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Abstract: Traditional legal methodology literature sums up the long-standing
disagreement on the goal of legal interpretation as the dispute between subjective interpretation
and objective interpretation. This summary ignores the diversity of views on this issue. By
comprehensively examining what are the basic types of meaning and which types of meaning
are often and can be reasonably used as interpretation goals, five representative positions
such as textualism can be sorted out. But none of them can be adequately defended. Further
analysis shows that, based on the nature of value ideals and their relevance to individual cases,
the uneven distribution of interpretation resources, and the cost of interpretation, all general
interpretive positions cannot be adequately defended, and the goal of legal interpretation
should be determined on a case—by-case basis. By summarizing some factors affecting the
choice of interpretation goals, the general approach of the case—by-case decision can be
determined as: What type of meaning can be qualified as the interpretation goal in a specific
case; If there are multiple qualified meaning types, whether it is necessary to weigh the value
ideals behind different meaning types; If weighing is necessary, what type of meaning will
prevail.
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