EUlEY sjo] 2 : o) Eele} FAlze]

2 2
(w183} 722

FE9E ¢4 ZPE LUJELS A7 Loz FHIA G ofgA AAES TAL Y
Z

=7k 2 JEAYAT 2 BAIY & oloprle oo AR HWE Ha 2ol deth

ol Zh A7 oz FHEA e olie AT #utgE & ARl
A FIL 7] Wl

Jchel g ayod 2 ARl o¥A 2o YA i ATE WAL I
=712

el Zk &, 2 AFolE vE A&olrt wALL 7] wEelth

P OE ARl o9 Heg FHIA Fel?

Tehel Zh A3 AFel7t I AKelE BAL 7] WEelth

k]
2
o
filo

olg¢] tist= Eo] gle Holth A 7t €eg FatA] g oY, AFE WA= A
ROl F¢3] T4 el fitk oleut FIFH (infinite regress)7F $1¢] AEol
gRS e st Aotk

o] A A Ay T EUE HAdHE =¥L FMYE HESt od JAE
A dek Mg Ff, olEE =¥E ) 22E Alge) ojr] & & itk LAREA
ojde] HexE]l g, vetngs, Rauyds, dEtEdolRL 52 o] Al AA
A (arche)tt £AE g7 Wtk 22ln E2HE9 4 (Fom) ©|8< AA olHAEY
Haof ol2w 23 A9 vHe e AR A7t PoldSHmetaphysics)& F3 AlA
How dA7H7] Az

a2y Aol A3yt BAFR Al A dEly 228 e olgd AEe FIF
Ho AP o2 oy of . FFo] A Eelghe FolEE THAA Wit
HA EHELS o] FEFHY AP ALYt o] AL o]&ut A3 =F(The Third
Man Argument) et &aizl tish &olA vehdthl
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2o ud A a2y ola] F(largeness) 2 AHH 1glm TE AT AIEES
AZtsl Bl 7l o] RE AES vlge woE ?—-JOM] uhe}
EU®, o2 7, & o] HE RAES A RolA w=x Fol U
A He A oldr}?

23l A a8 = o

mzeudar a2g0d, Feo] F AR Pdo] F 1 AAE doiA adxn F
AHE o] B AIEES dolAd vehA =2 740]‘:}. 18
ol o] BE AES XFs Fo] HA s UE 9

o] YAl d Aeolth 1eimz 27} Fske ZHte] A E

t o)A shrt ofuel F-§hgt $2d0)r)2)

Ll

L=
L

fo ox K

£ Yol gaw, A4 AAY 2 AEEc) At AL oldele A E4)
U P S R e
oA ¢ 4 QA2 %, 3 2 AN 390 AN AR entic} & A9A A
S o B8 YN BES FHEE the IHE oIk S ol Ha9A
2 2 A gAel 2 1 AATHE AAY (dentity) & e TE F 3 AA
A 29 FAol HlFol Mol & 4 Q= Foltk 2YTH oA Al 29 WAk A
G & & PETR olefd Bg FolA Al 39 Gl SAGA HiL A 49, Al 59
we)E B P olojA Hek viA| A¥olSo] ATE WEA| 918 £
o, Bl P4 BANL BFFe) Sl Fakd) SR TR FHE

_(?rlL

TE' ;_‘ o rir s}

“lN

L2 g
) o.}i ot of
ol
ok
i

)

S ot o oox At )y
2

N
ot O

ol
R

Al

A Al tH"f} EUE 2dsE e =8e ddFez od ¢ FH whd Fhbe) gle
AQ7Y? F3k FHol| whAA] owr AA g EdE 2AF 4 de W F9 sy
T e 22 Aotk o 220 EAE UE SR o8 R v ¥ EdE A
Aok Zolth. 1 2229 o EA¥te THA EdE ke slolth

a8 AYA Q) EdE dstE e AlRE LUARE FH9 Al 1424 A o
& HHE AA 2o A% ook HEALA, ZUid A2 o] 9ol AW Altho]
th 2dle] A3AEL “AAZE FAN e e ESRTE “AAIE S8t oA o=
ths 86€ T2 A 2 9 oy Yok iy A9 AiAEe] o Ed)
7t Foldety Edl, & o] AlAlel i A (self-supported) EdiEhd, Zoje] HexE

) BB A #3Hd ‘Al 38 =374 &M e 98 258 Fady] s
Vlastos, Gregory, “The Third Man Argument in the Parmenides”, in Studies in Plato’s
Metaphysics, ed. R. E. Allen(London:Routledge, 1965).

Moravesik, J. M. E, “The ‘Third Man' Argument and Plato's Theory of Forms”,

Phronesis 8(1963).
2) Plato, “Parmenides”(132a~b) in Plato:The Collected Dialogues., Edith Hamilton¥}

Huntington Cairns ##(Princeton:Princeton University Press, 1989). p.926.
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o] Zogdt Bt B3 Eu, & 9 XA et A A (self-evident) EE A}
o+5 4 (self-justified) Etoltt. tiZt2EE 2l A2d gt Fai-53 of27]|vdj2=9]
X &2 (Archimedean point) 2.2 34983 #d(clear and distinct idea)S AT =
Ay BE Bde FPo2RE vREYn FAEeH, tEE 2] #dd A o
3 APA fE HAs] A8 =Fsyok

EYE 247 9% Ao =8 gEE J4Ey #de @ Jod o 7hx FH
o] wEo] o]FojAa YAk 1 7| BAHQ BZHE TSI e F A =42 o]FolA

Ak

(7h od DFEL Hor FEHOZY EE U2 Wogy e UE
A Aol ofEAolA] grhe Aulel 2 Axel AHAQ e 2PAR
A AEstel AxE AU Uk a3 ) 2E AX) thd gaste] 54

#HL o83 ‘71E U-L-E(basic beliefs) o]th4d

2 o

olg|g ol wEd, 714 YEL Ar] A3 (selfjustified) WSECI} ZE
2 WSEL oY 7|8A AEERYE FEHAY Ak a¥rg JEd UgEed
A Ao} Fo] & Erjelct

A =she FEIZF BE7E sAE E9E, olglaEdd s, ofFus, HIIEE, 23, 2t
E o] a#i XF, d2E, ZAZE Al o]8rHEYe] Tl v AAE o)F B
F7b $2le AAY 2ae AGIFANATE FFA 274 oW EUE TsHn o
HolA AL o] EROAME olEe] FRIA JYE oHI HAE ‘EdE
(foundationalism)’©l2tx #-& Zo|th Ag7k4] 49 £ AXY EgEL nddrie &
el 7R ololA WiE gtom, Fol sty A 2eA F83 HEE P45

Ed2o] o]¥A S olfE FAL? 1 dige duS A= wigpERle]l WHE
‘B2 E9 FAl(Cartesian Anxiety) oA & 5= Itk6) HIFIEEE U £ &4
o} Aol 3k Boyy globd 27t 97X A Z2e AgEole whA uiee dx A
FE 280y Y2 28 & FE 9 Aolge dYE SHth? 2o 2w, 2-gdAe

3) Rockmore, Tom, “Introduction” in Antifoundationalism Old and New, Tom Rockmores}
Beth Singer #i(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1992). p5.

4) o] Hol WIAMEe ©g =& #Hwsr] nkdth BonJour, Laurence, The Structure of
Empirical Knowledge(Cambridge:Harvard University Press, 1985). pp.16~17.

5) Chisholm, Roderick, Theory of Knowledge, #38(Englewood Cliffs, NJ:Prentice-Hall, 1939).
Alston, William, Epistemic Justification'Essays in the Theory o Knowledge(Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1989)

Moser, Paul, Knowledge and Evidence(Cambridge:Cambridge University Press, 1989)

6) & &% Fxsdr] uEth Bemnstein, Richard, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism:

Science, Hermeneutics, and Praxis(Oxford:Blackwell, 1983). pp.16~20.
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27 dAeUe] Avto] Uk ¢Ele] Ao fiF FPE BAHFE EQE FAY, 19
A Foi Edol FlojFolo] whd yte] giok Hyl2EE HRE EdEXEC] Al
AP AR BEE ARtk EREAEL EES ¥l ¢S T8 Yt ‘dulete) &
Y FZ(underlying structures)t} ‘E3tH o2 EWal= Q M(culturally invariant factors) v
‘AEgH ez AAE F(biologically determined patterns)-g 7] 93 TEIPLY &
&S Fstn RS FalElE vide] e FolEhd oudMy EgiEe RE A7} Yok

a8z EE Polstolut QI E¥yt ol &8, AL3e, Aldwsl B3 5
o] et dgol A Yelde Azttt o] =EdA A EQES thga o] HFod
ok EdEeld -89 AA|, X4 A, 23 A 58 AGE AAFE FFH A9 o
" Ed7} EA%chs Aol

Aol thgt o]BME FEo] A onje] EOiE grdlEE AL FE AFL o)F
oigtth olEF AEES Bt ENEH {4 oozl ¥& & UL Aol EYE
A Aol &e <A Hele detolojuldeA A § glon, 1 oJHdE E¥HEH &
At AAH M EtolA] AHES v AASE EUE o AlE) olv] EA8
ok ddol S0l EEF FY o8& AA F 7R WEkA AAFU} 2 shte
o] =7 (Intentionalism)©] 12, Th& shte FAF9(Formalism)olth. the FollA] o m=F o
& 4 AHEEE daL

H2Hauthor)7k 2HE2] elulol] i@ 7 origin) EE AFH FANFE A7 Az
Adel 4 olF sMol8S Ual Auiste] ok oleid Azl WaAY, FES o
£ AR YRSt AN = YAt B AR OE o] AT e Ro|mE HE
AN BHE A wE WA Aol AR EE oA ASHY AU} e
Aol AT 3o tael H7)t SAAT, AR g Ao BTk e 24
I AAE Aol gel B Je 7 Fo

Aol o] =Fole) EH o272 HHAE. D. Hirsch)® #& 4 ok J=Felg
BHE 9209 B9 s e BUsE PEA Q7 EAA getn ve B
S T3] Y Ay Btz Uk FEFolo} T BHOE AT ‘o)

7) Descartes, Rene, “Meditations on First Philosophy” in Descartes:Selected Philosophical
Writings, John Cottingham %5 #£7#(Cambridge:Cambridge University Press, 1988), p.80.

8) Rorty, Richard, “Solidarity or Objectivity” in Objectivism, Relativism, and Truth
(Cambridge:Cambridge University Press, 1991). p.22.

9) Hirsch, Jr., E. D, Vdiidity in Interpretation(New Haven:Yale University Press, 1967).
p.212.
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9] (historicism)’, ‘A 215} (psychologism)’, 18] 3L ‘AH-&5¢](autonomism)' & # T}10)

o] w2, JaFoe] AP ZF ulzt Adie] we wigths Azbolt). o] #
Aol wan, ZAEe] ouis 1 ZFol e oA ou|shE ulolth ATl F
o] ojul= ¢7]el) wel Wttt Aot HgFoe AREAE AHale] A vl &AE
9] JJulg FRlsta AjRo] AFS & oF T3 233 A4S AT dAFu
AT At 55 ZAF on|e WA FEI sl Blgd dj4e) sbeAde B
13t}

H¥k(meaning) ¢t E#(significance)E TET22ZH 3dlv A YL 25 FTH3CL
o) w2, Au)i= FEd g3 APEE AoBA AR EAF W] 7 EE AFEsle]
vebd Zlolth ¥k, oo gt ojue}t o F F9o|, d ) ARl thE Ay, g2
A7), O ZERIAA, 2 BAAF o] D #AlolthlD ¥ oule} 9o FoA Wt
A& AE] Qurt ot ejejolt), 2wyt Edla W= AAZ @ RolA] An] 2 A
A7b W AL ofvth 9= A BAE IFda, 1T BA F e BHsle
A Fo] ZF] vothid) ow|el oo FEL A F H|Ho PR &) 3
M) die o 222 EAEke AFY ouloly, vge] g 18 gnrt dE AE
3 #AE Ao BN AAVYE FAF oot ML FFo] HAHoR EE FEFHO
2 gt Aqng AP, HE-L S]] A 7xdte] ZAF] uE ¢ & £ &
X shte] Q4R wiE gigthd) oejnz oul: X2 ekE tiadelAY ooe
7EA 8] BEEE 9ottt JAFA B Mo d #FL et g9g,
Ao it el didg, XA JERE EFS7] Wi FE ust Al w)
g, ¢i7lo] ulet Wtk FA3E o /FE Wi AFHs)

ol F &R oldl FHrt vlMsle thE Fhte] BHLE M AdFAR] ‘AE&F o)
o AEFF o] Fo] AW B FAF9 o AE Zo] F= ALBA FFLS 1 AAZ
A& 7HA7) wiel 2AEY ovls AE 1 A oA doje) T4 He T Ae
o2 ARFEY BE Bl a8y e ol FF el FAE 9wl AL
A7) AR 2EL] AA oquiE FE3] dAH & 5 vk FFEA LT
g 348k FAE FEF S0 5FFE ¢ TAXAL ol Fid 93 our 2HH
A 2 w7} gl sHE 28 E49 42 “My car ran out of gas.”& £t} o] &
e I AAY £ T2E Aol vlFo] AHHEGE u F 7R guE FAld xd

10) Ihid., p.viil.

11) Ibid, p.8. Hirsch® The Aims of Interpretation(Chicago:The University of Chicago Press,
1976), pp.2~3.

12) Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, p.8.

13) Ihid., p.210.

14) The Aims of Interpretation, p.3.

15) Validity in Interpretation, p.225.
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T AT 2 e ‘Ul &l Z]Eel "ejgth gk on| g, v shie ‘Y] 27t (i) 7}
2 oA gAugrh e vz fE ¢ vk 286 A&Fe ARHE BopEd o]
B4E Aot T3l obfE #F slofy] Hotk o] F JkA] oju] F ojwl Fo] &nfE
enAE 243 d 4 ik

340 wEd, o7 AAte] o m:gte] gulE o E AAs) ¥ 4 vk FA] A
FEE Wol e vl dol7t obd 92 ¢] AlEl(an affair of consciousness)gti T
SHTHE) Tole FE7lt 1 dolE Ba Fol/IZEE AWEAY oldsly] MAE
o' EA% Ax oud 4 glvk 2id AE ouiet AdE A Aol ofAa Fxt
o o4 F 7kH7}F & & Ak 22y 5] ofHe] AF oule] Ze] & Be 2Fe
oulE Hxte] ¢rle] met Gt Al @ RAolBE, o] oA oulE AASE VEE
248 4 goh 2R Axte] oXgte] 2Fe Julg AAIe 7|ELE ALY F 9
ot a2-d AL P Folel g oot il o9 olyd it AFA
(object-directedness) &= =3 x3FA(goal-directedness)e] HIZ o xot) 2 EZ 34
T AEFY v AR ke dsiA AFHW, Ao £XS 1Yg =g THsE

Aolgte A& A €k

EFo e BE d¢ Robll AX HEdAstAl 28x 1 e HEHAW Mol F
9] shjolt} 7| E B3t AL F dF oFolE2 vhil(Edouard Manet)] Luncheon
in the Studiogt #FE digk W 2=ujo)A(Nan Stalnaker)®] 34 & T3 4HREE 3
A 1D
ohle] o] IR(ZY 1) 1869d At 1Y dXoRFEH Fie & AEsA 2
’%Url'?-, ol A FAR EE SAE0] YofH o v EHo glon, W dAf glo] Kol

Abgo]l 18l vk Tl e AES I¥e] aHAE BA 168U H2 X

( n Leenhoff)e] EsFolth 29 ojmu= 43 3 Z(Suzanne Leenhoff) 2, W& #
< 9 A o 12 F21 18634 o Fol= vh|e} A& 1Y LE8F AUE WA
9lo] Agts] wEA A &L ABR TRE UL AL RUR A o3 thE I o
2E F29(Auguste Rousselin s Rz A3t Al HA] QEQ] o9& Aldo] A
%2 MRt
AHRE vpd)9] o] 2L AHgtolgl= HrtE Bt} €2 3wl (Theophile Gautier)
© O 2ol Bttt “ad o) B AE fel 9 JerP o] B AF Hl
o HAQZ ofyE AF Hell o= MMV & =7t Y18

o5 o] 2L M3 FFAVR Foidth 1AL H2old AEF AAE Fo

|=3

L m T

X

16) Thid,, p4.

17) Stalnaker, Nan, “Intention and Interpretation”, The Journal of Aesthetics and Art
Criticism(Spring, 1996). pp.121~134.

18) Hamilton, George Heard, Manet and His Critics(Yale University Press, 1954), p.134.
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o #lold R1E2 A2 A7, YEARA, EFH M2 To& ZHA JF d' AHE
HojFa QA dEe] F4L A A5 A7I7F gler SEstth 2o dEo] Azt
0] Bol= 18] XA 254 o]Fa YA Rk

YRR o] aYS R AES A F AR Lok F vk A WA 8L 9 F
T7 A AR el SAs=g sk Aolm, F w8 2HE 2xdH A7 ¢
3 g dF FAo) F2IE oJErhe Holth 2"yl E o] oEE gt B
ol hile] ko) tidt e B WA F vk Bk e o] I¥E ¥ vhile 9

& 9817l Asf mhdle] Arjel FEg

ABHoRE dFoi2 vhi7} g9 HopHAgta b it 2dd 253 o]
e wtEE S AAEIL QR o] S0} wWEE Hee 3l o Fol2 whilg)
obgol oftfe}l 19 opnlA] ol AE wphil9] ofEolghiz Aotk 1851d GAl 2F § Ao

H 7 d obF dold dlFolE whleh 19 HEAES doke WAL ¥ 4
e op7)7k @Asy] 9 F Ao ool whdli= o] ofr]9] opAlgka xpale] ojn)
YollAl &gt 7k dlFolm vhilz} of7)e] opHA|7} ojuetd, 9 = ojHydA AA
Te 3 AY7? 2-2dolAE a2 $718 T 2ol 3535 itk ool whle] opy
Al ol AE vl M #¥E EAE e A SAR] Wi A £ o)y
A& AY3 glojof At 2 BR JFolE while] AALL ofx] o FHQ onXE B
zeted daE RolH, FA 343 o}7]e] A&HE Ale oz EE 94 glo]
oEdE =& HAME Aolth olH@ A71H AR F35 ZASHA 2dulojA=
age 9 oEd diste] UEd 22 wES dvh

A w2 TR AT LT IF AbolY dinle HoRe Had Mg Ale
=& o] 1 2N E£FE 4T UFE BAFI = Aolth agAN vhile ¥
29 249 HEE TFA =2 e YL E =gl <tk aER oY)
A ek el A ddt vl B S B8 159 ude] oz Aot
7b A8 Aol BAEHE Ae HeyE gAE RAFEth @ Al Al Aol
E ¥ A3 F7) 7R oA EFe] B & AYLZREH /S AvlEe vk
A A Y Aoz i F JlE Aol o] IAHdA mhils #HR9 £E U YA
oz =WEME 20 FHeE FEHE A2 Yoge JEE HoFu Yok 29y
oj7 1 vhile] M7)E BF AXFF o] o] aYE B Y& T i ol
o E5& Fths de W F g=F9 49 FdE s

19) Curtiss, Mina, “Letters of Edouard Manet to his Wife during the Siege of Paris:1870~
1871, Apollo 113(1981), p.379.
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3.

S E=Fel= 2041719 T o] o|2Eel o3 IHE wErh Aot AT AES]
AeH 2E AxIAAA, FAES AR dd g WdE agta 3 AFe] FxE o
A, E3H EQe AEE ot FAsATHO 20417] w=elA g% AH|E (New
Criticism = |=F2& FAst=dl §Rsisich el w2E, ¥32, dv 2L 37 7
ZFAAEE AR geg FRlsteuA & S o voprt ARt 58 HAAs|7HA]
atgich2n

RE o] ]850 omrt AF ov|e] AAAAEE A& FAHME AT, T4
HAe g 7R Z vHe] Mok 2 F vkl A2 Az dE oial ZAEF 2 AAS] 34
A F27F AFY guis 2R FAFYA QAolth ol BeAe 4T dF
< H]o]& 2] (Monroe C. Beardsley)2] AB]H(New Criticism)?2) ©|2< 53] AWHEE 3
Ak

vjojgEle 2F9] urt A7t ojxe oF AFEThE HHY FHo] FFol ot
© Hkeh 2A7L onjEte vhE FUAEte o FE WSk Atk it Blojeds 28
FTUAIZE 27 e oS3 22 Al 7EH 2ANA gk

20) o8 2% #x3dlel. “Russian Formalism” in The Johns Hopkins Guide to Literary
Theory and Criticism, Michael Groden?} Martin Kreiswirth #(Baltimore:The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1994), pp.634~638.

AzkeE §7] FE2FY Mol g gg 2 OFAT. A EAE £ A=t
2E, dad, 239 &4 o, 'nsl, 213, 19%.

An|ge] Aty gL v 2L Fdy| uiedt

“New Criticism” in The Johns Hopkins Guide to Literary Theory and Criticism, pp.528
~529.

Leitch, Vincent, American Literary CriticismiFrom the Thirties to the Eighties(New
York:Columbia University Press, 1988), pp.26~27.

Leitch®] 2H]3o] i3t 71242 Clean Brooks?} Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and
Poetics(Princeton:Princeton University Press, 1974)9] 2 “New Criticism"o]& 358 &
o3t Aol

Beardsley, Monroe, The Possibility of Criticism(Detroit:Wayne State University Press,
1970). pp.18~20.

$-2]7} olm] AW ERE] e vHY i e didg FEIG: 2y Hlo&
ZolAA vl AL A Halr] Frhe didelth B2 4] iido|y Hrte]
e 2% v o)A gt ulge] tiite] 5 sjde) i oln] Frie] dldd
F& gty &, vlFo i BE =907} A didt =od AFHeR HEE F YA=
orom Wrio] thet =29t BUL Be Fx ok Y AN Hrivt BPE day
o] 9l Az o|E2oleh= AHdE mEFohd, vige] gy F ek B e FEE
Ao g =2 HET F sS4 F Utk THEE o] S 4 BE
AQ)stn e e =S Aol gt =ik HE&IEE A HAAZ HldE

21

~

22

~

23

~
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AR, Az w7t Qe AF] gnpyt EA%h vlojEyE olEd dE AR
Froll o] Ak Aaiel thEA A€ FFo] FAAA qvE AYe A& EY 1
o o2 HFE ] Ao FEF AE Evh o] F A BT AAF AYHA
FAA T A gulg FFo] Ad F Jrka Hoj&E= Erh
A, ARpe] ApFol] ZF] ouirt A & Qlth gols AlRle] Adel met 1 oA
7F A F 13, o]y E ¥Ele wol2 Y 8 FAFY WX E AsARIY. Hloj&
Pl aele AEe) o2 vla olAAL| =9 The Pleasures of Imagination® S, 1 &%
&l A TR plastic’ol@ Dol AR7d 11 AFS AE B 17437 259 oA
719 Aol oulE Aun, 2 Ad JAEF AAY vz Al7je] wE gatin F31
.

AR, A7 A8 @ oulE, 2Este AAPE EHA] & qnE AFo] A
d g 8tk Ale 48 7 duES $F3tn Jed, 1 grE BFE AR o4
AR Brie PET.

°]r’4<’l =S 33 vlolggs AEe] dulsks vkt AzP) oujste vk E@AY
Vs, T A ZFY Au)7t Ao oo o] AFATE 349 FFL LH/HUL F
’é?_h:}. AR =g T FAF] uIE HoslEw AT YEF99] iﬂ-r(lnten‘monal
fallacy) & ®3l= ZAolrt. o9 BT Weox nloje]s 5449 ¥h§o] ZE ofus
TSR BE #BAHE AR @ F(affective fallacy) S W3l Aolgta uv|walgith
ayez vojgEldAMe AFY duirt 1 IFY ZIdAH A de A%, FFEY T2
2A(EAD Qe AE oplrk FEY gu)= ZAF R A Ex4A e Ao] ofy
& ZAE 2 AA ol vk a2 ZAE O Al AE o]FolA glon, ol o

#EH el e 2 9zt ZARET a2 BE vjogEd w2y, AEY e FAE
&ol|l A AT FAEEE dolEo] Ao e 93 APz JelA He Aotk

g olefd vloj&Ele] Fe] dis) 7t AV 5 e vHY dig e ¥
Aol s dF =98 Fo A F Ak FHE “My car ran out of gas."ge oE
B3 doy 2 AATeRE oy FFoly 2EF oulr} g ool EghA on
E Ad 4 d7] Wil doje HAH FEyE Eorire AL FE g ndA e
el Fevha B|9E vk Qo

HlojEElE oleld v dig] dojo FAH F2E Ao FHE T3 B9t He
ol Hge uiEe] AT 5 S-S xcl??}‘:} ow 2 A4 g
7t 7Fs g QAT Aotk gAY 253 thget onso] HAT

e M

e W'Y e & glol AMEEh

= o] A% AL Beardsleyel The Possibility of Criticism& Z1&}7] vl

a8z SN Frte) 4E A" @AY didlAE Richard Shusterman®] The Object of
Literary Criticism(Amsterdam:Rodopi, 1984), ch2& #1s}y] vlgdch
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AL Fqle 2k FHE o] Bigo] Azt JugE B3 sAE F vk Bk
o} aey vHojEEle BEdte] BAY A, AEY FAH FEE AFA A B
o B AS AR ASH £52 5 23S 92 AL AFskeE Holth ¥y
349 de s5olu AS5UoRE 4" ¢ YE EIFTE BAEh 3 WA sF Ao
A A9, vojsde 7 A A E AAZ oMol HloEFRE A AR}
A 72 H848e g%t 28y a8 ARA 7 29 E7F F-RIAE EojBe A
o] sjAMoletn BA| gkth HlojgEle A TXE AU sqttRYEdE AE
w7t REEA YeEPGTHE, 1 ZE9 FAH 727t GRS AdsAtin ok AFES
ZE O AR A TR oF) dddt ofurl AAHHTE oo gy 28 A HE
of 2% 9u7t & vehdohd a3 AEE & Axte Rt 18 A AL
= ZAEY g2 Fxo s FEY Aurt ddEA ZAHEE AES A Hof Fr

AF7HA 48 B AHY, volEodAA FES 2 guig doH P 7xE =lle
Zolw, wekA sjde] BA e aed 4tz Ao FHE HEsle #F) ouig v}
ke oltk o] g MHE omFo] A A dEHoR 7P de] &
Hd Wyeli), ouFeoje} npAtA R FAFAR &) 7 GG FHASA HEHA
t}. A7IAE 89 3 dE MHZ=(Cezanne)®] Le Compotierdl| 3t 24 Ez}o](Roger
Fry)9] 34594 Mg &3l 4HREE Ak

24 zgolx S/t vie AFS HMT 9 FESoF T FHHY 24 Aline), ¥
(mass), 3-ZHspace), B&(ight and shade), M (colour) 5 T 7HA 2 EAB}FH T2 o]
A 7k 845 o9 A AMgsta AFA7I=vel wet ZAEe] ofn)rt thEA AR EUE
Aoty Bz Zgolo] ©rEZH nlEoA HFAFel A4S & wie o] il &6 F5
ste] AF uE glojulol st Aolth Zetol= Al o]HF o]lB& AT:=9 Le
Compotierol B3 H&38}ttD) &L Zetolrt Yee siAeltt

A Aol (Y 2o Rzt B AR Al 52 w949 et okd
Azl Ly g B gk Zejolo] wEW, o) WML YNERTE SoF

o} EElEee WSkl 7 A ThA FEo] QolA HelAT QY& £F EAE FO
24 77 AU Y= FERH $0PE el B4, 19 LEE ofaniel Ags
A3 e dlele] AANE HolAAN Ao AFHe ek ol AAE Wl
& A%, 4a5e oz dojAel shed o IPeAE 184 ¥u A 35 B
galow Wol Urka Utk Zejolo] waw, 4z, HU A, At Fol Fo e e
So] Aoz A% wol Uztezx HA¥on Izl UEY F3ust ¥l ¥

24) Fry, Roger, “An Essay in Aesthetics” in Twentieth Century Theories of Art{Carleton
University Press, 1990), James M. Thompson ##, pp.69~70.

25) Fry, Roger, Cezanne:A Study of His Development(Chicago:The University of Chicago
Press, 1989), pp.40~47.
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oei® BAE YAseus AFHUAT, Ttk o] AR oeMsiAT 33994 2
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7] QPFIRE Bale 12 odeen Beg we & ok

4.

AF7HA 4l HlelgE T3l jMolx e J=Folo FAFAE AR F, O 747
o] ojgo] of®A FAAHY 2AF A H8d = e A& vl A= T
2djol7 s} Zetold] sf4e Tl AHEJT. Y HHY vlojEE e oL si4 ]
EAo] Folohihz Aol tigh A% Aol Bt A BF o 2L 5HE
AYaL gl

AR, G2 BF AEel i A AdTIE 54 27U BEdE st o
AR dmu} qlole] FAH Tyt 2 Edolth dxl= ¢4 EXES $-E] AlA,
22, ge, ¥3h A §& A9 AAFE T2 24 od Bo7l EA8 TR A7)
gt gl vt ek A} wolEE ) AT AR oy doje] PAH T EF
29 §4g FBst AAFE I35 AR LI of" FFE i ek A
& %A AT F Je Ttk B3] AVE o, Tt JHFofE T FF5H &

6) 349t Hlol&de A2A=(Wordsworth) 9] A& EeMar oide] siaabgo] ZR=HS
£ ARS =4S WA P o] AL B3 AWPAA FPsHe AR 9w
doje] WAH 727t A=ASY Aol Uit LHHE ANS WHELE JFoE 48T
& glge B, AN PHe $E o =AY dANE the FEL Fu]
ulbe),

Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, pp.239~240.
Beardsley, The Possibility of Criticism, pp.26~29.
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Exst A7 ANolNY EdE, & Eved siclecldn 748 4 Utk
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- ARFYY oFE Ao MW FRERE NG 2L oFo] Yt Al
A AFse) Qs AvFel BT, EFIE AFAE F oFel
Ase NgE Bad ggesael A 1 A7t Ase dvke Holoh

HlojgE o AM Aol FF3 FELE Al 3eFolo AT E AAY 5 e
A{H &t vlojg7t uFAE FHde olfE A=EF7 AW 1&E AU
AA Rtk AzolAeln, §H7} vlojgE]d] FAFIE FH}E ol TUsTh &
A8 E=efollA Edoly FoFoE FHdtu oW Z|EE wHdte e utol gle Felekd
oA HEA EdfEo] AE 27 Avke HE AFT vt gk aEE B o]
Eolgta AT F e =T FAFAI AuH 7|ES wHEhdE L g AL A
o = e Aot

pAEte 2, 2t BF F UMY 43 A3 S e Y el AF FY £ fow,
Hol= & F s ZA3lolojof At A & o] Fgut

o AR oln] AREC Gl N2 02 ZZE Sk F AR e SA
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QA"

27) Wimsatt, Jr, W. K, and Beardsley, M. C,, “The Affective Fallacy” in The Verbal Icon
(Lexington:University of Kentucky Press, 1967), p.2L.
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28) Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, p.230.

29) Beardsley, The Possibility of Criticism, p44.

30) 7tk o] ajdjol e diF & o AAE =9 "xle] gg F& Fasty] viglt) "7
weh elanleZel whd-slde] mg EUiEs e Wold, TMekdT, Azd,
1996, pp.5~10.
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m Abstract

Foundationalist Theories of

Interpretation:Intentionalism and Formalism

Jinyup Kim

Foundationalism is an idea found not only in metaphysics and epistemology but also in
diverse areas such as ethics, social science, natural science, culture, and so on. I define
foundationalism as the idea that there is some foundation which is the ultimate source of
justification for our world, knowledge, rationality, culture, goodness and so on. In the
theory of interpretation as well, to search for such a foundation of the meaning of a text
is the main tradition. We have seen the modern root of foundationalism of interpretation
in Schleiermacher. Before him, however, the philological and biblical hermeneutics tried to
find the foundation which determined the meaning of a text. The foundationalism of
interpretation is currently developed in two directions. One is Intentionalism, the other is
Formalism.

The idea that the author is the origin or the privileged arbiter of the meaning of a
text has dominated interpretive theory since the notion of author came into being.
According to this idea, the meaning of a text is to be identified with or found in the
intention of an author, and the aim of interpretation is to find the intention of an author.
Although the problem of how to decode the intention of an author is itself the subject of
extensive critical debate, this idea has had powerful influence on the theory of
interpretation. In the current era, E. D. Hirsch is the representative of Intentionalism. By
claiming that the intention of an author determined the meaning of a text, Hirsch tries to
overcome the views which deny the existence of a normative principle for judging the
validity of interpretation. Nan Stalnaker applies this theory to Edouard Manet’s Luncheon
in the Studio.

Intentionalism is criticized by several theories in the twentieth century. One of them is
Formalism, and one of leading theorists of Formalism is Monroe Beardsley. Beardsley
calls Hirsch's thesis “the identity thesis,” and defines it as claiming that what a literary
work means is identical to what its author meant in composing it. Beardsley claims that
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this identity thesis can be conclusively refuted by three arguments. From these
arguments, he concludes that in order to know the meaning of text we have to look into
the text itself, neither into its origin(author) nor into its results(reader). It is in its
language that the text happens. A text contains all the information necessary for its
interpretation in the text on the page, and the aim of interpretation is to find what the
sequence of words in the text itself means. Roger Fry applies Formalism to Cézanne's
Le Compotier.

Despite this difference, both of Hirsch and Beardsley share common assumptions. First,
both of them agree that there is a foundation which is the ultimate source of justification
for the meaning of a text. Second, since the meaning of the text is already given and
determined by the foundation, our interpretation is to passively find what the author
intends or what the sequence of words means, not to actively construct or constitute it.
Third, both of them try to set up the objectivity of interpretation, refuting scepticism and
relativism. Finally, both of them agree that two incompatible interpretations cannot be
both true, that at least one of them must be wrong. Therefore, despite the difference of
their interpretive foundation, both of them agree that interpretation is to find one
objectively true meaning of a text through a foundation.

But these assumptions can be criticized as follows. First, the meaning of text is not
straightly determined by some foundation, but circularly determined by several
components. According to Gadamer, the meaning of text is determined in a whole
relationship of interpreter, text, unity, and consensus. Second, since the interpreter plays
an important role in a whole relationship, the meaning of text is not passively found, but
actively constructed by interpreter. Third, there are plural aims with which interpreter
can approach to the text. Interpretation can aim at the intention of an author or the
linguistic structure, but this aim is only one of plurality of possible aims. Both Hirsch
and Beardsley err in their privileging their specific interpretive aim as the only one right
aim. Fourth, there can be plural true interpretations on the same text, and sometimes

they can be incompatible with each other.



