
EuroJTh 2000} 9:2, S91 V OÖ (17

Readıng 1C0oeur: Authors, Readers, and Texts
1C0Oeur: Aultoren, Leser und exie
Pour lıre Rıcceur Auteurs, lecteurs et textfes

aughery, Huemoz

ZUSAMMENF  SSUNG Bedeutung? oll der Leser der
beherrschende Faktor ıUn der

Dieser Artıkel behandelt Rıcoeurs Interpretation UON Texten spin €
Auffasung DVO  A utoren, Lesern und Der drıiutte 1l gıbt eıne Bewertung der
Texten Er besteht UuSs ıer Teılen. Ansıchten Rıcoeurs, hauptsächlich Lm

Hınblick auf dıe Rolle DO  S Autoren undZunachst vırd Adıe Hauptfrage des
Beıtrags vorgestellt: Autorenıntention Lesern, ber uch dıie Kategorıe des
ıund Rezeptionsästhetik reader response). Textes ıst ın dıese Reflektionen
Was ıst Rıcoeurs Sıcht dıeser einbezogen. Wıe sıcht 1coeur Autor und
hermeneutischen Probleme? Leser, besonders Lın seınen

Im zweıten 'e1l wırd der gegenwärtıge Beıträgen, emps et recıt (“Zeit un
Kontext der Debatte dıe Raolle des Narratıv ) und Penser la Bible (*Bıblısch
Autors un Lesers LN der Interpretation Denken‘), dıie sıch mehr auf biblische
DVON Texten beleuchtet und dıskutiert. Hermeneutik beziehen ®
Sınd Autoren und ıhre Intentionen ıUn Der w”ıerte eıl fasst Adrıe Ergeonısse der
hermeneutischen UÜbertegungen och UVON Untersuchung

RESUME leurs ıntentions dowent-ils PNCOTe etre
DTILS consıideration € Ou les lecteurs

L’auteur examıne, ans cel artıcle SOnNnt-ıls FrOLS Aans l’entreprıise
quatre partıes, Ia conceptıon ricceeurıenNNe d’interpretation an texte?
de [’auteur, du ecteur el du extie I! Ensutte, "auteur evalue Ia DnenNseEe de
ıntroduil Ffoult Ad’abord Ia question Rıcceur, essentzellement SUr le röle de

"auteur et du lecteur, ıen qu uneprincıpale, celle de ıntention de "auteur
et de Ia reponse du ecteur. Quelle reflexıon LF le sSo1t AWUSSL menee.
pnerspectkıwve Rıccoeeur adopte-t-ıl SU Comment Rıcoeur eonsıdere-t-ıl les röles
hermeneutıque problematıique? Ad’auteur el de lecteur, partıculıer dans

SsSPe5S5 les plus recents, emps etPuits ı1{ presente el analyse brievement
le CONLeEXLE du debat CONCernNanl le röle de recıt, el Penser la Biıble?
"auteur el celu. du ecteur ans Enfin, "auteur tıre les conclusıions de
ınterpretation d’un Les aAautfeurs el recherche.

Introduction LO stimulate interest, ralse quest1ions,
and gyıve rıse LO thought, hence, the

T’he a1ım * thıs artıcle 1S LO discuss merıt of analysıs of hıs perspectıve.
the debate‘ Velr authorıial intentıon
an reader response“ the LEeXT, ıth Briıef Overview of the
specıfic reference LO the work of aul
Ricoeur.“ Rıcoeur has had, Vel the Contemporary Context

ast twenty-fıve 9 tremendous
impact the problematıc of hermeneu- ean Burke sSu  e  9 the CY1ISIS of pOST-
t1ics In general and bıblical hermeneutics modern1ısm 1S CY1SIS of authorship.”
1n partıcular.“ Hıs writıngs contınue Where 1s the author In the cContemporary
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hermeneutical enterprise? According LO CONSEINNSU the ımportance of the
Roland Barthes, author’s intention.”

the modern scr1ptor 15 nNOTt the subject Perhaps, takıng roatto’'s understand-
ıth the book as predicate; ere 1S other ng c  act,  27 further, SOINE might
tıme that of the enuncı]latıon and CVEI'V whether there 1S5 yet place for the Ur[’'-
LEexT, 1S eternally wrıtten ere nd HO rectıon of the author an hıs/her inten-
For Hm, the CONLTFAaFrY, the hand Cut off tıon ıth regard LO extual inter-
from anı y vo1Ce, borne by DUIE gesture ÖT pretatıon? the total focus of meanıng 1S
inscr1ıption and NnOL of express10n) traces ocated In the reader readıng the Lext,
fıeld wıthout or1gın O7 W.  1C ql east, has hat 15 the role of author an Lext ıIn the

er Oorıgın than anguage ıtself, lan- hermeneutical trajectory?
DUASC 10 CeaselessIiy Ra into question Wıthın thıs somewhat recent phenome-
a ]] Or1g1ns. 110  m; ın both lıterary theory an bıblıcal

Succeeding the Author, the scr1ıptor interpretation“ there 1S5 then the contem-
longer bears wıthın hım passıons, Au- DOFLFaLr y notıon that readers, DYy decree,

eelings, 1mMpress10Nns, but rather requısıtıon the prımary place and become
the immense dicetionary from which he the ultımate consıderation ıth regard LO
draws wrıtıng that Can NOW halt ıfe bıblical-textual meanıng an interpreta-

does than ımıtate the book, and tiıon  12 It 15 argued that thıs has led LO the
the book iıtself 15 onlyv t1ssue of S1ZNS, reader achjeving somethıng of celebrity
imıtatıon that 1S lost, infinıtely eierre rankıng wıthın hermeneutics. Susan
(Once the Author 15 removed, the claım LO Suleiman states
ecıpher LEXT. becomes quıte futile.“ T’he words reader and audıence, ONMNCeEe rele-

o authors, ın (1 T: Contemporary gate LO the STAatLus of the unproblematic
hermeneutical context, ave rıghts, aıms, an obvi1ous, ave acceded LO starrıng
an ATre they merely ideolog1- role.
cal fahrications?‘ In Manı y9 authors OdAaYV, ONe rarely piıcks lıterary Jour-
SEEIN LO be ejected irom EXTits quickly na|l eıther sıde of the antıc wıthout
SUTVIVOTFS miıght attempt LO parachute iindıng artıcles (and en Ole specılal
from burnıng aırplanes. 1Ssue) devoted LO the performance of read-

One m1g ask, ıf authors Are mortally Ing, the role of teelıng, the varıabılıty of
wounded Ca  — meanıng lıyıngly SUrvıve? indıvıdual 9 the confrontatıion,

GTroAaLLO., for example, Ar UCS that transactıon OL interrogatıon between EXTS
authors die In the inscr1bıng of theır 111es- an readers, the natiure an! limıts of inter-
Sasc hıs sacrıficıal ..  acı . 1t. Were, 1S pretatıon questlions whose Ve ormula-
OTE ıIn whiıich OL lays OWN nes  7 lıfe © We tıon depends NnNe  S of the
mıght Iso reflect. the work of Stanley audıence entity ind1ıssoclahle from the
Fısh an hıs famous Statemen ıth notıon of artıstıic texts  15
regard LO authorshıp an the interpreta- What Al’e LO make of the role ofauthorstıon of Lext reader’s 15
NnOL LO the meanıng, ıt 1S the meanıng. 99 an the relatıvely recent emphasıs

readers 1n LO the taxt?: How 1S ıtOthers Aarsuec however, that authors
and theır intent.ions WCITIe prevıously CON- poss1ible for exXts, the bıblical XT1 -nNarTta-

sıdered, untiıl recent tımes, 1mpor- tıves, LO refigure readers’ l1ves? Do
authors count? Have (30d and AuthorLant for hermeneutics. Kevın Vanhoozer een sacrıficed the altar of the reader?states

premodernity and modernıty C111 Reading 1C0eur
cshared siımılar aım In interpretatıon: LO
LTECOWV! the meanıng of the LEXT, under- Our prımary LOCUS., after havıng briefly
stOo0d 1n terms of the iıntentıon of the sketched something of the wıder ontext
thor* G. J. Laughery *  hermeneutical enterprise? According to  near consensus on the importance of the  Roland Barthes,  author’s intention.'®  the modern scriptor  is not the subject  Perhaps, on taking Croatto’s understand-  with the book as predicate; there is no other  ing an “act” further, some might query  time as that of the enunciation and every  whether there is yet a place for the resur-  text is eternally written here and now  rection of the author and his/her inten-  For him, on the contrary, the hand cut off  tion with regard to textual inter-  from any voice, borne by a pure gesture of  pretation? If the total focus of meaning 1s  inscription (and not of expression) traces a  located in the reader readıng the text,  field without origin —- or which, at least, has  what is the role of author and text in the  no other origin than language itself, lan-  hermeneutical trajectory?  guage which ceaselessly calls into question  Within this somewhat recent phenome-  all origins.  non in both literary theory and biblical  Succeeding the Author, the scriptor no  interpretation‘' there is then the contem-  longer bears within him passions, hu-  porary notion that readers, by decree,  mours, feelings, impressions, but rather  requisition the primary place and become  the immense dictionary from which he  the ultimate consideration with regard to  draws a writing that can know no halt: life  biblical-textual meaning and interpreta-  never does more than imitate the book, and  tion.'“ It is argued that this has led to the  the book itself is only a tissue of signs, an  reader achieving something of a celebrity  imitation that is lost, infinıtely deferred.  ranking within hermeneutics. Susan  Once the Author is removed, the claim to  Suleiman states:  decipher a text becomes quite futile.‘“  The words reader and audience, once rele-  Do ‚authoörs,  in our contemporary  gated to the status of the unproblematic  hermeneutical context, have rights, aims,  and obvious, have acceded to a starring  and purposes or are they merely ideologi-  role.  cal fabrications?’ In many cases, authors  Today, one rarely picks up a literary jour-  seem to be ejected from texts as quickly as  nal on either side of the Atlantic without  survivors might attempt to parachute  finding articles (and often a whole special  from burning airplanes.  issue) devoted to the performance of read-  One might ask, if authors are mortally  ing, the role of feeling, the variability of  wounded can meaning livingly survive? J.  individual response, the confrontation,  S. Croatto, for example, argues that  transaction or interrogation between texts  authors die in the inscribing of their mes-  and readers, the nature and limits of inter-  sage. This sacrificial “act”, as it were, is  pretation —- questions whose very formula-  one in which one lays down one’s life.” We  tion depends on a new awareness of the  might also reflect on the work of Stanley  audience as an entity indissociable from the  Fish and his famous statement wıth  notion of artistic texts. ‘  regard to authorship and the interpreta-  What are we to make ofthe role of authors  tion of a text: “the reader’s response is  not to the meaning, it is the meaning.  ”9  and the relatively recent emphasis on  readers in response to the text?‘“ How is it  Others argue however, that authors  and their intentions were previously con-  possible for texts, the biblical text-narra-  sidered, up until recent times, as impor-  tives, to refigure readers’ lives? Do  authors count? Have God and Author  tant for hermeneutics. Kevin Vanhoozer  been sacrificed on the altar of the reader?  states:  premodernity and modernity alike  3. Reading Ricoeur  shared a similar aim in interpretation: to  recover the meaning of the text, under-  Our primary focus, after having briefly  stood in terms of the intention of the au-  sketched something of the wider context  thor. ... up until fairly recently there was a  of the discussion, is with an investigation  160 EuroJTh 9:2until| alrly recently ere W as of the discuss1ion, 1S ıth invest1gatıon
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Reading Ricoeur: Authors, Readers, an Texts

into Rıcoeur’'s VIEeWS authors. readers, perspective Iso holds Lrue for narratıve.,
and EXtIs We MUST poın Out:; however, yet ıth regard LO Temps el recılt, Rıcoeur
that OUu analysıs 15 nOot much centred states

the extual landscape of an ref- WOU Sa V today that connecting ınk
eETrTrEeNCE (although thıs remaıns consıder-

Was mıssıng between reference, consıderedatıon), it 1S5 the general question of
how Rıcoeur eNVISIONS the authors an the intent.ıon elongıng LO the metaphori-
readers of narratıves-texts. ca]l statement, and hence STt1 LO anguage,

an the being-as eiecLe by the latterWe chall first undertake examına- Thıs intermediary ınk 1S the aCL of readıng.tıon of readıng an readers. According LO
KR1ıcoeur, hermeneutics 15 concerned ıth* Reading Ricoeur: Authors, Readers, and Texts ®  into Ricoeur’s views on authors, readers,  perspective also holds true for narrative,  and texts. We must point out, however,  yet with regard to Temps et recit, Ricoeur  that our analysis is not so much centred  states:  on the textual landscape of sense and ref-  I would say today that a connecting link  erence (although this remains a consider-  was missing between reference, considered  ation), as it is on the general question of  how Ricoeur envisions the authors and  the intention belonging to the metaphori-  readers of narratives-texts.  cal statement, and hence still to language,  and the being-as detected by the latter.  We shall first undertake an examina-  This intermediary link is the act of reading.  tion of reading and readers. According to  Ricoeur, hermeneutics is concerned with  ... Now the act of the poet is abolished in  the poem uttered. What alone is relevant is  more than just the text. Within the task of  the act of the reader who in a certain way  hermeneutics, as opposed to semiotics,  makes the metaphor, by grasping the new  both author and reader have a legitimate  place and must be included in the opera-  semantic relevance along with its imperti-  nence in the literal sense.”  tional trajectory of the interpretation of  the text.” In other words, ın Ricoeur’s  For Ricoeur metaphor is not limited to  narrative vocabulary, mimesis II (config-  the innovation of meaning, but it extends  uration) must be connected to the two  to the power of the redescription of the  sides of mimesis I (prefiguration) and  real, more generally speaking, to our  mimesis III (refiguration)‘® through the  being-in-the-world on the level of both  act of reading. Ricoeur states the follow-  language and ontology. In re-working the  ing with regard to hermeneutics:  conception of metaphorical reference,  Elle ne se borne pas ä placer mimesis II en-  Ricoeur now extends it to narrative, but  tre mimesis I et mimesis III. Elle veut  because of the complications of reference  (which is described as tied to existential  caracteriser mimesis II par sa fonction de  möediation. ... le lecteur est l’operateur par  logic or analytic philosophy for exam-  excellence qui assume par son faire —  ple),* he underscores:  V’action de lire - l’unite du parcours de  I came to say that metaphorical and narra-  mimesis I ä mimesis III ä travers mim6esis  tive statements, taken in hand by reading,  11  aim at refiguring reality, in the twofold  sense of uncovering the concealed dimen-  In this hermeneutical scenario the pas-  sage from mimesis II to mimesis III takes  sions of human experience and of trans-  Jormiıng ouUr VvisıOon ‚of .the. world.  place through the act of reading.'® Ricoeur  refiguring seemed to me ... to constitute an  appeals to Roman Ingarden, Wolfgang  Iser and Hans Robert Jauss for a theory of  active reorganization of our being-in-the-  reading a text.‘” Such a theory must con-  world, performed by the reader following  the invitation of the text.“  tinue, in Ricoeur’s opinion, to be preoccu-  pied with the problematic of the reference  From this point of view, a reader is not  of the.text:”  just dealing with text meaning (sense),  but also the text reference transmitted  However, at this juncture, we need to  take a relevant detour into a Ricoeurian  through its meaning (sense). However,  shift. It is important to point out that  what Ricoeur now views as essential to  Ricoeur, while continuing to use the term  hermeneutical equation is the reader,  ‘reference’ in Temps et recit, modifies it  who becomes one of the key reasons for  with the term ‘refiguration.’ This is the  the move from reference to refiguration.  case for at least the following reasons.  It is only because text and reader each  In La metaphore vive,* Ricoeur wrote  have a world that there can potentially be  a confrontation and intersection between  of metaphorical reference as extra-lin-  guistic. In his opinion, such statements  the two, which then has the possibility of  have a capacity to refer outside the closed  leading to a refiguration of the world of  boundaries of language itself. This  action.“” In other words, the configured  EuroJTh 9:2 161Now the aCT of the poet 15 abolished In

the PDOCIN uttered What alone 1S relevant 15
INOTEe than Just the Lext, Wıthıin the task of the aCT of the reader wh ın certaın WAaYVhermeneutics, opposed LO semi1otics, makes the metaphor, by graspıng the Neboth author an reader ave legıtimate
place an must be included ın the ra-

semantıc relevance along ıth ıts imperti-
1ın the ıteral SEeNSEe.  w  2tional trajectory of the ınterpretatıon of

the tast In other words, ın Rıcoeur s For Rıcoeur metaphor 1S5 not ımıted LO
narratıve vocabulary, 1mesı1]s I1 (config- the innovatıon of meanıng, but it extends
uratıon) mMust hbe connected LO the LWO LO the of the redescription of the
sıdes of 1mesı1ıs (prefiguratıion) and real, INOTEe generally speakıng, EO OT:
1mesı]s 111 (refiguration)® through the being-in-the-world the level of both
aCT OF readıng. Rıcoeur sStates the follow- language an ontology In re-workıng the
ıng ıth regard LO hermeneutics: conceptıion öf metaphorical reference,

Kılle borne DaSs placer 1mes1s 11 Rıcoeur 110 extends ıt. LO narratıve, but
Lre m1ımesı1ıs ei m1ımesıs 111 Kılle eut because of the complicatiıons of reference

(whıich 1S deser1bed tied LO ex1ıstent1alcaracterıser m1ımesıs {1 Dal fonetion de
mediation.* Reading Ricoeur: Authors, Readers, and Texts ®  into Ricoeur’s views on authors, readers,  perspective also holds true for narrative,  and texts. We must point out, however,  yet with regard to Temps et recit, Ricoeur  that our analysis is not so much centred  states:  on the textual landscape of sense and ref-  I would say today that a connecting link  erence (although this remains a consider-  was missing between reference, considered  ation), as it is on the general question of  how Ricoeur envisions the authors and  the intention belonging to the metaphori-  readers of narratives-texts.  cal statement, and hence still to language,  and the being-as detected by the latter.  We shall first undertake an examina-  This intermediary link is the act of reading.  tion of reading and readers. According to  Ricoeur, hermeneutics is concerned with  ... Now the act of the poet is abolished in  the poem uttered. What alone is relevant is  more than just the text. Within the task of  the act of the reader who in a certain way  hermeneutics, as opposed to semiotics,  makes the metaphor, by grasping the new  both author and reader have a legitimate  place and must be included in the opera-  semantic relevance along with its imperti-  nence in the literal sense.”  tional trajectory of the interpretation of  the text.” In other words, ın Ricoeur’s  For Ricoeur metaphor is not limited to  narrative vocabulary, mimesis II (config-  the innovation of meaning, but it extends  uration) must be connected to the two  to the power of the redescription of the  sides of mimesis I (prefiguration) and  real, more generally speaking, to our  mimesis III (refiguration)‘® through the  being-in-the-world on the level of both  act of reading. Ricoeur states the follow-  language and ontology. In re-working the  ing with regard to hermeneutics:  conception of metaphorical reference,  Elle ne se borne pas ä placer mimesis II en-  Ricoeur now extends it to narrative, but  tre mimesis I et mimesis III. Elle veut  because of the complications of reference  (which is described as tied to existential  caracteriser mimesis II par sa fonction de  möediation. ... le lecteur est l’operateur par  logic or analytic philosophy for exam-  excellence qui assume par son faire —  ple),* he underscores:  V’action de lire - l’unite du parcours de  I came to say that metaphorical and narra-  mimesis I ä mimesis III ä travers mim6esis  tive statements, taken in hand by reading,  11  aim at refiguring reality, in the twofold  sense of uncovering the concealed dimen-  In this hermeneutical scenario the pas-  sage from mimesis II to mimesis III takes  sions of human experience and of trans-  Jormiıng ouUr VvisıOon ‚of .the. world.  place through the act of reading.'® Ricoeur  refiguring seemed to me ... to constitute an  appeals to Roman Ingarden, Wolfgang  Iser and Hans Robert Jauss for a theory of  active reorganization of our being-in-the-  reading a text.‘” Such a theory must con-  world, performed by the reader following  the invitation of the text.“  tinue, in Ricoeur’s opinion, to be preoccu-  pied with the problematic of the reference  From this point of view, a reader is not  of the.text:”  just dealing with text meaning (sense),  but also the text reference transmitted  However, at this juncture, we need to  take a relevant detour into a Ricoeurian  through its meaning (sense). However,  shift. It is important to point out that  what Ricoeur now views as essential to  Ricoeur, while continuing to use the term  hermeneutical equation is the reader,  ‘reference’ in Temps et recit, modifies it  who becomes one of the key reasons for  with the term ‘refiguration.’ This is the  the move from reference to refiguration.  case for at least the following reasons.  It is only because text and reader each  In La metaphore vive,* Ricoeur wrote  have a world that there can potentially be  a confrontation and intersection between  of metaphorical reference as extra-lin-  guistic. In his opinion, such statements  the two, which then has the possibility of  have a capacity to refer outside the closed  leading to a refiguration of the world of  boundaries of language itself. This  action.“” In other words, the configured  EuroJTh 9:2 161le ecteur est l’operateur Dal logıc analytıc phılosophy for E Xallk}

excellence qu1 ASSUMe Dal s () faıre ple)‚2.'ä he underscores:
”’action de lıre L’uniıte du Uur's de Camne LO SdaV that metaphorıcal an Narra-

m1mesı1s m1ımesıs 111{ Tavers m1ımesıs t1ve statements. taken 1ın hand by readıng,
Il a1m al refiguring realıty, 1n the wofold

of UNCOVLErNINE the concealed dimen-In thıs hermeneutical SCENATIO the DaSs-
SaSCc from 1mes1s I1 LO 1mes1s I11 takes SIONS of human experience an of TAans-

formıng (J)iL V1sıon of the WOTplace through the aCL of readine® Rıcoeur refiguring seemed LO* Reading Ricoeur: Authors, Readers, and Texts ®  into Ricoeur’s views on authors, readers,  perspective also holds true for narrative,  and texts. We must point out, however,  yet with regard to Temps et recit, Ricoeur  that our analysis is not so much centred  states:  on the textual landscape of sense and ref-  I would say today that a connecting link  erence (although this remains a consider-  was missing between reference, considered  ation), as it is on the general question of  how Ricoeur envisions the authors and  the intention belonging to the metaphori-  readers of narratives-texts.  cal statement, and hence still to language,  and the being-as detected by the latter.  We shall first undertake an examina-  This intermediary link is the act of reading.  tion of reading and readers. According to  Ricoeur, hermeneutics is concerned with  ... Now the act of the poet is abolished in  the poem uttered. What alone is relevant is  more than just the text. Within the task of  the act of the reader who in a certain way  hermeneutics, as opposed to semiotics,  makes the metaphor, by grasping the new  both author and reader have a legitimate  place and must be included in the opera-  semantic relevance along with its imperti-  nence in the literal sense.”  tional trajectory of the interpretation of  the text.” In other words, ın Ricoeur’s  For Ricoeur metaphor is not limited to  narrative vocabulary, mimesis II (config-  the innovation of meaning, but it extends  uration) must be connected to the two  to the power of the redescription of the  sides of mimesis I (prefiguration) and  real, more generally speaking, to our  mimesis III (refiguration)‘® through the  being-in-the-world on the level of both  act of reading. Ricoeur states the follow-  language and ontology. In re-working the  ing with regard to hermeneutics:  conception of metaphorical reference,  Elle ne se borne pas ä placer mimesis II en-  Ricoeur now extends it to narrative, but  tre mimesis I et mimesis III. Elle veut  because of the complications of reference  (which is described as tied to existential  caracteriser mimesis II par sa fonction de  möediation. ... le lecteur est l’operateur par  logic or analytic philosophy for exam-  excellence qui assume par son faire —  ple),* he underscores:  V’action de lire - l’unite du parcours de  I came to say that metaphorical and narra-  mimesis I ä mimesis III ä travers mim6esis  tive statements, taken in hand by reading,  11  aim at refiguring reality, in the twofold  sense of uncovering the concealed dimen-  In this hermeneutical scenario the pas-  sage from mimesis II to mimesis III takes  sions of human experience and of trans-  Jormiıng ouUr VvisıOon ‚of .the. world.  place through the act of reading.'® Ricoeur  refiguring seemed to me ... to constitute an  appeals to Roman Ingarden, Wolfgang  Iser and Hans Robert Jauss for a theory of  active reorganization of our being-in-the-  reading a text.‘” Such a theory must con-  world, performed by the reader following  the invitation of the text.“  tinue, in Ricoeur’s opinion, to be preoccu-  pied with the problematic of the reference  From this point of view, a reader is not  of the.text:”  just dealing with text meaning (sense),  but also the text reference transmitted  However, at this juncture, we need to  take a relevant detour into a Ricoeurian  through its meaning (sense). However,  shift. It is important to point out that  what Ricoeur now views as essential to  Ricoeur, while continuing to use the term  hermeneutical equation is the reader,  ‘reference’ in Temps et recit, modifies it  who becomes one of the key reasons for  with the term ‘refiguration.’ This is the  the move from reference to refiguration.  case for at least the following reasons.  It is only because text and reader each  In La metaphore vive,* Ricoeur wrote  have a world that there can potentially be  a confrontation and intersection between  of metaphorical reference as extra-lin-  guistic. In his opinion, such statements  the two, which then has the possibility of  have a capacity to refer outside the closed  leading to a refiguration of the world of  boundaries of language itself. This  action.“” In other words, the configured  EuroJTh 9:2 161LO constituteappeals LO Roman Ingarden, Wolfgang
Iser and Hans Robert Jauss for theory of actıve reorganızatıon of OUT being-in-the-
readıng toxt Such theory must COTI- WOr. performed by the ng‘eader followıng

the ınvıtatıon of the text.“  24tınue, In Rıcoeur s OPINION, LO be PTFeEOCCU-
pıed ıth the problematiıc of the reference From thıs poınt of vieW, reader 1S nNnOTt
of the taxt “ Just dealıng ıth LextTt meanıng (sense),

but Iso the Lext reference transmıttedHowever. al thıs Juncture, W e eed LO
take relevant detour into Rıcoeurılan through ıts meanıng sense) However,
chıft It 1S ımportan LO pomt Out that hat Rıcoeur 110 VIEWS essent1a| LO
Ricoeur. whıiıle continumng use the Lerm ermeneutiıcal equatıon 1S the reader,.
°reference’ ın T'emps et recılt, modıiıfies ıt wh: becomes OIl of the key rEaSoNSs for
ıth the term 'refiguration.’ hıs 1S the the INOVEeE from reference LO refiguration.
Case for al least the followıng TeCasons It 155 only because Lext and reader each

In La metaphore vLVE ,“ Rıcoeur wrote ave world that ere Ca. potentıally be
confrontatıon and intersection betweenof metaphorical reference extra-hn-

gulstic. In hıs OpIN10N, such statements the LWO, which then has the poss1bılıty of
ave capacıty LO refer outsıde the closed leadıng LO refiguration of the world of
boundarıes of Jlanguage 1S@EIT. hıs action.“ In er words, the configured
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text-narratıve has world an the reader ”’oeuvre lıtteraıre transcende direc-
has world kKefiguration takes place tıon d’un monde, OUS soustraıt le
through the effect the plot (configuration) exte liıtteraire la clöture UUE lu1 1mMpose
generates the reader readıng (media- tıtre egıtıme, d’aıiılleurs l’analyse de SEPSsS
10N and actıng thıs plot In time  26 StructLures immanentes. Nous

We shall 110 bring the detour LO dıre, ce 0OCCAaS1ON, Que le monde du exte
close. readıng theory, accordınz LO marquaıt L’ouverture du eX SI s ()  }
Kıcoeur, transfigures the question of ref- «dehors», S SI «autLre», ans Ia INesure
eErTEeNCE into ONe of refiguration, NO 1INCOr- OUu le monde du ExXxTiEe constıtue Dal rapport

la structure «interne» du EXTLE uUulle V1ISEGEporatıng the reader an the phenomenon
of readıng, whiıich WeTITe nOL taken iınto suf- intentionelle absolument orıgınale. Maıiıs 11
1c1ent consıderatıion In La metaphore faut AaVOUEeT uuc, prI1S part de la lecture, le
vive.“‘ monde du extie reste unNne transcendance

Riıcoeurılan hermeneutics attempts LO dans ımmanence. Son statut ontologıque
DaYV the closest attentıon LO the motı]on of restie SUSDENS! EXCES par apport Ia
the unfolding of the world of the Lext ıIn structLure, attente de ecture
front of iıtself. whiıle being less concerned
ıth restorıng the author’s intentions In (MAS OpINI1ON, it appears that Rıcoeur
which lie behind the text.“ The UVLIS-A-ULS ]J01Ns the contemporary hermeneutical
of the LextT 15 not ıts author, but IS movement ıth ıts emphasıs the

reader. Whıiıle Rıcoeur practices form ofan reference, ıts configured world
readerly approprıatiıon of Lext 1S LO reader-response theory, hıs following of
understan oneself ıIn front of the world Iser and Jauss shows that hıs 1S of

miılder form than that of Fısh Barthes.the Lext projects.““ ıthout thıs medila-
tıon by the reader. accordıng LO Kıcoeur, However, Rıcoeur leaves ıth several
the Lext, cannot refigure human actıon In questions ere What prohiıbıtions Are
tıme. there for readers not LO sımply devıse and

Furthermore. ıth regard LO both hı1ıs- be responsi1ible for creatıng theıir OW

orıcal an fietional narratıve, the former meanıng/s of the text-narratıve? Do read-
through reference Dy Lraces an the latter ers determine., constıtute., Ör discover L@X-

tual meaning/s?”” Is 1t. possıble forthrough metaphorıical reference, there 1Ss
interface ıth human actıon In tıme. reader LO mısınterpret text”?

As result of thıs interface read Ta- We shall 110 Lurn LO the question of
author’s iıntent Whether INOTeEe recentt1ves ave the capacıty LO refigure the

temporalıty I8 readerly human action.” phenomenon havıng its or121N In PFE-
KR1coeur, INn T’emps el recıl, accentuates VIOUS CIaA, 'antı-authorial’ project has

the role Ööt the reader 1ın the recently constituted ıtself promiınent
hermeneutical trajectory. Hıs awakening Componen wıthın the interpretive land-
LO the NECESSaALrV mediılatıon of the reader Rıcoeur affırms that exXts always aVveCa  a be understood from the perspectiıve
that KRıcoeur has 110 g1ven recognıtıon. authors, whıle al the SsSame tıme he
not only LO the epıstemologıcal erıterı1a of exXts ATre LO be understood havıng
the text-narratıiıve, but Iso LO ıts ontolog1- autonomy al the leve] of the orıgınal

author’s intention. Rıcoeur poınts Outcal eriter1a.* hıseapperception Camne
about because the WOT. of the Lext had wrıting renders the LexTt autonOmoOusprev]ıously remaıned, In hıs oOpınıon, ıth espect LO the intent.ion of the authorWOT. exceeding the text’s structure, vet What the LexT sıgnıfes longer coincıdesıth the result that there Was WaY of ıth hat the author meant; henceforth,lınking it ıth the world of the reader.
Rıcoeur states extual meanıng and psych9__logical [NEAN-

Ing ave dıfferent destinies.
Certes, adoptan aınsı, ansS Ia The text’s Career CSCaPpeSs the finıte Or1-
Metaphore ULUVE, la eEseEe selon laquelle Z 1ve Dy ıts author What the LextT.
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NO matters INOTEe that hat the However, i 1S5 the Lext iıtself that 15
thor mean when he WTOLEe it. 36 plurıvocal and therefore must be read al

several levels. As readers an readıngFor KRıcoeur, Lext narratıve has
author, but thıs author’s intent 1S5 neıther commMunıtı]ıes ave dıffering ınterests In

retrievable, NOr 15 it sıignıficant for ıts the bıblical text. there 111 be dıffering
receptions of ıt extual plurıvocıty,reader. Wıth regard LO Rıcoeur’s under- whıch links ıth that of plurıvocalstandıng of LextT discourse fixed by

wrıtıng an event an meanıng, OU reception, underscores diversıiıty of read-
Ing levels engendered by the SsSaline Lextinvestigatıon has already pointed OUtT, 1t. 15 In reference LO the bıblical Lext anthe event whiıich disappears along ıth the hat 15 iıdentified by these authors theauthor’s intent. whiıle the meanıng °cOoMmMuUuUnNnautes de ecture ei iınter-remaıns fixed Dy the Lext. In other words, pretation’, the hermeneutical ciırcle funec-the sSayıng vanıshes event), while the saıd tıons ın the following INanlner 1ın theendures (meanıng). Rıcoeur attempts LO

the ‘sa1ld’ whıiıle eschewıng hat ıinterpretatıon of ‘Les Eeceritures’ thıs COIM-

he 1S5 psychological event munı1ıty interprets itsalft What 1S5 of
which 1S related LO the intent of author ımport LO ere 15 agaın the affırmatıon

an emphasıs the LextTt and the place it.In the 19958 collaboratıve volume
Penser Ia Bıble (Thıinkıng BiOlcally, 1S o1ven wıthın thıs diseussion of thinkıng
Sl ON of Rıcoeur’'s INOTEe recent bıblıcally.
efforts, he continues LO devalue authorı1al S] cercle hermeneutique peut Das etre
intentıon valıd part of the VIC1IeUX Au VCUX des ıdeles des COM-
hermeneutical endeavor. Wıth regard LO munautes concernees, c’est Que le role de

fondatıon attache AdU X Lexties sacres et lathe bıblical LEeXT, it 1S argue that ere 1S5
‘dynamısme extuel’ al level of condıtion d  IR  etre onNn! de la communaute
bıblıcal lıterature, however, thıs dyna- hıstorıque esıgnen Das des places
mısm has LO author’s interchangeables. Le exXxX ondateur
intent, but rather 1S related LO the orıgınal instrult: c’est le SEeI1S du mOL <<tora» S ei la
authors being of incompleteness coMMUNaAUtTE recoıt l’instruetion.”
which sks LO be, 're-modele, re-effectue
Dar la communaute seule deposiıtaire des Whıle the LextT an the communıiıty of
textes ’° The authors SLALEe readers remaın central an authorıial

intentıon remaıns underplayed,““ the
Le premier de L’eecriture (la lecture?) function of the Lext an the communıity,
est, de coniferer un autonomıe, un In the opınNıonN of Rıcoeur an LaCoque,
Eexıstence independante, quı l’ouvre a1lnsı AT’e not the Sallle T’he LEeXtT, 1ın thıs Case the
des developpements, des enrıchıssements Fırst Testament. takes prıorıty posıtıon
ulterieurs, lesquels affectent s1ıgn1ıf1ca- In the ounded communıty of readers. In
t1on meme regard LO thıs, the reader’'s pDart, there

1S then NECESSarYV recognıtıon ofRıcoeur an LaCoque frame the bıblical
4() asymmetry between authorıtatıve LextLext autonomous an In eed of

completion fulfillment DYy ıts readıng an lıstenıng reader.
communıty. From thıs poın of vIeW, it. 18 Wıthın thıs hermeneutical proposıtıon,

Iın Oorder LO listen LO bıblical thinkıng theargued that the autLoNOMY of the LEexTt 15 reader 1S oblıged LO entier the cırcle. hısrelated LO the author, not the audılence. In
thıs I1 the authors contend: eNtry requıres, accordıng LO these

authors, partıcıpatıon both 1n imagına-
tıon and sympathy ıth the aCT f adhe-S exıste, dernıer ressort, gräce

la communaute, POUF “usage de la S10 through which communıty of
communaute, VU de donner forme la readers 15 ounded. It 15 argued that it 1S
eommunaute ” only wıthın thıs sharıng that there 1S
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poss1bılıty of accessing the meanıng of LO the interpreting of eXtIs We
these EeXts chall Aarsuec that thıs 15 Lrue ıth regard LO

In SUMMIMAarYy, Rıcoeur’'s work remaıns Rıcoeur’s OW. work, el] LO hıs pPeCI -
axed Ol the extual and, especlally SINCE spectıve of the EexXLts of others.
La metaphore VLUE the reader. He 1S KRıcoeur, ıIn (1 pomt of VIeW, 1s not.
concerned LO refute the psychological entirely consıstent. 'T’here ATre number

of authorial intent Lext interpre- of CC  Ces 1ın hıs work, aT least the
tatıon, which reduces hermeneutics LO implicıt leve]l (1f not the explicıt), of Oif-
seekıngz connectıon ıth another mınd, ferent perspective. In Penser Ia Bıble
yeLt he Iso OPPOSECS the thought that the (Thınkıng Biıblıcally, for example,
Lext 15 closed system of S1eNS. there LO ave een effort by each

Whıle Rıcoeur s posıtıon INaV offer author LO wrıte In the ontext of havıng
valıd crıtı1que LO SOIMNeE moderniıst read the other author’s work an taken it

interpretatıon theories, In u OP1IN1ON, iınto aCCount.
1t has severa|l weaknesses. When L/’exegete d’abord redige contrıbution,R1ıcoeur that discourse (text) 1S

s { ] 1° laquelle le philosophe ensuılte reagl.‘somebody sayıng somethıng 5O Uul1s ils ont LOUS euUuX accorde leurs contrı1-someone)** hıs tendency 1S5 LO down-play
the knowability of the intent of the butlons respectıves de manılere donner

leur dernlere redaction la StErucLure d’un‘"somebody'’ when it LO the wrıtten livre OUu I’un tıent. Compte de l’autre.“Lexit However. 1S it not. possıible LO CTY1-
1que rationalist, structuralıist In order for such venture LO ulfil! ıts
Romantiecist hermeneutics wıthout g0al, In OUr OPIN1ON, it would {«SCCeIN that
resorting LO the NECESSAFV exclusıon of the other author’s intentjions cCannot be
authorılal intent? entirely 1gnored ıIn the DPTFOCESS of workingFurthermore. how 0es Rıcoeur’s V1eCeW together LO produce sıngle volume.“”

These authors Iso wriıte of theır sharedSYUUare ıth hıs OW posıtıon and iıntent
being able LO be ommunıcated through convıctiıon ıth regard LO certaın pomınts of
hıs wrıtten discourse when he, for EXam- 1e W whiıich they ave wrıtten about In
ple, seeks LO defend hıs not M1X1Ing phılos- thıs partıcular book() However, In takıngophy and theology vice-versa? these authors’ contentıon of the AautOn-

hope that readers 111 that OIM of the Lext, ser10usly, ON must ask 1f
it 1S rather the Lext that has ConVvıct1on,ave DSONE LO such lengths nOoL LO MIX these an not PDET. the authors?SCHNIECS that m1g ell be accused of DEI -

sonal InCconsıstency. thıngs consıdered, In another ontext Rıcoeur wrıtes of
the practical artıculatiıons related LO 1ar-[NOTE wiıllıng LO be the Larget of thıs ratıve an how Heıdegger’s exıstent1alSUuSDICION than of that of confusionism,

m1xıng crypto-theology the phılosophi- analysıs In Being and Tıime C:  — play
ca| plane an crypto-phıilosophy the central role, although thıs must be

fiframed 1ın certaın WaYV Rıcoeur firstlyplane of exeges1s an theology!”” LO PresuppOse the understanding of
It 1S certainly Lrue that the intentionalıty Heidegger’s intended exıstent1ial analysısof author INaV not. always be Lranspar- an then secondly, hıs OW. capacıty LO be
ent, but it nevertheless, ın CONCEeEeTN for the ahble LO frame thıs “SOUS certaınes condı1-
Other and others, demands iınter- tıons qQu1ı doivent etre claırement
preter’s attentıon etablies.?*! Kıcoeur, qat. least. implıcıtlyWe would lıke LO challenge Rıcoeur’s aCCepts both Heıdegger’s and hıs OW
positıion the text as ıt relates LO intentions authors and would SUur-
author’s intentions. In OUr Op1nıo0n, there m1se theır relevance for interpreting1S ql least implicıt evıdence of the pract1- beıing an.d Tıime an T'ime and Narratıve.
cal necess1ty ÖT the acceptance of the real- One urther example of Kıcoeur’s, qat
Ity that author’s intentions do count least implıcıt CoOoNcCcess1o0Nn LO authorı1al
than Rıcoeur makes them Out. LO, when it. ıntention, 1S found ıIn the ontext of hıs
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discussıon of the work of (jenette Nar- auraıt Luc, l’agtre ‚Jean.* Reading Ricoeur: Authors, Readers, and Texts *  discussion of the work of Genette on nar-  aurait Luc, ä l’autre Jean. ... Or, c’est Jean  rative in Temps et recit IL. Ricoeur writes  qui, de tous les Evangelistes, est par excel-  of the “intention’ of Genette, not merely  lence le heraut du t&moignage.”  what the text says.”“  Do authors and testimony have a link that  We contend for the possibility that  readers have a responsibility to pay atten-  authors’ intents more specifically, as well  as texts and readers, must be taken into  tion to? Kevin Vanhoozer makes a helpful  consideration in the hermeneutical enter-  observation with regard to testimony in  arguing:  prise. Generally speaking, it is ironic, how  authors often demand the right to defend  testimony, of all literary forms, is least wel-  what they have written in a text in spite of  coming to deconstruction and radical  reader-response criticism. For the reader to  maintaining that the author’s intentions  are unrecoverable or even unnecessary.”®  impose his own meaning or to affırm inde-  This is also most noticeable, either  terminate multiple meanings is to deny the  when authors are asked what they meant  very nature of testimony; it is to subject tes-  when a reader wants to know if they have  timony to interpretative violence. Rightly  understood their work or if they are  to receive testimony, I shall argue, means  accused, for example, by a critic of mean-  to attend to and respect the voice of the au-  ing something they never intended. The  thor.”®  response is frequently, ‘I meant to say ...  in regard to that argument or that per-  4. Conclusion  son’s position, or I did not mean that and  have been misunderstood, as I really  We shall conclude our investigation in the  754  meant ...  following manner. Ricoeur has written  The previous argumentation, it may be  above that the world of the text remains  said, is based on the possibility of ques-  latent when not read. If this is the case,  tioning ‘living authors’, but is it not argu-  using his terminology, is it more appro-  able that it may equally apply to authors  priate to speak of the world of the text  that are not living except through their  becoming a world ‘for me’ when I read it?  texts? No one denies, for example, that  Perhaps it is possible to distinguish  the biblical writers have passed from the  between text ‘world-meaning’ and  scene. However, is it not possible that we  ‘meaning-world’ for me. Does the latency  are left with the author’s literary action  of the world of the text affect its truly  (not so much now being there —- but hav-  being a world? If a narrative is configured  ing been there)? In Ricoeur’s terminology  at the level of mimesis. II would Git,  perhaps the question could be addressed  whether or not it is read in its world, still  to him in this manner: is the text not the  remain a world?”” Is it not possible for a  text to be complete without being depend-  ‘trace’ or ‘testimony’ of an author intend-  ing something to someone? Does not  ent on its reader to complete it?” For  Ricoeur admit as much in the following  example, is a piece of music a piece of  statement?  music, if it is never played  ?59  Ricoeur’s  readerly point of view, at this stage, is  Le temoin est temoin des choses arrivees.  more aesthetic than rhetorical,‘ and as  On peut penser que le souci d’inscrire la  such it favours a reader’s response to the  predication chretienne dans les categories  text over a reader’s responsibility to the  du recit, comme narration des choses dites  intent of its author.  et des choses faites par Jesus de Nazareth,  Several recent exemplary works effec-  procede de cette intention de suturer le  tively take the intent of the author in a  temoignage-confession au temoignage-nar-  direction that Ricoeur himself has  ration. Cette conjonction est operee de  explored and given careful attention to,  facon diverse par les quatre Evangelistes et  but not drawn out the significance of with  l’on pourrait constituer une typologie sur  reference to the written: intended human  cette base. A une extremite de l’&vantail on  action.“ Rather than equating authorial  EuroJTh 9:2 165Or c’est ean
ratıve In Temps eft recıt 13R Rıcoeur wrıtes qu1, de LOUS les Evangelıstes, est Dar excel-
of the intention’ of Genette, not merely lence le heraut du temoignage.”
hat the Lext Says. Do authors and test1ımonYy have ınk thatWe contend for the possibilıty that readers ave respons1bilıty LO DaYy atten-authors’ ntents INOTe specifically, ell

EXTS an readers, must be taken into tıon to‘? Kevın Vanhoozer makes helpful
consiıderatıion In the hermeneutical entier- observatıon ıth regard FO testiımonYy In

arguıngprıse. Generally speakıng, ıt 15 1rON1C, how
authors often demand the rıght LO defend test1mony, of a |] lıterary iorms, 1s least wel-
hat they ave wrıtten In Lext In spıte of comıng LO deconstruection and adıcal

reader-response erıtic1sm. For the reader LOmaıintaınıng that the author’s iıntentıons
AI’e unrecoverable EVEeNN unnecessary.“” impOose hıs OW meanıng Or affırm inde-

hıs 1S5 Iso mMmOst noticeable, eıther termınate multiple meanıngs 15 LO denYy the
when authors Al’e asked hat they mean nature of testımonYy: H. 15 LO subject LEeS-
when reader wants LO NOW if they ave t1ımony LO interpretatıve violence. Rıghtly
understood theır work ıf they ATr LO reCEIVe test1mony, ArSsuCc,
accused. for example, Dy erıt1ic of INeall- LO attend LO an respect the volce of the
ng somethıing they intended. T’he thor  o6

15 frequently, ‘1 mean LO Sa V* Reading Ricoeur: Authors, Readers, and Texts *  discussion of the work of Genette on nar-  aurait Luc, ä l’autre Jean. ... Or, c’est Jean  rative in Temps et recit IL. Ricoeur writes  qui, de tous les Evangelistes, est par excel-  of the “intention’ of Genette, not merely  lence le heraut du t&moignage.”  what the text says.”“  Do authors and testimony have a link that  We contend for the possibility that  readers have a responsibility to pay atten-  authors’ intents more specifically, as well  as texts and readers, must be taken into  tion to? Kevin Vanhoozer makes a helpful  consideration in the hermeneutical enter-  observation with regard to testimony in  arguing:  prise. Generally speaking, it is ironic, how  authors often demand the right to defend  testimony, of all literary forms, is least wel-  what they have written in a text in spite of  coming to deconstruction and radical  reader-response criticism. For the reader to  maintaining that the author’s intentions  are unrecoverable or even unnecessary.”®  impose his own meaning or to affırm inde-  This is also most noticeable, either  terminate multiple meanings is to deny the  when authors are asked what they meant  very nature of testimony; it is to subject tes-  when a reader wants to know if they have  timony to interpretative violence. Rightly  understood their work or if they are  to receive testimony, I shall argue, means  accused, for example, by a critic of mean-  to attend to and respect the voice of the au-  ing something they never intended. The  thor.”®  response is frequently, ‘I meant to say ...  in regard to that argument or that per-  4. Conclusion  son’s position, or I did not mean that and  have been misunderstood, as I really  We shall conclude our investigation in the  754  meant ...  following manner. Ricoeur has written  The previous argumentation, it may be  above that the world of the text remains  said, is based on the possibility of ques-  latent when not read. If this is the case,  tioning ‘living authors’, but is it not argu-  using his terminology, is it more appro-  able that it may equally apply to authors  priate to speak of the world of the text  that are not living except through their  becoming a world ‘for me’ when I read it?  texts? No one denies, for example, that  Perhaps it is possible to distinguish  the biblical writers have passed from the  between text ‘world-meaning’ and  scene. However, is it not possible that we  ‘meaning-world’ for me. Does the latency  are left with the author’s literary action  of the world of the text affect its truly  (not so much now being there —- but hav-  being a world? If a narrative is configured  ing been there)? In Ricoeur’s terminology  at the level of mimesis. II would Git,  perhaps the question could be addressed  whether or not it is read in its world, still  to him in this manner: is the text not the  remain a world?”” Is it not possible for a  text to be complete without being depend-  ‘trace’ or ‘testimony’ of an author intend-  ing something to someone? Does not  ent on its reader to complete it?” For  Ricoeur admit as much in the following  example, is a piece of music a piece of  statement?  music, if it is never played  ?59  Ricoeur’s  readerly point of view, at this stage, is  Le temoin est temoin des choses arrivees.  more aesthetic than rhetorical,‘ and as  On peut penser que le souci d’inscrire la  such it favours a reader’s response to the  predication chretienne dans les categories  text over a reader’s responsibility to the  du recit, comme narration des choses dites  intent of its author.  et des choses faites par Jesus de Nazareth,  Several recent exemplary works effec-  procede de cette intention de suturer le  tively take the intent of the author in a  temoignage-confession au temoignage-nar-  direction that Ricoeur himself has  ration. Cette conjonction est operee de  explored and given careful attention to,  facon diverse par les quatre Evangelistes et  but not drawn out the significance of with  l’on pourrait constituer une typologie sur  reference to the written: intended human  cette base. A une extremite de l’&vantail on  action.“ Rather than equating authorial  EuroJTh 9:2 165ın regard LO that argument that. DeET- Conclusion
SON’Ss posıtıon, cdıd nNnOTt INeanNn that an
ave een misunderstood, really We chal]l conclude OUTr investigatıon ıIn the

34mean followıng INanner Rıcoeur has wrıtten
'The prevı10us argumentatıon, 1t INaYy be ahove that the world of the text remaıns

sald, 15 based the poss1ibılıty of QU€ES- latent when not read. If thıs 1S5 the Case,
tıonıng ‘lıyıng authors’, but 1s5 ıf not Aarsgu- usSıng hıs termınology, 15 ıt. INOTE o..
able that ıt. INaYy equally apply LO authors prıate LO speak of the world of the Lext
that Al’e nNnOoLt lıving eXcept through elr becoming world °tor me when read a
texts”? No ONe denı1es. for example, that Perhaps ıt 1s possible LO distinguıish
the bıbhlıcal wrıters ave passed from the between Lexti ‘world-meanıng’ and

However, 1S ıt nOot possible that ‘meanıng-world’ for Does the latency
AT’e left ıth the author’s ıterary actıon of the world of the Lext affect ıts truly
not much 110 being there but hav- being world? narratıve 15 configured
iIng een there)? In Rıcoeur s termınology al the level of m1ımesıs IM would .
perhaps the question could be addressed whether not ıt 15 read In ıts world, st111
LO hım In thıs INanner 1S5 the LextT not the remaın H/  world?®‘ Is it not. possible for

Lext LO be complete wıthout being depend-‘trace’ ‘testimonYy’ of author intend-
ing somethıng someone? Does not ent ıts reader O complete 1E KoOor
Rıcoeur admıt much In the followıng example, 1S pıece of musıc pıece of
statement? MUSIC, ıf 1t 1S played79 Rıcoeur’'s

readerly poInN of VvIeW, al thıs stage, 15
Le temoın est temoın des choses arrıvees. INOTEe gesthetic than rhetorical,” and
On peut DENSECI Qyue le SOuUCI d’inserire la asuch ıt favours reader’'s LO the
predicatıon chretienne dans les categorıes text Ver reader’'s responsı1bilıty LO the
du recıt, narratıon des choses dites intent of 1ts author.
e des choses faıtes Dar ‚Jesus de azareth, Several recent exemplary works eiITeCl-
procede de Ce intentıion de SuLurer le tıvely take the ıntent of the author ın
temoı1gznNage-cCconfessionN temo1gnage-nar- direction that Rıcoeur hımself has
ratıon. conJjonctıon est operee de explored and g1ven careful attentıon LO,
acon diverse Dar les quatre Kvangelıstes el but nOot. drawn Out the sıgnıfıcance of ıth
l’on pourraıt constituer un typologıe SUurTr reference LO the wrıtten intended human
ce ase unle extremiıte de L’evantaıl action.®' Rather than equatıng authorıial
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iıntentıon ıth purely psychological phe- body of work In order LO affırm an Cr1-
NOIMNENON, Rıcoeur often LO do, tıque Rıcoeur’s venture, and LO assess ıts
the Support for authorıal intentıjion ıimpact ıIn theır Varı0us discıpliınes.
focuses intentıion act. ® Lext there-
fore ( and should be consıdered
author’s lıterary aCT shown the due
respect an Care of the interpretive aCL
As it would he inapproprıiate, perhaps

Thıs subject has recei1ved tremendous
amount of discussion In OUuUr CO  Orary

EeVelnNn disastrous LO 1gnore speaker’s context We mentıon only few EXaml-
iıntentıon. mıg nOot thıs 20 Lrue LO ples Hırsch, Jr Valıdıty ıUn Interpre-
SOINeEe degree al least, ıth regard LO LEexTt tatıon, New Haven: ale University Press,
1n general and LO bıblical Lext. In 1967 Iser, T’he Act of Readıng. The-

0 of Aesthetic Response, Baltımore nNnspartıcular?
Whıle it 15 Lrue that extual interpreta- Hopkıns Uniıversıty Press, 1978 EKCO,

tıon 1S always mediıate, indirect, task of The ole Reader: Explorations ın the
Semioties OT Lexis, loomington: ndıanaseekıng $ OppOosed LO ımmediıate, Uniıversıty Press, 1979 J1'ompkins,direct, o1veness of complete I1  ‚ ed., Reader-Response Uriıticiısm: From For-Lext 15 entirely semantiıcally auton- malısm LO Post-Structuralısm, Baltimoreomous.° Texts Are author intende ent7- ns Hopkiıns Uniıversıty Press, 1980

t1es, nNnOoTt necessarıly enclosed wıthın the Lentricchla, en the New Crilieism,
psychological constraıints of theır author, London Methuen, 1983 Harrıs, TAf-
but opened DYy lıterary 9aCT which unfolds EV’aTYV Meanıng: Reclaımıng the Study of

world Out IntO the world, which Literature, London Macmillıan, 1996 Kor
excellent bıblıography of work In thereader’'s world 1S then ahble LO ENSASEC ıth 1e of reader-response er1ıt1c1sm SEEWe ave argued there 15 ambigulty

ıth regard LO KRıcoeur’s posıtıon ompkiıns, Reader-Response Crıiıticism,
E Aauthor’s iıntentıon. Is ıt warranted, See Freund, The Return of the Reader.

EVEeN approprıate LO contınue LO refer LO REeader-Response Crıticısm, on etheun,‘the author. while al the SsSalmne tıme AL SU- 1987, ' who poınts Out that reader-re-
ing that ‘the author’'s intent ( be SPONSE theory U: er1ıt1c1sm 15 term ıth

thedepreclated when interpreting text? manı10 representatıions: mplıed
Perhaps., In the lıght of thıs ambiguity, reader (Iser), the mMO reader COo), the
Riıcoeur mıght consıder modiıification of ea reader (Culler), the actual reader
hıs pomınt of 1e W that author’s inten- (Jauss), the informed reader (Fısh) Qur

COMNCETN 1S ımıted LO the general theoreti-tıons Adre Dy and large iırrelevant LO the ca|l Componen 1C consıders the fleshınterpretatıon of exXts Authors ıinten- and 00 reader. We nNnOoL [OCUS, fortıons mMUusSst be consıdered pe  ınen LO
extual interpretatıon it 1S theır COM-

example, the dimension of readers In
the LEXT. JT ıthın OUT ımıted 1e ofmunılcatıve actıons that seTt the lıterary INQUIFY however, the role of the LEeXT, irom

and ontent of the text. ° search hat mM1g be referred LO slıdıng scale
for the meanıng of bıblical eXTts 15 LO be Or less of CONCEeEeTrN for the LEXT, _'
concerned ıthhat authors ave- maıns interest. In other words, the LExXT.

Ca  — play Cater ()I” lesser role In theplıshed actıon of communıcatıon.
hıs perspective 15 not return LO PSYV- readerly ınterpretive effort depending
chological intentionalıty, which Rıcoeur where 1t, 1S5 sıtuated the scale. 4 'W EXanm-

rıghtly crıt1ques, buft Lurn LO the ples of thiıs WOU be Fısh, Doing What
(omes Naturally: Change, REhetoric, anauthor’s lıterary aet. ° the Practice of T’heory Lın Lıterary andegaPau!l! Ricoeur’s wrıtiıngs have had DLO- Studıes, Oxford Clarendon Press, 1989,found ımpact hermeneutics and ess textual), and Iser, T’he Act of Read-biblical hermeneutics OVeTLr the acst Lwenty INS. eOrYy of Aesthetiıc Kesponse, (more

-fıve It 1S ıimperatıve that theolo- extual
1ans, historlans, and lıterary erıtiıcs The sheer ımmensı1ty of Ricoeur’s wrıtings
become INOTe famılıar ıth hıs ASS1IVeE makes ıt. ımposs1ıble LO a ]] the Intrı-
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cate details of hıs posıtion. Our attempt 15 F  9 (1984), A MeKnight, T’he
rather LO Jlay QOuLT the general CONLOUFS ofhıs Bıble an the Reader: An Introduction O
thought thıs question. ıterary CFiteLSM. Phıladelphia WOr-
See Rıcoeur and LaCoque, Penser Ia ress, 1985 Detweiler, ed., Reader Re-
Bıble, arıs euil, 1998, (Thınkıng Bıbli- SPDONSE Dproaches LO Bıblical and
cally Exegetical nd Hermeneutical Secular TCxXES. Semeıa L} Decatur:
Studies, Chicago Universıty of Chicago cholars Press, 1985 Fowler, 104
Press, 1998, for recent xample the Reader Understand: Reader Re-

urke, ‘Introduection Keconstructing SPDOTLSE Uriticism and the ((0spel of Mark,
the Author’, 1n urke, ed., Authorship: Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991
From ALO LO the Postmodern, Edınburgh: Vanhoozer, Is ere Meanıng Lın This
Edinburgh Universıity Press, 1995, AV-—-AÄXAX, Text? The &  e’ The Reader, and Fhe Mo-
CSpP NN When consıder that the War ralıty of Literary nowledge, 1998

totalıtıes mMust be Wäar wage the 13 Suleiman, °Introduection: Varıetles of
transcendenta|l ımpersonal subject Audıience-Orjentated Cmteism.. In
through whose putatıve construection otal- Suleiman and Crosman, eds., T’he Reader
ıt1ıes CINETISC, ıt hbecomes clear that the Lın the Text ESSays OT Audıence an Inter-
grealt CYr1SEeSs of postmodernism Al’e Crı1ses of pretatıon, Princeton: Princeton Unıiversıty
authorship EeVen ıf they st1il! dısdaın LO Press, 1980, 3—45, CSP (ıtalıcs ers
NOUNCE themselves such..’ keese, Wrıting Jude. T’he Reader, the

Barthes, The ea of the Author”, In L’'ext, nd the Author, Sheffield npub-
Image-Musıc-Text, Parıs: euıil, 197 1L’e- lished PhD Thesıis, I995. She states, x
printed 1n urke, Authorship, 125-—-130, not interested In discovering the INean-
CSp 12 TV (parenthesıs and ıtalıcs hıs) Ing of the LexT Instead, want. LO SEeE the

Harrıs, Lıterary Meanıng, 30—39, Aal’‘- LEextT. expand ıts meanıng potentı 1t. 1N-
DUCS that Barthes 1S5 strong rhetoric, veL eracts (through me) ıth other EXTts In
weak explanatıon. Harrıs claıms that the extual SEa
Barthes AasSsSsSumnes and does not ALrZUu«c OTr We SPEE clearly hat role Rıcoeur
demonstrate the ea of the author. attrıbutes LO ‘author’ and °reader‘’ eI0O0wW

Moore, Liıterary Uriticiısm and the (108 16 For full explanatıon of thıs KRıcoeurl]lan
nels The Theoretical Challenge, New Ha- termınology an ıts sıgnıf1cance for
Ve  3 Yale Universıiıty Press, 1989, thors, readers and EXLIS than 1T 15 possible
Moore clearly sıdes atıh the latter. “he 15 LO develop here, SPE Kıcoeur, emps el recıl,
not. sSIımply LO be regarde A hıstorical I—LLL, Parıs: Seuıil, ar Tıme and
igure inefficıently managıng OQUT scholarly Narratıve, 1—ILL, Chıicago Uniıversıity of
discourse In absentia, from remote Chıcago Press, 4-1  9 Kı
po1ın antecedent an external LO it, who 31 147 KRıcoeur, emps ef recıt, E Tıme and
hat 1S he ın addıtıon?’ Narratıve, I O, EL)

Croatto, 1O0L1CAa. Hermeneuftics: To 18 Kıcoeur, emps et FEELE, I: 22462247 ıme
ward eorYy of Readıng (1& the Produc- nd Narratıve, 11L, 165—169, F
tıon of Meanıng, New ork Y  18, 1987, ıth respect LO the 9CT of readıng, that
16—-17 there 15 trıple caleectiec 1n henomenol-

Fısh, Is ere Text Lın Fhıs (ass? The O of readıng: dıscordant cConcordance,
Authorıity of Interpretive Communities, ack ofdetermınacy and EXCEess ofmeanıng,

famılıar and unftfamılhar.Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Uniıiversıty
Press, 1980, 19 ngarden, Das Iıterarısche Kunstwerk,

10 Vanhoozer, Is There Meanıng In Thıs Second EKdıtion, ubingen Nıemeyer,
Text? T’he Z  e; T’he Reader, nd Fhe Mo- 1961, (T ’he Liıterary OFR of Art, Eivanston:
ralıty of Liıterary nowledge, Grand Northwestern Universıity Press, 1974,
Kapıds: Zondervan,

11
EL) Iser, T’he Act of Readıng. T’heory

Moore, Liıterary Uriıticeism an the (70S- of Aesthetic Response. Jauss, PO-
pels, 107 Moore 'reader theory ın wards (Ll Aesthetic of Reception, Mınneap-
ıterary tudies 1S Pandora’s DOox ınto olıs: Unıiversıty of Minnesota Press, 1982,
1C W infant 1terary erıtics of the Bı anAesthetic Experience mn Literary Her-
ble, ave barely begun LO peer.‘ meneutics, Minneapolis: University of

1L For sOMMMe of the ıimplıcatıons ıth regard Mınnesota Press, 19892
tO bıblical EeXLts SCcC, Petersen, “"The Kıcoeur, emps et recıt, L, 1 OR ıme
Reader ıIn the Gospel/’, Neotestamentica nd Narratıve, ]: 11—-82, ET)
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“ K1ıcoeur, 1G metaphore ULVE, Parıs: eui1l, lıtterature retourne la vle, cC’est-A-dire
197/0, TE IA The ule of Metaphor, - champ pratıque et, pathıque de L’existence
rOonto Universıiıty of Toronto Press, ELE &D Lbıd., 230 ıme and Narratıve, HL, 158—
216-—-256, HKL 159, K ıtalıcs his)
Kıcoeur, T’he Phılosophy of aul Rıcoeur, See Wolterstorff, Dıvıine Iıiscourse,

Hahn, ed., Chicago pen ourt, Phılosophical Reflections ON the celaım that
1995, (iod Speaks, Cambridge ambridge Uni-
Ibıd., T’he Phılosophy of Paul Kıcoeur, versıty Press, 1995, 130—-152, for d1iscus-
Hahn, ed., AT: Also, L’emps el recıl, 11L, T5 S10N of Rıcoeur’s VIECW of Lext and author.
']’hermeneutique du «Teel» el de |’«1rreel» 34 For fuller discussıon SCce,; urke, Intro-
SOr du cadre assıgne Dar Ia philosophie duetion: keconstructing the Author’, In
analytıque la question de la reference.‘ urke, ed., Authorship: From Plato O the
ıme mn Narratıve I1L, 6, E Postmodern., V—AX X
K1coeur, The Phılosophy of aul Rıcoeur, 35 Kıcoeur, “"T’he Hermeneutical Funetion of

Hahn, ed., AT ıtalıcs his) Dıistanclation’, C1LE: irom, Hermeneutics
2!' See Iso Petersen, “ ’he Reader ın the (3065S- nd the Uman Scıences, 131-144, CS\D

pel’, Neotestamentica 18 (1984), 3S—01, 139 Whıiıle thıs INAYV OT“ INAaV nOoL be the Case,
eSp AD A3 for another perspective LEeXT, Rıcoeur shows hıs assumptıion that
WOr. an reader. OrSs intent.ion 1S psychological 18 1t
K1ıcoeur, empDs et recıl, K 1a6 417 ıme noLt be otherwise?
an Narratıve, r ( 36 KR1coeur, Interpretation T’heory,

DA K1coeur, L emps et recıl, HL A0 : Tıme Rıcoeur and LaCoque, Penser Ia Bıble
mn Narratıve, ILL, 158—160, K (Thinkıng Bıölıcally: Eixegetical nd
KRıcoeur, emps et recılt, L 12 Tıme nd ermeneutical Studıies, Kı
Narratıve, } ÖL KT Also, T’homasset, 38 Ibıd., 1l (Thınking Biıblıcally, XIl KHFE)
Paul Rıcoeur: Une pnoetıque de Ia morale, 39 Ibıd., (Thinking BıOlLıcally, XT HE) Pa-
Bıbhliotheca phemer1ıdum T’heologicarum renthesıs mıne. T’he Tecason fOor thıs N-Lovanıensıum CXAX Leuven: Leuven thesıs 15 that the Englısh translatıon reads,
Uniıversity Press, 1996, 2711272 wh. a 1sS0 RO 1rS effect of “"readıng”* G. J. Laughery *  2  —  Ricoeur, La metaphore vive, Paris: Seuil,  litterature retourne ä la vie, c’est-ä-dire au  1975, 273-324. (The Rule of Metaphor, To-  champ pratique et pathique de l’existence.’  ronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977,  32  Ibid.; 230.. (Z7ime and Narratve, I, 158-  216-256, ET).  159; ET). (alics his)  22  Ricoeur, T’he Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur,  33  See N. Wolterstorff, Divine Discourse,  L. E. Hahn;, ed., Chicago: Open ı Court,  Philosophical Reflections on the claim that  1995, 29.  God speaks, Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-  23  Ibid., The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur, L. E.  versity Press, 1995, 130-152, for a discus-  Hahn, ed., 47. Also, Temps et recit, II, 13,  sion of Ricoeur’s view of text and author.  ‘’hermeneutique du «reel» et de 1’«irreel»  34  For a fuller discussion see, S. Burke, ‘Intro-  sort du cadre assigne par la philosophie  duction: Reconstructing the Author’, in: S.  analytique ä la question de la reference.’  Burke, ed., Authorship: From Plato to the  (Time and Narrative III, 6, ET).  Postmodern, XV-xxX.  24  Ricoeur, The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur,  35  Ricoeur, “The Hermeneutical Funetion of  L. E. Hahn, ed., 47. Gtalics'his)  Distanciation’, cited from, Hermeneutics  25  See also Petersen, ‘The Reader in the Gos-  and the Human Sciences, 131-144, esp.  pel’, Neotestamentica 18 (1984), 38-51,  139. While this may or may not be the case,  esp. 4243 for another perspective on text,  Ricoeur shows his assumption that an au-  world, and reader.  thor’s intention is psychological. Might it  26  Ricoeür, Temps et recit X 116117 (Time  not be otherwise?  and Narrative) IA 7T 5  36  Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory, 30.  27  Ricoeur, Temps et recit, III, 229-231. (Time  37  P. Ricoeur and A. LaCoque, Penser la Bible  and Narrative, I, 158-160, ET).  (Thinking Biblically: Exegetical  and  28  Ricoeur, Temps et recit, I, 122. (Time and  Hermeneutical Studies, ET).  Narrative, I, 81, ET). Also, A. Thomasset,  38  Ibid., 11-12. (Thinking Biblically, xii, ET).  Paul Ricoeur: Une poetique de la morale,  39  Ibid:/9: (TMhınkingiBiblically x ET). Pa-  Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum  renthesis mine. The reason for this paren-  Lovaniensium CXXIV, Leuven: Leuven  thesis is that the English translation reads,  University Press, 1996, 271-272, who also  “The first effect of “reading” ... .’  alludes to this motion in Ricoeur’s herme-  40  See also Ricoeur, ‘Hermeneutique et cri-  neutics.  tique des ideologies’, in: E. Castelli, ed.,  29  Ricoeur, ‘La fonetion hermeneutique de la  Dempythisation et Ideologie, Paris: Aubier,  distanciation’, in: Du texte ä l’action , Paris:  1973, 25—64, reprinted in: Du texte ä&  Seuil, 1986, 101-117, esp. 116-117. ‘Ce que  l’action, 333-377, esp. 366. (‘Hermeneutics  finalement je m’approprie, c’est une propo-  and the Critique of Ideology’, in: From Text  sition du monde; celle-ci n’est pas derriere  to Action, 270-307, and in: J. B. Thompson,  le texte, comme le serait une intention  ed., Hermeneutics and the Human Sci-  cachee, mais devant lui, comme ce que  l’oeuvre deploie, decouvre, revele.’ (“The  ences, Cambridge: Cambridge University  Press; 1981, 63-100, esp. 91, ET), for a  Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation’,  fuller statement on the autonomy of the  in: From Text to Action, Evanston, North-  text.  western University Press, 1991, 75-88,  41  P. Ricoeur and A. LaCoque, Penser la Bible,  esp. 87-88, ET). (:talics his) Also, Interpre-  12. (Thinking Biblically, xii, ET). Doesthe  tation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus  biblical text exist solely because of its com-  of Meaning, Fort Worth: Texas Christain  munity of readers? See D. Stewart,  University Press, 92-94.  ‘Ricoeur on Religious Language’, in: L. E.  30  Ricoeur, Temps et recit, III, 229-263 and  Hahn, ed., The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur,  371-374. (Time and Narrative, II, 158-  423-442, esp., 438, for another point of  179 and 259-261, ET).  31  Ibid., 148-150, esp. 149. (Time and Narra-  view. Stewart sets forth the perspective  that Ricoeur would affırm that without a  tive, III, 100-101, ET). Ricoeur points out  historical event there is no ‘text’ to con-  that both history and fiction affect their  front a community of readers.  readers and both relate to the ‘reel’. Onto-  42  See L. Fisher, ‘Mediation, Muthos, and the  logical criteria return at this stage of  Hermeneutical Circle in Ricoeur’s Narra-  Temps et recit, showing that both history  tive Theory’, in: M. Joy, ed., Paul Ricoeur  and fiction pose a ‘representance’ (‘stand-  and Narrative: Context and Contestation,  ing-for’) which has possible positive affects  Calgary: University of Calgary Press, 1997,  on readers. ‘C’est ä travers la lecture que la  207-219, for a useful discussion of what, in  168 EvroJTh 9:2alludes LO thıs motıon In Rıcoeur s herme- 400 See a ISO K1iCcoeur, 'Hermeneutique eit CY1-
neut1cs. 1que des ıdeolog1es  $ ı Castellı, ed.,K1coeur, “ fonection hermeneutique de la Demythisatıon eft Ideologıe, Parıs: Aubıer,distanclation’, In: Du exte V’ackon; Parıs: 1973 29-—064, reprinted 1ın Du extie
eu1il, 1986, 10121 EL CSp 16  7 '‘"(LO QuUe [’actıon, 3dd—ll, CSpP 366 “ ' Hermeneutics
iinalement je m ’ approprie, c’est une DO- an the Critique of Ideology’, ın From Text
sıt10on du monde: elle-c1 est Das derriere LO Actıon, 27(0—307, an ın T’hompson,le exte, le seraıt uNne intentiıon ed., Hermeneutics nd the Human SCI-
cachee, maıls devant Jul, Yyue
L’oeuvre deploie, decouvre, revele.

C Cambridge: Cambridge Universıity
Press, 1981, 3—1 CS\pP 91 KL1), for

Hermeneutical Funetion of Dıstanclation), fuller statement the autonOmMY of the
In From Text LO Actıon, Evanston, orth- text
western University Press, 1991, (9—88, 41 Rıcoeur and LaCoque, Penser la Bıble,
CS ö (/—-88, K (ztalıcs hıs) Also, Interpre- 1 (Thınking BıOlıcally, Xall, E} Does the
atıon T’heory. Discourse and the Surplus 1D11cCa LEexT, ex1ist solely because of ıts COM-
of Meanıng, HFort or TLexas Christain munıiıty of readers? See Stewart,Uniıversıity Press, 90294 °Rıcoeur elıg10us Language’, In

30 K1ıcoeur, emps et recıl, ILL, 2299263 and Hähn. ed., T’he Philosophy of Paul Rıcoeur,ST ıme an Narratıve, ILL, 158— 423—442, CSD., 438, for another polnt of
179 and 299-—206L1, A

31 Ibıd., 1485-150, CSp 149 ıme nd Narra-
V1IEW Stewart SEets OT the perspectıve
that Rıcoeur WOU affırm that wıthout

tLve, IL, 100-101, RK) Rıcoeur poInNts Out. hıstorical even there 1S5 ‘text)’ LO CON-
that both hıstory an fiıcetion ecC eır front cCommunı1ty ö1 readers.
readers an! both relate LO the .  Tree  17 nto- 40 See Fısher, ‘Mediation, uthos, and the
logıcal erıter1a return al this of Hermeneutical Circle ın Ricoeur’s Narra-
empDs et recıl, showing that both history t1ıve eOTY’, 1ın JOoy, ed., aul Rıcoeur
and Hietion DOSE 'representance’ (*stand- nd Narraktıve: Context nd Contestation,ing-for’” 31e has pDOSsSs1ı  e posıtıve affects gary University of Calgary Press, 1997,readers. C’est Lravers la ecture Que la 207-219, for useful discussion ofwhat, In
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her OPIN1ON, 15 the eruclal ıimportance of See KRıcoeur, Poetry and Possıbilıty In-
the hermeneutical ciırcle INn Rıcoeur’s ErVvVIEW aıth Paul Kıicoeur’, 1ın T’he
hought Manhattan Revıew, 6—21, reprinted 523

Rıcoeur anı LaCoque, Penser la Bıble, es, ed., Rıcoeur Reader. Reflection
(T’hınkıng Biıblically, XV1-XVIL, HE AaAn Imagınatıon, Toronto Unıiversıty of

IBIC.: (Thınking Bıblıcally, X1, HE In l’e- Toronto Press, 1991,; eSp 459460
latıon LO the text’s autLonNOMVY ere 15 the We ave already mentioned severa| 1N-

inference of renuncılatıon of hat STAanCces of thıs ambigulty In Rıcoeur’s work.
these authors refer the “cCaracC- Two urther examples: ırst, In FresSDONSE
terıstıque de I’hermeneutique L’OINAanN- LO the question of the subject and society‚1que which seeks LO discover the inten:. Rıcoeur for subject who 15 S1-
tıon of the author 1lle Rıcoeur and hle for his/her words. thiıs 15 not, the CaSC,
LaCoque do nNOL entirely deny the approprI1- Ar longer In posıtıon LO speak of
ateness of1Ca research havıng egıt1- reedom and the c  riıghts of man If thıs 15 the
mate CONCern for author, date, an CasC, m1g] 1T NO be approprıate LO speak of
placıng of HOC LEXT, they do argue the TIShAtS of authorship also? Rıcoeur calls
"NOUS tenons Que la sıgnıficatıon d’un EXTLE for °ethıc word’ and the basıc mora|l
est, chaque fo1s evenement qu] alt duty people be responsıiıble for hat
DOo1nN d’ıntersection entre, une part, des they Say ıtalıcs his) ‘4 he Creativity of
contraıntes Que le exXtLe apporte AVEeC Iu1 ei Language’, I Kearney, ed., Dıalogues
quı tıennent |910) un large part SOM 1ıtz ıth Contemporary Continental Thıinkers,
LM Leben eL, d’autre part, les attentes 17-506, reprinted INn and ciıted from:
dıfferentes une Ser1e de comMmMuUunautes de Rıcoeur Reader, CSP AT In ASC
ecture ei. d’ınterpretation YUuUeE les autfeurs ıth such profound and certamly COTrTeCT
presumes du consıdere pouvalent emphasıs human riıghts should nOoL the
antıcıper.' (ıtalıcs heırs) rıghts ofan author 9a 1sS0 been into consıd-
Kıcoeur, Interpretation eorYy, Wıth eratıon In the interpretatıion of the text?
respecCL LO the VIEW of Rıcoeur and 19 Second, Rıcoeur COomMMenNnNtTts that, T’homp-
oque ment.oned above PFrODOSE the SOM 15 rıght' concernıng the emphasıs of the
followıing question: Why WOU ımagına- 'operatıve CONCEeDPT of the text, In four of
tıon and SYMDAaLAY NnOoLt Iso be NECESSATFV Rıcoeur s CSSaVS. He DOES wrıte that en
readerly COMPONENLS when 1t LO thıs CONCEDL had een introduced ıth the

ntende text?
someone’s Cts of readıng somebody’s CXADTFESS intention A kKesponse by Paul

Kıcoeur”, 1n OMPpSONn, ed., Herme-
K1ıcoeur, The Phılosophy of aul Kıcoeur, neutıcs An the Human SCciences, 3.2-—40,

Hahn, ed., 149 T’hıs SPEREINS ımply that ere could be
4 '/ Rıcoeur an LaCoqaue, Penser Ia Bıble getting 1T ‘wrong‘ anı author1. intent.

anJE Thinking Biıblıcally: Exegetical Kicoeur, ‘L’hermeneutique du emo1lgnage  w
ermeneutıical Studıes, KA) Archivio dı Fılosofia 42, 3J-—06J1, l’e-
1bıd., (T’hınkıng BıOlıcally, IX B printed an cıted from Lectures 1L1L, Parıs:
We acknowledge that the Sscenarıo0 1S differ- euil, 1994, 10/7/-139, CS\ {An He
ent ıth lıving author. However, why Hermeneutics of Testimony, IH:
should if: be presupposed that ONCeEe lıving udge, ed., ESSaysS ON 1Ea Interpreta-
author’s lıterary aCL 15 LO be mınımızed {1ON, Phıladelphia Fortress, 119-154, CSp
when 1t LO readıng his/her text? 134-13/, BL} One wonders ıf the author

KRıcoeur an LaCoque, Penser Ia 1  @, continues LO ave volce In testiımony”?
1677 (Thinking Bıblically, XV11-XVI1, See Vanhoozer, "T’he Hermeneutics of I
ETL) ıtness Testimony: .JJohn D H1: 21 and the

51 KRıcoeur, emps el recıt, L 1 ıme an e of the uthor ı1V (iraeme
Narratıve, L, 60, Kı} Auld, ed., Understandıng Poets an

SW Kıcoeur, emps el recıl, IL 10% 'En TAlt, rophets: ESSayS Lın Honour of George Wıs-
(;enette ul-meme referaıt ExTEe fam- art Anderson, Sheffheld Journal of Old
CU. de Platon ans «Frontijeres du recıt». Testament Studies Press, 1993, 366-387,
Maıs SON intentıion etaıt alors polem1ique.’ CS\ 36 /—-368, for fuller crıt1que of mod-
ıme nd Narratıve, IT 180, HT) ern and post-modern perspectıves the

mMOST sımple example of thıs 1S In CODY- author
57rıg laws which recognıze the rights of emps el recıl, II 239 ıme and Narra-

authors [LUE, 111, 164, B1 KRıcoeur states, ‘Sans
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ecteur qu] l’accompagne, 11 Nn V po1in Vanhoozer, Is There Meanıng ın hıs
d’acte configuran L’oeuvre ans le exte; Pex6ie. 225
et. S Aamnıs ecteur quı l’approprie, 11 N Yy poınt Sternberg, T’he Poetics of Bıblıcal Narra-
de monde deploye devant le texte Hve: Ideologıical Lıteraturean Fhe Drama of58 Kıcouer, Du extie l’actıon, ‘Qu est-ce Readıng, 9—11, aArsguces, interpreters of
qu un texte®”, 13/-159, CS‚ 159 la lec- thee O0Ur only COMNCETr'N 15 ıth ..  embod-
ure est cel cte concret ans lequel 1ed” ÖOr “objeectified” iıntentıon* G. J. Laughery *  lecteur qui l’accompagne, il n’y a point  62 Vanhoozer, Is There A Meaning in This  d’acte configurant ä l’oeuvre dans le texte;  Pext?; 225:  et sans lecteur qui l’approprie, il n’y a point  63 M. Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical Narra-  de monde deploye devant le texte.’  tive: Ideological Literature and the Drama of  58  Ricouer, Du texte &ä l’action, ‘“Qu’est-ce  Reading, 9-11, argues, ‘As interpreters of  qu’un texte?’, 137-159, esp. 159 ‘... la lec-  the Bible, our only concern is with “embod-  ture: est. cet acte concret ‚dans lequel  ied” or “objectified” intention ... In my own  s’acheve la destinee du texte.’ (From Text  view, such intention fulfills a crucial role,  to Action, ‘What is a Text?’, 105-124, esp.  for communication presupposes a speaker  124, ET).  who resorts to certain linguistic and struc-  59 Ibid.,  153,  ılla  lecture  est  cComme  tural tools in order to produce certain effects  Vexecution d’une partition musicale; elle  on the addressee; the discourse accordingly  marque l’effectuation, la venue ä l’acte, des  supplies a network of clues to the speaker’s  possibilities semantiques du texte.’ (Ibid.,  intention. The text’s autonomy is a long-ex-  119 E%).  ploded myth: the text has no meaning, or ev-  60  Ricoeur, Temps et recit, III, 243-245. (Time  ery kind of meaning, outside the coordinates  and Narrative, III, 166-167, ET). See M.  of discourse that we usually bundle into the  Warner, ‘The Fourth Gospel’s Art of Ratio-  term “context  38  .  nal Persuasion’, in: M. Warner, ed., The Bi-  64 D. Dutton, ‘Why Intentionalism Won’t Go  ble as Rhetoric:  Studies  in  Biblical  Away’, in: A. J. Cascardi, ed., Literature and  Persuasion and Credibility,  Warwick  the Question of Philosophy, London: Johns  Studies in Philosophy and Literature, Lon-  Hopkins University Press, 1987, 192-209.  don: Routledge, 1990, 153-177, for a useful  65  discussion of rhetoric.  In personal discussion and correspondence  the present author posed the following  61 See for example, M. Sternberg, The Poetics  question to Ricoeur: ‘how is it possible, in  of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature  your hermeneutics, to speak of a necessary  and the Drama of Reading, Bloomington:  love for the Other/other, yet ignore the in-  Indiana WUniversity Press,  1985.  N  tention of the author of a text?’ Ricoeur  Wolterstorff, Divine Discourse: Philosophi-  agreed that it is important to be sympa-  cal Reflections on the Claim that God  thetic to authorial intention (here the con-  Speaks, Cambridge: Cambridge University  cern was the Bible) and responded in the  Press, 1995. K. J. Vanhoozer;Zs: There A  following way: ‘The question is not to de-  Meaning in This Text? The Bible, The  prive the authors from their commitment,  Reader, and the Morality of Literary Knowl-  but to wonder to what extent the authority  edge. W. V. Harris, Interpretive Acts: In  of the author on his/her text is part of the  Search of Meaning, and Literary Meaning:  meaning.’ Personal correspondence with  Reclaiming the Study of Literature.  Ricoeur, 28 May, 1999.  The New International Dictionary of  Old Testament Theology & Exegesis  A major achievement in Old Testament studies, this comprehensive five-volume  dictionary is an invaluable study aid for all involved in the analysis and exposition of  the Old Testament.  “When dictionaries and encyclopaedias are multiplying, NIDOTTE looks set to become the  standard work in this field for all who respect the Bible.”  Alan Millard (Rankin Professor of Hebrew and Semitic Languages, University of Liverpool)  0-85364-834-4 (5 volume set) / £169.99  m  Paternoster Press  PO Box 300 Carlisle Cumbria CA3 0QS UK  170 EuroJTh 9:2In OW
s’acheve la destinee du texte rom Text vieW, such intention fulfills eruc1a| role,
LO Actıon, What L5 Texten, 105—124, ] 0) for cCommunıcatıon DPre  CS speaker
124 who resSsorts LO certaın lınguistic and STrUC-
Ibıd., 198. Jla ecture est tural tools ın order LO produce certaın ffects
L’execution une partıtıon musıcale: elle the addressee; the discourse accordingly
INarque l’effectuation, la l’acte, des supphıes network of elues LO the speaker’spossıbilıties semantıques du texte (Ibıd., intention. 'The text’s  2 autonomYy 1S long-ex-119, ET) ploded myth the LextT has meanıng, OTr CEV-
Kıcoeur, emps el recıl, HI: DA DAN Tıme CrV kınd of meanıng, utsıde the coordinates
and Narratıve, KL 166-167, ET) See of discourse that usually bundle iınto the
Warner, A Matz Fourth Gospel’s Art of Ratıo- term “context
nal Persuasıon/’, ıIn Warner, ed., The Bı- Dutton, Intentionalism on (30
hbhle Rhetoric: Studzies ıIn 10L1CHQ. Away’, In: Cascardı, ed., Liıterature and
Persuasıon nd Credibility, Warwiıick the Question of Phılosophy, London ns
Studies In Philosophy ar Literature, 1n Hopkıns Uniıversıty Press. 1987 192209
don Koutledge, 1990, 153-177, for useful
discussion of rhetoric.

In personal discussiıon and correspondence
the present author pose the following61 See for example, Sternberg, T’he Poetics question LO Rıcoeur: °how 1S 1t. pOoss1ı  B, ıIn

of Bıblical Narratıve: Ideologıcal Liıterature VOUrFr hermeneutics, LO spea of NECESSATFrVAn the Drama of Readıng, loomıngton love for the Öther/other, vet 1gnore the 1N-
ndıana Unıversıity Press, 1985 tentıon of the author of bar Rıcoeur
Wolterstorff, Diıivine Discourse: Phılosophi- agree that 1T 15 ımportant LO be Da-cal Keflections OT the aım that (i0d thetic LO authorıial intention ere the COM-
Speaks, Cambridge: Cambridge University CEern Was the Bıble) an responded In the
Press, 1995 Vanhoozer, Is There following WaV “"T’he question 1s nOL LO de-
Meanıng ıIn 'hıs Text? T’he D  e} The prıve the authors from theıir commıtment,Reader, an the Moralıty of Literary Knowl- but LO wonder LO hat extent the authorıityedge HarrTıs: Interpretive cts In of the author his/her LexTt 1S part of the
Search ofMeanıng, and Literary Meanıng: meanıng.’ Personal correspondence ıth
Keclaımıng the Studyv of Lıterature. K1ıCcoeur, May, 1999
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