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Introduction:
Meaning and Significance

Except for this chapter and the final one, the chapters that follow
are self-contained essays originally contributed to festschriften
and journals, or presented as lectures, but always conceived as
parts of a coherent book. At the center of the envisioned book,
as | first imagined it some years ago, was the subject of literary
evaluation—a topic I had not developed very fully in my pre-
vious theoretical work. But in the course of time another sort of
subject connected with theory of interpretation also presented
itself insistently to my mind, and I gradually began to foresee a
book that fell into two related parts, corresponding roughly to
the distinction in hermeneutics between meaning and signifi-
cance. Meaning and its relation to valid interpretation had been
the central subject of my earlier work; the central subject of this
book was at first to be significance and its relation to literary
evaluation. But the plan was only half fulfilled. My further
speculations on the subject of meaning turned out to be just as
compelling as my ideas on evaluation, so that the present book

divides itself into two almost equal parts. The unifying theme

that binds these two parts together is the defense of the possi-
bility of knowledge in interpretation. At every point, the stable

determinacy of meaning is being defended, even when signifi-'

cance is under discussion, for without the stable determinacy of
meaning there can be no knowledge in interpretation, nor any
knowledge in the many humanistic disciplines based upon tex-
tual interpretation. In order to enhance the already implicit
coherence of the chapters, | have made revisions in the original
essays by adding new materials, deleting some repetitive pas-
sages and inserting some cross-references. .
The concepts governing the two parts of the book, meanin
1
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and significance respectively, are applications to theory of inter-
pretation of a quite general epistemological distinction. I first
encountered the distinction, ag I remember, in Husserl’s illumi-
nating book, Erfahrung und Urteil, expressed by him as the
“inner and outer horizons” of any act of knowing. This distinc-
tion has been central to my thinking and writing on hermeneutic
theory. since 1960, when I devoted a section of an essay to
meaning and significance under the heading “The Two Horizons
of Textual Meaning.”? | develop this distinction further in the
present book, pages 79-81. [ believe that the concepts of mean-
ing and significance, or of any analogous distinctions, are essen-
tial concepts for comprehending how meaning could be stable
and determinate, and hence how interpretive knowledge is pos-
sible. Recently, in a quite unexpected quarter, I discovered an
unsuspected ally fostering this hermeneutical distinction. The
following passage is from Lucien Goldmann’s essay “Genetic
Structuralist Method in the History of Literature”:

The illumination of a meaningful structure constitutes a pro-
cess of comprehending it [meaning]; while insertion of it into
a vaster structure is to explain it [significance]. As an example:
to throw light on the tragic structure of Pascal's Pensées
and Racine’s theater is a process of comprehending them:;
inserting them in extremist Jansenism while setting forth the
structure of the latter is a process of comprehending the latter,
but is a process of explaining the writings of Pascal and
Racine; inserting extremist Jansenism into the global history of
Jansenism is to explain the first and comprehend the second.
To insert Jansenism, as an ideologically expressive movement,
into the history of the nobility of the robe of the seventeenth

century is to explain Jansenism and to comprehend the nobil-
ity of the robe.2 '

It should be obvious from Goldmann’s account that such a
distinction is potentially applicable to any act of attention what-
ever, and to any text or part of a text. In the present book, unless
otherwise specified, the term “meaning” refers to the whole
verbal meaning of a text, and “significance’

" to textual meaning
in relation to a larger context, i.e., another

mind, another era, a
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wider subject matter, an alien system of 'tfalues, and so on. In
other words, “significance” is textualdmea?fmg as related to some
indeed any context, beyond itself. V .
cOrI;t:;:;lt?;dfhave rZome to understand more cl?arly thacrll 1 C}i}ld(\\\
just why this distinctionmcrucialzto the‘ d‘e'termmacy an st;a 11
lity of meaning and hence to the possibility gf hermen.efl u:af
knowledge-—has been the main bone of cont.en-tlon for critics }(:
my earlier book, particularly for those relativists who d?ny t] e
possibility of hermeneutical knowledgef. ?:b_g_s_gmdpgw“{g }?;
tivists, whom ] call cognitive atheists, insist strongly upon the
artificiality of any distinction between meaning and sxgmﬁcal.}ce.
I have noticed that resistance to my theories has.u,suaill){ manifes-
ted itself as resistance to this distinction. I b‘eheve ‘1t is not .the
distinction itself, however, but rather ?vhat’lt entails regardu.\g
dogmatic relativism that lies behind this resistance. Fo.r the Th.s— |
tinction itself is far from artificial; it is nz?tu.ral e?nd universa 1rf1 L
our experience. In fact, if we could not distinguish a conten? o (\"‘7
consciousness from its contexts, we could not kz‘xow‘ any ob]ec.t dzw?
at all in the world. The context in which somethmg is kngy\}rln is ont
always a different context on a different occasion. Wit Eut l
actualizing such distinctions, we could not recognize today t a}t |
which we experienced yesterday: this inkwel'l,‘ that phonograp 1
recording, for such re-cognition entails an al?lhty to demarcatg; a
content from its changed context. An experienced sameness o a
content (or object) despite the differentness of the Context’ in
which we know it, proves real the distinct‘ion between an object
of knowledge and the context in which it is 'k_nf)wn. Those who
proclaim these acts of re-cognition to be arnﬁcx‘al' or illusory do
not in fact live by their more “natural” relat'zwstlc. theory of
knowledge. Nobody could live by it in his ‘ordxlnary intercourse
with the world, and indeed we learn to live in the Yvorld, as
Piaget has shown, precisely by overcomi{\g our mfantl.le ‘con'fu-
sions of content and context.? No, the resistance to a d1§t1nct10n
between meaning and significance or its analogues,.ls n.ot.a
return to a tough-minded, Heraclitean sense of reality; it is, -
rather, an abstract consequence of a previously.ass‘ur?led.psy—
chological or historical relativism. Resistance to the distinction is

n iy
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4 Introduction

based on no decisive experience, but rather on a relativisic

theory about the nature of experience in general,

It is important to understand that both parties to this theoreti-
cal debate are relativists in one sense of the term. Being post-
Kantians, both parties accept the principle that any experience,
and of course any experience of textual meaning, is relative to
mind. Objects for us are the only objects we have. But this more
general Kantian relativism is in principle quite neutral on the
subject of cognitive atheism in hermeneutics; it implies abso-
lutely nothing about the validity of the distinction between mean-

“ing and significance. For even if, as both parties accept, contents
forusarecorrelative to our minds, thathardly entails that a change
in some aspects of our minds compels a change in all the contents
Or meanings we experience. Hence the debate is between two
kinds of Kantian relativists,

That point is brought into stark relief by the disagreement
between two important post-Kantian philosophers, Husser] and
his student Heidegger. It was the central disagreement between

. them, over which they finally parted company, with Heidegger
renouncing claim to the Kantian term “phenomenology,” in
deference to the respected master to whom he dedicated Sein und
Zeit. Their disagreement, which | shall now sketch in the briefest
schematic terms, stands as a paradigm for (as well as an impor-
tant historical origin behind) the subsequent quarrels of their
epigones. In making this brief allusion to their complex dif-
ferences, my aim is not historical accuracy, since both philoso-
phers changed their thinking over their careers. The historical
disagreement is a convenient way of defining the main theoretj-
cal issue as simply and clearly as possible.*

In his attempt to find a nonpsychologistic ex lanation for the
existence of stable objects of knowledge, Husserlposited a num-
ber of functions in our minds which pefmified psychology to
overcome psychologism. He po:s/ij.e’d/ the mental function of

<'mind’s capacity to “bracket” a

he domain could be contemplated
over time. “Bracketing,“Ahen, is a simplified, visual metaphor
for our ability & dem4rcate not only a content but also the
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mental acts by which we attend to_ that content, apar§ from tie
rest of our experience. This demarcation, corresponding to the
distinction between meaning and significance, alor}e assures the
potential sameness of objects in experience over time. .
For Heidegger, Husserl's ideas pertaining to bracketing sug-
) : \ iti odel that left out of
gested an excessively abstract cognitive m L ou
account the fullness of the experienced life through which we

‘know something in the world. So in place of brackets; Heidegger

his model a more expansive epistemic form: the circle,
:ﬁ:llf\:rsmeneutic circle as expounded by Dil?hey: The .th) fcix:ms
or models are for Heidegger quite antithetical in their implica-
tions. The hermeneutic circle is based on the paradox that we
must know the whole in a general way before we know a part,

" since the nature of the part as such is determined by its function

in the larger whole. Of course, since we can kr‘low a h;hoge onl}i
through its parts, the process of interpretatlor'x Is a circle. fx;l)lerl
ence as we interpret it must, by the cor‘npulsmn of logic, follow
this circular pattern. But since we must in some sense pre-knotw a
whole before we know a part, every experience is pre~const1;1.x~
ted by the whole context in which it is experlenced.- On t 13
model, it is impossible to bracket off one Qart of experze}:nce an \
separate it from the whole of experienced life. Wha't wed rlljowt }?e
any time is “pre-conceptually” known and conshtu.te by
whole of our world, and since that world changes in time, so
must the cbjects (for us) change which that world pre-conci
stitutes, The “artificial” bracketg hgve 'b‘een swept away, an
ith the fulness of lived experience. .

re%arcif ‘Ifileti}éetggerians and other dogmatic r.e%a.tivists beh;?fe.
My own opinion is that both parties can be f:x:xtn’:lzed for taking
too literally or too consistently these .cogmtxve metaphoors, a?
though they were true and necessary sxml‘xlacra of e'xperl'??ce. ,
believe that both models can at different times descrl.b.e dll.;arer}IC
experiences. Neither is a necessary feature ({f cognitive 1;, i
ordinary experience should be allowec.{ to mtruc%e.mt;o these
realms. It is not clear to me why accepting the vahdltylm somfi
experiences of the circular, hermeneutical model, s-hou d er;:a.x
its being valid for all experiences. And the Husserlians on their
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side readily concede that bracketing is a possibility, not a
requirement of all experience. Their more modest claim seems a
more plausible claim to me. Whenever [ am told by a Heideg-
gerian that I have misunderstood Heidegger, my still unrebutted
response is that I will readily (if uneasily) concede that point,
since the concession in itself implies a more important point,
namely, that Heidegger's text can be interpreted correctly, and
has been so interpreted by my accuser. Since the accusation
assumes the determinateness and stability of Heidegger's mean-
ing, and the possibility of its being correctly interpreted, I admit
the practical error for the sake of the theoretical truth. I was
once told by a theorist who denied the possibility of correct
interpretation that I had not interpreted his writings correctly.
If one had, then, to choose a hermeneutical model it should
hardly be one that entirely excluded the possibility of Husserl's
brackets. The brackets implied by the terms “meaning” and
“significance” do in fact represent something that most of us
elieve we experience in verbal discourse, namely, an alien
meaning, something meant by an implied author or speaker who
S—r B )
1s not ourselves. Whenever we have posited another person’s
meaning, we have bracketed a region of our own experience as
being that of another person. This paradox of self and other in
verbal discourse is even easier to accept (because more widely
experienced) than the paradox of part and whole in the herme-
neutic circle. No doubt the paradoxical doubling of personality
involved in verbal intercourse is a bracketing experience for
which some persons have greater talents than others, but it is
nonetheless a widespread experience. The hermeneutic circle, on
the other hand, as I shall point out at the end of the next chapter,
has now been shown to be an inadequate mode! for what

actually happens in the interpretation of speech. The magic circle
is breakable.

Before [ outline the general argument of the essays that are to
follow, it may be useful to some readers if | give an account of
the relations between the present book and my previous one on
the same general subject, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven:

N
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Yale University Press, 1967). One purpose Qf this boo}< is Fo
amplify important subjects that were dealt with only brlelf. Ey in
the earlier one. Over the past few years, when these amplifica-
tions have been presented as lectures, they haxfei sometimes gnl;fen
rise to the impression that they constitute revisions of the ear 1;35
argument. I do not object to revising my earlier views f\nd wou d
welcome the chance to recant some of them: recantation is suc

- a rare occurrence in theoretical discussions that it has a certain

appeal as a proof of one’s reasonableness and bona fides. Nom;—
theless, these essays do not, in any respet.jt that I am aware }(:.,
represent substantive revisions of the earlier arg}lment. On this
score, | wish especially to avoid some cor:afusmns that arose
when chapter 5 of this book was published as a separate ess.el?lf.
There I concede that authorial intention is not the 9nly possible
norm for interpretation, though it is the only pra‘ctlcal norm for
a cognitive discipline of interpretatior}; The choice of an”n*ger-
pretive norm is not required by the ’ITature of ‘the text, hut,
being a choice, belongs to the domain of ethics rather.t in
the domain of ontology. This observation had been made in the
earlier book, but so briefly that it was generally overlooked by

readers:

The object of interpretation is precisely that t:vhich cagpo.t be
defined by the ontological status of a text, since t§he 1stm};
guishing characteristic of a text is thfit from it not just oge ut
many disparate complexes of meaning can be construe ,t
Only by ignoring this fact can a theorist attempt to erecfav
normative principle out of a neutral and variable statF }?
affairs—a fallacy that seems endemlc‘to dlscusm.onsv of her-
meneutics. Bluntly, no necessity requires the object f)f inter-
pretation to be determinate or indetefmmate., Changmg or
unchanging. On the contrary, the ob]ec§ of mterpretahc;r} is
no automatic given, but a task that the‘mterpreter sets him-
self. He decides what he wants to actualize and what purpose

his actualization should achieve.®

The amplification of this point in chapter 5 does n.ot in the
least alter the defense of the authorial norm in the earlier book,
though some readers sympathetic to that defense have expressed
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their disappointment at my apparent retreat, while others have

found comfort in the apparent theoretical license to disregard
authorial intention. Neither response is warranted. The discus-

~sion changes nothing in the earlier argument. Meanings that are
actualized by a reader are of course the reader’s meanings—gen-
erated by him. Whether they are also meanings intended by an
author cannot be determined with absolute certainty, and the
reader is in fact free to choose whether or not he will try to make
his actualized meanings congruent with the author's intended
ones. No one disputes that a reader can try to realize the author’s

intended meaning. The two important questions are: (1) whether -

he should try, and (2) whether he could succeed if he did try. In
this book, as in the previous one, my emphatic answer to both
questions is yes. The reader should try to reconstruct authorial
meaning, and he can in principle succeed in his attempt. The
amplifications conducted in chapter 5 are concerned with the
first question, the ethical one, which asks whether authorial
intention should be the norm of interpretation.

A second confusion has sometimes arisen over my use of the
word “meaning.” My emphasis on the determinacy of meaning
has perhaps misled some readers into conceiving it to be far less
capacious than it is. “Meaning” is not restricted to conceptual
meaning. It is not even restricted to mental “content,” since, on
my description, it embraces not only any content of mind repre-
sented by written speech but also the affects and values that are
necessarily correlative to such a content. Defined in Husserl's
terms, “meaning” embraces not only intentional objects but also
the species of intentional acts which sponsor those intentional

present book, but the reader should understand that an inten-
tional object cannot be dissevered from a species of intentional
act, that subjective feeling, tone, mood, and value, are constitu-
tive of meaning in its fullest sense. One cannot have a meaning
without having its necessarily correlative affect or value. This
point is developed more fully in chapter 6, where I discuss the
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necessary correlation of value-stance anq content.fél”h;at carzlz:
tion is a model for all the other correlatxons“of atfect an
tent, act and object, embraced by the word “meaning. -
The four chapters of Part I are arrange.d to form. adfonceg ?he
double funnel, with the narrow parts in the mid ehant 5
broad ones at the two ends. The two.general essays, chap Aetrgat
and 5, serve to contextualize and ‘fntroduce' Vthe (-:'Is)saysiI hat
follow them, chapter 5 being both an introduction to ;rt \ a .
a coda to Part 1. The first of these gene?al chapters, ¢ a;; _e]; té
“Old and New in Hermeneutics,” describes a r.ecgrrent di'a'
between what might be called the legal and the bxl.)hcal‘tr-a itions
in hermeneutic theory. This general essay hac% its erlgzn in leu}
attempt, which I soon abandoned, to write a hxstfwrx(:fa encyc ;)e
pedia article on interpretation in which Fhe recurring issues wel
to be analyzed in a-historical, theorgtlcal terms. .In my etzfgly
efforts, the historical and analytical aims were so incompa i 1e
that I resigned my commission ar{d set upon the more conge;mti é
analytical project of distinguishlr?g schematically sorfne iema-_
perennial positions in hermeneutics. The purpose *1?}1 sch 2
tizing the old debates is to clarify the. current ones. The ¢ tapthe
concludes with what I conceive to be its main c?ntrlbutlli)n o ]
subject—a resolution of some of the old. co‘nfhcts bi the sémlp(;;
expedient of abandoning the hermeneutic circle as Ct1 e rr(ljolet o
interpretation. In its place I suggest a more refine }:n;) e hat
conforms with the results of psychological and psyc odl.ngm
research. This alternative description of the understa.n ing pro(i
cess brings the theoretical model clo§er to experzencez‘ amiS ;
explains in principle why the so-called grcle of understan 1tngn
breakable. The alternative description is therefore a potlen. ially
decisive argument against that form of dog.mat‘lc relativism
which is based on the model of the h.ermeneu‘tlc CII‘CI?. o
Chapter 3, “Faulty Perspectives,” is a tactical sortie lagalgs_
relativism from another quarter. It points tg fundamental ina te
quacies in the metaphor of visual perspective when that me a}
phor is used, as it so often is, as a model for Fh(? procesiho
interpretation. When it is so used, the metap}.lor. is ]gst a;r.uzi ;r
version of the naive, entrapped sort of Kantianism implied by
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the unbreakable hermeneutic circle. |
assumptions implied by the metaphor o
philosophically naive and empirically un
carried into those domains, subjective, historical, and methodo-
logical, where the metaphor is used to sanction relativism, and
to proclaim the irreproducibility of original meaning.

Chapter 4, the second of the two more specialized raids on
dogmatic skepticism in hermeneutics, focuses on the subject of
Synonymity. The implications of this discussion branch out in a
number of directions. The doctrine that linguistic form compels
linguistic meaning is opposed by my account of the unpredicta-
bility of the relations between form and meaning in actual
speech, Paradoxically, this “indeterminacy” of form and mean-
ing must be argued if the determinacy of meaning is to be
accounted for. Those who claim that under linguistic conven-
tions form compels meaning, are forced by necessity to the

corollary that textual meaning is indeterminate, For, al
that several possible

text. Since the opera

how that most of the
f perspective are both
true. This argument is

| agree
conventions can legitimately control any

tive convention is indeterminate in prin-
ciple, the meaning that convention compels must be indeter-
minate in principle. The doctrine that form compels meaning
suffers, therefore, all the embarrassments of the strict conven-
tionist theory analyzed critically in chapter2, Only if form does not
compel meaning is synonymity possible. The chapter demon-
strates that synonymity is in fact possible, and that on this
possibility depends the determinacy of meaning, the emancipa-
tion of thought from the prison house of a particular linguistic
form, and the possibility of fields of knowledge generally. That
is a big return for the small price of dashing the more
gant aspirations of stylistics to be a reliable method of j
tation.

The final chapter of Part I, “Three Dimensions of Hermeneu-
tics,” discriminates those aspects of textual commentary pertain-
ing to meaning from those aspects pertaining to significance. It
summarizes the issues involved in choosing a norm for meaning,
and it introduces the issues concerning significance, especially
evaluative significance. The essay is an overview which bridges

extrava-
nterpre-
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Parts | and Il. Its main contribution, already all.uded to, 1sf1ts
discrimination of the ethical act involved in choosing a norm for
izati ing from a text.
the realization of meaning ‘ ' |
hPart I1 is devoted to evaluation. Its first chapter, chagter f,
“Evaluation as Knowledge,” proposes an Impor(tiant exceptlgz?ono
i i a .
' istinction between evaluation and interpre .
the general distinction ! interpretation,
‘ been devoted to this subje
So much recent debate has - : ubject that &
' imp to adjudicate the issue. For |
seemed important to try : nistorica
ting here, some literary . ’ ,
sons that do not need resta : y thec
Ireg by René Wellek, have insisted on the msepar?\?lhti of
e ! - . . . rt rop
ati i hile others, including No
valuation and interpretation, w : Yortk
Frye, have insisted on the importance of keepmght.he mgl*‘urhglg oi
l f literary scholarship. Since on
taste and preference out o ry sch o
fi,undat‘ion of my own work is the distinction bet;veen mxrillni
ignifi stand closer to Frye than to Welle
and significance, | of course fhan to Wellek
i it seems to me that the term
on the issue. Nonetheless, i ' ! 1 of the
fficiently refined, and that one oug
debate have not been su : i ‘ |
acknowledge the limited sense in which Wellek is correct. 'fo‘do
so requires an acknowledgment of the necessary corre atx?‘n
between value and meaning in any construzr?g of 1"1‘:(@:&nlfl)ng}.< tz
et to the nub of that issue it was instructive to go ag
?undamentals and to Kant’s third critique. As I observed atove(,i
this necessary correlation of value-stance and' content, act an
object, extends to the whole domain of meaning.

Whereas Part I defends the determinacy of autho}l;lal' r?ea:::]%
-and implicitly defends tl?e priviflel*jgeci iiait;ioog :;; ;)r;ivrgeged
i he main objects of Par |
;Tagguzrt\z zfxfyt single kind of significance, and more par;cula:irlg tc;
the “literary” evaluation of literatur’e. In chapter‘s.l amthet,iC
argue that the “essence” of literature is not necessarily 'aesMore:
and hence aesthetic cri)tlicism i.s n'ot ne;zzss;iyi ;n;;nfs;;f};eremly
emonstrably intrinsic eva 0|
:;:’IeZizneialuation. This negative argume.nt %1&18I thtehpisilt}l::}e1
aim of defending mixed and ad Im::. v.alue{rlte.rla: 1n ?Vaglua_
chapter [ accept the challenge of defining the.prm(:lp bes (t)he 2lua
tion that I adhere to and which 1 also consider to be
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durabl ici inci |
wman;tafr}ddbeneflaa] principles. On this last point the reader |
ot in .an}}il new revelations, The only novelty in o
On is in the theoretical ex i A
' is planation why th lassi
mix i ed
ed tradition of evaluation has been (and is gestined Tt?lllcii)

excluded from “Iiterarv”
ry” study; and |
the terary o ier udy; argue for an expansion of
, --In the end I make on ifi ret
e lit [ e specific and co
5 1p sal t.o my fellow teachers of literature, for enh g the
alue of literary study. , Fancing the
In th i i ’
o eoiotnhclugmg chap.t(?r, I bring together some of the majn
hanes oF ke c])ok: futility of relativism, the possibility of
nowledge, and the correlations that exist between

Ore pur; i
b w}})llcl)rgose 3f th.ls'book, then, is to give encouragement to
‘ re still willing to entertain the belief that knowledge
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‘Some of my colleagues are indignant at the present decadence
in literary scholarship, with its anti-rationalism, faddism, and
extreme relativism. I share their feelings. Scholars are right to
feel indignant toward those learned writers who deliberately
exploit the institutions of scholarship—even down to its punc-
tilious conventions like footnotes and quotations—to deny the
whole point of the institutions of scholarship, to deny, that is, |
the possibility of knowledge. It is ethically inconsistent to. batten
on institutions whose very foundations one attacks. It is logi-
cally inconsistent to write scholarly books which argue thatjg
there is' no point in writing scholarly. books. For such cognitive
atheists, all principles are subject to a universal relativism except
relativism itself. But whence comes its exemption? What is the
sanction, in a world devoid of absolutes, for its absoluteness?
We are never told. This question, so absurdly simple, yet so

embarrassing to relativism, is never answered by even the most

brilliant of the cognitive atheists. It is not answered, for in-
stance, by Heidegger's disciple Jacques Derrida, currently the

most fashionable of the theologians of cognitive atheism in the

domain of literary theory.

The reader will notice that the names attacked in this book are
mainly philosophical names like Heidegger and Derrida. They
represent philosophical theories, not persons. The book does not
pause to describe by personal name the many variations on
relativistic themes in contemporary hermeneutics. Sometime in
the future I may write a detailed account of current theories. In
this book, relativism itself, rather than its individual manifesta-
tions, is the object of attack. On this issue there are only two or
three fundamental theories; there is not much that is new, or can

be new, under the hermeneutical sun.
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assumption that scholars give what all the best writers give—
p(e‘rm:atnently useful knowledge. On the other hand evaluative
criticism can be of great importance at a particular[time more
Ve'xluab]e, in that historical context, than pure scienti.i; Yet,
without scientia, humanistic evaluation is empty and poix.ltlesst
That which humanists recover, understand, and preserve needé

to be preserved intact. To be isti
. useful, humanistic study, like
other study, needs to be believed. 7 o

B ‘/{u_ con c/u\S'/‘eJ L]

Notes

Chapter 1

1. “Objective Interpretation,” PMLA 75 (September 1960): 463-79.

2. Reprinted in B. Lang and F, Williams, eds., Marxism and Art, trans.
F. Williams (New York, 1972), pp. 249-50.

3. See chapter 2, pp. 30-31.

4. "For his part Heidegger made it clear that for him the stumbling blocks
in Husserl's philosophy consisted in the transcendental reduction as ‘brack-
eting of Being,’ in the ‘reduction” of man to pure consciousness, and finally,
in the ‘reduction’ of Being into Being-object-for.” J. J. Kockelmans, Phe-
nomenology (New York, 1967), p. 274. See also Herbert Spiegelberg, The
Phenomenological Movement: A Historieal Introduction, 2 vols. (The
Hague, 1960).

5. Validity, pp. 24-25.

Chapter 2

1. Relativism in Heidegger and Gadamer is mainly historical relativism.
A key phrase in Gadamer is “the historicity of understanding.” See
Wahrheit und Methode (Tiibingen, 1960), a learned work that reinterprets
the tradition of Schleiermacher in Heideggerian terms.

2. August Boeckh, Encyclopiidie und Methodologie der philologischen
Wissenschaften (Leipzig, 1877), pp. 11-12.

3. Ibid., p. 14.

4. Except for Humpty Dumpty in Alice in Wonderland, no semantic
theorist I know of has been a pure intuitionist, nor do I know of any
important theorist who has been a pure positivist, 1 describe the pure
positions for the sake of clarity and also, more to the point, to show why a

* choice between them is logically required at some stage, even in an eclectic

theory.
5.7, L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words {Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1962}, ‘
6. J. R. Searle, Speech Acts {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
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