A TA, eI oS B3 u A S
Aupell A7k dprhe] A
—De Man9] o] 23} 9} Knapp3} Michaelse] ulo] 29 =37 —

i B £l
(31989 224)

[. 2xel ®2I: T2 27

ofulE 198849 29 1594 [ialadxo] Qg5 “8i A 74 " (deconstruction) & 123 &
A9 Al AT (Reich) o 2 AG s e}Vl o= A3 259 Hde o8¢ v
& gAY T ARE ot o st AT S ATE T A& Aok
g A TFAY FEE Addte A9 Qe GSHolHEE £ (Reich) g 59
7 AgEZ e olfrE FAAM? A 99 A& & = H(Paul de Man)o)
3 A1 A el AHA A Jlnd 49 T FL ARE Aold 237 F

< T F Y wolge A& IO, Y SEE oﬁi A A 2 o) RfE FAE S
o 2y 194099 29 WA o] HA <Al 4A =) (Das Dritte Reich)o] o &) =)
e Bk = a2 AUAR Al 180499 ARFA FAGE slmaged, o F

o

o

L2 v ¢fn
¥,
b

Do

£
)

o &

§2
S

e 3o

NE
NE
tlo
ol
_1%

uhrel Fol A A g wolx gtk oAAZ] Fub viwe EF vlgAd s}
FH & Pasta gl ol £7F F el = o] R FAAGAE ! oA

A FHAA ggd oled Aol WHAA FHL AFES T4 FAA v F
2 = el da) A8 FEoA ARt YL AF2A 2 Aovh & Am dEg
(Jacques Derrida) ¢t Zo] = uh& M3 dte Abgto] g9d AL ofdeh® zeivt A &
& Asge] zo da =FAl FoE =z vdd vde AEA g4 2 A=
Adoleh, AR, HATHY FTE Addste A9 Adel dAHA Kol o] FAH

$JN
__401)1
fo
o
o&

* ol =FL 19899 FFEATF2AN(AFFTRAA) AF g8 293 A4,

1) David Lehman, “Deconstructing de Man’s Life: An Academic Idol Falls into Disgrace,”
Newsweek 15 February 1988: 58.

2) = w2 1919de] =il vbA 1983 AbdEtg e, b AVA Al AEd JlzE HE 1940
ol A 194210 Atelolet, o] whfel s A Feol EAHZ AFY AL 27} FEo| 19874
o & WA-go & Agfdel e wEAzYEHeh 2§ 129 TF 4 B9 =i(New York
Times)el F8 71A7F drts Al B4 A shFo] o5 AFsg e

3) Jacques Derrida, “Like the Sound of the Sea Deep within a Shell: Paul de Man’s War,”
Critical Inguiry 14.3 (Spring 1988) 590-652 =,




82 A E ¥ (E8H)
AHde =eides ddl = oute] AA Gngy) A AAE FASAYG mE vFe] v
o z7t WA dF AAE FAG e B s dddr

gt = ovbe AA g4 AL A TAY = AAE FASHE Ade] vk,
Fee 29 Bh=st AW e 2L S AN F A& Rolvh Po Y F
AA A E7 g8 = bl Qlztel A& oA AR A, == A= zto] AR
2 hgrkE delA e AL okdER 7 o] &Esw, vl slold] A (Martin Heidegger) 7}
YAl Fz3tAvte AHE o] 29 A AA AAE LA A, =g gz (Era
Pound) 7} F-2:2]v) (Mussolinl) & J 4 e ol f 2 29 A AAE FAsE AAgEdA
Al &3 #3E g e AAE dFY A me Ag4 9L odEA? EE OF
o] g #2F Aok Fojok grhr KL orh w0 e JEL A Fors,
el FHeE Fol ojx g A7e A FY AAE BRI gA 29 HAol WG
WA AR v o] o] FolHok et AL witz & wEolth F, = 7o =4
AL FA Hele “dAATAL 12d T AF #E AU e F
9] AL Fdo] £AANE sHohetr] oA whE At A& g
olet. %7k wtd “sfATFA ol ‘AT Abge] f=jo AA oletm Hae AL AT
o] EAolg Mol HejHo|ta wats A AoVt wivjet 2B
9 AAel fgdte ol dvhd, Wi o] 2L FAL AA ) ATk A4 st
Aolztz & wbF A¥d dFHE vl T vigAd FAsz e AATAY =g o
3 HoE HAgle]l WA AAE A & AT Fol A AFol A EAEA
(essentlahst)~°ﬂ = whe et Ad-Ze uAY aFrest & ¢ Ui AE r

& glrh

arbara Johnson)

TE AR glol, = el AR W AAE BER BAA Ao Ave WY Fi
drt ol% “AATFAol AT ARl Qelol AR " AL 5 geke AL WA
=, Aolm AP Pol 4% AFel AT AATAY £A AVE A%A =& Q%A B
s AA Ao ke AL FAT F 97 WEelh ohgel, wHielF9 (anti-Semitism)
AT Fol 4] AU (FAA 2 99Y F AbE A4S By, =
9 e B AA49 Aoz WA S 84 Vﬂ—rolv}. H AATFAe] ¥l A
TRz Bl AT gol 4] Ak (FAA F9>E = % Al e 2

gridl, 2HHAE o AL B PAE FAAY A7) H]s& =E 4 gaes M

BEAAA, FeE Bdd 29 o8 4A4ET EALE FE UE Zoldh

4) Barbara Johnson, “The Surprise of Otherness: A Note on the Wartime Writings of Paul de

Man,” Literary Theory Today, ed. Peter Collier & Helga Geyer-Ryan (Ithaca: Cornell UP,
1990) 18,



HAFA ol F v F £ wHAY T Al BH AT 83
= wto] AAe) vgA =g o A7
Aste d ol Aekg whle] Tadtzm Yt del FESFzA e olfe 4 A9
Egol das) sk zoold g & Fulsb =Hel YA @] WEolth of2E, = ke
et EolZ F ' Aol Kol 19 o] Eo] nF HFA ] PAG dTH 44 EolF
S Q' Holzpd, 29 o] o] et ArE W F uHFAL FAE odEe ¥ A5H 2
ol AW}, 29 o] Ee BAE ZE mIUY o]frE orlel FAdeh zE, 1983
1 mlolo] ofo]v.# = (Meyer H. Abrams)7} ¥ # Az oz 23 Zd 5 AL
FatdA ‘A TAL oz 5d WA 109 T AHE At Fele A9 ok
3 Aol eta o &P Ke], A AMTA A AAAI HEA R ZETE, AT
A ol F mF wiHAY mAE dF nE IE PF wFAY AL ol e A XA
@A T8z & F 9tk $E7k = ke o] ol tj gk FE| o]oA =EE Y (Steven
Knapp) % € ¥l u}o] &= (Walter Benn Michaels) 7} 19821 Critical Inquirye] o &3]
BEG =, lo] £ yieldte] |(“Against Theory”)o] 783 A4 ¢ zte o|fE 7]
Ak EE 29 o8 =97 AE dAe] ¢ gk zu 99 =& AEE 4
Az e ol frt getd, = AASE AFx AAde wE uFAL AR LS
o 7E ¢ QA B HEolth o] &S ks AFx MMtz F2, duHoE HA]
FAol de (R AR FAEAEY v go] Aoluz =zt 2] 227 (Murray Krieger) 9|
o7 Bel FRo] AEFAHl ‘?lv‘f—@f’ﬂ AN AL FEE dFAA AA A Fojd, oF
AANE 2 ojd B4A FFE 95 ¢ fds FdAold B2 AFEe] Fstz 3l
%ol, ol&E& £ o] & B w3 ‘515-}44' FH st A AR AxolA w5 u|HA
5 3 T8 TAE AZEz dz, oo Hd =dE AFA fEsts s w3
(W. J. T. Mitchel)e] Az, “To]&o] uldted 18] £AA A& -« [ 9]H 7}
Eolvh o] E7HE Abol9] HEE FEIe X4, 4F9 FHEA V5T 3 dde
d Qe el A w3 AEE F50 a3
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5) M[eyer] H. Abrams, “A Collogquy on Recent Critical Theories,” Doing Things with Texts:
Essays in Criticism and Critical Theory, ed. Michael Fischer (New York: Norton & Co,
1989) 333,

6) A FAel g AAe] vl B33 Doing Things with Textse]l A& “The Deconstructive
Angel”ol 2} &7}, “Behaviorism and Deconstruction,” “Construing and Deconstructing” %2
=ES A28 A, FA9 w s A8 4]E Murray Krieger, Arts on the Level: The Fall of
the Elite Object (Knoxville: U of Tennessee P, 1981)¢] “Literary Criticism: A Primary or
a Secondary Art?”Z %23 A.

7) W. J. T. Mitchell, “Introduction: Pragmatic Theory,” Against Theory: Literary Studies
and the New Pragmatism, ed. W. J. T. Mitchell (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1985) 3.
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I. & = ok &iajEe] stAet T =2

Z vkl [e]F AuigelAe 47 9% |(“Form and Intent in the American New
Criticism”) k= 2% &3, 39 vlgo] “Edol A& JAdd J2"cz 74" + 9
B, e1Fe wge Eiel U@ “TAEA mE gARA” Azoz TAY 4 g
A7} 7} »l?i'—°ﬂ FEE D g, zol o3, AAY FAQ “GAA A4V} FAe
A ‘£ FA Hg AAG AAF"E AFedHe A=t 2 FG FHe Al
A /‘ol%‘ﬂ' AxS AT AT wbd, =3 vigAE “Auge] tEA 9 o A
=5H 2 HE AEE Ade e ST EHE 44 A2 35S F ddwE
Aol th(BI 20). &, JAF et E8e oA #F vy 279 AHE FAG %
e Aolth ¥l E “wFH FAFgs ENEZ gl (@R 8 ol AL zHE
oz Y= (Bl 2D = gejets, Az utRF 3 4oz £ £ ¢k Zlo] = mie
Zs] o] e},

!

1% gAY FHFAA Aol A = we] WL $A G 5E WFY GfolA
AARezA B9 4% & 9 Aol TR A Eolst g AA=A Folw
BE “OE"E MAFoEA, BT WPAEL ASH LA HE ANE TG FE

Bodabz, doltA = B8 3FL ARH Aol Ax@ b “BaA o 4 (sensory
object) 02 AFH & YA HAE AT B & Q. AL 25¢ 92 Fd 4F
A AAel £ AF] mheA AvE 929, @] A g6 E ARHen ok
= gl MH Y fFEe =s 494 2y = ogle] FAdRe], £ AFola
SEs AR A EARE FAA A4, AR @ 259 G @ gelelel s
2 et A4 E(natural object) & ol th(BI 24). £ FAFolak FEAL A9 9
EE A (Fx3Hg 2 Foll Aelrh 9l £ AEe] AL AV lvkd 2
olftE AR AEHE AvlES 2338 e FUAE HEH dd T =t
AR Aol A4 A A olde] ARAE RodstE Aol AUAY g mol
Fol, 349 A% AF) ARYE Vel AL A4 G2 Aol ol e Y=
o 48 F stz FEF—xE FEFL TASE dol—9 “AEA"E AT A, 0
Aol $A% 4 g AL AR (slolH)) £E (HFE2ysE A o FAAE
AT AFHAE dv)ERelnt. AF AMH L “AA driRzAe] A ¥4, F AAT
man, Blindness and Insight: Essays in the Rhetoric of Contemporary Criticism, rev.

ed. (Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1983) 20. o] #e¢] =&t oz Q82 BEo)4 “BI”
Z gz &
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UAAE uisge AA 2702 YA4D 5L Ao g 23" (BI 28)o 58]
HAtE Aol thEobl & uke] FAolnh, edAd, o) &did, wE ] Fo Alw|H o
‘g9 feist v FA4L AxdtE B9 AZA"AA F70 YA, =9 49
Z a3y Aoz AR ord “BF cole S Fze dig TAS ‘AR 4
d7% AgHoz 237 FdllcE o g(BI 32). 2 ste] “AuPrES] o H 7}
A3k 28] Y7 AA wg Aolo ny BUX"(BI28)E dd AlwBe “AF rhy
“3el” (BI 32)0) wkx|Al = gicke Aolrh.

Avigol dg = wte] wjBdeA $2}st 58] FEefo & AL Av|HsEe] £ AE
% 3 39 Ao E dF9 D3 24A A Gge ¢ FFe2 doks AHD Aol
% &, “YuE AA ez AAHE g%y Y FYATEE =EE T dole
EAEA ez 2d AdH AR 543 AU E EARN g =S GE b fde
29 AA(BI 24)oll A FAEz gKel, AuFolegs vBA Afe Eo] FAHFHE vl
T deolst dojE AE3te AgEe] X FAlgle]l EAe ARAY AAEFH Aoe
7tRol F838 J&& k. AAG AvHEe] AWz A vFe] AR g 2
9] oldle =, delst dRAUA, vty AAA oz dAF gulE AAdGz Uoe At
A—%F, dolzt Ju A dA4E AYE A5 AAdge AF—o] T Aok ze o]
ol g4 AR RTol AvF L dold EEA vdANE AQAsE M EIAo Y
ololely & $83 v EH 4 AAE Adxn gk F£ olf2 AnHsEe], o)
2L B4 AANE vFY Fo3 ez nPFAAE, dojd gn|EHez AR S
AUE 715 FA e 7MAE 22 FAAA g4 AU ? FdudE Ay =g 3
3 HAdolad A NS AX AHd UE AR JAAIAA GxAE EEIHE A
Aol FEgoF & Hojvh wetAw, sHA A A AAE s 45, BEARE F
ol FA Aol AU v F4& 24938 EA3e B4 AT (BB E A8 oFqt
gtoh, mhRstR Y] w82, EA8nA st 5 £ AEY T4 84 F FAE E
Hel Ag JpAstA gedd wHe AR = AFIE WA oy ¢ Ut
B8 3 E FTUR AnH e A $48] dejst 2 £We AR FAHY
1 ZlolE] =t

28, = abe] F3%m URel, “d4 F9 1EY 9AE Ade A3A F97=
H, 439 &g ojd e P& st o7 oz otz BE uke AL FIYel
FRAE A9 & Aok FeEE ol F old AA L o AHANE Az AAE
T AAYS, 2 ol A5 ofAAA odEtx v A3} Foz ol Fol T A A
ol EAFE AT Az 4= F g7l AEolth = uke] B oI, Yz
s} o] Abole] EYXT(BI 12)2 el “dolE A4 42 9FY AAETzH A,



86 A X W ¥ (B28E)
AR EE gl AAE ¢ 4 el A7 (BI 119l Aolrh AAo] olealri, =
Fe del, AR “A9 o) dleiAdzat Y15 oust AR E 4 QrPEE =

RO sh

o] A7 & = ute] Eelw 53 ‘475 ‘Gl zee A %29 23+ ol E ul
A =eidn, dubd ez AL “doje B4 J)53 ow] s Abelo] I
2l7b EAA G ool BR,” AR “QeFCla)s 44D 9H7E n@ete
7132 Ao deh(BI 189, 12). wbd g3zl “of® HAS rlubS A A3y = o
% 2 gust A EEE AR A Aol A=z vhE J &R T4 = (Bl 188).
o] & M Aol AAG Y A2 ARES AA o] e zejrrt 98 Aoz P&
7 o] v, urE ol g “E%% = whe “olErhd o E"(BI 13)¢] HH (WB)E ET
T QuFdAEe] gbEe] W “@urF A wu(BI 12)0) ek A G &, AAolw F
Aok AA Aol 294 FAL sslo] FTEH PutFIAEe] BT dFS A
(BI 13)&+= Aolth. = ube (A 7Ad 2] F A3} (“The Rhetoric of Temporality”) o] 2tz =
ol A ol o} e A5 FTAL AAA A A, GubFlAEoe] FA L A Aol
o AX AAd & 294 WIFHPAA Aol $2] “AAd A A 77 (Bl 206) &
AT A& AR F, e < AAE A2 293 FHo Jai Ao ohe A
729 s8o whel 71 £ el E A Y HeElz ARE vl A4S HEels dHl
g3 AWtz gtk Aotk AAolete FAM AAd dd LxHx Qe wE 2§
el E, S8 de] F4E dojrt BAA ez Az Y AR I8 EAH 2 Yot
£ Aol
= o] Eo9 #Hste] FordrE st FEoF & AL dole AH AgEo] o
AR AY $d 24 AL Axdz Yoke Aotk F, 7159 Rt 294 o
S o] F & AAA dele] AA, F (FF)(présence)?] ol ojd FFo = Er5I et
Aol ol #HAF ] = gk oA “dAe] qojo] FEAE A wpAsbA] o
TR E AR or EARE xS 719 Aole FUAF HITAY, ‘[ ]
FA5E AAY deolst 2z e AT A" ASE A= A F7IRBII2,
14). oirt=E o|9} e A& £ @A TA) (déconstruction) o] et A Jo g ok
F & Aolth. aAdH, RE deojst xS J19 Aol EUA Fol £ (BH)
(trace)oll B aictal, w3 = qleo] AAl A& & = oA Fo4A FdT H=
b utE z dold Folghwl, =z AAZE e Ut AEG R ol x93 e E
ARG Y7t e ESL fafy Fov]dl Ao =t 2t & 5 Y= Yol
ot 2 o] Hell 4% 399 2eEE =il 99 Aotk
AT FAA 49 iz Sl 99 whEY do]2(W. B. Yeats)9] A, o5
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%% 718w A | (“Among School Children”) o} w28 A4 3He A KB T 54
“ojn 9217 F5E AR FE UE 5 QAL AF = w9

Zol

_,4
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Ha
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30,
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17h, ol adalst, obdw F77h arialst?

il
EEEE Fold, 2 TH4A Hold,
2}
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2 to o tfo
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o
o 2

2

e

k)
N

Ao g o] A9 miA e FL FAHe Aoz olsiEe] “PA AY Aolo FA
A7 EE TAY #01H $Y947E dAE der wetEoxx vk zEd o
FFe dubAq d43 AR s = whe e 2e 8-S ACgch wd 99 Eg

“olx It FFE AEH F& ve 7 YEA, oA Teiemn0e Eoz vy}
d FE dE1? F 49 ESE Al
T FolA AR QY] Wl T EE FUAT e AE FIAN}E 2 FE W
PEd, FAE EHFoEA olg e o F2RY FIF 2IY F YE ML F
€7t 27(AR 11)9] Fo R ol

TE ol A2 AR A S Gk 43 FAgel, =8 duiAqd HAdE
7ot =8 9ubd d Ao wH(R)EHe sbseteh. AR doj29 AF o xst AR
A Hel Yetz deiztE, A3 FAY G4 U 4 vk = 2 Ak =
713t [o1&] AL Atolofl Al Joll Hef A5 o2 79 s 7158 = Y. T3}
e, o] Aol g 71Ee] RS HAGo], mE dolzxg Aojst o}FE] slEs oy
Apol e Al F2E 2944 FUL olFz Y& ANY molvex, A “=An ),
S ‘AT Aol H 5 v FHeolvh [ofad FAE Alojol A fate A9 doirt &
A4 WA TE el 29 &vg) gl E gFete, mE 2 deld #AAd
el Algge] ez AATE YvldE ETetzm, 2 v E H2ES e}
A= RE2A Az A 4T g9 E =ade €72 SeE 9738 zasin
& FALE F AE Aolth. 2 olfE, dolad Aojdr “Uye dold EA T
G vpsA S g og . o S B 19 Aol EUAsF EA 8] W Folt. o]
Aot A TAA gt = ube] HgF 2 Fde FHY weieh

ot s

S
jixa

PR

N
2

9) O chestnut-tree, great rooted blossomer, /Are you the leaf, the blossom or the bole?/ O body
swayed to music, O brightening glance, /How can we know the dancer from the dance?
[“Among School Children,” V]

10) Paul de Man, Allegories of Reading: Figural Language in Rousseau, Nietzsche, Rilke, and
Proust (New Haven: Yale UP, 1979) 12, o] Ae] Ha Fo ¢ 0188 HE A “AR"Z 4}
712 &
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AAFAold dazd H7AE 2 Fodo] o, AL¥H 1 xEE oFn g el
Farse AN FA4 F9@mododol A ANE UAEH FA FAVY 1 HEEF
$o2d $2E 97k o5 98 AW, 44 Az TE 47 QA4 dANk W wF
A vhAAZ £ 6 94F 540 Adn oE & Bels. wWid FaAw, AAd 2L A
AFAY ¥4 F A3 Ausdz AdD Foldh TE AHel T& AR Foeere QoA
A A w2 THE FRAAL, 2nm A4 $43 BE Fie Toldz ¥+ gt

(AR 17]

Hdo 2 e

ofEut “HAEE o] Fm QI"E A T A3 st B ute) RE AR A $EE
27h T FAF Aolof A Jol it Esjel A 2ol 2 whdAA S QAR H QAR P&
HFAF k. 2y ol g “dA Y “AARE B = ke vgA dolx
‘DB qleit “£3e ole)”s} mpAstA R “PAAT AFA Az ot F Uk =
7k Ao} ARtz YRel, “AA 2L AATAY A F b AnEHz AHd A7)
» ‘Az B Edvhs WA v A AY w3 TAE FEAAL, 2= F4
As o T Folehr ¥ & g, obfdE dA4 st s = uke vy
TE TAAT FFAA wleld £ Q7] dEevh. AT Zaa 3 Ee]y) o (Frank
Lentricchia) 7} A A8tz gl Ko}, = ko] “Ad & &f3tn Yote T, 544 92 A

*¢ HEE Atz YA E o Yok = w28 2 RE a o A IukE
AsA A TNk F olfst Yok, vtz o] WEolrh ohge, = e =9 3
st} AANE g Qe = e A4 A Ao, ol& whE Fre] o et A5
ojtt. &, ‘=9 N F 2R Aoz AREE shed AuHe] “AFe] whu] e
A St Fo v E $F5n, = He 443 E oE $Hen Fre 9
A A &7k F, dolzel AF 28 e A FelH K], = e A5
Arole] 4R E AR FoEA, AFE oldel HAAY vt g oz NgE & 5
$5 ARG ¥, A AxE A48 $Asn A Aold ¥ H2EE Fep s}
A dolel AFAZ ofzlezH, ohg] 2 A it Astel =t AA Yl
sl e gvld FIFozN, = 2 QAR FATAAE HEobd A2y AW
(the zew new criticism)? 0. 2 wE3 gl Aol A 759 o5 Aloje] HYAE )
Aoe B 44 AR 94 TFAHE FAHA FE T @oivsh AUt HAAE
Wy 222 ouE 43te AT ES doles AvA T A = A TS A2
‘bl 7o) wi=d S Qe gald, = oube) xdE A, deld EAH A
zate] “539” (insight) ol = &7-8tx “J 47 (blindness) & Az FHHA 3tz ot

e M

20N o
=)

bt
ru{ru

Lo
.

o

r

11) Frank Lentricchia, After the New Criticism (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1980) 293.

12) Murray Krieger, “Introduction: A Scorecard for the Critics,” Directions for Criticism:
Structuralism and Its Alternatives, ed. Murray Krieger & L. S. Dembo (Madison: U of
Wisconsin P, 1977) 8.
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. 43t ojoj =X 0| 232 StHlet Hoj 22

rr

2l

£ gk AR =8l FelFHE o] 2L Al 2
2 dolA At A7 dt vlo]E=] (o] ol gt jzte =

o
d
g,

po b
2,
N

34, T !
A g 4 Gtk 99 o vEe, B8 dasd A@ 424 049 A5 YA
A AolE mE ol T FAG) A% Ao E RE o EL “Shte BdF 2F'F TA=

ste] AYA Aolee A, WA ofd 5 o] Bo] ohd IE o] mE o] BolzE A
W@ 2 AASE Zrls e ok doke A& whels] siE 243 HolH Y o] FL F AR “L
F7E AAs e, FdEgs d4x ‘A g H=EL] gu] atole] AT (“AT”
724)2E A FEY ol o] g, o F Ade] “AARE £H s A4
& ETsta, wHgrtEe] Jolz o “BelForH o FAESE wHE e A
o] Yvte Ao h(“AT” 724). o9t & AA o W} me]F2E oofAE o
“gzrel Fg P spA HEA o] EA EEe] AME L7 FAFE HHAE ¥ uiA
A A

o) ol A W vho]Fzo FAL HAol BE F AGE Pl o] FolAA Hed,
2 F & AYgoe] 4 (E. D. Hirsch, Jr.)*} &(P. D. Juh) 2 ) E5 & o] Eu} “ZAA o]
—-——7}”(positive theorist) 50) 1], ©}& 3y vtz = mtoz Y EFHE “BAA ofE”
(negative theorist) S0l e}, o] Seo] el3pa, FAH | EAEL dojat “BAF oz (54
Agu) & Ad] Al I A7 (“AT” 735)0l v, wetA Q=& FAgo sy v & AT
T Athe 94% Adchs Aol ubde] A o] EsEL dola “BAAHoz Fov
g A" ("AT” 735)¢0]7) wigol owlat wut “oxrE AAFozH dogHoz W&
(impute) 5| &= AU Folet A A& Hdrhe Aotk AA mlo] F2E ol ¥4 AH
& & 2ol sodtm vk AR A “delg #FAA HAL A o} E (7T
3 st FAH] 43 P2 ¢ A"E avdchd, ¥4 A “UrEvist 9
TFAA]) 23t FAAY RolE A wFAA Hl 9 o] F A2 4 A”E 27
CAT” 736). &, "delw ¥4 ARAL ol G CrEvbt BT FAF) 23t B4
2 o] FojA s W&o, ‘Y=t clelel HItHAY ddejo A AAH F gIAE F
Tz, FAA ol Evte xE AHsbmA dtm, FAA o] &iE J=E AAstuA &

my me

13) Steven Knapp & Walter Benn Michaels, “Against Theory,” Critical Inquiry 8.4 (1982):
723, o] =EL wE F uFA o] AFE wFE EHdozgion, od g F5E vHA s
Critical Inquirys) AA = u v}k, Fo Critical Inquirye] I3 4 W. J. T. Mitchell & o]
Rol Against Theory: Literary Studies and the New Pragmatism (Chicago: U of Chicago
, 1985)0] et Mo 7y, o] =fe] NE Lo Q&2 BEgA “AT”2 %727

e 2,

0>



90 A X ¥ (s
k= Aok (“AT” 736).

A Qi mlol 20t S A o] &7 F dhvhE Adetz Y d4lst AVE griol
Ave EAAEL ol F%E =3¢ 53l A=z uvAd u ek A7) 4= 74
%A &) 4 1(“Objective Interpretation”)o]el= =%-& PMLA(19604¥ 993)E %3 =7}
o o= g ARHL FYE 8 BA Aot @ Polghs AHASY TR =
Adted, ZFS dvlel ARLE 2FN Fe @ e g4E thEold #AUlY 929 E
ARG BAE A0 xa e AT AST AL Awdo @ YL
E A e Eqlth Folutx 4= T (Edmund Husserl)e] “x] 3 (Intentionalitit)
Aol dEste] H7ke o mof] HE st eS whelz, oA vEo Wi ES A4z
e, 29 EelE T4 AY el vlFAdds gE o] o™ AZ, 44
o FRNE T2 A7HY dr@ Fd A 5d AU EAE oA @A =
3, =3 A7t et v okl B ke A A GEER) AR A9E A E WA
& F @A =Heh 2Ad, dejH= F2£2 o] (David Couzens Hoy)9| AAdlz, “34
o ARE A=Fd= Qg -« ¢ - E AFY FAE WA A, H2E g A &
gl ato] ke Aoz £ WU g HAAE A o G A7HZ & 5 glrh e
419 dx el W ¥ wpo] F29 v P2 FURTE B3P Ao T4 Al
29 Aol Al A HE F94 AL (A7) e A3 ARY wEolx 95 A
AT obd Aot (“AT” 726) 8= 2& 2%d F & Aol

W3t mlo] 27t “FAA o] AR AFI}E Yl = qtel H@ o] EY v@E o)}
7] 98 el 1A o) Fel =9 HALE A2 Ydv = we] =E (2133 22 |(The
Purloined Ribbon”)& s 272 A o] =L 19779 Glyphe] F7tEe] M= A
o2, o]l% 53 = gt Fat R FI4 #3x gE g A

. F4E od 5 AoA dor g Fe A4l g

TR A Yol 2
4d& st mhEgo] & Aolzz CRAIA FHed, MR FIE 58 Fat oo W
Hrjze] zu& 3ta Qe ole] H % iﬂ EF B g Farh ‘9438 29 wled]
Y FAY 258 9 o2 HEL AY ¥ A= 2 o #E 3z YA Ao
o FE Qe fe @tk F, = wle] 93, “F40t vlel-g& A% A Eel, =

14) Efric] Dlonald] Hirsch, Jr., “Objective Interpretation,” Validity in Interpretation (New
Haven: Yale UP, 1967) 209-44 &=,

15) ¥4 “X & Ade] A& 3149 olalst A 259 &Ald AHAE 449, T4 =
o w g A ARyge FA ), 4% ?ﬂélj(/‘i% @?5}"-51-‘4:1"_-, 19904 7}83) 259-78 F=.

16) David Couzens Hoy, The Critical Circle: Literature, History, and Philosophical Hermeneutics
(Berkeley: U of California P, 1978) 34-35.

17) Paul de Man, “The Purloined Ribbon,” Glyph: Jokns Hopkins Textual Studies 1 (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins UP, 1977) 39. ¢] &=%o] 3 Jo 29 Q&L EEdA “PR”Z us|71 2 &,



AAFA ol F v F T uHAY T Al A% AT 91
Yt 29 uhgg Az 9=, 2 vX ¥ go] AR o wer ves RAA
P A FYHH oz 299 o] & YAW"(PR 36) AY + o= Aolwh uky #a,
“2 ojdl o] Eol} gelx, EE 2 od 4 £LE AR ARE AY T R
o, mte]-go] ojoks] Ko o EA A AL wgd $49 AAN(PR 36)Y F AHE
Aolch, AF, = sl gepw, “‘vle-g’ ol &g Fadst vl E FdsnA =
FE5¢ B AR s, 2 olfE “AA =z oW 2H X FrIYel ‘FHEolHe &
25 q vtez YEgrty & #Helut, Far P37 FAo FA A FEAe] = A
7t3 ZFAA e #Wwvo] 57 @ Fo]H(PR 37). &4, Fo1A (Aol ) o] Fo

T A, 2 dole hE (delFa Zde] Hrke w=olth

= e =YdA &, d3 vlo)F2st Az gRe], “dej@d £AHoz Fo
ulg 422 o] Feoixl ATY B, o] & fE AHoE v E
=, 3k 7l 59 719 /‘Mﬂ FA e deAq Aol F4E F5d 2 F
(“AT” 734). W3} vlo]E=2& & wto] o]} 2 o5 Fdll, V17 A st EA
£ “¢F 71 2" (pure signifier) 249 “42"F Az Qgol FeAdet oo HE d
ppo] 229 Wl go] FE3 ®IE A

m]m

& 48 2 AAs ok i 9ulE (YA gede FFE F& Aot ohgd .1.‘?47} °1°1 o
A 7l5e g H MBS Ao FAE & Aotk ey 48 AA A xEE & Fe
of ol e thut AulE HEY #Helgt s =, o9 G Hele v °M} 7184
7t gk E ke o RE E_E 7k A" AeldAE “sie] §7olge AEE oA JEeta
A2 W Aok, A4E A geldE £ ‘ol F7e ohuk “oleE $olgtE B HE
259 #olth w3 °%751 o2 “mte]g7elgtE 48 & WwAde Y7t wE Y ol &g A& i3
gt (F& Z0Y ol Re]. B vt G4 Ao g “nir] Vo 48 E FATSE P 23
¥ % (speech act) 7} 0}‘45& 7&(4/3 o] o] =99 YAo|th) & AT o, od Y7} o
o} (language) =& ohzti A& A2 ¢ Asn J& Aol (“AT” 734-353

& uld & =, 9ulsl mHEA g2 4FE o] ZTHe F 4 glov, dojg ¢nE
Foldtel s PAAY dr9 AYE AAR T Aozt AgE F dohe Aol w4
T8 AEo] dolg ol FojA Aolztyd £ AFA FAA, F FAAL & ujA g
g ol x 58 Erbssiae Aoy, o wElE wEA HY = ue] dAdtE ‘g 7]
27 g o] B4 Mo AuA &A =

wg AL glo], S4o WEd = uy E9e EAsF gle Ao ok}, =iy
“wbE] 370l obyd A A¥3 AZ AFE F g A 4T odF B 2o #4
A 229 ‘g G A o] Aol E Abg

Eul &5 “YrlE HddnA dhe #57s =A@ AAAT
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92 A X W O# (%288
vheh 2ol “o}E]-3r e Fart FAAHoz WP FAUY 259 FE Yk 2
“afel 3ol ete “ad"st FaF S 2 FHd Jd AFE, volrA [RIE1
FAEA A FoEE “@w’st okd @, LAd A ezvdwt gu] it sk
T “aed @, ole A8 <o) Yo s gz od (e 2M)E F A F,
2 ofd el Eeolvt 'olx, mE 2 ofd &Y aFx (“wrEgTolEe x| 9] mhast
AL 524E Ad £ Qe = owe] F3s FE, whiskd asE A4 F 9 %=
TS dutER] ARE + /,ln} g7id, ‘w7 g2 55 v w34 Fol o
HEHE BHA FolA gul g F4T 5 gleke A4, duigle “ad”d A g
E or) Fos} sbsgt 73-?—013} olgt Zadste], offe] uE FeFH HE v
A7t Erbeq “af”s dubEA Yol Foety] wrath wEpA “wlE-3d e £A

@ A4E Quststed “dol pAReR FYNG 42 o Fojd Aok kg =
wrol fEst Yobd, ol W molF2d) EBRL WA walAW ¥ “LHoloh
2} & el NG Y} whol 2o vle] FAS g AL ohiwh olEY WH o
A A BAA ol FolA Aelskm & & Uk F, “wjel 79 dlsh o] FFol o
AAE el ielzt A5E a7} e & D& @, “a A AZFE FEHL &

o g0

Aol ot ehs W3 vlo] 29 vjRe AzHojok Frh 2 o]fE WL F& &
A 2R RET “2dA B 49 FolA mal oA Egls “HE70]5] W Eol
o ZE o2 ‘= wle] o fE RE 6t AL el AE whelgolwhe a2
A9 Alxetx A4 v deb et v FA Aol of & Aotk A Ao grtel g
v Relo] sbAel EASE &, “ovt AL A sn ddde 448 Y=
B9 P QT LA 5 ERAG G2 AR JAAE B EA D o
A ANEE ARG F 9E B F ded 2l AukA gAw A8 Aol
“fst PTE wolgolx, A “YGr7E et E A4t EAFRC]. vz o2
A% $2le P vlol F =7} Critical Inquiry9) 19873 7430 wEd o] & w3t
2ol A ¥ + St

(A7 2 Avsty ste AEE gedA “AAd"gSe £ ZR3d] “qA S gee rﬂﬂ,

(e o WAl #HA2 40 2AANA Jxqor HEIE Aol %34 g+ A 458 &

<, 28 vl AFeA Hole Az Fol A XY £8¢ AT A o AL 04751

3 7137 drtex Qlebe A4S dx g HA $AAE A4 dnste ubE delkEz, 2

gote] 29 23 o 9 (speech act) & &ulzA AT F= P @

I

9l o= “qo} WAY Fgol AYE vl AAH"(“AT2” 60)& FAFAAE A3

18) Steven Knapp & Walter Benn Michaels, “Against Theory 2,” Critical Inquiry 14,1 (1987):
65, o] %ol NE PO A BEAA “ATI7Z WHAE T



AATA ol F vl F £ uHAY FFF Al 2% AT 93
Qole] £AE “H%” (convention)ol Al Hxz & AATH ¥ o] &2 H¥H WAhE
Olgehe el AA D Aolwh ¥ Wyt vel 225t 49 ¥ ¥ HAxnA T AL,
“Az 2 U 8¢ B2 gvidE odu A 43¢ 5 A (AT 6)E Aol
. &, “oulo] o] P& aa’E: “B7e] opeh, ofn] [o] Eo weAstel | WA
F4@ 92, “E'e 4 (AT )¢ A 4 980 A48 Relth 2y 9
s ne] FEel “agre] “Ua B4"2 WebgelAA Sy, ¥ ol Fze F3
A8 G4 g0 1A “JE ALY Bed 2394 A=Po) A2 @
B dolel S84 gt A dFF 28] o &t “71&”7} AL “mrHe
¥ ookel Wt wholF2E (pEA Qo] AWIE FFAN FEAE AL ohdA? ST

76l A B @l W vl 229 el o9 L ATEE AAHA G 4 @k
ofd olelold ww, “E’e] W A Aoz el F} vholFaE B3} Y97
of AgeE mH “delo] TR HE 247F BRI M— v o] 7H5siwh ol
S Al felE w279 o9 “waiu o) THA @4 F5¥ Bask Uk @
A, “wpel ol adel ¥t AHE PJstna B 45E TP Ve =

r}x}m 2

ofl

%] FAe] hFe FEol, Ta F49 wowr P23 509) A FAEL ol &uh o}
Al olte 43" g6 Yozt A5 VB2 AAAY, BE dAdE $5E 27
. weAR, £ e PR vF Farh A FgAez ‘v gelgi

HAF et steiety, & F49 “FoaTdE Edtx, ARELS ofF x4 %)

2 28% o ek " HaE Auglel “FoAF ez’ YL “4f"E AFE] A=
A lo g olsigtd, ol HHE F48 dxE o o] Ak W SuldA 1
H, ‘Tl EE )Y A r R)e vhAsA R “r"E oldd + ¢l H
Tolth #AE F< o2 AREo] 28 2ol <#@)EA Hestdl Ak ¥t wpol &
Z7F AAG “Ad 5" o FAFAAE = FAS dEE AT F A
=9 AN E AEE QoA A0 “rAoez” B4 “AYH JFE 4£8"E
7b “gntEA #A4TEE, ol ved “4f"E ‘43 $47 £ 97 47}
VNE’g dAAL detxz F F Yok AT A F FAC HE AL £ olfE £4
7b 28k ol CAAAAD AP Ertols ot 2 gL w3l P Agste =olht
“Oulo] TEo] HE 84,” F (9 597 (extra~intentional) £ EF z#3}A] P=ridd
AAY Ao Qdvh o] 8£F el AL Tg P97 o] FolA & (Y ) (context) o] 2t
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19) del9] “sF47d #Ag A g =% oAy A= Glyph F725e] A dcte =
% “Signature Event Context,” = Fol A% 53 248 (J. L. Austin)el o & v} 22 (Glyph
1186-193)% F=¥ A,



o4 A X W E (e

ol&ut (Aeolete Mg oldll W vlolFze] FAH 2 ‘At st YxE
9 vl “AAzE” 2ed FR Aok Folal W] wmelAL ‘4 WA o
=9 Faglel AulE FAsAY mE “Ad JFE 227F L3 92 AALE 3
€ Badol EA37] WEolth gt = k] g 2 BE FAAdE BT 44
3 (FEIET AY F Aok ohgR, “Arte] grg WaEd gu’E ¥HT F e G,
W3t vlol 29 wgel = B o] 22 A 279 4 gk =Xz wd, W v
o] Fz2 AAY (o] By EH® e Az (o] &3 oz FololEst? =A
o] AFzZ gRol, “Tol&el Hrlstd e FA FAL o =Y v A4 XA @A
‘ol gAH’olm ‘AEFIA F& A@A o} "

V. ob2e|: ol= H/®AH2| o=y

AEA 3 =v 9A2SH $HE AAstd 4705 £ olde wie &
g Aulg e 28 vlF dd ¥R Sdz odde. uhz o] AuFe P4 GAdE
FA4H =9 Aol HYd Aol dFohd “Adr9 Mgoist. A 1946 L2l HA

E (William K. Wimsatt, Jr.)$ =& u]o]Ze] (Monroe C. Beardsley) = 9] 29 9 % (“The
Tntentional Fallacy’)ol Al “A71e 3ol it S5t 24 389 4F 3% et 7|
Fo2 FAFAE vFAA R Rty Adfoeas, Avgel ol & AHd AR
4 gg A9 Aolth #Arte) oA MAY dxE AAe oiulze Aune 9L
28 $¢ W2(L S Dembo)s] EANZ “wFolA G2A wR eoish oxlA® g
2 Sgoh et 60deol SAAA A4E A rokdz FE olsY ARYE
Ao $98 EA%e FAFezA ‘vl dF Ede HAF ALARD Aol
A% AP e 45 ARd dd FEL ez oHfEd F gtk 2y o] gy
Ut 25 ovige) AR ¢ FRR dve AAA 2d A4 2F 2HEAER T
Ad F dAYS, F49 ARA gulst EAT g devtel AHA &S AU &4
F4 ZelA ww @ARe] TR o] Aek @A 45} vlol T2 ANY ol 2
s EAEAEY =9 AA T =2 F @A S5 dder Fa AU,
o5 =t AYe dAF i A feElv #ATHLS IS ZE vR =8t
AYe AE dAE 4 AEHoF & Aol

21) William K. Wimsatt, Jr. & Monroe C. Beardsley, “The Intentional Fallacy,” Verbal Icon:

Studies in the Meaning of Poetry (Lexington: U of Kentucky P, 1954) 3.

22) L. S. Dembo, “Prefatory Note,” Directions for Criticism (Madison: U of Wisconsin P,
1977) vii,



A T4 ol F T Fo wBA FFs} gl F@ AT 95
A A FA olAle] mE vlA eelE 4] 4 4 (position)o] v} 414 (belief) & 7]

dojmelz 2 4l Aelo] A4S Aol Adg A 9% Aotz AE o] of
Jeh waAd, Ade] el dg uRe 4 A9 Fool AF F43t AdE W
@eh aE 2 oojw At AME B4 mahiel A2 Aol Akl dd w3
AR v HEe AR AANA FE F G 2 olfE WP Gt AYE AL
9 T349 &e¢ A4Aez 34T 4 9v) Apelwh webd mahel Qo] st
o dge dAete, A Aze 94 A2 4L A
infnitum) 9] A3o] wAA] WAGEE et FAY F grh #E o) AR A
T4 2ol 9 AR A0 E FeiHA 4¢ 4 & Aol F, wado] A@ ¥R
9 sgel AN g Aol g
A g2AE, 729 ¥4 £t AE BAAL BT 5 AL 2ol Taiv}—— ool

BE

o

<

St T8 E|F (regressus in

A e AAF49 o
A 2AEAEY W@
B St 97wk
A W goleh. AATAL 3 A3 (g 2z AN, ANFAL JH8 moE
A T4 WAl B+ Ak Aotk AL AAo] AATFAR 4+ Y& FAdE A
F4e 49 AulelAl AATFHe] ohfch wekd AATFAel AATFAEL P& ol
g Hael 4ol AR A4E 4 g o] F= gl

R=c8
A
2AzE MBAES 938 L8 4 9

et FautE £A7 9k AL AATFA A AATHL QLA e AT
gel A vgel eyl neke 2 A AATFAY w2 E Qe Aole Aol
A, AAFA N AATAL Azl AATAL T3 A kel B & 4

290z a4 2AE Bol HHe ANE £ 9E A% ohith & dATH0l £

A8 FAAE 248 2 AA 7] W Eel, AA TN g ZREASS v

A7) weld AAE A $ F fx, GEA 2 vde adE =439 43

FoeA G 4 givh oldh FE AA A B, Bﬂﬂ]-?'/“ of & HATHEAES
g

W rlo = L
rie
rk

ulgol v £ EATY w@e B BAF AW F, o SelA AATFHY AAE =
ofgel wAel Azg AR Ao} FANE AT o5 239 A FAL vl
§ wEo Az A% 4 dE AAAAAT B sl F29 95 Fa@ ofE olsh
2o AR el AU @l B AT dEolh o]FL “o] o] wujsied”d
Eoulg Aol ol BAEH AATAE FA T2 Aoz Aoz, LAETL
Tg A% glo] AAFA AAAE aHdew vB F9E Sz Q& Aoloh o F
EE

TFAL Hold AL oA ugPo| 75T 4 YL B2d Fz JE Aot
bl Al Aw mgRo] 71E9 EE ol&g vy A3z Ax e i HelEx



96 A X Hm O# (Hsm)
o =glol Aol Q& Aol ohivh olsh R Al olf7k Aof, mE AY 4FY E
A7 o7k o], W3t who]g2e] w9 G4 Fo F4E wAL AL ol 2
vk, 2 BE WA ¥ 2dddE $Fsm Augel BF v A9A 94 9
A Fel, E3 “EAH” Ho| el “BA AE BFedn = wel oo A2 vl

F VA GoF 9892 AAAR], B vho 29 wol £ kel =i
dEStlE 2T ¢o A4 $O JHe oF WAl FA4% Aoz W
28 2 9L, mﬂ-gow AATA Ash 2, Az wA TR FH
At 543 U9 PIES AARE $PL FERAL G Aol FolurhE o
¢ PABE Aze 4 Al PEES AGE LB B ALl 29
olgo] ol Wikoz wF vyAd FFE ¥4 AAA? obehE HFL o £ (theory)
o2 “wpgEo] Al AA (practice) & Avlsy] el AL wEE) A2 HE BE A
Eol FolAE B4 (AT 742)0) S W3 w29 FANA & F A Aok F
“o] 7o) WA de], mi o] 273 Agel, “AA"EF FAHE Fgol ©F uHA v
A% e St 27 QEAE BETh

o] £ G RANA Hot}t “AA"2Y HAE FAE W vhol T2 Faol A4 A
§ Azg Aolshx & 4 geEAE Zerh o Ev} “44 8459 (the New Pragmatism)
2 AR F Yk 49 WF wHAdA gUFn Pk Aold vz o] “WALF
o ke AW BAsd Sk, 49 velga old, ndd A zwe §4
(Stanley Fish)u} “v]%2] 44594 A5¢ 2AA7Gx oz, o] & 4 2% v v
o gAe A3t AAAAFE =8E AFToA ALY Fgol 2P =A%
= 27 (Richard Rorty) 5¢ ALY + g1¢ Zelth® a8} $d& ol g5e] B gl
Az WAEGE o f2 47 W5t ol F2e] wg dae] Hx & (“AT” 737-41
2)e Bddor ¥ Aol $elE =@ 2} “o] B0l B @ FFol, “A
Aoz 2949 Aow 999 daEs wARAd Aoz 9ud G2k (o 54,
29 W2E)E WA Ho] Fv] A% ARTHE FAW ofdl st vho] F2e] o] o
G gohe AR 2eHA §¢ F 9k 2, A4eFE Ax St BYG 1Y
dotz stetd 4 vk ¥ mlelE2E AFe) vE ASFYAF e 2dst 2
i nelAg AFFIAL bl AT Yol AT & UFel, AAEFY Y
A golarns s “AA"E FARE AL ARAE A5 7144 GRiks)
g2 Aol FAdE T Aolth AL AEFYA Aol olelelAF ol Sehe P

23) Mitchell 1.

24) Richard Rorty, “Philosophy without Principles,” Critical Inguiry 11.3 (1985): 463.

25) Steven Knapp & Walter Benn Michaels, “A Reply to Richard Rorty: What Is Pragmatism?,”
Critical Inquiry 11,3 (1985): 470-72 3.
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A =9 2 AAZF A EFAA Aol oAt ? o7l W P4 Eud, “HATE F
Adts 7hed w5 vgAE (Fohee JEeldd ol FolA fixl v|BAe] $EHE A F
T F USEAR BETh oy Yulo A »w, Critical Inguiry?] A3 Al WAool “Y5t
ulo] E29] [o] &of wldjdte] J& Critical Inquirye] A A7 4, F o=zl #
Aol ‘WEwA ch g olztn AT Adg A o4A dst AR Letm
AE i, 2= wFAY shdsle] g S Az HFg 2ol ow] Az E
= XolzA Y EAE BEY,

ofdl Foz o] T AFEAA FAL4YY = w9 “He’z HEcs 2R Ak
GutE W3 wpo] 225} =9 B Yo 4%Y = we] Fxd W@ oast GAF AL
F A& Aotk Fat M &5l B8l A4 #9E Heol 3 od FF dolE
AAsz ot ey “(F47F A P4 FAAHA EAo] =uEA A aad

) Hwlo] [ 4 VE o] fE F4 AAo] ofl E ute] FHm gt AL e of
olgivegtz A & 4 9rh = mbo] UG e “‘FAHA dAo] =evdA 743
EFAe Wwrel g £ 9 2 Folg vEE oA & & AU AL =7
o e AL 2 E F oubhaA 43S Bols AL AR FA Hel EdsdE A& F
of, Z7bitrElA A & £ AL $EFHA A, = 19 ZTFEHE A9 F4447q
Aoldtkz & 4 h&7h? = 3 T8 ulst WA A o] Eu} ‘e 7]3{”
g ok @742 obvtE & ubd a2 A #etx o] geAn BEG 2y 29 e
o] Ay suto]gt matutel o & WIlE AYAE REHE Yze 2FA ‘%3}34-:-
AR REL 2y EAE, olv] oA AA & wke} o] “miE] 73 L &
= i3 Fo ohvrietr HHA FHol A v & B ¥ F ke A A uigl
Aol vl Rzt AAedt L2EE @ vk wAAAY ol R, & uhe ukg
dell 2 ofd G & FAd g A} gE “PFAAAY aFE Ad £ YE F
g% 3 FE A g4 F49 Ao s A4 HGE dtnA dgoy = g
g4 AEHelA XA AAY, = 3ol ool g ojd Hw e e A
of AFAA Aol =A% ot 29 stentFeolvt 19 Wy Eale] EA ) Yoel, =
£ 29 Aoz s 29 87 AP AFE oA Ao, $2lE o] & whaof &
ot zEu, g4 W AzERE, 29 #22 Add 29 8y =g AAS) Y L=
et oid ArjelAl 2w, o]s} Fo] 17k FH29) 19 Hodx EFem 27 37l o
A AelS) AL JEA 4AT AU FA EE FHEE ¥ F gl P vkal A
= 2Enh = 2 gedust 28 47 F (EF dFEA) e
FAS% 9%, A7 HFt A7) luh ol BE Y 4 JdE A7

26) Mitchell 3
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Deconstruction and the Trends and Prospects of Literary
Criticism in America:

Paul de Man and the New Pragmatism of Knapp and Michaels
Gyung-Ryul Jang

In his essay, “Form and Intent in the American New Criticism,” Paul de Man argues
that the New Critics’ rejection of “the principle of intentionality” has led their criticism to

)

“a state of paralysis.” They reject the authorial intention because it obstructs the critical

objectivity, which they believe can be pursued only by the analysis of the language of a
given text. De Man, however, argues that “the discrepancy between sign and meaning”
makes it inipossible for critics to attain such critical -objectivity. For this reason, according
to de Man, critics should get over the illusion of objectivity, admitting that “the exalted
status [literature] claim [s] for its language [is] a myth.” What de Man has in mind here
is the strategy of deconstruction. That is, what the genuine critic should do is to locate
the moment when a text violates the meaning it appears to set up objectively. The problem
with de Man, however, is that it is he who rejects the very principle of intentionality.
Note that, by attracting our attention to the meaning unintended by the author, but
revealed through “the discrepancy between sign and meaning,” he is indeed making the
deconstruction a “new new criticism.” We can detect the blind spot here, in spite of de

Man’s insight into the nature of language.

The problem of de Man's argument is highlighted in Steven Knapp and Walter Benn
Michaels’s essay, “Against Theory.” In this essay, Knapp and Michaels show that de Man,
as well as other theorists, “rest[s] on a single mistake, a mistake that is central to the
notion of theory per se.” In particular, Knapp and Michaels problematize the notion of
intention and argue that intention cannot be separated from meaning “because meanings
are always intentional.” According to them, however, de Man subtracts intention while
other theorists such as E. D. Hirsch, Jr. or P. D. Juhl adds it. Thus, they argue, “the
whole enterprise of critical theory is misguided and should be abandoned.” A close
examination of Knapp and Michaels’s argument against de Man, however, reveals that

their argument is also “misguided” and that intention can be still separated from meaning,
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For this reason, we might argue that theory itself, including de Man’s, cannot be

abandoned. Curiously enough, the central thesis of “Against Theory” is itself theoretical.
Knapp and Michaels’s argument, however, deserves attention, in that they have introduced
a new strategy by which we can overcome not only the limits of essentialism evident in
the New Criticism and other critical arguments but also those of de Man’s deconstructive
critical thinking. Note, in this regard, that a kind of regressus in infinitum is inevitable
for both, since essentialist argument always fosters another essentialist argument, and
deconstruction always begets deconstruction. By adopting the strategy called against theory,
they effectively enable critics to go beyond the regressus in infinitum. No doubt, Knapp
and Michaels’s argument has its own limits, as mentioned above. But, just as the New
Criticism and de Man’s deconstruction have exerted tremendous influence on the American
critical scene with all their limitations, so their argument will exert influence on the
future American criticism. Of course, it will not help set up a new critical school or sect
that values a certain kind of theory. Rather, a tendency that centers on practice itself
will be one of the main currents visible in the future American critical scene. As a
matter of fact, we have already witnessed such a tendency. In addition to Knapp and
Michaels, we may mention here Stanley Fish and Richard Rorty, to whom the term

4

“New Pragmatism” is loosely applied. Led by these New Pragmatists, the American

criticism will take the new road in which practice is valued against theory.



