|

woE OB o B om
— KW EE—

CR - B S

I & & fEE

AN B oA R LR T 5 7o it iR Bt O~ & B4R e R A (5 2 Chieo (B
AR LT E 2 bhIicve I OERICH T & KU A o5 B Uk b ol
SETH D, BENEDL ST LTHRE L TRENIRERMETH 508, BEOREL L
LT, AEOEET) L EEOIAIMEE S TR L IRBATH 5D,

SEMAOREARE LTRREEED mediuom Th Do SEEBAHLSOBICRT
2 Bl b, FRIVEROZBRYHNETHTATSE - T, JECR T FEHEOREY
RBoo b D, RSP “FAL O LMEiL5.

FEEMERIR DO, F OB RITEMCR CGRAT 2dBOHHE (convention)
BAEET Do CHIEERNELDTH T, I L » THESIRAERERETH
bHo FELTF, BEFOMABEL LB, BBER &L, XAEORSR, K, Bxklo
TAPE, HHLBERAEFCIEELTE 5O b EOWMELE0ERIC OB TER L&
BEARADIETH Do BRFEN N LEFHEFRORELDHETHOTH T Mk L
7z ergon & LTDOEREOWESNIR, T 2H=AAbBiEormiid, THENLEEFRR
AL LCORWEETH Do

B xDOEEEEOHIIBMTH Do SHRITKADTETAEEMT L Ltk » THHE
R, PR THDOBTRAA R EENRS X 5t s LA, BADSEXET
DOEFEFBROFHC X » CGAAR L, BAMDWCEBRHE2 X 0 5, Lo, HFRL
RO KSR E R ORRRCE 5 2 LR TH Do 1o N, FBROLPIC I » THAD
HEEBER L, 0BT AR LT 2 SR Do ZRITARLINE O WG4 IR
B, thEEER XN L HRANEB LT %o HRBROWEEEC X » TAMOBR e
WAL 350 TH Y, REOEER medium REFTHHM Y, FHEFILZOSEEBOE
IR ED B L, SR EERE Y AENS - CiiBER A L TR HOBETcH 5 &
Znw T X\

MAaoRBHRE LT BREmECESTHERL BRELCIEHEEETHY, £
DR EFENEIET 5 & R EZE Lk 2 E OFH, ik BROEBEHEE LA
N, EBROFTEILL T <o TOL I BEASEHRE LTHBEE- T i
EHEREESKETH Ho BEEMR O e DM A /I SAL L, I 75 % J5CF 0%t
Db\ 5 28 THho L LHERRELXRE L, EREHK L - CHEashlL, 53
BUXPRIER OB B I o TENMCASIT BAFR L O b0 TH A, FERMEERE
A7 - CHEfE (rationes seminales) & U TCEEMASBOFIC T TIREBA LT %0 B4 ETE
BRIR 2O T L o TEBRIOTH Y, ZOFTEOEFECIIR 2O FHEIEET 5o
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SAnE, HELN O FERE T BT - CREY A LT A RBO BRI T oiEE
J’]Z]:I'Eé‘ LVC}? é/}’h%f/f%%@ufc‘lao Czl)i\z‘

I S#E®|eH

SRR A BT N TR AN AR, DR LR o3 b o cdh b, T
T F (hic et nunc) FEBARORE LHSMC L -0 BHIEBHOEMRL LT, 3 LF
RIS X L EEITTENE 2 B, SR BHE AR B ITRE & B ORISR KA
Bo FH EIEBABROEELE OB TH Y, HFLIFRLTOBHRAT DRI T

1.
B ho ZIUTHIEAYIAFETH D

WE O N TCEIEESYEDL L 0)03‘{(&I/\<§> b, a5 HERE LTOFEIIMA LEADH
x s CAIBI TR L, 5L F0fEGERT b T4, —EBfEbRI{ERE LTDE
=23, fEFZ s By LR SN E #1895, 2ok nliAoiNaFEET %
convention & L TOEBURBRYETT5H 2 LA LICEBEIITRY Licvw X, il b
P C12~13 W & CHEA BIREE S e b, SRS AREEIC L 5 TEEOFE &L Sh
Fo A 2Vt FOFERD T, BERENOREEI L0 L ¥ b, KL, ARLSD
I SEAF 2L B LTH I WM BR 2 Hice #E-C SEEEEITARDL
KW EEHT) (competence) L HERIVEREFE L X - U U CHEK (perform) Eihg
LD THbDo B s AT IS EMNI CH » THDEMRA~D BN BT %,
%LE%&M#%UT%HM(@OC LMLl E DO THD, [HLPEHEF L
vﬁﬂﬂf%D%wW%Llofmm?hkmfbéo%@%ﬂ,M&M@ﬁﬁ@% Eix
b, MEEREEAIRECT 5 EBIEHR TH - T GHIEBREBREC S ¥, RfELFRE
ol SRR ER SR T L B Do

AT, EEBHAMR T LS 00BENE L bR, AL (general) 7R E
sHaL ), ERHTE & LT O (special) s HEAR, SEEHMAEDTERELTO
WA (individual) 72 ETH D, S HDORO EQBERAHNET LK L - TR LICERE
e FEr L h TR,

Y vy AT % logos X AMIC S8 S S B A EWR S LI, Hic s EE A
HEEEE L COBMELEKR L, X GoRHis 2T A ER Ui, ERELHEK
LT\ e & 2 CIEEEO—RAERIENAITE,. BB EMOUTEZ MR S h, HPNEED
W LTS oTo0 PEnTo BHREFEMEORTELF ) > VITHT %o

= 2 NG, RS Babel © 8 M55 L 001 < AJHO B EERRA -2 Th » oD
ABI® hybris 12X » CEFEESH LESHHEIARE L sl ZDFE (logos) 11
N a~FEEHFOFHC/R IR T MIBRE LTEL L, » 2 ADMKEE LT
DI ABOBIFE O TR GERELHEF LD B U ABNBC I bRl bL
) vy ADEBESHIRIEFERTH - oD IE_C a2 2% AD TR ISEREN TH -
foo RN THE, S O%IERS A UC, realist & nominalist & ORITC E BRI
LB o TR AR ST B R b By A v A BISHHIE £ Tl F 53T philology
THY, WRFTH w70 BEED SO LICRHEOG G L LTHEENCEEZE IS L
5T B OISR 2 b CH Do
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18k ke, Sir William Jones 723FIE T Sanskrit a3 gE s R L, chaF) oy
BT T VELLET A LARLTH D, 9RO ERESFIIEHBMGEOFEAY B TR
RS & T o7z SHUREIBKR B oDl BN D EIR A BT e v vEREBIICE R
THENTREFTHEBTH D UIETH oo £ 2 THREB~ IR MBRE X T ey,
SO EFENEEMCE LI NI S i

Vo BESOH X 5000 FHEEH O langue & parole & ZHH A
@, langue ZR R E LCH OIS ST A M0 © 1 Saussure T 700 & 8Tk
BRERIERBERI A & L CO BRSO A/ TE SMEE itk & S EIT St HEHE
Hirik &, langage, langue, parole O LA EIC SRS &, B &S
(2\75 &P &, Saussure @ F FEEF 1L, langue 35 & Lo IS0 EEESEE LTH

H &Nz, langue Xk “M&” & L CESHSHIRE L LS U TRl 5 ok%T
BT MAXBLIHSHHEETE b HMEEEV LOFEE UClE & & Lighs
B, WEE LD O langues THh oo Mo CIHEFTHETE BT T d, S Saussure
BRI T, langue 2L TH D, B EE A E LCOMACH T 5 SER 0R S
KEVo SREMGEENCIN 2 @AMIMIE & LT o parole (X Bally 7o Fie X » TR {b &
kA & LCIERT 58 ar ki - Ty o

—77, Pavlov ©&LEF4= behaviorism &R & LC, HCFLon Bloomfield 7y
ED7 AU MGEERETH Lo TOFBFOXEMA L LTH, SREEEO R CEHy
OFEEHRIBSET I 2 B A TN S RE L, V\J%H@ﬁ?ﬁ%?ﬂﬁbf%ﬁ‘ﬁ’% SRR
Aok, TH% stimulus DK & LTIR 2 L5 L3540 THhb, BLEERS %
smmm&ﬁmmme®mﬂwﬁmb,E%GK%&LT@%L &m#ﬂ@@~%ﬂa%
% %o stimulus -responsc @ ATt 2 B, SEEEBNILS 2 DI BE
DR K3 2RI £ 2 BRI T\ Ao £ 2 TRk b3 5 0D, B4 %
FEBNRY 7 B TN IR Sho T o UTEHIC B 7o AP OB aE B E R o BB 2 B
AR EN DD Do Fl— ORIV UCHR o 7o 6 % 259 AR O PO T3l BB 7o A
NEHEEE O 2 = A A THBEPBEEKLCTHALS, 2 S CABORKNLEEREN
(competence) # performance W #IC{B% L, F 0 surface structure K3 LC
deep structure #F&%E L7z Chomsky B HB O WL RENE L B L, —20
kernel &38R L, T h &% 4 BB RCEWERT 25KV EERILBETS
7 & T Chomsky BEITAEMN LD LT 5me RUEBOIBSMED YL)“DE{L;%B@%Z*QI@E
ACBLEINBRCBESRE L s TR ERRBRE Koy SFEL rational /¢
A & ElE R 7o A o0 B Th Be & DA Chomsky OAHAYC deductive 7o 53

ﬁﬁﬁEW§h7&%f&550

LR B RO ORERM TH L, TN TOFEERLERBARONKE & Lf‘h

%L,%pkmﬁmkbf®th#mumﬁ Wiz oW b LT ABIE-Se iR 8o
RENRTC Do K xDOFFEEE RO A b LRI - Tl H Do FREHIIC
AT H¥E (genus), $ (species), {fl (individual) OMEE, AR M: & KM, HE S A
R E H, BRI, & 2 AR B LRIE X8 50 RN ERE ST
Who THICEZ H—D20ARE LT, FilEDEERORR L oML Lz, Fio
FRAEEWROERE & T OMAERE S Uiz % & S X » TSI O BN S 0%
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BB AE > TR DT Do

I P oBER LS

SELE, BXTIHFCEMLCL L &L, HEF, HAFRHETFOERLHE
MLL S EBDD, TOL 5 DINBIRICIR TOLGE L BTN LD, TIREMLL
HLBDLEIIEDL DI ETHAH 9 ho THIEEELF, BEFD performance & LT

DEBERLEN L LT RAOERICE S ¥ TOLBEL B LBAR L TLLZ LT
HHA, EHRERHFEELLTCIERTH DK, ABOEZE LW ERANFILER TH
%o Chomsky 3+ @ “Aspects of the Theory of Syntax” (M. I. T. 1965) O
#C, Humboldt @ — & 5B LA HH HO RFA O~T %,

“His view that a language ‘makes infinite use of finite means and that its
grammar must describe the processes that make this possible is, furthermore, an
outgrowth of a persistent concern, whithin rationalistic philosophy of language
and mind, with this ‘creative’ aspect of language use.”

Bleg ke ergon & L COEETFRYEHECRETL 2 ENEEETHCH L, Foiik
SR £ DT 5 I EREO TS D 5h TV Do L LBEOSIEC I B EEILH
LCseeTOERRLY, BHEOBREEERIC T - TREINRLERA L e L 5
DT, FTOBMEAHELER Do FPLOFR LR L » TELL, M—5EHR 0S5
(polysemy) =, B2 EEPAOMEM (synonymy) OEHENE AR bh b, #to
T, Mo BT OFRM»IRTIS, ARERBAFR L LToxFcEbh o Ttil, &2
FhBLHENOEBHESL Z LITHKE GO TH %,

BRI & EROEE LA T 5 b O Tl o BEILERMRE A & UTHERIC D
M bo BREROBTRICILTEFROTLERYH Y, FHEIDH b, surface structure
%3 UC deep structure [Z# Y, 2 kernel W9 % F 4D intention ZIEH = &M%
BIRCTH Ho LI L, EAEO intention L% @ { ST 7 @T_h%ﬁa%xéc&
IR TH Do B EEBLOMIL, “black box” “ToH > T2 ki, ZEINT %k CIEy
T 52 LR RELIHTD, MRBAEB L ICERAA DIEO o i X 58
BB I THIEHCE 2 LS LTHFORNCHYE %, £ 0T vil
HCBAEBT 5 = L Th B L RIL LA b O BRI 28R b 0% R
L, #0iLE FCMOSERBRLY NG L T2EELLRL D o TH LDSERB O
MRS, ORISR DA 5N LILGIT 5 b D TH Do BIEIIEL L Db
FLOWS TR UCHFRENOERCE UTCERT 20 Th 5o

VR8RS &R

%ﬁ%%@ﬂﬁmﬁﬁ%mbck*hé%@fbb,ﬂ%mi$@ﬁﬂfﬁéoMﬁ@$
2, L*U%uzb&@&(é; 375 6.#“@1%/{ ff &%L< ﬁ?ﬁmméﬁﬂ m%«ﬂ%ﬁ%%r&d@@#
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halld

Tahd LCOEBEY BE L Qe bisvo S OBEKRC, MRSFIERS O FEI#E
FABEERSE TH Lo

Charles W. Morris %%z ®#, “Foundations of the Theory of Signs” (Chicago,
1938) pp. 6-7. WJAT the relations of signs to objects DOWfZE% semantics, the
relations of signs to signs % syntactics, the relations of signs to interpreters %
pragmatics & LT\ %o ZHICH o TEBROKRITE HET 57 biE, (1) lexical meaning
{2) syntactic meaning (3) pragmatical meaning &+ 5% Z &KL, RLI R bOE
HREE, FEBEEo speech XM EICN CHALKEAE O TLEKRE LTOEREMK L, XK
EHEO intention I L o TH—Ih T %o BRAERHOBEKRIL, TOMBRERTH HEN
LHOBROERC L - TELRD LD T, REOWRICHEAEL, 24 E { T
MAbBLDTHD, EMOLEOEAE OFENC L - TL DL ETTEHRELES T2, Zh
% contextual meaning &FEATY XV WEOMIFIL, oLz x, “hall
B LY 5 TS THERE S e Do ‘to read between the lines & FfEIIC & o THE /¢
ZLTH B, Shut, EflL imagination FWMIEE T AEETH B

FEOPCFREID key words HIRZ 52 LI L o T, BROPE LI L, Bk
PR 258 LB Do key words VLE il O FR TR LAV DRAERDIME L O
Lo THEMCRESIND SO T, —ELrAV bR S THIR BRI F21 0D
LI BEbHAH 50 FNERBTOREBNTH L. Wi X, WEOBEKRILTRT
BRI — 3, WO EMoRetk L OEBIIC X » T contextual meaning %3t 4 #G
T5ho

#z ¥, Shakespeare DA “Hamlet” o i RILFHVEROMCIE D<A, e g
SRR b B A OB E O R e RN, BEMICHRE S b FH Hamlet OHFHDOHELE
1, Hamlet OMEAEOMREFECBIRAYFT L0 TH Y, LORBOERIH KO L
HEHRLTHDHDTH T, D story 7 LRI TE DR 2 HT N & Tl BIfE
“Hamlet” 1%, FOEHROME MK ELIED b TErNIcOh, BT O story DEE
DD HO L 5 e BEE Licdho b L, Hamlet 23E Q0 TH A2 FITT 57
BUIEH O BIEEST Licvo B0 BRI IRE 2 e BN LI TH D, Hamlet O 0P
T Montaigne #® scepticism, Oedipus complex, SEDEH/r & TE) %2 BIE X ¢ % %
NS & BT T e, B3, Hamlet X3EEA 7 v Ao B4HHY chaos % [Kik3 5% 4
DTHH D o M, Hamlet o pic EF/HI AR OB A BB 2 & b HRL 5,
Shakespeare %2410 2 0 941E & OHBICH C Hamlet @ f HOEMEENE SR L5
E LT m b B A b 2R L Shakespeare IZ{E#H & LCOBKZ M & ik ik
Vo MEFESDH B IS TH %o

SRR EIR A ER E LURET SRE L, Bl WS e L 2T %0
emotive meaning I} cognitive meaning & - TEZEMNEL, HIGHE R TH - T,
SHEPTERTH 5o hid, W. Empson 73, “Seven Types of Ambiguity” < “The
Structure of Complex Words” 7¢ & THREHREME LTI LTV 201< TH Do

FETLO BB O M T O, %3 BB 5\ o HHCE O R,
BIEROMPUB] LT, (FHH LATHEORBNCER TV 25545 D, liberty of
interpretation X BT L BHRE TH Ho FHIHEIEMOBLEL, £ OfFROK 4
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DOHNHEUELP LR SN T I Ve ZOHE, &fE LTOEBNERDO 2 ERICE
BEIRLMNERHL LFABC, Y2 FThT 7 A FCE L TEECRSL SR A& TH
D, ReDEBRUOERLSHER & OHERE, Fik & OO XA LMHREAD S
R TESR SN Do BBULEROTANE L b 525 WMAWEWCe s o &8, B
SRR D & B IR e < TR B,

EELE ] 0 W IR 0 28— 43T, surface structure % deep structure WEICT D2 &
THY, FhILBHRETERERCETTHEETL H 5o BHRAERE BENRERTH
Do BIRORCHEZ 2T T S ENERMICTH 50 RBUMMOHFILMEE TH
D, WERNTI 2D Do BHOFFHIL, BRI 2 LI THLORLAERYEAR
L, BHaHEET 2, ERITEOEABEMR T LCL - TBECLERERDDLDOTH
€ ChHEREEOHETH B,

R ER AT 2EEROBMABEMBT L L ThHY, BHIEPADLXPEMBE LW
I LFEW LS FEROBREBH L, FAELGMA2Ter ol fdx AL LT Z L2
EL 3T A LD CHbEH, &5 Dk, FEOER & F O performance & DENZIZE S DO
OEET HBENSE L, MR TOEXBL L dc, EROHRE 2T 5835 b
Bl b, BROBRNLL b7, #FEIRAD “ﬂ‘ BE, BREOTRTES X &
gV L BN, RHEEZOSOORTEES LERVC L HZELHLMBTH b,

ﬁ%am,%%mgmﬁﬂ&@Mr**qu&oiﬁ@mﬁrﬁﬁ HE & B O
1, EHORE EEILE AT RAN L GO T E &R EET S 2 LIRS
M HTH BHo R ULEHLITHERANCTEE D performance #EET 25 &M%, o
BARHCRT 2 EEB L ORBRC LD L, EHVRER L) - BRNEEEE
Pl X {EBEEA L THORRRFOBRTEHEATH S,

SWERATFNEE L LCRESERTH D, iS5 F R BIRARTERET L o & 2VRIR
TH T ERIFEEOED H LIz b D TH L5, REOBHRHNAOBIFILIRE 2AOEH
HEOBIRIC DI Do BEEROBR L EEOMD 6FET 57 Hif, I A. Richards o
WAL WO >OMEAME Bt be (1) what he says (Sense) (2) his attitude to
what he is talking about (Feeling) (3) his attitude to his listener (Tone) (4) his
intention, his aim, conscious or unconscious, the effect he is endeavouring to
promote. (c¢f. Practical Criticism, pp. 181-182)

EE LTk, (1) 0B, B literal & figurative &40 bhvas, EHEEBC
BEETWS L DIXDOERTH - T, EAFD feeling = tone XMERTH Y, intention
B o Tit, BROTBRICHL INT DL L2380 #8 L 2 @ intention Z FEROE
WEFEAEOE, 22 LN L DO TH L EHAED intention #Px 52 LI ) »
T, BRERORLETREWERRSDTH - T BHRMINO DT EELTFRERS
ZEBETH o FEMEKD intention 2, FRELCIR CEDRERB IR HIPT S
LWL S TERBELOLO SFHHELTIRE S /e Ho HEED meaning 3B mean 7HR 54
HTH - T, to mean=to intend 5D TH Do

Mk SHEERITOECH LT RS E, T Bl CHLT LI ESREFE & Do
LT AR MR & W B h P s & 8 ic o TEMMITER & LTI D
gL S, FEFIEMR (lexical-syntactic meaning) = BESI#EZHY BIRO BB IR
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b

WORNGRE EN Do EMOMIILE C 3 CLERERLOLOCHL, T Obon b
BT ENARXTH Y, THLIFT © B4 0 intention °KHLAED personality ¥, F
HERCEBER Y Lok T E W ETEE L LB D, T hil W. Ko Wimsatt 7¢ & D
FiZ8 “intentional fallacy” Td 5%, FEEEIIGFEAEE LTOH L EEMNCE & %% L,
EHEIFER LV OHESNTAEE UTH bR 5o BBV T, e L RE, FhEE
RIIEE R LTV C ey ET5 2 LR AMENEREERE LTOE
BRihiE DA RHUCH TIL, explicit meaning & implicit meaning X 3EAFT 5o 7R
LD LAZDTODHBMATAIETHY, ThIER~DOETH %o

TR LA ThdH b SEEHUT R 1T 5 sense, feeling, tone, intention OUEA
WUEBTHLEOHESWADOEYHETLONMEROAFT TH O, BE L, B bR A
TeRA A B2 T, RBFEMHE 0L AR AT & 30& (sympathy) ZE®RT 5L DO TH %,

Summary

Process of Understanding in Language
——From the Semantic Point of View—

By Katsuo MOROZUMI

To understand the meaning of a certain linguistic expression is to encounter
with the speaker or writer in the field of language. And hermeneutics, the science
of interpretation, has the function of leading the hearer or reader to the under
standing of speech or writings.

The end of linguistic expression is to transmit one’s external or internal
experience to others through language, so in order to understand some linguistic
expression it is necessary to imitate or repeat the experience of the performer.
But a language gives us only finite means though our experiences are infinite,
so we cannot but make infinite use of finite means in linguistic expression.
Therefore linguistic expression is more or less allegorical and ambiguious. In
order to avoid misunderstanding it is necessary to interpret properly the implicit
meaning of speech or writings.

We become conscious of ourselves through speaking or writing which gives
appropriate forms to our thoughts or feelings which are often chaotic and formless
before expressed.

According to I. A. Richards the meaning of linguistic expression consists of

four aspects, viz. sense, feeling, tone, and intention. And sense has two aspects

literal and figurative. To grasp these aspects through semantic interpretation

is to prepare the way to the understanding of linguistic expression. Misunder-
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standing comes from the lack of interpretation or from reading into texts our
own ideas or feelings.

In other words interpretation reduces linguistic surface structure to deep
structure whose kernel is the intention of the performer.

The whole meaning of linguistic performances consists of many semantic
elements which are contextual with one another and are integrated by the per—
former’s intention. But in many cases the intention is hidden and the performer
himself is often unconscious of his own intention.

Linguistic expression has its limit and cannot help being suggestive and of
polysemy, so liberty of interpretation should be admitted in some degree.

But in order to avoid misunderstanding as far as possible not only sympathetic
intuition but also hermeneutics, the science and method of semantic interpretation,
will be demanded.

Hermeneutics is nothing but applied semantics, and is an effective medium to
make possible the encounter between the speaker-writer and the hearer-reader in
the field of tradition and transcendental apperception.

Mutual understanding through linguistic expression among human beings can
be established only through the organic combination of individual, tradition based
on special historical society, and humanity which should be universal in the

world.



