and content of their
enactment and occurrence. Historical research amdtiman sciences cannot
then exclude the facticity of life for the sakeidéal validity without missing
their very orienting question and concern - theenprtetive and empirical
encounter with the concrete particularity and miidiify of human existence in
oneself and others.

2. Dilthey between Hegel and Heidegger?

The »philosophy of history« has fallen into disrepto the extent that it has
been identified with the ability to know, predict,daproduce history (what Karl
Popper inaccurately calls »historicism«) or theitog and construction of a
comprehensive totality that would justify the coursdehistory, including its
brutality, cruelty, and terror, in the name of aajer good or, as in Hegel, for
the sake of the presefitHowever, even according to Hegel, who notoriously
seems to lack sympathy for the particular, andwbom historyis theodicy**
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»Yet what experience and history teach us is thi, riations and governments
have never learned anything from history, nor adgteéccordance with the
lessons to be derived from it. Each era has suditplar circumstances, such
individual situations, that decisions can only baden from within that era
itself.«®

Hegel maintained both the historical conditionadihd particularity of an era as
well as history having a more vital sense and siggnice such that the present
is where the absolute occurs. In a passage, whichtraigfirst glance evoke
Hegel's statement, Dilthey notes the basic facticityhistory; »But that is
precisely the lesson of history: In its deepestceons, the human race really
has no inkling of the way the barriers of historicahditions enclose its life‘
Whereas for Hegel the conditional and unconditi@habys stand in a complex
relationship of mediation, Hegel's certainty, faiitmd underlying principle of
identity concerning the historical is lacking in thiy. Dilthey did not identify
an absolute in history, and refused the »magigahfita« of identity that would
resolve the tension of being and thinkiigde nonetheless argued that the
present is not the limit of historical interpretati and for the reality of
conceptual and scientific progreds.Conceptualization and idealization
necessarily move away from the facticity of immankistorical life through
generalization and universalization while not esegpr transcending its own
historical life-nexus, including relations of powér.

History is not simply the scientific study of a sftobjectively given facts or
objects of research. Historical research is onlgtzable because human life is
already fundamentally historic&l.This difference, which for Dilthey compels
the relation between history as science and higterfacticity, would be taken
up by Heidegger as the distinction between histogiplgy or the science of
history (Historie) and history as enactment, occurrence, and event
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(Geschichtp® Whereas Heidegger alternatively sought to reforteuta reject
Historie in the name ofSeschichtea movement culminating in the history of
Being SeinsgeschichteDilthey focused on illuminating the intertwinemegit
historical research and historical lived-experiettt®ugh the moment of self-
reflection and interpretation. »Ontic history« istnim danger of being
submerged in the ontological history of being, historical research replaced
by philosophical history as seems to be in the oasteideggef?

In Dilthey’s thinking of the historical, by contrashe historicity of »originary
history« cannot be separated from the contingenpirical, and ontic character
of self-reflection on history which is the basistbe discipline or science of
history. The academic study of history is calledHdy the interruptions and
lack of transparency of historical self-understagdand memory. Originary
history is already inherently singular-plural forltbey. The multiplicity of
historical forces and facticities, their incommenadiility and conflict,
undermines any identity or unity of history, whettéstory is understood as
factical historicityor thehuman science of histafy

3. History as Facticity, Art, and Science

Early in thelntroduction to the Human SciengeBilthey criticized unifying
approaches to historical life by showing the relagsd of facticity, the
incommensurability of perspectives and sources te@dnmanent and inherent
limits to experience and knowledffeResistance and reversal, the singular and
the whole, are modes of facticity, which inform Dilteeconception of history
and the human sciences, since they indicate tlitedi of historical life and the

2L On the development and different senses of fagtici nineteenth and twentieth-
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inherent limits of experience and knowledgénd yet humans access facticity
and history as factical-historical beings.

Because history is factical, the study of hist@aryot simply the study of human
consciousness and its worldly manifestations. Constiess, as we have seen,
is already worldly and historical; the self is entadnin facticity. In this case,
the historical self as participant and co-agerttigtory is referred beyond itself
to its contexts and conditions. Dilthey’s »indivillem« focused on the
contextual individual in history rather than consting history by means of the
abstraction of the atomistic individu@l.The social-historical formation of
human life in its facticity cannot simply be derdviEom a theoretical account of
human nature, insofar as the former inherently lve® the perspective of an
active participant confronting its own facticity mat than the attitude of a
contemplative observéf. The latter approach fails to meet the goal of
knowledge in the human sciences, which in the emibtighe universal but the
singular and uniqu®. This appreciation of the singular is crucial besu
according to a principle of the immanence and f&glhation of meaning and
value, »each life has its own senég.«

Because of its concern for the unig@gnfnaliger) and because the observer
falls within the observed, the praxis of history sedes a responsive practice or
art. The human science of history is as much arasra science such that it
cannot be reduced to the status of a sci&hiéstory cannot be a science which
reduces art to method, lived-experience to rules] the singular to the
universal. It is rather an art which incorporateserstific reflection and
methods. Yet, contrary to Gadamer’s criticism, Dithrejected as inadequate
an artless rule-based hermeneutidsor hermeneutics and the study of history,
method cannot suffice without lived experieffcenor can knowledge occur
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without art® Dilthey noted the importance of method to inquiryiletarguing
for the pragmatic conditions, the plurality andxi@lity of methods in the
human science¥. This is because of Dilthey’'s suspicion of a general
explanatory method applied to all aspects of hystddethods can only be
evaluated through their application and restilts.is the task of inquiry itself,
how the object presents itself in its givenness, igtermines methodology in
the human sciences rather than a unified theotesiandpoint® Because of its
basis in experience and an informed practice (&igtory responds to the
empiricity (Empirie) and facticity that addresses human agents. Hisi®ry
therefore inherently empirical and reflective irrgupposing experience and art
without, however, abandoning the possibility of extiag itself through theory.
History is inevitably narrative in that it exploreeproduces and transforms the
narrative processes and structures of historital liife is not merely given or
exhausted in its »givenness.« It occurs as undetsamd interpreted through
narrative and in relation to the interruption ofnaséive. The need for narrative,
which is not fulfilled in art or science, is ful@t in the human sciences which
concern themselves not with facts or events isoléwmah their narrative and
life-contexts but with the narrative processes amdickires of human
experience, particularly biography and history. etigtoriginates not in the
event but in the expectations, experiences, andariesof the event. That is,
in the telling of the event, which indicate the nefm narrative self-
understanding and enactment as an articulationuofiam experience in its
historical life>” The writing of history is a free narrative arthet than a
conceptual system of laws and propositions. Bothsttience of history and
factical history resist the status of a unified diye whether metaphysical-
speculative or causal-deductive.

3 GS XIV, 695/ SW 1V, 136.

4GSV, 42.
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History as an art, concerned with the bond betweensthgular and the
universal®, can only partially narrate and reflect aspecta wést totality; it can
only recover remnants of the stratified pastlistory is scientific insofar as it
has scientific-empirical means of studying the pésbugh documents and
statistics?’ History is artistic since - like art — it demandi® temployment of
the imagination and ingenuity of the historfarthe historian cannot proceed
through conceptual thought alone as »there is rienstanding apart from a
feeling of value,« and the practice of history »iiees a feeling for the power of
the unique and a sense for inner connections aideag. <

History demands the formation of feeling and sens¢he part of the historian
and yet it cannot simply remain with that feelinglaense since it is confronted
by the distance and interval that undermines tlifepsesence of intuition and
contemplation. Dilthey thus criticized limiting imfgetation to »an aesthetic
sensibility that grasps the whole in feeling, butd§ itself incapable of
reproducing it intelligibly. . .€ This lack of linguistic and conceptual
mediation, which is the only way we have of knowingselvres or the world, is
in fact the failure of the historical school: »Higtal vision and comparative
procedures by themselves are incapable of estaigigin autonomous system
of the human sciences or of exerting any influenoelife.<* Because the
historical school lost itself in the particular, Diéy sought to articulate its
philosophical and theoretical ba$idHistory, and the art and practice of human
scientific inquiry in general, cannot avoid the essity of theoretical
reflection?®
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History is inherently both art and science, a nareapractice informed by
methodological empirical inquiry. History as art aselence can be taken up
self-reflectively by the historian, yet history li®und to both its artistic and
scientific conditions. History cannot, given its texts and conditions, recover
the past or predict and form the future as presemczannot overcome the
distance which is its own condition. The facticaltiity of human life does
not only make historical social and self knowledgesgible through self-
reflection and empirical inquiry, but it already piicates the project of
knowledge in its own impossibility as a unifying cigre system.
Metaphysical and speculative approaches to theogphy of history are
problematized by the very facticity, multiplicitynd singularity of historicity.
Dilthey emphasizes the fragility of systematizatian, historical reflection and
inquiry cannot exhaust the historicity and facgicif human life!’

4. Dilthey’s Critique of Identity: Philosophy of ktory and
Sociology

»[...] the boundlesambiguity of the material of history became evident. This
showed thefutility of the teleological principle of historiteknowledge« —
Wilhelm Dilthey™®

»My attack on sociology thus cannot be directedresga discipline of this sort
[i.e., the science of social organizations], butather aimed at a science that
seeks to comprehend in one science everything wiichirs de facto within
human society. Such comprehension would be bas#dediollowing principle:
Whatever occurs within human society in the courkétsohistory must be
integrated into the unity of one and the same akjecWilhelm Dilthey®

Dilthey recognized the legitimate use of categosigsh as identity, totality and
unity in ordinary life and the sciences. However, tizll developed arguments
against the reification of identity, systematicatdy and unity in metaphysics,
the philosophy of history and Comte’s sociology.e3& arguments are not

4GS VIII, 38-39.
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simply a rejection of synthetic and constructiveties but are positive in
articulating the significance and value of the silag and the individual in life
and for the formation of the human sciences. Dilthenti-reductive motif runs
against the tendencies of the philosophy of histagciology and unified
science by asserting the complexity of the senséistbry™ It is not the
speculative-metaphysical philosophy of history ototalizing social science
that can elucidate the historicity of human life.[tEBy argued post-
metaphysically that it is in fact the human scientteat are the sole means for
explaining history" He argued further for the plurality of the humaiesces,
the inherent multiplicity of their methods and atife against Comte’s vision of
a unifying science of positive sociologfylt is the ambiguity and materiality of
history itself that undermines the metaphysicalivaand claims of the
philosophy of history and the totalizing sociologfythe positivism of Comt&®
Dilthey argued for a thorough methodological plaliagainst the claims of
integrating metaphysics or science from his earliater thought. What are the
reasons for resisting the systematizing unity ginitive thought and why is this
resistance not irrelevant?

Against the »Platonism« of metaphysics, Dilthey adguéhat the
unfathomability of the world shows that every sysisrane sided. Dilthey goes
further than noting the fact of the disagreementmataphysical systems to
criticize the metaphysical tradition itself. In aarly note, Dilthey suggested:
»The thought that the logos is present in humadgimetrically opposed to my
approach. This parousia has become through [.afoPind Christianity the
middle point of German philosophy <This historical and critical approach to
metaphysics would be developed in theoduction to the Human Sciencas
the impossibility of redeeming metaphysics and mieeessity for empirical-
experiential inquiry.

According to the young Dilthey, the whole cannot belaxed, whether as
nature or history, and there is no need to cornstéuvhole, least of all as it has

0 GS1,97-98 / SW |, 146-147.
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been done in the philosophy of histfyDilthey distinguished from early on
the difference in kind between the whole as cont&usémmenhangnd as an
abstract constructed system. The latter isolatescas of the former in order to
achieve an ahistorical abstract conception of theleviDilthey differentiated
the contextual whole from the abstract systematicleyhimr example, in a
discussion of the holism of early modern hermemsttiThe whole is known
through partial systems, which in isolation face diamger of false abstraction.
Because thought is not self-contained and cannestitote itself as a whole
without aporia and antinomy, excess and remainderetis no measure by
which to separate and isolate the empirical and phi#osophicaf’ The
conceptually constructed whole is always referrefiitther contexts that it has
not produced. In this sense, Dilthey denied thertisaeof the identity of the
true and the made or the known and the produceck sirfor example — »there
is more than knowledge in a poem or in a lettertoP8ul«®

Metaphysical and speculative philosophy of histasgumes the intelligibility
of a temporal whole that can be conceptually knowa gystematic function.
Even the more reflective conception of history adjufor by Kant, which
undermined the finality of history for a reflectiygosited goal which could be
posited by self-developing humanity, still presupgad the duality of what is
(the empirical human being) and what ought to be {teal of humanity) and
its mediation through and as histdPyAlthough Kant was one of the first to
allow history into his philosophical thought withorgducing it to formulas,
Kant’'s conception of history did not go far enough understanding the
practical and ethical from out of historical praatilife’® Kant had begun to
show the way of understanding history responsivalynfout of itself, although
Dilthey concludes that Kant - like the Neo-Kantiansovibllowed him - did
not overcome the residues of metaphysical duaktyben the intelligible and
the sensible.
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History has sense and significance immanent infit$eke inherent significance
of history and life emerges in relation its ambiguiindeterminacy, and
plurality, and in the recognition of the possibtanrintelligibility of life — since
life is both significant and unfathomable in itsnm@anence. The pretheoretical
significance of life, a thesis which powerfully restes with Merleau-Ponty’s
phenomenology of the body, does not exclude butgeserom facticity” The
facticity of life implies for Dilthey both the pregaitive significance of the life-
nexus and the self-distanced interrupted charadtéfe. Dilthey thus rejected
the teleological-metaphysical presupposition ofittrerent intelligibility of the
world insofar as life is both always already sigrafit and bound to what resists
and disturbs sense and significance.

The purposive character of lived experience do¢snmaly teleological finality,
either for the individual or the species. The pgg®which emerge from the
practical interests of historical life are reifiedthe teleology or philosophy of
history, in its idea of a pre-given determinate Igoaeven more open and
indeterminate teleologies that still reflectivelffirn one goal of development
and progress. Dilthey advocated the potential faygprss but showed its
unstable and fragile character by arguing foretative character. The empirical
and interpretive investigation of formation and elepment in history does not
allow the demonstration of the realization of adégical goal or a necessary
progress$? Progress as such can not be provedor is it an appropriate ideal
insofar as it judges every culture and epoch adegrtb the standard of one’s
own present. The idea of progress undermines thahplity of being receptive
to the address of what is other than oneself in slibating the other to the
finality of a developmental schema. Dilthey challedgthis argument, for
example, in Schleiermacher’'s placement of Chrigifaat the height of a
historical-developmental schema that subordinallentfzer religions. He would
guestion the exclusivity of progress from his eadgding of Schleiermacher to

%1 On the immanent ordering in sensation and expegiemDilthey, see GS V, 79.
2GS VII, 253/ SW Il 272.
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his later thinking of the irresolvable plurality carconflict of worldviews and
perspective§?

The philosophy of history had imposed principled &rmulas abstracted from
aspects of life back onto that life as a whole.dadtof this reifying strategy,
which denied the very facticity of life, Dilthey argg for an immanent strategy
of responsively understanding history and its mosets through and out of
historical life itself. Life is already significanbefore it is explicitly or
conceptually known even as language and thougheqrered to articulate and
reflect on that sense and significance. Human liém de articulated as
significant prior to knowledge and, further, thatolrledge of human life
already depends upon and occurs within the sigmifieaand nexus of ordinary
human life. In the human sciences, especially histhe objects of inquiry are
»already known«hekann} in the sense of being understood before they are
conceptually cognized iErkenntnis® Understanding therefore precedes and
provides the basis for the conceptual cognitiBrkénntniy which potentially
transforms it. Theébekanntis the basis for therkanntand yet the former can
enact a transformation of the latter.

Historical knowledge presupposes the understanding bfstorical being in
which there is an interdependence of fact and laalityeand meaning, feeling
of value and rule. These are already active in huiifa and come to be
recognized only in self-reflectiofi. The self-reflection of a being related
interpretively to its world is the basis of concegltoognition. The individual is
not an isolated single existence enclosed within ii&presentational
consciousness or egoity. It is instead a complekanomplexity that includes
and is related to the feelings of life of otheisty, and even natufé.

There is a sense of the whole in the individual tweigig with the cogivenness
of self and world. This whole, however, can never laglenfully intelligible and
systematized in concepts without the excess andimeerathat forces such

® Dilthey’s early criticisms of Schleiermacher’s tlyhit concentrated on the unifying
tendency of its conceptualism and its lack of hisity in subordinating the historical to
the ideal (see SW V).

®*GS|1,120/SW |, 168.
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systems into aporia and antinomy. There is theredegitimacy in Husserl and
Rickert’s criticism of Dilthey’s »skepticism.« Th@yng Dilthey himself called
his approach a »moderate skepticism« which hadusgession of hypothetical
explanation as a consequefitk.is not the modern skepticism of Descartes and
unconditional doubt that we find at work in Dilthey®rks. It is more akin to
the ancient skepticism that doubted knowledge aedrthin order to affirm the
value of practical social-historical life. Nevertbs$, the skepticism charge is
incorrect since it assimilated Dilthey's »life-plslaphy« to the modern method
of universal doubt and Dilthey never did deny thdidig and value of
knowledge but sought to investigate its contextiman life.

Philosophy of history and positive sociology attéeapto constitute a totalizing
whole out of the multiplicity of social-historicafé. As such, it enacts a closure
rather than an opening of the possibilities of. liteis an attempt to limit and
master its virtuality and singular/plural structur@and event-character.
Interpretive reflectionBesinnung has a worldly and bodily reference insofar as
sense $%inn is related to the sensuadir{nlich). This is a thesis that Neo-
Kantians such as Rickert deny not in the name @fdiality of mind and body
but rather of facticity and validity. According to Rickert, Life can only be
understood transcendentally from the intelligitd¢her than immanently from
out of itself”® In interpretive reflection Besinnuny on history and the
historicity of understanding, however, Dilthey showswhissues of facticity
come to the fore in contrast with Neo-Kantian transeatal philosophy as well
as the »strong« holistic and teleological intemien of history and society
associated with Hegel and historicism. Dilthey alreddyeloped a powerful
critique of these interconnected tendencies inltheduction to the Human
Sciences and accordingly criticized the philosophy of bist in its
metaphysical form, for the loss of value it endotseducing the past to the
present and in treating it as only having valuesiation to the preseft.

In the anti-historicity of this »presentism«, a e already made early on
against Schleiermacher, the past becomes an ingperdev and is temporality

88 Gs xviil, 3.

% Heinrich Rickert: Kulturwissenschaft und Naturveaschaft. Stuttgart 1986, 11.
" Rickert, 1986, 11.

Gs i, 129.
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is leveled to the toda¥. This is translated into the model of a linear eri
infinitely nearing perfection, or its constructethldctical achievement in the
absolute, in which the now is reduced to a seriesdefitical now points.
Dilthey opposed this model with the insight into bigtity that undermines
schemas imposed upon history, i.e., the factidityistory and the aporetic and
antagonistic character of history.

The aporia and antinomy, which signify the impogdgibof an adequate or true
unifying system, are not merely negative limitktmwledge. For Dilthey, they
do not so much signify the conclusion or eliminatiof thought as they are
productive of thinking itself® That is, as expressed in Dilthey's later thought,
history is not the positing or constructing of itlgn It is conflict (Streif) and an
irreconcilable  conflict \iderstreij between  heterogeneous and
incommensurable forces and perspectiVds.this encounter and confrontation
with the facticity of history, understanding and eiqiretation only occur
through the contingency, diversity, and tensionsaafial-historical life.

Dilthey’s thinking of history is connected to theegtion of the time of past,
present and future. Dilthey would both highlight atetenter the primacy of
the present that dominates metaphysics and thacese Dilthey recognized
that the past will always be approached throughrttezeésts and perspectives of
the present: »We understand the past only throngiptesent, that is, only so
much of the past as is congenial to our preSebespite this necessity, Dilthey
argued at different times for how the past shouldbeoreduced to the preséht,
the present must be understood out of time rattaer time out of the presefit,
and, more radically, that the present is never kimpesent to itself® This is
not due to the timeless perspective of eternitye Phesent is always already
self-displaced and self-distanced insofar as ihfiermed by a past and future
that it cannot master. Feelings, for example, areeaxclusively based in the

2GS VIII, 129.

BGS|, 279.

“GS VI, 131-134.

S GS XX, 110/ SW IV, 233.

5 GS XIV, 618 / SW IV, 56; GS VIII, 5.
TGS XV, 122.

BGSVII, 73/ SW IIl, 94.
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present. They can be oriented toward the futuream &nd hope and can linger
over the failures and successes of our Past.

The multidimensionality of historical time resiske unity of the consciousness
of time, which is itself always within time and historHistory cannot be
understood from the mere fact of or the charactéruman temporality. The
future might not then be a continuation of the prgsit is unknown and
unexpected, and the past can never be fully reedvierits presence: »What is
available to us is remnants, parts of the histbeemnts of the past. We have
heaps of ruins, fairy tales, customs, and a fewrte@bout political affairs
The relation between historical event and historioaterial is not given but
must be freely reconstructdtlt requires reconstruction because, as Dilthey
wrote elsewhere, the »silence of death lingers dwverktended space of these
ruins«® The question of reconstruction, as theoreticallgforimed
understanding and interpretation, forces the qoestf the possibility and
character of Dilthey’s hermeneutics of historic#d.li

5. Who understands better? Hermeneutics, Histgriarid the
Other

Dilthey’s thought is incompatible with traditional igsophy of history and the
ordinary model of understanding that finds its @ignexpression in standard
views such as Hegel's idealism and Comte’s positivitimderstanding is
commonly interpreted according to a model of »ustdeing better« that can
be understood either as the appropriation of diagkeor as the tendency toward
the unsaid and unthought of the autiosUnderstanding better« implies for
Dilthey that we cannot simply remain within the seifderstanding and self-
presentation of the other, since interpretation @sofrom these toward the
unconscious, the language, and movement of thoafhhe other, none of

GS XV, 178.

80GS XX, 110/ SW IV, 233.

81 GS XX, 101, 110 / SW IV, 230, 234.
82Gs |, 280.

8GS XIV, 707 / SW IV, 147.
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which are self-transparefftAccordingly, Dilthey concluded that »The ultimate
goal of the hermeneutic process is to understandawhor better than he
understood himself. This is a principle that is tleeessary consequence of the
theory of unconscious creatioff«

Does the maxim of »understanding the author bettan the understood
himself,« which Dilthey took up from Kant and Schtei@cher, mean violating
and mastering the other in subordinating alteiityohe’s own identity? There
are, of course, different ways of interpreting »ustiinding better.« Even for
the early Dilthey, understanding cannot mean unaedatg the »most primitive
self« of the othe!® We are not in the position to construct the o@gin
constitution of an individual, much less by meahssolating the individual as
an isolated atorfi. Each individual is a world differentiated from eyethef®,
such that each individual is both a receptive éngspoint of social systems as
well as an active co-agent in social-historical.fife

Since one cannot reach the other, at leasother, through the schemas of
induction or deduction, an alternative approacdémanded. The other is not
primarily an »object of research,« but rather adividual who can be
recognized and appreciated through one’s own opsenresl sense of
possibilities. Relating to the other requires th#lectiveness of geniality and
art, both of which are already implicitly at worktime practices of the nexus of
historical life. It should be noted that art heresd not means aesthetics or the
result of the application of a pregiven rule or Swhing a particular under a
concept. Art is a practice informed by self-reflenti

Understanding is the way humans are involved andcjpate in life?® As such,
understanding is formative and requires cultivatitinis an art rather than
method, the richness and plurality of lived-expeee rather than mechanical
rules. Further, understanding and its developmerihterpretation requires a

84GS XIV, 707 / SW 1V, 148.
8 GSV, 331/ SW IV, 250.
8 GS XVIII, 106.

87GS V, 60.

8GSV, 61.

8 GSV, 63.
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basic receptiveness to the other which challengesetiuction of the other to
one’s own present. Thus, according to Dilthey, tbkei and more multiple one
is, the more possibilities are opened for acceskdmther and reproducing the
other's individuality”* Understanding approaches the individual other éudiy
through a preliminary overview of the whole sucht tie event of nearing the
other, a nearing that never completely overcomes témporal and spatial
distance or intervalipstand criticized by Gadamer, can redefine that whble.
Understanding presupposes, on the hand, the vitality virtuosity of the
interpreter and, on the other hand, a yielding ptieeness to what or who is
being interpreted. »The measure of understandegydiaccording to Dilthey,
»in the vitality of the person« and »This vitalityust be bound to a yielding to
objects that is bound by facticity&Understanding is bound to facticity. It is
not purely intellectual and representational bat tio feeling and will which
encounters the other as an irreducible, if notmoeable, force: »Precisely
because each inner life is related to my lifes ithiere for me as a force — a force
that limits my existence. Here, too, force is alwagve and productive, just as
in external nature every process is conditionethbyasting effects of pressure,
impact, stimulus. My feeling of life is determined every moment’ Self-
feeling and self-consciousness are conditionedhbysurrounding medium of
the world®®

My existence, primarily given to me in my feelinfjliée, is determined by what
is other than myself as much as it is active aradlpctive. Activity is tied to
passivity, spontaneity to receptivity. However, rdoély cannot be a pure
passivity insofar as it must actively reach out talvéhe other. Receptivity

LGS XVIII, 104.

2 GS XVIII, 108. Gadamer claimed: »Daf ich Spraclseder Weise der Vermittlung
ansehe, in der Kontinuitat der Geschichte Uber Abstande und Diskontinuitaten
zustandekommt, scheint mir durch die angedeutetémgmena wohlbegriindet.« In:
Hans-Georg Gadamer: Hermeneutik Il. Tubingen 1993-144. For Gadamer, Dilthey
is a threatening thinker of Absténde, of the distan intervals, and differences that
disrupt the continuity of history as tradition (hi34).
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always presupposes spontanéityinderstanding — as the responsiveness of life
— occurs in-between the self and the other, andfaétween activity and
passivity, spontaneity, and receptivity.

The idea of interpretation in Dilthey does not fallthe model of mastering the
other or assimilation to one’s own, as it is neitirgoition nor subsuming.
Since it is not only based in the unity of repreéaanal concepts, interpretation
cannot avoid the resistances of facticity, forcel eateriality. Understanding is
the movement toward the situation of the offleAs such, it demands the
activity of receptivity. Understanding cannot medrert the inclusion or
assimilation of the other to one’s self or one’shoW is rather it is constituted
in the movement of an extension of myself towahéh)( the other through
understanding »after« and »again« (theack« of Nachverstandnjs and
consequently, |1 would add, inherently »anew« becaofséhe interval or
distance Abstandor Distan2 presupposed in thenach<*® In German, nache
implies a repetition as doesvieder« hence the translation ofiach« as »re-«,
yet this snach« has a sense of temporal and spatial distanceterval that
challenges the idea that this movement involveg@wvery or repetition of
identity or self-presence.Nach is always »after the fact.« The transposition
between self and other operates as a process efdtian and retranslation. For
Dilthey, inevitably »transposition is transformatierand alterity is an aporia
that forces the transition from hermeneutics to ttmeory of knowledge, for
which »possibility of grasping what is other or alisrone of the most profound
epistemological problems

Dilthey transformed the hermeneutic notion of »ustierding better« and its
relation to purposiveness from Kant and Schleiehmaaovithout, however,
reducing it to the identity and assimilation ofld@ic. | will argue, in addition,
that Dilthey's case is a departure from the »undadihg better« that informs a
determinate teleology of history as the realizatitbone pre-given goal, i.e., the
dialectics that is a model in which what is otheeiiher to be assimilated or
excluded, mediated, or canceléuthebundy

% Gsv, 82.
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The »mediating« way of enacting understanding ifedias refuses to put its
own self-understanding at risk in encountering ttieeo Against such a risk of
exposure to the depth of the other and the worldeiitstates narrative and
teleological representation against its breakdoviaityres and limits. Every
limit is to be »transgressed« in order to be »mera@priated.« This
»progressive« model privileges one moment of tewmdgr over another
according to a line of development in which the otisea »lesser version« of
myself. History is interpreted in strong versiongaéology not according to its
character as event and context. It prescribes mthar of purpose proceeding
from origin to goal (condition to result). It isrerrative that involves judging
history through an assumption of superiority andvilgge based on a
teleological order that exists independently ofggeral immanence. Dilthey did
not reject categories such as progress, yet heedifine them in relation to the
present and its immanent temporality. This temporality does not imply a
linear series infinitely nearing perfection, sinttee present is a conflict of
forces, tendencies, and worldvieW$.The outcome is uncertain even as
progress or multiple futures are projected on thgisof the present. In Kantian
terms, this is done in order to reflectively oripnactice.

6. History and Purposiveness

Dilthey investigated the step from the experiencegpufposiveness in human
life to more determinate forms of teleology imposgmbn the world, life, and
history as such. He undertook a loosening of tefpoluy relating this form of
explanation back to lived purposive structufésDilthey continued to use
words like »purpose« and »teleology« by analyzimgrttas moments immanent
and relative to history and life. For example, bioithividuals and groups can be
said to be purposive or teleological in being aeentoward goals. Dilthey
abstracted teleological thinking from its metapbgki presuppositions and

10 GS VI, 345-346 / SW 1Il, 366-367.
11 Gs VI, 131-136.
2GS XIX, 384.
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related it back to experiences of the purposiveirebsman life, as purposes lie
exclusively within the realm of social-historicalisp'®®

Purposes occur in human life from going to the baghop in order to get a hair
cut (i.e., intentional goal-oriented individual iaiy) to the self-reproduction of
the economy or government apparatus (i.e., orgaoiza which reproduce
themselves regardless of the intentions of indiziglin a goal like manner or at
least in a way that can be analyzed in purposivguage). Dilthey analyzes
»purposive systems« of culture and the externahrorzgtion of society in
functionalist terms>* This accounts for the role of structural-functibna
strategies of social-scientific explanation in Déiyfs philosophy of the human
science and why Dilthey is sometimes taken as audorar of neofunctionalist
systems theory. Functionalism, it should also b&diopresupposes not only
collective unities but equally their differentiatioDilthey could, like Durkheim,
characterize modernity as an epoch of individuation

Despite the purposiveness within life, life resisis positing of a hidden order,
an ultimate determining goal or condition of ex@lion that would displace
and hide the dimension of depth and hiddennesthdndisplacement of this
depth, to adopt the later Heidegger's languageyéng openness of life would
be eliminated as its open singular-plural for@egtal) became an enclosing
frame Ge-stel). Life, as the virtual openness of possibilitissnot then a cause
or principle in the sense of an efficient or tetaptal condition. Events are
related to a nexus and conteiuéammenhargwithout being exhausted by
them; the »circle« of occurrence and context is o in which event and
context can be mediated.

Understanding inevitably involves a sense of thequef® and concerns a
singular Einzelney, i.e., »the individual, not merely as an exampfethe
human in general but as an individual whol€dnterpretation is a different
way of relating to the world than explanation whictiuees one phenomenon to

13Gs1,18/SW 1, 69.
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another (the singular to the type, the part towtwle). It is in non-identical
relatedness that events and structures, individuradstypes, come into word in
articulating meaning® Thus the teleological character of a structuralsds a
form of »tendency toward striving according to pugsx Zielstrebigkei}
rather than the realization of a determinate emdrgby either God or natut®.
»Teleology« not only has a more indeterminate ahtardn Dilthey’s thought.
It has a further openness to a plurality of endd &m interruptions and
transitions of purposiveness.

Dilthey radically questioned the idea of totalitysastem striving according to
one determinate goal, whether it is understood apegulative actuality or a
regulative demand. Dilthey calls for proceeding frothe immanent
experiences, self-interpretations, and analysidifefthat leads and signifies
beyond themselves in opposition to the constructibnsystems that are
externally and schematically superimposed upon*iffeLikewise, Dilthey
critiques the destruction of the historical nexaotgh totality, agreeing with
critics of teleological history: »The grouping ddrficular data on the basis of a
total idea of some historical period into a syserarywhere destroys the nexus
of basic causes and phenomena, and hence alscttia lsistorical about which
we are concerned, and substitutes for it a fictitiand abstract connectioh-
From Dilthey's work, the whole as an infinite depthdathus in a sense
indeterminate context of relations can be distialged from relative »wholes«
or »totalities« of structural-functional systemstbé external organization of
society (economy and state), the realms of cultaatoduction (from ordinary
life to the arts and sciences), and of the purmosgs of the person. A
structural totality is a particular nexus within adeti context. This context is a
changing one such that structural systems assuixate,f or ignore their
environment (their outside) with significant conseqces. Even if the
neofunctionalist »cybernetic« or »systems« thedrgooiety explains society as
a functional interaction between structural systamd larger environments that
are never simply given, it is still committed omndyexplanatory holism and fails

%8G5S VIl 288/ SW I, 307-308.
9GS VII, 329-330 / SW I, 349-350.
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to develop the interpretive and normative dimensiohindividual and social
life that Dilthey articulated.

The hermeneutical »circle«, at work in his thougince his early study of
hermeneutics, is neither a closed totality norreiasing speculative circle that
explicates self-related meaning while re-appropriatievery disruption of
appropriation; nor can it be exclusively understoadsl the functionalist
interaction of an organism (system) with its envimemt. Structural-
functionalist social science finds its justification hermeneutics rather than
viceversa. The hermeneutical circle occurs in #lation of and between the
whole and the singular. It is therefore a relatibmeaning and facticity rather
than an explanation of an effect produced by aeawoverned by a covering
law. Both singular and context cannot be taken agptetely determined by the
other or reduced to one another through teleolbgfoactional, or efficient
explanation.

The hermeneutical »circle« can be seen in the elaaracter of understanding.
The hermeneutical circle is not the speculativecleirthat subsumes the
determined »part« under a determinate whole. Foh&jlt it is crucial to
differentiate the knowledge of what is singular amalt which is universal, and
»remain aware that we can never allow what is sindalée fully submerged
by what is universal&? Dilthey critiques historians such as Schlosser who
directly evaluate every particular by a universal &ail »to recognize the worth
and independence of individuals as well as natidtisRisfiguring the many-
sidedness of historical realities through one-sidsd is not a moral but a
methodological failuré™® The imperative to preserve the singular arisemfro
the historical consciousness that aims at a camaehistorical universal; i.e.,
»a universality that is always and everywhere boorustorical thought&™
Dilthey did not reject purposiveness or narrativehia critique of teleology.
Purpose and the purposiveness of narrative, howavemethought in relation
to what resists and possibly reverses them. Lifstohy and society are not
seamless closed totalities. They face their own nmehensibility,

"2GSs v, 337/ SW IV, 256-257.
M3 GS XI, 152 / SW IV, 311-312.
4GS XI, 153/ SW IV, 312.
15GSs v, 338/ SW IV, 258.



26

incommensurability, and indeterminacy. One is loddtean immanent whole
that is never fully immediate or transparent withdbée interruption and
intervals of mediation’® Such immanence lacks the immediacy and
transparency of complete self-contained presersci,igvolves a relatedness or
»mediateness« without the closure and integratiototafity and system. Life
confronts me as always »mine« and yet — in its dagtiits finitude, and
infinite depth — resists conceptualization and d¢ogm*’ The mineness of life
is an originary exposure to its basic non-originess; that is, to facticity,
singularity, and contingency?

7. Understanding, Interpretation, and Historicity

The significance of the human sciences is situateelation to a prescientific
life-nexus and its forms of understanding. The us@ading found in the
human sciences is a derivative form informed byeotion. Yet the human
sciences could not be what they are or functionawiththe historicity and the
life-nexus that they presuppose and the multiglioit forms of reflection and
inquiry that they involve: Considerations of epistdogy, strategies of
interpretation and explanation, questions of methagly, and the pursuit of
theory. The distancé\pstand that is thereby introduced is already operative i
the everyday life-world itself. The nexus of liferisither self-transparent nor a
continuous and seamless totality, its pretheoresigaificance addresses us but
it calls for a reflectively informed response. Qany to both intellectualism and
anti-intellectualism, such methodological and tle¢éical considerations do not
make up the whole of understanding nor are the husnemces and empirical
research external to questions of understandingh&ils philosophy of the
human sciences proceeds through an »interpretivengrhenology« of
historical consciousness and the life to which cmnsness is bound. It both
anticipates Heidegger's hermeneutics of facticityl auggests a significant
alternative to it.

118 Compare Rodi, 1990, 10.
17 GS XIX, 346-347.
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Dilthey’'s account of understanding, interpretatiamd the life-world or
nexus — in which these occur — implies both thedmoliand individualism of
ordinary understanding and its cultivated form e thuman sciences. In the
philosophy of the social sciences, holism and iidiglism are typically
categorized as contradictory positions. The questiwe need to address here
are: (1) how can an emphasis on the individuallstilsocial-historical, (2) how
is it that multiplicity and plurality are in somerse a whole, and (3) how is
holism still perspectival?®
The individual is essentially social-historical amebrldly, i.e., is always
contextual and relational, such that this relatijmaeeds to be explored rather
than reduced to an abstract atomistic individual i@done in contemporary
methodological individualism such as rational clediceory) or to society as an
integrated systematic totality without residue iG@gone in the methodological
collectivism of organic, functionalist and struclist approaches to society).
Social-historical reality cannot be reduced toittwdated individual or structure
because both are always mediated through the ibjergivity of the life-nexus
which reproduces itself through communication (eggi@n and understanding).
Methodological individualism and collectivism aregitimate strategies of
inquiry for Dilthey’'s methodological pluralism asnlg as the limits and
presuppositions of both are recognized. Insteadatfermas’ twofold approach
of system and life-world, Dilthey developed the tliodk relationality of
individual, systems, and life-nexus.

The lived connectedness of individuality, socialustures and life context
indicates the possibility of coordinating intergt@n and explanation: That is,
the interpretive first person perspective, bothraliand singular, with the
explanatory third person perspective, both indigidand collective. Dilthey
never rejected this third person perspective; heatsd it in the context of the
categories of life and social-historical life. Fhet, »there are no fixed
boundaries between interpretation and explanationly differences in
degreed?® There is a role in Dilthey's thought for both eféint causality,
which subsumes particulars under governing laws, thedsocial causality,

119 GSV, 40.
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which subordinates particulars to governing funalosystems and structures.
These are, however, subordinated to the interpretméext of human life.
Dilthey’'s methodological pluralism provides the medor addressing questions
of who and how as well as what and why. Interpretatgks guestions of who
and how rather than explaining a what through a whyarings to light the
relations and the between of the singular and itgect or »whole,« of the
individual and its milieu. The primacy of undersdarg and interpretation,
however, undermines the reification of theoretiogitanatory approaches to
social-historical life. Hermeneutics indicates thieirelation of the singular and
the universal, and thus »the theory of interpretatbecomes an important
connecting link between philosophy and the histbsciences.¥* The relation
of the singular and the universal, the individua és context, is opposed to the
hypostatization of explanation in metaphysics thetands a reduction of the
singular and the infinite to an ultimate unitaryognd behind or beyond life;
whether this ground be conceived rationalisticayreason, cause, principle,
andarche or more non-rationally as the mystical and ingtéab

Dilthey distinguished interpretation and explanates varieties of scientific
discourse without suggesting that they can be cetlyl separated.
Understanding and interpretation cannot then be niatte a fundamental
discipline that can ignore empirical and explanatorodes of inquiry. The
human sciences are sciences of individuals andpgrancluding interpretive
(i.e., related to the significance and facticitytoé life-nexus) and explanatory
(i.e., efficient and functional-structural) apprbas to both. For Dilthey, the
objects of the human sciences — which include indigls and groups; habits,
customs, and traditions; actions, practices, mstins, and structures — require
the use and coordination of both explanation atefpmetation in their holistic,
structural-functional, and individualistic formshi¥ methodological pluralism,
a pluralism incompatible with robust holism andrarsg teleology that sets one
determinate function or end, informs his thougbtrirhis early conception of a
critique of historical reason (or judgment) to thermeneutics of historical life
unfolded in his later works.

121Gs v, 317, 331/ SW IV, 235, 250.
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Even as Dilthey is indebted to concepts and str@gefyjom Hegel, he critiques
his metaphysical absolutism, political statism, avarwhelming holism. The
whole is not a systematic totality or identity; st & singular-plural event and
structure (i.e., nexus). Totality for Dilthey doest mean final identity or unity
but the infinite complexity which escapes and withdrdrom the legitimate
striving for identity and unity. The singular-plurgharacter of life, the
empiricity and virtuality of its possibilities, arife as a intertwined whole
insofar as life itself is the »between« and selfatised spacing of self and
other and singular and whole. The whole is thus tifi@iie complexity and
richness of possibilities that resist being redudedthe finality of one
teleological potential. The whole is multiple andral such that it is never fully
a determinate or systematic totality.

Interpretation is inevitably limited by the conditis of its own activity and is
finite in relation to the infinite complexity anduliness of what is to be
interpreted. The whole can be anticipated througlersse of the whole, yet
receptivity alters and revises that sense. Theesefithe whole is fluid rather
than fixed and altered and revised in encountettiegdifferent, the new, and
the other. The life-nexus and life itself presehemselves as wholes, yet
knowledge as analytic and procedural is partial iandmplete. The whole can
never be completely or systematically expressedowittantinomy and aporia.
In this case, understanding and knowledge are alelagady referred to further
contexts and wholes without being able to reduceystematize them. Human
understanding is finite and perspectival becausehef holistic character of
psychological and historical life.

Understanding can take on a self-reflective form amneate unity out of
multiplicity only in reference to the expressionglananifestations of life, yet
such unity of reflection is not the unity of lifeLife« is not given in its
immanent givenness, it is indeterminate in its heiieacy, and »brought forth«
and is therefore enacted and lived as historidafez can only be indirectly
addressed, intimated, and expressed through theemew of reflection
between itself and the world, and is consequentlgtetical life«. Moving from
and back toward itself without a predetermined dmalte terminus, there is no
adequate way for the self to isolate a subject ggadlas a substance or essence
independent of the relational movement of expereartd interpretation.
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8. Conclusion

Dilthey did not respond to the reification and ahstion of modern
epistemology by dismissing or excludingtinstead of taking the »ontological
turn«, Dilthey rethought epistemology in relationit® context historical life.
The reason for this is that methodological and biéal considerations cannot
be avoided for the sake of a pure description seldsure that would be able to
explicate life from itself without the distance anukdiation that reflection,
theory, and methodology introduce. Distance, inteivad difference can occur
at different levels of the constitution of meanisgch that the community,
ethical life, and tradition have their own factyciand lack of coherency and
transparency. This facticity entails for Dilthey theed to both interpret and
empirically investigate that characterizes the hurseiences and, further, that
the whole can only be glimpsed perspectivally.

Historical understanding and interpretive reflectame formed and confronted,
on the one hand, by the inherent pre-theoretigalifitance of historical life
and, on the other, the interruption of significanice experiences of the
intractable. There are experiences in which the aungtability
(Unbegrundbarke)tand unfathomabilitynergrindlichkei} that disturbs and
threatens the establishment and organization oWledyge, validity, and value
are glimpsed, and thought needs to return to theese imagination, and its
own life-context — insofar as it can — in order tespond. This is not
»irrational« but the very self-generation and attition of rationality from life.

122 On Dilthey's transformation of epistemology, seeldén: Interpreting Practice:
Epistemology, Hermeneutics, and Historical LifeDifthey, in: Idealistic Studies, 38:1-2
(2008), 105-122.



