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ABSTRACT

Interpretation is not just a single level of discourse. The complicated
relationship among critical theories, the interpretation of theories, theoretical
criticism and meta-criticism needs to be dissected in order to look closely
at the strengths and limitations of interpretation. First this paper looks at
two positions of modern hermeneutics:  Eric Donald Hirsch and Martin
Heidegger, and notes their inevitable limitations. Then it moves onto two
different positions of reading the Other (Chang Lung-hsi and Ut Leibman
Schaub) and Liao Ping-hui’s reading of them. Next the two positions of
textuality represented by Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida through the
eyes of Edward Said are explored pointing out the paradoxes between
Foucault and Derrida and Said’s own reading of them. Finally the applica-
tion of textuality is brought to bear in Sino-Western comparative literature.
The problem focuses at this point on the way to prevent suppression by the
discourse of the dominant culture through an appropriate appreciation of
the problem and paradox of interpretation and textuality.
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Comparative literature calls for an immediate need to interpret interpre-
tations. When two systems are to be compared, the comparison must be
based upon interpretations — either interpretations of texts or that of
theories. In light of the problem of textuality in modern criticism, a
comparatist, being a critic across cultures, should deal with the problem of
interpretation in an extensive sense. Gadamer has already noted that there is
a methodological advantage “‘in making (the) inner relation of interpretation
-and text clear” and he sees the relation from a linguistic angle in his “Text
and Interpretation.”’ In this paper I would rather examine the issue from a
different angle: to focus -on the role of the critic. Between two systems’
hermeneutics and textuality there is a gap that can hardly be bridged by a
simple “fusion of horizons.”” This gap, however, is both negative and positive,
and it is exactly where I believe the place to tackle to be, orelse a sound
comparative literature can never be established.

Interpretation is by no means a single level of discourse. We need to
dissect the complicated relationship among critical theories, the interpreta-
tion of theories, theoretical criticism and meta-criticism, in order to have a
close look at the puissance and limitation of interpretation. In this paper I
begin by interpreting the two positions of modern hermeneutics, Hirsch and
Heidegger, and note the inevitable limitations of both. Then I proceed to
delineate the paradox of interpretation and demonstrate that this paradox
would conveniently highlight the problem of textuality; By examining the
role of Edward Said as a critic in his comment on the two exemplary
positions of Derrida and Foucault in facing the problem of textuality, I wish
to shed light on the latent problem in Chinese-Western comparative literature.
Reading the Other would only be ensnared into suppression by the dominant
culture if the problem and paradox of interpretation and textuality are
overlooked.

When Harold Bloom proclaims that “all interpretations are misinterpre-
tations,” he utilizes the so-called Paul de Manian “tropological displace-
ment.”? It seems that Bloom simultaneously admits the need of intepreta-
tion as well as the necessity of misinterpretations. He has displaced the
problem of interpretation by a negation which, ironically enbugh, affirms the
role of interpretation. By using similar rhetoric, a critic may connive the
rampant “semantic autonomy,”® to borrow E.D. Hirsch’s term. In other
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words, the critic can legitimately let his terms generate their meanings
infinitely, and the jargons of (post)modern discourse will thus conveniently
be “foregrounded.” In other words, a critic may let the “autonomy”” of his
terms generate their own “‘surplus of meaning,” and thus their dissemination -
power will be pushed to the apogee.*

Indeed the Post-Structuralists, such as the Yale critics, would believe
that there are correct and incorrect misreadings; readings liberating various
misreadings without suppressing other readings liberating various misreadings
without suppressing other readings should be correct misreadings. However,
does this so-called “correct misreading”” make sense with respect to a Sino-
Western comparative discourse? If so, how? 1 will attempt to answer this
question in the .course of this paper with relation to modern hermeneutics
and post-structuralist theories.

Dating back to the fountain head of modern hermeneutics, there have
been two schools of theorists voicing opposite opinions. The school
originating from Schliemacher, Dilthey to Hirsch would insist on a definite
meaning inherent in a certain text. On the contrary, the school headed by
Heidegger and Gadamer would believe that meaning, or the meaning inter-
preted, is changeable, deeply rooted in the situatedness of the interpreter.
In his The Critical Circle, David Couzens Hoy even sets hermeneutics against
epistemology, asserting that “hermeneutics thinks of understanding as some-
thing without a specific unconstrained stance.”® In the next step Hoy
believes that

Hermeneutics is essentially the philosophical concern with the
theory of understanding and interpretation. For philosophers the
primary interest in hermeneutics depends on whether it can
generate a successful critique of traditional epistemology. Since
Kant epistemology has been conceived as a foundationalist
enterprise — one that attempts to separate knowledge from other
forms of belief, with the intention of ascertaining what is
objectively certain. Hermeneutics, in contrast, rejects the idea
that the primary task of philosophy is to supply foundations and
guarantee certainty.

The claim that hermeneutics, which is supposed to be the theory of under-
standing and interpretation, does not guarantee certainty has brought out the
paradox of interpretation: on the one hand one believes that interpretation
is not capable of providing certainty of meaning in a text, on the other one
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keeps on using interpretation to express one’s belief and hopes others will
correctly interpret the meaning of that interpretation. So to speak, to
simply say that a so-called “correct misreading” is desirable is merely
employing “tropological displacements” to displace the paradox of inter-
pretation. '

In fact, as what Xie Zhen claims in his Siming Shihua

In poetry there’s that which can be interpreted or understood,
that which cannot be interpreted or understood, and that which
need not be interpreted or understood.”

To employ a single set of hermeneutical standards to interpret a certain text
will inevitably give rise to lots of paradoxes. Here I agree with what Wai-
lim Yip says, “After we query the nature of language, we may have a new
hermeneutical starting-point.”® To blindly believe in the fact that we do not
have a pre-determined meaning when we interpret a text is an easy way out,
but when the deconstructionists try to deconstruct Romantic poetry by
proving that they build up their ideal in the search of the Romantic ideal,
they still exhibit, designedly or undesignedly, their full conviction in inter-
pretation. As long as we do not have prior interpretations, we can never have
an object to deconstruct. Paradoxically enough, we admit the legitimacy of
our interpretations in order to perform deconstruction of prior interpreta-
tions. Of course, some deconstructionists believe that it is perfectly right to
adopt a self-deconstructive approach, and this self-deconstruction should be
included in the discourse of deconstruction. But if we, again, question the
paraodx of interpretation that we have to use interpretation to voice out
the limitation of interpretation (it seems to me that this basic paradox cannot
be deconstructed), will we discover that the paradox itself may also be a kind
of structure in the rhetoric of contemporary criticism?

In the Humanities, if not all disciplines, literature may well be considered
as a unique and paradoxical subject. As viewed from the angle of interpre-
tation, the field of literature includes not only literary texts, but also literary
theories, literary criticism, and the criticism on theory and criticism on
criticism. Interpretation is by no means limited to a single level of discourse.
By dissecting the interpretations of theoretical criticism, critical theories and
meta-criticism, we may have a bird-eye’s view of the limitation as well as
puissance of interpretation. To a certain extent, any phenomenon or culture
is a product of our interpretation. Even the Taoist belief in the self-so-
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complete Nature is an end achieved through our interpretation. As Hsii
Fu-kuan has written on this point,

Although Lao Tzu and Chuang Tzu is more metaphysical in
character than Confucianism, their ultimate goal, just like their
point of departure, is still attached to real life.®

As long as it is attached to life, the view is inevitably entwined with human
interpretation of life. Inevitably, this section of my interpretation is
permeated with a kind of unreliability. The Taoist interprets Nature, Hsii
Fu-kuan interprets the Taoist, and I interpret Hsil, and in this series of meta-
interpretations, can we still insist on the idea that no determined meaning
can be expressed? It would be nothing but a lie to pretend that we do not
rely upon any prior interpretations in our interpretation. Of course theorists
may easily unravel the puzzle by pointing out that once the text leaves the
author, it will break away from the author and interact with the readers, as
in Roland Barthes’s claim of “The Death of the Author.”!® The author may
have died, but his influence cannot be completely erased, in the sense that we
presume there must be an author behind any text.!! To proclaim that the
power of the text is mighty and the surplus of meaning is indefinite is by no
means difficult, if we are complacent enough to pass all the responsibility
to a certain kind of metaphysical order. At this point we will move on to
Hirsch to examine the role of “meaning” in hermeneutics, and in tum we
shall try to underscore the boundary of interpretation and note the
significance of the paradox of interpretation in Sino-Western comparative
hermeneutics. '

Hirsch’s Hermeneutics of Innocence Reconsidered

The most important point in Hirsch’s theory is the discrimination
between meaning and significance. In his Validity in Interpretation, Hirsch
defines meaning as “‘represented by a text” and “it is what the author meant
by his use of a particular sign sequence; it is what the signs represent.” On
the other hand, “‘significance names the relationship between that meaning
and a person, or a conception, or a situation, or indeed anything
imaginable.”’'?  Hirsch further points out in The Aims of Intempretation
that

At every point, the stable determinacy of meaning is being
defended, even when significance is under discussion, for without
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the stable determinacy of meaning there can be no knowledge
in interpretation, nor any knowledge in the many humanistic

disciplines based upon textual interpretation.”

Hirsch redefines meaning as referring to ‘“‘the whole verbal meaning of a
text,” and significance “to textual meaning in relation to a larger context.”*
Although Hirsch modifies his view in his recent article “Meaning and Signifi-
cance Reinterpreted” as follows, his very firm standpoint about the deter-
mined meaning in a text has not changed in the least:

In my earlier account, I argued that meaning, while not restricted
to what was going on in the author’s mind, was restricted to what
the author could have entertained at the time of composition. I
held that meaning was an affair of consciousness and that it could
contain nothing that was not implicitly part of the author’s
intentional object. . ..

My current views are more capacious than before, both because
I see new exemplifications as part of a self-identical meaning and
because I also consider minor conceptual adjustments to be part
of the selfsame meaning.'

Obviously Hirsch has extended the scope of meaning, yet he has not quite
eschewed the limitation warned of by Frank Lentricchia,

Much of the strength and weakness (and ambiguity) of Hirsch’s
hermeneutics rests, then, on his employment of Husserl’s austere
intentional theory of human consciousness. . . .

The power of Hirsch’s argument for validity in interpretation
depends, as we have seen, on the cogency of his dismissal of those
psychologistic and radically historicist theories that would ask
us to believe that intentional objects — like texts — can never be
stripped of the subjective accretions laid on them by the time-
ridden interpreter.'®

Hirsch’s obstinate clinging to “intention” merely limits his notion of
“meaning.”” However much he extends his scope, he cannot break away from
the chains of his narrow definition. Hirsch cites an example about going to
an office. He believes that one may go to one’s office by different routes,
but without amending the original intention of going to the office. One may
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not choose Route 29 but something else. Similarly, a hammer may be used
to pound in and pull out nails, but whether the nails are iron or brass, three-
penny or tenpenny, headed or headless, the intention will be fulfilled. Hirsch
then concludes that “there was a domain of fixity and a domain of
variability 7

It gives the impression that Hirsch is simply blurring the boundary
between meaning and significance. Worse still, he seems to let “meaning”
encroach on the domain of “significance,” arrogating to itself a right superior
to “significance.”” Hirsch compares the case of several routes so heavily
jammed that one at last chooses to go to the library rather than the office to
the “logical notion of the extension of a concept.”*® By this he means that
all the individual instances — past, present and future — are subsumed under
the concept. He simply treats different interpretations as an extension of
the “‘meaning.”” There is hardly any difference from his argument in his
Validity in Interpretation; the new statement being a mere “éxtension” of
the old one, to borrow his term.

Hoy has such a succinct criticism on Hirsch’s theory about “Intention”
that I need not repeat it here.’® Hirsch’s obstinacy on intention imprisons
him in the scope of definite meaning. It seems impossible for him to believe
that the intention of driving to the office may itself be indeterminable. This
leads conveniently to a blind spot in Hirsch’s hermeneutics: the paradox of
a writer when facing the limitation of language. In other words, the problem
is whether a hammer is able to pound in or pull out a nail or not
(for instance, when you intend to pound it in, the nail is actuaily pulled
out), but not about the nature of the nails. Hoy has already noted that

Several considerations are involved in the inference beyond the
text to an intending consciousness. The traditional notion of
intention involves a view whereby the meaning of what is to be
said exists before the actual saying. Thus the utterer attempts
to “express’ a meaning or thought, which in turn is what the
saying intends to say (although the actual utterance can fail
and say something different). In this view language is almost

always inadequate.?®

One can never leave out Lao Tzu’s famous dictum in considering the limita-
tion of language,
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The a0 that can be taoed is not the constant Tao,

The name that can be named is not the constant name.*

The Taoist incredulity of language may not be strange,.yet the Confucians
also share the same belief, by no means coincidently, in the saying that
“Writings cannot fully embody language and language cannot fully embody
the meaning”® It is apparent that the aporia arises from the paradox that
they all have to use language to convey their beliefs, as derided by Pai Chii-i,

“One who speaks does not know; one who knows is silent”,
This remark I have heard from the Old Master.

If you say the Old Master was one who knew,

Wherefore did he himself write his “5000 words?”’®

The Western tradition, albeit famous for transcendence, also discredits
the ability of language at many points. Stephane Mallarmé once wrote to his
friend,

But we are all failures, Mauclair! How can one be otherwise,
when we measure our finiteness against inﬁnity.24

In modern theories, language begins to speak by itself. For instance, Heideg-
ger makes an ontological claim about language,

Language speaks. Its speaking bids the difference to come which
expropriates world and things into the simple onefold of their
intimacy,25

He further claims that “language is the house of Being.”?® Here we can
realize that language may transgress the utterer’s control, and the surplus of
meaning greatly complicates the interpretation of a text to an extent hardly
imaginable in Hirsch’s sense. Let me cite Hirsch’s example to illustrate my
point. I would say on our way back to the office, we are not able to choose
the route as we wish. The destination, be it the office or the library, seems
no longer to be in the driver’s control. Likewise, we do not know whether
we can express what we want to express. We may thus say that the intention
may not be achieved since it is interrelated with the action in a complex
process. To claim that a certain intention will create a certain result would
be far from apposite, if not totally misleading, with respect to the production
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of meaning.

If we adopt Derrida’s decentering, it will be apparent that Hirsch’s-
emphasis on meaning can hardly stand. According to Hirsch’s discrimination,
in a text the meaning must precede its significance. We may, however, over-
rule such a claim in reading many poems and criticism. In classical Chinese
poetry, the meaning is often the significance in Hirsch’s sense. The late
professor James Liu raises an interesting example of Li Pai’s “Question. and
Answer in the Mountains,”

You ask me why I nestle among the green mountains,
I smile without answering, my mind, by itself, at ease.
Peach blossoms on flowing water are going far away,
There’s another cosmos, not the human world.?’

This kind of “non-sequitur’” does not directly answer the question, and it can
thus free itself from’ the limitation of the question. Here the “meaning”
of the answer seems to depend upon the “significance” of the question.
Wai-lim Yip writes on this point with reference to the Taoist epistemology of
yen wu yen. In Zen Chung’s kung-an,

“How to get the essence of Buddha’s way?”
Wind-gate replies, “When Spring comes, grass

spontaneously grasses.” (Translation mine.)

Wai-lim Yip claims that although the answer does not answer the question,
“When Spring comes, grass spontaneously grasses” is already the order of
Nature, the Buddha’s Way.?® At this point we can realize that Yip is insisting
on the ““Order of Nature™ as an answer as he takes great pains to re-create
the ingenuous world prior to language and reason. Anyhow, in these poems
and kung-an, the “meaning” is obviously not limited to those represented
by the signs, as Hirsch believes.

In these instances, the poets are creating a lot of “spots of in- .
determinacy,” to borrow Roman Ingarden’s term. Ingarden differentiates
two kinds of “spots of indeterminacy” in his theory, the first being
“concealed by aspects held in readiness which are predetermined by the wits
of meaning and are actualized by the reader as he reads” and in the other

the reader usually goes beyond what is simply presented by the
text and in various aspects completes the represented objectives,
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so that at least some spots of indeterminacy are removed and are
frequently replaced by determinateness. . . that are not in agree-

ment with the positively determined objective.?

The first “spot of indeterminacy” represents the “meaning behind
language,” which is purely rhetorical, but the latter tends to represent what
Yen Yu calls yen yu chin i wu chiung EH#EES (language is exhausted,
but the significance is infinite). T.S. Eliot’s concept of “objective correla-
tive” is at most the first kind of “spots of indeterminacy,” using an object
to represent the meaning. There is no contradiction with Hirsch’s theory.
However, in 1i Pai’s poem or the Kung-an mentioned above, the meaning is
not merely implied by “language.” The signification is pointing outward to
a different level of discourse, creating the second kind of “spots of indeter-
minacy,” a kind of significance beyond language. It seems that Stanley
Cavell’s question, “Must We Mean What We Say?” and David Hoy’s one,
“Must We Say What We Mean?’*® can be treated as one, that to mean and
to say may melt into one term. Saying and meaning may not have a center,
that is to say, it is not a must that saying precedes meaning, nor vice-versa.

Wolfgang Iser has pointed out the two major drawbacks in Ingarden’s
theory,

First, he is unable to accept the possibility that a work may be
concretized in different, equally valid ways; and second, because
of this blind spot he overlooks the fact that the reception of
many works of art would be simply blocked if, they could only
be concretized according to the norms of classical aesthetics. 3

In the classical Chinese tradition, poets would accept the fact that “a work
may be concretized in different, equally valid ways.”” For instance, Liu Hsieh
points out in the “T’ung-pien” &% chapter in Wen-hsin tiao-lung T BEEE
that norms are always changing,

If it changes, it will endure; if it adapts itself to the changing
trade, it will lack nothing. Success will be his who follows the
changing times, and he will have no need of fear if he can take

advantages of his opportunites.3?

Meanwhile, Su Shih also writes,
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If, in writing poetry, you insist it must be this poem,
Then certainly you’re not one who understands poetry.®

So to speak, the meaning of the author, even if it be possible to extend it in
Hirsch’s sense, will undergo a metamorphosis in the text to break away from
the chains of the signs.

Indeed to find a loophole in Hirsch’s theory is not that difficult, but
[ am not trying to be captious in noting the shortcomings of his theory. But
rather, on the one hand, I aim at highlighting the drawback of the meaning-
significance theory, and on the other, at delineating the limitation of inter-
pretation. I believe that “innocence,” if I am to borrow Lentricchia’s term
in describing Hirsch, may be a determining factor in any type of interpreta-
tion. “As a theorist who speaks unapologetically for rational values, E.D.
Hirsch stands pretty much by himself in the landscape of contemporary
critical theory” I begin with Hirsch in my discussion of hermeneutics
mainly because of his position against the common sceptical attitude toward
interpretation in the contemporary scene. Hirsch’s complaint in The Aims of
Interpretation does hit the head of the nail and has sounded the alarm of the
paradox of the radical side of the contemporary scene.

Scholars are right to feel indignant toward those learned writers
who deliberately exploit the institutions of scholarship — even
down to its punctilious conventions like footnotes and quotations
— to deny the whole point of the institution of scholarship, to
deny, that is, the possibility of knowledge. It is ethically incon-
sistent to batten on institutions whose very foundations one
attacks. It is logically inconsistent to write scholarly books which
argue that there’s no point in writing scholarly books.

The Paradox in Heidegger's Hermeneutics

In analyzing Gadamer’s hermeneutics, Hirsch points out the differ-
ence between Gadamer and himself,

The chief divergence is that Gadamer argues for the neces-
sity of differentness of meaning, and I for the pos51b1hty of
sameness of meaning, in different application of a text.?

Ever since Heideggers effort in exorcising the metaphysical spirit out of
Western philosophy, the role of the traditional view of understanding — to
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seek truth — has begun to topple. Heidegger openly admits the “thrownness”
of human beings, and so human understanding must be deeply rooted in one’s
“situatedness.” In his monumental Being and Time, Heidegger lays down the
three decisive factors of interpretation: Vorhabe (fore-having), Vorsicht
(foresight) and Vorgriff (fore-conception).’” So to speak, understanding is
no longer originated from the subject, but rather from the “pre-under-
standing” which is made up with the “fore-structure.”” Gadamer further
extends his point to Voruteile (prejudice), insisting on the fact that only
prejudice can make interpretation possible.>® This “pre-understanding” must
be rooted in the “situatedness” of the interpreter, the “situatedness” being
pre-determined by culture, history, language and other factors. Thus in the
view of phenomenological hermeneuticists like Heidegger and Gadamer,
different situations will lead to different interpretations — it is hardly
possible, even if necessary, to seize the original meaning.

Heidegger also holds that “‘all interpretations are based on under-
standing,” and interpretation is “‘the understanding expressed through the
medium of language.”® Due to this, Heidegger goes on to claim that it is
not the “self” who interprets, but rather, language speaks, and the truth —
the being of Being — can be conceived amidst the speaking. Hoy, on the
other hand, has been perspicacious in noting that Heidegger’s inquiry into the
modern philosophical tradition and technological society merely aims at
“expounding that a better tradition in the good old days has been concealed
and then disappeared.”® In fact, Heidegger’s emphasis on “Being” in his
interpretation is deeply rooted in the ‘‘situatedness” of himself. The
“thrownness” of the interpreter situates the interpreter in the historicity of
the structure of Western metaphysics. One can hardly gainsay the fact that
when we interpret Heidegger, it is inevtiable to go back to Kant, and Heideg-
ger's study on Kant is completely different from the work of Neo-Kantians
such as Cassirer. Let alone the question whether Kant’s theory is essentially
“‘existential epistemology” as Heidegger would claim, Heidegger’s Existen-
tialism is deeply rooted in his own interpretation of Kant. His interpretation
derived from the interpretation of Kant is in turn deeply rooted in
Heidegger’s own interpretation of Dasein (Being-there). This interpretation
will inevitably influence his interpretation of Being, which will in
tum profoundly influence our interpretation of being.

If we are to look at Heidegger's followers, we shall realize that in their
interpretations Heidegger advocates the destruction of the Western thinking
which does not pay due emphasis on “Being,” and Heidegger aims at the
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return to the Being itself. The influence of this advocation of Heidegger’s
can be seen in many criticial theories after him. Obviously enough, Paul
Bove utilizes this point of Heidegger to buiid up his Destructive Poetics.
However, if Heidegger's idea is as simple as a mere return to the “Being,”
it will not be able to exhibit such a significance which influences Bove’s
theory, and the theory that Bove studies. It is apparent that Heidegger’s
theory has been utilized. In other words, “situatedness” becomes a mere
access to another theory. But the interpretation of the “situatedness” should
be rooted in its own “situatedness.” Such a paradox would conveniently
follow: in facing one’s own “thrownness,” the “situatedness” of the Dasein
is inevitably thrown into the interpretation of the predecessor and the inter-
pretation of the successor.

Heidegger believes that the characteristic Being in a certain situation is
determined by the future:

Only in so far as Dasein is as an “l-am-having-been,” can Dasein
come towards itself futurally in such a way that it comes back.
As authentically futural, Dasein is authentically as “having-been.”
Anticipation of one’s uttermost and ownmost possibility is
coming back understandingly to one’s ownmost “been.” Only
so far as it is futural can Dasein be authentically as having been.
the characteristic of “having-been” arises, in a certain way, from

the future.¥

Ironically, the interpretation of this concept is articulated in the interpreta-
tion of Heidegger’s followers on Heidegger. In other words, the “Being” of
Heidegger(’s theory) is also determined by the future. Therefore, the
Vorhabe, Vorsicht and Vorgriff in Heidegger’s sense are also rooted in the
“future” of his theory, that is to say, the “not-yet-interpreting” of the future
interpreter.

The most important notion of Heidegger’s hermeneutics, then, is not able
to remain in its own “situatedness;” on the contrary, it is left in an endless
intertextual situation in time. The historicity of history is its temporality.
Indeed being and time is inseparable, but in the abyss of history, it is rather
doubtful if it is possible to relate the question of pre-understanding to the
ontological search for the meaning of existence. Pre-understanding may be
originated from “Being,” but in the process of understanding, there arises a
split to make the interpretation endlessly separate from the Being and get
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locked in an endless and historically intertextual situation. This “pre-under-
standing,” ironically enough, becomes another object of interpretation of
another Being, and this can no longer return back to the Being itself, since
“pre-understanding” has become an object of understanding. “Pre-under-
standing” also depends on ‘“‘post-understanding” in this sense. When the
“pre-understanding” cannot return to the “Being,” it would become a kind of
“post-understanding,” that is to say, returning from the future to the
“having-been,” and thus, to a certain extent the “understanding” is freed
from its own “‘situatedness.” Heidegger once criticizes Nietschze’s blindness
to the proximity of Nietschze’s own metaphysics to Anaximander’s.*> Hoy
has already noted that the Anaximander fragment is “now part of an intricate
web of readings or of what has recently been called ‘intertextuality”” (My
stress).® Heidegger’s interpretation is limited by his own “situatedness” —
the destruction of Western metaphysics, and thus becomes prejudiced against
Nietschze’s interpretation and calls it metaphysical. In Heidegger’s hermeneu-
tics, prejudice is granted a license, but the point is that this license simply
bans all metaphysics. If limited to Heidegger’s own interpretation, this
“situatedness” is indeed valid. However, now in Hoy’s interpretation Heideg-
ger’s destruction of metaphysics has formed a kind of “intertextuality” with
Nietschze’s so-called “metaphysics.” In this intertextual hermeneutic
situation, it confirms the validity and accuracy of the interpretation of the
Anaximander’s fragment at that time. In view of that particular interpreta-
tion at that particular time, once again the interpretation falls back to
Hirsch’s “hermeneutics of innocence,”*  confirming the validity of that
interpretation in that situation.

Hoy has successfully underscored the limitation of hermeneutics after
Heidegger,

. when hermeneutics insists that the tradition (Wirkungs-
geschichte) inevitably influences the understanding and interpre-
tation of art works, it does not question sufficiently the tradition-
al metaphysical assumptions built into the very concept of art

work and tradition.®

Derrida also argues against Heidegger by contending that “‘insofar as
Heidegger asks about the essence of truth or the meaning of Being, he still
speaks the language of metaphysics which looks upon meaning as something
pre-existing that is to be discovered.”® Meanwhile, Gadamer also points out
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that the late Heidegger “developed his special quasipoetical language in order
to escape the language of metaphysics.”*  Such a “quasipoetical” language
calls for “understanding” which leads to a very complicated issue: a critical
theory which teacheg others how to interpret deliberately employs a language
which needs to be interpreted. These questions will then follow: How to
interpret? By following the ways outlined in the theory? Is it possible for
the readers to grasp the “meaning” of the theory? If so, does that “valid”
meaning transgress the rules laid down by the theory itself? Or if the
meaning is valid without contradiction with the theory itself, does Hirsch’s
hermeneutics simultaneously stand? So to speak, are we doing Hirsch’s
so-called “Hermeneutics of Innocence” justice? Heidegger’s definition of
interpretation as “‘as-structure” that takes something as something must also
rely upon the “valid” meaning of the something that the interpreter takes.

I begin with Hirsch and then move onto Heidegger. Although there is
hardly any similarity between their hermeneutics, it seems that they agree
on one thing: the necessity of interpretation. Iaim not at pointing out the
paradox in each of their hermeneutics, but at bringing out the necessity of
paradox in hermeneutics. Be we interested in critical theory or not, critical
theory does encroach onto the realm of the literary text. Here I would agree
with what Derrida quotes from Montaigne, “It’s more important to interpret
interpretations than to interpret things.”*® But once interpretations (or
theories) are interpreted by others, in the meta-commentary will there be
similar ambiguities, or to borrow Geoffrey Hartman’s term, enchantment in
a text?

The problem that we confront here should be the problem of textuality,
for both primary text and secondary commentary, and even meta-commen-
tary exhibit enchantment. Here I would not try to argue whether a critic is
the host or the parasite, as Hillis Miller has done, but rather I would aim at
highlighting the role of a critic in the interpretation of interpretations from
a comparative point of view. When we talk about a comparative point of
view, it is at once apparent that it has to do with two or more kinds of
discourse.

In his “Reading the Other Reading,” Liao Ping-hui states that Chang
Lung-hsi and Ut Liebman Schaub share a similar point that “Oriental thought
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provides an occasion for the Occidental critic to see things in a different
light,” although the two critics collide in the point that Chang “insists on a
unique Chinese cultural integrity that makes it inaccessible to the Occident”
whereas Schaub ““is more willing to see Foucault as a sympathetic reader, who
actually learns from Oriental systems of thought.”*® The very problematic
point lies in the chance for the Occidental to see things in a different light.
To borrow Edward Said’s argument in his Orientalissn, we would see that the
Orient is something that the critic creates; that is to say, to see something
" one wishes to see according to the “Will to Power” in the Nietszchean tradi-
tion. Liao has also sounded the alarm not to *“confuse the Orient Foucault
~refers to with the Orient Schaub shows as significant to Foucault.”*® By
using Lyotard’s theory, Liao also notes that “The Oriental systems of thought
that Schaub finds important to our understanding of Foucault can be an
‘absence’ that Schaub wants to make significant as a ‘presence.”””®' From this
we can detect a trace of paradox. Through his interpretation, Liao tries
to say that the Orient that Schaub shows as significant to Foucault may
be different from the Orient that Foucault refers to. However, if we push
the issue into another level of discourse, we may not be surprised to see
that the Orients (Schaub’s and Foucault’s), in Liao’s text (or meta-com-
mentary) may also be different from the Orients in Schaub’s and Foucault’s
own texts.

Liao should be well aware of this and he quotes Foucault again to
unravel the puzzle, or to ease the embarrassment,

The philosopher must be sufficiently perverse to play the game of
truth and error badly, this perversity, which operates in para-

doxes, allows him to escape the grasp of categories.>

Liao further states that “one should not forget that Foucault is deploying
a modernist rheotorical strategy to persist in perversity and to make a
difference.”®® Modern criticisms, in particular deconstructive ones, give birth
to another piece of writing, a criticism of work and a criticism of itself,
putting criticism on a par with creation, or as Hartman would say,

I think the intellectual effort is always against enchantment, but
that doesn’t mean that every enchantment must be rigidly
resisted, as a matter of Superman-like honor. Then the cure is
worse than the disease.®*
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Hartman’s insistence on enchantment in the text leads his theory to a
“hermeneutics of indeterminacy” that “proposes a type of analysis that has
renounced the ambition to master or demystify its subject (text, psyche)
by technocratic, predictive or authoritarian formulas.”>® When criticism is
put on a par with creation, the problem of textuality will be heightened,
and in that sense a critical commentary is inevtiably a piece of “double
“writing,” as in Foucault’s case. Said has a lucid account of this kind of
“double-writing”:

The text [critical commentary] intended first to describe (by
representing) the texts he [Foucault] studies, as discourse,
archive, statements, and the rest, then later to present a new
text, his own, doing and saying what those other ‘invisible’

texts have repressed, doing and saying what no one will say and
do.%¢

Every text, then, is not limited to one level of discourse. The text simply
systematically wraps up the levels of the double-writing and pretends to be
a harmonious whole. The “invisible” interstices between the double writing
is the place where textuality generates its paradox. Modern rhetoric may
well disguise the difference of the Orients we mentioned earlier in Liao Ping-
hui’s essay, but amidst the rhetoric there inevtiably lie some interstices which
will become particularly important when we juxtapose two cultural systems
to be compared. Now let us zoom in at the interstices by using a “text”
to make a meta-commentary on a commentary by adopting the method
that a commentary uses in analyzing a text. In the traditional sense, a critic
would use terms and concepts, such as metaphor or the Formalist’s defami-
liarization, to “analyze” a text. The hermeneutic action may also point back
to the commentary itself, that is to say, to use the concepts that a secondary
commentary uses to analyze a primary text to “‘analyze” a commentary.
Hayden White has proposed “meta-history” in a similar sense.’’ In White’s
views, a historian is no different from a poet in the sense that they are using
tropes to present a pre-conceived category. Ironically enough, White’s own
text becomes a text that is to be interpreted. It would be very natural for
us to add meta-commentary to White’s commentary on history. However,
if we see the case in a different light by cutting the linear adding up of
meta-commentaries, we may see that this kind of “supplement”®® does not
mean anything, but merely gathers status and history to secure its authority,
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as Said claims.

The meta-commentary does not necessarily demystify a text; at times
even contrary to common belief among theorists it mystifies a text. If we
adopt a reflexive way of pointing the hermeneutic action back to the meta-
text itself, we would hopefully be able to detect the enchantment that a
commentary brings, and then examine the ways how this enchantment
secures the role of a commentary and disguises the interstices between the’
two levels of double writing, in turn germinating the power of the dominating
culture over the culture being “compared.”

In a critical work the name of critics have become metaphors for critical
concepts when criticism becomes something like a creative work. Alongside
post-structuralist intertextuality there seems to come a kind of “intercriti-
cality.” Criticism has been developed into such a web of meaning inter-
influencing itself that one can hardly get a determined meaning, if not void
of any argument at all, in a critical text operated in the highly celebrated
Derridean différance. An argument, however insightful, gets locked in the
différance, deferred from one critic that the criticism addresses to the other,
and differed in the sense of the ever different interpretations of that parti-
cular critic.

Derrida says, “There is nothing outside the text” whereas Harold Bloom
would claim, “There are no texts; there are only ourselves.”>® At first glance,
by no means will these two statements be simultaneously sustained. How-
ever, | would say the critic can use his rhetoric — or the names of critics will
act as a kind of rhetoric — to connect these two statements and thus under-
score the very essence of criticism nowadays. “Metaphor’” has long been
considered to be the main device to generate the “surplus of meaning,” in
Ricoeur’s words. In fact, the richness of meaning is the factor that
constitutes the essence of literature, as widely believed by critics, myself
included. In particular, with the rise of modern hermeneutics, the Heideg-
gerean and Gadamerian tradition would grant “prejudice” the license to
snatch from the author his or her dominating role.

Whenever there is indeterminacy about the meaning in a text, then, one
can bridge the gap between the text and ourselves by using a “critic,” as
easily as to use a vehicle to convey a tenor. Lacan would say our ego will
not be able to penetrate the id, and this barrier guarantees the Derridean
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différance between the signifier and the signified. Would that eternal
deferring cause the Ricoeurian “‘deferred reference” in a text? Said scorns
Ricoeur’s view as letting textuality and “worldliness” play a game of musical
chairs by intercepting and replacing the other.”®® Anyway, the one who won
the musical chair, evidently but surprisingly, is not the worldliness of the
critic, but the critic himself. Ricoeur might have forgotten the fact that the
one who intercepts the text should be the critic carrying “worldliness,” but
not the critic-interpreter’s head presumably without “worldliness.” However,
Said also forgets in his relating the text and the “worldliness” he has to use
various “critics” as “‘metaphors.” In other words, Said, in discussing the role
ot a critic, forgets that he himself has already assumed the role of relating
metaphorically his text, his own role, other critics and other texts.

The meaning, back to Hirsch again, would be definite and the
significance may be related to anything imparted to the readers. Then the
meaning of a text must be locked in a text, yet the significance is outside the
text. Who else is the one to unite the otherwise detached, like the ego and
id in Lacanian theory, meaning and significance? Not the text, but the critic/
reader. One would claim that the metaphor probes into the significance of
the reader, but once when we talk about how the metaphor works, we would
use LA, Richards’s ‘“‘vehicle” and ‘““tenor” as a vehicle to reach the tenor.
Or else one may choose Jakobson’s metaphorical and metonymical poles to
project the critical function from the axis of selection to the axis of com-
bination. Still one may use Ricoeur’s theory of “metaphor and symbol,”
but a Ricoeurian “meaning” is as “‘metaphorical”’ as a Jakobsonian one, and
the “‘metaphoricity” seems to make the readers forget that their meaning will
be deferred, differed and enkindling ‘‘significance” instead of ‘“meaning”
in their commentaries.

Now-let us move onto an analysis of a critic’s work and a meta-critic’s
work to see how the surplus of meaning is on the one hand suppressed, and
on the other liberated, and from the interrelation of the two to see how the
metaphoricity, to borrow Ricoeur’s term, functions to consolidate both the
critic’s critique and the critique on the critic, in turn seemingly fusing the two
levels of double writing together to form a seemingly “organic” whole.
Gadamer has noted that there is a methodological advantage to make the
inner relation of interpretation and text clear," but I would rather think the
critic is the one situated between the text and interpretation, making the
inner relation apparently lucid, but forever enchanted. So it would be neces-
sary to consider the role of the critic in this sense.
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The essay selected is Said’s “The Problem of Textuality: Two
Exemplary Positions” which is later revised and collected in his prize-winning
The World, The Text, and The (ritic, as the chapter “Criticism Between
Culture and System.” By detecting the role played by Said, a critic, we hope
. to shed light on the paradox of textuality (the paradox between the two
levels of double writing) and see how the paradox is successfully dissimulated.
I have also to state that I am not trying to ““deconstruct” the text in a Derri-
dean way. I take for granted at this stage that a text may inevitably trans-
gress the rules that it lays down for itself, since in pointing out the self-
deconstructive nature of a text, there will not but be another kind of “meta-
physics.””  As Said has commented on Derrida, “Although Derrida may not
be responsible, the dissemination power of his text forms a new “me-
taphysics.”® The interesting point here lies in the fact that Said is saying
that “of course Derrida is not responsible.” Obviously enough, if Derrida is
responsible for such an accusation, it is not the dissemination power of the
text that is to be blamed. Paradoxically enough, without Said the critic
commenting on Derrida, Derrida’s dissemination would not have been able to
be disseminated in this aspect: to gather status and form a new
“metaphysics.” The textuality of Said’s comment on Derrida silently gives
the impression that Derrida is responsible, although Said tries to claim that
Derrida is not. When Said explains Derrida, he himself states that ““when
reading a given text traditionally a critic will respect its supposed stability
and securely reproduce that stability in a critical commentary.”%® Here Said
is apparently not a ‘“‘traditional” critic. He is trying to make something more
than the reproduction of the stability in Derrida’s text. He encroaches onto
Derrida’s textuality. On the one hand Derrida keeps on trying to show that
“far from criticism being able to account for everything by a doubling or
duplicating representation, there is always something that escapes,” on the
other Said’s commentary on Derrida tends to grasp those elements which try
to escape from Derrida’s text. No wonder Said says, “the text commands
and indeed permits, invents all the misinterpretations and misreadings which
are functions of itself.”® Said the critic here acts like the middle man who
holds the two levels of writing by his hands, not letting either one fall apart
or dominate the other.

Said further secures his own role when he mentions that Derrida chooses
Levi-Strauss and Foucault with “what seems to be a fairly straightforward
polemical goal in mind.” It’s rather ironic that through this “principle of
selection,” to borrow Jakobson’s term, Derrida is selecting something in
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favour of his own polemical goal. So there is no explanation why Derrida
calls the Age of Rousseau the Age of Rousseau, but not the Age of Condillac;
the mechanic of this kind of selection is just the same as that of Robert
Burns’ calling his love a red, red rose instead of anything else. The selection
with an eye to a polemical goal implicitly reinstates Said’s idea that he men-
tions elsewhere; knowledge is contentious. Here Said is again adopting the
method of Derrida: selecting Derrida’s selection for the sake of his own
polemical goal. Perhaps different from the poetic function in Jabobson’s
sense, the critical function projects from the axis of selection to another
person’s axis of selection. Said, living in a glass-house, still throws stones.
But Said’s act of throwing stones is definitely an art.

Said’s analysis of Derrida continues to insist that “Derrida’s work has had
and continues perforce to have a cumulative effect on him”% (original
stress). This view of Said grants a license to the extratextual power to
Derrida’s work by adding a cumulative effect outside the text, and this
extratextual power will influence, if not dominate, the intratextual concern
of Derrida. Although Derrida tries to place the emphasis on the textuality
itself, his text will inevitably be changed by the “cumulative effect” on him.
‘That is why Said claims that more and more Derridean terms, such as
“supplement,” gather status and history. But Said seems to have overlooked,
perhaps deliberately, that the name “Derrida,” and even “Said,” gathers
status and history through their criticisms as well.

Said’s effort in noting the extratextual significance to Derrida’s work
leads conveniently to his inclination to Foucault’s theory, which Said himself
believes to be moving the readers ““in and out of the text.”” Said clearly states

3, &6

Foucault’s “perspicacity” over Derrida:

Foucault is not only able to show very polemically that on one
crucial point Derrida has apparently misread Descartes by
employing a French translation that adds words not present in
Descartes’ Latin original, he is also able apparently to “prove”
that Derrida’s whole argument about Descartes is wrong, even
capricious. Why? Because, true to his method and not to the
text’s semantic sedimentation, Derrida insists on trying to prove
that Foucault’s thesis about Descartes, in which Descartes
separated folly from dreaming, was really not that at all but an
argument about how dreams were more extravagant even than
folly, folly being but a weak instance of dreaming, %
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The issue is getting more complicated. The textuality undergoes a couple
of levels of discourse. From Descartes to Derrida, to Foucault, to Said, and
eventually to here. Applying Liao Ping-hui’s and Lyotard’s points that we
have discussed earlier, Foucault is saying that the Descartes that Derrida
depicts is not the real Descartes. The Derrida Foucault mentions in his own
discourse may also be different, however, from the Derrida Said mentions.
So Said here seems to commit the same error as Schaub, “collapsing the
distinction between levels of discourse.”®” Said no longer observes the fact
that “‘a text commands and indeed permits, invents all the misinterpretations
and misreadings which are functions of itself.” Quite the contrary, he insists
on the real Descartes at this point.

Here let us contrast the “wrong” or even “capricious” argument of
Derrida on Descartes with Confucius’™ misinterpretation of the line ssu
wu hsiech BEF . James Liu argues that Confucius is using “‘the same
words to mean something different” and Liu’s carefree attitude that “one
need neither be embarassed nor shocked” demonstrates a typical difference
between a characteristic Chinese critic and a Western trained one. Liu
believes that “Confucius was interested not in interpreting the Book of
Poetry but in borrowing words from it to suit his own purposes,” whereas
Said insists on the “wrong” way of Derrida in being true to his method and
not to the text’s semantic sedimentation, although he still believes that
knowledge is contentious.

Said’s commentary thus exhibits in itself the power of discourse that
Foucault points out elsewhere; to borrow Said’s own words here, this is a
discourse that “hid the systematic rules of its formulation and its concrete
affiliations with power.”®® When Said postulates that “between the power of
the dominant culture, on the one hand, and the impersonal system of
disciplines and methods (savoirs), on the other, stands the critic,”®® Said
must have taken for granted a kind of ability by which he himself being a
critic can negate his own identity. Said is perfectly right in saying that “each
discourse, each language — of psychiatry, psychology, criticism, history — is
to some degree a jargon, but it is also a language of control and a set of
institutions within the culture which it constitutes as its special domain,””
but he must have been putting too little, if any, emphasis on the role of the
critic here. This leads to a confusion: on the one hand Said stresses.the
importance of the “worldliness” of a text and on the other he situates the
critic between the dominant culture and impersonal methods. In such a
model it would seem easy to have impersonal methods freed from any power
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of the dominant culture as long as the critic is cautious and aware of the
problem. Said does not mention anything about the interstices between the
two levels of double writing. The significance of the textuality of a commen-
tary or a meta-commentary is systematically hidden between the two levels
of discourse and the critic is the one who liberates the power of textuality.
Due to the different levels of discourse, inevitably there is paradox. A
critic is not an arbiter, however; he simply uses “the language of control,”
such as names, jargons and quotations to disguise or displace the paradox.
Whenever there is paradox of textuality, the dominant/West would be able to
appropriate that paradox by metaphorically displacing it in a homogeneous
intertextual web of a dominant/Western hermeneutic system. In a compara-
tive discourse, therefore, paradox will become the power of the dominant’s
textuality.

Here 1 have to go back to the Chinese critic, James Liu, for further
discussion. Liu concludes after his discussion of the paradox of interpreta-
tion that “interpretation is ultimately bound to move perpetually between
the impossibility of perfect understanding and the necessity for imperfect
explication, just as poetry is bound to move perpetually between the voice
of silence and the silence of the void.”” Here Liu is bound by the discri-
mination of criticism and creation. In reading Foucault’s and Derrida’s
works, for instance, Said would wonder why criticism of the sort is not a
branch of belle lettres. In this line of argument, the art of quotations is no
less creative than a metaphor operated according to the principle of selection.
Very often, the art of quotations works by using the “metaphoricity” of the
quotations to defamiliarize our understanding, making us forget the paradox
generated among different levels of discourse mentioned above.

When the boundary between criticism and poetry diminishes, however,
the paradox of interpretation also demonstrates another paradox: the
paradox of textuality. In fact, to use Liu’s concept, the paradox of interpre-
tation does not intercept the necessity of explication, even if it is imperfect.
Of course, no one can hope to have “perfect” explication, but every
imperfect explication will simply add to the pluralistic tendency of academic
learning. In fact, imperfect explication will also be imperfectly explicated
again by another critic. However, imperfect explications of imperfect
explications may not be farther away from the perfect explication of the
original text. In a sense, the impossibility of perfect understanding becomes
a mere excuse for the sake of finding an excuse. When perfect understanding
is already a metaphysical “full-presence,” we should go back to the inter-
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pretation itself to examine how this metaphysical being of perfect under-
standing as an excuse is systematically legitimatized in interpretations, rather
than using a mere tropological displacement to move interpretation between
whatever poles. The importance of textuality should cover both poetry and
interpretation in Liu’s sense.

The reason I am quoting Liu is that he tends to believe that “the fusion
of cultural horizons is both possible and necessary” although he also notes
that “paradoxically, by becoming aware of the unspoken presuppositions as
well as consciously held beliefs of one culture, a person may hope to
transcend them and understand those of another culture.”” In Gadamer’s
case, the “fusion of horizons” refers to the overcoming of the “foreign”
elements in a text by the interpreter.” In a comparative discourse, however,
tension between the horizons of the text and the reader may not be dissolved,
unless the foreign elements are appropriated by the critic, inevitably over-
whelmed by the dominant culture. Strangely enough, Liu’s view bears a
curious resemblance to Said’s view in a more recent essay “‘Orientalism
Reconsidered,”’

A need for greater crossing of boundaries, for greater intervening
in cross-disciplinary activity, a concentrated awareness of the

situation.”

Anyway, Liu’s “hope” and Said’s “need” would not but become another
powerful discourse which suppresses the suppressed culture by the power
generated by the rhetoric of textuality of the dominant critical tradition.

I begin this paper by showing the two positions of modern hermeneutics,
and note the paradoxes in both of them. Then I move on to the two
positions of reading the Other (Chang Lunghsi’s and Schaub’s), and Liao
Ping-hui’s paradoxical reading on them. Then I go into the two positions of
textuality, Foucault and Derrida, through the eyes of Said and the paradox
between Foucault and Derrida and the paradox of Said in commenting on
them. After all, I aim at delineating the problem of textuality and the appli-
cation of this textuality in Sino-Western comparative literature. I have always
been confident that a Chinese hermeneutics is essential. Yet I also believe
that the suppression from the dominant discourse will never let the
suppressed speak in its own voice for itself. Here an ethnocentric approach
may decenter the hierarchy invisibly placed by the power of the textuality
exhibited in the dominant discourse. A so-called “re-oriented” look on our
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tradition is hardly feasible. Such a re-oriented look is simply a duplication of
Orientalism; “If the knowledge of Orientalism has any meaning, it is in being
a reminder of the seductive degeneration of knowledge, of any knowledge,
anywhere, at any time.””® Said’s most contributive remark in his
“Orientalism Reconsidered” is that “a much sharpened sense of the intel-
lectual’s role both in the defining of a context and in changing it is
essential.””®

The most ironical point seems to be seen in the phrase “a re-oriented
look.” The Orient is no longer the Orient, but an Orient that is re-oriented
by the Occident. Lyotard would say ‘““to name the-referent is not the same as
to show its presence;””” in the comparative sense, to use the voice of the
dominant discourse to name the Orient does not necessarily mean the
showing of the Orient, but it clearly dictates, regrettably, the alien Other’s
fate of being the suppressed.

To pursue a Sino-Western comparative poetics by adopting Wai-lim
Yip’s so-called ““trans-cultural” common poetics would seem ideal. But I
cannot hope to achieve such a goal after my analysis of the paradox
of textuality and its appropriation by the powerful discourse. Unless we
elevate the comparative level of discourse to include the problem of
textuality that both the Orient and Occident face, a trans-cultural applica-
tion, be that rapport or influence studies, would be another kind of
Orientalism.

Let me conclude by a story about a man selling weapons. He claims that
the spear that he is selling can pierce everything whereas the shield can foil
any weapon. In Chinese the term paradox arises from such a story where
spear is mao and shield fun, together making mao-fun (paradox).
However paradoxical the story sounds, the man possesses both the spear and
the shield. Others may be able to challenge the paradox, or to find out the
weakness of each, yet the spear and the shield were still possessed by the
man. Any effort to imitate the spear or the shield is futile as only those in
the man’s hand can possess that superior quality. The two, both in the
man’s hand, never have to be opposed to each other. Perhaps to win the
ownership, that is to say, the power of textuality, would be a way out. But
do not ask if it is paradoxical to say so. Paradox may be an art.

Liao Pinghui believes that “for genuine East-West dialogues, we must
see the cultural construction of the other as the product and process of
representation and self-representations that cannot be criticized or re-
constructed from the outside.””® Though it is perfectly sustained that it is
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impossible to criticize from = the outside, it is also very difficult to go into
the inside, as the so-called “center” would always be occupied by the critic,
the interpreter. Although in Fredric Jameson’s case, at the center one may
find the text itself,” the text seems only an interpretation of Jameson’s
postmodern view. The two poles of modern hermeneutics, faith and
suspicion, as argued by Ricoeur, would provide a hint in the building up of a
Chinese hermeneutical framework here.®® Ricoeur argues that

there is no general hermeneutics, no universal canon for exegesis,
but only disparate and opposed theories concerning the rules of
interpretation. The hermeneutic field . . . is internally at variance
with itself.®!

In facing the rampant critical theories, the Chinese critic would be forced
to stand between the power of the dominant culture and the impersonal
system of disciplines and methods provided by the dominant voice. One
needs to probe into the very center to demonstrate that both poles of
hermeneutics, faith and suspicion, are in fact products of the subjectivity of
the critic, and the subjectivity, together with the textuality, in turn form two
poles of a hermeneutics which is equally capable of taking a general and an
individual perspective, as Manfred Frank would say.® Unless one can
juxtapose the two cultures with the same level of discourse, one can hardly
speak in one’s own voice. If the marginalization of the Other by the
dominant is neglected, Bakhtin’s “heteroglossia” would only be a difference
of rerms of monologism in a critical text, as the rules laid down by the
dominant would systematically silence the voice of the oppressed. Chinese
hermeneutics, thus, has to take shape at the level of discourse where the
Western theories face their own disparity and opposed Other, that is to say,
paradox.
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Circle, and it seems to me that it only appears in the Chinese version translated by
the translator of the book.

David Couzens Hoy, “Must We Say What We Mean? The Grammatological Critique
of Hermeneutics,” in Brice R. Wachetrhauser ed. Hermeneutics and Modern Philo-
sophy (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1986), p. 398.

Ding Fubao T1EF, Hsit litai shih-hue BEFF{LEFES . Translation quoted from
James Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics (New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1988), p. 100.

Wailim Yip, Li-shih ch'uan-shih mei-hsien FES ~ {5#8 - 228 [History, Her
meneutics, Aesthetics] (Taipei: Tung-ta, 1988), p. 53. Translation mine.

Hsi Fukuan 183 , Chungkuo ishu ching-shen REBHFEM (Taipei:
Hsteh-sheng, 1965), p. 46. Translation mine.

See Roland Barthes, “The Death of the Author,” in his Image-Music-Text, trans.
Stephen Heath (London, 1977), pp. 142-148. Barthes believes that “it is language
which speaks, not the author.”

Foucault would say the death of the traditional notion of author referring to the
individual who writes the text will leave a space which we have to examine, and he
uses the concept of “author-function” to account for the gap left open by the
death of that author. See Foucault, “What is an Author?” in his Language,
Counter-Memory, Practice (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981), pp. 113—118

Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, p. 8.

Hirsch, The Aims of Interpretation (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1976), p. 1.

Hirsch, The Aims of Interpretation, p. 2.

Hirsch, “Meaning and Significance Reinterpreted,” Critical Inquiry, Vol 11
(1984-85), pp. 223-24. Hirsch still believes that the meaning in a text will not
change, and new exemplifications also belong to that meaning.

Frank Lentricchia, After the New Criticism (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1980), p. 271.

Hirsch, “Meaning and Significance Reinterpreted,” p. 206.

Hirsch, “Meaning and Significance Reinterpreted,” p. 207.

Refer to Hoy, “Validity and Author’s Intention: A Critique of E.D. Hirsch’s
Hermeneutics,” The Critical Circle, pp. 11-40.

Hoy, The Critical Circle, p. 36.

Kao Heng &% , Leo Tzu Cheng-ku ZT]EEh , (Beiiing: Chunghua shu-chi,
1956). Translation quoted from Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics, p. S.

My translation of shu pu chin yen, yen pu chin i ZREE,ELEE, inSun
Hsing-yen ?’?E{?T , Chou-i chi-chieh BBEM . Cf. James L1us translation,
“Writing does not exhaust words, words do not exhaust meaning.” in Language,
Paradox, Poetics, p. 25.

Pai Chi-i BAFES , “On Reading the Laozi” F#ET , translation quoted from
Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics, p. 7



368

24,
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31.

32.

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.

39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,

4.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

52.

53.

TAMKANG REVIEW, Vol. XXII, Nos. 1,2, 3, 4

Guy Michand, Mallarme, trnas. Marie Collins and Bertha Humez (New York, 1965).

Martin Heidegger, Poerry, Language, Thought, translated by Albert Hofstadter
(New York: Harper & Row, 1971), p. 210.

Refer to Martin Heidegger, On the Way to Language, trans. by Peter D. Hertz
(New York: Harper & Row, 1971).

Translation quoted from Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics, pp. 60-61.

Yip, Li-shih ch’'uan-shih mei-hsiteh, p. 154.

Roman Ingarden, Literary Work of Art (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1973), p. 252.

See David Couzens Hoy, “Must We Say What We Mean?” pp. 397-415.

Wolfgang Iser, The Act of Reading (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1980), p. 178.

Liu Hsieh, Wen-hsin tigo-lung, trans. Vincent Shih (Hongkong: Chinese University
Press, 1983), p. 325.

Su Shih, Tung p’o chi, ch. 16. Quoted from Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics, p. 81.

Lentricchia, After the New Criticism, p. 257.

Hirsch, The Aims of Interpretation, p. 2.

Hirsch, “‘Meaning and Significance Reinterpreted,” p. 214.

Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. J. Macquarie and Robinson (London:
SCM Press, 1962); Heidegger writes, “Whenever something is interpreted as some-
thing, the interpretation will be founded essentially upon fore-having, foresight and
fore-conception. An interpretation is never a presuppositionless apprehending of
something presented to us.”” See particularly the part on “Understanding and
Interpretation,” pp. 188-195.

HansGeorg Gadamer, Truth and Method (New York: Seabury, 1975), pp. 245-
274. See pp. 261-269 in particular.

See Heidegger, Being and Time, pp. 188-195.

Hoy, “Preface,” The Critical Circle p. 15. Translation mine.

See Heidegger, Being and Time, p..373.

Hoy, “Must We Say What We Mean?”” p. 397.

Hoy, “Must We Say What We Mean?” p. 397.

Refer to Lentricchia, After the New Criticism, pp. 257-280. Lentricchia criticizes
Hirsch hermeneutics as innocent in the chapter bearing the title “Hermeneutics
of Innocence.” .

Hoy, “Must We Say What We Mean?” p. 400.

See for instance Hans-Georg Gadamer, “Text and Interpretation,” Hermeneutics
and Modern Philosophy, p. 381.

Gadamer, “Text and Interpretation,” p. 381.

Jacques Derrdia, Writing and Difference, trans. by Alan Bass (Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1978), p. 278.

Liao Ping-hui, “Reading the Other Reading,” a paper presented in the Third
Colloquium, Committee of the International Comparative Literature Association,
on Concepts of Literary Theory East and West, 1990, p. 3.

Liao, p. 15.

Liao, p. 14. )

Michel T'oucault, Language, Counter-Memory Practice, p. 190. Quoted from Liao,
p.15.

Liao, p. 15.
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Quoted from Imre Salusinszky, Criticism in Society (New York and London:
Methuen, 1988), p. 75. This is cited as an epigraph of an interview with Hartman.
Geoffrey Hartman, Criticism in the Wilderness: The Study of Literature Today,
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980), p. 299.

Edward Said, “The Problem of Textuality: Two Exemplary Positions,”in Critical
Inquiry , 4 (1978), p. 676.

See Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in 19th Century
Europe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973) and The Content of
Form: Narrative Discourse & Historical Representation (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Unijversity press, 1987).

I am deliberately using this term with a Derridean overtone.

Quoted from an interview with Bloom, Salusinszky, p. 45.

Edward Said, The World, the Text, and the Critic (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1983), pp. 33-4. See also Paul Ricoeur, “What’s a Text? Explanation and
Interpretation,” in David Rasmussen, Mythic-Symbolic Language and Philosophical
Anthropology: A Constructive Interpretation of the Thought of Paul Ricoeur
(The Hague: Nijhoff, 1971), p. 138.

Hans-Georg Gadamer, “Text and Interpretation,” in Hermeneutics and Modern
Philosophy.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 682.

Said, ““The Problem of Textuality,” p. 682.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 688.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 699.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 701.

Liao, p. 14.

Said, ‘““The Problem of Textuality,” p. 706.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 701.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 708.

Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics, p. 119.

Liu, Language, Paradox, Poetics, p. 119.

Gadamer, ‘“‘Text and Interpretation,” p. 396.

Edward Said, “Orientalism Reconsidered,” in Francis Barker et. al, ed., Literature,
Politics and Theory (New York: Metheun, 1986), p. 229.

Said, “The Problem of Textuality,” p. 328.

Said, “Orientlism Reconsidered,” p. 229.

Jean-Francois Lyotard, The Differend: Phrases in Dispute, trans. George Vanden
Abbeele (Minneapolois: University of Minnesota Press, 1988), p. 42.

Liao, p. 15.

See David Shumway, “Jameson, Hermeneutics, Postmodernism,” in Postmoder-
nism/ Jameson/ Critique (Washington, DC: Maisonneuve Press, 1989) p. 175.
See Paul Ricoeur, “The Conflict of Interpretation,” in Freud and Philosophy:
An Essay on Interpretation, trans. by Denis Savage (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1970), pp. 26-7.

Ricoeur, ““The Conflicts of Interpretation,” p. 27.

Manfred Frank, What is Neo-Structuralism? (Minneapolis: Minnesota University
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