l* National Library Bibliothéque nationale B
of Canada du Canada .
Canadian Theses Service Services des théses canadiennes N
-

Onawa, Canada
K1A ON4

GANADIAN THESES

]

NOTICE

The quality of this micrafiche is hemdent upon the
quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming. Every
affort has been made to ensure the highest quality of reproduc-
tion possible. )

If pages are missing, contact the university whic‘h granted the
degree.

-Some pages may have indistinct print especially if the eriginal
pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or if the univer-
sity sent us an inferior photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, published

-tests, elc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed by the
Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30. Please read
the authorization forms which accompany this thesis.

\

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NL 330 {1 9601 ‘

Ve .

THESES CANADIENNES

AVIS

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de la qualité
de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons tout fait pour
assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduction.

S'il manque des pages, veuillez communiquer avec l'univer-
sité qui a contéré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut laisser &
désirer, surtoul si les pages criginales on1 é1é dactylographiées
4 l'aide d’'un ruban usé ou si I'université nous a fait parvenir
une photocopie de quaiité inférieure.

Les documents qui font déja I‘ijél d’'un droit d'auteur (anticles
de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas microfilmes.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm est scumise
a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC 1970, ¢. C-30.
Veuillez prendre connaissance des formules d'autorisation qui
accompagnent cetle thése.

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'AVONS REGUE

| Canad':;’l'



\-. ) . .
UNDERSTANDING TEXTUAL MEANING

Submitted to the School of Graduate
Studies of the University of Ottawa B

in partial fulfilment of_thi/pequirements
for the degree of Naster of /Arts (Philosophy)

by
Li Si-Jih7

July 1983




.
-

]

Preface I '
Introduction, 'VIII

~

PART'I: An Initial Consideration of the Question about ©

the Nature of Textual Meaning 1l

Section 1.
Section 2.

Section j.

Section L,

The Necessity of the Question of Textual

) Meaning in a Reading Procedure 2

Understanding the Focus of this Thesis:

The Question~-"What Is Textual Meaning? * 8

The Definitions of -Six Concepts Concerned
with the Discussion of the Central Question

The Consideration of the Interrelations
of Author, Text, and Reader as the Basis
for: Discussing the Question of Textual

Meaning 17
- 3

PART II:+ A Critique of R&presentative Theories of

Textual Meaning 25

Section 5.

Section 6.

Criticism of Anti-Intentionalism:

Its Neglect of the Logical Connection
between Textual Meaning and Author's
Intentiop 27 :

Criticism of Communicationalisms
Indetermination of Textual Meaning with
Respect to the Interpretation of a Text 35

10



-
/

ONY - | 111
Section 7. Critieism of Intentionalisms Conflicts

betweén Textual Meaning and Author's
IntenEion el

-

Section é.’ Criticism of Anti-Textual Individuationalisms:
. Neglect of the Reader's Role in Determining

- Textual lieaning 55

Conclusion 64

y !
N .

PART fII; An-Approaéh to Understanding Textual Meaning 67

Section 9. A Discussion of the Relations between
. Author and. Text, Text and Reader 68

LY

: Segtion 10. The Invol?emént.of Ugterer's Idiolect

. " Neaning with Linguistic Meaning of Text
. inside .a Literary Work 75

Section 11. Possible Conflicts between Author’'s

Intention and Linguistic Meaning of
the Text 78.

Section 12, Using a Reader's Spcio-Cultural Code,
* +, to Interpret the Text either as Linguistic
: lleaning of Context or as Author's ({
Idiolect Meaning 86

. Section 13. Text. as the Criterion of Interpretation 92
Section 14. On the Question whether a Literary Work
. Has only One Correct Interpretation 102

Conclusion 113
Notes 116 . ’ |
A Selected Bibliography 124

3



R

R

L4

RESUME

The present dissertation attempts to present the
. prsblem of what textual meaning is. - _
At the base of the question are the interrelations
among three factors: author, text, and reader. An o
author writes a text in which he intends his utte:ggfe
to be understood by the reader. Yet, a text as an is¢ -
lated entity may have its own meaning which is determined
by the linguistic rules of the text and ﬁﬁfzﬁjlay not be
identical with what the author intends. In the communication
between text and reader,. the reader can only ﬁiscover
the meaning which is determined by the text itself or by the
author's intention. ,
However, none of the four representative theories
about’textual meaning-~anti-intentionalism, communicationa~
lism, intentionalism,and anti-te;tual individuationalism--
focus ;n the interrelations among these three factors
and correctly expound what textual meaning is. | //25
- Textual meaning is essentially determined by these
three factors, Textual meaning should be understood
according to the following formulation: For readers,
the author intends his text to make those readers understand



his own intention. Since the text may involve the author's

~ idiolect meaning and the linguistic meaning of the context,
" the reader may interpret the text either as the author's

idiolect meaning or as the linguistic meaning of the text

by means of the reade:'s socio=cultural code.

i .
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This essay is intended to explere the preblea of
understanding what textmxl meaning is. As this topic
is s0 tread,I focus on the following aspests: the
representative theeries of textunl meaning sush as Anti-
intentionalism, Cemmmnicaticnalism; Imtemtienalism,and
Anti-textual Individuatienalsim; understanding textual
meaning accerding to the interrelatiens ameng author,
text, and reader as well as the critsrion of interpre-
tation. Cheosing not to disocuss questions swch as why
it 1s so impertant to explere textual meaning, the re-
lation between interprstation m criticism, etc., is
not to say that those gquestions showid bde ignored. 1
avold these gquestions in the present paper, in part,
llneann L feel that they can bo discussed separately
in other essays. '

I am sincerely grateful te my supervisor Professor
Peter MoCoermick, who raised many valuable comments
which substantially improved my studies. I would also
like to express my appreciatien to Professor David Carr,
who first led me to study hermensutics. Under his' prof-
itable advice, I made my ﬂrs'_t ventures into thia area.
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On the basis of the effort, I was led to the present topio.
- I would also like to thank Professor Vance Nendenhall, who
carefully examined my thesis project and made ussful criw-
jcisms and suggestions.’ ‘

Ottawe, June 1983 | . SJe. 11
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ANTRODUCTION

¥hat is textual meaning? This questien is not merely
the basic problem of litcrlrj theory but also the central
question of hermeneutics. When we consider what a parti-
cular work means, there is no common perspective. Rather
there are different, even disparate interpretations, which |
are all plausibly the real interpretation of textual mean
ing. This inevitably caused a chass in literary criticism.
Thus, it is of comid?rahlo impertance to get a clear pic-
ture of Wit textual meaning is in erder to solve problems
in Mtex-prohtion. criticism, etc. This essay attempts to
consider tﬁo following question: how should the problem
of what textual -uningl%o understecd? I try to foocus on
the concept of the meaning of a literary work.

My methodology is as follows: after having reised my
central question, I look af the interrslations among au-
thor.‘tutuﬂroadorin-ordortothmughtonthh 3 //>
question. After examining these interrelations in the
framewerk of several ropr'ounhtin theeries about what
textual -u:ning‘:l.s,l conclude that nene of them provides
satisfactory answers to {this question. Accordingly,I pro-
pose a reformation of, rather than a solution to the pro-rl
blem of what meaning sheuld be. |



IX
There are thrse parts to my diseussion.

In tﬁo first part, besids raising my question, I foocus
on the following six important concepts:

(I) Meaning. I consider doth A Schaff's and H. Grice's
concepts of meaning. '

.(2) Intention. I use Beardsley's notion that intention
is what an author wanted to do before he began to make an
artwork and while he was in the process of making the ars
work. I further discuss the distinction between meaning
and intention from Beardsley’s standpoint on anti- inten-
tionalism.

-(3) Utterance, Utterance Meaning,and Utterer's Meaning
The discussion is based on Tolhurst’s anti- textuml ind:l.v-.
iduationalism. A

(%) Interpretation. I consider the relation between
textual meaning and irnterpreter. ,

I mainly foous on the interrelations among author, text,
and reader. For certain readers, an author writes a text in
whioch he intends his utterance to be understood by the reade.
er. Yot, a text as an isolated entity may have its own mean-
ing which is determined by the linguistic rules of text and
which may not be identical with what the auwthor intended. -
In communication betwsen text and reader,only the reader

can discover the meu@g which is determined by the text
and not the author.



The second part attempts to oriticize four represen-
tative theofiaq about textual mouﬁing. My analysis shows
that all of them fail to expound convinoingly enough what
textual meaing is since none considers the question in
terms of the interrelations among author, text, and reader.

(I) Anti-intentionalism holds that the author's inten-
tion is irrelevant to the textual meaning which is only
determined by the linguistic rules of the text. Consequently
anti-infantionalium denies that there must be a logical con-
nactio;\bgffgsn textual meaning and the author's intention.
However, in any given text, there may be two meanings,say
MI and M2. MI can be called the linguistic meaning of the
text and M2 can be called the lutﬂar's intention. No matter
what they are called, both MI and M2 are necessarily rele
vant to the author's intentien. MI is written by the author
to try to convey M2, even if MI confliots with M2. '

(2) Communicationalism holds that textusl meaning must
go beyond the author'’s meaning because textual meaning is
determined partly by the treditional situatien of the read-
er. Textual meaning is always co-determined by the readen

If we accept ool-unioationliiln. we must also accept
that miswnderstanding of a l;torary work never occurs. The .
reason communicationalism is in errqr is that’it ignores
the-determinativanIl of text itself and only atresses
communication between text and reader,
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In fact, even though thi roadqr'a,trlditionnl situation in-

fluences his understanding, his interpretation of a text is
still in principle governed by the text itself.

(1) Intentionalism claims that textual meaning is what
the auther intond?d. The principle is that textual meaning
is determined and unchangable. '

My argument is that in intentionalism, textual meaning
is assumed to be identical with the author's intention. A.
text must observe linguistic rules such as syntax and sem-
antics. But, the linsuintic meaningof the text may eonflioct
with the autﬁ?riql intention. Therefore, the author's inten-
tion is relevant to textual meaning, but it may not be the
same as the textual meaning. The resason intentionalism makes
such an error is that it overlooks that the text 3tuolf must
pbserve its linguistic rules and these rules are independent
of the author's intention. Cn the other hand, intentiona-
lists also ignore the reader?s role in determining textual
meaning. Since textual meaning nay.bo both the auther’s in-
tention and the linguistic meaning, it is up to the reader
to choose a textual meaning depending en his socio-cultural
code. ) ' | s B

(4) Anti- textual individuationalisn states that fux—
tual meaning is the utterance meaning uhicﬁiitlcvtnt but
not identioal to what the author intended. |



XII.

 Since anti-textual individuationalism in fact mixes
both intontionniisn and anti-intentienalism, it will
inevitably repeat the same mistakes that they made, which
is, ignoring the reader's role in dbtcruinipg textual
meaning. For anti-textual individuationalism the sole
role a roider has is to understand utterance meaning as the
author's intention. But this role is debatable. If we ac-
cept the anti-textual individuationalist view that utter-
ance meaning may conflict with auther's intention, wa.must
recognize that, in the case where utterance meaning con-
flicts with the author's intpntion, the utterance meaning
depends upon the reader's choice. The reader, in terms of
his aocio;culturnl-oodo, can interpret it possibly as an
author’s allusion, as a grammatical error, or as some-
thing totally different.' .

Consequently, the common mistake these theories make
is that when they discuss what textual meaning is, none of
then foous on the interrelations among author, text, and

" reader, Therefore, none of thea can satisfyingly expound
what textual meaning is.

The third and final part tries to show that textual
meaning should be understood according to the following |
formulation: For readers, an author intends his text to

flnko-th;ao readers understand the author‘'s own intentiona
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Since the text may involve the author'’s idiolect mean-
ing and the linguistic meaning of pontaxt. a reader may
interpret the text either as the linguistic meaning of
the text or as the author’s idiolect meaningby means of -
reader’s soclo-oultural code. v

On the baris of examining communicationalist views
and intentionalist theories about the criterion ef in-
terpretation, I conclude that in the interpretation of
a literary work, the criterion depends neither upon the
author nor upon the reader but upon fhe text. The criter-
ion of interpretation must be the text itself.

Furthermore, I show that a literary work m have
a variety of incompatible interpretations which could be
jointly seen as the textual meanings of the text.




PART I: AN INITIAL CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTION “ABOUT

THE NATURE OF TEXTUAL MEANING "'*

¥
L]
. - »
-
]
- * N
L
r
- A
. D
e -
. ot
[T P IR P SR FRERVEEPPL O Aol L s
-
L)
~



Section I; The Necessity of the Question of Textual
. Meaning in a Reading Process

[~ B

The procedurs of reading is the proceas of inter-
preting u‘ text or the process of understanding a. 'Imx‘t.~
In the reading procedure, many questions have arisen
which attract critics to do study. het us take an ex-
ample. When we read August Strindborg'.u drama Miss JulLeI
we firast of all know the stroy is i.bout a young lady of
noble birth. on a midsummer's night; she allows herself
to be seduced by her servant; the next morning, out oi_'
repentance, she takes her own life.

-¥What happens when orities read this tragedy? Some
of them have raised the question: What is the theme of
this play which really represents Strind‘bcrg'a‘idu?
Based on such a question, critics try to get the ans-
wer by means of biographical inguiry. ZLoney notes

that the theme of Mips Jylie is olus struggle pu-d.lcd
with a battle of the sexes based on Strindberg's own

experiences.? M. Lamm says the same thing: He maine-
tains that the lines in the play show that Strindberg
based the contrast between the servant Jean and noble
daughter Juli.g)2 on the difference in sbcm backgrounds
between himself and his wife.’ Other critics are inter-
ested in some other quutiom'. G. Olién pays attention

to the characters in the play . He says1

s

S
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The dialogue is masterfuland reveals the .

. characters as if they were standing before us.
There is Miss Julie, refined, extremely class
conscious, but highly strung and uncontrolled
because of her demanding but wholly suppressed
affections and drives, the pitiful product of an
undemocratic upbringing. There is Jean, péliéhed
in his own way, with the servants habitual
deference but inwardly crude and ambitious, who
has been raised with a proletarian view of love,
Finally there is Kristin, solid, artless, soberly
realistic, and endowed with a consciousness of
her class that is at least as_pronounced as that
of her mistress.

Soﬁe crities also discuss those characters with their
own evaluations, M. Lamm has peinted out that Miss Julie is a
"characterless character” and that Jean is a rich and vital
character who was rendered with a superbd sense of grotesque
humor. However wherelisten to his speeches we don't have‘the
same' feeling (as with Julie) of confronting a psychological
problem. As for Kristin, he writes, .éhe is nothing but a type
who illustrates a whole side of the Swedish national character,
in her sullenness, pitiless piety, churchness and innate
respect for class distinctions as~insuperab1e.5

Some critics are even interested in the problem of

translation. -A. Madsen mentions that like a cynical blast frog
a defiantly naturalistic trumpet, the very first line of the
pla& is tossed off by Jeans "I kvidll dr froken Julie galeh\ ‘
igen; Komplett galen! " which is very imperfectly rehdered'by'



the English translation "Tonight Miss Julie is crazy again,

comﬁletely crazy”. The meaning of the Swedish word galen in

this context is that Julie is in heat, like an animal, al-

though this"spedific meaning of galen does not'become comple-:

tely clear until later in the play, when the word is used again‘.6
Among fhose questions,is there one basic question |

which can be seen 1eadtgther questions -to be raised? ITthld

say yes. There is'one and it is what I iﬁtend to discuss in

the present dissertadtion. The question is what the play

iiss Julje means? This is a hermeneutic problem and it

refers to interpretation."Bﬁt it is undeniably a basic

guestion in literary criticism.
For example, when we read the following paragraphs in
the play Miss Juljies

MISS JULIE. Perhaps. But then so are you....Besides,
everything is strange. Life, people, everything. It's
all scum, drifiting and drifting on the water until

it sinks~-sinks. There's a dream I have every'now

and then. It's coming back to me now. I'm sitting on

top of a pillar that I've climbed up somehow and

I don't know how to get back down. When I look down

I get dizzy. I have to get down but I don't have the

courage to jump., I can't hold on much longer and

I want to fall; but I don't fall. I know I won't

have any peace until I get down; no rest until I get

down, down on the ground. And if I ever got down on the
ground, I1'd want to go farther down, right down into the



earth....Have you ever felt anything like that?

JEAN, quér: I used to dream that I'm lying under
a tall %ree in a dark woods. I want to.get up, up to
the very top, to look out over the bright landscape
with the sun shining on it, to rob the bird's nest up
there with the golden eggs in it. I c¢limb and I climb,
. but  the trunk is so thick, and so smooth, and it's .
such a long way to that first branch. But I know that
if T could just reach that first branch, I'd go right
to the top as if on a ladder. I‘'ve never reached it
yet, but some day I will--even if only in my dream. ’

What we must do first of all is to understand what these lines
mean. Some people might do some biographical research into
what Strindberg intended by writing this tragedy before they

" read it. On the basis of this research, they may understand
these lines asrexpressing a class struggle between Julie and 
Jean and also that the struggle parallels with the war between
the sexes. By contrast, those peoﬁle who just read is.play,
rather than inquire Strindberg's biogréphy} may| undergtand

it as nothing but Julie and. Jean separately recoWnting their

own dreams.



However, no matter how difroro.nces‘ are drawn about
what the text means they have to really know what it
means befors thojr begin to svaluate this text or diu-
cussertaiguestions. 'l'akc for example, the problems of
~ trmlation-Tosaythathlum what a text means is the bas-
ic question in roading procedure is to say that only wo
learn what a text means first can we follow to raise
other questions. It is a very simple and clear consid-
eration. For instance, if we do not know what Strindberg's
play Migs Julje means, how can we draw such considera-
tion of the character in the play like Miss Julie to be
a "characterless character®! Why don't critics say that
Hamlet is a "characterless character”? Apparently, the °
reason why the critic M. Lamm can "judge that the char-
acter of Julie is a "characterless character” without
simplification but also without losing a sense of its,
wholosia that Lamm at first understands that Strindberg
wvants thia play to be an example _of adaptation to social’
conditions of Darwin’s doctrine concerning the survival
of the fittest and the destruction of the weak in the
struggle for existence. Based on this theme, Julie is
described as an exceptional individual, an aristocrat
with sensitive nerves and delicate feelings,who stiays
among lower-class people who don't understand her and who
desecrate her ideals with their rough and dirty hands,
gloat over her defeat and torture her to denth.g



ﬁow we understand that the question of what a text means
is the necessary and basic question in the reading procedure.
;‘That is undeniable but we still confuse it with another
question which is of coursé related to the question of what
a text means. Let us think about this case for the same text,
for example the play Miss Julie. Critics may hold several
different explanations of what the text means. For instance,
critics might have different interpretations for the paragraphs;
I quoted above. Some critiecs, by means of biographical inguiry,
-¥elieve that the pa;agraphs demonstrate the basic differences
‘in upbringing and social position. Other critics, on the basis
of the linguistic contents of the text, understand the
garagraphs as showing the love between Julie and Jean, Now we
must raise the new question that if we say that to know what
a text means is the necessary and basic question in the'reading
procedure, then we must also determine what the textual meaning
really is., If we settle what textual meaning is, then there
will be no difficult to understand what the criterion of

interpretation is.
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Section 2: Understanding the Focus of this Thesiss: The
Question ~= "What 1s Textual Meaning?"

The problem of how fo interpret a literary icxt has
occupied an‘inportqnt position in the literary theory.
As P.D. Juhl points out, the interpresation of literary
work is of considerable importance in the shaping of a
cultural ifad;tion. It seems desirable to have a general
characterization of what is involved in interpreting a
“1iterary work, in order %o state that a particular 1lit-
erary work means such and such.?® In China, Liu Xie also
claims althoygh those works which were written in the past
are old, there are always new understandings when we roadﬁ
them. But it does not mean that the predecessors who stud
ied those works were much more advanced than the later
generation who explored the meaning of these works.l® Some
literary works, like Shakespeare’'s }Hamlet or Chinese nov-
elist Cao Xue-Qin's Dream of the Red Chamber, .hold
many different interpretations of their meanings. The res
son is of coufao very complex. 1 am interested in under-
standirig what is the meaning of a literary work. Is it the
author's intention? Is it the text itself? Or is it the
reader's understandirng? Obviously, only when we answer the
question,i.e. what tcxtuil meaning is, can we then explore
the problem of interpretation of a literary work. Tﬁus. ny
purpose in the present essay is to attempt to throw light
on how the problem of what is textual meaning should be understood.



I have to especially mention that what I do in this essay

should be looked upon more as an attempt to provide a for-
.milation as to what is textual meaning, rather than as an

attempt to provide a definitive acceptable answer to the-

question.
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Section 35 The Definitions of Six Concepts Concerned

with the Discussion of the Ceq?ral Question
<
—

)

Before 1 start fobdiscuas my central question, I
think I ﬁust define some relative concepts.

(f) Meaning. This is a central issue in semantics. In
accordance with A. %g;iff. who stands on the Marxist view-
point, meaning is simply the vehicle by which an ordinary
material object, a property of such an object, or an event
becomes a sign.Iz He further maintains that by meaning w&
understand the processes which enable the sign to perform
the function of an intermediary in the process of human
communication, that is, in the process of conveying thoughts
from one person to another. Therefore, meaning is an in-
tricate system of interhuman relations whereby a material
object becomes a sign.I3 Schaff professes meaning is a kind
of sign but such a sign as a meaning of meaning in Schaff's
view seems to be too abatract. So let us turn to see H.P.
Grice's notion of meaning.Grice tries to clarify natural
and non-natural meaning.Iu He therefore ralses a formila-
tion of meaning which is that A (human agent) means to do'
so-and-so by X.IS Put 1M another way, A meantNN something
by X. For Grica,uoaning NNiB someone’s belief uttersd by ’
certain utterance X. Grice himself claims that we may say
that"A meantNNaomething by X* is roughly equivalent to "A
uttered X with the 1ntentionPf inducing a belief by means
of the recognition of this intention, *16
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There are a number of theories to deal with the

meaning of meaning. We can normally divide then
into two kinds. One is called the designative theory where
one explains a sign having méaning by pointing to what it

designates. For example, in the sentence "Your pen is on

t

the table®, fyour pen” designates a particular pen and
"table” also designates another particular object. The other
kind is called the expressive theory which concérns the
meaning is whatever expresses person's thought and belief
But the expressive theorﬁ'has a problem which, as Taylor

+  points out, the expressive meaning cannot bézghlly sep-
arated from medium, becauge it is only manifest in-it. The
meaning of an expression cannot be expla;ne& by its being

.related to something else, dbut only bj another expression;7
The reason why 1 concur with Schaff and Grice's theory

of meaning is that I-believe that designative theory is more
plausible than expressive theory and I think Schaff and
Grice's theory can be includ fi~the designative theory.
(2) Intention. The query/zi,:;:::er the explanation "A
meant something by X" is equivalent to the explanation "A
intended something by X"? Simply speaking, my question is
whether meaning is the same as intention? )
Schaff and Grice's theory clearly distingulshes mean-

ing from intention. According to them, meaning is an ele-
ment of the aign—aitﬁation or of the communication process,
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In Schaff's meaning of meaning, meaning is understood as

a system of interhuman relations, and undoubtedly, in the
system of relations, intention is only one of them. There-
fore since intentlionality is one strand of a who%e network
of signifying relations, meaning cannot be identical with
intentiohality. Thus, an evident conclusion will be easily
inferreds meaning is not identical with intention. Iﬂ»Grice's
meaning of meaning, he claims that if a person A intends
to get another person B to do something by giving B aome
information, it cannot be regarded as relesvant to the mean-
ing of A's utterance to describe what A intends B to do.I8
However, he proclaims that he does not‘hope to solve any
philosophical pdizlea about intention.

Even though Grice does not answer what intention is,
his analysis of meaning of meaning may help us to think
about it. According to his understanding, intention should
be discersible in the situation in which it is invoked,
and it should be less in need of philosophical clarifica-
tio; than the explicandum"meaning"itaolr, as well as it
should be not dependent on meaning.

According to Roskillz it is harﬁ to find out where the
tern "intention* came from because there is no real Latin
equivalent to this term, which could be meant either as
certain mental states, like yoluntas, animus and consilium
or as in the sense rendered uf a conjuctive phrase indica-
tive of aim or purpoae.19 Dufing fhe Medieval Latin period,
intentio carried the implication of application which was

-
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used in the sense of the both of author and thing. Roskill
points out that the use of “intention" in reference to a
text dealing with an underlying scheme of thought or ideas

to be unfolded in the sense of "the author means by thia.hi'

20 For Roakiil, the notion

of intention seems to be impossible to separate from the

would seem especlally relevant.

aufhor'S‘aim or thought.

When the tefm,"intention"is used, it usually corres-
ponds to what the author projected. For example, when a
critic talks about a particular poem, he emphasizes the
need to discuss what the poet intended, in order for the
poem to be evaluated. Here, needless to say, intention is
seen as the design in the poet’s mind. In another saying,
intention wants to “utter™the poet’s thought. Intention has
an obvious affinity for thg author's attitude towards his
work, the way he felt, and what made him write.?l obviously
something which is expected to éxpress is not always iden-
tical with something which has been expressed.

Now let us look at the distinction between meaning and
intention. Beardsley claims the author's intention is a ser-
les of pasychologlical states or events in his mind, that is,
what the author wanted to do, how he imagined or projected
the artwork before he began to make it and while he was in
the process of making it.az.ueaning. as Grice maintains, is
something which the suthor uttered by means of certain utterance,
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Put in another way, leaning is the verbal meaning or

utterance meaning of the toxt. As Beardsley points out,
what the poet meant is the same as what the poem means.2>
- Normally the verbal meaning of a litorary work is
understood as the author's meaning. Thus, the author's
meaning should automatically be evidence of what the text
means. Even though sometimes the author's report of what |
his work is intended to mean conflicts with the evidence
of the text itself, we should acknowledge that the evid-
ence of thp'texflitaelf displayed must be what the author
really meant, no matter what the author says later.

(3) Utterance, Utterance Meaning and Utteroris Meaning.
What does " utterance” mean? Is it the same as the word
sequence, or as context? Tolhurst distinguishes utterance
from word sequence. He defines utterance a; ' a partiocu-
lar occasion of a string of words® and the term “word
aequonce"meana‘tho string of words used to make utterance.zu
However I doubt  that this. is cleaf enough,It is debatable
whether an argument which I have arbitrarily cﬂssen can
be said to be utterance. For example, a letter to my par-
ents can be sesn as a written uttoranée. but why can't we
admit that words on a paper by a child who has just begun
" to learn some words is also a written utterance? Obviously
fho reason.ia that the writing by the child is not log-
ical and understandable writing. Therefors, utterance is
something whioch must be loglcally understpoed, not just a
particular occasion of a string of words. In this sense
I admit that utterance is actually in context.
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Now that utterance is context or part of a text, it

is not hard to understand that utterance meaning must be
textual meaning. Therefore, when I discuss the problem of
~ textual ;eaning, I am in fact exploring what utterance‘
meaning is. But whether utterance noanipg is utterer's
meaning? Let us see what utterer's meaning is. Grice has
pointed out, utterer's meaning has the following locutidn:\
"y ﬁutterer) meant that...*?3 Accordiné to him, the diff-.
erence between utterance meaning and uﬁtﬁror's meaning
is that in utterer's meaning, the meaning is specified
without the use of qudtation marks, whereas in utterance
meaning, the meaning is'ﬁpecifiod'with the aid of quota-~
tion markg. like thiss 'X. (utterance type) means “...."’
In Tolhurst®'s opinion utterance ahoﬁid Se understood as
"a particular occasion of :string of words ¥ and utterance
meaning is identical with textual meaning. We can see that
utterer's neaninglin just whatever an utterer means by his
use of linguistic token. Meiland sums up Tolhurst's view
saying uftprer's meaning is in fact identical with aufhop-l
ial intention bec;uaa it is just what the author means to _
aay.26 According to Grice and Tolhurst's view, we can see —
that utterer’s meaning should be understood as whatever
an author intended to convey. |

(4) Interpretation. The question of what textual meaning
is can be translated to another question * Is the meaning

of Hume's ZreatjseM?" Of course M could held a lot of explanations..
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Obviously, the notion of textual noanihg is closely re;
lated to the notion@f interpretatidn. What is “interpre- r
tation"? Hirsch maintains that intorpfotation:ia an ex-
planation of neaning.z? But I think when we refer to inter-
pretation, we cannot ignore that interpretation is given
-by an interpreter. Thus, when we discuss the interpre-
tﬁtion of a text, we must be concerned with the situa-
tion of the interpreter. In this sense, I suppose inter-
pretation involves a relationship between textual meaning

and an interpreter’'s situation.

- ! L
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Section 43 The Consido;ation of the Interrelations

of Author,Text, and Reader as the Basis

for Discussing the Question of Textual

Meaning

It does not look difficult to discover what textual
meaning is. However if we really concern ourselves with
What YAnA OF relation we should bo Sondeiaed with whaggest puzzle is
we think about textual meaning. Is the author's inten-
tion related to textual meaning? Is {extual meaning mere-
ly determined by its own linguistic :uloa? Or is the read-
er's understanding the ma}n factor in determining textual
noun;ng? We can sse thnéiggﬁiics and phlilosophers confuse
the relation of textual meaning, we have many theories
as to\what is textual meaning. .

What kind of relations should we consider here? When
we focus on the problem of textual meaning, we will find
that in the process of reading there are three basic fac-
tors which determine what textual meaning is. The three
factors are: author,text,and reader, I think if we focus
on the interrelations among author, text, and reader, only
then can we really shed some 1ight on what textual mean-
ing should be.

What are the interrelations among author, fext and
reader? Basically they can be described as follows: For
certain readers, the author wrote a text in which he in=
tended his utterance to be undorstood by the readers, Yet, the

text as an independent linguistic quodt. even ‘thoug@dépendent
on ° . its author, may havo'ita own meaning which is de-

termined by the linguistic rules such as syntax and seman-
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tics and therefore may conflict with what the author
intended. The reader must somehow have contact with
the text, and in terms of his own situation, can de-
cide what is tgxtual meaning. - | |

Chinese critic Liu Xie points out the invention
of literary work is caused by the author's emotion and
then the work subsequently causes certain emotions in
the reader when he reads the work. Here, Liu Xie refers
to the general relations among author, text, and reader.
According to him, an author writes a text only when he
intends to write a text that utters his emotion and
thoughts. The author also knows for whom his writing
will be. For example, when Shakespeare wrote Hamlet, he
intended to convey his intention to English-speaking
rather fhln Chinese-speaking people. Similarly, when
.Chinoso novelist Cao Xue-Qin wrote his Dream of the Red
Chamber, he intended it to be understood by the Chinese.
~ Simply, authors who ;;itq works always intend to let cer-
tain'pQOple understand what they write. In order for them
to realize their aims, they should write their works for
people ﬁho share the same cultural tradition and use the
sanme language. | .

Now let us consider the relation between author and
text. Liu Xie maintains that if a written text is incom-
patible to the ;nthor's will, hoi can we believe the text ?28 -
Some people wonder how can we know the author's intention -

if we read a literary work which was written a long time ago.
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He argues that although we cannot go back to the time when

the fiction was written, we may acknowledge the author's
intention through reading the text. The text must be re-
levant to what the author intended to convey.

Juhl also shows that there is a logical comnnection be-
tween a text and the author's intention. By means of dis-
cussing allusion and irony, he argues that text certainly
depends uﬁon the author's intention. In the followiné
_ example **] have heard the mermaids singing, each to each"

(a sentence from Eiiot'a poem Love Song of J. Alfred Prufrock)

it is said to be an allusion to aline in a poem by Donne.
But the question which Juhl provides us with is namely,
whether or not Eliot-Prufrock is alluding to certain lines
makes sense only if Eliot gould have alluded to them.29
Cleary,Juhl's concluaion is that certain lines (I) in a 1it-.
. erary work cannot be an allusion to certain lines (2) un-~
less the author of lines (I) knows the latter.>°
. Furthermore, Juhl discusses the following example:s

(I) The cat is on the mat.

(2) The cat is very fat,
He thinks, if the two sentences were produced accidently
by a monkey who just randoamly depresses keys on a #ype- 
writer, can we believe in the two sentences the cat in (I)-
is the same as the cat in (2)? He brings out the idea that
we cannot take the various parts of a text (its lines, sin—
tence, and so on) as forming a unit or as (here) belonging
together, in tho sense which our concept of a litornry

work requires, without assuming thnt the text rOprosonts
a person's (1ntention) action.
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To call something a poem or even a text is to say that
the words, phfasas. lines, or sentencea of which it con-
sists have:not been arranged in this way by chance but
have been produced by a person with certain kinds of in-
tentions. In particular, the previous example shows that
only if the text has been produced by a person with éer-
tain kinds of intentions can the facta in question make
it more likely that the reference of *the cat™ in (I)
and (2) is the same--that is, only if those facts are
avidence of what the author intended to express or convey.
Thus to say "The referencdof 'the cat' is (probably) the
same in (I) and (2)" is to say "The author (probably) in-
tended ‘the cat’' to refer to the same animal in (I) as.in
(2)=. 1

1 agree that textual meaning must be relevant to -
what the author intended, and I am convinced that the
text as an independent lingusitic object could have mean-
ing determined by the linguistic rules and may conflict
with the author's intention.

Let us consider the following sentence in a Chinese
poen:"Tho wood pestles were floating on blood when the
vanguards transferred their allegiances.”Now let us sup-
pose the poet who intended to convey ého idea that war i=s
cruel, used the exaggerative way to utter such an idea.
The real meaning the author intended to convey was not
that the wood pestles were really floating on the blood.
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But if we understand it only in termsbf its linguistic
meaning, the understanding that the wood pestles were
really floating on the blood is also plausible, that
is to say, 1t can be the true meaning of the sentence.
The reason is that when we read a text, we can under-
stand it just in terms of its 1linguistic meaning,
which is determined by the linguistic rules such as
syntax. and semantios; they.are fully independent of the
author's intention. Thus, we will find that in the sen-
tence there are two different meaniﬂgs. one which is
what the author actually intended, and another which is
determined by the linguistic rules. These two meanings
may conflict with each other.
| As for the relation between text and rgader, let us
first look at Iser’s view. A functional model of the
text as a historical occurrence is concerned not with
. what a text may mean but rather with how a text affects
a reader.’? The important thing is that he provides the
concepts of “foreground" and "“background®. He says:
Scheme could be regarded as a "primary code™of a
text, which supplies the reasder with instructions

21

for creating a "secondary codo';e.g. an "aesthetio

code” in the sense of Roland Posner. The primary
code serves as a model for cognitive enactment
and hence as a precondition of many potential
readings; it does not prescribe a fixed outlook.
‘An individual reading enacts a "secondary code"
guided ﬁy the socio=-cultural code accepted by

that particular roador.33
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In the reading process there is no face to face situation
A text cannot adapt itself to each reader it comes

into contact with. Therefore, even in the process of
raaﬁing; the reader’s activity must be controlled by the
text. The control cannot be as specific as in a face to
face situation, as well, it samnot be as determinate as
a social code which regulates social interaction. Por

Iher, the reading process is in fact a process of inter-

action between the explicit and tho‘inplicit. between
revelation and concealment. What is concealed spurs the
reader into action, but this action is also antrolled
by what is revealed; the explicit in its turn is trans- -
form;d when tho.inplicit has been brought to light.B“

He maintains that the structured blank of the text stim-

ulates the process of jdeation to be performed by the
reader on terms set by the text. That means the consti-

tution of sense is not a one-side demand imposed by the

‘text on the reader. The scheme, he writqthapplying to

textual states of affairs are only partial aspects of
the total picture; they merely offer a reader viewpoint
for creating a "horison” of sense for the text. Sonao-
is constituted within the reader's ideation, but it is
not just the reader's fantasy. Sense is pre-structured
via th§ text, but still needs to bhe created from the
available aspects that cannot themselves already be what
was intended by the text.3®

F‘



Accofdingly.the text ag® Primary code determines what

‘the reader pays attention to. And then, in the reading

process, the reader is also influenced by the secondary
code which is guidéd by the socio-cultural code.

Among author, text, and reader, the text undoubtedly
is the cenﬂhl ?oncept. As long as we grasp the text it-
self, we will neceszarily-refer to both author and read-
er. And then by their interrelations, it wilibecome cledr
what textual meaning should be, | |

FPor example, if we study the novelist Hugh MacLennan's
life, probably it is profitable to write his biography
but if is not very useful in order to know what his fic-
tionATwo.Solitudes means. Op the other hand,if we go to
study those who read this‘novel. i t will be a kind of re
search in psychology or sociology rather than knowing the
textual meaning. Of course when we discuss what a literary
work means, we must refer to the author andféeadar. But
such a consideration must be based on the text itself. For

" example, if we intend to know what Two Sglitudes means, it
will be useful tﬁ?::e author's intention andf%eader's in-
terpretation of this fiction. But if we only do that, we
will know nothing about the textual meaning. There is only

‘ one way we can know what the novel means, and that is to
read it. In the novel, MacLennan says that "I should like
to emphasize as emphatically as I can that this book is a
stofy. and in no sense whatever documentary All the char-

that
-36 ]
acters are purely imaginary.=<” Does it mean what MacLennan
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‘wrote is false? If a person who intends té\learn Canadian
history by means which are different from reqding a textbook
should he give up on reading it? Obviously not. ¥Why? After
the person reads it, he will say that the novel is about
"the lives of a few individuals working out the latest
stage of their violent history”. ?7 Readers think it is
true story about Canadian history because they interpret
ifs meaning by means of the text itself rather than by
what the author said. As Tolhurst says, no matter Qﬁét

an author may'say about what he intended or even what

he really intended, it cannot alter the meaning of what

he has written. The work is a public object and the reader
is as qualified to interpret it as is the author.38 Thus, -

I think, text is the central factor which can link both

author and reader.

24



PART II: A CRITIQUE CF REPRESENTATIVE THEORIES OF
TEXTUAL MEANING
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‘ In the following part..I‘would like to examine four
representative theories--anti-intentionalism, communica-
tionalismz intentionalism and anti-textual individuationa-
lism=~in order to show that all of them'fail to expound what
textual meaning is since none of them considers the question

in terms of the interrelations among author, text, aﬂz\readan

L . s - -
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Section 51 Criticism of Anti-Intentionalism: Its Neglect
of the Logical Connection between Téxtual Meaning

and Author's Intention )

Anti-intentionalism can be summarized as followss the
author'é intention is irrelevant to textual meaning, the latter
being determined by the linguistic rules of the text. In other
words, there is no logical connection between textual meaning
and the author's intention; the textual meaning does not always
appear to be what the author intended to produce, and'ainilarly.
what the author intended is not necessarily what the text conveys,
ihia theory is represented by M. C. Beardsley. His view has
attracted considerable attention, ind a large part of the
professionally relevant liﬁerature since its appearance is
explicitly cﬁncorned to defend or criticize its views.l

Beardsley maintains he only desires to argue that author's
intention is neither available nor desirable as a standard for
judging the textual meaning. His analysis is that intention is
the design or plan in the author's mind. Thialplnn has affini?y
with the author's attitude toward his work, the way he felt,
whaﬁ‘nade him write. Simply, intention is just a cause of the
text. Beardsley further claims, to say something is a cause
of something is!;i.ncompatiblwith saying that something is a
atandnrdlof something. To put another way, if one insists
on the designing intellect as a cause of a poem, this is
not to say that the design or intention is a standard by

¢
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which the critic can judge the worth of the poet's perfor- -
" mancs. In Beardsley's anti-intentionalism, a poem can exist
only through its meaniné-;aince its mediun is ﬁorda--yet,
its meaning is, simply, in the sense that we have no excuse
for ingquiring what part is intended or meant. |

Bsuﬂslef thinka.‘ when considering textual meaning, all |
we should do is to focus our attention on the text itself. If
‘we want to find out what the author's intention is, we should
inquire into hi_.s/her bio'grapl'l.ical background because intention
as a gause of the text is different from the.neaning of the
text as a standapd. of judging the text. The text itself is
the only evidence of what it means. Even though sometimes the
author's report of what his work is intended to mean confliots
with.the evidence of the text itself, we should acknowledge °
that thellisplayed svidence of the text itself must be what
the author really meant, no ‘nttu- what the author says latex
Therefore, textual meaning is irrelevant to the author’s inten-
tion and textual meaning may also conflict with what the author
says what his intention is. According to anti-intentionalism,
the imiavanco of the author's intention can be revealed in
that we find textual meaning directly by reading or listening
and that we discover the author's intention only by biographical
i.nqui‘ry: throuah letters, diaries, workbooks, or, if the author
is alive, by uking him. ,

Beardsley further discusses what the distinction is
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between internal and external evidence of textual meaning.
The distinction, he explains, is that internal evidence is
public and is discovered through the semantics and syntax
of a text, through our habitual knowledge of the language,
through gremmars, dictionaries and all the literature which
is the source of dictionaries, and, in general, through aI}
that makes a language ard culture. External evidence is -
irivato or idiosyncratic and is not a part of the work as a
linguistic rlct,ﬁecauue 1t‘cohsiats of revelation about the
author's intention.z ' .
Beardsley cites J. Donne’'s poem to expound upon his -
view. In Donne's poem, there is the following stanzas
Moving of the earth btrings harmes and fears
Men reckon what it did and meant, -.
But trepidation 6r the aphinres
Though greater far, 1uvinnocent.3
Some critics say in this stanza that Donne expresses the feeling
that he “exhorts his love to quietness and caln®.* It means
that Donne sees the moving of the earth as a celestial »
motion, which is, for him, a new nstronnnié;isprincipla. and
by such a metaphor he intends to utter his certain willing
of quietness. However, another says that “moving of the earth”
means a fierce motion, for example, an earthquake, rather than
the celestial motion. Which one is the plausible interpretation?
People who hold the view that the meaning is celestial motion,
assert that, in various works, Donne shows his familiarity

with Kepler's De Stella Nova, with Galileo's Sjderius Nuncjus,
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with William Gilbor‘l;'a De Magnete, and with Clavius' commentary
on the De Sphaers of Sacrobosco. That is to én,v. by such
biographical inquiry, they affirm that the real meaning of |
*moving of the earth” is “celestial motion". People who hold
the view that the meaning is 'ﬁ.erce. motion” claim that when
they read such a sentence they belisve that it means that. the
fierce motion is like an earthquake. According to Beardsley,
the o;'xly acceptable textual meaning must be that which we
get by directly reading the text rather than by doing blogra-
phical inquiry. fhcnfore. we can say that the meaning of -
*moving of the earth” can plausibly be provided as a “fierce
| mtion". , -

In short, Beardsley suggests that the text itself is
the s0le determinant of textual meaning and the ‘authorial
intention is not useful evidence for interpretation, As
Tolhurat maintains, the mti-intentionn:_l.istls' basic position
is that a text is a piece of language in which n_onning is
determined by linguistic rules independently 37 what an
author might hav; intended,”

Beardsley correctly shows how important the text itself
:{a. According to hinm, an interpretation of a text must be
based on the text -iﬁelf rather than the blographical inquiry
about the author's intention. For example, consider the °
.following sentence:

"The wood pestles were floating c.m blood - -
When the vanguards transferred their allegiances.”
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By dichtly reading it, it is not hard to understand that
what it means is that in the cruel fight the soldiers’ blood
converged upon a river to float the wood pestles. But aomeone
might argue that what the author really intended to convey
"~ was not that the dead soldiers’' blood truly converged upon
a river to float tpe‘woq§ pestles, but, rather, to allude to
how cruel the war was. Nevartﬁeioss. accgrding to Bﬁgrdaley.
whereas a poet's notes tend to seem to justify themselves as
external indexes to the author's intention,
they ought to be judged like any other parts of a composition
i.e. the verbal arrangement special to a particular context, .
and, when so judged, their reality as parts of the poem, or !
their imaginative integration with the rest of the poem, may

6

come into question.™ There is another case where in the author

often gives a report about what he really meant, which conflicts
with the evidence of the text itself. In this instance,
Beardsley claims that if a reader finds irony in a text, he .

' should conclude that it is ironic, no matter what the author
says. o

" We note that Beardsley rightly shows how important the
text itself is in determining textual meahing. In the relation
between author and text, even though the author writes the
text, his intention is only one thing and the linguistic

rules such as syntax and semantics are another thing, and are
independent of the author's intention, though they are related
to it. That means the author can use certain language to
a;lude to or to imply something, but that the language the
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author used may hold certain meanings which conflict with
the author's intention. ' -
Yet, even though Beardsley correctly explains the

importance of the text itself in determining textual meaning,

he meanwhile incorrectly denies the logical connection between -
the author's intention and the linguistic meaning of ‘the text

\_Beardsley cites allusions in literaturs to show how the

author's intention is irrelevant to textual meaning. The
example he uses is Eliot's poenm hove Song of J, Alfred Pry-
Irock. There is one sentence in the poem which is, "I have
heard the mermaids singing, each to each", which, says
Beardsley, -bears a certain resemblance to a line in a song

by J. Donne "Teach me to hear mermaids singing”. So, ﬁoardslay
askss Ia‘Eliot'a line an allusion to Donne‘'s? Acoordiné to

his suggestion, the way of poetic analysis and exegesis is

the true and objective way of interpretation, but the way of
biographical inquiry is not acceptable. Therefore, whether

or not Eliot's llne.ia an allusion to Donne's should oniy
depend on the Qontonoe ifaolf. namely, if we discover thers

is an allusioh in the sentence, we can draw that it is allusive,

no_matter wﬁat Eliot himself says or what we find out by

| doing the blographical inquiry. Beardsley clegrly indicates:

" We shall not here weight the probabilities--whether
Eliot would answer that he meant nothing at all, had
nothing at all in mind--a sufficiently good answer to
such a Queation--or in an unguarded moment might
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furnish a clear and, within its limit, irrefutable
answer. Our point is that such an answer to such an
inquiry would have nothing to do with the poem
“"Prufrock™; it would not be a critical inquiry.
Critical inquiries, unlike bets, are not settled in
this way. Critical inquiries are not settled by

Acohaulting the oracle.?’

However, on the contrary, Juhl shows that the relevance of
an author's intention to the tﬂxtual meaning is obvious in the
case of allusion. His discussion about how the author's
intention is relevant to the textual meaning in allusion
can be found in Part III where I will discuss the relation
between author!and text. I maintain that there must be a
logical connection between the author's intention and textual
meaning. |

Let us consider an axaiﬁlo to umdorataﬁd why the author's
intention is relevant to textual meaning. In Sylvia Plath’'s
poen The Arzival of the Bee Box, there is a stanza:

They might ignore me.immediately

In my moon suit and funeral veil.

1 am no source of honey

So why should they turn on me?

Tomorrow I will be swogt God, I will set thenm froe.a
If might be said that the sentence "In my moon suit and funeral
_ veil® is just an allusion which Flath uses it to refer to the
beekeeper's suit and veil. This is one kind of interpretation
about this aenfonoo. But, according to Beardsley, this
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sentence can also be interpreted so that the beekeeper really
wears the moon suit and funeral veil which we understand by
means of reading the sentence itself. ‘

I will call the author's intention, which in this example
is identical with the beekeeper‘s suit and veil, as “1’ and
the linguistic meaning of the sentence, which is the beskeeper
wearing the moon suit and funersl veil, as “2' KBy claim is
that it does not matter whether a reader accepts "1 or M_,
both M, and M, must be relevant to the author's intention.
0f course, this is not to say that prelevance is identical

with determinations that is, the claim that the author's
intention is relevant to the textual meaning is not to claim

that the author's intention determjnes the textual meaning.
Such relevance, I think, can be seen in the following‘way.
Any text may hold that-ll and "2 is always given or written
by an author who has the specific intention to write it,
even though the author's specific intention may fail to be
conveyed by M,. Therefore, in this sense, M, 6bviously is
relevant to the author's intention but it may conflict with
it.
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Section 61 Criticism of Commmicationalism: Indetermination
of Textual Neaning with Respect to the Interpre-
tation of a Text

Simply speaking, communicationalism claims that taxtuﬁl
meaning must go beyond the author's meaning because textual
meaning is determined in part by the traditiorilait\mtion of
the reader. ,

Gadamer, whose theofy is an instance of communipatioﬁa-
lism, states that traditional 19th century hermensutics is
only concerned with the knowing relation to a text and such
a relation is also thought to belong to the methodology. That
is, in accordence with traditional hefmeneutical theory,
knowing is only conceived-as a subjective process of man. On
the contrary, Gadamer's hermeneutics focuses on the probdlem
of the understanding relation to a text. Is there,a radical
difference between knowing and uhdefatanding? Gadamer thinks
that there is. For example, the following question can dbe |
raiseds Do you Xyow the poem? "Knowing™ the poem can be seen
in the sense of being abie to recite its as Hoy says, the
knowing relation suggests that two things are to be brought
together, already specifying a distance and a distinctness
between the text and the reader; the text is posited as an
object existing at a distance from a subjective consciousness.®

The question, though, Do you upderstand this poem? is not
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tan}ambunt to the first question and implies something Qore.
than knowing.

To know something is to be able to repeat it without
comprehension. To understand something means, rather, to
comprehend it and to be able to explain it. Therefore, iq
understanding something, interpretation is necessarily required.
In other words, understanding includes interpretation. This
is a principle in communicationalism. In it, the separation
of understanding and interpretation 15 only an abstraction.
Palmer points out, in Gadamer's communicationalism, under-
standing is not conceived as a subjective process of man
over and against an object but the way of being of man himself,l®

As we know, an interpretation of something is given by
an interpreter to explain what the meaning of the thing is.
In othef words, if we conslider an interpretation, we must
also consider the interpreter's case. Gadamer holds the same
idea._He-suggesté that an interpretation of a text should
not be restricted to what the author intended because-a text
is not an expression of the subjectivity of the authofa but
rather it comes into a real existence only in a dialogue of
the interpreter with the text. . |

.According to Gadamer, Palmer maintains:

the experience of a work of art transcends every
subjective horizon of interpretation, both that of
the artist and that of the perceiver. For this

reason, “"the mens auctoris is notapossible measure
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of the meaﬁing of a work. Indeed, to speak about
a work~-in-itself, cut off from its ever renewed
reality as it comes to stand in experience, is
to take a very abstract view.“ll The decisive
thing is neither the author's intention, nor the.
work as a thing in itself outside history, but
the "what® that comes repeatedly to stand in
historical encounters.l?

In communicationalism, there is the key notion of "tradition”,
by which Gadamer draws his own perspective about what textual
meaning is. ; .

Like Heidegger, Gadamer maintains that we understand a
glven text not with ah\empty consciousness temporarily filled
with the present situation, but rather, with an already
éstablishaq way of aeeing and-certain ideational 'preconceptiona“.13
He asserts that there is no pure understanding of historical
. text without feference to the present, and the present is in

fact seen always through the way of seeing bequeathed from past.
In terms of this principle. in the communication between a
text and reader, meaning of a past text cannot be seen solely
.according to itself. Rather, it is seen In terms of the questions
put to it from the present. That is, a literary work is not
iﬁterpretod by the reader without preconséeptions.

How do tho readers get their preconceptions? Gadamer says
they get them from the tradition in which the readers stand.
What is "tradition®? When we normally use this term, we mean
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a certain culture that we know and live in, or generally
speaking,. which determines the way of action and thinking
of people who live in a certain society. A simple example
is, as we know, that in Europe, people are acustomed to use
a knife, fork and spoon when they have a meal. However, in. -
China, people always use chopsticks. Why do they have such
different customs? The answer simply is: thef have different
traditions. |

0f course the notion of tradition is verywidely accepted .
Yet, for Gadamer, the notion of tradttion is accepted only-
in the language. According to him, tradition is not simply
an occurrence that one recognizes through experience and
learns to control, but 1s rather language, which is to say
it speaks from itself like "thou".l” Tradition, far from being
an object, is more %igf :he other person in a dialogue.
Gadamer's notion of tradition is that it is not the outcome of
method or deiiberate self-conscious design, as Ermarth point8'
out, but is rather the outcome of language. We understand on
the basis of pre-judgment, sincejprior to any comprehending
there 1s a "pre-handing®™ which is not the work of subjective
consciousness but rather of the tradition of lanéuage. We do
not preside over or control tradition any morﬁ than we dd
language. According to Ermarth, it is in this sense that we
belong to history. Gadamer also claims that, in trﬁth. history
does not belong to us, rather we belong to history.

In accordence with Gadamer, tradition is like the
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relation between "thou and I” in a dialogue. Hoy reveals
that understanding is always a form of dialogue: it is a
language event in which communication take; place._Hermeneutical
understanding.is a language phenomenon in the further sense
that the cultural tradition.is itself present largely as
“language" and often as written texts. To interpret these texts
is to come into dialogue with them.15 Obviously, in Gadamer's
communicationaiism, textual meaning is co~determined by the
traditional situation of the reader and by the whole objective
course of history rather than only by the author's intention.
" For communicationalism, the meaning of a text poses a question
to him in his particular historical situation and he approaches
the text with given expectations. This shows that Gadamer
does not hesitate to state that the context of the interpre-
tation of the immanent text is the interpreter’s context.

Since Gadamer believes that textual meaning does not
merely depend upon the author and his original public and
it is always co-determined by the historical situation of
the interpreter, he concludes that textual meaning surpasses
its author not occasionally but always. Thus, understanding

is in fact not a reproductive procedure, but rather a productive

- one. 16

Howeaver, Palmer sayss

.y

Is what we work with in the process of reconstruc-
tion really what we label and search for as the
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"meaning™ of the work? Is understanding rightly
determined when we strive to see in it a second
creation exactly like that of the original--a
re-creation? Obviously not, for the meaning of
a work depends on what questions we are asking
in the present. "Restoration,” says Gadamer,
=if made central in hermeneutics, is no less
absurd than all effort to restore and reviye
life gone roreVer.'l7 Integration, not restoration,
is the true task of hermeneutics.l

What does "re-creation™ mean? According to Gadamer,
understanding is not a reproductive procedure but a productive
one. The reason is that the tradition influences not only the

'author who wrote the text but also the reader who interprets

the text. But, Gadamer thinks, such a process is not a re-~
creative process because the interpratationlof the text is
in fact not a restoration but rather an integration. This is
what the notion of "re-creation” means. Integration implies
that the textual meaning is not restricted to only the author's
meaning but aiﬁays goes beyond it, and integrates with what
the interpreter underatands in terms of_pis own historical
situation.

Consequently, textual meaning is no longer aéen to be
determinate but rather jndeterminate, because it is not
determined by the author's meaning but, in a sense, by the

widespread cultural tradition of the interpreter. Textual

meaning is no longer limited to the author's meaning but

becomes, in a sense, something integrated by the interpreter
with the text. It of course goes beyond the author's meaning..
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However, if we accept communicationalism--which holds that
textual n;aning must go beyond the author's meaning and is
co=-determined by the tra@itional situation of the interpreter—-
then we will'inevitably face the following problem: there is
never ;ny misunderstanding of a literary work. Juhl maintains
that Gadamer is hard-pressed to make sense of the notion of
misunderstanding. Even though Gadamer thinks a reader can
misunderstand a text only in the sense in which his interpre-
tation i8 inconsistent with his explanation of the relevant
facts, such explanation is inadequate.

_ There are two reasons, Juhl suggests, for the reader
misunderstanding a text. One is that it is possible that not
everyone will understand perfectly what a text means; another
. is that even if a roadaf were not able to find an interpreta-
tion of the relevant fact under which his interpretation of
the text would be highly likely, Gadamer could not say that
'to hold the interpretation would be to misunderstand the text,
since another reader might find the required inferpratation
of the relevant facts.

Furthermore, Hirsch points out, since textual meaning is
shared by both author and reader, and textual meaning wust
g0 beyond its author, textual meaning is a never-exhausted
array of possible meaning lying in wait for a never-ending array
of interpreters.? Thersfore, a literary work in fact has
never any determinate meaning. Accordingly, since textual meaning
is not determined until a reader "interpret”™ it, there is no
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intetpretation at all. We know that an interpretation means

an explanation of the meaning of a text. If we say such
interpretation actually is i;tagration rather than explanation,
why.do we 8till hold that the rsader's integration of textual
meaning is the explanation of textual meaning? Thus, we must
say in commun%cationalism there is no interpretation of .
textual meaning, but only integration 6f textual ﬁaaning or
a reader’'s own input of textual meaning. _
The reason, 1 suppose, is thgt Gadamer iﬁcorrectly ignores
the determination of the text itself and one-zidedly stresses
the communication between text and reader. Truly, Gadamer
suggests that the real meaning of a text as it addresses the
interpreter does not just depend on the occasional factors
which characterize the author and his original public. For-
it is also always co-determined by the historical situation
of the interpretei and thus by the whole of the objective
course of‘hiatoryuzo Hoy also reveals that it would be =
mistake to misconstrue Gadamer's point as implying that thé
interpreter merely reads his own neaﬁing into the text or ~
that he only understands the textual meaning for him and not
in itself.?l A1l of the evidence shows that what Gadamer
emphasizes is the communication between text and reader. Yet
it is not easy to find out that Gadamer affirms ihe determination
of the text. In communicationalism, the text as an object of
hermeneutics is only concerned to be that t9 which it is such
an object. He indicates that the "meaning™ of such a text is
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not motivated by an oécasion, but, on the contrary, claims to
_be understandable "anytime®™, that is, to be an answer always,
and that means inevitably also to raise the question to which
the text is an answer.Z? Also he claims that when we say that
the work of art says something to us an& that it thus belongs
to the matrix of things we have ¥o understand, our assertion
is not a metaphor, but has a valid and demonstrable meaning.23
It is quite clear for him that the important thing is to consider
how the reader's asseertion can become a valid meaning in the
communicatioé between text and reader, rather than how the
text determines the reader to interpret its meaning.

If the communication between text and rea&;r is to be
successful, clearly the reader's activity must be controlled
in a certain way by the text. The control of text is not just
to say something to the reader but to provide or guide the
reader to understand its meaning just by means of the text
itself. I would claim that even though the reader's traditional
situation influencea\his understanding, his interpretation of
textual meaning is still cerfainly governed by the text itself.
.!nprﬂfore. the reader's interpretation of the text does not
necessarily surpass the meaning in the‘fé;t, no matter how
'the reader's traditional situation influences his underatanding.



Section 7: Criticism of Intentionalisms Conflicts betwean
Textual meaning and Author's Intention

Intentionalism, which is opposed to anti-intentionalism,
consists in saying that what a text says is that it has to
represent someone’'s meaning--if not the author's, then the
critic's. Its principle is that textual meaning is what tﬁe
author intended. | )

Intentionalists such as Hirsch attack anti-ihtentionalian
on the grounds thﬁt if a téxt means what it says, then it means
nothing in particular. Its saying has no determinate existence
but must be the saying of the author or a readqr. The text
doea not exisf even as a seqﬁence of words until it is
construed; until then, it is merely a sequence of signs.zu
According to anti-intentionalism, the author's intention is
only a design or plan in his mind; that is to say, intention
is only conceived aa.nehtal, and therefore private. Textual
meaning can thus be discovered only by the syntax and semantics
of the text and it is irrelevant to the author’'s intention. On
the contrary, Hirsch maintains that textual meaning is not
only relevant to the author's intention but more importantly
is d;ternined by the author's intention, because, he says,
textuﬁl'meaﬁing must represent someone’s meaning and it is
impossible to say that a text means something which no one

meant.



45

Naturally, the author's desire to communicate a particular

meaning is not necessarily tpe same as his success in doing
so. For example, a poet intends in a four-line poem to convey

a2 sense of desolation, but what he manages to convey to some
readers is a sense that the sea is wet, to others that twilight
is approaching. Hirsch claims that even the poet's intention
to convey desolation is not identical with his stylistic
effectiveness in doing so, e.g. the only universally valid
meaning of the poem is still the sense of desolation. The
reasoh 1s that Hirsch believes that textual meaning is
different from the significance of textual meaning. -
lNeaning. according to Hirsch, is that which is representéd
by a text and it is what the author meant by his use of a
particular sign sequence. Meaning is what the signs repfasant.
but the signs are identical with what the author intended to
convey. Signiricanc; names a relafionahip between that meaning
. and a person, or a conception, or a situation, or indeed anything
imaginable. Simply speaking, significance is how a reader |
thinks about the meaning. Hirsch says that;authorsyill obviously
in the course of time tend to view their own works in diffor;ht
. contexts. Clearly what changes for them is not the.meaniqg of
the work, but rather their relationship to that meaning.
Signifiéance always implies a relationship, and one constant,
unchanging pole of that relationship is what the text meéans.
Failure to consider this simple and essent;hl distinction has

been the source of enormous confusion in hermeneutic theory.zs
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In this sense, textual meaning as the verbal meaning of a
text is always determinate and unchangeable. Readers may
have different responses to a text because they may have
dirferent signiricancea_whon they read the text. Hirsch
points out that it.is true that the aignificance of a text
for one person is not altogether'the same as for another,
because the men themselves and therefore their personal
relationships to a particular verbal meaning are different.?6
According to intentionalists, however, it does not matter
that readers have different responses to the same text, their
responses cannot alter thé character of the vorba; meaning at
all. _ o

Yerbal meaning is’whatever someone has willed to convey by
a particular sequence of linguistic signs and which can be
conveyed by means of those 1ingﬁistic aigna.27 Evidently, this
is to say, verbal meaning is something the author intended to
convey. Since such verbal meaning, in Hirsch's intentionalism,
muat be determinate and reproducible, he suggests that if a

meaning can change its identity and in fact does, then we

have no norm for judging whether we are encountering the real
meaning in a changed form or some spurious meaning that is

pretending to be the one we seek.z8

Thus, Hirsch here raises
a criterion for the interpretation of textual meaning which,
for him, is only the meaning that is identical with the
author's intention. Hirsch says that once it is admitted

that a meaning can change 1ts characteriétics, then there is
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- no way of finding the true Cinderella among all ‘the contenders.
There is no dependable glass slipper we can use as a test  since
the old slipper will no longer fit the new Cinderella.??
Undoubtedly, for Hirsch, the "dependable glass slipper” must
be the determinate verbal meaning of a text. _

Furthermore, Hirsch suggests that any determinate verbal
meaning requires a determining will, which he observes is tna
following principle: Meaning must represent someone's meaning-—-
if not the autnor'é. then the critic's. Thus, he necessarily .
infers that verbal meaning as textual meaning is 1dentical with
the author's intention. not occazionally, but always.
_ Intention. we know, is what the author wanted to project
before he began to create his artwork. Yet intention in Hirsch's
intentionalism is seen as a linguistic term, rather than a
peychological term, which means the verbal meaning is eaaentiallf
shareable. Hirsch emphasizes that since verbal meaning is an
intentional object and it is like any other meaning, we can
infer that an unlimited nuznar of different intentional acts
can intend the same verbal meaning.BP Notice that here Hirsch
‘'uses the term "intentional act®, which is clearly defined as
the author's act rather than??gader'E. Thus, we can have no
doubt that Hirsch's conclusion is that textual meaning munt
be the author's intention.

Accordingly, Hirsch criticizes the view that textual
meaning may be 1ndependent of the author’s intention and may

be impersonal and autonomous. He clalms that 1f we say text
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means only what it says, then it means nothing in particular,
ﬁecausg any wS}d sequence can, under the conventions of language,
legitﬁately represent more than one complex ot_meaning. For
example, the sentence "1 am going to town today”, can be held
in different senses by the simple device of placing a afrong -
emphasis on any of the six different words. A word sequence,
Hirasch supposes, means nothing in particular untll someone
either means aonathing by it or understands something from it.
‘Hirsch also says a text does not exist even as a sequence of
words unkil it is construed. If we reject this view, then no
interpretation can possibly correspord to the textual neaning.
because we do not h#ve the glass slipper to fit the true
Cinderella, which means textual meaning will never be determinable.
Sometimes Hirsch also claims that textual meaning might
present the critic's meaning and not necessarily the author’s.
He believes that if the best meaning of a text were not the
author's, then it would have to be the critic‘'ss at least, it
must be someone’s. In that case, the oritic should be seen as
the author of the best meaning of the text. In short, textual
meaning must represent aoneone's‘intention. though it makes
no difference whether it is the author's or the reader’s.
 Accordingly, Hirsch thinks the context itself cannot
determine the textual meaning, bacause context itself is also
determined, first by an author, then through construction by
an interpreter. Hirsch knows that verbal meaning 18 not the same
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as the "content” of which an author, quite often, is conﬁcious.
But, he thinks, it does not really contradict his principle
where in textual meaning is what the author intended, because
he admits, an author almost always means more than he is aware
of meaning and he camnnot explicitly pay attention to all the
aapecta of his meaning.
Clearly, Hirsch denlies that tha text itaelf has the
possibility of holding its own meaning, which nny conflict
with what the author intended. .But I doub‘t that this is right.
We know Hirsch's 1ntert10nhl_,m which context cannot
determine textual neaningubaaed on the idea that context
" itself is always determined by the author. But I argue that
cdntext may have its oin meaning which is not determined by
the author but rather is determined by the linguistic rules of
context {tselr and which may also conflict with the author's
intention. What I am discussing is not the notion of signifi-
cance, by.which Hirsch means the relation between a reader and
the textuallneaning. What I am talking about is that the verﬁal_
meaning itself may involve two meanings. One is what the author
intended to convey and another 1ls what the context itself holds
in terms of its linguistic rules. For example, in the sentence
"the wood peatles were floating on blood when the vanghards
transferred thelr alleglances”, we will say that what the agthor
intended to convey might be that it was a cruel war in which
a lot of soldierg died, but that he does not really mean that

the soldiers®' blood was like a river. Nevertheless, readers

5



who know English might understand that what the sentence really

means is that the soldiers' blood converged to a river which
Tloated a lot of the wood pestles. The reason for this kind of
understanding is simply that the lingﬁistic meaning is always
indepéndent of the author who uses them to convey his intention.
Since this is so, we have to admit that a text may have tﬁo
different meanings. One is determined by the author‘'s intention
and another is determined by the linguistic rules of the text
itself, and even though both meanings have the same linguistic
form, they may conflict with each other. o

Obviously, I do not deny that any context must be provided
by the author and the author believes he indeed conveys his
intention by means of this context. What I am arguing is only
that besides the fact that the linguistic rules are independent
of the author's usage and have its own regulations, what the
author wrote may be understood as something which is incompatible
with the author's intention, but it is identical with the lingui-
stic meaning of the context itself. On this basis, I conclude
fhat even though textual meaning is relevant to the author's
intention, it may not be identical with what the author intended
to convey.

Anothgr problem in intentionalism is the concern that
the reader has little role to determine textual meaning. All
he should do is read the téxt apd find what the author intended
%o convey. Of course, thia'is.provided'ror‘by:intentionaliét's
principle, which holds that the author's iﬁtention is the sole
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criterion of interpretation of textual meaning. Therefore,
when Hirsch discusses textual meaning, except when he talks
about'tha.significance which is concerned with the relation
between textual meaning and reader, he does not think it is
inportant'toFonsider whether the reader has certdin roles in
determining textual meaning.
Let us go back to this sentenc%;
The wood pestles were floating on blood
When the Vanguards transferred their allagiances.
If we assumethat the author's intention is that he just intended
to convey how cruel the war was, rather really meaning that

- the dead soldiers®blood waa like a river, then when we undems

stand it as another meaning which is identical with its
linguistic meaning, how do\wd knoi what the textual meaning is?
Put another way, the verbal meaning of this sentence involves .
both implicit meaning and explicit meaning.31 So-called implicit
meaning is the meaning which is identical with what the

author intended to convey. Explicit meaning is the meaning

which is named as the linguistic meaning of the context. So,
now, when we see a context holds both impliclit and explicit
mdaning. what can we do? According to Hirsch, we just simply
find out what it is that the author really means. But in

many cases, in practice, it does not work out this way, and

that is because it is plausible for readers to understand the
textual meaning by means of - the explicit meaning of the text,

and also easily to do guch. Therefore, to accept intentional}sn
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is not to solve the problem of what textual meaning is.

Probably someone will recommend that we turn to anti-
intentionalism in which the anti-intentionalist ppe fers the
exﬁlicit meaning as the textual meaniné. But the problem is
still there because anti-intentionalism fully dgniés.that
the author's intention is relevant to the textual meaning,
namely, it denies that the implicit meaning is textual
meaning. This is a misunderstanding. For example, in the
sentence "the wood pestles were floating on blood when the
vanguards transferred their allegiances”, according to anti-
inteqyionalists. only the meaning which is identical with the
linguistic meaning of this sentence can be seen as the téxtual
meaning, that is, the textual meaning is that the dead
soldiers' blood really converged to a river which floated the
" wood pestles. Rather, the implicit meaning, i.e. the author's
intention, which we probably find by the biographical inquiry,
is, according-fo anti-intentionalists, not important and
we should forget it. But the problem is that, if we do so,
we will be asked if the meaning of the sentence is not related
-to the author's intention at all? If we ansdér that of course
it is related to the author's iﬂ%gﬁfIbn<:Bgéguse the author
believes that by means of this sentence he indeed conveys his
" intention~-we must then admit that the meaning of the sentence
" truly also involves the implicit meaning.

Now that we have established that a text may involve both
i | expliclt meaning and impliciﬁ meaning, and that both

A
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‘of them also may conflict with each other, we have only one.
récourse with which to get the determinate textual meaning,
and that is to see how the réader decides what textual meaning
is. Unfortunately, both Beardsley and Hirsch ignore it.

The rolg of the reader in determining textual meaning
is evident in that, if a text always holds both implicit
meaning and explicit meaning (whether they are identical or
conflict), only the reader.who interprets the text can.
decide whether textual meaning‘should be the imglicit meéaning
or the explicit maaning.'whaf I am éﬁying is that the reader
decides, rather thwh produces, what Ehe textual meaning is.
Quite a lot of critics misunderstand that the reader's role
in determining textual meaning is to reconstrue the textual
meaning. For example, Iser claims that(the textual-hegning
must be constituted by readers in accord with their socio-
cultural codes, For Iser, to constitute tektuai meaning is
to produce textual meaning. In my opinioﬁ. when we read é
text, we in fact do not ﬁroduce any textual meaning, though
in terms of our socio-cultural codes we may choose what the
textual meaning is which we believe it should be. For example,
we know that the sentence "the wood pestles were floating on
blood when thé vanguards transferred their allegiances”
involves two incbmpgtible meanings. One is what_the_author
intended to convey and another is the linguistic mpaning[
which the sentence holds. The textual meaning cahnot be
obviously determined until a reader reads it, when he;'in

S
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terms of his own socio-cultural code, decides either the

implicit meaning is the textual meaning or the explicit
meaning is the textual meaning. )
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Section 8: Criticism of Anti-Textual Individuationalism:
Neglect of the Reader's Role in:Determining
Textual Meaning -

ﬁov let us consider another version of the arguement of

. what textual meaning is which is presented by W. Tolhurst.

His theory can be called anti-textual individuationalism,
and it, generally apeaking holds that textual meaning is
the “utterance geaning which is relevant to what the author

| intended, but is not identical with the author's intention.
He himself has pointed out, "I shall show that an author 8
intention, although relevant to a determination of textual
meaning, dces not constitute that meaning as a matter of
HEceséity.' 32 |

In Tolhurst's opinion, neither intentionalism nor- anti-
intentionalism correctly answer the qgestion of what textual
meaning is, although thﬁy oppose each.other. Yet, it seens to
Tolhurst that if we mix both intentionalism and anti-intentiona-
liism. we will plausibly solve the problem.

As we have seen, anti-intentionalists take a text to be
‘a séquence of words of which meaning is soleiy determined by
the linguistic ru;es. and the authorial intention is not‘a.
legitimate soﬁrcé of evidence for interpretatiqn. On the
contrary, intentionalists suggest that a text is a particular
use of word sequence wherein meaning is identical with the
author's intention. But Tolhurst claims that these conceptions



of what a text is have not ern effectively stated and
supported by arguenent.33 |

Tolhurst refers to anti-intentionalism as 'the'theory
of textual individuationalism'. It is, he believes, wrong
to think, as anti-intentionalists do, that a texz must be
understood as a word sequence in which meaning and identity
are solely a function of & set of linguistic rules. thher,
according to Tolhurst, a text must be viewed as.an utterance
or particular use of a word sequence in 'hich‘neaning and
identity are defined in part .by the context in which it
has been produced. He addresses the notion that textual
meaning is properly a kind of utterance meaning and thidt
utterance meaﬁing'ia in part determined ﬁ& the meaping of
-the word sequence uttered and in part‘by the context of
Aiscourse in which itlis uttered, a cﬁntext which iny well
iﬂclﬁde the author’s intention.Bu

Befg;e inquiring further into his view, let uas first
familiarize ourselves with some concepts he raises in his
discussion. I would like to consider the following three
concepts: “utterer's meaning”, “utterance meaning"™ and
.‘wo:d_sequenée meaning®. According to him, utterer‘s
meaning is identical with authorial intention. Word sequence
meahing is the meaning or meanipgs of the set of words taken
: by‘themselyea apart from any actual use of khose words.
Utter&ﬁce meaning 1s the meaning of the set of words as used

56

. by an author on a certain occasion. The relations among these
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'three concepts are descrip Tolhurst as follows:s an
utterance ishgqfined as a particylar occasion of a string of
words, and word sequence is used to ‘refer to the strings of
words used to make an utterance. Utterer's meaning is just:
whatever an utterer means by his use of a linguistic token.
Because of these dis tinction, Tolhurst says, we canndt inter-
change them with each other. The impo:tant thing is that Tolhu;gt
discriminates between the neaniné of "utterer's meaning® from
the ‘ufterance meaning”. He denotes that it might be thought
that "utterer's meaning”'is the same as “utterance meaning®,
but the two must not be conrlated.35 Although people on the
whole do manage to write and say what they intend to mean,
the identity between what a person intends by his utterance
and what that utterance maans‘is'not a necessary lidentity.

For instance, we often talk about two kinds of error in
daily life that everyone commits, which are called a "slip
of the tongue” and a "slip of the pen®. Both errors occur
in the case in which one wishes to say or write a certain
thing but uses the wrong word. For example, when the
American president Ronald Reagan had a state banquet to welcome
the Hondurah president, Mr. Reagan said to his guest that he
welcomes the Guatemalan president to visit the United States,
Mr. Reagan then realized his m4sta£e and he explained that it
'was because next month he would be visiting Guatemala, |

Another famous example éiven by Freud is the one at a \>
festivity in honour of the marriage of a child ;:f H. Helmholtz
with a child of the well-known inventor and captain of

N
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industry, w.-SQemehs. a physiologist, Dubois-Reymond was asked
to speak. When he ended his speech with a toast, he said
*Success to the new partnership, Siemens and Halgke!"
Actually, he wanted to say “"Siemens and Helmholtz", bﬁt he
slipped because he associated the former coupling with
"Siemens and Halske", who were really well known.

' According to the attention theory of error, one !ho
makes a slip of the tongue or.pen could be (1) tired or
unwilling2) excited; and (3) concentrating on something
else, Although Freud believealthat the reason for a slip of
the tongue or a.slip of the pen'is that errors result from
the mutual interference of two different intentions, of which
' one may be called the intention interrered‘with, and the other
the interfering tendency.36.we can still conclude that what
the speaker said is not identical with what he intended to
convey on the occasion.

Since there is such a phenomenon as a 8lip of the tongqe.
Tolhurst rightly discriminates utterer's meaning, which is
identical with the author's intention, from utterance meaning,
which is a string of—words used by the uﬁterer on a particular
occasion, and in which the author's intention may not be
identical with thé set of words in the actual utterance, just
like the slip of the tongue. Therefore, Tolhurst concludes that
utterer's meaning is not always utterance meaning.

Tolhurst then turns to consider what textual meaning
should be. Since he clafms that uttérance 1tself may mean
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something which is different from utterer's meaning, he

rejects the notion that utterer's ﬁeaning iz identical with
textual meaning. Yet Tolhurst especially points out that to
deny that the utterer’s meaning is textual meaning is not to
say that utterer's meaning is irrelevant to a determination
of textual meaning; ;f is just to say .that it is not identical
iitthextual meaning. In this sense, Tolhurst seems not ta
deqy the value of intentionalism, aﬁd it is obvious that he
disag;eea with the anti-intentionalists' explanation of
textual meaning, which maintains that textual meaning is
irrelevant to the utterer's meaning.

For Tblhurat. utterance meaning is textual meaning and
it must be relevant to utterer’s m;aning. Everybody can
understand that, if we agree that an utterance is a set of
words which is gf%en by an author to convey cqrtain things,

" the utterance meaning 1s necessarily relevant to 1t; author.
Therafore; Tolhurst says, there is little trouble in ;iewing
a text as an ufferance when the text is the direct production
of a language user. He cites Schiffer's view to support his
consideration. Schiffer indicates,

S meant that D by (or in) uttering x iff for some
possible state of affairs E, which is sufficient
for a certain audience A's recognizing from S's
uttering x that S uttered x intending
(1) to produce the activated belief that p
(2) A's recognition of S's intention (I) to
function as part of A's reason for acquiring the

a

9
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activated bellief that p
(3} to realize E,
S uttered x intending to realize E.3?

Thug. says Tolhurst, understanding what a person means by

an utterance is essentially a matter of correctly discerning
what he intended by it. Therefore, we see that when Tolhurst
discusses the problem of textual meaning, he always emphasizes
that textual meaning is relevant to the author's intention,
even though he admits fhat textual meaning is not identical
with what the author intended. .

,But it is quite clear that Tolhurst thinks that inten-
tionalism fails to explain why the author may fail to utter
what he intended to convey. In this sense, he turns toward
anti-intentionalism. Like Beardsley, Tolhurst alse admits that
.a iorﬂ sequence possesses certaln properties, its meaning or
meanings, which enable it to be used to perform certain tasks.
Just as we can use a hammer to perform any one of a .number of
tasks, so too we may be able to use a given word sequence to
make a number of differgnt uttorancea.38 Therefore, no matter
what an author says about what he intended or even what he
indeed intended, it is impossible to alter the ueﬁning of'ht
.what he has written. The.axanpla is that we sometimes fail’%o
utter what we intend to convey, like a slip of the tongue or
pen. '

Let us sum up Tolhurst's anti-textual individuationalisa.
According to him, an author intends to convey & certain meaning

N\
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in his text, but he may fall to do so. Yet we must admit that
.even though the author fails tb convey what he intends in the

text, textual meani?g i1s still relevant to the author's
intention. Therefore, textual meaning is understood as
something which is relevant to its author, but is not identical
with its author. Now we can understand how Tolhurst's anti-
textual individuationalism mixes intentionalism and anfi-
intentionalism,

However, the problem is that since Tolhurst in fact adopts
both intentionalism and anti-intentionalism, it is inevitable
that he makes the same mistake as intentionalism and anti-

" intentionalism do. That is, Tolhurst, like Hirasch and Beardsley,

ignores the reader's role in determining textual meaning.
Perhaps someone could say ‘that Tolhurst actually does
not ignore the reader's inportance in his theory. When
Tolhurst discusses textual meaning, he also suggests that
the reader has a role in justifying thn utterance meaning as
the hypothesia of utterer s meaning. 39 According to him, the
relation between textual meaning and the reader can be .
described as how textual meaning should be understood by the
reader. Por him. the reader understands textual meaning always
as the utterer 8 meaning. That is to say, when a reader reads

a text, he jugt understands the utterance meaning as the

utterer's meaning, no matter whether the utterance meaning in

fact is incompatible with the utterer’s meaning. Actually,

the reader's role in detarmining textual meaning in Tolhurst 8
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anti-textual individuationalism is nothing.
| If we accept Tolhurst's perspective, we will inevitably
puzzle over the following questioﬁ, which is, if anti- -
textual individuationalisﬁ is right, is utterance meaning
determinable without the reader’'s determination? Consequently, -

' we find, anti-textual individuationalism has no way to avoid

 the implication fhat. in hiz“theory, utterance megning is

indeterminable. We know that Tolhurst admits that utterance

' meaning may conflict with what the author intended to convey

;nd may also be identical with the utterer’'s meaning (of

‘course, the author does not always'fail to convey his

intention by means of his utterance). Thgs, when we read an

utterance, we will probably find two cases in the same

utterance. One can be seen to conflict with the author's

intention, but, on thé‘contrary, another can be seen to be

the author’'s intention. like the allusion or irony. What I

am trying to say is an utterance may involve two different

meanings. If we ignore that the reader has a role in determin-

ing what the utterance meaning exactly is, utterance meaning

is for- ever indeterminable. ' '
For example, Freud has spoken of an example in which,a

" man manageﬁ. by asserting ﬁimselr t0 be a bacteriologlst,

to obtain cultures of highly dangerclis disease-germs from

scientific institutions, and then used fhem for the purpose

of doing away in this most modern fashion with people connected

with him. The man once complained tolthé authorities of:one -
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of those institutions about the ineffectiveness of the

cultures sent him but committed a slip of the pen and,

, instead of the words"in my experiments on mice and guinea-
pigs”, the words "in my experiments on people” were plainly
legible. 0 | .

Of course, the ordinary letter is different from a
literary work, but no one can deny that their principle is
the same. Therefore, in a literary work, the author can )
also make a mistake (if we can call it a mistake). Thus,
when we read the utterance, we will be blank, because‘it
could be (1) a slip of the pen, or (2) a true statement,
or (3) an allusion, or irony, of the author. Thus,
textual meaningonly depends upon the reader who reads it
making a possible choice. As we have mentioned before;
the choice made is controlled by the reader's own socio-
cultural code, in which someone probably thinks it is a
slip of the pen, and others think it is just an allusion or
" even a tfqe statement. In short, the‘reader's rolg inv

determining textual meaning cannot be ignoréd;



CONCLUSION:

Now let us briefly sum up these four representative )
theories I have chosen to explore. Anti-intentionalism pays
more attention to the linguistic rﬁlés of the text. If
thinks that textual meaning -is only determined by the linguist
rule of the text which is ‘irrelevant to the author's inteation.
But it incorrectly denies the importance of the author's
intention in determining textual meaning. . ’

Communicationalism claims that textual meaning is shared
by the'author and the reader. If-notices the important rol«
of the historical situation of the reader in determining
. textual.meaning. But it ignores the fact that the text itself
is also ari important factor in determining textual meaning.

Intentionalism contends that textual meaning is determined.
by the author's intention. It emphasizes the relation‘of the
author and the texf; but it seems to ignofe the impor%ance of
the text itself as well as the ;eadef's role in determining
textual meaning. ‘ ‘

Anti-textual individuationalism holds-that textual meaning
is the utterance meaning and is releyaﬁi té.the author's
intention. It seems to overcome the difficulties of anti-
intentionalism and intentionalism. However, it ignores the key
role of the reader in determining textual meaning.

Through such diacuaa}on. it is not hgrd ﬁo find that the
' common mistake is that, in these four theories, no one
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considers the problem of what is textual meaning fully in
termd of the interrelations among author, teit. and reader,
Anti-intentionalism persistently asserts that what a
text means does not logically follow what the author ihtends
to convey, and, conversély,‘what thé'author intends to mean
does not necessarily follow what the text means. Accordingly,
although it seems to consider the relation between author
and text,’its explanation is incorrect.
Cogggnicatibnglism never systeé}%gly refers to the
relations of the three factors when it discusseé'the probiem
of textual meaﬁing. The only thing that attracts it is how
the reader interprets the text. As D. Linge maiﬁtains.
“Gadamer focuses his attention squarely on the subject matter
*of the text itself, that is, on what it says to successive genera-
tions of interpreters.'ul .
Intentionalism mainly requnds to anti-intentiqnaliém. 1t
' focusés‘on the notion that textual meaning is necesgsarily whaf‘
the author-intends, rather than what is detefmined by the text
1tself. Meanwhile, the reader's role in determining textual’
meaning is nothing. ' |
Anti-textual individuationalism see-s.fo be interested in .
both anti-intentionalism and intentionalism. On the basis of
nixing both theories, it purposes to establish a thesis which
overcomes the difficulties thoée two have. But, it inevitably

7 . )
repeats the same mistake they made, which is to ignore the
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reader's role in determining textual meaning. ‘

Accordingly, I draw this conclusions since none of them

considers textual meaning in terms of the interrelations

among author, texf, and reader, none of them can satisfyingly

expound what textual meaning is.

-
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. PART III: AN APPROACH TO UNDERSTANDING TEXTﬁAL MEANING



68

Section 91 A Discussion of the Relations between Author
and Text, Text and: Reader

In the following chapter, I will attempt to provide a
formulation which sdpercedes those four theories and con-
centrates on the interrelatipns among author, text, and
reader.

1 proposethét the problem of texfual meaniﬁg should be
considered according to the following formulation:

For R (feaders). U (utterer or author) intended C

{context made by author) to makelR understand I

(U's intention). Since C involves both I (U's

i;tention or U's idiolect meaningl) and L (1in-

‘guistic meaning of context), R may interpret C

either as L (the explicit meaning) or as I (the

implicit meaniné) by means of R's socio-cultural code.,

Obviously, the focus i% trying to answef what is textual

'meaning. One must first look at the'jext itself. When con-

' centrating on th; text, one must consider tﬁe basic relation-
ship between author and text, and between text and reader, ;
Let us consider the relation between author and téxt;

In my fqrmulation. I admit that: For R, U intended C to make

R understand I. I suppose, when an author writes, he uses
certain reasoning, he has certain aims, and he has a certain
audience in mind. Tolhurst mentioned that there is generally
little trouble in identifying the group of people who:-are
T SR

/.



Y,

69

the intended audienge for any particular utterance; they afe
those with whom the utterer is trying to communicate, those
whom he is addressi,ng.2 Almost every writer wﬁb writes a
literary work wants the people to read it, énd thus we say
that an author is aware of whom he is writing for. For example,
.an author who writes his‘text in English of course intends to
allow English-speaking people to read it. Although there are
méﬁy translaters who make it possible for literature to be
read in different languages, dne cannot deny that the author
who writes a work does mo for certain readers. Even though
Tolstoy's War and Peace has been translated into many
languages and has been widely read, one cannot say that
when he wrote that text, he Xnew his writing would be read by
Chinese or Znglish péople. We can assume it was written for
his owﬁ'people. We must admit then that his work is for
Russians. |

When an author writes his work, he not only is aware that
what he wrltes is for those who have the same culturaliback-
ground as he does, but also intends his text to communicate
with those readers and to make them understand what‘he intended
to.convey. Grice claims that we can formulate the relation
between text and reader as'fdliows: For some audience A,
U {utterer) intended hié utterance of X to produce "in A
some effect (response) E, by means of A's recognition of

tha% intention.3 Briefly speaking, by certain intention, an
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author writes a text for some people, and by_such‘ggxt, the
‘author intends these people whom.he writes for to be able
to understand his intention.

When I discuss text, it is with respect to context
rafﬂer than the word sequence. Tolhurst distinguishes the
context: or utterance fr9m the wofd sequence, According to
him, utterance is a particular occasion of a string-of words

but word sequence, is just the string of words
i used to make an utterance. Hirsch alsé maintalns that wé
know the phrase means this rather than that only because of
the context. By this we normally mean a very complex and
undifferentiated set of relevant factors, beginning with the
words that surround the crux and then expand- to the entire
physical, psychological, social, and historical milieu in
which the utterance occurs.u Juhl points out that in order
to u;derstand an utterance of some sentence,‘it is not
sufficient to know what the sentence means; it is necessary
'to Rnow in what context the utterance occurred.5 Nq dﬁubt )
when we talk about a literary work; we imply it is a conte;t
or utterance rather than just a word sequence.

" Context is of course offered by a cértain author who
employed words and sentences just as a speaker is doing
when ‘he makes an ﬁttegaﬁce. When the author was writing his’
fiction, he is of course not bliﬁd,'dbliviOUS.about what he
was doing, He must tryfto conve& his intention by means of

his writing. For instanée, when Ernest Hemingway wrote his

short story Now I Lay.Me, he wished to convey very sirong

Rl f
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enotions, and the emotion he wanted’ to utter was not that of

happiness nor enjoyment. Hemingway through his writing tried

.to portray the suffering of a wounded soldier. The story is

1
about a soldier, Nick Adams, who sufrers as a result of his

' having been wounded on the Italian front The story describes

how Adams during an insomniac nxmination tries different ways
to stop himself from thinking about the horror which has’
shattered his nerves, A dialogue occurs_between lieutenant
Adams and John, a married man, whe talk sympathetically
about Adams's worries and sleeplessness. Hemingway tried to
utter in this story that if a man comes so close to denth as
Adams did, love is not strong enough to win him back into e.f.
rﬁé reason why Hemingway intended to convey such emotion is &
Hemingway himself was wounded at Fossalta during the war and

he also suffered fron.insomnia. Therefore, with Hemingway, .
Hovey writes, the wound seems to haverbecome'part of his _‘
personality as mnn and as artist., That is evidently because the
ﬂpotional connections between his actual battle wound and

his childhood fear of castration'were more direct and stronger
than in most men.7In other words. bégguée Hemingway had had
such an experience, he intended to let people understand.

Probably at this point the anti-intentionalist would say

‘that we can directly know what Hemingway's Now I Lay Me says

Just by reading then§§Xt rather than'by doing a biographical
inquiry. However; to-know what a text means is irrelevant to

know what the autﬂﬁr intended. and it is not equivalent to
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say that textual meaning is irrelevant ;o the author's

intention. If we just read the tgit of Now I Lay Me without

doing;any biographical research about Hemingway's intention

with respsct to this fiction, and then read sdme_biographies

about Hemingway himseif. we will see the identity of what the

text means and what the author intended to convey. Therefore

there 1is onlf.onp explanation that we should accept which

is that textual meaning must be rel evant to the author's ///
intention. Juhl rightly draws the conclusion that there 1is

logical connection between textual meaning and the author's

intention.’

that :
Even so, we also know what a text means may not be

identical with what an author intended to convey. In this
sense, I would like to say Tolhurst's anti-textual individua-
tionalism plausibly can solve the relation betweeﬂ textual

meaning and the author's intention.

W hen we say that textual meaning may not
be identical-with the author's intention, the examples we
‘ - Therefore, . .
use are mostly a single incident. people have conflicting

' may
opinion on whether a literary work as a context or utterance

1 : . ’ .

is like a single sentence to be incompatible between the

‘meaning and its author's intention.

I support this argu ment; because no matter whether it
" is a single sentence or a context, that linguistic meaning
may conflict with the author's intention, remains constant. .

-

Let us cons%@er A. Strindberg's Misg Julle. Strindberg
has expressed the ihtention-of his play in the Preface. He writess

L
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"In the following drama I have not tried to do anything
new--for that cannot be ¢one-—bﬁt I have tried to
- modernize the form in accordence with the demands
which I thought the new men of a new time might be
likely to make on this art. And ‘with such a purposge
in view, I have chosen. or surrendered myself to, a
theme that might well be said to 1lie outside the
partisan strife'of the day: for the problem of social
ascendancy or decline, of higher or lower, of better
; or worse, of men or women, is, has, been, and will
'//// be of lasting interest."8

. By such intention, Strindberg portraied Miss Julie who is
| intended to be a type character, és a ‘representative of the

A upper class, and alsc df’the "man-hating half-wogan® group.

* Strindberg himself says: '

man hating half-woman may not have existed in all ages,

giss Julie is a modern character, not because the
but because now, after her discovery, she has stepped

%o th nt.and begun to make a noise. The half-woman
g is 4 pa oming more and more into prominence, selling
harse owdays for power, decorations, distinctions,

diplo s, as formerly for money, and the type indicates
degeneration. " n9 .

L

However, Carl E. W. L. Dahlstréh points out:

+

If Strindberg!s drama follows the preface it will
surely be difficult to ‘determine motivation, for

that will be complex rather than single and readily
dlscernible. But a critic may also fall into the error

“

R A
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-of taking too much stock in an author's preface;lo

Dahlstrom then gives us a different interpretation of the character
of Miss Julie. He writes:

(/} ' Juiie is after all Julie, a member of a particular

’ sector of upper society and also a particular sector

.. . of the female sex. Even Julie's tragic experience is
‘ an individual case and not a typical situation, as.

the author himself suggests in the preface, for he

selected the theme from real life.'l

Thus, it is undeniable that Strindberg's own intention

of Miss Julie is not only compatible but conflicts with Dahlstrm's

interpretation of the context. Therefore, we can concludé that no

matter whether readers get their interpretations, by doingq\

certain biographical ihquiry or by directly reading the conted,
-the fact that in the context.fhe author's intention may

conflict with textual meaning cannot be ignored.
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Section 10: The Involvement of Utterer‘s Idiolect Meaning

with Linguistic Meaning of Text inside a
Literary Work

Since text itseif may be interpreted either in accord
- with i¥s linguistic meaning or in terms of the author's inten-
tion, we now must turn to focus on the text itself to do.
further étudy. In anti-intentionalism, a texf involves both
internal and external evidenne. Internal evidence is discovered
through the semantics and syntax of theltext and external .
evidence consists of relations about how or why the author
wrote such a text. Beardsley thinks that internal evidence and

external evidence are irrelevant to each other. We find
internal evidence directly by reading the text and discover
external evidence necessarily by doing some biographical
inquiry. I think, even Beardsley incorrectly igngres the
relevance between the author's intention and textual meaning,
he acknowledges the importance of the incompatibility between
the author's. intention and textual meaning. I believe th!.
the reason which causes such incompatibility is that a text
involves not only the author's idiolect meéning but alsc the
linguistic meaning of.context.

Utterer's idiolect meaning is in fact identical with
the author's intention, which is what the author really intended
to convey to his readers. The author must use a certain vehicle

to utter whét he intended, otherwise no one can know what he
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intended to say. For an apfhor must certainly apply language

to convey his intention. Since the linguistic meaning of a

context is also determined by its own rules such as syntax

and semantics although the context is certainly relevant to

the author's iﬁtention, there is a possibility of the

linguistic meaning cdnflicting with the author’'s intention.

In this sentence: _
/: The wood pestles were flcating on blood
When the vanguards transferred their allegiances.
. . the author s intention can be plausibly seen as meaning that
\\t:ghe war was cruel N//;rtheless, by reading it, we also can:
say the real meanlng of this sentence is that the dead soldiers®
blood really converged to a river. In these two cases, we |
find if ‘we prefer the first one, we must do some biographical
inqﬁiry to find the ground to support our consideration,
because we cannot draw that conclusion direcfly from the
sentence itself. Thus, I think, in this sense, the utterer’s
idiolect meaning is kind of pr;vaté thing whféh we cannot directly.
find out from the text itself. Beardsley also admits that
the aﬁfhor's intention is a private or idiosyncratic thing,

. Héwevef;&for him, it is not a part of the work as a linguistic
fact. Yet, the author's intention must be the part of the
Linguistic fact because only the authgr:s intention can lead
%he author- to create the liriguistic fact. ) ) .
| '~ Most authors believe their writings properly convey
their igzehtions. But, the ﬁroblem iﬁ since thelr intentions
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are private or implicit, they have to be uttered th?ough certaln
vehicles, the vehicles which themselves aiso hold certain
meanings determined by their o¥m rules may be understood

" to be something which conflicts with the author's intention.

The linguistic meaning of a context is a kind of public thing
which can be dlrectly found by the reader who knows this
language reads it. For example, everyone who knows English
caﬁ-understand the linguistic meaning of this sentence:

The wood pestles were floating.on blood.

When the vanguards transferred their allegiances.

He even does not need do any biographical inquiry. Thefefore.
I call .the linguistic meaning of a context is an explicit
meaning. I shall call the utterer's idioléct meaning an
implicit meaning.
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Section 11: Possible Conflicts between Author's Intention
and Linguistic Meaning of the Text

At this time, I would like to point out that, in my
view, the authorial intention as the implicit.ﬁeahing and
"the lingﬁisticvheaning as therexp%icit meaning, such consi-
deration is fully different from what Beardsley calls
external evidence as private and internal evidence as
public. The dlfference is that, accordlng to Beardslex,

- the author's 1ntent10n is 1rre1evant to the linguistic
meaning at all. The author's- idiolect meaning is concerned
not to be a part of the work as linguistic fact. L

But what I &m dealing with here is that a text must be-
relevant to what the author intended. When an author writes "
his text, he is aware of thﬁt what he does can properly convey
his idiolect meaning, naﬁély. thelguthor always believes
his writing is the best expression of'hié privaté intention
and he also believes that his writing is the'only way of
which he canjiet certain readers understand his in%ehtion:
Meanwhile, as an author, he does not notice that his writing
;s a linguistic_objecﬁ may involve éertain meéning which is
defe;mined by the rules of the language fhg‘author used and
which may confiict with the author's intention.“Of course a
thing which a person does not recognize does not ‘mean that the
thing does not exist. Therefore, it is plausible to admit
~ that while the text is relevant to the -author's intention,

. it may hold a meaning which is incompatible to £he'author's

j—
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iritention. Furthermore, whgh I say that the textual meaning
may involve two different meanihgs. position is also based
on the following consideratiens since the author uses
_certain language to convey his intention, he never changes
the meaning which the language itself holds but he can use
the language to utter ‘something else, i,e. his own idiolect
meaning. Zven in that case of which the author uses the

language to convey his own idiolect meaning, the»lingyistic
meaning of the languagé will keep its own identity.

Of course in many cases, the author's idiolecf'meaning
is identical with the linguistic meaning of the context. The
implicit meaning we find by the biographical inquiry concurs
with the expiicit meaﬁing we find by reading the context. In
this case, I admit that textual meaning is rightly equal to
the author's intention.

| But it is possible that Fhe author's idiolect meaning
conflicts with the linguistic meaning of the text. Normally,
the case of such conflict can be found in the following types:
. (1) Slip of the pen: Although it is quite occasional in
the literary works, it is still possible and is the evidence.
to support our.dénsideration. which is that the author fails
to convey what he intended to utter. The example I use is
Keat's sonnet On First Looking i to Cha 's Homer, in

which Keat writess

+Ti1ll I heard Chapman speak out loud and bold:s
Then felt I like some watcher of the skies ﬁ!



When a new planet swims into his ken;

Or like stout Cortez when with eagle eyes
He star’d at the Pacific--and all his men

Look'd at each other with a wild surmise--
Silent, upon a peak in Darien.

However the footnote in this text says, "That it was Balboa,
not Cortei, whofcaught his first sight of the Pacific from
'fhe'ﬁéights'of Dﬁfien, in Panama, matters to'higtory but not
to poetry'.12 Truly, this sonnet is not a historical textbook
which:does not inquire everthing must be in conéordence with
the‘histofical fact. The interesting thing is that the meaning
of this sonnet is provided not to be identical with the .
author;s intention. although it does not matter to the
poetry if Balboa was wr;tten'as Cortez. Because what Keats
intendedlto.say was Balboa's case rather than:dortez's case,
Buf, consequently, what thc son..:t itself tells us is Corfez's "
case rather than Balboa s case. . . _ -
- (2) Vlolatlgg of llnggistic ;gles: Juhl denotes that many
authors in fact write in a distinct idieolect, and this is
certainiy relevant to determfining yhat‘theif works. mean. In
many cases the authors do not observe the syntactic and -
* semantic rules of the language when they write their works. Itm
is hoWéver ﬁlausible to belieVé thét these authors’ violétion
“of 11nguist1c rules is certainly- relevant to' expressing what

th!y‘intended to COnvey. Juhl regards the case in which a

text v1olates the 11nguistic rules, we cannot construe the .

A
..
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context in terms of the standard linguistic rules since ' »

"many of them would make little sense and some none 'at.all."13 -
According to his suggestion, if we read some sentence in a
text which does not make sense in terms of the syntactic and
semantic rules of language, we should not Simply dismiss them
as nonsense, rather one should try to find an interpretation
that does ﬁake sense, But the questions I have askeq are (1)
when we read some sentence in-ﬁ literary work, especially
poetic works which do not observe the syntax and semantics of
the language, do we'ggmp;i dismiss them as nonsense? and (2)
how can we find interpretations that makethose sentences which
observe the linguistic rules sense if we have no ideas.about
the background of the context and the author? In order to
answer these questions, let us seé the following stanza from

Christophor Middleton's Alba after Six Yearss

Now when 1 wake

through mist and petrol
birdsong cannonades

blaze open-sighted
at a climbing sun.l

In this stanza, Middleton does not observe the standard
linguistic rules, because it is incongruous to use a term like
"petrol” in the sentence "now when I wake through mist and -
petrol; and the same applies to the verb 'éannonade". Although Y
the stanza‘seems to break the linguistic rules, we can never

dismiss it simply as nonsense. We will understand the meaning
.

&
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of the context in terms of the ling;istic meaning if we do
not'knoﬁ what Middleton's intention is. I believe that in
the éentence *now when I wake through mist and petrol”,
petrol did mean gasoline, even though this makes uS’ curiohs
and does not seem to make sense. . According to Juhl,
since thé sentence "now when I wake throuéh mist and petrol”
makes no Sense in terms of : seman%ics,welshﬁuld try to find
another‘interpretation that does make sense. But I am wondering
what éan be done for Niddleton's senténce? If we do not have}
any idea what was Middleton's intention in using this term,
what interpretat%pn of ﬁhis sentence (except that we belleve
the explanation of the term"petrol™ is gasoline) can we offer?
Therefore, if we read a sentence which does not observe the
linguistic rules and we.do not know anything about the
background of the authof's intention, we can only interpret
in te;ms of the lingulstic meaﬁing of the sentence, no matter
héﬂ?ﬁﬂﬁinﬁerppetation sounds..

Certainly Middleton intended to convey something when he
,\psed the term "petrol®™ in the sentence "now when I wake
through mist and petrol®™. But since it is his own idiolect
or implicit meaning, we. cannot discover it until we do some
biographical research. )

(3) Exaggerationt In the literafy/;;;ks, authors_tend'to
exaggerate to reinforce for artist effect. It is also a source
that the explicit meaning conflicts with the implicit meaning
‘We know the followlng sentence:

The wood pestles were floating on blood )
When the vanguards transferred their allegiances.
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might be said to be an exaggérateh‘Senten:e.'?he poet intended
to let readers emphatically understand how cruel the war was,
but his.utterance is an exaggerated effect. Probably if we do
some biographical inqu?ry we will find his iﬁplicit meaniﬁé. -
However, when we read this senten:;. since the explicit meaning
is- so evident, if is plausible to understand this sentence just
according to the linguistic meaning.

| (&) Allusi d ¢ These concepts are commonly used
in the literary works. Juhl rightly shows that both allusion
~and irony'depengs on the author's intention, nameiy, whether
&Lcohtexf,orpa.segt;ﬁce is alluding something only depénds upon
whether the author could have alluded to it. Even so, I think
the& are also evidence to support our considerat;on which tﬁe
~explicit meaning conflicts with the implicit meaning. For
examﬁle, in Sylvia Plath's The Arrival of the Bee Box, she -
writes the sentences _
They might ignore me immediately
In my moon suit and funeral véii.
Which of course is an allusion by rgich Plath uses the 'mdon-
suit” and “"funeral veil®™ to alIudeAthé'beekeeperfs suit and
veil. But for those who have no kﬁowlgdge about -how the bee-
keeper's suit and veil look but have seen that American
»Aﬁollo astronauts landed on the moon, when they read this sem
fence. pfbbably they will understand it in terms of its
linguistic meaning, Therefore, ﬁllusion or irony may
" involve both  the implicit meaning and the explicit meaning



and they may conflict with each other. : -

However, I am sure that readers can find which
meaning is proper in a context or a sentence. ﬁut there
are some pre-conditions..ror example, if a reader knows
a sentence as an allusion, i.e. the author's 1diolect-meaning,
‘he must at least have certain knowledge which goes beyond the
syntax and semantics. In Plath's poem's case; if a reader
knows the sentence "in my moon suit and funeral veil™ as ‘
an allusion. he must know what the beekeeper should wear and
what the moon suit and funeral veil is for. Obviously. these ;
knowledges go beyond his knowledge about the sentence's
sjntex and semantics.,

Throughout(:ke discussion of the four types of which the
explicit meaning conflicts with the implicit meaning, we‘ .
now believe that our consideration is plausible. The problem
that inevitably rises is what 1s the true textual meaning if
we consider that textual meaning involves two incompatible
‘meanings? Should we say textual meaning is thefeuthor's idio-
lect meaning? Or should we say that textual meanipg,is the
linguistic meaning of the context? If we agree in some
case the implicit meaning is 1ncoppatiblé to the explicit
meaning, it is impossible to say that in a same interpretetion,
we can say the textual meaning is both implicit mganing and °
explicit meaning because we cannot say that in the same time
A is B and is not B. Therefore, this problem seems to be a
puzzle. I think, If we just consider the relation between the -
text and its author, it is evident to be a puzzle. Yet, if we



pﬁt fhis problem within the context of the interrelations
among author, text, and reader to‘consider, we will then
find it is not a puzzle. So, I will discuss the relation

between text and reader.
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Section 12: Using a Reader's Socio-Cultural Code to
Interpret the Text elther as Linguistic
. Meaning of Context or as Author's Idiolect
- Meaning -

_Ab we know, an éuﬁpor writes a text which involves his

_idiolect meaning and the linguistic mefining of the context.

Wheh,a reader rgads a fext, hé might, in principle, find
two incompatibie meanings. As we menﬁioned before, it is
impossible forthe reader to give one interpretation of N
textual meaning in which he affirms that -both the implicit
and the explicit mgéning are the textual meaning. He accepts
only one interpretation if textual meaning holds two incom-
patible meanings. The reason why two readers(can get two

incompatible ihterpretationsfrom the same text is that one

who does some biographical inquiry finds out what the author

intended to convey, and another who gives the interpiétation

»only depends upon the linguistic meaning of the text. Yet,

why and how do they have different ways to understand the

same context? I presume that because they make their ch01ce

" - by means of their own socio-cultural codes.

I borrow the term "soclo-cultural code”™ from W. Iser who,
when discﬁsaing the relation between text and reader, mentions
that context as a. primary code suppliegfgeader with instruc-
tions for greating an aesthetic code (secondary code) which
is guideé by the socio-cultural code accepted by that parti-
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, ular reader. I think the real meaning of the term "socio-
////‘:ultural code” Iser uses is essentiallj identical with the
(r meaning of the terﬁ *tradition® Gadamer uses. Gadamer claims
that tradition encbmpasses institutions and 1ife-forms as
well as texts. According to Gadamer,

Every tfﬁp will have to understand a text handed
down to it in its own , for it is subject to
the whole of thg tradifion in which it has a
material interes 1d in which it seeks to under-
stand itself. The real mean of a text as it
addresses the interpreteragikg\not just depend
on the occasional factors which characterize the
‘author and his original public. Fo s also
always co-determined by the hisforical situation
of the interpreter and thus by the whole of the
objective course of history.ld

rBy means of theysocio-cultural code the reader staﬁds, he may
find either the author's idiolect meaning as textual meaning
or the linguistic meaning as textual meaning. Chinese critic
Liu Xie points out, those who are good at rhetoric can hide
their intention§ in the word sequence which makes a mediocre
man puzzle and makeS & man of ingight comprehend.l6 He admits
that people who have different levels of education may have
different interpretations of a text. :

I claim that a reader decides what the textual meaning
is in terms of his soclio-cultural code. Is that to say that

the process of interpretation is, as Gadamer and Iser maintain,



88

a produced process? Do readers impose their own meaning into
the tei%ual meaning in #the process of interpretation? I would
say no. In Gadamer's opinion, we Fnowr‘EIﬁEe\ngggfjjffgigg\ii
a participation in the stream of tradition and in the moment ™
which mixes past and present, interpretation of textual meaning
must comgrise not merely explaining what the text means in its
Jkn world but what it means in terms of our present moment,
In Palmer's words, Gadamer addresses that the meaning of the
work for us is a product of the integration of our own present
horizon and that of the work. 17 For Gddamer, the meaning of
the text is in one sense the meaning given by the interpreter,
" since the text poses a question to_him in his particular
histerical situation and he approaches the text with given
expectations.

Similarly, Iser also admits that readers can integrate
the textual meaning in terms of their socio-cultural codeé.
According to him, text must be éonstituted by readers them=-
selves during a dynamic process of creating both the text-

sense and the large contextual background. Iser claims that

The schemas applying to textual states of affairs
are only partial aspects of the total picture; they
merely fger a reader viewpoint for creating a
"horizdn® of 'sense for the text. Sense is consti-
tuted within the reader's ideation, but it is not
Just the reader's fantasy. Sense is pre~structured
Viesh via the text, but still needs to be created from

' the avallable aspects that cannot themselves

e



already be what was intended by the t‘ext.l8
the
© Like Gadamer, Iser insists that reader reconstructs textuasl

meaning. The reconstruction of reader to a text is said to

be the interaction between the explicit and the implicit,
between revelation and concealment. But the terms "explicit®
and "implicit” Iser uses are different from what I think. For
Iser, the explicit means the text itself, and the implicit
implies the reader’s own reconstruction of the text. He sayél
what is concealed spurs the réadér into action, but this
action is also controlled by what is revealed; the explicit
in its turn is transformed when the implicit has been brought
to light.19 In short, whether Gadamer or Iser, they provide

that in terms of reader’s own'situation. the reader imposes

his meaning into text--which they call reconstruction of text.
I doubt that when a reader interprets the meaning of text,
he will reconstruct the textual meaning. When we concern

textual meaning, we should recognize that an utterer means

his own idiolect meaning by means of a context on a particular
occésion only if the utterer intends by means of the context
to produce a certain complex‘effect upon a given reader. The
certaln effect is that the reader in terms of his own socio-
cultural code can understand the author's idiolect meaning
by.m#ans of the text. But we know, since the context may

a its own meaning which 1s determined by the linguistic
rules and conflict with what the utterer intended to convey,



the meaning of the text thus should be either the author's

idiolect méaning or the linguistic meaning of the context.
Therefore, the task of reader’s interpretation is to decide,
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not to recon;%fgct, what textual meaning should be. 'In terms
of the different readers; soclo-cultural codes, some readers
may interpret the textual meaning as the author's idiolect
meaning and others may construe it as the linguistic meaning
of the context,

Perhaps people will say that if it is so, readers do
not actually have any role in determlning textual meaning.
This is a misunderstanding. What I am trying to provide is
that textual! meaning is finally decided by reader who accepts
certain socio-cultural codes. We know that an author writes a
text by which he intends certain readers to be able to under-
stand his intention. But since the text as an 1nde§gndent
linguistic object involves both the author's idiolect meaning
and the linguistic meaning of the context, textual meaning
then becomes in this sense an 1ndetermina;e thing. If we
now ignore the reader's role in determining textual meaning,
textual meaning is always indeterminable. Therefore, only thé
reader can finally decide what textual meaning should be, that
is, onlyﬁ?%aﬂer makes fe;tual-meaning determinable. I think,
such determination is rﬁﬁically different from reconstruction.
Determination only defines how reader chooses one péssible
meaning from two incompatible meanings held by a text.
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the
Actually reader does not produce any new meaning into.the text.

R. Crosman points out that in the view of which the text itself
means something, the reader “"makes” meaning only in the.sense
" that he actualizes a potential meaning latent in the text.
The reader is necessary to the.production of meaning but
he is constrained by the text, jﬁst as hot water is necessary
to the production of tea, but a mixture of tea leaves and
water will produce only tea, never coffee or chocolate milk.
Abov: esystematically discuss how the problem of what
textual meaning should be understood. Now let us briefly
sum up. According to my discussion,. textual meaning is related
to three inseparable features--author, text, and reader.
Textual meaning is not determined by one of them but by all
of them and in their interrelations. Therefore, the probler
of what is textual meaniné should be understood as the
following explanations textual meaning is relevant tot the
author's intention but is also determined by the linguistic
rules such syntax and semantics of confext. and both the
author's idiolect meaning and .the 1inguistic meaning: of text
may conflict with cach other. Since the meaning of a text
involves two incompatible meanings, onlyf%gader can finally
decide whether textual meaning -is the author'sidiolect meaning
or the’l;hguistic meaning of the text. His decision is
influencod by h;s oﬁnbocio-cultural code. Therefore, textual
meaning is esseotiaily determined by author, text, and readen
Textual meanihg should be understood'as a kind of link inter-
relation among these three factors. This is the conclusion I try

to provide in the present essay. _ . ‘ o
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Section 13s: Text as the Criterion of Interpretation

Undoubtedly, the criterion of interpretation is based on
what textual meaning is. According to communicationalism, !
the text is understood not because a relation between persons
islinvolved, but because of the participation in the subjéct
matter that text communicates. According to Palmer, this
participation emphasizes the fact that one does not s0 much
go out of his own world, as let the text address him in his
present world. Such unders?anding. in communicgtionalism, is
a participation in the stream of tradition in a ﬁoment which
mixes past and present. On the bég;; of this understanding,
interpretation of course involves contihual mediation of past
and present. Therefore, for literary interpretation in
particular, Gadamer holds that the interpretation of‘the‘tggfj>
cannot, in principle, be limited merely to what the author.v
intended or how his own time undersfood him. The text is not
an expression of the subjectivity of the author. On the
contrary, the text only comes into real existence in a dialogue
between the interpreteﬂrand the text,'and the situation of the
interpreter is an important condition of the understanding of
the text.21 So textual meaning is not only the internal
feature of the text but also the interpreter's own understanding
of both the subject matter and of his own interpretive input.
This input, says Hoy, is constituted ﬁy various historical
factors including the traditioﬁ in which the interpreter stands,
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the historical accumulation of previous interpretations

(conditioning, for example, what the iﬁterpreter thinks

is new in his own reading), and the contemporary "state

~of the science” (the aim, method, them;s, and so on, currently
in use).%? Even though Gadamer holds that interpretétion must
comprise not merely explaining what the text means in its

own world but also_what it means in terms of our present
moment, Cadamer eventually considers that the criterion of .
interpretation must depend on the reader's own understanding
of the text.

qu presents the criticism that some people misconstrue
communicationalism as implying that the interpreter merely -
reads his own meaning into the text or that he only under-
stands the textual meaning in himself rather than in itself.
Of course, that is a misunderstanding of communicationalism.
However, we cannot reject that Gadamer holds that the criter-
ion .of interpretation must be based on the reader's under-
standing of the text and such an understanding is not a
reproductive procedure but rather always also a productive
one in wﬁich textual meaning always sutrpasses its author.

If we accept coﬁmunicationalism with regard to the
criterion of interpretation, we will immediately” face a
serious problem which is in fact that théré is no criterion
of interpretafion at all, because, as Hirsch pdiﬂ%s out, -
commﬁnicationalism actually denies that the text has any
determinabie meaning. That is to say, since the real textual
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meaning is always co-determined by the historical situation

of the interpreter and the perspective and idiom of the

interpreter, textual meaning is of course always changable

and indeterminable in terms of the reader's tradition.

Since the reader is partly the productor of textual meaning

and the criterion of interpretation is indeterminable, in

this sense, I believe, there is no interpretation at all.
Hirsch realizes that the criterion of interpretation should

not be based on the reader's understanding which would lead

to the mistake Gédamer made. So, he offers the author's

intention as sﬁch a criterion. We know, on Hirsch's account, -

a text has not only meaning but also significance., ieaning

is what fhe author meant by his use of a particular sign.

Hirsch namesfthis the "verbal meaning”™ of the text. The

construction of that meaning by the interpreter is called

understanding, and the explanation of the understanding is

interpretation . The act of Jjudgment, construing a relation

between the text and something else, can be explained as

criticism. Hirsch po%nts out that while the object of under-

standing and interpretation is "meaning", the object of

judgment and criticism is "significanée"; that is, the relation

between the verbal meanipg of the text and something else.

Furthermore, although Hirsch clearly distinguigpes inter-

pretation from criticism, he still asserts that interpretation

often shades off into evaluation, that is, judging the text

in terms of external considerations. But, he also says that
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while interpretations are almost always mixed with criticism,

they nevertheless always refer to meaning as well, and if

the meaning referred to is wrong, the interpretation is

wrong t00~-no matfer how valuable it may be in other respects.zj
Here he tells us whatpthe criterion of interpretation is.

For Hirsch, the criterion of interpretation must be the
author's intention, since Hirsch claims that the textual
meaning is concordant with the author's willed meaning.
Hirsch holds that verbal meaning is that which someone has
willed to convey by a particular sequence of linguistic signs,
and which can be conveyed by means of those linguistic sigﬁs.
He repeatedly emphasizes that what a text means must represent
someone's meaning. For example, in Plath's "The Arrival of
the Bee Box"™, the words "in my moon suit and funeral veil" are

used to mean the beekeepér's suit and veil by Plath., pn
the other hand, if we say that textual meaning is whatever
someone has willed tqfconvey by a particular sequence of
linguistic signs, and which can be conveyed by means of those
linguistic signs, we have to admit that in the line "in my
moon suit and funeral veil® we can rightly understand it as
the beekeeper really wearing the moon suit and funeral veil,
because it is the right meaning conveyed by the particular‘
linguistic signs. ' ?

However, some might say that I misunderstand what the

line in the poem means because what Plath intended to convey

A
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by such linguistic signs must be that the beekeeper wears
his beekeeper’'s suit and veil, ratﬁer~than the moon ;uit
and funeral veil. ' ' o

Thus, my interpfetationris obviously diSpﬁyate with » °
others. Hirsch mentions that all interpretations are indeed
different in some respect or other. but not all different
| interpretations are disparate or incompatible. For example,
he indicates, two interpretations could be different in a
vast number of ways--the subjects
they treat, the vocabulary in which they are written, the
purposes they are designed to serve--yet might nevertheless
refer to an identical construction of meaning. On the other
hand, two different interpretations might be highly similaf
in vocabul;ry and purpdse but might nevertheless refer to two
quite different constructions of meaning. Only the second
kind @f difference ought properly to be the issue, and in that
~case we should speak not of different but of disparate inter-
pretations.24
According to Hiréch, the essential distinction betwéen
different interpretation and disparate interpretation depénds
upon the two functions of interpretation. One is that an
intérpretation mere;ly "deepens” the interpreter's under-
) stgﬂiipg,‘but another may genuinely "alter™ his undersfanding.
We know, as Hirsch insists, that the criterion of interpretation

must be the author's intention. Therefore, to understand the

textual meaning, according to Hirsch, is to know what the.
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'guthor intended to convey. And when we interpret an author's
intention, we are only able to "deepen" our interpretation,
rather than to "alter®™ our understénding. Thus, as Hirsch
mentions, once it is admitted that a meaning can change its
characteristics, then there is no way br finding the true
Cinderella among all the contenders. There is no dependable
glass slipper we can use as a test, since the o0ld slipper
will no longer fit the new Cinderella.

Now here an apparent contradiction arises. 1 can believe
that what the verbal meaning of the line "in my moon suif and
funeral veil" is is what the particular linguistic signs used
by Plath mean. Others can believe that what the verbal meaning
of that sentence is is what Plath intended to convey by using;
such a word sequence. Both interpretations are the explanﬁtions
of the reader's understanding of thé same verbal meaning, and
both can be said not to alter their own understanding of the
verbal meaning. However, these two interpretations are
disparate, or incompgtible, not different.

The reason for the contradiction, I suppose, is that
Hirsch merely recognizes that an author can use a particular
sequence of linguistic signs to convey what he intended, but
he ignores that the particular sequence of linguistic signs
used by the author may hold its own meaning which may conflict.
withthe author's willed meaning,

Accordingly, if we accept Hirsch's criterion of interpreta-

tioﬁ, we in fact admit an ambiguouscriterion, because the
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verbal meaning of the context may not be identical with
the author's inténtion. Therefore, the author;s intention
should not be seen as the criterion of interpretation.

Given that'neither the reader's understanding (Gadamet's
communicationalism), nor the author's intention (Hirsch's
intentionalism) can be the criterion of interpretation, is
there a criterion thch we can offer for interpretation? If
there is one, what is it? I will say there must be a criterion

'of‘interpretation. When ﬁe read a literary work, it is
obviously preposterous if we arbitrafily explain what it

' means. For éxample, if someone interprets Hamlet so as to

make us believe that the text is a comedy or a lyric story,

we will say that that person is crazy, since his interpretation_
does not completely observe the possible understending of the |
textual meaning. I think, we must interpret'the meéhing of a
text only in terms of the text itself. This is the solg
eriterion of interpretation.

Since I indicate that the criterion of interpretation
depends only upon the text itself; and not the author, nor
the reader, some will argue that my viewpoint is identical
with what of Beardsley's. We lmow, according to Beardsley,
what a text means is divided into internal evidence and
external evidence, Internally, it is a question of linguistic
rules concerning syntax and semantics; externally, however,
it is a question of biographical inquiry. Beardsley's basic
position is that a text is a piece of language whose meaning

Palint
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is determined'by linguistic rules independently of what an

author might have intended. Since it .is so, he concludes

that textual meaning is drrelevant to what the author intended
and the criterion o( interpretation is merely the internal
evidence of the text. ?

It is absolutely right tec maintain the text as a central
critgrion of interpretation. The reason is not only evident
from the foregoing examinatioﬁ of the defects of communica-
tionalism, but more importantly from the fact that the text
is a central factor in the interrelations among author, text,
and reader; it has the role to link these three inseparable
factors. It is easy to ;nderstaﬁd that an author must utter
his intention ﬁy means of a text, and that if a reader
intended to know wﬁat the author's intention is, he must
communicate with a text. In such a relation, the importance
of the text as a central factor has been provided. Further-
more, Since the text as a linguistic object iz, in this ’
sense, independent of both the author and reader (although
its meaning is relevant to the author's intention, and its
meaning must be received vy readers), it may hold the meaning
which conflicts with author’'s intention. This is to say that
both the author's idiolect meaning and the linguistic meaning
of the text are involved in the text itself. On the view that.
Poth the author's idiolect meaning and the linguistic meaning

" of the conteﬁy are inyolved in the text, Ols%p points out that

the main piece of evidence for an author's intention to
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allude is in the text itself., He says:

. Daniel Haakonsen, in his book Hgnxix_lﬁggng_:ggg:
Gynt", constructs an elaborate argu ment Showing

that the stranger in the fifth act of Peer Gynt is

intended by Ibsen to represent Lord Byron. The

argu ‘ment relies heavily on evidence about Ibsen's

knowledge of and attitude to Lord Byron, and it is

successful in that it makes it seem likely that

* Ibsen intended the stranger to be identified as

Lord Byron. Likely, that is, if one only considers

evidence other than that provided by the work itself:

having completed his arguément, Haakonsen admits

defeat. The suggestion that the stranger is Lord

Byron still remains far-fetched and fanciful. And

it remains so, not because of lack of what the anti-

intentionalists dubbed "external evidence”", but

because the work does not provide sufficient
, - indication that the.character is to be 1dentified
‘ as Lord Byron. No reasonably well-educated reader

" could recognize Lord Byron in the stranger, and a

.~ specialist critic like Haaokonsen cannot find
sufficient information in the text onto which he
can hock his external evidence. Haakonsen suggests
that Ibsen thought that the Byroﬁic figure would
establish itself as a legend in our cultureal on a
level with the Faustus figure and the Don Juan
figure, and that if this had happened, the\gzpanger
would have been easily recognizable to any educated
reader as a representative of true Byronism, as
opposed to Peer's false Byfonfsm. As it is, Ibsen's
allusion fails and even Ibsen's intention to allude
must be in dbubt.25

Al

-
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In other words, a reader in terms of his certa..fm socio~cultural
" code may interpret textual meaning either as implicit meaning
or as explicit meaning. Therefore, I co{nclﬁde thaf the criter- -
ion of interpretation should be the text itself.
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Section 145 On the Question Whether a Literary Work Has

£

. only One Correct Interpretation _

Given the preceding criterion of interppetation. the
followiqg_question arises: does a literary wor% have one
correct (possible) interpretation?

This question for Juhl seems not too hard to answer,
In his book InterpPetation, the third main point he draws is
that a literary work has one and only one correct interpreta-
tion and such an interpretation governs critiéal practice.
His claims are (1) thﬁt a literary work cannot have loglically
incompatible meanings, and (2) that there is reason to -
believe that it is in practice possible to determine the
correct interpretation of a work.

First, Juﬁl presents the criterion of interpretation,
that is, he believes that with respect to facts the teit is ‘
more coherent on one intqrppetafion than on another interpre-
tation. And, furthermore, he argues that in fact an appeal to
coherence in suppoft of an interpretation of a literary work
is an appeal to the author's intention. He cites a stanza
by Wordsworth to support his view:

‘ No motion has she now, no force;
She neither hears nor sees;
Rolled round in earth's diurnal course,

With rocks, and stones, and trees.

He asau&na\i&ifv:f can call the interpretation according to
1
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which the terms *polled round” suggest slow and gentle motion

1l

' and the interpretation>according to which they connote
violent motion 12. Then he askss what could it mean to say
: that on I1 the line is more coherent than 12? According to
him, an interpretation is expected to‘provide an explanation
of the feature of the text. The kind of explanation is one
of referring to some purpose for which those features are an
‘appropriate'means. Therefore, in thé interpretationé‘of 1l
and IZ2, he indicates that only I' explains the fact that the
words "in earth's diurnal course”™ qualify "rolled round" by
specifying a purﬁose for the qualifying phrase, namely, to
suggest sloy and gentie motion. Furfhermore, Juhl points out,.
\\-}1

be accounted for is the fact that the author used the phrase

cannot in principle account for the fact unless what is to

"in earth’'s diurnal course” to qualify "rolled round”.
Consequently, he says, the only kind of explanation which iz
both gppropfiate to the fact to be explained and which can
and is expected to provide an interpretation is an expléntion
in térms of the author's purpose or intention. But an inter—
pretatlon can provide such an explanation only if it is a
statement about the author’s intention.26

On the basis of this.considergtion. Juhl_ further concludes
that a literary work has one and only one correct interpreta-
tion. He says that if the meaning of a work is logically tied
to the author's intention, there is good reason to believe

that any interpretation of a given text can in principle be'
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shown to be correct or incorrect. Juhl does not reject the
fact that a literary work may have a variety of mutuaily
incompatible meanings. He cites Wordsworth's poem "A Slumber
Did My Spirif Seél". Some may say it conveys the lover's
agonized shock at the death of the beloved; others suggest it
is a pantheistic’affirmation of the grander dead-Lucy who
became part of the life of nature. It is a celebration of
the grander dead-Lucy who has become involved in the subiime
processes of nature and does not express grief or inconsolabi-
lity.z? But he cléims that it is prima facie quite conceivable
that of the incompatibie interpretations provided for a work
only one is correct. The reason, he maintains, is that it
Qould be very peculidr to say of Wordsworth's poem that it
expresses the lover's grief and incpnsolability‘and that it
does not express the lover's grief ;nd inconsolability but
rather pantheistic affirmation. Thére is no evidence that,
in practice, critics would be prepared to allow that logically

incompatible readings could be jointly true.28

According to
Juhl. the proposition: "a work means X and it d;es not mean
X, but Y" is not plausible. Therefore, a literary work has
only one correct interpretation which is compatible to the
author's intention.

Further, he also tries to verify his consideration from
the reader's side., Let us consider these lines of poetry:

The shooting of the hunters she heard,

But to pity it moved her not.
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Juhl believes that one can get at least three different
meanings. They are: (1) she heard the hunters shooting but.
she had no pity for the victims; (2) she heard the hunters
shoating at something and heard the huntefs being shot at,
but did not pity either; (3) she heard the hunters b.eing
shot but did not pity them. But, says Juhl, normally readers

do Ehoose only one of the possible readings of a given text.
| They do so at least occasionally even if they believg that
on the basis of the textual evidence several interpretations
are equally possible or plausible. Consequently, he sums up,
it would appear to be intelliéible to suppose that only one
. o{ the possible readings of a given text is correct.

Juhl attacks those views which hold that a literary
work may have more than one justifiable interpretation. He
asks if the fact that competent readers hold different inter-
pretations of the. same text shows that it has several equally |
"correct”, plausible, or acceptable readings, then what is it )
that these readers are disagreeing about when each qg-them
denies that the other's interpretation is acceptable?29‘0f
coﬁrse, he agrees that a literary work indeed has more than
one possible readings, but, he adds, there'is only one corréct
interpretation.ll am suggesting, what he points out is that
a theory of interpretation must éécounf for the fact that we
do draw a distinction between a possible and a correct inter-
pretation, even if we do not agree in any given case with
what the correct reading is.>® Although a given text may
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rhéve'several acceptable readings, readers in practice might
generally impose one further restriction, or will discover
the author's intention right?way.‘Thus, a;reading that is
acceptable might be regarded as unacceptable by the readers
wﬁo conférm to the general practice, and only the reading
.which correspdnds to the author's intention is regarded as
the correct intefpretation. Therefore, Juhl cohcludes that
although a literary work usually has several possible or even
plausible readings, there is strong evidence that i¥ has one
and only one correct interpretation. |

Why do readers interpret a text in such various ways?
According to Juhl, a litefﬁry work'is interpreted in a variety
of ways because literary interpretations satisfy in part two
different demands. The first is that an interpretation should
be logically tied to what we take to be the author's intention,
and the second is that readers expect an interpretation to
show .us why the tekt is worth reading. In other words, we
read literary works because they satisfy certain interests,
needs and values. Because of such aesthetic or moral considera-
tions.va text can be given 'several possible interpretations.
However, for Juhl, it is obvious that those interpretations
concerned with the readers’ aesthetic consideration cannot be
seen as the explanation of textual meaning. Onlj the inter~
pretation which is compatible to the authdr's intention can
be seen as the correct explanation of textual meaning._This
is why Juhl insists that although a text has several possible

h
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or gven plausible interpretations, there is only one correct
interpretation which is identical with the author;s inten-
tion. _ | (\\-’w

Is Juhl's view plausible? I do not think so. It is quite .
clear that Juhl's whole conéidggation stands on the central
point that only the interpretation which is compatible to
the author's intention is the correct inte?pretation since
teﬁﬁual meaning is what the author 1ntended/f\\convey In
fact, Juhl's view is similar to Hirsch's view. Therefore, I
think, the mistake in Hirsch's theory is also the mistake of
Juhl's theory.

We have se;q that the criterion of interpretation
should not be understhd as the author's intention since a
text involves both the awthor's idiolect meaning and the
linguistic meaning of the text. ThZizﬁore, the criterion of

nl

interpretation should be understoo y as the text itself.

If we accept that proposition, we can easily find the
mistake of Juhl's view according to which a literary work has
only one correct interpretation. Let us again consider the
following lines of a po;h by Plath:s

They miéht ignore me immediately

w_‘In my moon suit and funeral veil.
According to Juhl, if we know that Plath used the terms "moon
suit" and "funeral veil"” just to mean the beekeeper's suit
and veil, then we will explain their meaning as the beekeeper

wears his suit and veil, and in practice, we will not at that

A
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time accept.another incompatible explanation, thaf is, the
beekeeper really wears the moon suif and funeral veil;
However, in my opinion, both incompatiblg interpretations
are plausible and aéceptable, becéuse we can see the text
itself as the criterion of interpretation. We lnow a text
involves both implicit\meaning and explic;t meaning, for
example, in the sentence "in my moon suit and funeral veil®,
the author's idiolect meaning can be explained toc be the
beekfeper's suit and yeil rather than the moon suit and
fufieral veil. But the linguistic meaning of the senteﬁce

an also be plausibly copstrued as the beekeeper really

‘" wears the moon suit and the funeral veil. Since the ¢riterion
of interpretation is the text itself and the text als
involves two incompatible meanings, readers of course can
interpref the text in an incompatible way, namély, in
practice readers would be'allowed to give logically incom-
patible readings which can be jointly true. As Gadamer says,
the work of.értlsays something to the historian; it séys
something to each person as if it were said especially/;:/—\\\
him, as something.present and contemporaneous. Thus our
task is to understand the méaning of what it says and to
make it clear to ourselves and to others.31 Accordingly,
it is plausible to admit that logiéally incompatiﬁle inter-
pretations of a text are possible. . |
Certainly, those acceptable incompatible interpre-

~ tations must be tied to the text itself, rather than the
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person's free imaginatiop. Juhl has pointed out the reason
people interpreﬁ'a text gn a variety of ways is that those
interpretations satisfy people‘'s aesthetic or moral consi-
deratfons (he calls it "demand"). He thinks, although these
fhterpretations are possible, they cannot be seen as the
explanation of textual meaning. For him only the interpre-
tation which is identical with the author's intention can
be the correct interpretation of textual meaning. Basically,

I agree fhat if interpretations are truly made in terms of

the féaéers' aesthetic or moral considerations, they are not
the interpretations of textual meaning, but they.are criticisms
of textual mea'ning,32 One problem that I have is whether
interbretation is only made by the consideration, which is

tieé to the author's intention or by the consideration, which
islrelated to aesthetic or moral concerns? If we say it is
plausible that interpretation is made by the understanding
which is tied'to the author's intention, then we can say

that the interpretation which is ,tied to aesthetic or moral
considerations is beyond the interpretation of textual

meaning. Therefore, I believe that Juhl's view, according to -
which the interpretation is only made by means of two demands,.
is untenable. I think, the\reason why a text may have a variety
of interpretation is that readers not only interpret the
textual meaning.in terms of the author's intention but also

according to the text itseif, which may hold the meaning

@
-
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that conflicts with the author's intention. This view, I
think, is coherent with the consideration that the criterion
of interpretation is the- text itself, and the text may.
involve both implicit méaning and explicict meaning which
can conflict with each other. Therefore, on the basis of
this conside;?tion, I caonclude that a text may have more

than one justifiable interpretation.
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CONCLUS ION:

As stated in the introduction, this study tries to
_deal with the problem of what textual meaning should be; By
means of examining four representative theories--anti-
intentionalisé, communicationalism. intentionalism, and
anti-textual individuationalism--I show that none of them
focus attention on the interrelations among aufhor, text,”
and reader which, I believe, are-the basis of concern with
regard to the question of what textual meaning is.
‘ Based on these considerations, I *then bring to

light several commentaries concerning this question.

(1) The relation between author and text as
well as betééen text and reader. An author not merely intends
"o write a work for a certain aim and for those readers
who share the same cultural background, but intends his text
to communicate with these readers and to make them under- .
stand what he intended to convey.

A text as a context or utterance rather than a
" word sequence must be offefred by an aﬁthor who employs
words and sentences just as a speaker does when he makes
an utterance. An author must also try to express his

intention by means of his writing. Even though to know
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what a text means is irrelevant to knowing what the

author intepled, it is not equivalent to the claim that

ng is irrelevant to the author's intention.
here must be a logical connéction between textual
meaning and the ;uthor's intention.

(2) Téxtual meaning may conflict with fhe author's"
intention in that a context may involve the utterer's
idiolect meaning and the linguistic meaning of the context.
The utterer's idiolect meaning is identical with the author's
intention which is what the author really intendéd to convey
to his readers. Undoubtedly, the author must use a certain
vehicle in order to utter his intention. But since the
linguistic meaning of a context is alsc determined by its
own pules such as syntax and semantics (although'the context
is certainly relevant to the author's intention), there is_
still a possibility of a conflict between the linguistis
meaning and the author's intention.

The utterer's idiolect meaning is_his private or
implicit entity . which we hardly discover directly in the
text and normally depends upon biographical inquiry in order

to gain access to this. The linguistic meaning of a context

is public or explicit entitywhich can be found out directly

and easily by reading the text.

(3) A text must be relevant to what the author
intended,ebut it is also true that the author's idiolect

meaning may conflict with the linguistic meaning of the

L
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text. Such a conflict can be divided into the following

four types: (1) Slip of the pen, that is, the author in
.his writing fails to convey what he intended to express.
(2) Violation of the linguistic rules, that is, literary
works, especially poetry, frequently violate the'syntactic'
and semantic rules of the language. (3) Zxaggeration, that .,
is, authors often use exaggeration way to reinforce
artistic effectiveness and it is definitel%ﬁa source of
the conflict between explicit meaning and i;plicit meaning.
(4) Allusion and irony, which show that linguistic meaning
' ﬁay cdﬁflict with what an author intended to mean by means
of themn. ‘ : o
(4) The relation between text and reader. I draw v
the conclusion that a reader may interpret the context
either as the linguistic meaning of' the contéxt or as
the author's idiolect meaning by means of the reader's.-
socio-cultural code. That is to say, in conformity with
. the tradition of the reader's understanding, the reader
can only choose to interpret the textual meaning either
as. explicit meaning or implicit meaning but not reconstruct
the textual meaning, since the context itself may have
held both iinguistic meaning and author's intention.
Thus, our consideration may be summed up in the
following formﬁlation: .
For R(reader), U{utterer or duthor) intended C

{context made by utterer) to make R ﬁnderstand.I(U'g

Y
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intention). Since C inv&lves both I{U's intention or U's
idiolect meaning) and L(lingﬁistic meaning of the context),
R may interpret C either as L(the explicit meaning) or as
I(thé implicit neaning) by means of R's socio-cultural code.

Accordingly, textual meaning is essentially deter-
mined by author, texi,and reader. Textual meaning should
bé understood in:fﬁ?%%fgiations among these three factors.

The criterion of intefpretation is based on what
textual meaning is.Both communicationalism and intentionalism
incorrectly answer this question.
| According to communicationalism, the criterionlof
interpretation must be based on the reader’s understanding
of the text and such understanding is not a reproductive

-procedure, but rather always is alse a productive one in
which textual meaning always surpasses its author. Consequehtly, .
in communicationalism, since, textual meaning is Always
changable and indeterminable in terms of the reader's

own understanding, there is no misunderstanding of textual
meaning, even no intefpretation eﬁ all.

According to intentionalism, the criterion of
interﬁretation must be the author's intention, since
intentionalism holds that textuél meaning is identical with
the author's willed meaning. But intentionalism ignores
that the particular sequeﬁce of linguistic signs used by
the author may hold its own meaning which may conflict
with the author's willed meaning. |
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The criterion of interpretation only depepds upon
the text itself, because the text, as a centrai factor in
the interrelations amdng authbr, text,and reader,|has the
role to 1link these three inseparabje factors.

Furthermore, since the criterion of intérpretation
depends upon the text itself and since.a text may.involve both
the author's idiolect meaning and the linguistic meaning
of the context, readers in term of their socio-cultural
code may interpret textual meaning either as the implicit
meaning or as the explicit meaning, that is, readers
would allow that logically incompatible readings are
jointly true. Therefore, a text may have more than one

.justifiable_interpretation.

5
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“Ibid, p.k46

Ibid, p.38

Concerning the meaning of explicit meaning, let us fTirst

.éxamine what the term "explicit" means here. In MacMillan

Contemporary Dictionary (W. D. Halsey, New ?ork 1979),

the word fexplicit" is explained in such a way that

"explicit suggests that nothing is left to inference

that all pertinent details are clearly and unambiguously

expla%ged". According to my view, since the linguistic

meaning of a context is determined by its own rules such

as syntax and semantics, I usg the term ";iplicit meaning"

in the.sense that the meaning of language as the vehicle

Qf certain éxpreésion must be clear and unambiguous to

those readers who know this language. When a reader

reads a significant sentence, he should understand

simply what this sentence means by reading it as long as

he knows the language in which the sentence is written.
Concerning the meaning of implicit meaning, MacMillan

Contemporary Dictionary designates the term "implicit" as
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" meaning "suggested or understood though not directly

expressed”. The meaning of the word "impliecit” is
exemplified in the following sentence: "conclusions
that are impiicit and must be drawn out by the reader”.
This tdo is what I mean when I use the term "implicit
meaning”. We know an author may utter his intention

in a text by means of allusion of irony. Since the

allusion used by the author may itself mean sdmething

else, which is determined by the syntax and the seman-
tics of lénguage. what the reéder can easily under-
stand is ngcéssariiy the explicit meaning. The way
that a reader understands the author's allusions is
defihitely not by way of simple reading, but by way of
an indirect—ingquiry. That is, through the biographical

research, a reader can learn that the auther intended

. to express something other than the literal meaning of

the context which the reader can understand directly.
So, in this sense, the author's own intention is
implicit meaning, that is, that which hides behind the

linguistic meaning of the context.
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PART III: . .t\f .

1. I borrow the term "idiolect meaning" from H. Grice.
Grice, in his essay "Utﬁgférﬁs;M%aning, Sentence-Meaning,
and Word—Meaning“,,writéSz "It will be convenient to
recognize that what I Shgli caﬁl statements of timeless
meaning (statements 6{ the type ‘%’ﬁE@ns "..."', in which
the specification of meaning involves guotation-marks) may
be subdivided-into (i) statements of timeless 'idiolect-
meaning', e.g. 'For U (in U'slidioiécéj X means "..."'
and (ii) statements of timeléss language meaning', e.g.

'In L (language) X mea N "(1n Foundatlons of

Laggg ge, (&) 1968, p. 226) Als &uhl points out: "our
interpretation of a llterary work frequently depends on
our knowledge that the author associated certain beliefs,
emotions, doctrines, and so forth with certain words.
llany authors in fact write in a distinct idiolect, ;nd

‘\
this is certainly relevant to determining what their

N

‘works mean."(Interoretation, p.108) . '\\
2. Tolhurét, "On What A Text Is andIHow it leans", p.12
3.AGrice, "Utterer's hegning, Sentence-lMeaning, and Word-
lMeaning", p.230
4, Hirsch, p.86 !
5. Juhl, p.98

’

6. R. Hovey, "Hemlngway s 'Now I Lay Me's A Psychological
: ’
3@terpretat10n , p.181

| 7. Ibid, p.l9?
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8. A. Strindberg, Plavs, p.97
9. Ibid, p.101

10. carl E. W, L. Dahlstrom, Strindberz's Dramatic Expres-

sionism, p.1l03

11. Ibid, p.104

12. The Norton Anthology of Znglish Literature, pp.798-799
13. Juhl,p.108

14. See A. Alvarez, ed., The New Poetry, p.138

15. Gadamer, Truth and Meﬁggd, p.280
16. Liu Xie,p.242
17. Palmer, p.190

18. Iser, "Texts and Readers", P.336

- 19. Iser, "Interaction between Text and Reader", p.11l

20. R, Crosman, "Do Beade;s Mﬁke Meaning?", pp.l54-155

21, Hoy, p.52

22, Ibid, p.53

23. Hirsch, p.136

24, Ibid, p.129

25. 5. vlsen, "Text and Meaning", p.268

26. Juhl,®p.88. "

27. Bateson, Znglish Pgetry, p.59% .
28. Juhl, p.2b1

29. Ibid, p.210

30. Ibid, p.213

31. Gadamer, Philosophical Hermeneutics, 'p.100

32, I do not discuss the distinctioh between interpretation

.

and criticism in the'present dissertation.
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