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Aretheartist うs intentionsrelevanttoclaimsaboutthemeaningofawork

ofart?Absoluteintentionalistsholdthataworkヲs meaningisequivalentto

whattheartistintended うwhile absoluteanti-intentionalistscontendthatinｭ

tentionsareneverrelevant. Betweentheseextremeslieanumberofmore

subtlepositions ,suchastheideathatsome ,butnotallintentionsarereleｭ
vanttocertainkindsofinterpretiveclaims.Theaccountsaremultipliedby

thedifferentassumptionsthatcanbemadeaboutthenatureandstatusof

intentionsandotherauthorialattitudesandactivities.Someintentionalists

haveinviewonlytheactualauthor 冶intentions うand thusworkwithoneof

severalpossibleunderstandingsofintentionalistpsychology.Othersdefend

intentionalismalongmoreorlessanti-realistlines ,speakingofdi 旺erent sorts
ofauthorialperson αe thatmaybeconstructed , postulated , hypothesizedうor
feignedbyinterpreters.Andsothedebatesurroundingintentionalisminits

multipleguisescontinues.1

ToparaphraseFrankRamsey(andperhapsKantandHegelaswell) う

whenopiniononatopichasbeenpolarizedforalongtime ぅsometimes it

isbestnottochoosesides. Instead ,weshouldattempttofindoutwhatis
wrongwiththequestionpeoplehavebeentryingtoanswer.Yetthequestion

concerningartists うintentions isagenuineone. Itis , moreoverぅa question
thathasimportantimplicationsfortheworldofthearts ,includingvarious
aspectsofrelatededucationalpractices.Italsoseemsthatvarioussidesin
thedebateoverintentionalismfindsomesupportinargumentsandexamples

thatarenotreadilydiscounted うso thatagenuinesolutionmustincorporate

theseinsights.Suchismygoalinwhatfollows.FirstIevokewhatItaketo

*AversionofthispaperwaspresentedattheInstituteforResearchinHumanities,
KyotoUniversity,June1996.Ithanktheparticipantsfortheircomments.Ialsothank
JerroldLevinsonforhelpfulcommentsonadraftofthispaper ,andthecuratorsofthe
DeLakenhalMuseum, Leiden,forprovidingareproductionofDavidBailly'spainting.
1 See, forexample ぅGary Iseminger, ed., Intention αnd Interpretαtioη (Philadelphia :

TempleUniversityPress, 1992);andGeorgeDickieandW.KentWilson,'TheIntenｭ
tionalFallacy:DefendingBeardsley', The]ourn αl ofAesthetics αnd ArtCriticism ,53
(1995) ,233-50.
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bethesensibleclaimsandinsightsonbothsidesofthedebate.Ithenfocus

onviewsthatpromisetoreconcilethesecontrastingclaims うconsidering in
particularJerroldLevinson 冶hypothetical intentionalismandarivalposition
thatIcallmoderateintentionalism.

Theintentionalist うs mostbasicinsightisthatifwearetoarriveatan

adequateappreciationofaworkofart , wemustfirstanchorthetextor
artefactinthecontextofitscreation.2 Thisclaimissupportedbyarguing

thatnotalloftheartisticallyoraestheticallyrelevantfeaturesofaworkof

artareintrinsicpropertiesofthetext;somearerelationalandcanonlybe

knownwhenthetextiscognizedcorrectlyinthecontextofitscreation.In
makingthispoint ,anumberofphilosophershaveevokedversionsofJorgeｭ
LuisBorges ヲs fictionalexampleofPierreMenard:tokensofthesametext ,
createdindifferentcontexts うmanifest di 旺"erent うartistically relevantrelational

features;toknowwhichfeaturesarethoseofthework うone mustinterpret
thetextinitscontextofcreation.3

Toillustratethisgeneralpointwithadifferentkindofexample うwe

mayconsiderbrieflythe りα nitα spaintedbyDavidBailly(1584-1657)around
1651.4 Theimagedepictsayoungman , seatednexttoatable , facingthe
viewer.Onthetablearevariousobjectstypicalofthevαnit αs genre:askull ,
flowerblossoms ぅan hourglass ぅa candlethathasjustbeensnuffed うsymbols

ofwealth , powerうbeautyうthe arts ,andlife うs transientpleasures.Intheair

hoversoapbubblestoremindusthathomobull αest. Andtheyoungartist
holdsondisplayanovalportrait-perhapshisownwork-inwhichheis

depictedasamucholderman.Hangingfromthetableisascrapofpaper

2 Ishallassumeinwhatfollowsthatallexistingworksofartareinpartcomprisedofat

leastonephysicallyinstantiated(token)text , artefact うor structure;suchacondition
wouldbesatisfiedifthetextofapoemhadneverbeenwrittendownbutwasheld

inatleastoneperson'smemory. Forstylisticreasons , Ishallreferinwhatfollows
uniquelytotexts , assuming , perhapssomewhatrashly , thatmyremarkshold , mutαtis

mutandis ,forothermedia.
3 SeeArthurDanto , The Trans ，βgur αtion oftheCommonpl αce (Cambridge: Harvard

UniversityPress , 1981);DavidDavies , 'Text , Context , andCharacter:Goodmanon

theLiteraryArtwork' , Cαnad出Zαη ]ourn、

Cωu凶e民' 6河明切W，九N仇TOωrk andT，百e位捌X剖がtγ" Mind , 100(1991) , 325-40;andJerroldLevinson ぅ “What a

MusicalWorkIs ," inMω肌Art ， αnd Met αphysics (Ithaca:CornellUniversityPress う

1990) ぅ63-88.

4 Oilonwood , 89.5x122em.;StadelijkMuseumDeLakenhalラLeiden. Foracolour
reproductionandcommentary ぅsee NorbertSchneider ラ The ArtoftheStillLife:Still

LifePaintingintheEαrly ModernPeriod(Cologne:T部chen ， 1990) ,pp.82-84.
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displayingtheartist うs signatureandthedate1651.Itisoftenassumedthat
thispaintingisaself-portrait(andaself-portraitcontaininganembedded

self-portrait) うand ifthisinterpretiveclaimiscorrect ヲit isamatterofidenｭ
tifyingarelationalpropertyinvolvingfactsabouttheimage うs creation-for

example ,factsaboutwhoisdepictedandbywhom.Whatismore ぅthe time

ofthisactofself-depiction うrelative tothelifehistoryoftheartist ,isdirectly
relevanttosomeofthechoicestheinterpreterofthispicturemustmake.

Supposetheviewerassumesthatthepaintingwasmadewhentheartistwas

stillyoung.Inthatcase うthe self-portraitshowsusanartistwhohasdepicted
himselfholdingupanimageinwhichhehasanticipatedthepassageoftime

byrepresentingthefutureeffectsofhisownaging.Boththeactualartist

andhisyouthfulselfinthedepictionare うthen ぅsituated inalivingpresent ,
whichisthevantagepointfromwhichtheyanticipateafutureprocessof

aginganddemise ,foreshadowedintheportrait , skullうand otherobjects.Yet
considerhowourreadingoftheimagemustchangeifwelearnthatwhenhe

paintedthispicturetheartistwasinfactmucholderthantheyoungmanin
theimage.Inthatcase ,wecaninferthatthisdepictionwasnotintendedto
showustheartist うs appearanceatthetimeofthework うs creation.Instead う

the'present うmoment inthepicture 冶contents うthe momentwhentheyoung

artistdisplaysapictureofhimselfasanolderman うis ， relativetothetimeof
thework ヲs creation ぅa momentalreadylongpast.Paintingthisimagein1651

whenhewas67yearsold ,Baillywouldhavedepictedthetimeofhisyouth う

aswellthetimeofhismaturity うas bygonemoments うthe formeranticipating
thelatterinanimage ,justastheartisthimself うin paintinganddisplaying

thisself-portrait , anticipatesthemomentwhenfutureviewerswillcontemｭ
platethisvαnit αs stillebenasthevaintraceofalifethatisover.5 Themore

general ,intentionalistclaimsupportedbythisexampleisthatfactsaboutan
artefact うs ortext うs relationtothecontextofitsmakingmakeacrucialdifferｭ

encetocrucialinterpretiveclaimsaboutsomeworksofart.'Thislookslike

anintuitionthatallanti-intentionalistsshouldacknowledge.Someextreme
anti-intentionalists ぅhowever ぅespouse aludicortransgressive'anythinggoes ヲ

hermeneuticpolicyandthereforedenythatitisne

5 Schneider(p.82)assumesthatthepaintingisaself-portraitbyBailly , andstates
withoutargumentthattheovalportraitdepictstheartist's'currentfeatures'. Yet

thefigurerepresentedtheredoesnotlook67yearsold ,andasRonTobysuggestedin
conversation ,itisunlikelythatpainterlyconventionsofthetimesupporttheconclusion
thatthefigureintheportraitissupposedtobethatold.
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ofcontextualizationisnecessarytoeveryinterpretation ,buttheychallenge
any'privileging'ofthecontextofcreation.Yetthereareglaringproblems

withsuchanapproachwhenitispresentedasageneralinterpretivetheory.

Ludicandtransgressiveinterpretationssometimeshavetheirrewards うbut it
isimportanttonotethattheyareparasiticonthekindsofinterpretations

fromwhichtheydiverge.Forexample ,toengageinortoappreciateatransｭ
gressive'PhallusinWonderland'readingofLewisCarroll 冶book onemust
firstbeinapositiontohavesomesenseofthegapbetweensuchareading

andthenovel'sactualhistoricalandgenericsituation.Itisfinetodebunk

thestraightjacketofabsoluteintentionalism うbut theinterestofsubversive
readingsdoesnotentailtheirrelevanceoffactsaboutauthorship. Aninｭ

sistenceontheimportanceofthecontextofcreationdoesnot うin anycase ,
entailthatonedeniesthatworksofarthaveconsequencesandasignificance

thatwerenotintendedbytheartist.
Mostanti-intentionalistsinfactgrantageneralthesistotheeffectthat

situatingatextinitscontextofproductionisnecessarytoabroadrangeof
appropriateinterpretiveclaims.Forexample , itisgenerallyagreedthatin
ordertointerpretatextadequately ヲone mustknowwhatlanguageitwas

writtenin(whichisafactaboutthegenesisofthetext) ぅand inwhat(art)

historicalcontextthiswritingoccurred.Whatanti-intentionalistsdispute ,
thenぅis themorespecificideathatintentionsareanecessary(orevena
relevant)aspectofthecontextofproductioninwhichatextmayjustifiably

besituated.Intentions ,theyclaim ぅare relevanttowhatanartistwastrying
todo ,butarenotalwaysindicativeofwhattheartisthasactuallydonein
makingawork.Afterall ,wesometimesactonanintentionbutfailtorealize
theintendedstateofaffairs.Forexample ぅif Iintendtoutteraphrasein
Englishmeaning'Iwasnurturedonpositivism にact onthatintentionandsay

'Iwasweanedonpositivism¥myintentionhasnotbeenrealized.6 Here ,and
inwhatfollows ぅwe assumethatintentionsarepsychologicalstateshaving
botharepresentationalandanattitudinaldimension. Theattitudeisan

executiveone ,roughlyequivalenttobeingsettledonundertakingacourseof
action.Therepresentationalcontentofanintentionisaplanofaction.7 Such

aconceptionofintentionsisneutralwithr

6 TheexampleisborrowedfromNoelCarroll's “Art , Intentionぅand Conversation' ,in
Iseminger , ed.Intentionαnd Interpret αtion ， p.100.

7 Formoredetailonthisconceptionofintentions , seePaisleyLivingstonandAlfred
R.Mele , 'IntentionandLiterature' , Stαnford FrenchReview , 16(1992) , 173一96 ， a剖n

AlfredR.Mele ,SpringsofAction(NewYork:OxfordUniversityPress ,1992).
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in(philosophical)psychology ,includingthequestionwhetherintentionsare
reducibletocomplexesofsuchotherattitudesasbeliefanddesire.Oneof

thestrongestinsightsontheanti-intentionalistside うthen うis thatintentions

arenotalwayssuccessfullyrealized うin whichcasethetext 冶features may

notcorrespondtothemaker 冶intentions. Withthisassumptioninmind ,
theanti-intentionalistformulatesadilemmafortheintentionalist:eitherthe

artist ヲs intentionsaresuccessfullyrealizedinthetext うin whichcasereference

tothemisunnecessary;ortheintentionswerenotsuccessfullyrealizedin

thetext うin whichcasereferencetothemisinsu 伍cient うbecause whatthe

workreallymeansisnotwhattheartistintendedittomean. Anyviable

formofintentionalismmustfindawayoutofthisdilemma.8 Intentionalists

shouldrecognizethatartistsdonotalwaysactonorsuccessfullyrealizetheir

intentions うand thatsomeintentionsdonotdeterminethework うs meanIngs.

Itfollowsthattheintentionalistmustattacktheotherhornofthedilemma ,
arguingthatsomeintentionsarenonethelessrelevanttointerpretationsand

arenotsimplyredundantwithregardtothetext うs meanings.Anexample

istheintentionthatacertainmeaningbeunstatedinthetextyetimplicitly

expressedinthework.Suchanintentionwouldberelevantinthefollowing
kindofsituation: interpretedstandardlyinthelanguageinwhichitwas

written(andinlightofaspectsofthecontextofprod 旧tion) ， thetextdoes

notexplicitlyexpressthepropositionp;nordoesitexpressitscontrary ,
q;thetextualevidencesupportsthethesisthate白eit“tl

disjunctiveproposition ぅ p orq)mustberight ぅand itistheartist うs intentions

thatdeterminewhichpropositionistrueofthework.Aretheresuchcases?
Itiseasytoprovidepotentialexamples うbut notsoeasytosaywhatthe

implicationsareforthedebateoverintentionalism.

Considerthefollowingcriticalclaims.Intheafterwardtohertranslation

ofanovelbyNatsumeSδseki うNorma MooreFieldidentifiestheworkasthe

8 Thedilemmareceivesvariousformulationsintheliterature.Recently,JerroldLevinｭ
sonpointstothedangerofcircularityintheactualintentionalist'sanalysisofwork
meaning.Thelatter ,hepersuasivelycontends,shouldnotbeanalyzedintermsofsucｭ
cessfullyrealizedintentions,wherethissortofsuccessisinturnexplicatedinterms
ofthework'smeanings.Levinsonconcludesthattheanalysisofworkmeaningmust
therefore'involveaperceivereffectoraudienceuptakecondition'.Seehis'Intention
andInterpretationinLiterature' ,chapter10ofhisThePle αsures ofAesthetics:Philo ・

sophie αlEss αys (Ithaca:CornellUniversityPress, 1996) , 175-213;citation ぅp. 180 ,
n.12.Anearlierversionofthisessayappearedas'IntentionandInterpretation:A
LastLook',inIntention αnd Interpret αtion ， ed.GaryIseminger, 221-56.Henceforth
Icitethemorerecentversion.
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secondnovelinatrilogy. Explicitlyraisingtheissueofhergroundsfor

speakingofatrilogy ,shecomments:

AfterSα nshirδ hadappearedinthenewspaper ,S6sekiexplainedinanadvancenotice
thathewasentitlingthenextwork“And Then ， " 自rst becauseSα nshiri5 wasabout

auniversitystudent ヲand thenextworkwouldbeaboutwhat “t hen" happened;
second , becauseSα nshiri5 wasasimpleman ,butthenewmaincharacterwouldbe
inamoreadvancedstage;andfinally , astrangefatewastobefallthischaracter ぅ

butwhat“t hen" followedwouldnotbedescribed. TheGαie ， thelastnovelinthe

trilogy , isaboutwhat"then"mighthavefollowed. Obviously , theseareonlythe
mostschematiclinksbetweenthenovels. Theprogressionofageandsituationof

thecentralcharactersprovidesaframeworkforthecomplexinteractionofS6seki's

lifelongthemes.Thethreenovelsanticipateandharkenbacktoeachotherinsuch

awaythataconsiderationofthemasagroupbecomesvaluable.9

Thecommentatorthengoesontodetailsomeoftheseinterrelationsbeｭ

tweenthethreenovels.Someofherclaimsaresupportedbyreferencetothe
text うs meanings , butshealsobasesherargumentonanindependentclaim
abouttheartist 冶intentions. Shedoesnotcontend うfor example うthat the

textsexplicitlyconveytheideathatthemaincharactersineachsuccessive

novelareliterallycontinuationsofthecharactersinthepreviouswork(s).
ThestudentSanshirδdoes notliterallyresurfaceinAndThenhavingasｭ

sumedthenameDaisuke;norisDaisukehisreincarnation(whichishow

YukioMishimalinkssomeofthecharactersinthenovelsbelongingtohis

SeaofFertilitytetralogy). Instead ぅthe relationsbetweenthestoriesconｭ
veyedinthetrilogyareamatterofcounterfactual(perhapsoneshouldsay

'counterfictional-factual う ) ideasaboutpossiblerelationsbetweenanalogous

fictionalsituationsandagentsinthethreestories.Forexample ぅthe story

ofDaisukedescribeswhat'might うhave happenedtosomeonelikeSanshirδ
insimilarsocio-historicalcircumstances.Buttheserelationsarenotstated

explicitlyanywhereinthenovels. Instead うthey areonlyimplicitlycomｭ

municatedbythenovelist , whoinviteshisreaderstothinkofhisfictional
person αeヲ and relationsbetweenthem ,asexpressingideasaboutsocialtypes
andpossibilities. Suchideasaboutthecounterfactualandanalogicalrelaｭ

tionsbetweenfictionalagentsandeventsinthethreestoriesofthetrilogy

arenotpartofthenovels うexplicit うliteral content ,buttomissthemwould
arguablybetofailtoappreciateimportantlinksbetweenthethreenovelsin

thetrilogy.Nordoesitseemadequatetosaythatthenovelsareambiguous

9 NormaMooreField , 'Afterword ,' AndThen: ・N αisume Si5seki'sNovelSorek αra (Row 田

land ,VermontandTokyo:CharlesE.Tuttle , 1988) ,pp.258-78;citation ,p.266.
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betweenthenovelist うs intendedsociologicalreadinganditscontrary うfor on

suchaninterpretation うS るseki failedmiserablytoproducethekindofworks

hewasaimingat.

Itlookslikeintentionalistscanidentifycaseswhereintentionsplayadeｭ
cisiveroleindeterminingaworkうs implicitcontent.Butanti-intentionalists

maywanttodenythis.Tothatend うthe anti-intentionalistevokesexamples

thatseemtoresemblesuchcasesveryclosely うbut whichappeartowarranta

ratherdifferentconclusion.10 Forexample ,theanti-intentionalisttellsastory
inwhichaJapanesenovelist-let うs callhimS凸seki theStrange-holdsapress

conferenceinwhichhesincerelyandaccuratelyrevealshisintentionthatthe

threemaincharactersinhistrilogyweremeanttobethesuccessiveappearｭ

ancesofaMartianindisguise.Suchareadingiscoherentwiththetextual

evidenceinthesensethatnothinginthetexts うstandardly andliterallyinterｭ

preted うexplicitly contradictssuchaclaim.YettheMartian-storylineseems

tackedonandextraneous うand manyreaderswouldhavefailedtothinkofit

hadtheynotreadtheinterview.Dowenotwanttodenytheintentionalist 冶

ideathatthefactthattheauthorwrotewiththisimplicitcontentinmind

su 伍ces tomakesuchaloopyinterpretationthecorrectreadingofthestory?

Inwhatfollows ,Ishallassesssomedifferentstrategiesfordealingwith
thisissue.Afirstapproach うmotivated inpartbytheintuitionthatS6sekithe

Strange 冶intention doesnotmaketheMartianstory-linepartofthework うs

content うproposes aprincipledwayofrulingallsuchauthorialintentions

irrelevant.AsecondapproachacceptsSδseki theStrange うs intentionalong

withthoseofhiscounterpartNatsumeS6seki.Andathirdtriestofindaway

todevelopaprincipleddistinctionbetweenthetwokindsofintentions うruling

thelatterin うand theformerout.Afterdescribingthesethreestrategiesin

somedetail うI shallreturntothequestionofhowweInightchoosebetween

them.

Thefirststrategyisamatterofputtingaconstraintonthekindsofeviｭ

dencerelevanttointentionsdeemedadmissibleininterpretiveargumentation.

SuchaviewisdefendedbyJerroldLevinson ぅwho followsWilliamTolhurst

10Thiskindofobjectiontakesvariousformsintheliterature.DavidLewisevokesa
ConanDoylewhosecretlybelievesinpurplegnomes;seehis'TruthinFiction う ヲ Philo­

sophie αIP αpers (NewYork:OxfordUniversityPress, 1993) ,Vol.I,261-80.Levinson
imaginesaFranzKafkawhoseprivatediaryrevealslimitedanduninterestingsemantic
intentionswithregardto'ACountryDoctor';seehis'IntentionsandInterpretations ラ ヲ

184-86.
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inspeakingof'hypotheticalintentionalism¥11 Accordingtothelatter , the
meaningofanutteranceisnot(necessarily)theactualauthor 冶intention

(ortheutterer うs meaning);instead ,itistheintentionthatamemberofthe
intendedaudiencewouldbejustifiedinattributingtotheauthor ヲand this
uniquelyonthebasisofevidencepossessedbyvirtueofbeingamemberof

theintendedaudience.Levinsonamendsthisviewbyeliminatingreference

totheactualauthor うs intentionsconcerningthetargetaudience;instead うit

istheα，ppropriα teoride αl audienceofawork(intendedornot)thatmatters.

How , morespecifically うthis interpretiveprincipleistobeappliedisa

subtlematter.Theideathatevidenceisonlyadmissibleifaninterpreterhas
itby 伽·tue ofmembershipinanappropriateaudienceismeanttoeliminate

privilegedorprivateinformation;admissibleevidencemustbeaccessible う

atleastinprinciple うto allmembersoftheaudienceinquestion. Yetthis

interpretiveprincipleisnotreducibletothesimplefactthatall(oreven

most)ofthemembersofagivenaudiencehappentohaveaspecificbody

ofevidence.Suppose ,forexample ,thattheappropriateaudienceofawork
iscomprisedoffrancophoneshavingagoodbackgroundknowledgeofthe

historyofFrenchliteratureandthesocio-culturalhistoryofFrance.Suppose

aswellthatreadersbelongingtothisgroupmustinterpretapassageinMarcel

Proust うs AlaRecherchedutempsperduwheretheBarondeCharlusmakesa

veiledreferencetoacharacterinoneofMoli 色町、lesser-known dramas.Not

allsuchreaderswillremembertheplayandrecognizetheallusion , butas
membersoftheaudienceinquestion ぅthey wouldideallybeabletodosoand

wouldinprincipleberequiredtoacceptthispubliclyaccessible うintertextual

evidenceasgermanetoaninterpretiveclaimaboutProust'swork.Itfollows う

then ぅthat whatmakesanaudiencean(orthe)appropriate(orideal)audience
isultimatelythekindofevidenceitsmemberspotentiallyandideallypossess

anduseininterpretingworks. Soitisnotatbottomtheselectionofan

audiencequ α social factthatdetermineswhatkindofevidencewillbejudged

admissible;instead ,thedeterminationofanaudienceisinformedbycriteria
ofadmissibilityofevidencethataretobepreferredforvariousreasonshaving

todowithalargerconceptionofartanditsappreciation.
InLevinson うs developme

11WilliamE.Tolhurst , ‘OnWhataTextIsandHowItMeans' , British]ourn αl of
Aesthetics ,19(1979) ,3-14.
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interestedintheauthor'sthoughtsandemotionsthanintheworksthatmay

expressthem. Theappropriateaudienceis , however , onethemembersof
whichseektoanchortheworkinitscontextofcreation ,readingthetextin
the'generativematrix うwhere it'issuesforthfromindividualAうwith public

personaB ,attimeCうagainst culturalbackgroundDうin lightofpredecessors
Eう intheshadowofcontemporaryeventsF う inrelationtotheremainderofAうs

artisticoeuvre うG うand soon¥12YetasLevinsonhimselfhelpfullypointsout ,
itremainsunclearwhereoneshoulddrawthelinebetweenadmissibleand
inadmissibleevidenceconcerningtheauthor うs attitudesandpersona.This

IS う he comments ,thecruxoftheissue:'whatisthescopeofspecificauthorｭ
basedcontextualfactorsinthegenesisofaliteraryworkthatarelegitimately
appealedtoinconstructingourbesthypothesisofintendedmeaning? う13 At

oneextremeisthenarrowscopeofatextinterpretedsolelyintermsof

thelanguageandcenturyofcomposition;attheotherextremeisthebroad

scopethatincludesdiaries , interviewsうand otherpubliclyaccessiblesources
ofinformationabouttheauthor'sattitudes. Levinsonindicatesthatthe

interpretiveconstraintherecommendsisbroaderthantheformerextreme ,
butnarrowerthanthelatter;expressedintentionsininterviews ,forexample ,
areruledout うas is'anyfactabouttheauthor うs actualmentalstateorattitude

duringcomposition うin particularwhatIhavecalledhissemanticintentions
foratext¥14

TounderstandLevinson うs viewsontheinterpretationofworksofart ,it
isimportanttokeepinmindthathedistinguishesbetweencategorialandseｭ

manticintentions うespousing actualintentionalismwithregardtotheformer

andhypotheticalintentionalismwithregardtothelatter.Semanticintenｭ
tionsareanartist うs intentionstomeansomethinginorbyatextorartefact う

whilecategorialintentions'involvethemaker うs conceptionofwhathehas

producedandwhatitisfor ,onaratherbasiclevel;theygovernnotwhata
workistomeanbuthowitistobefundamentallyconceivedorapproached¥15

AnexampleofsuchacategorialintentionwouldbeSδseki うs intentionthat

histextentitledManbereadasaworkofliteraryfiction.Levinsonwould

allow , then , thatinterpreterswhofailtorecognizethisauthorialintention
areunlikelytodoagoodjobofappreciatingthewor

12Levinson , 'IntentionandInterpretation' ,p.184.
13Levinson , ‘IntentionandInterpretation' ,p.178 ,n.11.
14Levinson ,'IntentionandInterpretation' ,p.206.
15Levinson , 'IntentionandInterpretation' ,p.188.
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filterofhypotheticalintentionalismistobeappliedtothenovelist うs varIous

semanticintentions.

ItisalsoimportanttonotethatLevinson うs theoryofinterpretationisdisｭ

tinctfromthekindoffictionalistaccountpromotedbyAlexanderNehamas.16

Accordingtothelatter うthe interpreter うs goalisnotamatterofseekingto

knowtheαct uα l author うs intentions ぅbe theysemanticorcategorial.Instead う

thetargetofinterpretationisthemeaningintendedbyaconstructed ,artistiｭ
callyrelevantauthorialpersona.InLevinson うs accountofinterpretation うthe

αct ual at仙or う s categorialintentions(suchastheintentiontomakeawork

belongingtoaparticularge 町e) ぅare alegitimate(andattimesevencrucial)

targetofinterpretiveenquiry. Andwithregardtosemanticintentions うit

isagaintheactu αl author うs intentionsthatarethetargetoftheinterpretaｭ

tion , provided , howeverうthat theevidentiarystricturesdescribedaboveare
observed.Attimes , evidenceabouttheactualartist うs intentions ぅalthough

accessibleandreliable ぅis deemedirrelevant:forexample ヲthe membersofthe

hypotheticalintentionalist うs idealreadershipwillpaynoattentiontoNatｭ

sumeS6seki うs interviewstatementswhentheyponderhisworks うmeanings.

ThismaybewhyLevinsonattimesreferstohispositionasnon-intentionalist

(asopposedtointentionalistoranti-intentionalist) ぅwhile alsoclaimingthat

hisviewsare'akinto うor 'resonate ヲwith theviewsofNehamas.YetLevinson

addsthatinhypotheticalintentionalism ぅthere is'noprescriptiontoimagine

ormake-believeanythingabouttheauthor(theactualorthehypothesized

one) ,andthehypotheticalat仙or ， i.e.theat 仙or-as- hypothesizeddoesnot

belongtothe(orany)fictionalworld うas does ,saythenarrator¥17
HowdoesLevinson うs accounthandletheMartiancasepresentedabove?

Toanswerthisquestion , wemustfirstdeterminewhethertheintentionin
questionisofthesemanticorcategorialvariety.Inthisregard ヲone rnight

conjecturethatthenovelist うs intentionhastodowiththekindofworkshe

wastryingtocreate うnamely うworks belongingtoatrilogyinwhichsomeof

thecharactersbearcertainrelationstoeachother.Inthatcase ,thereader うs

uptakeoftheauthor うs intentionscouldbedeemednecessarytoanappropriｭ

ateinterpretationoftheworks.Yetitcouldalsobeplausiblycontendedthat

16AlexanderNel 悶nas ， 'WhatanAuthorIs' , JournalofPhilosophy ,83(1986) ,685-91;
'ThePostulatedAuthor:CriticalMonismasRegulativeIdeal' , CriticalInquir 仏 8

(1981) う13149. Forexcellent(andinmyviewdecisive)criticisms,seeRobertStecker ぅ

'Apparent ぅImplied ， andPostulatedAuthors¥Philosophyαnd Literatu民 11 (1987) う

258-71.

17Personalcommunication.
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Sるseki theStrange うs statementisaboutthemeaningsofhischaracterizations ,
whicharepartofthenovels うstories ぅin whichcasetheintentionshouldbe

deemedasemanticone.Byeliminatingfromcriticalconsideration'private う

semanticintentionsaswellaspubliclydocumentedones うLevinson うs approach

wouldthenrulethatthemembersoftheidealaudienceneednotcountenance

theideathatthestoriesinthethreenovelsareimplicitlyconnectedbyadisｭ

guisedextraterrestrialpresence. Nothinginthenovelsthemselves うin the

author ヲs publicpersona ,orinanyotherrelevantevidencesupportstheMarｭ
tianreading うso evenasincereandaccurateauthorialreportontheintentions

thatorientedthewritingofthetrilogywouldbediscounted.Athirdoption

istojudgethattheintentionsinquestionstraddlethedistinctionbetween

categorialandsemanticintentions うmaking itdifficulttohandlethisexample

withamixedaccountofinterpretationthatcombinesactualandhypothetiｭ

calintentionalism.Giventhatthelatterdistinctionisfarfromrazorsharp う

andthatthetwokindsofintentionsfrequentlyhaveimportantimplications

foreachother うthe examplecanbeseenasweighingagainstmixedtheories

ofinterpretationandinfavourofunifiedaccounts.

Iturnnowtointentionaliststrategiesdesignedasalternativestoboth

fictionalistandhypotheticalintentionalism. Whilethelatterviewplaces

aconstraintonthekindsofevidencemembersofanappropriateorideal

audiencecanrelyoninbuildinganimageoftheauthor(andbythesame

stroke ,aconceptionoftheutterar 問、meaning) うwhat Ishallcallmoderate

intention αlism isathesisaboutthekindsofactualauthorialintentionsthat

areandarenotconstitutiveofaworkうs meanings.Verygenerally ,moderate
intentionalismistheviewthatoftentheαet uα l maker(s) うattitudes anddoings

areresponsibleforsomeofaworkうs contentうand assucharealegitimate

targetofinterpretiveclaims;morespeci 五call ぁsome (butnotall)artist's

semanticandotherintentionsarerelevant うeven necessary , tosome(but
notall)valuableinterpretiveinsightsbecausesuchintentionsaresometimes

constitutiveofthework うs content.

Moderateintentionalismrecognizesthattheartist うs intentionsdonot

constitutethework うs meaningwhencontradictedbytheexplicitcontentof

atext(interpretedstandardlyandliterally ,
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theycanbeconstitutiveofaworkうs implicitmeanings.

Moderateintentionalism 冶claims abouttheimplicitmeaningsofawork

canbearticulatedwithinabraαdly Griceanframeworkwherethenotionof

conversationalimplicaturehasbeenadaptedsoastodevelopaconceptionof
whatcouldbedubbed'artistic うimplicature. 1 8 Akeyclaim , thenうis thatapｭ
propriateinferencesmadewithinthea凶st/interpreter relationareguidedby

assumptionsanalogous-butnotidentical-tothemaximsproposedbyGrice

withreferencetoeverydayconversation.Artisticimplicatures ぅthen ぅare lnｭ

ferencestoimplicitcontentbasedontheexplicitcontentofatextorartefact ,
aswellasonassumptionssharedbyartistsandtheiraudiences うincluding

contextualbeliefsandbeliefsaboutthenatureoftheartist/interpreterinterｭ

action.Forexample ,authorsandinterpretersareguidedbythehypothesis
ofa'thin'authorialrationality:ifanauthorintendstoexpresspimplicitly ,
theauthorwilltrytoadoptexpressivemeansthatarelikelytomakepmanｭ

ifesttointerpreterswhoarereasonablycompetentatassessingtextualand

contextualevidence.Tothatend うthe authorintendstoawriteatextthat

doesnotcontainpaspartofitsexplicitcontent ,atextうhoweverうwhich will
makeitpossible(ifnothighlylikely)forthemembersoftheaudienceto
infertheimplicitcontentbyrelyingonboththetextandcontextualassumpｭ

tions.Whatismore ,whenauthorstrytocommunicatesomethingimplicitly う

theyintendfortheirsuccessinrealizingthisaimtodependontheaudience 冶

recognitionofthatintention.Gatheringtheseideastogether ,wecanpropose
thefollowinganalysisofaworkうs implicitcontent:

Givenanauthor ぅA ， text うT ， andwork う 明人a meaning ぅP ぅis partofW's
implicitcontentifandonlyif:

(1)AintentionallywritesT;

(2)standardlyandliterallyinterpretedintermsofthelanguageinwhichit

waswritten ,Tentailsexplicitcontentslogicallycompatiblewith ,but
notincludingp;

18Isay'broadly'becauseIintendtoremainneutralonmanyofthecontroversiesinconｭ

temporarypragmatics.Forbackground ,seePaulGrice ,StudiesintheWαy ofWords

(Cambridge:HarvardUniversityPress ,1989);StephenC.Levinso 九 Pra gmα tics (Camｭ

bridge:CambridgeUniversityPress , 1983め) ， 97下一16“6; Fra叩n叫1<;伊りois Recanati ヲ Me印αηnzη吋gα仰n

For唱ee: ThePragm αties ofPerform αtωe Utter ，αnees (Cambridge:CambridgeUniversity

Press , 1987) ,118-121;andDanSperberandDeirdreWilson , Rele叩nee: Communieα­

tioη αnd Cognition ,2nded.(Oxford:Blackwell's , 1995).
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(3)Aintends:

(i)thatsomeofthework うs readersinterpretW asmeaningp;

(ii)thatsomeofthework うs readersrecognizeAうs intention(3i) ぅand

recognizethatconditions(1)and(2)hold;

(iii)thatthefulfillmentof(i)dependonthefulfillmentof(ii)19

Aslongastheintentiontoimplyptakestheformdescribedandoccursin

thecontextspecifiedbyconditions(1)and(2) うwe canassumethattheartist

issettledonmakingthisimplicitmeaningpartoftheworkwhencreating

thetext うwhich sufficesforitbeso.Inotherwords うintentions oftheright
sortareconstitutiveofacertainkindofworkmeaning. Whetheranyacｭ

tualreaders'inferencesactuallycorrespondtothoseintentionsisalogically

separatematter.Thustheanalysisdoesnotincludethe'perceivereffector
audienceuptakecondition ヲevoked byLevinson ぅbut nordoesitincludethe

disputedconceptof'successfullyrealizedintention¥

Followingthisanalysis うboth NatsumeSδseki andS6sekitheStrange ,
intheexamplespresentedearlier ヲsatisfy therequisiteconditionsandimply

specificcontentsintheirworks. Clearly ,wedonottendtothinkthatthe
factthatS6sekitheStrange うs workincludestheimplicitMartianstory-line

makesitabetterwork.AlthoughtheMartianstory-lineiscompatiblewith

thetext うit seemsextraneouswithregardtotherestofthestoryanddoes

notcontributetothework うs overallthematicunity. Readerswithstrange

readinghabitsandpreoccupationswithextra-terrestrialsmayhitonthe
author 冶intentions ， otherswillnot うso thenovels うimplicit contentswilloften
gounnoticed.YettheMartianstory-linehasbeenintentionallyimpliedby

theauthor うand theinterpreterwhofailstoacknowledgethisaspectofthe

workmissesoutononeofitsartisticallysigni 五cant (albeitunattractive)

features.
Intentionalistswhobalkatthelatterclaimmaywishtodevelopanalterｭ

nativeanalysis.Suchananalysiswouldinvolveplacingstrongerconstraints
onwhatconstitutescasesofintentional うimplicit communicationinanartisｭ

ticcontext.Abasicintuitionbehindsuchanattemptwouldbetheideathat

19Tobeapplicabletothenon-literaryarts ぅthis analysiswouldrequiremodification;
mostimportantly,theclausereading'intermsofthelanguageinwhichitwaswritten'
wouldbereplacedby'intermsoftheartefact'sconventionalandnon-conventional
expressivefeatures¥
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althoughS6sekitheStrangehasintentionallyfashionedtextsthatnowhere

overtlycontradicthisfavouredMartianstory-line うhe hasfailedtosatisfy

someotherconditionsrequireforsuccessfulartisticimplicature-conditions

thataresatisfiedinthecaseofNatsumeS6seki. Suchconditionsarenot
easytospecify うhowever; itwouldseemthattheymustinvolveanormative

constraintontheimplicationsforthequalityofthework.Forexample ,one
mightrevisetheanalysispresentedabovebyaddingthefollowingclause:

(5)pcontributespositivelytotheartisticvalueofW (e.g.itisnotextraｭ
neoustoitsexplicitcontent)20

Yetsuchamovehasthedisadvantageofyokinghermeneuticprinciplesto

normativestandards.Againstthis ぅone maycontendthatanartist'saction

ofimplyingsomethingneednothaveonlypositiveconsequencesforaworkうs

value ,andthatititisbesttohaveinterpretersadoptprinciplesthatallow
themtodetectwaysinwhichwork うs implicitcontentscanbothaddtoand

detractfromaworkうs values.

Arethereanydecisivereasonsforpreferringmoderateintentionalism

overLevinson'stheory , whichcombineshypotheticalintentionalismabout
semanticcontentwithactualintentionalismregardingcategorialintentions?

AsLevinsonandothershaveremarked うin manycasesthereisnopractical

differencebetweentheinterpretiveconclusionsreachedbyfollowinghypoｭ

theticalasopposedtoactualintentionalism.Butattimesthereare ,asthe
Sδseki exampleshows.Inafinepaperonthistopic ぅGary Isemingerresponds

totworeasonsthatLevinsonhasproposedasmotivatingapreferenceforhyｭ

potheticalintentionalism.21 Thefirstofthesereasonsamountsessentially

totheclaimthatactualintentionalismsuccumbstothedilemmasketched

above ヲand Isemingerrespondsinroughlythesamemannerasthemoderate

intentionalismdescribedabove うappealing notto'successful うintentions ， but

20ThisconditionresemblesanaspectofLevinson'sconstraintsonevidenceinhishypoｭ
theticalintentionalism うwhich motivatesthechoiceofinterpretivehypothesesnotonly
inlightofepistemicconsiderations,butalso ぅand secondarily,intermsoftheimpliｭ
cationsforthework'sartisticquality.Idealreaderschoosetheinterpretationthatis
epistemicallybestinlightoftherightsortofevidence;theyarealsocharitable ,and
whenpossible,adopttheinterpretationthatmaximizesthework うs artisticvalue ぅother

thingsbeingequal.See'IntentionandInterpretation' ,p.179.
21 GaryIseminger, ‘ActualIntentionalismvs.HypotheticalIntentionalism' , ]ournα1 of

Aestheticsαnd ArtCriticism(forthcoming);IthankJerroldLevinsonforbringi 時this

essaytomyattentionafterIhadcompletedthefirstdraftofthepresentessay.
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tointentionscompatiblewithtextualmeaning.Thesecondreasoninvolvesa
claimabouttheautonomyoftheworkofartandthedifferencebetweenour

interpretationsofsuchworksandeverydayutterances.Isemingerresponds
thatanyviewthatcountenancestheactualauthor うs categorialintentions

doesnotmaketheworkautonomousinanystrongsense.Soneitherreason

settlesthematterinhypotheticalintentionalism 冶favour. Turningtothe

questionoftheadvantagesofactualintentionalismregardingsemanticconｭ
tent ,Isemingersuggeststhatitisthenatureofour'conversational うinterest in

artthatimpliesthesuperiorityofactualintentionalism.Allowingthatartisｭ

ticcontextsaredi 百erent fromeverydayones うIseminger nonethelessclaims

thatuptakeofactualintentions ,andnotofhypotheticalones ,iswhatbest
servestheinterpreter'sconversationalinterest.Ifanyappealistobemade
tosemanticintentions うonly theactualsemanticintentionsoftheauthor うas

opposedtotheintentionshypothesizedbytheidealreader うwill su 血ceo Here

theproponentofhypotheticalintentionalismmayrespondthatakeydifferｭ

encebetweenourinterestinartandineverydayconversationisthatour

interestinworksisbestservedbyrelianceontheevidentiarystricturesof

hypotheticalintentionalism うwhich うby preventinginterpretersfromrelying
ontheartist うs semanticintentionswhentheydivergefromthehypothetical

ones うdirects attentionmoretowardsworksthanthemindsandaimsoftheir

makers.Theadvocateofmoderateintentionalismdisputesthis うresponding

thatknowledgeofmindsandaimsisinvaluabletoappreciationofworks.

Inlightofthisoutstandingdisputeovertherightsortofinterestwetake

inconversationalandartisticcontexts うand therelevantdifferencesbetween

thesetwokindsofcontexts ぅit doesnotseemthatadecisiveargumentfor
eithersidehasbeenpresented.

PursuingalineofthoughtthatisperhapssimilarinspirittoIseminger 冶 う

onemaynonethelessaskwhetherhypotheticalintentionalismisnotcounterｭ

intuitive. Ifavaluablepartofourapproachtoworksofartistoforma
hypothesisabouttheαct ual author 冶intentions うwhat advantageistobe
gainedbydeliberatelysettingasidesomeoftheevidencethatisrelevantto

theartist ヲs stateofmind うand inparticular うhis orherchoicesandaimswith
regardtothework うs meaning
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decidetoreadityetsomehowneverallowittoinfluencetheirhypotheses
aboutthemeaningsofShakespeare うs literaryworks?Itseemspreferable うon

thecontrary , toaccepttheriskthatknowledgeoftheauthor 冶intentions

couldlimittheplays ヲmeanings (butnottheirhistoricalsignificance) ,arisk
thataccompaniesthepossibilitythatthegenialbard 冶diaries wouldhelpus

todiscovermarvelous ぅand perhapspreviouslyunknown ,facetsofhisworks.
Anotherargumentthatmaybegiveninfavourofactualormoderate

intentionalismrunsasfollows. Totheextentthatthedistinctionbetween

categorialandsemanticintentionsisdi 日cult うand perhapsevenimpossible
toapplyincertaincases(e.g. Sるseki うs intentionsasevokedabove) , andto
theextentthatinstancesofthetwokindsofintentionsareinterrelatedand

mayjointlyentailvariousmeaningsofaworkうwe havegoodreasontoprefer

aunitaryaccountinwhichboththesemanticandcategorialintentionsof

theactualartistareheldtoberelevanttointerpretivedecisionsaboutthe
work うs artisticcontent.Inotherwords ,givensuchborderlineexamplesthat
cannotbehandledbyhypotheticalintentionalism うwe musteitheroptfor

athoroughgoinganti-intentionalismorespousemoderateintentionalism.In

lightoftheshortcomingsofa凶ーintentionalism (andgiventheweaknessesof

suchalternativesasfictionalistintentionalism) うmoderate intentionalismis

thebestoption.
Nodiscussionofintentionalismcanoverlookwhatmustbethemost

prevalentobjectiontothisentirefamilyofviews.How ぅit iswondered ,can
anyonereasonablyclaimtoknowanythingaboutanartist うs intentions?Are

thesenot'private ヲmental states , darkうfleetingぅand inscrutable ,perhapseven
non-existent?Suchepistemologicalworriesarethoughttojustifyapreference

foroneofseveralanti-intentionalistviews ,orattheveryleast ,theacceptance
ofaversionofhypotheticalor 五ctional (non)inte 凶onalism whichadvisesus

togiveuponelusivegenerativemattersandrelyexclusivelyonsolidtextual

evidenceandpublicfeaturesofaworkヲs context.

Inresponsetothiskindofobjection ,themoderateintentionalistcanalｭ
lowthatsolidtextualevidenceandpubliccontextualfactsareindeedcrucial
toalljustifiedinterpretiveclaims.Butepistemologicalworriesapplytothese

mattersaswell.Itisimportantnottoraisetheepistemicbarsuddenl
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ofwarrantingsuchattempts.Itdoesnot , however ,offeranyfool-proofdisｭ
coveryprocedure , oraguaranteethatwecanalwaysknowwhatwewould
liketoknowaboutthecomplexhistoryofaworkうs creation.Thegrapesof

intentionare うalas うoften outofreach うbut thatdoesnotmakethemsour!
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