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“Is God willing to prevent evil, but not able?
Then he is not omnipotent. Is he able, but not
willing? Then he is malevolent. Is he both able anlting?
Then whence cometh evil? Is he neither able ndmgi?
Then why call him God?”

Epicurus (?)

“Some things happen of necessity, others by
chance, others through our own agency."

Epicurus

“Facts is precisely what there is not,
only interpretations.”

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche



RESUMO

Interpretar sempre implicard uma grande jornada. &@or acaso que esta pratica
esteja associada a figura mitologica de Hermestdprip ato reflexivo em torno da questéo
‘0 que significa significar’ envolve uma longa véag. E dividindo a interpretacdo em dois
momentos, ao qual nos referiremos amplamente apemdentoldgico’ e ‘pratico’, que esta
dissertacdo adquire sua forma. Num primeiro momemouma problematizacdo sobre a
guestdo do significado numa perspectiva hermerguRiartindo da discussao engendrada na
obraPolitics of Interpretation(1983), e passando pela argumentacéo sobre ‘iotealdade’
em interpretacao textual, especificamente caraet#a na obra de E. D. Hirsch Validity in
Interpretation(1967), busca-se um estudo introdutdrio sobreesto do significado do texto
literario em relacdo a um outro problema que é oémado como ‘o narcisismo do leitor’,
para enfim culminar na proposta hermenéutica dedRic Ou seja, antes de especificamente
lidar com a interpretacdo de Exorcista(1971), busca-se uma abordagem tedrica sobre a
questao do significado. Num segundo momento, qoeimglica numa aplicacdo da teoria
exposta, pois partimos do principio que ndo héasdiientre teoria e pratica, passamos a
interpretacdo da obréhe Exorcist(1971) de William Peter Blatty. Aborda-se estaaopor
constituir-se um problema hermenéutico. Porémyaduai existencialista desta obra proposta
por esta dissertacdo sera precedida por uma reléanto do autor como um texto e sua
consequente relacdo com a interpretacdo do romgunaato por uma abordagem relacional
entre ndo s a recepcao critica desta obra, assim em relacdo aos demais romances do
autor, na tentativa, primeiro, de demonstrar aficiéuncia de caracterizacbes da obra como
‘horror’ e ‘teodicéia’, para, finalmente, propor abertura da obra em direcdo a uma
perspectiva existencialista.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: O Exorcista Hermenéutica; Significado; Literatura de Horror;
Existencialismo.



ABSTRACT

Interpreting will always implicate a long journdyis not by chance that this practice
is associated to the mythological figure of Hermidse very reflexive act about the question
of ‘what it means to mean’ involves a longe travelis by dividing interpretation in two
moments, which will be referred to merely as ‘oatptal’ and ‘practical’, that this
dissertation achieves its form. In a first momémere is a problematization about the issue of
meaning in a hermeneutical perspective. Beginmog fa discussion engendered in the work
Politics of Interpretation1983), and passing through an argumentation abuaantionality’
in textual interpretation, more specifically chdesized in E. D. Hirsch Jr.’alidity in
Interpretation(1967), we search an introductory study about tkammg of a literary text in
relation to another problem which is denominatetthesnarcissism of the reader’, in order to
finally culminate in Ricoeur's hermeneutical progbslt means that, before specifically
dealing with the interpretation dte Exorcist(1971), we seek a theoretical approach to the
question of meaning. In a second moment, which doeésmplicate in the application of the
exposed theory, since we follow the principle ttiedre is no division between theory and
practice, we develop an interpretation of Williaraté Blatty’sThe Exorcist(1971). This
work is approached because it configures a herntieatuproblem. However, the
existentialist shift in this work proposed by thlissertation will be preceded by a reading of
the author as a text and its consequent relatighetonterpretation of the novel, as well as a
relational approach not only to the specific caticeception of the mentioned title, but also in
relation to the author’s other works, in the attgnfipst, to demonstrate the insufficiency of
the characterization of the novel as ‘horror’ dre'vdicy’, and, finally, to propose the opening
of the work in the direction of an existentialigtrppective.

KEYWORDS: The ExorcistHermeneutics; Meaning; Horror Literature; Exigtaism.
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1 FOREWORD

According to Ricoeur (1985), “an introduction whiave fulfilled its task if it permits
the reader to better question, read, and thinkbtbhek he is about to take up.” (p.377)
Therefore, allow me to call this dissertation “egdic”. | will explain. Unavoidably, the
reader will find two lines of argumentation herecause what was supposed to be merely
introductory ended up becoming half of the textfifdt, this scared me. However, | am one
of those persons who may easily consider theottittee question of abortion, but who will
never effectively agree with an affirmative optidnwas not able to suppress what was
coming up.

This text is, more than anything else, a hermenaljburney. Basically, it poses the
question ‘what does it mean?’ to a novel calldte Exorcist(1971f. However, | was not
satisfied in starting right away with the text peop| then decided to include as an
introductior? to my dissertation a vetyrief research on the subject of what it means to ask
‘what does it mean?’ to a literary text. The resuls that it almost became the entire
dissertation. This is why | call it embryotic. | aaware that this fact may mar the main
purpose of the text. However, | still take the rigkkeeping the original chapter without many
cuts. This is the first warning to the reader: ¢hare two moments in my argumentation.

The first moment, which | call ‘Meaning the Issuerdlogue)’, is divided in three
parts. | used this title because it consists ira@@mpt to provide a very brief reflection on
what the question ‘what does it mean?’ means.alhyjtiit should be basically an introduction

to Ricoeur’s theory on hermeneutics. However, itheoito emphasize the question described

2 From now on, | will always include the year in erdo emphasize that | am talking about the noMeils
insistence is due to the prevalence that the citiemdaptation has received.

% From now on, whenever | use inverted commas ¢h& word between them must be taken in a broasksém
similar system, whenever | use the wordgatics, without any additional note, it will indicate tthe word is
being used in a very literal sense.



11

by the French philosopher as “the narcissism of rdeder” (RICOEUR, 1981, p.191), |
decided to include an essay on one of the refesemsed by Ricoeur. | opted for this because
| was surprised when | asked one of my profedsersen before having an advisor for this
dissertation, and she suggested me exactly the @ikl was very interested in reading,
namely, E. D. Hirsch'®/alidity in Interpretation(1967). There were two other books on this
list, but only one of them was valuable for my amguntation — W. T. J. Mitchell'§he
Politics of Interpretation(1982). The two books mentioned actually form the tfirst
sections of the first chapter in this dissertatidfterwards, | realized that, in a sense, | am
addicted to what is broadly calledose reading Thus, what was supposed to be an
introduction ended up becoming two essays. Thd #ection, and the most important one, is
then left to the approach of Ricoeur’s hermenebpb@nomenology. Thus, if the reader can
forgive me for the recommendation, the first chejgesupposed to be an argumentation on
the problem of what | may cathe ascription of meanindt is an attempt to show that
categories such as reader, author, and text cdravat a privileged position in the matter,
because all of them form what in Ricoeur’s (198byds can be called “the mode of being-in-
the-world” of the text (p.192). However, an addi@ warning is also necessary: this is
supposed to be only the raising of a problem, m@froposal of a solution.

| know it may be deceptive for those interestedny interpretation offhe Exorcist
(1971) to have to struggle with this theoreticajuanentation. This is precisely the main
purpose of my dissertation, the part which is priypgedicated to answer the question ‘what
does it mean’ posed to the novel. However, thithes part of my text which also has its
detours. The first is through William Peter Bladty a text. It is amazing to hear from Stephen
King that, in a way, Blatty is his ‘father (WINTER1985). In my interpretation, to

deconstruct Blatty as a ‘horror writer’ is the fitep in order to do the same to the novel.

“1 would like to thank Ph.D. Rita Teresinha Schnfi@ther suggestions.
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This is why | call this section ‘The Beginning’, toaiso as a parallel to the names of chapters
in The Exorcist(1971). The next section is another detour, thisetithrough essays on
Blatty’s bibliography. | take this procedure in erdo show that it is possible to observe,
through what is understood in his other books, izt The Exorcis{1971) is proposing is
not actually ‘horror’. | call this section ‘The E€gin order to show that these works, and the
commentaries made on them, actually form the ceostotithe novel; though they remain as
fragile and thin as the skin is to our bodies. Bné is only in the last section of the second
chapter that | start the existentialist interpiietaproperly. This choice has a purpose: to show
that interpretation is always achieved too latel @ns only through the detour through other
texts that meaning is performed. Meaning, in thé, @ not an object, but a relation. This is
what the reader is supposed to find along theviofig lines. Thus, it is not by chance that |
call this last section ‘The Abyss’, exactly becaiursemeaning we can never see the end;
perhaps only if we throw ourselves in.

Therefore, what the second chapter is trying tavsisahat the label ‘horror’ is much
more an influence caused by its cinematic adaptadio the interpretation of the novel than
what a closer reading of latter can provide. Selygride second chapter is also an attempt to
escape the easy resource of interpreting the rasvalkind of catechism, or rather, as | prefer
to say, theodicy. Finally, this is an endeavor perothe novel to one of its possible modes of
being in the world, not because this is the mostech one, but because literary texts should
always be open for more interpretations, to conflicwould be very easy to do this with a
literary text which is normally open to differemitérpretations. This is one aspect that
reinforces my insistence in interpreting exacklye Exorcist(1971). Curiously, this book is
not my favorité, despite having made my final paper for my undedgate course on the

same book (a paper which had a strong bias towasyshology). Therefore, the purpose of

® | think there will hardly be a book to replace @abGarcia Marquez'©ne Hundred Years of Solitude the
top of my list.
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this dissertation is truly hermeneutical. The itesise on callingrhe Exorcista horror story
has always amazed me. It is acceptable to call ‘gupernatural thriller’ or ‘theological
literature’. However, | still wanted to depart frothe obvious. This is how | come to
existentialism. In fact, while | was seeking inlpeBbphy an argumentation on the subject of
‘evil’ and ‘faith’, | found Ricoeur’s texts. Surgingly, hisinterpretation Theory: discourse
and the surplus of meanir{@976), and his philosophy in general, attractedatbgntion with
such strength that | decided to take him not oslyaaource for the approach to ‘evil’ and
‘faith’, but also as a theoretical basis for intetation.

However, there was still another name to be inwblve this dissertation as a
surprise: Kierkegaard. This philosopher, on it® tuvas inevitable; not only because he is an
explicit influence on Ricoeur, but exactly becaogéhe relevance of his religious philosophy
as an intertextuality forhe Exorcist(1971). It will not be rare to find in my interpagion
many moments when | use direct quotations fromettaeghors as if they were comments on
the novel. | took this ‘libertinag&exactly to reinforce my position that the lattaisha great
potential to be taken as existentialist novel. lnalssuing the Meaning’ is my attempt to
put the ineffability of a relation (meaning) inteetconcreteness of the word (text).

| would like to close this introduction by askirfgetreader: what is there between the
‘prologue’ and the ‘epilogue’ of a story? In thigyy one may have the answer for my choice

of naming the two chapters of this dissertatiofPaslogue’ and ‘Epilogue’.

® Pun intended.
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2 MEANING THE ISSUE (PROLOGUE)

This first chapter of my dissertation is a briesearch on the question of ‘meaning’.
It started with thenaivequestion ‘what does it mean?’, which is supposeddrk as a central
question to my object of study, namelyhe Exorcist(1971). This word receives inverted
commas in order to call attention to the imprecisaracter it may initially present, and also,
to the diverse areas of study which have takes thair focus of scrutiny. This more general
term is present in the title of this dissertaticactly to scope a number of other terms which
will also be relevant throughout this text (just name a few of them — interpretation,
understanding, explication, criticism, etc). It Maube a totally different choice if this
dissertation were written in Portuguese, or Gerrfiarwhich there are “significado” and
“sentido” in the first, and “Bedeutung” and “Sinimi the second, while in English there are
meaning, sense and signified). | am not claiminge tbat one language is more or less
favorable or problematic to the question. The pseps just to show an initial indecision,
without an intention of finding a solution by thence of this study, but that can be
problematized as it progresses. | believe thi®isat least should be, a crucial concern for
anybody involved in literary studies.

| also give emphasis to the word ‘naive’. | decidedefer to the question in this way
because of the etymology of the word, which meansne of its original acceptances, “just
born” (HARPER, 2001). In this sense, it does natehanything to do with the commonsense
association it has with ‘silly’ or ‘innocent’. Itds more to do with what E. D. Hirsch Jr.
(1967) refers to as “a general typeAfter formulating this introductory question, thg my

reading on Ricoeur, | realized that this same guestould also be called ‘ontological’, if by

" An concept which will be properly approached ia #fection of this chapter dedicated to this author.
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ontological | only refer to the general idea of tleem, which means ‘the study of being’.
Thus, while | try to construe a/the meaningToie Exorcist(1971), | also try to think about
the meaning of ‘meaning’ itself.

This first chapter is divided into three sectiomwfich correspond to three different
moments of my research on meaning. The first momehich will be the last section, is
concerned with what | could formulate about thejettbfrom Ricoeur’'s thought, starting
from his lectures at the University of Texas orgadi and published in a book titled
Interpretation Theory: discourse and the surplusnodaning(1976), and then explored in
many of his other books. The second section, wival the second moment of my research,
is concerned with E. D. Hirsch’'s bodkalidity in Interpretation(1967). Finally, the last
moment of my study on the subject of meaning, dmadfirst section of this chapter, comes
from a collection of essays organized by W. T. jtchell under the titleThe Politics of
Interpretation(1983), an outcome from an initial special issu€afical Inquiry based on a
symposium of the same name held at the Univerdit€ldcago’s Center for Continuing
Education, October 30, 31, and November 1 of 1981.

| decided to set this disposition of sections ia tihapter because of my personal
position toward these three perspectives. | stamnfwhat | may call aaleidoscopic
perspective on the issue of interpretation. | defihe Politics of Interpretatiorthis way in
order to characterize it as something beautifalgrinented and hypnotic. With ‘beautiful’, 1
allude to the great names of scholars the bookabtesto gather under the same compilation
of texts. With ‘fragmented’, | mean the ample dsmr of directions that the subject of
interpretation took in the hands of these variedpectives. Finally, with ‘hypnotic’, | intend
to mean how appealing all of them are. In its tuhe, second step is dedicated to Hirsch’s
book Validity in Interpretationin order to keep under discussion an issue stanted

Schleiermacher and Dilthey, and which I think isffam concluded, namely, the question of
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‘objectivity’ in interpretation. Finally, the lastpproach to the subject is dedicated to a brief
study of Ricoeur’'s philosophy, more specificallyetlsections concerned with textual
interpretation. At first, | decided to include imet provisory title of my dissertationL(terary
Exorcism: meaning The Exordighe following wordsthrough hermeneuticCertainly, the
field of hermeneutics is very broad, and to makeremce to it approaching only one branch
of this epistemological area may be a controvestdi#iude. However, | insist on maintaining
this reference only under the word ‘hermeneutiexduse this is also what is at issue both in
The Politics of Interpretatiorf1982) and inValidity in Interpretation(1967) My position
towards the subject may be made more evident byatteof leaving Ricoeur for the last
section. Nevertheless, his name is not in the, tiite because he does not deserve to be: on
the contrary, his philosophy seemed much more clittea to me than other postmodern
mainstream thinkers. | regret not having enougletimdevelop the issue of hermeneutics a
little further, since many other names would deseswch a place. One of them, and | insist on
giving this credit, is the name of Hans-Georg Gaelarilis Truth and Method1960) is a
contemporary authority in the subject of hermerosutintil today. Despite this feeling of debt,

| do feel a little relieved from this burden siné#rsch and Ricoeur provide enough
information through their approaches to Gadamea. tliorough approach to his text was not

possible, at least an indirect relation could belena

® The way the body of the dissertation took shapaglts composition demanded that | reformulatetittesin
order to better indicate what is at issue in thislg. The weight that the theoretical part assuisdle reason
for allowing more emphasis on the word ‘hermenettic
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2.1 The Politics of Interpretation

Critical Inquiry is a journal in the humanities concerned with goaston critical
theory. Founded in 1974 by Wayne Booth, Arthur Eeisan and Sheldon Sacks, nowadays
the journal is edited by W. T. J. Mitchell and isbfished by the University of Chicago Press.
One of its issues, more precisely vol.9, no.1 Saptr 1982, is a collection of essays by
participants in a symposium under the same namenargd by and held at the University of
Chicago. The book, issued in 1983, shows a goodduattory perspective on the question of
‘interpretation’. Its title,The Politics of Interpretatignrepresents adequately the tone of the
essays published there. Though Mitchell says in ititeoduction for this book that
“interpretation is politics by other means” (p.1)his following characterization,
“interpretation aswar by other means” (ibid), more appropriately repnesethe way the
discussion is led. | do not interpret this confhegatively; on the contrary, such a ‘conflict’ is
very positive. In my opinion, interpretation, andlipcs, too, implies taking a position, as
well as a call to action. Assuming a position ighet same time unavoidable and dangerous;
this is the way | understand Mitchell’'s observatibat “politics is an uncomfortable topic for
intellectuals”. (p.2) In this sense, | may conjeetuhat action is always a step into the
unknown. | think that this is the proximity of pidis, interpretation and life; all of them are
essentially decision making. This reminds me of whance read in a banner for the
celebration of librarian’s day: “books do not chanpe world; books change people and
people change the world”. It is in this sense thagree with Mitchell when he says that
“interpretation is itself a way of changing the Vadr (p.3) This brief remark provides

arguments for me to start to believe in hermenswgca fundamental human practice.

° From now on, since all quotations are taken fiidre Politics of InterpretatioMITCHELL, 1983), | will only
mention the page where they are taken from.
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| think that the general tone of the book cannoape being characterized as a battle
between those whadjudicatemeaning to the author and those who do to theeredtitchell
gives a different characterization to this in tmraduction: “Advocates of interpretive
determinacy and objectivity are characterized athaaitarian, puritanical, and fascistic;
explorers of interpretive indeterminacy and ‘fregpl(...) are stigmatized as escapists,
obfuscationists, nihilists...” (ibid) In the followinlines, | will try to provide my reader with
what the authors of these essays have to say @&bdumay at times agree or disagree with
some points, but | must highlight here that thiseslanot mean | intend these to be
representative of one of the sides. | can only ttay my position is on the reader’s side,
though, after this study, | will always take intonsideration the author’s side, as well as the
autonomy of the text.

In my approach toThe Politics of Interpretation] will follow the editorial
organization of the sequence of essays. Accordirthis methodology, | start my study with
Edward Said’®Opponents, Audiences, Constituencies and Commumitiis text, the author
approaches the topic, the politics of interpretatas a call to denounce the hermetic situation
of professional literary criticism, which, in hisva words, he defines as a “proliferation of
private critical language”. (p.29) In order to amgmate his text to the reader-author
argument, | highlight a passage at the beginningrevzhe says that “no one writes simply for
oneself’, and that there is always an “Other” irs throcess which makes interpretation “a
social activity”. (p.9) I think it is not implaudid to characterize him as being on the reader’s
side, or rather, against the author’s - one thenpichampion one side, but it is quite another
to denounce the other side. | think the authoreeadatter becomes more explicit when Said
says that “no single explanation sending one baxkeadiately to a single origin is adequate”,
and that “heterogeneity of human involvement isrdfa@e equivalent to heterogeneity of

results, as well as of interpretive skills and teghes.” (p.18) Since | am not in the position
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of contesting this author, | would only like to ntien that both reader and authe@an occupy
this position of the ‘Other’. If it is problematito position the author and his intended
meaning as the center, then it must also be asas@msial to allow the reader to occupy this
position. | do not want to concentrate my reflectmn this essay, but at this point | would
only like to acknowledge the importance that Saikg to the question “Who?”, something
which will also be fundamental in Ricouer’s refiectabout language and identity.

In a certain way, despite some textual frictionwssin them, Donald Davie’'s
following essay traces the line of argument expldrg Said, when he places the question: “Is
it not at least possible that some political poseanterested in ensuring that we pass our time
in this'® rather than in anything more pointed, more urgantl more consequential?” (p.48),
and before that when he asks “which is the politicaotivation which impels
deconstructionists and other interpreters to irikat reliable interpretation of even apparently
limpid texts can take place only in seminar roomgdhe pages of learned journals?” (p.45)
However, what | would like to point out in his egss when he parallels the “liberation from
authority, from the authority of the text and oktkclassic’ author of the text” with the
“liberation from civic and political responsibilityrom citizenship and what it entails.” (p.47)
The title of his essayRoet: Patriot: Interpreter is better understood when the author says
that “poets and painters are ‘interpreters’, ne l#gn the scholar-critic who subsequently
undertakes to ‘interpret’ their interpretations.][A poem is a little of criticism of life as a
burning brand is a criticism of fire.” (p.44) Fraifms perspective, the accused ‘origin’ of the
author asthe source of the meaning of the text can be apprehdikerently from the
perspective of his/her ‘originality’ as just anatfmmpeting entity for the meaning of the

text. Thus, construing the verbal intention of athar through his/her text would be as valid

19 He refers to the theoretical discussion aboutditeinterpretation.
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as inferring some unintended meaning. The authmateuthis perspective, would not die, but
only lose his/her throne.

Davie’s “Liberation” and “Patriotism” are good tesnto establish a link to the next
essayfFreedom of Interpretation: Bakhtin and the Challeraj Feminist Criticismwritten by
Wayne Booth. Here again the question “Who?” is amdntal in a sequence of
interrogations: “Who utters them? In what circums&s? In what tone? With what
qualification by other utterances? What is the ipaf our emotional responses?” (p.65)
Despite its relevance, my concern at this poinhae focused specifically when the author
says that “what we shall want to grapple with i$ words or propositions in isolation but the
total ‘act of discourse’ that the author commitg’63), and later on when he says that “there
is no escape then from the task, difficult as jtakappraising the quality of the response
invited by the whole work: what will it do with @o us if we surrender our imaginations to its
paths?” (p.65) The problem @fho is being ‘responsible’ for that ‘message/ho is being

ascribedto that, is brought to the forefront in this essdyen Booth says that

To wrench [...] out [...] their moments and then blatient* for not seeing
the world my way is to risk violating not only théntegrity but my own as
well. Everything | know about trying to understasmmeone requires me to
suppress my “local” biases and enter as intimadslyossible into the alien
moment. (p.77)

In this sense, my question ‘what does it mean?ery much in frequency with what
Booth says about what he “constantly strives fafijch is “[to attempt] to discover what any
work of artis (or, in another critical language, what it &tempting to do to ni&).” (p.78)
Thus, discovering what a work of art is entailsetimcal practice, because, as Booth himself

acknowledges, “any ethical criticism we try to deyein a systematic way must take into

1 He refers to those who utter the message.
12 talics mine.
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account an ethics of the reader as well as ansettiwhat is written.” (p.79) In this sense, the
question above must take into account not only whateant through a text, but also what is
meant by the person who wrote the text. This maggdpeopriately linked to what later Hirsch
(1967) will call the impossibility of a message miegy for itself. Moreover, it may also be
related to one of the main positions in Ricouenguight, which is to taklanguagenot as a
system, but to place it at the leveldi$coursg RICOEUR, 1976).

The fourth essay ofhe Politics of Interpretatioms Julia Kristeva'$Psychoanalysis
and The PolisIn this text, the author talks about “the deswegive meanin§ which is
described as “the subject’'s need to reassure Himkbis image and his identity faced with
an object — the obsessive quest for A Meaning — raeaning, an uncriticizable ultimate
Meaning.” (p.84) This quest is identified by her‘as example of political delirium in avant-
garde writing.” (p.84-5) She also calls attentiorttie fact that in the “confrontation between
the object and the subject of interpretation [.hf bbject may succumb to the interpretive
intentions of the interpreter [...], [or] the objenay reveal to the interpreter the unknown of
his theory and permit the constitution of a newotge¢ (p.86) Following the argument, she

also says that

The contemporary interpreter renounces the gameindkebtedness,
proximity, and presencehidden within the connotations of the concept of
interpretation. [...] The modern interpreter avoids presentness of subjects
to themselves and to things. [...] Breaking out oé tbnclosure of the
presentness of meaning, tmew “interpreter” no longer interprets: he
speaks, he “associates”, because there is no lamgabject to interpret.
(ibid)

Kristeva also adds that “perceptual and knowingelpgnsion of the original object
is only a theoretical, albeit undoubtedly indisgasie [...], already marked by a lack [...], it
shelters within its very being the nonsignifiablee nonsymbolized.” (p.87) This is what |

call a considerable blow against the author's sale a relative weight for the reader.

However, | think that this blow is not complete,chese it still leaves a thin line to the
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possibility of objectivemeaning when she says: “I interpret because Mgagwists. But my
interpretation is infinite because Meaning is madeite by desire. [...] | am subject to
Meaning, a non-Total Meaning, which escapes me.92p Meaning may not be a
metaphysical unchangeable essence, but it is sorgetthich, despite all variability, still
keeps ‘traces’ of its ‘charactéf’ Kristeva does not deny the possibility of meanishe
merely opens it to the possibility of continuing aneng through different languages and
times. In parallel to what is said abdVeabout meaning, she says that “the subject
rediscovers, if not his origin, at least his oraity.” (p.95) In order to abbreviate it and avoid

an excessive attention to this text, | would oiltg ko mention Kristeva’s following words:

It is the fascination with the wandering and elesither, who attracts,
repels, puts one literally beside oneself. Thisegthbefore being another
subject, is an object of discourse, a nonobjecgtaect. This abject awakens
in the one who speaks archaic conflicts with hisiomproper objects, his
ab-jects, at the edge of meaning, at the limitshef interpretable. And it
arouses the paranoid rage to dominate those opjectsansform them, to
exterminate them. (p.97)

| think that this paranoia to dominate, or transformay carry the danger of
exterminating the possibility of the tetxt be Under this perspective, | only dare to say & thi
point that the privilege of the reader’s side ipesblematical as that of the author.

| think that a great contribution to the subjecimade by Stephen ToulminBhe
Construal of Reality: Criticism in Modern and Pddbdern ScienceThe first sentence which
| would like to quote is when he says that “thetdoes of the natural sciences are critical
interpretations of their subject matter, no lesanthhose of the humanities.” (p.101) He
notices that the developments both in natural ammam sciences brought changes in the
concept of ‘objectivity’. Besides, for him, integtation is inseparable from ethics and politics

(p.105). He acknowledges a multiplicity of readinvgsen he says that “alternative styles of

3 This is a metaphorical allusion to Ricoeur andihas.
14 See the paragraph about Said’s essay above.
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interpretation within an established scientific aijiline reflect the fact that alternative
interpretive standpoints are available within theesce, each with its own scope and
justification.” (p.108) However, he still keeps tleencept of validity under consideration
when he observes that “different critical standpoimay be relevant to the same work,
whether or not they are truly central to undersitagpdhat work.” (p.109) Moreover, he
notices that “there are no genuinely incorrect dyp@mts, only idiosyncratic, ideologically
biased, or otherwise unusual ones.” (p.110) Thdrenahe talks about alisinterested way”
(p.112), he is not talking about the much critidizspect of being ‘neutral’ in relation to the
observed object, but about trecognitionof the ‘Other’. What he criticizes, and | agredhwi
him on this point, is some “[exaggeration] in tladerof interpretation and subjectivity in the
humanities”. (p.116)

Validity and objectivity in interpretation in litature can be seen in parallel with
validity and objectivity in history. This is one @&icouer's main arguments ihime and
Narrative - Vol.3° (1985) One reference he uses in his argumentation istlgxhe author
of the following essay in focus now: Hayden WhiteThe Politics of Historical
Interpretation: Discipline and De-Sublimatiomnitially, | would like to highlight White’'s
concern with distinguishing understanding and exgti@n. For him, “man, society, and
culture are to be objects of disciplined inquitye disciplines should aim at ‘understanding’
these objects, not at explaining them.” (p.1212atcordance with this line of thought, the

author adds that

Historians also often claim to explain their obgeof study by providing a
proper understanding of them. The means by whi@h uhderstanding is
provided is “interpretation”. “Narration” is bothhe way in which a
historical interpretation is achieved and the moéleliscourse in which a
successful understanding of matters historicapsasented. (p.122)

!5 Specially Section 2: Poetics of Narrative: Histdfiction, Time.
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His observation that it is through narration that achieve interpretation is crucial to
my position that it is through interpretation thveg¢ perform meaning. At the beginning of
White’s essay, in a footnote, he observes that attievity of interpreting becomes political at
the point where a given interpreter claims autlgaoiter rival interpreters.” (p.120) Though
he may be very relativistic in general, | think inekes a great contribution to the reflection
about meaning when he says that

An interpretation falls into the category of a\hen it denies the reality of
the events of which it treats and into the categafryan untruth when it
draws false conclusions from reflection on eventwse reality remains
attestable on the level of “positive” historicadjinry. (p.139)

Another point that | would like to highlight is aigtation White makes of Vidal-
Naquet when the latter asks: “What are we goindatavith this memory that, while it is our
memory, is not that of everybody?”(VIDAL-NAQUET apud MITCHELL, 1983, p.140)
This is parallel to what | think any interpreteraofy literary work should worry about, that is,
what am | going to do with this ‘narration’ brougbtmy ‘own’ text, while it is now my text,
but still written by someone else? Since a hisédifiact cannot mean whatever ‘we’ want it to
mean, a literary text cannot say whatever ‘we’ wiaid say. | think this is the point where
interpretation and criticism split, bringing thesu® closer to what will later be approached in
Ricoeur’s and Hirsch’s texts.

In The Politics of Interpretatiorthere is a critical exchange made between Ronald
Dworkin and Stanley Fish, and complemented by @draBruns, which is very relevant for
this discussioH. It is interesting that Dworkin brings from lawettsame discussion | am

exploring here, which argues whether a law is wisabriginal’ author(s) meant it to mean,

or what judges take it to mean now. First of ghplging this ‘intentionalist’ argument equally

' The quotation is taken from Vidal-Naquet)s Eichman de Papign Les Assassins de la Memoifearis: La
Decouverte, 1987).

" In order to make this section more concise, | disttito remove the paragraphs | wrote about theyeseaich
appear between this critical exchange and HaydeiteWWessay. Despite their considerable contrilmtihe
reflections developed there would only reinforceatMhias been discussed in this section.
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to a law and to a literary work is almost claimiigt both are the same thing, which seems
absurd to me. The conditions of construing a lasvtatally different from those of construing
a literary work. However, there are some relevapieats to highlight from this discussion.
Initially, 1 have to make clear that Dworkin def;ndimself against what he calls “personal
politics or ideal political morality”, saying thateither is plausible”. (p.250) Another relevant
aspect which he points to is that he is not inteck$n finding the meaning of a specific
passage or word, but the message as a whole. JplB&2is parallel to Ricoeur’s position of
considering a literary work as a whole (though finegtary or disputable the sense of whole
may be for both). Dworkin also claims for a cleastidction between interpretation and
criticism, even though they share some feature258) According to him, “a theory of
interpretation must contain a subtheory about itheof a work of art in order to be able to
tell the difference between interpreting and chagga work.” (ibid) By making this
difference explicit, both interpretation and ciigim stop competing for the center in the
pursuit of meaning and become both fundamentalspalivided only for cognitive and
structural reasons, but still ontologically the satining under the concept of ‘understanding’.
This author-reader dispute is well expressed wheworkin says that “a good interpretation
will focus on what the author intended, because mamcation is not successful unless it
expresses what a speaker wants it to express”, henccounterpoints by saying that
“interpretation will place the reader in the foregnd” if expressed in another “sense”
(another sense, another meaning, anoien, anotherBedeutunganothersentido,another
significadg. This raises another question: are tautologiessipte? Are there ‘wrong’ or
‘right’ tautologies? Are there cognitive creativautologies and/or similar-representative
tautologies? What are tautologies at all? Howelsvporkin still keeps the problem open
when he says that this distinction between intégpien and criticism is “no longer a flat

distinction between interpretation, conceived asalering the real meaning of a work of art,
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and criticism, conceived as evaluating its sucamsamportance.” (p.256) He denies the
possibility of a final truth (or meaning) for a vkoof art, but keeps the political aspect that a
decision has to be made among competitors attegptirihe best answer for the question
‘What does it mean?’. Dworkin also acknowledgesablematic idea, which | have already
stated as my concern in exploring the subject oamimg, and which he presents in the
following sentence: “interpretation creates thetgy.257) Though he criticizes those whom
he calls “intentionalists”, his characterizationtleém contributes very much to the discussion.

In relation to this, he says that,

their theory of interpretation is not an accounwvbft is valuable in a book
or poem or play but only an account of what anyipalar book or poem or
play means and that that we must understand whagtbing means before
we can decide whether it is valuable and wheralitevlies. (p.258)

And though he argues ‘against’ Hirsch, he ends arpileg to the same conclusion

when he exemplifies that,

Any full description of what Fowles ‘intended’ whée set out to writdhe
French Lieutenant's Womarmust include the intention to produce
something capable of being treated that way, byskifrand by others, (...)
something independent from his intentf8n&.261)

Thus, reflecting on the juridical perspective of @kin, | may say that a/the
meaning is practicable, though it must strugglelaiming to be more valid than the others.
Moreover, | must not, altogether, discard the pgmisi of reconstruing the whole text in
another shorter and more explicit text about iteungg. This text, in its turn, would also be a
unique event, which took place in a specific tirmel glace, and which was uttered by a
specific person. The construction of meaning mustspand acknowledge that this person
meant something capable of being objectified. Qitiss, language itself would be

impossible.

18 |talics mine.
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In his reply to Dworkin’s essay, Stanley Fish raiseice more the insistent and
repetitive discussion under study in this chaptdrich the latter puts in the following words:
“The field is divided, in short, between those wiaieve that interpretation is grounded in
objectivity and those who believe that interpretmnes free, for all intents and purposes, free.”
(p.271) | apologize if this topic has started todiae repetitive and tedious, but my insistence
on it comes from the fact that the main point ajusnent in the book is ‘the politics of
interpretation’. Moreover, this political struggteems to me not about what politics or what
interpretation is, but more about being partisanth® author’s side or of the reader’s (which
could also be characterized as intentionalistsugen®nintentionalists, normative vs. rhetoric,
objectivists vs. relativists, etc.) - or even thegeo suppose they take both or none of the
sides (which for me is more dangerous than ‘assupatisans). Though | may place Fish on
the reader’s side, | must acknowledge that histjposis of a dialectical sort, because, while
he fights two extremist situations, characterizgchim as “reifying the mind in its freedom
and the text in its independence” (p.278), he phesdecision in the reader’s side. However,
as Dworkin and many others have also acknowledfesidecision is not exempt from many
constraints. An important one is the constrainivbt a specific person meant at one specific
time and context in one specific object, the plateonvergence of all these vectors. As Fish
himself says, the interpreter is “as free as anysse”, but at the same time “as constrained
as anyone else”. (p.275) He makes another releodservation when he says that
“information only comes in an interpreted form (lbes not announce itself).” (p.274)
However, it must also be acknowledged that sonteerh are more indirect than others. One
thing is to be ambiguous, but it is quite anotleeintend to be ambiguous. The question is not
if meaning can be ‘directly’ achieved, but if it rcabe, even though indirectly,
achieved/construed/performed at all. This arguneebrroborated by Fish in the following

sentence:
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The similarity is “arguable” which means that it shube arguedor;
similarity is not something one finds but somethimg must establish. [...]
Similarity, in short, is not a property of textgnfdarities do not announce
themselves) but a property conferred by a relatiargument [...]. (p.277)

| think that from this point on the metaphor | usedthe provisory title for this
dissertation may make a little more sense. Literagprcism may be metaphorically
understood as eonfrontationwith this chaotic experience of signs, where megnwould be
a kind of ‘evil’ that possessesomething, and that thexpelling of this chaos through the
exercise of a spell, that is, the bringing to laagg; would be itpharmakonlt is in this sense
that | agree with Fish when he says that “the nli$itbn between a found history and an
invented one is finally nothing more than a digiimt between a persuasive interpretation and
one that has failed to convince.” (p.278) Thus,réeder’'s meaning and the author’s meaning
are equally competitors for the meaning of the wodrke only thing which cannot be
maintained is that a text speaks for itself indeleertly and in soliloquy. My insistence on

being so cautious about the reader’s side is ghtallwhat Fish says in this sentence:

Readers don't just “decide” to recharacterize &;téhere has to be some
reason why it would occur to someone to treat ekvaentified as a member
of one genre as possible member of another; theist already be in place
ways of thinking that will enable the recharactatian to become a project,
and there must be conditions in the institutionhstinat the prosecution of that
project seems attractive and potentially rewardfpd79)

The abstract distinction between explaining anchgivay a text is problematized by

Fish when he says that,

To explain a work is to point out something abduthiat had not been
attributed to it before and therefore to changebyit challenging other
explanations that were once changes in their faxplaining and changing
cannot be opposed activities because they areathe activities. (p.281)

However, it still may be possible to argue abowt toncept of ‘change’ from this

proposition. Can something change while still bethg same? This is a question about
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‘identity’ which, in my opinion, Ricoeur explores & satisfactory way. He sets identity as an
ongoing dialectics which allows us, despite allraes, to be identified as the same under the
concept of “character® Thus, talking about meaning is talking about fiesspective on the
identity of a text. In this sense, Fish’s essaytiouates to give a turn to the concept of

‘intention’. In this respect, the latter says that

This will seem curious if intentions are thoughtasf unique psychological
events; but if intentions are thought as forms ofgible conventional
behavior that are to be conventionally “read”, thmme can just as well
reread his own intentions as he can reread thetiote of another. (p.283)

To emphasize even more this argument, and to tefinplace Fish on the reader’s
side, though with a resounding acknowledgment @f @luthor’s intention, | include the

following passage of his essay where he says that

One cannot read or reread independently of intenfio.] marks or sounds
produced by an intentional being, a being situatedome enterprise in
relation to which he has a purpose or a point @wviThis is not an
assumption that one adds to an already construese e order to stabilize it
but an assumption without which the construing erise could not occur.
One cannot understand an utterance withaiuthe same timdearing or

reading it as the utterance of someone with moress specific concerns,
interests, and desires, someone with an intenfjin283)

Despite all the argumentation about how they miswtdod each other, Fish and
Dworkin keep the dispute between author and readeen they claim that the other
misunderstood or inverted what one had ‘reallyis@ihis may be an endless discussion, but |
also want to include some more observations madevioyrkin in his counter-reply to Fish.

The first is when Dworking says that,

People interpret texts and statutes and cases ianates. [...] Interpreters
for the most part assume that interpreting a texiifferent from changing it
into a new text, that one interpretation may bédnéhan another even when

¥ intend to further explore this perspective i gection dedicated to Ricoeur.
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this is controversial, that arguments exist for agdinst interpretations [...]
(p.289)

This only emphasizes the fundamentality which instd above to hermeneutics, not
only as a field of study, but as a transversaldfief study. Despite Dworkin’s insightful
answer, | will skip his response to Fish and Midkaa order to go straight to his final
observation about the subject, where he says évatryone who interprets is actually seeking
the author’s intention no matter what he says hseeking, including those who propose
interpretations the author could not possibly hawended in the ordinary sense, even
subconsciously” (p.313) - a statement that onlyatmorates the argument which Hirsch will
develop invalidity in Interpretation(1967).

A last argument to be added to this textual diadogatween Fish and Dworkin is
Gerald L. Bruns'sLaw as Hermeneutics: A Response to Ronald DwoiBaspite having
little to quote from this essay, what | have tohhight from it is extremely relevant. First,
Bruns says that “between a written text, [therethg] history of the understanding of it, and
the question currently to be decided.” (p.317)His tsense, the meaning of a text is only ‘a

power-to-be’. Secondly, it is also important tollight when he says:

How a text becomes binding upon a community thatshbject of politics
and interpretation begins to emerge with properitgland as a substantive
issue. [...] The conditions that enable a text toobse forceful and to hold a
community in its power (p.319)

This may also reinforce the idea thlaé meaner cannot make a text mean whatever
he takes it to mearsince any interpretation must acknowledge itesifa member of a
community. Finally, Bruns also says that “texts i come down to us on their own but
belong to traditions of understanding that unddewthese texts in ways that we have not
examined.” (p.320) The echoes of Gadamer are obviieve. However, | will not explore his

theory here for reasons which were already mentione
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The last critical exchange ifhe Politics of Interpretatios a textual debate among
many different authors. The first one, who is thehar of the book in focus in the next
section of this dissertation, is H. D. Hirsch dmd the title of his essay Ehe Politics of
Theories of Interpretatiariirst of all, | would like to highlight that | age with him when he
says that “interpretation is the central activiti apgnition.” (p.322) There is also an
important aspect of communication in this essayctvhis fundamental to mention, which
says:

We always perceive (construct) something other thanlanguage through
which we know that thing. [...] a space of uncertgiakists between the
vehicle and the meanings interpreted from it. Tdeg, which cannot be
overcome, is a space in which different interpretet can be played out.
Hence there is always an element of uncertaingviry possible sphere of
interpretation. (ibid)

After this comment, he criticizes the “theories apriorism” which claim that
anything we mean is already “a priori” predetermdiri®y ideological, social and language
constraints. For him, “the impossibility of refutithe a priori also means the impossibility of
confirming it.” (p.323) He mentions that a probabtaunter argument for this would claim
that “in the light of multiple vectors of evidenand continual revision, we might sometimes
achieve an accurate reconstruction, despite oturalipredispositions.” (p.324) In this sense,
Hirsch proposes that disagreement in interpretagdidisagreement about the nature of an
historical event”. (ibid) According to him, we aeatly have a choice between referring an
interpretation to an original author or an origicalde or convention system. (p.325) In his
opinion, this is “the ultimate political question interpretation”, namely, “the locus of
authority”. (ibid) In this way, he distinguishestiween choosing the “a priori” convention
(the reader chooses his/her own present time cyghgrand the “historical” one (the reader
chooses to accept someone’s past choice of a cykéngr He calls this distinction

respectively as “autocratic” and “allocartic”. (@& However, in his opinion, both would
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remain “a posteriori investigations” of “an histmal event”. (ibid) He summarizes the idea in

the following paragraph:

First, the politics of interpretation resides inetlthoice between the
autocratic and allocratic norm. Under the autocratrm, authority resides
in the reader, while under the allocratic norm, th&der delegates authority
to the reconstructed historical act of another greisr community. Second,
autocratic interpretation is not in principle reahbte except by accidental
change of preference, whereas allocratic interfiogtas revisable ex post
facto on the basis of changing theories and evieieabout a determinative
historical event. Hence the autocratic norm isiarpand incorrigible; the
allocratic norm is a posteriori and revisable. §7-8)

He complements right after by saying that,

Those who claim that all interpretations are puedtred by cultural

schemas may be called “idealists”. [...] In this vjemterpretation is always
already autocratic, that is, always constitutedheyreader’s predetermining
schemas [...]. The contrasting view, that interpretatcan be either

autocratic or allocratic, assumes that the trutbullan historical event [...]

is something that might be objectively knowlespité’ the influence of

cultural schemas (“realists”). (p.328)

He justifies his position for the allocratic whea $ays that,

Allocratic interpretation is the only sort that cianprinciple be revised, and
thus make practical use of scholarship, evidenogicdl argument, and
could even look to the possibility of empirical gress. [...] [it] offers the

possibility of being wrong. Autocratic interpretatiis always right or, more
exactly, could be neither wrong or right; it offetself no external standard
with respect to which it could be one or the otlGe:330)

Then, he finishes his argument by claiming that

Interpretation is intellectually interesting insittee academy mainly when it
is trying to determine some objective historicalithr It is politically
significant outside the acadenonly when it is trying to determine some
objective historical truth. Whether or not an inpeetationis telling the
historical truth is a question that nobody can a&rswNonetheless, the
interpreter’'s decision to try to tell this truthasgenuine political decision,
too important to be yielded by default to the rhieity of interpretive
theories. (p.333)

2 Jtalics mine.



33

| understand Hirsch in the sense that denying tssipility of being ‘objective’ in
interpretation, of being wrong or right, opens up indeterminacy, which implies
impossibility of meaning, of communication and il constraints. This, in its turn, ends up
allowing us to say thahe meaning of something is whatever we want méan making us
all Humpty-Dumptie&’. The issue is complex; this is why it is still Besary to raise these
questions.

It is interesting to notice that the concept ofijicd has been in close relation with
the concept of decision since the first essaytw Politics of InterpretationA search into the
etymology of the word ‘politics’ makes these idea®n more proximate, since it has to do
with the Greek word forpolis. Decision is the aspect under concern in the mssayls
There a Politics of Interpretation?vritten by Walter Benn Michaels. His initial arficial
argument, which is rhetorically expressed in thie ©f the essay, is that interpretations are
not “free”, and therefore there is no “politics ioterpretation”. Instead of opening to a
radical gap, where we all would become Humpty-Duespthe takes the concept of “choice”
to an aporia moment between choosing and belieym836) He contests White (Dworkin
and Hirsch included) by arguing that “at the heditis argument is thus the sense that really
nothing seems true”, and later on he adds thathfngtabout the conditions of our knowing
things guarantees that we really do know them ctyé (p.340) For him, “conceiving
interpretations as chosen is incoherent.” (p.34i) pbsition, reinforced by his co-authored
text Against Theory(1982), is that “our understanding of what a texans and what its
author intends it to mean are the same thing aadinkterpretation is just a matter of trying to
figure out this intention.” (p.344) Moreover, Midakla says that “every interpreter is always

an intentionalist, that language can be rightlyarstbod only as a set of intentional acts, and

L This folkloric literary character, used by Lewiar@ll in hisThrough the Looking Glagd871), is borrowed
by Hirsch as an example of the semantic discussioler study in this chapter.
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hence that to use language at all is to acknowldédgeentrality of intention.” (ibid) I think
that with this position he becomes even more radi@an Hirsch in favor of the author as the
authority for the meaning of the text. Still coui@anced by the reader’s perspective, | think
that this ‘originality’ is always open by the unihgieable fissure made by the distance between
the reader and the author, or between sign andfismynbut which is made possible by a

“leap” of “faith”??

made through language. | think this is the poihere actually choosing
and believing coincide.

‘Choice’ and ‘leaping’ are good words to lead te tiext essay, namelyhe Politics
of Interpretations by Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak. From this textyduld like to highlight

the following passage:

One cannot of course “choose” to step out of idgploThe most
responsible “choice” seems to be to know it as bastcan, recognize it as
best one can, and, through one’s necessarily inadegnterpretation, to
work to change it, to acknowledge the challenggm851)

This essay shows a particular concern in regardeegderm “ideology”. However,
when Spivak talks about undoing “the oppositionsveen determinism and free will and
between conscious choice and unconscious reflesdnhot help thinking ‘meaning’ in these
terms. To be able to think that way, | would ratlesve her essay aside and approach two
concepts from Derrida for the question of meansgpplemeniand hauntology The first
comes fromOf Grammatology(1967), and, to put it as briefly as possiblengans that the
origin has no initial originality, the original sigwill always be another sign, the supplement
of a supplement. A supplement is a substitute donething else that is unable to be present.

Thus, | take meaning in this dissertation to beigpement for the text, which in its turn is

always in the need of a supplement, while at thmeeséime it adds something to the text,

22 The term ‘leap’ is normally associated to Kierkagly(1980), but here the expression is used more
symbolically than conceptually, since the connaethetween ‘faith’ and ‘language’ is something atsade by
Schlegel (1847).
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which is a kind of surpld& It is neither something opposed nor equivalenthi® text.
Another term which | would like to approach heredesived fromSpectres of Mar1994)
namely, hauntology.It means the paradoxical state of being and nogbdike a ghost
haunting something. | think this term exemplifige trelation between meaning and text, and
definitely reaches the argument proposed in theigooy title of this dissertationliterary
exorcism | made this excuse of going beyond the essayusedhis is the ‘fissure’ | found in
the dichotomy brought up to here between authorraader as the origin of meaning. That is
why | kept these terms. However, | have to cut twsiment here in order to conclude with
this argument, in order not to extend it too much.

The last essay which | would like to mention iseply to Spivak made by Stanley
Cauvell. It is the shortest one, and it deals wighyvprecise observations made by Spivak on
Cavell’'s text. | would like only to quote two pages, without much comment on them. In the
first one, Cavell says: “I am — | suppose we a## aralways looking for ways to distrust
words.” (p.367) In my case, | am distrusting ‘memhi Secondly, he says that “every text
stands at the level of professional journal arsiclepen for disposal.” (p.370) With this
observation, he wants to criticize the way soméstexe considered ‘sacred’. In this sense,
‘all’ texts would be open to ‘all’ possibilities ohterpretation, but the fact is that some of
them would be ‘less’ open. It directly goes agaitng ‘freeplay’ or ‘independence’ of the
reader in his ‘freedom’ to understand the textif diswere ‘empty’, or just ‘waiting’ for the
reader to fill it in.

| want to confess now that this section was lortgan | expected. However, | insist
on this aspect in order to convince my reader tthaguestion ‘What does it mean?’ is not as
simple as it may initially seem. Far from naivee thuestion is not only pertinent, but

fundamental to any excursion on the interpretabbmiterary works. Now, | would like to

23| refer here at the term used by Ricoeur (1976).
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shift the matter from ‘What is meaning?’ and turtoi the question: ‘Is it possible to achieve
meaning objectively?’ If the answer is always ewmeat, should we give up the challenge
and silence ourselves? This is what | will explorehe next section, which is about a book
dedicated to this task. In regardsTioe Politics of Interpretation hope to have made it clear
that the author-reader struggle for the ascrippbrmeaning is a valid and also a fruitful

debate. Even after Barthes and Foué3ulthink we should not give the issue up.

24| refer to two seminal essays on the issue writiethese two authors, namely, Roland Barth&his Death of
the Author(1988) and Michel Foucault\@hat is an author91999).
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2.2 A defense of the author?

The last section was dedicated to a book that,yiropinion, shows that the issue of
the author-reader dispute for the meaning of tle isefar from resolved or surpassed. The
next section is concerned with a counterpointingsfpective on the issue. Despite all my
conviction that the ‘final’ word of a text is thaf its reader, | am still intrigued with this
somethinghat keepsesoundingirom a text, this ‘residue’ which echoes in diéet ears and
still preserves an element which can be flatlyezhlfimeaning’. The author may be dead, but
the meaning of the text remains like a ghost thsists on haunting it. Hirsch’s perspective,
as | understood it, is an attempt to show thatpitkesll divergence and diversity of readings,
we (readers or authors?) must not be entrappechdypitfalls of the axiom that, in the
author's own words, says: “The meaning of a literaxt iswhat it means to us today
(HIRSCH, 1967, p.viiff°> Although he is considered a defender of the ausisoan authority
(and most trustful competitor) of the meaning of text, and despite alleged discrepancies
between him and advocates of the reader’s siddpbs not deny the openness of the text to
possibilities of reading, but champions (more) amguatative validity of one interpretation
over the others. In this section, | do not aim eihf) a defender of his ideas, though | agree
with quite many of them. Instead, | want to lead regder from this perspective to the one
which, in my opinion, holds the best arguments lmnissue of meaning, namely, Ricouer’s
hermeneutical phenomenology.

| cannot see Hirsch’s position as contrary or ogpdse what has been called up to
now the ‘reader’s side’ of meaning. Actually, | Seie book more as a pondering on the

exaggeration of the text's autonomy to mean andfrdedom of the reader to make it say

% From now on along this section, all quotationsrfrinis book will have only the reference to its pag
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whatever he/she wants it to mean. The first chapit®&falidity in Interpretationis called “A
Defense of The Author”, and | think this is whytws$, already armed with Barthes’s and
Foucault's perspectivéson the subject, normally, and too quickly, rejeey validity of what
Hirsch has to say. | disagree, though not completghen Hirsch says that “if a theorist
wants to save the ideal of validity he has to déreeauthor as well” (p.6), not because of a
defense of the author, but as a suspicion aboutdhéer’s claim to authority. As Hirsch
notices, “when critics deliberately banished thigioal author, they themselves usurped his
place.” (p.5) In this sense, if what has been goestl is the privilege given to something so
fragmented, unstable and arbitrarily constructedhas category of the author, this same
argument should be applied to another fragmentedtable and arbitrarily constructed
category, that of the reader. What has been acdésimepl is not a deconstruction of the
authority of the author over the meaning of thd,tbxt only a displacement of this authority
to another entity called ‘reader’.

The next four sections of the first chapter of Elirs book are concerned with the
discussion of four axioms normally used as argumagtinst the possibility of the author to
be a candidate as valid as the reader. The firshege axioms is the title of the second
section, namely, “The meaning of a text changesgen éor the author”. (p.7) On this stance,
Hirsch starts a series of many fundamental disonstthat need to be acknowledged during
his argumentation. The first one is what he cdils distinction between “meaning” and
“significance™’. His argument, in this section, is that what clesnis not meaning, but
signification. One of the questions he poses isifivee can infer that an author “changed” his
own “response” to a text, it does not imply thag tloriginal” meaning changed, but that a
new one, improved or revised, has been establisBesides, if the “initial” one can be

revised, it is evidence that this shift occurreddemthe parameter of a comparison of

% Op. Cit.
27 A split normally adjudicated to Frege’s famouscetOn Sense and Referen(d@92).



39

something established earlier. Under this distomgtiHirsch proposes the differentiation
between two distinct situations, which he will cdhe verbal meaning of a text” and “the
reader’s response to that”. (p.7)

The second axiom to be contested by Hirsch isd6ks not matter what an author
means — only what his text means”. (p.10) Firsalgfwhat Hirsch proposes in this section is
not “transparency” of meaning, neither a direct aafe passage from signifier to signified
but the impossibility of meaningful expressionsr Ron, “it is a permissible task to attempt
to discover what [the author] meant.” (p.11) He satltht “textual meaning is a public affair.”
(p.11) Thus, a final intentionality, and now it dorot matter if it is the author’s or the
reader’s, is defended under the argument that $stgn be variously construed, and until they
are construed the text ‘says’ nothing at all.” 4).This view can be seen as the proximity
between Ricoeur’s concept of “referentiality” andddh’s defense of the “intentionality” of
meaning.

The third axiom to be discussed by Hirsch is: “Thathor's meaning is
inaccessible”. (p.14) Against this axiom, Hirscmftonts the distinction that “it is a logical
mistake to confuse the impossibility of certaintyunderstanding with the impossibility of
understanding.” (p.17) For him, “the irreprodudittyilof meaning experiences is not the same
as the irreproducibility of meaning. The psychosbigi identification of textual meaning with
a meaning experience is inadmissible.” (p.16) THuos, Hirsch, meaning is that part of
communication which can be recuperated, shared Adlids strongly to the idea that a text
means something about something in the warloosition much sustained by Ricoeur.

The last axiom approached by Hirsch is: “The auttften does not know what he
means.” (p.20) This is the second time Hirsch chaithat “meaning is an affair of

consciousness” (p.2?) If this sounds phenomenological, it is becausnpmenology is one

%8 To make reference to the well-known distinctiondeéy Saussure, a reference reevaluated by Hirsch.
% The first was in the first section of the firsiagher (Section A).
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of his main arguments in his defense of the comedpnce between the verbal meaning of a
text and authorial intention as a verbal constauctit is this reference that brings him close
to Ricoeur’s philosophical argumentation on textoeaning. Hirsch’s contestation of the

axiom is clearly defined in this passage: “How @anauthor mean something he did not
mean? It is not possible to mean what one doesnean, though it is very possible to mean
what one is not conscious of meaning.” (ibid)

These five axioms, as far as | could read themmadaestore the concept of meaning
as what the authdrad in mind when he wrote the t8xibut contest a different implication
associated to the advocates of the reader’s sideording to Hirsch, “what has been denied
[...] is that linguistic signs can somehow speakrtio&n meaning.” (p.23) This is the point
where Hirsch and Ricoeur break their proximity, thod believe, because the former is still
less critical towards Husserl.

The second chapter of Hirsch’s book is called “Megrand Implication”. Here, he
specifies the problematic and ambiguous term “nregninto his proposed term fahat
something which can be recuperated from commuwigatvhich is referred by the term
“verbal meaning”. It is also in this chapter tha &pproaches the issue of “implication”,
which, in his opinion, is “the knottiest problemioferpretation”. (p.27)

His initial argument in favor of the possibility aechieving verbal meaning can be
observed when he says that “when somebody doesiru$e a particular word sequence, his
verbal meaning cannot laaything® he might wish it to be.” (p.30) This questionifigr;, him,
leads to the “principle of sharability” (p.31), whi he champions by arguing that “verbal
meaning is whatever someone has willed to convew Iparticular sequence of linguistic

signs and which can be conveyed (shared) by mdahsge linguistic signs.” (p.31)

30 A perspective normally associated to Schleiermaam one which Hirsch himself disagrees with.

%1 Italics mine. If we use Frege’s terminology, iflies not confusing ‘sense’ and ‘reference’; if use Austin’s
terminology, it implies not confusing ‘illocutiongrwith ‘perlocutionary’; it is important to mentiothat these
references do not entail any correspondence antanggtms.
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This “reproducibility” is the key term of the seabsection of the second chapter.
His argumentation in defense of this reproducipilg supported by a phenomenological
approach to intentionality. In reference to thijsat, Hirsch says that “the same meaning
can be intended by different intentional acts oé @erson at different moments in tithe
(p.39) He also adds to it that “the same meanimgbgaintended by different intentional acts
of different persons.” (p.39) Therefore, accordiadnim, if verbal meaning can be shared and
reproduced, although not perfectly reproduced (iniay of meaning, language or intention
is something he rejects), it is sufficient to prakat “meaning exists” (p.40) This way, verbal
meaning is Hirsch’s solution for what he calls thsychologistic objections”.

Hirsch also comments on the objection against tesipility of achieving verbal
meaning historically, a perspective he calls “thstdmistic objection”. He contests the
perspective which, according to him, says that'theaning of the past is intrinsically alien to
us.” (p.40) For him, “the radical historicist istliar sentimentally attached to the belief that
only our own cultural entities have ‘authentic’ iradiacy for us.” (p.43) His argument,
clearly phenomenological, is that neither past moesent are immediatd. If the
‘presentness’ of meaning is something construeen tthe ‘past’ of this meaning is also
something to be accomplished through a constructiorHirsch’s opinion, meaning, like

understanding, is not a given, but something todyestructed. (ibid)

In this sense, Hirsch argues, “reproducibility igj@ality of verbal meaning that
makes interpretation possible.” (p.44) In the fbusection of the second chapter, Hirsch
approaches the issue by the categories of “idéntdgterminacy” and “will”. In his opinion,
“determinacy first of all means self-identity.” %) However, as he notices, “determinacy of

verbal meaning requires an act of will.” (p.47) &eo highlights the role of “context” as a

%2 Ricoeur provides an interesting perspective frophenomenological point of view about this issu@ime
and Narrative — Vol. 31985).
% For an interesting perspective about the issuengf, see Ricoeur$ime and Narrative — Vol. (1985).
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filtering which prevents the reader from making teet mean whatever he/she wants to make
it to mean For Hirsch, “determination is a choice.” (p.48}sl after this argumentation that he
comes to a more specific definition of what “verbsaning” is: “now verbal meaning can be
defined more particularly as a willed typevhich an author expresses by linguistic symbols

and which can be understood by another throughetbpsbols.” (p.49)

One of the contestations of “intended meaning”, tfee author, is a result of the
advent of psychoanalysis as an influential and pfuveheoretical ground. Hirsch approaches
the issue of meaning, of that part of meaning whelassociated to the unconscious, by
calling it “symptomatic meaning”. In order to reimfe the possibility of “objective
meaning”, he establishes a differentiation betwsgm and symptom. For him, “sign is
voluntary and conventional; symptom is involuntand independent of convention.” (p.52)
He does not deny that the author may have meangthomg which he was not conscious of,
but he demands a split between interpretation aittism, between verbal meaning and
symptomatic meaning, between sign and symptom.,Thisgoal in his argumentation is the
effort to make critics “[...] recognize that verbakéaning is determinate, whereas significance
and the possibilities of legitimate criticism areubdless [...].” (p.57) In this sense,
“determinacy”, for him, does not mean “definiterfeaad/or “precision”. (p.44) Moreover,
although he has demanded a split between critiaisthinterpretation, this split is much more
an abstract and cognitive process. Actually, inoet@nce with Ricoeur, Hirsch admits that

“criticism and interpretation are not autonomouyp.63)

The last section of chapter two is dedicated taghee of “implication”. For Hirsch,
“an implication belongs to a meaning as a traitobgs to a type.” (p.66) This relation
between “verbal meaning” and “implication” is wh&tirsch considers the minimum

requirement for communication. (p.45) His questiorthe issue of meaning is: “How does

% For a more detailed study of “types”, see Hirsakppendix IIl —An Excursion on Typgg.265)
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one meaning ‘contain’ the other?” (p.65) Like Rispedespite all contingencies, Hirsch
defends the possibility of ‘effective’ communicatjoand that this ‘effectiveness’ is made
possible through what he calls “types”. In his o@m “verbal meaning is both a willed type

and a shared type.” (p.67)

Hirsch’s next approached topic is “genre”, a terenlings from studies in logic.
What is important to highlight in the introductiéor that chapter is when he says that “speech
is not simply the expression of meaning but alse itiierpretation of meaning” (p.68);
besides, it is the category of “type” that makebradge between instances”. (p.71) The first
section of the third chapter is called “Genre dmel ilea of the whole”. In this part, Hirsch
begins to acknowledge that the reader already appes the text with “meaning
expectations”. (p.72) In his opinion, “an inter@es preliminary generic conception of a text
is constitutive of everything that he subsequentigerstands, and that this remains the case
unless and until that generic conception is altérg@d74) According to him, this generic type
is what binds the text in the idea of a whole. Hegrefor Hirsch, the categories of “part” and
“whole” are not adequate ones because they “clontkesof the processes of understanding in
unnecessary paradox.” (p.76) His suggestion istHerterms “genre” and “traits”, despite

other contingencies they may carry.

However, the genre of a text is not an immanenemilbut something construed by
the reader. For Hirsch, “the interpreter has to enakguess.” (p.78) A genre, in this sense,
becomes a parameter to which traits will be relewardiscarded. But he also calls attention
to the fact that this “controlling conception mbst generic rather than unique.” (p.80) From
this idea of a generic type, Hirsch develops thecept of “intrinsic genre”, which he defines
as “that sense of the whole by means of which srpneter can correctly understand any part
in its determinacy.” (p.86) In his opinion, a det@mant part in this construction by the reader

is provided by the construction of the “contextarfhim, the reader “begins with a type idea
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which is vaguer and broader than the intrinsic idédhe utterance and, in the course of

interpretation, merely narrows this idea and makesre explicit.” (p.88)

From the question of the intrinsic genre, Hirschrnfolates the question of
“implication” in the third section of chapter thrdeor him, this is where hermeneutic theory
is indebted to logic. (p.90) In his opinion, theolplem is that there is “relative degree of
attention that should be paid to an implicationhieh raises the question: “how much
emphasis should an implication receive?”(p.99) biswer is that “to determine relative
emphasis we must have reference to somethingheseniakes the function important.” (ibid)
For him, a key term for this answer is “purposedr IRim, “purpose is the most important
unifying and discriminating principle in genresg.100) He adds to that, in a footnote, that

“the purpose of a genre is the communicable purpbseparticular speaker.” (p.101)

Hirsch reinforces the ‘divinatory’ character of@npretation when he refers to the
definition of a type as a “hypothetical tyro”, amfaginative leap”. (p.104) For him, the
perception of analogies is not something to be Iperguated, but something to be created.
(p.105) His example for this is the creative asp®ctnetaphors (instead of being merely

decorative¥’.

To sum up, | would like to call attention to hisidl considerations in the third
chapter, when he approaches the question of walifiitere he says that “valid interpretation
is always governed by valid inference about gen(p.113) For him, “the variability of
possible implications is the very fact that regsiige theory of interpretation and validity.”
(p.123) He adds to this that “the principle forluding or excluding implications is not what

the author is aware of, but whether or not the icagibns belong to the type of meaning that

% This is another point which brings him closer fodeur, particularly inThe Rule of Metaphd975).
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he wills®® *".” (p.124) At this point, Hirsch and Ricoeur exjtlig become antagonists, exactly

at the point where the former declares that,

Validity requires a norm — a meaning that is stalold determinate no matter
how broad its range of implication and applicatidrstable and determinate
meaning requires an author’'s determining will. [Al] valid interpretation
of all sort is founded on the re-cognition of whatauthor meant. (p.126)

| think it would be a great mistake to stop thedieg of Hirsch, and leave the matter
at this point. The quotation above, read in isolatireally leads one to misinterpret the
important contribution that Hirsch brings to theegtion of literary interpretation. | think that
what Barthes (1988), Foucault (1999), and mainlym@étt and Beardsley (1954), have
correctly claimed is that literary ‘interpretatiocénnot be subordinated to such a problematic
category as that of the author. However, as wilpbssible to verify, Hirsch does not deny
this aspect of literary criticism. On the contrang, champions it, only for the matter of what
he calls “signification”. This is the topic of theurth chapter, which is titled “Understanding,

Interpretation, and Criticism”.

In my opinion, chapter four is Hirsch’s most sigraint contribution to literary
criticism. It is in this chapter that he develog®e tdistinction betweermmeaning and
significance which he defines as the “distinction between rieaning of an interpretation
and the constructions of meaning to which the pr&ation refers.” (p.129) For the
understanding of this distinction, another is atsressary: the one he makes between
“different” and “disparate” interpretations. Reldtto the first distinction, he says that “the
fact that all interpretations are different warganeither the sanguine belief that all plausible

interpretations are helpful and compatible nortiibpeless proposition that all interpretations

% Remember, not what he has in mind, but the veriesining of his intended utterance, the sharablecasi
his communication.
3" Hirsch also develops his phenomenological appre@this matter in Appendix | (to be referred later
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are personal, temporal, and incommensurable.” §M2n relation to the second, he says
that “two different interpretations are not necedgalisparate, for all the interpretations are
different, and if not two of them could be idergdi then there could be no discipline of
interpretation.” (p.130-1) In this sense, for higriticism and interpretation are “distinct

functions with distinct requirements and aims” @8), although he acknowledges they are

“entangled and co-dependent”. (p.132)

His next step is concerned with the relation amiowgrpretation, understanding and
history. There, he puts the problem of validitythe following terms: “the appropriate subject
for this discussion, therefore, is not how to ustierd but how to judge and criticize what one
does understand. [For him,] The problem is to decichether one’s understanding is
probably correct.” (p.134) For Hirsch, “the histity of interpretation is quite distinct from
the timelessness of understanding.” (p.137) lelsvant to add to this his phenomenological
perspective in an earlier paragraph where he dats“a translation or paraphrase tries to
render the meaning in new terms; an explanati@s to point to the meaning in new terms.”
(p-136) It reminds me of the wofinnfrom Deutsch, which also refers to “direction”.ush
‘meaning’ may be thought of as ‘pointing to’ inslleaf ‘coming from’, avoiding, in this way,
the dangers of turning it into an immanence, anlastng essence, a metaphysical concept.

In any case, this is not the place to develop suittesis.

It may seem unacceptable for Continental Philospphwhat may be vaguely called
“post-modern” thought, that someone like Hirschrolghat “the limitation of verbal meaning
to what an author meant and the definition of usi@@ding as the construction of that
meaning does not [...] constitute a narrow and pumasion of meaning.” (p.139) The whole
point which Hirsch refers to will be misunderstoibdhot supplemented by his observation

that
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When we construe another’'s meaning we are notfgeats. So long as the
meaning of his utterance is our object, we are d¢etaly subservient to his
will, because the meaning of his utterance is teaning he wills to convey.
Once we have construed his meaning, however, wguste independent of
his will. (p.142)

Under this distinction (not separation) betweerernptetation and criticism, Hirsch
develops another concept: intrinsic criticism. Hom, intrinsic criticism is a “special
preferred context” (p.146), “the least interestiogm of judgment” (p.153), in which wish
must be contrasted to the deed, and not confubed).(His critique of criticism is that “the
literary criticism of literature has often been danted under a too narrowly formalistic or
aesthetic conception of ‘literary’™. (p.154) In shsense, he considers that judging is quite a
different thing from interpretation. In his opinictireedom” is associated to the former. That
is why the last section of chapter four is titl&tritical Freedom and Interpretive Constraint”.
He places such a distinction due to another, tleebmtween “appropriateness of context and
appropriateness of value judgment.” (p.157) Rehgrio the topic othe banishment of the

author, Hirsch champions that

The critic may disagree with the author's purposesl hierarchy of
purposes, with his taste and methods, but alwd§sstthose purposes into
consideration. He judges with respectstumeof the purposes and values
entertained by the author and does not simply gtioe conventions, aims,
and systems of expectation under which the workagagposed. (p.159)

In this sense, the rehabilitation of the categdrthe author as an important vector in
the construction of meaning is corroborated, insehfs words, by the argument that “to
disagree with purposes the author did not entedaito praise him for meanings he did not
mean is to invite misunderstanding.” (p.161) Forskh, “valid criticism is dependent on
valid interpretation”, so that “a meaning has tacbastrued before anything can be said about

its wider relationships or values.” (p.162) In thisspect, it is not the restoration of the
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author’s psychological content, nor the “frgetiissancé® of the reader of his own text in his
own text, but the possibility of the text to be @auamous from both of them and have an

expression of its owil

Chapter five in Hirsch’s book is his argumentatmmthe question of “validity”. His
initial approach is to the problem of “certaintyi this respect, he claims that “the fact that
certainty is always unattainable is a limitationievhinterpretation shares with many other
disciplines.” (p.164) For him, certainty lies inethbetter providing of evidences among
conflicting constructions of meaning. In this senkBe says that “to dream that all expert
interpretations are ultimately members of one hafgpyily is to abandon critical thinking
altogether.” (p.167) For him, “every written integpation with which | am familiar is
implicitly or explicitly an argument that attemptis convince a reader” (p.168), which he
complements by saying that “the attempt to win agihis to an interpretive theory by means
of validation is generally an implicit attempt tonvince readers that other theories should be
rejected or modified.” (ibid) In a very general walyis sense of “certainty” can be generally
related to what Toulmin said about “objectivity” liis article mentioned aboffe

Thus, for Hirsch, “validation has the more ambisagoal of showing not only that
an interpretation is legitimate but that its likelod of being correct is greater than or equal to
that of any other known hypothesis about the tefft.169) In relation to understanding, he
says that it “achieves a construction of meanihg; job of validation is to evaluate the
disparate constructions which understanding hasghtoforward.” (p.170) His escape from
“empirical objectivism” is given by the discernmdrgtween validation and verification. He
distinguishes them this way: “to verify is to shéwat a conclusion is true; to validate is to

show that a conclusion is probably true on thesbasivhat is known.” (p.171) In relation to

% An allusion to Roland BarthesThe Pleasure of the Teft973).
39 A position to be championed by Ricoeur and lapgraached in this dissertation.
40 See Page 21-22 in this dissertation.
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the general accepted axiom that “meaning” is natething given, immanent, but something
construed, Hirsch says that “interpretation is iy a progressive discipline” (ibid), in the
sense that “the aim of validation is not necesgdaldenominate an individual victor, but
rather to reach an objective conclusion aboutivagirobabilities.” (p.172) His position that
“correctness” in interpretation is not a “periodi argumentation, or the culmination of an
essence, but, on the contrary, an opening for nmte¥pretation, an everlasting “under
construction” construct, the actual displacementhef ‘presentness’ of the essence, can be
validated by his argument which says that “thiginision between the present validity of an
interpretation and its ultimate correctness is hotyever, an implicit admission that correct
interpretation is impossible. Correctness is pedgithe goal of interpretation.” (p.173)

Therefore, interpretation bears some historicityndy dare to say, from Hirsch’s
perspective, that interpretation does not starhftioe text to be interpreted; it permeates it. At
the same time, unlike what New Criticism generalbynsiders, the meaning of a text is not
restricted to the text itself; the text is alwaysngy rewritten in its interpretations. | say so in
order to make Hirsch’s claim that “textual intetjateon — the construction of meaning from a
text embraces elements already construed and acckptthe moment as being known, and
other elements acknowledged to be unknown whichhe®bjects of our construing” (p.177)
support my choice of construing this dissertatitartsg from what has been said about my
object of study, and only after that undergoingomyn construal.

Hirsch’s position of relating the meaning of a texthe verbal meaning intended by
the written text of the author does not restoreilh&n psychologistic restoration of an
essence. On the contrary, it claims that validatadies on the logic of probability, and that
“probability judgment is always a guess about thknown traits of a partly known instance”
(p.183); but this “guess” is in a certain way coaisted by the social aspect of interpretation,

that “an interpretive hypothesis is ultimately alpability judgment that is supported by
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evidence.” (p.180) Besides, he says that “any @mrithterpretation is a hypothesis implying a
number of subhypotheses, all of which are operxtmenation.” (p.206) Thus, his position
for the defense of the author is championed by dmaler the claim that “despite its practical
correctness and variability, the root problem déipretation is always the same — to guess
what the author meant” (p.207), or, put in otherdgo “what, in all probability, did the author
mean to convey” (ibid).

Appendixes in Hirsch’s book work as a supplementhe Derridian sense. There are
three inValidity in Interpretation The first, concerned with “Objectivity in Integiation”,
reinforces the distinction between the disparate lomplementary categories of
interpretation and criticism, both part of a more comprehensive category, tbit
understandingin the same sense, it also corroborates thendigin betweemeaningand
significance In this section of his book, Hirsch restates gusition “against certain modern
theories which hamper the establishment of norraginciples in interpretation and which
thereby encourage the subjectivism and individoaligzhich have for many students
discredited the analytical movement.” (p.212) Heoaleclares himself to be against what he
calls a “life theory” of meaning (p.213), which, ims own words, is “the metaphorical
doctrine that a text leads a life of its own”, amhkich “is used by modern theorists to express
the idea that textual meaning changes in the cafrgme.” (p.212) This would imply, in his

opinion, in the fusion of interpretation and ciigi. He defends his position by claiming that

The significance of textual meaning has no foumsa&nd no objectivity
unless meaning itself is unchanging. To fuse mepaimd significance, or
interpretation and criticism, by the conceptionasf autonomous, living,
changing meaning does not really free the readmn fthe shackles of
historicism; it simply destroys the basis both oty agreement among
readers and for any objective study whatever. ¢).21
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Altogether, he follows Husserl in the sense of dig identification between verbal
meaning with a psychic evéht The phenomenological argument for the possibitfy
reproducibility of verbal meaning is provided byrsth when he recurs to Husserl to claim
that “all events of consciousness, not simply thoselving visual perception and memory,
are characterized by the mind’s ability to make allydand temporally different acts of
awareness refer to the same object of awarengs2171) Thus, there is an approximation
betweenmeaningand intentional object For Hirsch, “verbal meaning ithat aspect of a
speaker’s ‘intention’ which, under linguistic comii®ns, may be shared by oth®rs(p.218)

He develops, then, a clear definition of what hensebyerbal meaning

Verbal meaning, being an intentional object, ishamging, that is, it may be
reproduced by different intentional acts and remaialf-identical through
all these reproductions. Verbal meaning is sharebigent of the speaker’s
intentional object. (p.219)

Another important characterization in this respeabout interpretation. For Hirsch,
“the interpreter must distinguish those meanings&kvibelong to that verbal intention from
those which do not belong.” (ibid) Besides, “théemreter has to distinguish what a text
implies from what it does not imply.” (ibid) For idch, the problem arises when readers
come to the point of “determining” implicit or “uasl” meanings. In this regard, Hirsch
proposes another important distinction, the onéwben the author’s verbal intention and the

meanings of which he was explicitly conscious.2¢1.)

Hirsch, then, uses two other concepts, clearlytedlto Gadamer, which he calls the
“inner” and “outer” horizons of the text. The fornmefers to interpretation and has a limiting
character (that of the author’s verbal intenti@é). the other hand, the latter leads to criticism,

which, in its turn, “unlimits” the possibilities dhe text. Therefore, his argument does not

“1tis interesting to notice that a similar revieiHusserl’s ideas about the topic is also endes/by Ricoeur,
though disparate and/or conflicting Ricoeur andsttirmay be.
“2 Hirsch’s Italics.
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entail the highly contested Dilthean psychologisiiproach. Actually, Hirsch is much closer
to Ricoeur when he says that “the object of intetgdion is not the author but his text. This
plausible argument assumes that the text autorfigticas a meaning simply because it
represents an unalterable sequence of words.”4plBZhis sense, the defense of the author
is proposed under the claim that “the array of goilgses only begins to become more
selective [...] when [...] we also posit a speaker wikoy likely means something.” (p.225)

Hirsch’s argumentation relies on the following goin

The text is viewed as representing not a determinataning, but rather a
system of meaning potentials specified not by ameedut by the vital
potency of language itself. (...) The danger of ¥lew is that it opens the
door to subjectivism and relativism, since lingaistorms may be invoked to
supportany® verbally possible meaning. (p.226)

His position is confluent with Ricoeur’s in the serof taking language as discourse,

and not as a system. In relation to this pointsehrsays that,

For the interpreter the text is at first the soursE numerous possible
interpretations. (...) A written composition is not raere locus of verbal
possibilities, but a record of a verbal actualiyhe interpreter's job is to
reconstruct a determinate actual meaning, not a regstem of possibilities.
(p.231)

Hirsch poses a question which seems, in a certay) welated to the discussion held
in The Politics of Interpretatian‘Does the text mean what the author wanted im&an or
does it mean what the speech community at largestak to mean?” (p.233) For him,
“meaning requires a meaner.” (p.234) However, neans not an immediate given.

According to Hirsch, “a text represents the deteate verbal meaning of an author, but it is

quite another to discover what that meaning is23p)

*talics mine.
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Again, interpretation is more associated to whatséfi understands by “validity”
than the normally contested “objective verification this sense, Hirsch says that “the
interpreter’'s goal is simply to show that a givexading is more probable than others.”
(p.236) Right after, he adds that, “in hermeneutesification is a process of establishing
relative probabilities.” (ibid) Thus, according the author, legitimacy of reading requires
coherence and context. For him, coherence is arfijeaed by showing that one reading is
more probable than the other (reconstruction of @hthor’s verbal intention). It is not a
matter of “finding”, but ofadjudicating Moreover, “instead of projecting his own attitsde
and instead of positing a “universal matrix” of ham attitudes, [the interpreter must]
reconstruct the author’s probable attitudes sagahese are relevant in specifying the poem’s
meaning.” (p.240) So, Hirsch claims that “extringiata” are relevant in the act of
reconstructing meaning. Therefore, for him, vajidit interpretation means that “to verify a
text is simply to establish that the author propabkant what we construe his text to mean.”

(p.242) His reflection about the act of “lying” very important in his defense of an author’'s

verbal intention in a text. In this respect, hesstnat

My secret awareness that | am lying is irrelevanthie verbal meaning of
my utterance. The only correct interpretation of limyis, paradoxically, to

view it as being a true statement, since thisésatfly correct construction of
my verbal intention. It is only when my listenershenderstoodmy meaning

that he cafudgeit to be a lie. (p.243)

Finally, verbal meaning is not a mental aspect, dwerbal aspect. According to
Hirsch, “verbal meaning is that aspect of an aushomeaning which is interpersonally
communicable; under linguistic norms, arte understand, even if one must sometimes work

hard to do so.” (ibid)
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In the introduction of this chapter, | mentioned mgnsternation for not having
enough time to scrutinize Gadamersith and Method1960). But | will pay my debt by at
least referring Hirsch’s appendix on this book. pepdix 1l — Gadamer's Theory of
Interpretation” acknowledges the German philosdpherotest against methodology in
textual interpretation. (p.245) However, Hirsch e@ns suspicious of the radical historicism
derived from Heidegger, which says, according ts¢h, that “what is rehabilitated from an
alien past is not the original.” (p.247) Phenomegmally, the present itself is not an
immediate. At least this is Ricoeur’s positionTime and Narrative- Vol 3(1985). To be as
brief as possible, Hirsch acknowledges that Gadanfprimary concern is to attack the
premise that textual meaning is the same as thm@asitmeaning” (ibid), which is considered
by the latter as “pure romantRsychologismué* (ibid). What Hirsch fights in this theory,
and something which would also position him agaRisbeur, is the autonomy of the text in
relation to the author. Actually, | think that wh&icoeur and Gadamer criticize is a
substantial dependence of the author’s intentiamw(clearly related to the correlation of
mental acts and verbal intentions, which is somethHirsch is also against) to the
achievement of the text's meaning. However, if veeonsider this autonomy as a total
independence from the referential world and from discursive aspect of language, besides
the dependence of a text's interpretation on tiséohy of its interpretation, of its tradition,
then | think that Hirsch would not be contrary tadamer and Ricoeur, but disparate in some
aspects (since the phenomenological perspectigeriglated to all of them). Thus, Hirsch’s

insistence is that

If the language of a text is not speech but ralfieguage speaking its own
meaning, then whatever that language says to its imeaning. It means

4 Since the aim of this section is Hirsch’s approecadamer'sVarheit und Metho@1960), and since all
Gadamer’s quotations are translated by Hirsch Hipresey quotation or expression from Gadamer velate to
Hirsch’s translation, available Malidity in Interpretation(1967), Appendix Il; therefore, any page reference
will be from Hirsch’s book. Furthermore, Gadameranslated words will be written in italics.
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whatever we take it to mean. Reduced to its igielie significance, the
doctrine of the autonomy of a written text is thecuine of the
indeterminacy of textual meaning. (p.249)

For Gadamer,the meaning of a text goes beyond its author reitgametimes but
always. Understanding is not a reproductive butale/a productive activity (ibid) If we
take the distinction made by Hirsch betwaserpretationandcriticism, and that both are not
a split, but two aspects of a continuum call@aderstanding(which would also be in
agreement with Ricoeur’s perspective), then Gadaoaer be in agreement with Hirsch,
because the latter also acknowledges the openhéiss process of reading as criticism, and
generally as understanding, in a broader senseclis only against #tal ineffability of a

verbal intentiod°. Hirsch defines his position in the following angent:

To view the text as an autonomous piece of langaagdanterpretation as an
infinite process is really to deny that the texs aay*® determinate meaning,
for a determinate entity is what it is and not &eotthing, but an

inexhaustible array of possibilities is a hypogtibn that is nothing in

particular at all. (ibid)

This would lead to the absurd situation of the nmeglassness of meaning, which
Hirsch refers to by saying that “without a genuynsfable norm we cannot even in principle
make a valid choice between two differing interatieins, and we are left with the
consequence that a text means nothing in partietilall.” (p.251) Hirsch places the question
in an ironical sense: “if we cannot enunciate an@ple for distinguishing between an
interpretation that is valid and one that is nbére is little point in writing books about texts

or about hermeneutic theory” (ibid), which contsasith Gadamer’s statement that,

“Jtalics mine; my expression, too.
“® Hirsch'’s italics.
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If a work is not complete in itself how can we havsandard against which
to measure the validity of our perception and ustierding? [...] All must
be left to the perceiver to make what he can outhatt lies before him. [...]
There is no criterion for validity. [...] each encdanwith the work ranks as
a new creatioff. (ibid)

Hirsch points to a contradiction in a later stagetrby Gadamer which says that

The meaning of a written sign is in principle idéable and repeatable.
Only that which is identical in each repetitiontigat which was really laid
down in the written sign. Yet it is at once cldzatthere ‘repetition’ cannot
be taken in a strict sense. It does not mean armefeback to some primal
original in which something was said or written.eThnderstanding of a
written text is not repetition of something pasti, participation in a present
meaning(p.251-2)

In this respect, according to Hirsch, the contrigalic lies in the fact that “the
meaning of the text is self-identical and repea&abhd in the next breath, that repetition is
not really a repetition and the identity not really identity.” (p.252) Beyond a contradiction,
| think this aporia is satisfactorily approached Rigoeur’'s dual character of identity in his

concept of “narrative identity”. The question foirsth, then, is “what constitutes a valid

interpretation” (ibid)

Hirsch’s approach to the problem relies on a conbegught from Gadamer himself,
the concept of “fusion of horizons”. Hirsch pute goroblem in the following question: “how
can an interpreter fuse two perspectives — his awth that of the text — unless he has
somehow appropriated the original perspective andlgamated it with his own?” (p.254)
Hirsch’s critique is that Gadamer is more “con¢dig to the ideal of valid interpretation”,
because, since the interpreter is “really boundhibyown historicity, he cannot break out of it

into some halfway house where past and presemharged.” (ibid) Hirsch also adds that “at

4" Hirsch’s italics. They indicate Gadamer’s words.
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best he can only gather up the leftover, unspeakisgyiptions from the past and wring from

them, or impose on them, some meaning in termssafan historical perspective.” (ibid)

Hirsch observes in the discussion about the “fusibhorizons” what he calls “an

interesting common feature”, “an attempt to fusgetber the past and the present while still
acknowledging their incompatible separatenéds(ibid) Thus, Gadamer's problem, in
Hirsch’s opinion, is that the former equateganingwith significance something “which
does not change”, with something “which changgs2%5) Hirsch’s general position can be

summarized in the following statement:

The meaning of a text is that which the author rmégrhis use of particular

linguistic symbols. Being linguistic, this meaniisgcommunal, that is, self-
identical and reproducible in more than one consriess. Being

reproducible, it is the same whenever and wheré@ves understood by

another. However, each time this meaning is coedirits meaning to the
construer (its significance) is different. [...] I§ iprecisely because the
meaning of the text is always the same that itatimiship to a different

situation is a different relationship. (p.255)

Therefore, once more, Hirsch restates that “arrpnééer can construe the original
meaning of a past text”, reinforcing that what femids “is not the fact of difference but the
asserted impossibility of sameness in the congirafrtextual meaning.” (p.256) His critique

Is pointed against a radical historicism influenbgdHeidegger. In this respect, he says that,

The less skeptical position is more probable primndrecause it coheres
with the rest of experience while the radicallytbiistic position does not.
If we believe from experience that linguistic commimation through texts
past or present hasver occurred, then the dogma of radical historicity is
rendered improbable. [...] If the historicist wishés emphasize the
possibility of communication within a given peridie had better not insist
that time itself is the decisive differentiatingcfar that distinguishes one
“period” from another. (p.257)

8 Again, in my opinion, Ricoeur’s perspective on subject gives a much more satisfactory answereo t
problem inTime and Narrative
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Hirsch’s last approach to Gadamer’s work is madé tiie concept gbrejudice It is
in this section of Hirsch’s book that he reassessesquestion of the “hermeneutic circle”,

which he defines as follows:

The meaning of a text (or anything else) is a cexmf submeanings or
parts which hang together; [...] not a merely meatancollocation, but a
relational unity in which the relations of the [gatd one another and to the
whole constitute an essential aspect of their dteraas parts. [...] the
meaning of a part as a part is determined by Itgtioaship to the whole.
Thus, the nature of a partial meaning is dependetibie nature of the whole
meaning to which it belongs. [...] we cannot percdive meaning of a part
until after we have grasped the meaning of the &/hol]. (p.258)

For him (a position which seems much in agreemeitth WRicoeur), “once the

dialectic has begun, neither side is totally deteeah by the other.” (p.259)

In this respect, “our understanding of a text isvesls governed by a pre-
understanding.” (ibid) Therefore, according to Hirs pre-understandingis a vague
hypothesis, which becomes valid as long as it pesiargumentative evidence that the
interpreter has grasped the author’s verbal irgantivhich, in its turn, relies in the author’'s
conviction that “a single linguistic sign can repeat an identical meaning for two persons

because its possible meanings have been limitediyention.” (p.262)

Finally, the author's meaning is something goverisdconventions which the
interpreter can share. (p.263) It is always gowrbg a guess. From this point on, the
question, for Hirsch, is to ask which interpretaioare more valid than others, and the
parameter for this answer will rely on another gueéise one which presents better evidence

on what the author intended through his text, éx#s meaning.

The final Appendix in Hirsch’s book is called “Anx&ursus on Types”. It is very

short and | will now make only one or two final ebgations. First, that the possibility of
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meaning to be recognized and identified in differémes, places, by different people, and
through different sequences of verbal signs (araritten), that is, the possibility of effective
communication, relies on the concept of “type”. di@ing to Hirsch, “typification precedes
similarity judgments; the type enforces a priomitiication of the two instances, despite their
incommensurability as particulars.” (p.268) Thusy adentification remains an analogical
movement, in the sense approached by Ricoeur isthit/ of the analogical aspect in the act
of predicating”® Second, also related to the last sentence, Hsagh that defining types is
“not simply a process of identifying certain explitraits; it also entails a structure of
expectations [...] of the unexamined or unattendadstrin the new experience will be the

same as traits characteristic of previous expeeiér{p.270)

| hope that, with this extensive selection of gtiotes from Hirsch’sValidity in
Interpretation,| may have provided a reflexive break in an assliasdéom which says that
the meaning of a text is whatever any meaner mékes mean Secondly, | hope the
arguments here exposed do not bring up the authtiieaonly authority for the meaning of
the text, something for which Barthes, Foucault,mgatt and Beardsley have already
provided enough of a shovel to keep psychologismtsiproper place, that is, two centuries
ago. However, | understand that Hirsch’s positiennot in that direction. Instead, he is
against the complete transference of this authddtyhe reader, since it would lead to a
radical nihilism, and in this respect | agree witim. The incomplete and fragmentary
character of meaning, in a confluent perspectivsvéen mine and his, would not lead to
meaninglessness, but to an everlasting revisiamaif meaning; which, in its turn, does not
deny that at least for some time, and for some lpetiis meaning could ®ustained| also
expect to provide in the next section a satisfgctarswer to the problem provided by Paul

Ricoeur’'shermeneutical phenomenology

9 See Paul RicoeurBhe Rule of Metaphor: the creation of meaning imglaage Study Six — The Work of
Resemblance, Section 1 — Substitution and resecdlan
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2.3 Ricoeur’'s Hermeneutical Phenomenology

My initial question, ‘What does it mean?’, whichutd be reformulated as ‘What is
its meaning?’, directed to my object of study, ngm€&he Exorcist a novel written by
William Peter Blatty and first published in 197kesed, at least to me, to need another
fundamental question, one which was already resognd my ears after | read de Man’s
Blindness and Insightl983). In the introduction of this book, Wlad Garh states that “if
there is anything that de Man’s work has been @isgewith a quiet but insistent resolve, it is
that we do not know what reading is.” (xvi) In tisisnse, | tried not to avoid an important and
fundamental moment of literary interpretation, thement of asking what it means to ask

‘what does it mean’?; or rather, the question ilVda’s own words:

The systematic avoidance of the problem of readofighe interpretive or
hermeneutic moment, is a general symptom sharexdl Inyethods of literary
analysis, whether they be structural or thematicmalist or referential,
American or European, apolitical or socially contgdt (DE MAN, 1983,
p.282)

There seems to be, in my opinion, a fundamentalftynermeneutics in literary
studies, a perspective which | could satisfactorflgd support in Paul Ricoeur’'s
hermeneutical phenomenology. It was in Inierpretation Theory: discourse and the surplus
of meaning1976) that | started to find, if not a soluti@t,least an interesting position to the
matter of meaning. It was in the following questtbat | found resonance to my own: “what
Is it to understand a discourse when that discogrgetext or a literary work? How do we

make sense of written discourse?” (RICOEUR, 197