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PREFACE

Bpfe] ol wheb ‘Ml 28 AL EREE AL AMS Eielx: wWiEch. HIE el A =
Ol 297 AL ERSZ, 1 BTl QelAE A2 AL ERSE AL BERT el a3
o, 1 oW i SolA BRS¢ EiEd QoA BAS #FARES 48 KE e ke °]
23 gror}, o helAdE A “a 2e” A2 Fii New Criticisme},

o7} FAH— HEACEA WY Ak, 270 o= genred AolE oA bA KAWL HRT
el A wolok sh7] W Eel, 1Al AW HAM NAEN HET BN [ES BRI AR Pl
S 7b ek, HwEme oA A4 AL, 1AL ofgA FE AW = AL EA wfo}
=d A7), e MEL 8 BfEdA s s kAR REHLE SH3lE

o) MEE E7] BAAL Sk WA HxBe LrhEA Bm@sa FEsA ok 34, 287 B
A= T %% A CBHtE el BEY Migeld HE BRYE LBV goh A A
A A 87 e 2 Folo] gvkd, 2L vz $Evh EACES #EFshe EHIY &Rl ¥
zle et

HABPH S STl ol 28 KA BRS 8 $ed, Bid 4xn BHEd Wil ¥+
B2l %R 1 iR FAAE H A Ze” AE BRIA &E 5 dom HKRE] New C-
riticismell B0l ZheE,

TEHHFE Weel =2hd o #EFRel U kel B2A SlmE, o BWE ST kel HEshe
A phRmgelela shlenl, ola el A New CriticismE £ =, A7l 2 HHE & Sle
o st obge mES Mool & At A MEAE BRAY 47 3¢ A 2o 764 New
Criticism~} =& #iJRS) #tizel sl A “new”d = #t0& Ridsta, 22 G2t MELE FR
3 et
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INTRODUCTION
1.

AR Bl MBL 22 gk HAARES SRYo 24 1 e 2o I9a, 3o
AR BEEL =¥ Rk B 29 BB Bt 43550 Uy 2z s A #els)
Set. A Ee) gle) 4= Herbert Read®] psychoanalysis, Ivor Armstrong Richards) psychology,
Thomas Stearns Eliot¢] Catholicism, John Middleton Murry9] commmnism7} $1¢lm, * SIEE A
B EHE o T M2 BRS Wol =8 M2 7 BEg =Y, = Elotd =23y
“H7Ae) BB sl Aok, New Criticism= #t75py B M#p ks 7HA B 8 #FY
3 ESeleta shl =, oA RIE 304R X HFRS Bl et

New Criticim= A2 3k ##F B “Old Criticisme} EH= = “new”s Folo] glin
Z&u, gk “New Criticism™ 2} 28 F7#§ New Critics®] Leader #¢1 John Crowe Ransome] 19
4145 MRS FihE The New Criticisme H4ANA Hasta 3 ,}\‘*gﬂ) R. P, Blackmurx “It was
lalled new because it came into use at that time(Ri=k ABRE< ,\)”E}.I.E. @3t 3.

Firi8 New Criticsel 5} Ransom, Allen Tate, R, P. Warren, Cleanth Brooks, Blackmur, Yvor
Winters, Kenneth Burke &o] Z23F 19304t o}z & AHE ] Y ideology#tEFel BaEla g
Qorz o5 HAMN-S HES ‘new’d Ao vyT, = 1T HHY “new’d AL BH
oz HEEY S RS

New Criticisme] AHo| A ZHiel (KT el fpeleln v Rl A, 1 ABE HETE
o} 4] = “explicationde texte”z}3 ¥ o} x ¢l 3, William Van O'Connori= “analytical criticism” %, Mal-

colm” Cowly+= “close reading” 2 s}=}a %5tz 9
2.

New Criticsi= fEfie] $t% 24 48 BENA BH) MAN 8= 24 23 Jov, 259
Jeild Aok B) New Criticisme] 2HIgh 468> SCBHLTA-S fEMS fEMmo =4 FHslok 3be, 232
TefmS MRS Msha, A9 ol #ED ZAolziol &ebe Aolwh B 2152 WE{EME 2 fF
S WIQ BSEel Y, R SEC Y 1 DHEIA SEESIA, TG fEd 2R BE&EHS #1EF
o Koz v

New Crltlcs—J oloF Zrg k2 1 EET FKS ¥EEY 1 A, Richards, William Empson, T. S,
Eliotdl 44 Az §l=ta 813l =} New Criticisme]l #HEfQ] AW S =l2ls] & SHEE hol 4] sema-
nticistel Richards?} 7F4 EFstela shzl =}, New Critics: 59 1o o BJ1e HEdssta,
R E ERETT RG] BRGRY RS BHe $=w, Bek&H HFd A New Criticse]

#: 1 (1D Willam Van O'Connor, An Age of Criticism, ]900~/7950, P, 156.
(2 R, P, Blackmur, New Criticism in the United States, P, 1.
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%37+ 2 Aol vz Richardsy =,
Richards= “#R"% shvbe] HARKEZ w3, “BR7E ) {9 M =% B4 B0 Sense, Feeling,
Tone, Intentione = 23] =5, o] ke o HY ﬁgaﬁt e g veld = g Auls, HES
Fhsl o] VoA Total Meanmg—— kg3 ghe}, )55 2= “..the arts are the supreme form of
the communicative activity’ 1}15 g ). o] Richards®] 43 7—}(5%) Cleanth Brooks: © TERAlA “VEiRd
WA NES HHT £ 997 TBRS vhE Eskelny, 2o R, o Bk 8 WREE

Fik- New Critics®] #Afy 17 = et

Richardse] 3721 Empsone Richards®] fi&ysl Toie] a4 WLl #3579 HHaA 44 9
e M Jike Mygasl ok, Empson& Richardse] #gig o}#] Sevzn Types of Ambiguity(1930)E
A =nl, New Critics= o] #}-& #t#Fe] Biblex)d 4§ zhslgl o}, Richards: M-S B FH9 BE
o Releba P uul, Fpl dolA WEY #orel K MEY & de B e S
BAE @A BT 4 ek B 754+ rhythm, metre, imagery, rhyme, 2 4} =& BiEY
BRob FERES KA HEE o) FES WHEAl vk awW Empsond Rl 9lelA EEd st
o EHR el “ambiguity”sl = g HHRZ B, Ao wa B fEke S Sk
fgsr 4 oleba FBAsel vh. “What is nzeded for literary satisfactioa is not ‘this is beautiful becayse

rlr

o

of such and such a theory,” but ‘this is all rig&t}; 1 am feeling correctly about this; I know the kind
of way in which it is meant to be affecting me.”” o] 2} zZro] FIZAZRfY K o 2 RE] fEfic] F&
thige] Mol BT HRE BR 2 Ay SEeleta Al e, Empson®]  #tiF2 55K
AER ool WEEESHA = BLEr gl A I*fﬂ%’j‘:ﬁl shupe] BEFTeba shal ek

Elit= EMRS New Criticsoti= el ZE-L 5013 TP LB Ea MY ARl Slelek
gt G4 23 9len, For Lancelot Andrews(1928) -’:‘.-;ﬂ)xi FLe 7+27 “an Anglo-Cath-
olic in religion, a classicist in literature, anda royalist in politics”z} 3w #38la glct, Eliot'e= Tradition
asd the Iidividual Taleat(1917) 6] 4}, FREAS fIfEY #fEel o)A = B FEdgyel AS
flisl Brosshis Ao1H, sg kR MRS @A v FEMEe e Afdeka Feled, o
A zhe kol EEN MRS BLETh R fEd HiRY WMET REE WIS New Criticismot s
=h BSOS R aL, bRt Afeka, SR e M EEd
Eliot:= gk o mel fisifvel ffe 2%y st B s 7he HFiEcl 7= she
o) bl ek, WS el fegiEl e A FERS B & Shs zlel ofbviul ‘Al %{Sﬁ‘ LA,

S5, A RS et Bl o st TR s fEsh old

T

(3) I, A, Richards, Practical Criticisim, pp. 174—176.

(4 1, A, Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, p, 26.

(5) Kazuo Ogawa, New Criticism, p, 14.

(6) William Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity, p, 254.

(7) Donald W, Heiney, Essentials of Contemporary Literature, p, 502.

(8) R, A Scott-Jamss, Fifiy Years of English Literature, 71900~7550, p. 240.
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A 72 F New Criticsell # b3t fijgke] #¢g-¢ Acl=}h, = Eliot: The Sacred Wood<) Ffjcoﬂ(g
“...When we are considering poetry, we must consider it primarily as poetry and not another thing,
---in criticizing poetry, we are right if we begin, with what sensibility and what knowledge of other
poetry we possess, with poetry as excel]eFOt words in excellent arrangement and excell ent metre. That
is what is called the technique of verse. ”ls wé}a glr], o]x-& w2 New Criticism®] & ¥
#7F A seh BEerRH e REESE 27 Bild: FAS meaningt} substance]
IENE Zlo] elel, FAnstz words formAl 721 BL-& 7HA °}=11'§}=1--‘f:— Zo] Elioto] #3 ¢l
= FaelL, o1zl = By New Critcs®] TS o7 = st

3.

New Criticism®) {2 B9 Richards, Empson, Eliot %] e}z &4, = xiie John Crowe
Ransom, Allen Tate, Robert Penn Warren, Cleanth Brooks, R, P, Blackmur, Yvor Winters, Kenneth
Bnrke %29 B9 New Criticsel] 9=tz s}7 =}

#3] New Criticisme] r(& o] 3 ¢ Ransom, Tate, Warren, Brooks’} =5 H£E<S i M
o] 2 Nashville 2] Vanderbilt k289 FEolx M4 el gt &8 vtz New Criticism
EEfe] RFRYA EEY Wikme] Z2im gdeanx salel 458 Tate: fipe 5 ¢l A B
g EEs g

19 %3 The New Criticisme) A1 4%5e] Hizkela gl Fiz New Criticisme] leader #3541 Ra-
nsom- Eliote] #5488 wrobi=w], Vanderbilts] A &= Tate, Warren, BrooksZ fgiist el Bt
Mk The Fugitive?t New Critics7} o]l BiERe} = The Kenyon ReviewZ T #ifstz, oo
BT BHE MRS Sty e, 455l God without Thunder®t The New Criticism-2- New
Criticisme] basic text7} ¥ ¢ =}, Ransome] New Criticismell 33 Rt o] &z R o] &
o, 21A¢ HPsH7] Betd “stracture” “texture” %o FHEEE 4lvh. 2o BT Mm-S B
mIAyal e BRI BEda A HEstz glon, o Wl 2o (R BET BT WP
° 4 EHS Ta oged, @ He ms@zzﬁg}w 20 K881, 2¥EZ a7
MR BRN BRZA Badelr=z 2Eba gl

The Fugitive Group®] & x}3r<lTatei= Ransom®] fgo} a4 Wokort, MM SKBERA ¥
el Aomw MR HiAd HES gl & Ransomdt= BRY Hu= 23+ 15 The Keny-
0;t Review, The Sewance Reviewd) = Bi%s} 4 E—‘% HERES #HFsE g Wz g

t), Marxist Criticst} New HumanistsZ ZE#fstglcl. 2= Ransome} Zo] &2 R B (s

f

(® T. S, Eliot, The Sacred Wood, p, viii,

(10D Ibid., p, ix,

(11) English Literary Society of Korea, English Language and Literature, Vol, 9, p. 8I.
(12) Albert D, Van Nostrand (ed.), Literary Criticism in Amreica, p, 272.

(13) Heiney, op, cit., p. 502.
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b Aol mHslz gler, New Humanism, Freudiy ¥t HAZHIE RIS, TR
RG] gt E B S-S =Sty b 2] Ox the Limits of Poetryol] {ikshd F§7F 71 “BIRY #5
LUk PRy g7 SR, R 222 ol FW HEA Rl :, WAL SR KRR =tet
THMY BBYE g 5 ZolH, weA HihBE fEEs LDEAE (EAEE FY H
ks BLYE F Urbe Zolsh

7R the Fugitive Groupel Warren} Brooks: 19354 The Southern Review® FETISIY 24 &

i

NE W

Jaw Criticism®] #5452 ~+3., Ransom, Tate, Blackmur, Burke %:2] 78 #§%:359 =, dE
3s] Understanding Poetry, Uaderstanding Fictioad fmi%eted New Criticism®] 7Hiti#H-& X
Bo] BHHA A RWA 73, 2obdE EREFARN FARL Loil

New Criticism®] “New”3t 4% 5 frie 3503 H¥ichs Bl fiael A 28 BE= ¥
Lo ® MEMDSE Holela 131k, Blackmurls New Criticisme] #hFiHie]l & A Critics Job
of Work(1935) <ol /‘1 “ﬁt?fFﬂ] kA A HE T 5 g AL (ERY HE Bola, o HE S
4 el BIREel D‘r” i‘ ug) =5, New Criticism7} ZCBfphe BR BLAy ¥ Reld, 038
BEY BGR, mi= fERY MM HEAA HHAA, fFiE shtel ArhidhiE wa, frRE B 2
FikEA ohEa, fERe B E ok, JHR, imagery, KB BUR S (RRS TR el HAA 7
FratiEe el dvbe e HHIR shEh

)9} e New Criticism®] JHAlT kS sh—Kk AR #0 KA % ftirdd g2 ¥
o ubeky] = A vb, ARl GRefuitiel BE ohvbe REe.242 New Criticiem7l 2H 7
el RSFRYQl B Sl A L RS AL RE BRAT 42 oksiFh

Eliot7} Jigel fi% %14 sheis @ AA, New Critics S3E Mol st S 4 shda o
Sk o] flEE Lol 9l SRVl W MARe T A AafiitiFd B4 shie REE
stol 41 ebm elaleh, F= New Criticismzb HEA A B4 ¥Rl 2 #m7bale U3l

Ea WA g, olmel Akt ikl Fe] New Criticisme] 784 & JRIEA 2R S

I. THE BACKGROUND OF THE NEW CRITICISM

New Criticism-2 2 i B Fd 4= sl A #disl 2 fis 2
Ao wh S #Eselelm shl ek, New Criticismi sEz 19304p{0%-8 Gial & =0, 221%

AT

mEaE Aol okl a, o owizbA 9] SEY AT EHgW M4LT New Humanism L ELT
£ e,

o WEF 453 Hotel BT s REo A FE4ed Aeolelx stk FISHEFF New Humansm .
MHETE RLEr NS B SE ZCEEEERY 2 slo] 98 Wolzl, ulz New Criticism% #4:

[

ST gl el

'—r

(14) Ogawa, op, cit., p. 33
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A7 Hirel7l= sheh, BEAA S RES WBHETE 2 BE ERUHeR v B4ETE—New H-
umanism— OB ik & #t 75— New Criticisme} = #§is 714 2 =

New Criticism¢] 79 —#i=z4 == HA#HAS BRs) 29, 2 382 James Gibbons Hune-
ker®} Henry Louis Menckene] &} 3} =},

FISERMAR S CBERE 247 #FHsH=® B —3 method-} dogmar} principleg- {#/H8}= &
3, immediate pel’SODal lnlpl’eSSlon°i fEES fEdhs %'Jﬁ’b?o}“l( f’)F: ma EHEO E#el Al e M
gt &7 H A g, ‘)‘““‘1 FIGEFT & fEfEe] 2O ER B/ #E7Fse] 2m RES gk
#aegk Aelzta shalef,

X AREJBTAS 2 WIS BGEDD S gl:=d. 2000 el ey AEe 3 & E
FPAR B) BT Jules Lemaitre, Anatole France, Rémy de Gourmont, Andre Gide} FtAFIY
Benedetto Croce®} 30K 9] Walter Pater 49 #2458 473 4= glrh,

Kol KBS L R Ed Lemaitre® “RHifel £ ol E, #EFS Tololzln #E 55
- o= BRG] —&d WA = A T LS EFst = (?;;@‘6}4. x o BfifER H
#HE Totelets 2742 o= o ARG P2 HLE kst Yok a2 sy, olAL MK
EHE AN Rl sa = skl v obel, wRE BfEREE AL MART L 2
Zelr, 2piflicl FIGL: alifiste 30 £AHKE shEY 3 sbd, dlslel MR SR W

Gl A el mfy kel Avfes] oH4, RS Z'UK‘P] FRESH —ARAY HeYeol vt Edtelt MM
S WA &% ¢ §@7] HEel =,

M&ERE Ttz ZEgYel 7] dAfe o TR AT Gl BHA Be] =57 4
2y Eq%ﬁz%}ﬁﬁﬂ]i o WpRell v LES AR T BD REAY ANESE SR T 2k
EHLY fmel sebe A2 Gide ok 3 Zlelsh. Lemaitres}t ko] (i%:")%;{@ PiTE & Francei= “fg0h
= peoleld R o RS BHE WEshs gt AsdEel ok el FEl ek, S MINELE S o
Gourmont-& --fie] ElfhiEs, BEERZE, ML A Aded 2= HeEkel el A& flaeA

ol

L G E ATk, Bl HE A W 9 2 Lemaitre o} Prances) UG
BeHIo) b JEet, S B A E S feRelBin i Eleh oo WA
o BEAME S MM S2S RES mlshel, mE Aol MMYlshe M A mEsta g,
SRR K fFFs WD WS mae Adw e
webd] e 40 IS “RuTe WL Gidels [

(15) Heiney, op, cit , p. 486.

(16) J. -C. Carloni et J. -C, Filloux, La Critique Litteraire, p, 63.
(17) Ibid., p, 64.

(18) Ibid., p, 65.
(19) Ibid., p, 66.
(20) Ibid., p, €8.
(21) Ibid., p, 69.
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BF o Ane] 3% 2da Py, WA 1He Tl 2.2 we fan ga ,
BraL ARl eh ol B Lo HiTel Bwisle], “BMIS HALS BEL 2 01 obvel, Y=
RES o 2 shubwb RET N 22 Bl ek “Erie BBl S 2o °M o7 “ggR
fRihE SefiE Zlemt el ” “Ble dmMe TaRkach, =eld Jgstol r”ﬁ‘mPt}( TEla wE =
o, 1AL fiAR MgHg ;E’?F‘M Xi Blej it —ff0 ke = SRt ShAlEh, WS Rl
| PahgRel A Mg tas Eﬂ Crcce— AR FEEE B5T FiEe REMo S Fje] 2

ii-’.fbmr—c TR MEQCE) AWAE HNETE # B ,E REE amel A gEikatets A 2+slgle), Pa-
teri RS AU AW E vhelue 2ol mE FE $HFY HEF Webm 2 e, 2
2% Frh WS glel A, ;‘”«%féi) A Qe oz wleles] {7 - BES gosk ve
RIfE Q= 292 Rishe Aoleh "sla 28 bol, 2gvby HLe wi o FREE o] &
W A,

LBl A1 BN ETY] fikhds= James Gibbons Huneker(1€60~1921)¢] =}, 2= Parisel 4] 7542-8-

:5‘/
PITERt # T BE SR % 2 $TS ohg v, M) MEmEE L% bl fhimat

o

R Filkd B0 29 FLA BTl st el oo RPN RZA O RS ik
St JROI A =7, 27k 453 BEO-S 7Rl fERE 19H48 9 decadent I iconoclast 2}z &F
Nietzsche, Ibsen, Shaw, Huysmans, Rimbaud, Villiers de 1 "Isle-Adam, Strindberg 4o} ¢l e
Huneker= Victoriailj 58] ##4ERY moralel] [#fisled, ®a8tT5% Walter Pater=>} Anatole Fran-
ce?l #EiT-E Folsla, MiEEt exoticdk MAlN) AL WElshm, MEEM JimE W e, o AT
| BYet 2:3% = Iconoclasts : A Book of Dramatist (1905), Egoists : A Booko f Supermen (1909,
Promezades of az Impressionist(1910)1 5, =17} FIAUK Steeple Jack(1920)¢] A4 “I am Jack of the
Seven Arte, master of none A steeplejack of the arts”s} s —#d ERIE & A2 09 FEa s
TR T glelHm agleh, 29 #iTel = 2ol o, Bl Aol gletm ahAnl, oo
BETel SCRS HIEFRE Uil el o BEmY Blgfel Biet £43 ¥ mist R ﬁ]\é‘

.
%, Nietzsche, Ibsen, Synge, Gourmonto- %102 el ¥ifrak zhe wol Wl o]k g 2o

rt. His especial imgertance in tne development of the contemporary American literature is that he
kelred to turn public interest toward the extremely influential field of fin-de-sidcle European litcéig;
ure, which had been previously neglected in the enthusiasm for Amerca’ s own literary awakening,
AV PEE RRILGCl A, KSRy SR BrE” ol 2l George Santayana‘- %3] -=¥], Hunckere)
MY SEAFIRIE S 30T Lol A9 o) FS A, volrbd X HTRe TR %
Y;#Lﬁ‘}ﬁﬁt‘r.

(22) Ibid., p, 71.

(23) Heiney, op, cit., p, 487.

(24) John Lehmann(ed.), The Craft of Letters in Eng land., p, 162.
(25) Heiney, op, cit., p, 487.
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51 Henry Louis Mencken? 1880-1956)-0- A& HITFZA 19104‘{\34 A 204Efte] A A
o] Rl A FHA BT FENL B A7 e BRI 24 G P, Menckeng: 1.9
A Book of Prefaces(19175%+ Prejudices(1922) 4ol A HiEsIEL 3= A-e  Huneker®] M3k
TSy BT, 2o TR sl Nietzsche, Wagner, Ibsen, Shaw e} 1942 %o FEEE
frketa olenl, 28 Al Blike 1. THE — &Rl —Em Eigsl e BEXT fly-
wheelo] =&}, 2., Alfel gt 2 upslel oL )”i;ﬁﬁm] obEal A 3 9l e sheEleh 3. m%fﬂl vl
7 AR B SEE iREe ST, o8 3 EEe fEEt Qska sk Idel Tk ”E‘ = g9 %
1A Q% 57 dFEh RATMENE RERE SmE & Ed AY T, FEE phdrdl slel A
o AT S BHEE fRFEsH sl g1l ARGY sbfrh ek wd A @l Al 7HE

skl ek, 1 R 1o} A IET Wl KA A& PRl A, &% EEY BR itd
g M AT BBEE AT s 1k FHT AiE o 22 R 2, HR
A, TR A BRstm, realisticdt 2-& PEES T L= George Jean Nathan=} zro] FFiie
The Smart SetZ etz (1914~23), = The American Mercury2 RIT) ffiste (1923~33),
pem PeE @Al S| realisme) naturalisme]l 3knsste] Eugene O'Neill, Carl Sandburg, Theodore
Dreiser, Edgar Lee Masters, Sherwood Anderson 458 B HEBES G}, Menkeno “EErer BEF
saggo] WRRES BUMEMT @ %3}9] Abolel] reactiong glevl= ZlolFh, mEe 7t2A 4 go
W RES qh=Alth ﬁi'[ﬂ"ﬁx%—% wrer AL TR B QoA etk B BRE] o7
+ A $oEF e AL BE GAA, T arel ], oS AAAFHTREAL 1
o) wie mErs] vpeld delzia sHileh

New Critics= Fp&Eapiii-e R¥EsHEH, Elloti o] Ao It oA MAZHHET A
o} A = 3‘%59‘?7} B A R e ALY 1K S oz webA m, 1 HbkeE ¥
e A TR e FBleH W Zol2h Aolwh, ok AIEHLFTH B A ol Hrmgsld A,
GELSRS ﬁ’? o powe o ® sh= FUNEY BEETE $i=35bg ek, = Herbert Read: FIG#LiFel 7HA 7
Hots REET #ra ASE mpe] vhe - v B AR BRSO 7S st e it
o] Gl Al, EIfEFEeE A 2 HE RIET] A7 77 Wifgeta, ==kA FAS AZAA U
Sty 4en, E 2R (EHE E& 3 FHlfe = w#ely] 48 s Ad3 Jot, —IH
M#gze] Lk FaEsa 4e R o Aoleh, alvkebd, fLAgCr dF FHReE =,
KRG AL WRE s 4, E apgzabad ol W ARy Adyel Tl dpHElE, o = el A=
NENEGEE =R Rl |

.L
5y

i“*‘ ‘3\

p-;-_

2.

New Critics'= New Humanism B $fAAZH= Higad=b, JURL RLA #zpel FEa e st
1}e] New Humanismi 19204Ef% HERelA el E£= RN A FEEIE geh, o FEM i A

(26) Heinrich Strauman, American Literature in the Twentieth Century, p, 55.

¢ 8D
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#t775¢ - Paul Elmer MoreS} Irving Babbittg v}, It BB Mgk i5rel “ARfelg FA<l
ﬂ?”d%—%ﬂl@rmgmMmmﬂddﬂmmmn4ﬁﬁ%ﬂi ek Al oAl BED FellA

A FEE AQA7F Ve BEE HEEstz o, o RIS MR #A AL (10T 2o
A2l ARIS MBS EELY MAEH = BB M A A IRk (2OAR B3k RR
L 7lo] fEsketed AMNQ) RS fEEIShAb: JROF (3DTANE BEl BielA Tk = MaT L
fasel B4 7= ,.(W% Apelel wlEl & Ao A, Ryl A4 A 2o FHE BReAE IR
=2 j:%ljﬂ} 27} gln], Mores} Babbittl= Reinhold Niebuhr, Eliot, Thornton Wilders} zre] £5—
Rl Baretm sl ek (B5—yRel= Sherwcod Anderson, William Faulkner¥, Z5=jRell = Ernest
Hemingway, Thomas Wolfe, John Steinteck, Rotert Pern Warrer-& A 2+8 471 9l A=), More
9} Pabbitte] <+4 New Humanisme] iRy ALiE a9 A2 William Cary Browrell (1851~192
§elrl, 2= MEE Y Pl A HEste, Matthew Arnolde] {44 o) wrel, ARf:e]
TR Gl BEEvl Mol BJFE WMPlehm, ZUBMITE ol MMy Seel (k3o Weba FIRSHG
=+ 28

New Humanism ©] 4% “a return to classicism™zt @ 8421 =5, 22-& 20id 7<) TR
BREHL BS&ERZ J] oA Gadls, Rl Americanisme] el = RS A,
(7 Eens MEE BEA £ W AR HATBES Iuskel =k, New Humanism®] #&E -5 Zyshd
2AL AM M Sol el i el mE kimd ZHRE MR A ol Z-& EMFHAE Aol
¥l ©}A] s}, Jean Jacques Rousscauzl FRAgE romanticismdl] =, ®pEy AR REE 3=
51 natura lismo] = Fsted, Arnoldzl M WL M R Mozt Sk BUED
g Law sld AT AMMES BRAA, AN mhiyBe] Fde S st FRIER MRS W
dﬂ%dﬂ4.4ﬂﬁﬂd%ﬁ%ﬁ1ﬁﬁiﬁ%%ﬁﬂlﬁﬁﬁi—Jﬁmaﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂ%4.
As a doctorine of scholars and aesthetes the New Humanism above all demands that literature be

29)
based on disciplinesmoral discipline in the realm of content and formal discipline in technique,

E:‘:L il

New HumanismZ 4853 Paul Elmer More(1864~1937)%& I Aol RFEEYD =
o, 2% ke S mAS EakEARE, o B0 THEE AeR ¥, E ATiE L@
R RS T R wel MAY T AR EEEE mHEsa e, 1= ilde #2% B4
v owo] whab didy g BEMES oF Reba s, ol Jo hn( D)eweyf?} o BYRZF R HIEE R
wAEEN Rt A Mg ga e REel7l= #)eb,  Moreell fkabdl, LFTHEM-S T L
Bolut RE Aol ozl Rl ® jLffld = BT = WE = e, = il A AL
2 97 vbe g 2fE MRSt BRekE ZelH, o Hi feEpih i) Haste el whE K

(27 Ibid., pp. 87—88.

(28) Heiney, op, cit., p. 489.
(29) Ibid., p. 490

(30) Straumann, op, cit., p.91
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BfLiTel eli= Aol e,

More= EX3F #LiFe] kA5 Shelburne Essays(1904~21) 11425+ New Shellirie Lssays(1928
~36) Zgel YoR e, o) WAL 10304l Yol A, B LG MW AW 29 m
kel Fgur o Fel pragmatismE Wito R b= MAkMiRRel F545] appealstx] Eebgle)

More2} zFo} New HumanismE A7 3 Irving Babbitt(1865~1933)% = 7} {fi-kgt Bk ae A
T RS MR 9, T, S, Eliot= 2.9 M8 uwkobel, Babbitts 29 {LEfy ¥l
The New Laokotn(1910)] A JuBEFS HARERS H70s] st n, FAER: RBLIXS
FHEE Al A@Eseba 2k, = 2l B genred] RFS Wizt t}( )Babbltt believed that
the uniqueness of human exgerience lay in its compassing both natural and supernatural phenomena;
that the knowledge of this experience was moral knowledge; and that the function of literature was
to convey "moral knowledge, (7")’1 =], Babbittl= XMy BTz, 19 ﬁ’}%iﬁé} mame +
BE HES FBEE RS EY, 29 B %S humanitys) FIEe] decorume] P, #fi;

I el 4 kel M EHE #EE FoRka |
New Humanism¥- g5t More} Babbitte] $LAIfEREcl = #5F9) 265 RS <7 gy, o
2 More7} =% sentimentald} AzEgidl %5}] A HeEkE e A, Babblt% F 2 rcmanticism=-
% Sy TR Sl A HtAlsk g B "701‘4

New Humanism7} #c8tel #i#ER H#E WESta H, L, Mencken o] & 4k —T% FEMsHS
oh 2 5] T, S, Eliot= New Humanism7} sk Sy Alolel]l 9= A (B2 milsh
a2, ARiel A7eshe ke fRlE BEsls 2o fikka WRENY HUE FE = AolEkan o] B
FF#Est =t New Humanismel #dio] gl o}, =2lo] sijfgak N.~: EAGT BREE mhga) A gk
3, Eoazle] 1920/Ffte] Bl AL BARC B4 BT FEe 3 20 Effolsl, New
Humaniem?} iy fkzgel o) U050} (ke Balstd fmans Iﬂifﬁi L, i 2R HilEs
= oolwl WA RUES Mt g e, E EE S BREY W MYl BRI 3 oA ool
%5y New Humanism® FPIfo 21 8ol TAA] 712 %2”‘5 L Fz] L Esloe},

New Humanismi- = 7% /75F F]7§3% =4 Stuart P, Sherman(1881~1926 )3 Norman Foerster(188
T~ D% 93w, Babhitte] #HFolH Arnolde) 585 el whe Sherman-2 On Contemporary
Literature(1917)¢) 4] Dreiser, Moore, Wells, Synge] naturalism% 4#3}3, Foerster Nature
in American Literature(1923)9} American Criticism(1928)¢) 4 MoreS} Babbitte] FLAfe ffii s}
I Jjget el ARz ¥etd, New Humanismi 72{%3} humanitarianisme] 33 K@jo] a,
BUES BES RS WiRtsh= naturalisme] ¥ Kol 3w, M-S Bsl = ¥:23 radicalism
o war I/qﬂéeo 2t3 shaleh, #tiFe =49 New Humanismi [§3:9] Puritanisme] ¥E % #%

(31) Reré Wellek & Austin Warren, Theory of Literature, p, 114.

(32) Van Nostrand (ed.), op, cit., p. 253.

(33) Straumann, op, cit., p, 90.

(24> Tekeshi Scito, A Historical Survey of American Literature, p, 279.
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ol } S Wmlsh: Bife fRRS BN AUV 9% Ao frpleta, B 29 e ﬁiﬁgo]
ol milehm BRI RS BAEEM MEE £ S ERE RN /U A&

oz Rt ol A2 Ao intrinsic valued gEEhis zlelelvlmeh, AUES] extrinsic valueZ
T A AR ERERY Ah&Ek BEE Wste AelEia djlerE,
23 EBme2A e ’é’)\ iR Aelztn= haleh, AWM Al A 2 #5F New Humanicm

BTl Bl ek AT Hi-g BlEehs Adiflelelm me Aol BT HelFh
W ELO MATRAl M-S MREh el el A HEESt e 9li= New Critics?t New Humanism-$- e
& AL WA dolela shalHh

Fr
<b
s
sl
o,
x
3
¥
|o
aat

3.

New Critics7} R&sha QL& = ehe] #tie LEgtirel=h, B wRTEe HAT ot &
M s e ALY B ATeiel Darwinism®} Freudianism¢} MarxismE Brsbslats 445
- o] ow], Molm 20fK HWHEEl B0 ] RIS LI ol ATHAY ARl sk
o gxE AT A% F& Aolh, #3] Freudianisme} Marxism®] 20ftel & prase ArEgol filfE
o el AwehE SRel BESh #Fe) Al B € Aelztm sk,

Psychoanalytic criticism in the United States owes its first impulse to the Freudians, who empha-
sized language and the unconsci(%us; its second to the Jungians, who have concerned themselves

primarily with symbol and myth,

TG HPT S S R B0 B AL, BEHEHNTE shal
LIS OIS RAPl B ML kel WebA AR Ul Tl EEUE 9ea

sl elx, Freud?] psychoanalysmcﬂ A HEI A glrte S mHa gk,
LIRS k4ol Freude) Mg4#i-e 20ffol o el FAstEh, 222 24 Bl Ak
Die Traumdeutung(The Interpretation of Dreams)7} AFE o] whz 10004:c] 7] = Fel=t,

..., 1 shall demonstrate that there is a psychological technique which makes it possible to interpret dreams, and

that on the spplication of this technique, every dream will reveal itself as a psychological structure, full of sign-

ificance and one which may be assigned to specific place in the psychic activities of the waking state.

Pl sh 7o), Freudi: #& /rFigro s ANe OMMEEREE WIS o shgieh, SR b ES
o] LS HFlstm, FEE i fEiel 1S ZWetmE, Fol FAUrE 47 A MiE
o] Tolql7hE orolel abel, Ikl FAUZFE 47 FHAE, WA FE A 2ol e
o iEREE AolQeh. Freudi MEAS) TR fpre.zd (1D WES »=2w 7l (2) Fh& 2=

(35) Van O’Conner, op, cit., p, 132
(36) Sigmund Freud(Trd & Ed by A, A, Brill), The Basic Writings of Sigmund Freud, p, 183.
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= 2, (3) Keiist u-ﬁ:(%}é% Z, (4) DI 2 B/, (5) Ay BE st &y
BEE Hohs A& 547 Freud:s OF £5S “HD A9 FE 2 “HR Kggvst
PR B = m M AfETERe] FStez AR, 2 MY K ERT EEEN Ao
2 FUEsta, ©)A-& “Super-ego”eli FHSt, ol A& ¥ M BNy Mol Eks: “ARIY
FRRAIel Aol 2haL Az of, TR BTN ERE “Ego”ulal, AEERY BB Aol
[Rpell MRS 2o ARl WHRE “Id"zbz fsl =, 19054260 4 204E7k=1 o] Wi Ritsibiol 4%
5] FERsly =], 11486 = Freud?] #F<]l Alfred Adler(1870~1937)9} Carl Gustav Jung(1875~19
67 BIER-E Walel, Adlerts “PRER” A5 “BORE"S] KHS, “EEI” MG “HRTY &
- o 520};11, Jungi= R FEMES ERsta, AN EEMR Bl £EY mERe =
RSt KT 2040 ARGl BHEE BRYEE 1S ARSI £, Freudd Rt Adleri} Jungel
kel o] AiFes) o, KRS UIEOEES] HgErt 5]%1_0.“%(39% R AR A FEZR AR Alelo BF
Yol = ROV P @ Nske ME=E s e

P

The Freudian psychology is the only systematic account of the human mind which, in point of subtlety and
complexity, of Interest and tragic power, deserve%o stand beside the chaotic mass of psychological insights wh-

ich literature has accumulated through the centuries.

--the humen nature of the Freudian psychology is exactly the stuff upon which the poet has always exercised
“n

his art. It is therefore not surprising that the psychoanalytical theory has a great effect upon literature.

Freud:= ¥R Jithezx (1) 2 %fﬁﬁ){’ﬁmw] AT BWRTE BREIEa, (2) Aoz #Efis
o RS MBI 4 iha MR DIHLETS) #5pEt %1 psychoanalysise] BIZES] @i {6
Freude] ffflo] @#4be], MyakAbiel KMo XM o & WRe BIRY el 2L, 2z
FABHAA Fa e Fel 1wF Tk Ae AAT + U0k BRONES wEEY ¥
honA HI A2 KEe A= 19204:482) i3k Herbert Read”} #-So] gl e Ee (L ol
OIPLETHR = Floyd Dell, Waldo David Frank, Joseph Wood Krutche] =},

Floyd Dell(1887~ DL BEhFEd A journalist} = m pNFEFEAF = I3, (54% “one of the first Ame-
rican critics to attempt the application of Freudian doctrine to literature”s} ] A=H, 2= #FHY

&R BRE WS

(37) Kenji Ohtsuk, An Illustratory Introduction to Psychoanalysis, p, 157.
(38) Daniel Lagache, Psychanalyse, p. 15.

(39) Jean-C, Filloux , L'Inconscient, p, 111.

(40) Lionel Trilling, The Liberal Imagination, p, 44.

(41) Ibid., p. 44.

(42) Itid., p, 55.

(43) Heiney, op, cit., p. 493.
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...he criticized literature from a basically Marxian point of view and only occasionally brought psychoanalytic theory
to bear He E:;nggrwent psychoanalysis himself in 1917~18, and thenceforth turned incressingly to the Freudian

point of view;:--

Dell7} 5 {9 FEHLHAYHLTT O) Freudianism®l Marxism# feak s8& Msta, PEFe] WA
flair e Marxismel] ¥, #Li9) Jjik& Freudianismel] -5} gdrbs AL JEHT delwEh,

a5 Waldo David Frank(1889~ )%= 1920f:{ke] HymAbrnel 8 Wi, The Dark Mo-
ther (1920), Rahab(1922) %) TfEMIQl AE AeH, 1% Freudie] MwAH& 28 M &
&l 4 “quite convcxously<o})7ﬂ gk, o] Bpfflel = RhErEHAY FHrg= oA =, The Death
and Birth of David Markand(1934)¢) A= FFiRyal fter mave ERstgsh 1 XERE, Turi-
tanismel ZHLS| L, iy AW IEEE 1 9 BEebn wa, EEKG FRe 2 ol A B
Eiee eta ek A Zeta ek, Frank: 79 =T i3 The Re-discovery of America : An
Introduction to a Philosophy of American Life(1929)e0 4 = 2""‘@"{1"4 ket EEel ey B
o %M Tl g FEle T8 12 fﬁ,ﬁd 14 Etstd =, o i Freud S3el ke ‘%l’v—
T 5g LR AMEcll = gl Klthough Frank recognizes the importance of Freud and Jung

in forming mcdern thought and uses their concepts widely in his own work, he is by no means a
slavish disciple of either thinker,

S-S WA ftife = FO FHER J W. Krutch(1893~ = o9 DTS A%
Edgr Allan Poe: A Study in Genius(1926)91 4 FJi W= K PoeZ prgest=d Mrsr#e
e Ao, g DT Tl o The Modern Temper, A Study and a Confession(1929)] 4] =
B o) HEMERE KRRl #LAlE "R Aa, RS AL BHE o ol FEE BT HGLE R
Sof fber FEES duhA ik Sl At A St 4359 ek Krutchs E HAA B2
5 @obA ma BEsy, fFRe 2T A7 11 = 9&?&3’%01‘# EZ7F 2 A E 27h E ik
gl A 234 2 4 ¥l gleha 4 Jerger
| Edmund Wilsone “The recent scientific experimentation in the combining of Freudian with Mar-
xist method, and of psychoanalysis with anthropology, has had its parallel development in criticism
And there it thus another element added to our equipment for analyzing literary works, and the pr-
oblem grows still more complex(’ )11}1 wtsb 1, @kl Herbert Readi= I believe that criticism must

concern itself, not only with the work of art in itself, but also with the process of writing, and the

(44) Ivid., p. 493.

(45) Wellek & Warrem, op, cit., p. 80.

(46) Straumann, op. cit., p, 68.

(47) Heiney, op, cit., p, 494

(48) Jecques-Fernand Cahen, La Litterature Américaine, TP, 145-146.

(49) Louis Fraiberg, Psychoanalysis and American Literary Criticism, p, 181,

(13)
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writei’s state of mind when inspired—that is to say, criticism must cencern itself, not only with the finich-

ed work of art, but also with the workman, his mental activity and his tools,” &} 3 23} =], psych- -
oanalysis7} Fhibit P4 LUk o321 el A e s e st gt KR A, New Critics7}
OIS et e A2 —fY fikelstax shaledl, 22 s LA Rishe 22

gitel ol LTIY PR B ehs 1Rl ARel 4 ek Aeleta saleh,
4.

W R 2 kel ® 2l LTI el B FEDAY ZCEHE
ire) el ph@rftEFel ek, REFAVQL New Criticism vl jik@#titTel REpe= vells, a7
& 7 AN ¥k a ol 22 New Crities= 208 fRihg 2 feel BIURY BLERy B3

=

oA BBTHE AL el okl m Rkl ABSehn Azt Q7] @&l

A MarxistitiF=t Hl@sh s L& AVBiT S A 2L MR gsif))polyte Tainqldl, 2%
rEe] BHEE B RherBLe] BREES whEe] LAVl A& dsdeh @B 204id
o] HMRgEEE o] 19ffrel Mt pUR el HEk AR WERRY RELC.ZA SCERLET
ksl Zolzla #17lvl, The naturalistic movement in literature, which may be viewed as a sci-
entific-materialistic reaction to the idealism and romanticism of the nineteenth century, is reflected

in literary criticism by the varlou(s 9s)chools which may be roughly grouped together under the title of
\)..4
sociological or proletarian critcism.

Modern sociological end materialistic critics, which differing widely in method and content, tend to share at least

two fundamental concepts : (1) They present literature as a reflection of his tory, especially of the historical dev-

elopment of economics, techrology, and class relations, (2) Their concept of characterization in literature portr-
ays the individual as motivated mainly by his environment rather thzcn by his internal willshis destinies are det-

ermined by the econcmic, social, industrial, and political processes going on about him.

GHLTE, WA BEREAS UOMER-S RERND B B R B A R E23
°l E’rﬂ b, 2 RG-S ARG 2ol oba, @yl Held, o= kA Kk gl —E
o AN BEgel ke AR fRREls Reh fRRE 2w @ HRGE Feta, =3, LEE
Pz el 2R A A R 2 Rher el B il themed AWz b, gAE
el ol AL == Jzel E}‘“L‘ theme-2- ¥ifohe BHRS zlelx, BUR €S themed XTERM
o Aela, #Fsh e theme HHMHLY LABHE KBste Aoz -‘S:D‘r(.54> B TR

(50) Herbert Read, Form in Modern Poetry, p, 14.
(51) Carloni et Filloux, op, 50.

(52) Heirey, op, cit., pp. 495-496.

(53) Ibid., 496.

(54) ¢f Carloni et Filloux, op, cit., p, 116.

(14)
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et A b ftiFel WA A wok HEAA Ege e A2, RS capitalismyt 4ibfgel X
& 1= bR A oldl el realismagBlo] EE dEiAstE zlelzta ek New
Criticism®} gre] #r&#& Bifiat Beoez v oka, it B4 #gshats e
MarxisthtiT b2 BERS e, 222 =hg 1920408 2d 4 30Nl ol = XS FEHE
ST TR BRI YA A gikelgleh, o) k&fiddl =LA ggiet 2l Victor F,
Calverton, Vernon L, Parrington, Michael Gold, Granville Hicksg] =},

Victor Francis Calverton(1900~40)-& 2.9 E:#)2] %# The Newer Spirit(1925)¢) A fiksal ik
e BHEmT RS 5”“’,&_0}E2557_5) AES =, 2 B4yl themed “class concepts shape
and determine the literary consciousness” ¢l vh, = 2= 33 The Liberation of American Litera-
ure(1932)e]l A = BLEERY Mol A4, B PHEE BheD BES AR def d5x  ERI
oh AR Mol d SET-S R BEe] (ke A A 7la, Buiel ML e ez 3ot =
BB BRNeE 2ok, 030 BRe SMN R BHA7 L, B BT e
® OB EBIEARS MRS fimotslch, MEMRAY SCEHEH] Al Calvertond LTSl RifeEAl c1®A
e e}h, RS B s e E m2nd, 94 fEme IMYE ot &gk i KLY BN
S m2ad, JuA fERE kA & de7h f’an# Bivhe) RE gt B2 fFRd
MALS PrEsta fss vl B Ay TRkel =t .ZL The New Ground of Criticism(1930)
AA 2 el PR M ENST Sh RS e Rl nE HAS /% LEYA
o] pEstel, v 2L @l ey 2Pl KA e AT %ﬁc—(’— madsl oF  &hef,
HEFe A4 FHA A (el #EigezA FOE L BEES BT o sl o

HEANA BRE ptediyez PRt % Vernon Louis Parrington(1871~1929)<1H], =
3% Main Currents in Amzriean Thought : An Interpretation of American Literature from the
Beginning to 192001927~3 4] Gl L8 RN WA A o} 7 pragmaticst w = ik @TLLin

Y RfEs s, (%L)Eﬂ(ﬁ* HBO) WAy SRy iLany B4 e R Hukstsier,  Parrington:
PRRS 2 BNy I A EA7F obd A, WGAN BLOY KRN BRI RS RS Ael4 K
u Ao AAAA,

LA R 9ol 4 Calvertons} 7+5] typical orthodox Marxist criticy] Michael Gold (1891--)
= 19206500 R Rheri R SCEIEE) A MR FE e ohslarl. 19200E] AR R
@y R By Bt LoE BEIe oA, U= AN LA BURN ey HAE
o2 fetg ek, o9 B2 WUl vhehd A k@ BTl Slel A iy Mg St
B EX BOE d4a sl

(55) Heiney, op, cit., p, 497,
(58) cf. Gen Sakuma, A Study of Awerican Criticism, p, 211,
(57) Ibid, pp, 212—213.

(58) Straumann, op, cit., p, 68.
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g Granville Hicks(1901~ )& 193041t HENA - £EIHE EHRTL 95
¥, 2 X% The Great Tradition, An Iaterpretation of Amezrican Literature since the Civil
War(1933)el 4 = Marxiste] 7854 fff] FREsH 2, FEXZES BR-S RN Fid geta 2

3ts, = A S proletarianic B o 2 & {74 o},

The Marzist thesis may be briefly stated as follows : a work of literature reflects its author’s adjustment to
society. To determine the characetr and value of the work we must therefore, among ether things, understand
59)

and have an opinion about the social forces that produced the ideology it expresses as an attitude toward life.

Bernard Smithl MarxistitZFel %l A 99 o] WHelm Q=v, &I 7HZE Marxist#t ol
dol Ay, Bfeie 2zlol Bad & WHN BEY RMelels Marxd] A7 #tFFE X
fista glo=, fEfel A BT Al BY 2 Fhe BB 93 FERA H¢ 2E —&
9 fEmzA FHEdet o HES Bl ERY BAS By R4 itdd EFH2 MEdA,
a2 BRifERS BE itel SEWS BRAE R Tl oA AT EEed K
e FEsbed B de U5 Bt AXFEgelaz sgloH, 24 = fFRY AEN H
e 4 pEsty = B delelne sl ZBERE XBEM = B ZAT B2, 84F
e 2 fEKY B B A R = Y] EEke s Tulchs A2 Bl ofa Ewzt
3 x5 New Critics7} phért7Fe ¥ S 22 HAT dojztz 33l 2 XE 3
o} 49 jik@r#tFF-&- New Criticisme] & Fskshs &Rk REMA S b3l =, 19304y =
Bel #t7Fe- 200 FElol o B MRS awdel ikd W A& & B KI5 oA,
RAFIRS] FHE X = YA, #HS New %é’{i)t)icismcﬂ ek Be REN BElits §X
Bl AcHke w Eisystd, 1 BAFR BRE Actn= shgleh, A, New Criticisme] # el
Impressionistic Criticism, The New Humanism, Psychological Criticism, Sociological Criticism7} 3§

e Ae EHE delEh

I. THE ORIGIN OF THE NEW CRITICISM

1.

Eapye =z wd, New Criticism® Z§4:-2 EI4HLFF, New Humanism, DIREEEE, ab&fitiFel 3
at shubel REpelzhn st e, 2 AH L o HAAY BN Aelera st Wpfkel jikersk
e S MbEet 3, RS 2 Eiis BIEgs s New Criticisme] fBl = oz Al =@ A2 ob A
whi, PR BhEY MRS HFishe kel I EE E b Mgl el A& HEES] “New”

& Folo] gl=b, Chiefly a reaction against academic pedanticism, the New Criticism was also greatly

(59) Van O’Connor, op, cit., p, 122,
(60) cf. Kenkyusha (ed.), The Study of English, Vol 48-—No 6—7, p. 30.
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influenced by the findings of semantics, an area of philosophical and linguistic study which began to
assume importance in the nineteen-twenties, In a sense the New Criticism merely applies the principles
of semantics to the field of liter(astil)re, although certain concepts not found in semantics were adopted
by movenient after its formation,

John Crow Ransom-& 1.8} #Fim#k The New Criticism(1941)e1 4 1. A, Richards, William Em-
pson, T. S. Eliot, Yvor Winters s 3] BUL HARY HEE “New”3t Aolztz Fetd=d,
New Criticism®] 7} 2@ =tz seizt=, 1 e 3 Richards, Empson, Eliotel] 9}
tz stgl =}, New Critics7h #—K KER #hol Sleird LS EMEHETA A B PHEE U
o1}, #3] Richardse] 4] Empsonel 3Rt $LARES feme) “EiRmEel BLe 23, el o
WA 7o) A E7HE “ORT kel A grmat g Hl, oA New Criticisd Al e X ARy FR
o] =4+t

New Criticism #gfe) “2”¢] Zfiel wshe 7Add 2 wHe REE 29 HRiRT (R
B T e, ke %] 4] New Critics] #EE7} 5 -2 semanticistql Ivor Armst-
rong Richards(1893~ D=t New Critismell #iEfy @2 =il & &5 B el 4 b E &
%8 3 2 = Richardseh, BLARZA Richards= #1jfiel glelAl & FFs ¢ BE HHNeE
AFigreza 2.8 Pt B voAeke, o LIS HpEE S A FEY LEE AN
o wa Mie BHITHE LEEHN gifye FEe New Critics7h wrob =+ A gk 2EY
4 AWty Fise Empsong e A New Criticsl Al 28 ppese =2t 45 27h 1930FRS
A0iEfs] HarvardkSe #gz 9, 19 The Philosophy of Rhetoric(1936)= HEB A WK
59l 3, 19414 Brookseh zro] PrincetonA%tS] symposium>j] = WiEetg o, New Critics?} o] A
= ome pr=s AR T s1¥}. Richards: 1.9 i ED 1030410 = Ae) DEERH  Hd A
wEgy Hike metget, el Je g 1 M= BEE 27 stgxs, Tate: of sk
o B A BE EE A7sE A4 REes AT L sk T Richards]
o] b New Criticse] 3§l Ransom, Tate, Warren see] f728 “The Fugitive Group”7} A
e e 47 A P A FEE B % AThe IR AlGE delsha S

M

o
3

R

=%

The two pillars upon which a theory of criticism must rest are an account of value and an account of comm-
unication. we do not sufficiently realize how great a part of our experience takes the form its does, because we are
social beings and accustomed to communication from infacy. That we azquire many of our ways of thinking and
feeling from parents and others is, of course, a commonplace. But the effects of communication go much deeper
than this The very structure of our minds is largely determined by the fact that man has been engaged in com-
municating for so many hundreds of thousands of years, throughout the course of his human development and beyond
even that. A large part of the distinctive features of the mind are due to its being an instrument for communi-

cation. An experience has to be formed, no doubt, before it is communicated, but it takes the form it does largely

(61) Heiney, op, cit., P 499.
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(62)
because it may have to be communicated.

719 Zel Richards’} 3caftife] =k Thz 4w 9o A WEHRD B, HEE: W
Bl B MRS ok 9 MEH-e New Critics] JEig ok

-+« the arts are the suepreme form of the communicative activity. «- it is as a communicator that it is most
63)

profitable to consider the artist, -+

---The arts, if 6right1y approached, supply the best data available for deciding what experiences are more valua-
4

ble than others.

Bfficl Slol A& Al oh pygse] a4 = kel B = 2, MM B ARl EmHed
BESeTSL shed, ‘B Mk BB Rmel Aol 2l = Richards?] Fffl T “pRe i
hz New Criticisme] ®Ha MLy +h7F 495 T R Sl A BAT RES S
T W, kel vhe fskel Brookse) e Richardse] {iigi¢ 28412 Rolwbn 345 5.

What concerns criticism is not the avowed or unavowed motives of the artist, however interesting these may
be to psychology, but the fact that his procedure does, in the majority of instances, make the communicative
efficacy of his work correspond with his ovn satisfaction and sense of its rightness. ---it is certain that no moare

careful study of communicative possibilities-+-is ever sufficient without close natural correspoadence batween the

poets impulses and possible impulses in his reader.

#FFl Sl WHE N, figor Gin WEATA FIZe W ko) B e Eskahd, o
& MEE 24 b figrel 2l a Richardss I, = RS M R R it
Ao BN WHC) HRS wED M b g o et Jygtel, Richardss} 32 pag,
T 7ML A MRS BRI 0 o] o figdiol =,

New Criticsi= “Jgak B %ok”shx FiEshn, o #kgs fEahel TR E509 Hiiel 276k
Ve, 222 RS BG5S e A e MR FAR RS UET 47 dos Aay, 1%

6
AR
e vl

°] EREY ki 4ol New Critics?) 4:EE~} 2 Richardse WS ure Ao

AT doleh

Richardsi= 503 fifh ub bzl Ao 459 e WL TORZA BIRY) = Rl ohyel,
BB Bk BiAke a2 4 2oz, MeaningD v flde] FH == BGAE B) (1) Sense, (2)
Fecling, (3) Tone, (4) Intentione = )fishsd=n], °] Meaning®] 4] fH2] fH= Hiffoz 1}

(62) Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, p, 25.
(63) Ibid., p. 26,

(64 Ibid., p, 33,

(65) pbid., pp, 28—29.

(18)
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The all-important fact for the study of literature— or any other mode of communication— is that there are

several kinds of meaning:-- Whether we are active, as in speech or writing, or passive, as readers or listeners,

the Total Meaning we are engaged with is, almost always, a blend, a combination of several contributory mean-
66)

ings of different types.

It is plain that most human utterances and nearly all articulate speech can be profitably regarded from four
67

points of view. Four aspects can be easily distinguished. Let us call them Sense, Feeling, Tone, and Intention.

Richards:- Hg&e| BERE Afiehedl SlelAl, fRMS HIfF 2 BHA Bkt o9 A fERsH:
7HE M) Festgl e, 1o PEe 3 New Criticsk w¥ R BikAe #7F BHY &
L REE 4= gl=k 1A, Rmhards was the first of the contemporary critics to address himself to
the problem of “total meaning.’ ) no treatment of moderr;) criticism is possible without discussing

(6
Richards, since in the most literal sense Richards created it,

2.

New Critics7} 3k FIREBRBARS HET 42 68 AES HHetd A B H%S
ez et o RETTH Aolztz s, SHclas AL aSdAS Rk #AF
Bol=h, o] 44k %87t 2 A& ¥hZ Richards®) Tl William Empson(1906~ Dol =,

Richards7} #i#iq) Miwe RBIsHE Lol Lol 4 Empsons ¥pfy #6758 #¥el4 Q4 B
B Ji& #7595, Richards: 3RS 3% BHY B9 Bkelstsn 2gie, HAY 3
B BRI 2 SR SHEA RHT Fd 4L By 7o BRE BAA EEY KR
® @B 77 sivha £}, B rhythm, metre, thyme$ IS}, imageryZ %EBisti, S
A& Mo za o HEe WhHESHA ¥}, as Empong o] el st 2mY et
A R el “ambiguity”sl @ WHRE UESHE, oldozH BT (K KBl MK A T
#eEl = Aolzla R e, 1= Richardse] 588 o] A Seven Types of Ambiguity(1930)si]
A 2 B BESHYER, o] %k New Criticssl Al = #7752 Bibled g 4 2zts] v},

o] L Richards®] Practical Criticism®| variationo] 2t 1% 3} 2| nl, %9 B EeRE
HBEL.2 iR sl A BB Aelzka $1zleh, Empsone “ambiguity”e] el sl 4] Sy

(66) Richards, Practical Criticism, p, 174.

(67) Ibid., p, 175.

(68) Van O'Connor, op, cit., p. 168.

(69) Stanley Edgar Hyman, The Armed Vision. p. 278.

CL9)
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An ambiguity, in ordinary speech, means somothing very pronounced, and as a rule witty or deceitful. I
propose to use the word in an extended sense, and shall think relevant to my subject any verbal nuance, howe-
70

ver slight, which gives room for alternative reactions to the same piece of language.

#1¢} o], Empsong [H—% ol MEE—S RMES dod fihs F& 29 nuance “ambi-
guity’eb 3z sheEl, & ¥ AP SRS Hx dee A2 T HEYS. 2 “ambiguity”7t
A7) e HBE Esld 22 & o3t 2ol LRloz s

(1) The fundamental situation, whether it deserves to be called ambiguous or not, is that a word or a
grammatical structure is effective in several ways at once.
(2) An example of the second type of ambiguity, in word or syntax, occurs when two or more meanings

are resolved into one. 72

(3) An ambiguity of the third type, considered as a verbal matter, occurs when two ideas, which are con-
nected only by being both relevant in the context, can be given in one word simultaneousl';.3

(4) An ambiguity of the fourth type occurs when two or more meanings of a statement do not agree among
themselves, but combine to make clear a more complicated state of mind in the author.74

(5) An ambiguity of the fifth type occurs when the author is discovering his idea in the act of writing,
or not holding it all in his mind at once, so that, for instance, there is a simple which applies to nothing
exactly, but lies half-way between two things when the autnor is moving from one to the other. ™

(6) An ambiguity of the sixth type occurs when a statement says nothing, by tautology, by contradition,
or by irrelevant statements; so that the reader is forced to invent statements of his own and they are liable

to conflict with one another. 7

(7) An example of the seventh type of ambiguity, or at any rate of the last type of this series, as it is the
most ambiguous that can be conceived, occurs when the two meanings of the word, the two values of the ambi-
guity, are the two opposite( ’;%anings defined by the context, so that the total effect is to show a fundamental

division in the writer’s mind.

§) Empsone] fkehd, “ambiguity”7h 471% gEBR (1) shbel M = shhe) 0k W

(70) Empson, op, cit., p, 1.

(71 Ibid., p. 2.

(72) Ibid., p. 48.
(73) Ibid., p. 102.
(74) Ibid., p, 133.
(75) Ibid., p, 155.
(76) Ibid., p, 176.
(7 Ivid., p. 192.
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7h gl Lo fRRstA 9, (2) & Mo #okob shuhe) ME B Sol A4S o
S A, (3) XRE W7ol @eke 7Agd BH=o gt F @aHel shie HEmz md &H
Ha glg o, (4) RED 29 F LY BRI A2 FES JedAdE Ha o, fFE
o BT WRBE WRste e 4, (5) fRE7T EEA B4Ae BRI AV, BAS
—hl = R Reta & o, (6) REH o) ABKKERE FI§ £t FHEY HFo T o}F
BRE qbubebd o, (7) & BEFES 5 Ek B ambiguityd) ¥ EHEF TRLE 5 ®WwE ks
o] H& o]},
°] “ambiguity”E =2 T Empsond] 5479 HES o F— flalq 4H 2r

Bare ruined choirs, where late the sweet birds sang,

—Shakespeare : SONNET LXXIII—

o] —f7el & pun= double syntax= dubiety of feeling= ¢l v}, o] Hiat o= 7kx) HHZ %)
ARfvel =k, 222 oAl ke AMRIES 23 F2x FolH, Al AgEo] FA o]
B FelZ] el E 2R ARiielH, WMTE Hel U7l Bl 1A At £ & T
AT Ml EElsb gla, fEESH e @A 2o MEe Ju, ® FLHL HES
A s 2o K@ Mol T4 37 WEel., = ABRY MES 4945 Narciss
h &2 772 Shakespearest 1] Sonnete] ol ol A TR Bl Aol slv] o Fal,
= B kA ke RS Wl (AT protestanto] (k3 5858 B, puritanisme] B 9
P AR, Lk e ofe Mo o @nfm o) —f7el frfel BAS L A=A vt g4
e}, o] —79 %ok A7, o9 ZL WMekh thr ol AL AT 5 INEY & st mal
el —Hie] ambiguityZ} Qleh. o) o} o] WEelm T AR Lol ambiguityst @AH Yk
A2 DU, FfEY Al & ambiguitys] o B 7bx] #ugo) ;iv})

Empson- Seven Types of Ambiguity?) KA 752 45479 @il WA A g3 o] s}
aL 211:]-.

Normal sensibility is a tissue of what has been conscious theory made habitual and returned to the pre-consc-
ious, and, therefore, conscious theory may make an addition to sensibility even though it draws no (or no true)
conclusion, formulates no general theory, in the scientific sense, which reconciles and makes quickly available
the results which it describes. Such an advance in the machinery of description makes a reader feel stronger
about his appreciations, more reliably able to distinguish the private or accidental from the critically important
or repeatable, more confident of the reality (that is, the transferability) of his experiences; adds, in short, in

the mind of the reader to the things there to be described, whether or not it makes those particular things more
79

describable.

(78) «cf Ibid., pp, 2—3.
(79) 1bid., p, 254.

(21)



HAE, EEN K2l BHQl Eigel BHEMNR = figines 2 Aduz, BH
itk & BARAANH, = (R A T BRE BHves RUToRA o KR
R Rz HIFSHA "ok Ao,

Empson in Seven Types of Ambiguity extended Richards’ work by demonstrating that language tends te be

highly connotative, or, in wheelwright’'s term, “pluri-significant.”

Empson-& Seven Types of Ambiguityd] A= 359 Y H< AEsIg=H, 29 oo #t
A& Some Versions of Pastoral(1935)¢] A= LB fpfhel RESE o 27kA] HHENA EBE 4
Wk, $B=9 & The Structure of Complex Words(1951)a A = Bz 712 T BRE
f@msl obrstgdet. &/ Empsong 1o BEZE m - FERo], =k e fERel ¥ f MEd E
BRE AEUTHE HHe EHe o] & st =}t. Empsond] ¥ Jjgkol Cleanth Brooks %4
New Criticss] 7chet @2 & A #AY dolsh,

3.

New Criticisme] Rt %}1«}01 Thomas Stearns Eliot(1888~ )X New Critics®] members o}y
Avke Fad A BRE AAY, 27 New Criticss] & le 52 9t A& B¥ma B4
Bab ol 3, FEelW: #tF M) MBI Aol watvl dAEelsta szl New Critics7t X7
Eliots} Zro] FA & #t#FFeE Ax HFHY shiela sHal=h TR LBEAN = —EY B,
RRRE R %g% B Bl Qlelok m, olAL FENT Aol Eliotd] B Tel dol'd New
Criticism=},

FEol A H4:ste HarvardkZel 4 B8 Eliot: 19274 EEel Hbstd=dl, FFt Fd
2.9 #im- BN EBEA YA 71"%"4 #Ee stgsh, 2o KPS #RE The Sacred
Wood(1920)= 19 #t7Fe) AL o] H3te Ao 2Ad, 2 kel vehd w2 #aTel $&E T,
#%35] New Critics: 7 -& g8 uhoke, RansomT_- 19 The New Criticismd] 4 Richards, Emps-
on, Eliot &9 #% Fke “New”st olebx Y23, EliotE “Historical Critic” 24 Hufkste] 19

AT kS MRS R #pst g, olA 24 Eliotrh RE A & BEE WRENL Aol
5 A=

Eliot: 3% 24 H#sta, #HRY #H%d EAE T3 #t#s ok 2 “4—-‘17- Zetz eH, o]
Beps = ul = New Critcism®] 7389l Zolth. The Sacred Wood 4ol 9 Eliotd] /e 7R
FI%E %A% Remy de Gourmonte] “FpA st EAHL W—3 2, ?fﬁﬁ- ?‘J&f’ﬂ A G
= 9o}’ X3+ Le Probleme du Style(1902)¢] ©& MBS W 3 Lrﬂ :1.% =} Richards

(80) Van O’Connor, op, cit., p, 168.

(81) Jacob Issacs, An Assessment of Twentieth-century, p, 43.
(82) cf. Eliot, op, cit., pp, viii—ix,

(83) c¢f, Ibid., p, viii,
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~—Empson—New Criticism$} Gourmont—Eliot—New Criticismzl &= R e 38 47} glc},
Eliot= The Sacred Wood 44} 31+ THE PERFECT CRITICe] 4 o] @A w3},

««-in matters of geat importance the critic must not coerce, and he must not make judgments of worse and
84

-better.. He must simply elucidate : the reader will form the correct judgment for himself.

(85
--+a literary critic should have no emotions except those immediately provoked by a work of art:.-

-»-the perceptions .do not, in a really appreciative mind, accumulate as a mass, but form themselves as a

structure; and criticism is the statement in lunguage of this structure; it is a develo%ment of sensibility. The
8

bad criticism, on the other hand, is that which is nothing but an expression of emotion.

AR MEES AL O5H, KT 222 BEE HESI=S BR R ok AdE A
a4+, o] Eliotd] +& —F #FFxe HEs HHT 2 2odl, He A5 FAEMA vBd A4
frin Bfkel #3T MES 297 BHE & A& Bkslz =tz sh=h, = ABHTERE 1R
A EE U B LA B P AR R e A9, 1AL RV BAN HEE BR
HA S B AL B :} Aolgta vk, BET ##ES AR o) Mtk BRA
of BEFEA RIS = Mol MY REZE AQHE, w28 {HEEIE 49 2 w8 Ea
T B A KA T EEE%J- BHNE 7hA ok gebe Aelwh, o9 22 Eliote] fBp7}
WERE 1B 4T B2 sF New ggr%icsoﬂ SEIEe- F AL BRI dolebs shAlvh,

olml . ST FkS EENHL YHAl 19 #Fim TRADITION AND THE INDIVIDUAL TALENT
ol 4, Eliot7} zc88e] e MwHAT A& New Criticism~} R5F¥kS Esl= BEA, 1893 fER
o] FfEakk-S EAe 2 -& New Criticismz} fE&] (Y BEI Y LA AL Efsts B
HEE T9F Aol

--+if the only form of tradition, of handing down, consisted in following the ways of the immediate generation
before us in a blind or timid adherence to its successes, “tradition” should positively by discouraged:-- novelty is
better than repetition. Tradition is a matter of much wider significance--- It involves, in the first place, the
historical sense,-:-; and the historical sense involves a perception, not only of the pastness of the past, but of
its presense; the historical sense compels a man to write not merely with his own generation in his bones, but
with a feeling that the whole of the literature of Europe from Homer and within it the whole of his own coun-

try has a simultaneous existence and composes a simultaneous order. This historical sense, which is a sense of the

timeless as well as of the temporal and of the timeless and of the temporal together, is what makes a writer

traditional. And it is at the sametime what makes a writer most acutely conscious of his place in time, of his con-

(84) 1Ibid., p, 11
(85) Ibid., p. 12.
(86) Ibid., p, 16,
(87) Lebmann(ed.), op, cit., p, 144,

€23)
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temporaneity,

Eliot= %3(%-¢ Homer LI#k9] BXEE X#Y —Ho=z Y7eld @HS Wlstn, frR: BL
By SR Sl o e Aok ot N, 2d 3 o) BEM B#cloktE frRE sdF
BE R LB e ﬁg’%% 7h SREEHA BERA @b Aeolsk, 2l “the conscious
present is an awareness of the past” gl # o]z},

T. S. Eliot, s contribution to the new criticism has been chiefly, as John Crowe Ransom once phrased it,
“the recovery of old criticism. ” His influence in this direction has been very great, and---, Eliot is undoubtedly

our chief spokesman for a critical viewpoint that can be roughly called “traditional. ”

91
Eliot®] =k ##7F #&-> “Tradition”s} “Impersonala(ityz’ ol®l, o] FEMEH HE EkkwEe]  Be
29 Rt 5% HES B b9 New Criticismel 311+9] #ggte]l bz 543 =,

What happens is a continual surrender of himself as he is at the moment to something which is more valuable,
The progress of an artist is a continual self-sacrifice, a continual extinction of personality.
There remains to define this process of depersonalization and its relation to the sense of tradition. It is in this

depersonalization that art may be said to approach the condition of science.

9] 9] “art may be said to approach the condition of science”z}=- @& New Criticismz} S2E29 3

=k
4774l semantics®] BE-E o] ¥y SihE &S MiEX] I (:551.31 “Honest criticism and sensitive
appreciation is directed not upon the poet but upon the poetry.” 2} w2 New Criticsel] Al =
Thak Rt S 9e Aol

Eliot:= fE¥E-g& %47 2 HA Fifd 7 =5 B8t FAY Wik HA A= o154
e,

---It may partly or exclusively operate upon the experience of the man himself; but the more perfect the artist,
the more completely separate in him will be the man who suffers and the mind which creates; the more perfectly
will the mind digest and transmute the passions which which are its material.

The experience, you will noticg,4 the elements which enter the presence of the transforming catalyst, are of

two kinds : emotions and feelings.

(88) Eliot, op, cit., pp, 48—49.

(89) Ibid., p, 52.

(90) Hyman, op, cit., p, 54.

(91) cf. Lebann(ed.), op. cit., p, 144.
(92) Eliot, op, cit., pp, 52—53.

(93) 1Ibid., p. 53.

(94) Ibid., p. 54.

(24)



- 167 —

Bl A AR flEshs Mld T2l SEA A sbe, o M B FHa
e AL BEAY = Ao, 2 fMLH BBERAE B Eifoletes ¥ Y Kiolgts
‘Holvk, BEZ FAY M-S “a receptacle for seizing and storing up numberless feelings, phrases,

images, which remain there until all the particles which can unite to form a new compound are
present together’(’ o)l 2, B &% “impersonal” g Z]7] wjFel, the poet can not reach this
unpersonahty without surrendering himself wholly to the work to be done” 91 # o]},

Eliots B fEfe] Rl Hll A o1FA Had+=,

The effect of a work of art upon the person who enjoys it is an experience different in kind from any expe-
rience not of art. It may be formed out of one emotion, or may be a combination of several; and various feel-

ings, inhering for the winter in particular words or phrases or images, may be added to compose the final
Q"

~ result.

YRS Apshesl A7dl #EA% 4553 wordy phrase} images EjHsts New Critics7t $) 9}
Z-2 Eliote] Rfigel tmgalgche AL HART Lol

.-.it(poetry) is neither emotion, nor recollection, nor, without distortion of meaning, tranquillity. It is a
concensration, and a new thing resulting from the concentration, of a very great number of experiences which
98

to the practical and active person would not seem to be experiences at all,

Poetry is not a turning loose of emotion, but an escape from emotion; it is not the expression of personality,

but an escape from personality.

$19F Z-& Eliotd] #Fim-& fRAE EEABlele 7% Bit-& £%3t= New CriticsE: BREHY & Aol
=t

The Use of Poetry and the Use of Criticism(1933)-& AEJ1T #FTF 1S Hiiisr Eliotr} =B
o] #E%ol AT AlfE HlE WwE Aoztn led, A4714 2& #EFY oK EHeE et
Zro] #etm glewl, Elioteh New leCS HhE B e AKEC B EME LAE R HE

5 #EE e BES T AL 2l

-+-Criticism--+ may be separated from the beginning not into two kinds, but according to two tendencies, I

assume that criticism is that department of thought which either seeks to find out what poetry is, what its use

is, what desires it satisfies, why it is written and why read, or-recited; or which, makig some conscious or

(95) Ibid., p, 5.
(96) Ibid., p. 59.
97) Ibid., b. 54,
(98) Ibid., p. 58.
(99) Ibid., p, 58.

(25)



—168 —

(100)
unconscious assumption that we do krcw these things, assesses actnual poetry.

LB AYTE S W TR, (RS HEE A AT KAT XE GRS AV
B A 2 fRAkiES PR ok @ 2 oleh . Elioti: f#:x % Shakespeare®] ‘o] Ba) 4 -1 F®e 1
B oA ek gt ‘ -

+~:In a play of Shakespeare you get several levels of significance. For the simplest auditors there is the plot,

for the more thoughtfu the character and conflict of character, for the more literary the words and phrasing,

for the more musically sensitive the rhythm, and for auditors of greater sensitiveness and understanding a mea-
101

ning which reveals itself gradually.

Eliét’ s conception of the true critic' is that he ‘should - beimpersonal, instricted and without either -the ‘uriful-
filled creative impulses which make some criticisml(a)n imperfect form of creation or the desire to use literature
2)

as a substitute for other thinge, e. g. for religion.

KR Eliots $yFiol Bol 4, w8y MHe Bwo s frfe B, BYe e wH
FAA FA T, FR KA (RS RUSHL, REMoZ AT AL EEstn oty
=8, New Criticsel Al &= 453 H®ell ksl A (EFHE RUIH= mE} =) ‘:ﬁ?ﬁiff}ﬁi% Aol
# AKE Mot Aol #iFelah: Bliots) ¥ ooz New Criticss] W@ M7t Hoexn
=, EE Eliot= New Criticism®] 7}3 BE& FEmst 59,

I. NEW CRITICS AND THEIR CRITICISM

1.

New Criticism®] FEKEE EEe Ric(hlz(l)lé(%s, Empson, Eliot %4 i—t}i-‘i— A )=, f‘The New
Criticism is chiefly an American movement” o] ] 9 Fe R 2 FEe Ransom, Tate, ‘Warren,
Brooks, Blackmur, Wintes, Burke, Wimsatt %9] B¢ Ff: New Critics2ta 83}, 75 New
Critics:= fAfHS] HARZA 222 WA BHY XRE Az gou, 2SdAL Hgs
New Criticisme] #ftac] giehi= A& el =h, X RS o Rk Ref Bigo] 4 B A
= #tiel oha Bl KB, fERE fEES) MR Tl Y LEAA BB AL #HF
°of eha LR JhE LEEN B RS, H&e o9 mte ffozA  FRstE AL
B RIS el BB obH, B HEIS RS Rz #ete Zoletof slen
TR BEE fsha A Fel %= o] of =k Ho] New Critics9) s FEiRelela Al

(100) T. S, Eliot, The Use of Poetry and the Use of Criticism, p. 16,
(101) Ibid, p. 153,

(102) M, C, Bradbrook, T. S, Eliot, p, 45.
(103) Heiney, op, cit., p, 499.

(26)
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Williamr Morton Payne, as we have seen, believing that the concept of evolution would make for a new critical
method, had spoken about a new criticism around the turn of the century; Joel Spingarn, finding Croce’s
doctrine of expressive form equally promising, had written “The New Criticism” in 1910. But the term “new
criticism” as used more recently derives from John Crowe Ransom’s The New Criticism(1941), a volume in
which he discusses 1. A. Richards, William Empson, T. 'S, Eliot, Yvor Winters, and a few other critics. The
characteristic common to all these lattter critics is intensiile analysis of the literary work. A designation more

useful than “new criticism” would be “analytical criticism.

-- Coined by Joel Spilnogarn and defined by John Crowe Ransom, the term New Criticism represents a specific
(105

philosophy of criticism,

New Criticse] leader #<1 John Crowe Ransom(1888~ )¢ The New Criticism?t i} “New
Criticism™2} &= &g ok % oz, 2R o] %M #Msl FME .07 22 Richards, Empson,
Eliot, Winterse] #L#F k& “new”gt Zlolztn @etw, MET FHMvl #HF Hams REAL 78
o213 shAlch. Empsone “Ontological Critic” 24 Hmsld Al BHS Atk wHT ##F Mhe
RisIg e Aol 4 1k £x2 “ontological”’sh i sriel A4 Fel ES AHisHET “struct-
ure”} “texture”’sli- B{EE HHSIY .

Ransom-2- &}4) The World, s Body(1938) %] essay “Poetry : A Note in Ontology”sl 4 &l
w2l e SEetgEd, 2 EE: 2 ontologydl {kal 4 B) 3 fFfES] Adkeb: HAAA SBWY
47} 9l=} 3 s}le, Physical Poetry, Platonic Poetry, Metaphysical Poetryz =4-3}9 . Ransom-&
FHY B HEE 24t = ontologicalshAl o) & HHFo], WFEeo A FHE BT e
Z-& o] ontologicalg 2 o}H, Eff“ ﬂ"ﬁvl el Bk 4 Q= S BFE, 19 2 B
o M-S Ik ‘%ﬂ‘ﬂ‘% ;1— FE e ’r%%-?/i fifiets Aew, £ o FEY A
kol BR4RE 1= A o] ontologicaldl Aolelm A ztalel, 2k FHE TIRHMO R “structure”} “tex-
ture”ztE 7 EHREZ WAt 1 HE BHRE Sdergch WAE FE “structure”el “texture” 9]
HEWN Aoz 1 Aolzk: Aols FHAL ¥ fEd ‘34_—3: o] fof 5 =ul, 2 e GwEL

) 107
By BEs wel Aola, = bl AT sk A 014 29 “structure”2tE= R FHAl 3o
Ao PRy ok B paraphrasest 4= gl 3= rational content® W&}, “texture”z}i A-E Fel 3l

A9 HEM FERE FEE = RAM Rl A B AT Hik 4% wela ek &R e
o FEokel W BRIk “texture”®] “structure”ell 3 BiiRel™, Wt BRY o= WA, T

L Y

(104) Van O Connor, op, cit., p, 156.

(105) Van Nostrand(ed.), op, ‘cit., p, xiv,

(106) cf. John Crowe Ransom, The New Criticism, p, 281.
0D ¢f, Ibid., p, 219
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Al AL £% sftste “complex of meaning”9} “complex of sound”Z K3z "t Ao},

Ransrmel] {gebd o] ¢# oA F& {H+E “a scheme of abstract conveniences”o] s, i
$-# ol A “the world which is made of whole and indefeasible objective”& HFAIH F+ 2ol
e MR Mo 2 KT 4 ¢l “an order of existence”E u}Elo 2 s]-aié O-r—al ol A “ a kind
of knowledge which is radically or ontologically distinct” & #fitsled F= zlo]z),

(109
Ransom’s theory of literary ctiticism grows from the assumption that literature is beyond moral judgment;
Probably the critic’s ordinary job is to interpret. the poem in common language.--, and does not stray far
116)

from the literary text.

WX AR S BT 2elw, #FS AR FE ok %=} Ransome] #F MEEL )
2 New Criticisme] #EQ Reolc},

2.

Ransom®} Ze] Fugitive Groupe] 3F }ghe]l Allen Tate(1899~ D= Ransom®} Zo] xr2 Y
RS it At X H3tats, New Humanismi} Freudfy ¥as#iol vt HAE %6 = R
shel ERE I KW £ A97S MBS YR Ransomzl iG] HARTIES] Mo ety

Bl A, Tate: IS SEERSY Pl WA, 42 BRY Hv= »gch, a2y “.Tate

«~-had publicly avowed his apprentlceshlp to his Southern master, John Crowe Ransom, and to his
European one, T. S, EllOCt 2l HER wol4, Tater} Eliote} Ransome] BES gro] wHyu=
AL A,

“IERol R AR BB AT ?p’%ﬁ«g o 714 wEhe FEAel g ARel Al TR BEMe
B R B mBEL Ao =R U A RiRSE AL A e FEK& AH K88 wg—
T w2 HE, 293 2 AgeR S BE Y B #EERTE Ao B 2 Tatex = &7t
FEshe B = MU doba sha, ol¥A TaEh B B9 MBES R Bkd BH)
== BECIT Fdl WA Leld, o] MEL HhibEsA L BENL HEEAT allegorye] ik
A Bifeel Slel A o] MEE BB BEL wu, WAKN HA TEHE RIS 8 o
B W@l A RS vlebe Aolwh $79 BEE $—9 WS 57 B BEY Ao,
o MRECE FHRS Xfiel #d R¥felsh 24-E Fl dol4 “romantic irony’2 4 ¢eA Qi

(108) English Literary Society of Korea, The English Language and Literature, Vol 9 pp. 134—135.
(109> Van Nostrand(ed. ), op, cit., p. 272.

(110> John Crowe Ransom, Poems and Essays, p, 159.

(111) Kenyon College, The Kenyon Review, Vol. XI—No. 3, p, 355.

(112> Allen Tate, On the Limits of Poetry, p, 24.

(113) Idid., p, 8.

(28)
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e A Fa %ﬁ) =Y BEE 48 g 2
= &ffol7l HFoleh” o) o g Tated] HEEL 14
o A Tatew =& o] watzm 9o}

AL smaEst, mEEle] slol, Aol of
Z 29 #F s R 9ok, HEre %

--»we may think of criticism as three familiar kinds of discourse about works of literature-.. TheZthree kinds of
critical discourse are as follows : (1) acts of evaluation of literature (whatever these may be); (2) the commu-

. ) 115) .
nication of insights; and (3) the rhetorical study of the language of the imaginative work.

Many poems that we ordinarily think of as good poetry—and some, besides, that we neglect— have certain
common features that will allow us to invent, for their sharper apprehension, the name of a single quality. I

shall call that quality tension. In abstract language, a poetic work has distinct quality as the ultimate effect of

the whole, and that whole is the “result” of a configuration of meaning which it is the duty of the critic to

(116)
examine and evaluate, (Fi#2 %)

-«-good poetry can bear the closest literal examintion of every phrase, and is its own safeguard against our
am
irony. (TF#-2 E5)

(118)
---good poetry is a unity of all the meanings fron the furthest extremes of intension and extension. (Fg-& ¢

#0

Tated] {35}, “good poetry”e|i= “tension” o]eh-= #efe| ¢la, 7}3F BkR3EE %‘%E}’J B =
## ironyel = A, intension¥} extensiond] WMo 2YE ]l E FERE #H—3 Ao
o}, whebd #EFFR = “tension”& i FHMEH ok ke Aeolw, Tatert wél: “tension”el @ o}
o7k, olel ¥t 29 RME Eskef e},

---I proposed, as descriptive of that achievement, the term temsion. I am using the term not as a general me-
taphor, but as a special one, derived from lopping the prefixes off the logical terms extensin and intensiion. What
I am saying, of course, is that the meaning of poetry is its “tension,” the full organized body of all the extension

(11

and intension that we can find in it.

Tateg] “tension” = RIEE FEEQl “extension” ) “intension”e] 4] prefixel] 4 “ex-79} “in-7% &

g AQld, Fe By /9 “tension”ol, 1AL F Lo 9l R E extension¥} intensiong

(114) Ibid., p, 54

(115) Allen Tate, The Man of Letters in the Modern World, pp, 166—167.
(116) 1Iblid., p, 64. : ‘

(117) 1bid., p, 67. -

(118) 1Ibid., p, 70.

(119 Ihid., p, 1.
(29)
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HEe 2 #E gikele Aolst. KR Tatel= EFEY #AsH 4%, A REAAHY R
R HHESA gt

3.

,Tate2t ZFre] Rangom®, #H5 w-2 Fugive Groupe] memberz+] New Criticisme] LRy, Sl
53 314 & Robert Penn Warren(1905~ ) Cleanth Brooks(1906~ el =} Warrens} Brooks:
Empson, Eliot, Ransom, Tate, Blackmur, Burke £9] F3%& #B# 3l New Criticism®] #&RzE 7%
e 3t The Southern Review(1935~42)— o} A& #oll The Kenyon Reviewdl| 5|f= ¢ A vfi=—
& 3t RS, o AN #FTe2 REO) WBRY HATRH 2 BEL T Unberstanding
Poetry(1938), Understanding Fiction(1943)3} Modern Rhetoric(1949)5 t33t= & JLERY #t
7 EEE e AL 2 uhE JEA] gEbe Bislm s old Ribel A Warren}
BrooksE- o] & v A= £HT A TH.

---Poetic value, as Eliot and Ransom knew, is not to be identified with its philosophical or ethical value. On
the other hand, they did not come to terms with the fact that perverse or silly ideas can weaken or preclude
poetic value. Somewhat younger critics have been able to accept both emphases. Thus Cleanth Brooks requires

that a poem or story be able to withstand “ironic contemplation”; Robert Penn Warren wants an idea to “prove

itself” in its context; and Lionel Trilling insists on quality, complexity, and maturity of pelception, which he
20

(120)
calls “moral realism.” (FHi-2 4%)

Warreno] v} Brookst=, # B+t AWM MW EES A—HE & da, hf B4 B%
7b R BEE 3Bt 15E 8-t Eliotsh Ransom®] kel AEstz Y=}, ST #fiess 8
BB BN HERAe R ¥ ae RAole, x Warren 3119 BALS 2 JRAA 222
&Y= 7] 5 Wksla, Brookst: Fub MRS RKFEM BB Aok gela kiREH.

-‘R. P. Warren will provide a good instance of the tendency of critics influenced by Eliot to use the term

1
irony itself as a structual princip(le. 27"{&% S
Warren 1.9] 73 “Pure and Impure Poetryo] 41 “irony”sl] #sle] o] 24 @3ghe},

++-The poet, somewhat less spectacularly, .proves his vision by submitting it to the fires of irony— to_ the
drama of his structure— in the hope that the fires will refine it. In other words, the poet wishes to indicate
that his vision has been earned, that it calln2 2survive reference to the complexities and contradictions of experience.

And irony is one such device of reference, (TH& %)

(120> Van O Connor, op, cit, pp, 108—109.
(121) William K, Wimsatt & Cleanth Brooks, Literary Criticism, p, .675
C122) Ibid., p, 675

€30)
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7|4 Tehe “rony”e] BERES 1 AEA el FFAY EEEC BEE zleld, —R R¥wa 4
el REEA o BEE BMES) sk zle] “irony”d] BifEel =iz, % “lrony’iz WAL WS
Bl BERES] contrasto] :, Huiist: Mol #d W#Y contrast: #ikshek, Warrens] Brooks7}
Wb Cirony’s WHIR 1ol EAZE ohd T, A B R ATl wFe pEe
DY AL EkEED s

Warren& AR i@ o} fEgel Wel 4 ol g A Reh, A4 Hebd, WAY HEL + &
o HE Frkstgch B, shube EEEY HEak B Mol Y Ao Eie L, E hube HEHAA
o) gl (k3 HOEMko = FEel: HHEY Ma, @S oGt (R KH =E ELEEE
B A4 = ARl BB RS ofd Bikel Slivh shie Bad ales H 4 T Wr i
Zoma A vz BfEe w4 HKLE Y7 ARE e 22 Wik mdA gzis M
ALY el A= Aub ToEHON il@rh gsetd, A BiiEY sl WMAY E(LE kel
ARk, B AR gstets BEAE A2 fERTE ARS SEEE PLIsHE o, plEvh BhkehE
BN HRoez 4 3t EBE AFE 4% F7F deh (B BUhE BT A< ui‘%ﬂ pﬂf
Hishs @R FBE BT A7 dilemmad] whaleh, o] Zl& {ERE HRDoza whA ‘4-7“4-

Warreng = B ScEo] #igeh #Fsedl Bl A (L @il #i I(‘l’ WEi, (20 FEN BRI
BRE, (3 el ek Bk e MME 1 =K e dikdEh

Ra( E%m “Brooks just now is probably the most forceful and influential critic of poetry that we
have” }1 Aeka sleul, Brooks: BEN-S- i KA 500 Kelztx & Richards®] 4 ztg-
WA A, e BT WAL SR T st A ek, vielrbA B Bl Zbkel s New
Criticism®] AR BIEE Weta glob, &0 dafe fEamd WRR 70T kel KA s &

L, KR BRI BrE wma A el &Y Eehan sl At fERe RRENT BIRE REE St
d=ta A Zee Aol e,

Brookst New Critics trell 41 Empson®] g8 ~}# o] Wi §lvbs st=ul, Empsone] e
RS el HEAEE el A Brooks: A RS el Hdiska A=k ol BR AL 47
olet= g4 Empson®] Brooksel #a #E& AT + 3=k

Brooksy Modern FPoetry and the Tradition(1939)e] A, RiBIR LMK IEi%e BEE s
L, 174 MM LA B A HES A28 BadA musteis g= B e S
Akl 29 AL of A, 2 REE Tl & AENZE FEel ofd AL glod, = M
e fERS iHEY ol MRS AL okiztn 4FY

i

..-We assume that poetry is something quite fixed and absolute, a stable world in the light of which we can

(123) ¢f. American Embassy in Japan(ed.), Japan-American Forum, Vol, 8—No, 3(Apr., 1962),
pp. 78—83.

(124) ¢f. Ibid., p, 83.

(125) Ransom, Poems and Essays, p, 148.

(315
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judge whatever particular poet is to be considered.

The is probably as it should be. If literature exists at all in any universal sense— if there are qualities shared
by Homer and Webster, Keats and Auden, which allow us to compare all poetry, and rank it under a permanent
standard— then it is proper that we should speak of poetry as we do. But even so, we are, as fallible human

- (126

beings, constantly modifying our conception of poetry as we try to approximate the remote criterion.

7]l 4 Brooks® el #iEMe BEsta, #HE HEMNY Aoz vol, 1 FEAE gud
FRE LAE EAN £ F AL THELY 2: = BAARS HEad, 59 8= HER
o BB B A g} ol WEE T & TR

-+‘The harder-headed critic will see that he must either condemn the modern poets in great part), or admit them
127

and modify his conception of poetry, and with it, many judgments of the poetry of the past.

Brooks: BLft#7} MMT Ao 2 imagerydl Si=ha hm, = Aol Bt #Melnz,
imagerye] #%go] ut2 RMAFE &4 #HEste dolebn 423k, 1& Tate, Eliot, Yeatse] &%
= AR g ol gA g,

What, in each case, is the poet trying to do? Such comparisons point to a mode of orgnizaton characteristic

of modern poetry which to the common reader must seem illogical and puzzling. Our best point 102f8 entry into

the problems raised by modern poetry would seem to lie here,in a consideration of the imegery. ( F#i-S % k)

2.#) i imaget= metaphor—“functional metaphor”7} wk= = = o] 3, metaphorr} FHEdts Hiks
BB FoR) A= §§ 2 Ek=ta Brooks: 4 zHaie}
Most clearly of all, the metaphysical poets reveal the essentially functional character of all metaphor. we ca-

nnot remove the comparisons from their poems, as we might remove ornaments or illustratii)éls attached to a

statement, without demolishing the poems. The comparison is the poem in a structural sense. ( F#R-S &)

Brooks: #% shubel Aifefk, WHEZA 4 sln, MfEmel metaphori MR O EEE W
SHAl sk HUERY BRE Bt ohvzh, o RYEE BFEM BEEE A a geme, Ad ironyzt
AZeka e}, A, Brookst HifERY metaphord- F¥e] ABE v, oA S MEIstE
£ 29 #AFY KE= 43 otz sk, 2= “it is highly important to understand the funda
mental function (;gofigurative language if we are to do justice to poetry which insists upon the im-

aginative process” =}i wala g},

(126) Cleanth Brooks, Moderm Poetry and the Tradition, p, vii,
(127) Ibid., p, viii,
(128) Ibid., p, 3,
(129) 1Ibid., p. 15
T(130) Ieid., p. 17.
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AGLat whel o] Brooks: Warren¥ e 4ol w-2ul, fES FH& close readingdle]
e Abiskd By EEY RS 8KRT Understanding PoetryN| A 159 FEMN #F
e el 5&( 1{537“1)1 Andrew Marvell(1621~1678)2] # Th? Definition of Loves} ¥3 =
59 fraEs 4d E0h

My love is of a birth as rare
As ’tis for object strange and high :
1t was begotten by Despair

Upon Impossibility.

Magnanimous Despair alone

Could show me so divine a thing,

Where feeble Hope could ne’er have flown

But vainly its tinsel wing.

And yet 1 quickly might arrive
Where my extended soul is fixed,

But Fate does iron wedges drive,

And always crowds itself betwixt.

For Fate with jealous eye does see
Two perfect loves, nor lets them close :
Their union would her ruin be,

And her tyrannic power depose.

And therefore her decress of steel
Us as the distant poles have placed,
(Though love’s whole world on us doth wheel)

Not by themselves to be embraced,

Unless the giddy heaven fall,
And earth some new convulsion tear,
And, us to join, the world should all

Be cramped into a planisphere.

As lines so loves oblique may well

Themselves in every angle greet;

(131) ¢f, Cleanth Brooks & Robert Penn Warren, Understanding Poetry, pp, 293—297.
(33)
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But ours, so truly paralled,

Though infinite, can never meet.

Therefore the love which us doth bind,
But fate so enviously debars,
Is the conjunction of the mind,

And opposition of the stars.

ol WY e —R 2 BET FL BHT Aol AY 9 A 2o BIG Aol e R
EERAE B, AL 194 e HEE R HES 4 K2 oA, wu a3E
fatel QA o HE BEAA BNA 2o mET BIRET RBiol Y JEEEslY] olal e gl
mA 7] ek, ol AL FS Rk o714 HESL 3l el =, D 1) S - AL
b=l 2AL A—% EE e B 4F7 sty JE A 2o, o272 WY ME
e St RES . 2y 2A S s e wel, 2o imageryE o#7tAlz 23 g
e AE A ddbebd, AL o] Hel REE %Y Mslns WED Kk Bist imagery

7 @7 W Eoleh, fr#e paradoxel &4 AEE IS MafEdkeh, =3 o] paradoxd)
shock B &3t break:=(kik2 FAE AolAuL) AtAA ©HD e T2 gaA

My love is of a birth as rare

As ’tis for object strange and high

Bl KBSA A B -3 paradoxd Wwisn ok R[4 paradox %
BlsFetel = 2& & 4 Sih, “Despair’s= Ble 4 gls upo} 7o) “grim” “harsh” “cruel” & =
°l elvx “magnanimous”q Helek, KO AbFe = s 4 v = gt HHew s
A& “Despair”ehs Fasvt XHT 4 AQowzl, 7 paradoxl 922 B B4 9
AvbA ek Lo RS Sta b, ad g ade, AFe o sw T e uE o et
L8 AbEe] FEHET BRS¢ U stme, o BE 4o o RES fpsl =72 4
S MRS WMT BES IDEA 8 St Jkd Klsloh, feEl o paradpx-& BRSO Fel
A B R AT, o PR AW imaged] kel 4 o] = EJ‘;} EE 2 BAL 7tewta 9
= A& VR E&, 1& “Fate’sh 1% Aol & A72 2AL Yot FH I imaged Fa g
o E s ALY, BigE vha Aoz Folm g, B FRE Aol olFeAd
#Hin Hhs F7ESHA] 2 Aolg, 289 APE obF BRT AolddA, o A BRE He
9 BE St A3y R oA, AL kS #kfgol “fate” ESE Aol of Bl A
el vl 3 MEE7}H hysterical outrages} oy zps =& Gobok  gHeb, $-2] 7} “despair”
“magnanimous”gk A2 Wi BES Lo o]x BRI A -2 calm reasoned toneo] ot o 7] o
EHA WY B, & Zodd Mg Aux, wikeleta 47 g EBLE s BREAA o F s

(34
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38k 29 ARk olmlm bR EHES Aolw, ® ax-E UFE FHEY Ao, wak A 2
A RATRETE Aol 1 HiR, AR T WEY AvhA EBe] ohJm, EEH 9 EHESY FA
E 2L e Aor mAAC, HEB A £ET paradox: - TEF HHL FHETo A
$e3l BET #Bol sla Y= EHe T FAL WEMBY  E#E wle] 3 =k, “As far
apart as the poles”2} = T2 A -Z-& o}F A WFESE Y7 B8 FAL HB ARG A48 4
ZE v, FEE T 8% v BEE At 248 A &5 F BALS R BEAdY 4=
+& HY #7F go, a5 HRY B4 Foz [FEEse dvtm ¥xzly, 152 HMERY
BES RESE B el 288 BAEL WA geoddx, Ak mAN HKe T
FA ok AP R BRGE o], 42 RS Hiex 4 =k Aol HRY ERM
< 3 A6k ¥& Fx glewl, Marvell: volrbd RS A%E 4 U= w—3 A3 RS
o248 HHY BT aRAE BHY Bl 2 % 2ol WY FRde BATS. W
WER7E BRI 2L o) gl FH#E B “planisphere” = BEHEE A wko] AUt T 4 deb. HIT
ARl HEe B shAl 2 #e gl wo) EREsta A B Aolele 148 mer) fREL
Bl A BEBEEY BEEA 2 A e RS BESS. 294 S99 2 ke 98 4
A B 7 A 2 BNl BEE £ RV SEBl A 23 s RHe B oluis
B Zoleh, AR “oblique” st& Aolth B AT FHME 2 Eol: HEY AFe o
AEAA AR 7teaae fas 2 Aol 2 ffo] vlE FAES 42w Qg AL o
#Y RS 1S 2 BHY ARt 2 BAY AR URE 53R A2 ML oj2x
A7] e, 2zlo] MRS WA vta YR, 2F% AA%Y S 9L Aolg. a4,

°] images] Sle] 4, fE#E 7b 23 9l paradoxicaldt BRiAS EmEs] #%sts slok. o image
o BEHE Ab=l B A7t ERA WE A4S HS A BEAE, 1AL A 4
B BT Bl 7 stAlmbe, Marvelle o EAT HiES Bl 242 BRAA oA
B4t gtk st e, fe%E = o) paradoxd 23 Qwh, o) wel - 5EBAA B
T 8wk EEo] stgdlA o}F ZhAs] HalA g AE 2ol et ok e, e 4
R el M A& W azlo] #irElw getm eb, HES kebd, #HAttn Y-
HES A2 st g3, #ystn ¢ A 42 493 gz @}, o] Hell e BASY
PR MIEStZ gieh, 2By 259 EA @ fate: 15 BWudw ok 2 mE, o MRW
A s B, BB A2 BE, AR 1AL EAANT Q5 AL ox BE H
BHE S ARk o) R BMe] e paradox] FAAAF? oW FEL, el BE A
Wl EH EHE delsA Y, dictions) WMt BB} FELIS @A BAY imageryE 4
AeAE 2R 28 o] P KRS FMkS o HE ARET Aoz #53 JE74? K
2 3AZ REN HRE AetAz 94 Ferh? Ay kETS FH5ts FALS B Bk
SAEINE A B 2= 2A T BB BHAYE B £k, Marvelle) imagerye] s B
ROREST FLE A4 HEd s 5T 2 2 ohlg, 22L& &HHG BEN] o 1

(35
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At WEREE A% HEY 2ol = s

Brooks$} Warreno] of &} -2 #t##-e paradox$} imagerye] 5 EEZ Aclzdtne djlen,
New Critics?] RS #3 & Fppd Ael=ta sh=h

MY k& WESH:E style, diction, metaphorel 34 252 ol g4 watel, Styled] #H3)
A= “we use the general term STYLE to indicate the manner in which something is said or done
------ style is used to indicate ‘how” a thing is said as distinguished from ‘what’ is said:-----STYLE
can be used to designate a manner of writing chsazracteristic of a whole age:-+---STYLE can be used
to designate a persi)gn:?l and individual manner. "2} 3, dictionsl] %3] 4 = “Good diction is the choice
of the right words.” #}3x %3}, %= metaphore] i(%lssll A “In metaphor there is a transfer of

meaning. We apply an old word to a new situation.” 2t3 stz 3=},

.««cleary theorists as different as Richards of Practical Criticism and Brooks and Warren(Understanding Poetry)

think of a single standard for poetry and l%xactly stress that one should not try to “place” the poetry as to
(

author, period, or school before judging it.

Of course, paraphrase may be necessary as a preliminary step in the reading of a poem, and a study of the bio-
graphical and historical background may do much to clarify interpretation, but these things should be considered

as means and not as ends. And though one may consider a poem as an instance of historical or ethical docum-
entation, the poem in itself, if literature is to be studied as literature, remains finally the object for study.
Moreover, even if the interest is in the poem as a historical or ethical document, there is a prior co:xsider(altion :

36)

one must grasp the poem as a literary construct before it can offer any real illumination as a document. (T8

= E

ol WA Mgk B 47eta, ¥ MY BE A je T e ARG R =
a4 7 BE EENAL Rty EEse A& Brooksth Warrenol vk 2e}, B& B H
e, e B HEZA Lol P fAeia: Aol 259 Bk UM, AL T New
Criticisme] ABA Aol

4.

WEL Lol SCE HEQ B, B fERE B fFmlE Bkl o 8, =ElA #ES B 2
B4k L texte] %Fs) oF vk Aol Richard Palmer Blackmur(1904~ )9} Eigi=l, oA -& uf

(132) Cleanth Brooks & Robert Penn Warren, Modern Rhetoric, pp. 365—366.
(133) Ibid., p 37L

(134) Ibid., p. 403.

(135) Wellek & Warren, op. cit., P 239.

(136) Brooks & Warren, Understanding FPoetry, p- xi.

(36)
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2 New Criticlam¢] 4 FiEl HAelsh, 2t Fiff Fugitive Groups] —RL b A =tE New
Criticismel Qo] A 4By &% o 9=}, Richardset Empson®] ##e] 2 219 #t7F {EE] &
ol SFA = AE RRS AF #FEAA BEE B8 —Ee X9 el &ista deEl, o |
f-e .8) The Lion and the Honeycomb(1955)d1 A = A& 4 gl=h, =22} New CriticZ A 9] o
o KHAe feRe forme WmEs: HMGH #Fel L, Feh4 29 #tFFe) H#e= “organized expre-
ssion”s] %3 9=t &3tk Blackmurs New Criticisme] Zj#Ugiel 4 # s “A Critic’s Job of
Work”(1935)ell 4 =h-&3} o] whsba Slet,

...there is no vicar for Poetry on earth. poetry is idiom, a special and fresh saying, and cannot for its life
¢!

be said otherwise ¢

...Criticism must be concerned, first and last —whatever comes between— with the poem as it is read and

(138

as what it represents is felt.

i oaenlel HEkE  7hAl idiome] 7] W Eel, HFFE A4 =7E F HEE hFeler @
Blackmur: 3iEdtch 2%, #t3Fe] Af-S HWikel H: o EHY FHd e, 2¥A e
wgo] i Hke o AN Aclela A zZEted, o)A New Criticz 4+ 1 e BEL
A =,

Any rational approach is valid to literature and may be properly called critical which fastens at any point
(139

upon the work itself.

..-A good critic keeps his criticism from becoming either instinctive or vicarious, and the labor of his und-
erstandinig is always specific, like the art which he examines, and he knows that the sum of his bast work

(140)
comes only to the pedagogy of elucidation and appreciaton. He observes facts and he delights in discriminations.

Blackmuri: ¢] 9} o] “good critic’sh fE¥% HE HtiFel (RS HEE Wilstd Bl &4 .
A1 @hete %D EHE 25 = A ‘Make It New sl A& #759 S =83 2ol
AR Hra ek

1. Criticism by discussion, extending from mere yatter, logic-chopping, and description of tendencies up to

the clearly defined record of procedures and an attempt to formulate more or less general principles.

(137) Richard Palmer Blackmur, Form and Value in Modern Poetry, p. 349.
(138) Ibid., pp. 358—359.

(139) Ibid., p. 346.

(140) 1Ibid., p. 346.

€37)
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2. Criticism by translation.

3. Criticism by exercise in the style of a given petiod.

4. Criticism via music, meaning definitely the setting of a poet’s words-++ This is the most intense form of
criticism save :

5. Criticism in new composition.
For example the criticism of Seneca in Mr. Eliot’s Agon is infinitely more alive, more vigorous than

41)

in his essay on Seneca.

el KA A HBE] & dE AL ERY HE Tolx, o] HE Y A A EBER Folzt
i A 73k Blackmurt, fRfe MRS /RS BokE MRS “word’E ks BB s
2= “The Craft of Herman Melville”(1938)¢] 4 “words”s]] Bl A ojgA T3},

---Words, and their intimate arrangemements must be the ultimate as well as the immediate source of every
effect in the written or spoken arts. Words bring meaning to birth and themselves contained the meaning as an
2)

imminent possibility before the pangs of junction.

Blackmur’s criticism grows form his extraordinary capacity for 1nvest1gatmg language::- he believes
the substance and the technique of imaginative writing to be mseparable44 “Words” & #Hjfst+= Bla-

ckmur®] #7 #1555 2.9 “Language as Gesture”(1942)e] 4] o} 1‘5_-‘4-

In the dead vast and middle of the night (F#2 %E#)

~—Shakespeare : HAMLET, Act I, sc. ii, 198

HAMLET®] First Quartos]] 4] = “vast” o] ®m}i=, Second Folio LI F& “vast’”} “waste”Z o
9 &d, Blackmurs o] = Zojzlx ol Z&O]D]-, Bl “vast” 24 & “waste”ZHE, o] 52 &
B Es (1) He BEAZ (vas) ®els, (2) w9 it #pme (waste), (3) %o #9
(waist) B) BT LFE MRl BELHE Aols, 29w KAGE BkE ded Aes
5 “vast, waste, waist”7} Rkbal 4 EE BAT BT dns Ao},

Past reason hunted, and no sooner had,

Past reason hated. (THe &4

(141) ¢f. Hyman, op. cit., p. 218.

(142) Richard Palmer Blackmur, The Lion and the Honmeycomb. p. 138.
(143) Van Nostrand(ed. ), op. cit., p. 311.

(144) c¢f. Ibid., pp. 327—328.
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Shakespeare : SONNETS, CXXIX

oF el A, “hunted”$} “hated”s] & Mje] BIrst ﬁ&(playofmamg}ﬂ - “haunted” Zhi=
=9 KBkE BBE, B do @k, AU B, B e &4 B s R
5o Fito] “past reason haunted (FEES o] mhgo] Fol)’zhi mewvl feficted, WKL (FE
o} Hkel EHe e 24¢ o 4484 =2 571 ks Ao,

What is called the “new criticism” —now well enough established to have a public odor of disrepute about it

—is, I should expect, a set of emphases in criticism and scholarship which have been objectively determined,

like other sets of emphases in other times, by the literature, by the presumed reader, by the general state of

culture and knowledge, and by the immediate history ane tradition of critical and scholarly ideas and practice:

(TR %5

“What( 12%% new criticism is essentially, is the kind of formal criticism and the kind of technical
criticism” z}3 @§t3m, 587l 9ol 4 £8Fis Blackmurz} New Criticisme] sEzgel %si 4 o1t 2+
o] Iyl EMEE s, 453] New Criticism7} criticism$} scholarshipE #4385 gvha & &
& HAE goe,

5.

o Rl AT AT BN AR, REM EFE 99 9t & REM New Critics
Yvor Winters(1900~ Dela sl =vl, 2t FHdl BT QEA ME Bl 4 Ransoms} g4 o
W 4 % New Criticisme] 735-& BR¥s) $hel,

.-.although Winters is opposed to outright didacticism in literature, he believes a literary work ought to contain

seme énnobling or thought-provoking concept which will raise it above the level of mere verbal experim-ent.

(146)

=0l forme HHE BRESIAAE ik morale] ME=E =F3 3l Winters®] Primitivism
and Decadence(1937)%) {k&td, EHE= —&EY HES Az = 3t shvhe] #EiEE Mo
FlRgel] MuEmgel o, AT R AR, il st REE e EEN HRlx
o R WA KEDE & Hl2A “tree”zhi Bl #elA s we, o BiEE TE
Aol L, Epe o= EEE RSt duH, o EiE NE @AY ERY e sy

(145) Blackmur, The Lion and the Honeycomb, p. 188,
(146) Heiney, op. cit.,p. 503.

(395



Bffie BRI o2 “tree”S wol gd 29 KBRS HRAA A7k, 287 SHS A
o ) ot 2L BAT Bl AT HES BRI s Fd4 #aes By, 7
HEEZA = of 8] #FER BFS dorx gig, Yolrhqy Fl B A AzE 25 @ #Y
e BEE BRI 92k B 2R delA: BAN, B —Xk@est Ko Ry,
TR ZE 2 MRAA BES = BiFeE BRI He 5T BN WES RAROS
Rsta glewl, e BES &4 Bl Jx gEd R BIREs] w2, HAY Add 4
R FEE, o EES wEEs 2o Winters: F{ES “moral judgment”?] FEzla i,
124 #F% AH &8RS w43 %FEFM] nﬂmﬁ,} AQeE 2 Sell = FAY BEY Lol RE
o= é‘il‘ﬂ 7] A Eelegte 7“°l“’}

Eif, #, RO MM B A LLES o] 4 7hsl: Winters: 559 MK Hike EXoz 4
W, B, = (1) #—H-& method of repetition, (2) =& logical method, (3) =7
narrative, (4) APuZS-E pseudo-reference, (5) FHFHEA-E qualitative progression, (6) HAM-E
alternation of method, (7) #-£%I-2 duble moode] =},

Winters= & #iF¥ = 2 structure®} textures] #:Jfiste] 4474 stul, 29 &7 “Anatomy
of Nonsense™l| fks}dl, #7F JAF£ =H&5F olop qbeb: Aoleh, BIC1) = kS Mt Hik
= BEfFst] Bl LEY BEN HEN A% 2etn, (2) 2 fERe Bsta #Es s »
T 2 &S AR EERS AWeta, (3) 2 R paraphrasable contente] AR #2414 5}
a, C40FH W B styled] Mol #eh AMAYS #ALe dx, (5) REN FIE—8 /57
T RHE 1EA Al =vhE w3, o 2I%ie 4UBist: Aol Brooks: Winterse) o]
Tk neoclassigfl gheoryr’«}ﬂ RS, (302 (4)% (509 BMEE J@ tkel=tol wEkEst =
IRt Sieh ol AL, FE FEA Mistn, ¥ AY B o BAU frEY R £9 45
WE A g, BT BB fRRezA HFSE Aol WSt = 2¥A sjok sekn  XiRs)
= Brooks= 4 &= e deoleba sh4 ),

Winterst= In Defense of Reason(1947)9] Forewordel] 4], fE%ke] #0&8 MWiHe HEstd (1)
“didactic”g %1, (2) “hedonistic”q A, (3) “romantic”gt Ao =fHdtm, HHY RS (4D
“moralistic”&F A o)alx wHslm QT

[

I

«-If we are to have any kind of critical method, we shall have to understand two topics with more or less

clarity the potentialities of different kinds of subject matter and potentialities of various literary forms. Any

(149
understanding of these topics, in turn, will depend upon our view of the purpose, or final cause, of literature.

(147) Ogawa, op. cit., pp. 16—17.
(148) c¢f. Ibid., pp. 96—97.
(149) Yvor Winters, The Functicn of Criticism, p. 15.
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Winterst= §]9} gol, #FF Jkel wad A4 B LEED UHT TES FRA B BW
A IE o ojok getm  dteh, o & “the primary function of criticism is evaluati(igb and---
unless criticism succeeds in providing a usable system of evaluation it is worth very little. ” o] &}
e lﬁi’kﬁ? gage] B 9, AL = HRE P o e Bzt hine 8

...-we regard as greatest those works which deal with experiences which affect human life most profoundly,
and this criterion is not merely one of the intensity of the experience but of the generality or inclusiveness of
(151)

the implications.

o] AMMS R =t Ao, A g AM 4 AT BEE F Aol =},
el $hEre] EEE KR dold o BHY Zlole] ol of gt} o]} e BAE, HHY B
¢ “moralistic’ g A2 HHsZ = Winters2 4 = &Ra dolzta 4=

6.

&5 3 New Critics2 4 & FRET #AK  shel Kenneth Burke(1897~ )¢} William kurtz Wim-
satt, Jr. (1907~ D)% € 4 & 3ol

Veblen, Marx, Freud, Dewey & ##& whx Q& Burkeo] BRMY Hind #UMET Z o] A vz,
o) e e “form”e] ol A HiFEshe], Bifelis semantics] #ifsta =k Burke:
B feihel YbeRd symbolisme] {EH3EI o} e}7}, Ogdenst Richardse] The Meaning of Meaning
(1923)8] o = EWMM FJ W MED 22 Bos ZHHA = 9=k Burl({(le’ss2 )effect on con-
emporary criticism is, at least in America, fully as pervasive as that of Richards,

Burket= 1.9] Counter-Statement(1931)4] 4 “form™ e+ ACEE fEfRC] Aol = LESLS] R B
A4 Hamlerd TRl Bhste BEe AHtis olgA ¢+t

I have gone into this scene (I, v of Hamlet] at some length, since it illustrates so perfectly the relationship
between psychology and form, and so aptly indicates how the one is to be defined in terms of the other. That
is, the psychology here is not the psychology of the hero, but the psychology of the audience--If, in a work
of art, the poet sayé something, let us say, about a meeting, writes in such a way that we desire to observé

(153)
that meeting, and then, if he places that meeting before us— that is form. (TF#R-2 EH)

(150) Ibid., p. 17.

(151) Ibid., p. 27.

(152) Hyman, op. cit., p. 354.

(153) Wimsatt & Brocks, op. cit., p. 582.
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f1el fKkebd. Burke:, “form™2 fEfhe]l 1A AES Bkel TET ol ofm, WEY L
A= WS A2 BAGe e 2k = olYA GG B HRe) ST “forin’ s}
T AT BRE doA 23 BRAA F& Qojk M PR 2 —H7 PEEE o Bet wla
THEE RWAS 2, 2 B A A AEANA WEE T o wA A4 ame Morm g g,
°] “form”2 (1) “progressive form,” (2) “repititive form,” (3) “conventional form,” (4) “m-

inor form,” (5) “incidental form”o = o] g 4= gieks Aoyl
2= ®= New Critics?} HIFjs} = “irony”s] 3] 4= “Itony atises when one tries, %4 the ihte-

raction of terms upon one another, to produce a development which uses all the terms, ” BH n

I 9+

---Kenneth Burke, a close student of Gourmont’s criticism,  had noted that the seeming breach between form
155

and subject is a consequence of introducing scientific criteria into matters requiring aesthetic judgment.

BA RET] REL, FEWN 28-S e MEd BB Hiks To ¥y A Eoleta f
i< Burke] BEE, BRt ARS ST 4 g3, KX B Eskel: New Criticisme) FEH

~#d .

If, as kenneth Burke has sometimes insisted, a book is the indefinite expansion of one sentence, then a critical
method is only the securing of material to document that sentence. Actually, Burke has a riﬁmber of sentences

—that is, a number of methods— in each of his books, but if he had to stand or fall by one sentence it would
1

C
probably be : Literature is symbolic action, (TF#i-2 )

Burkes] U Mol Hl2 XBE FHE S BB FE ST BoHE Aotk I L
M st e AL, BB o A9} Zol M ke FRo2AS B HE EAAE
A=t =Ml ek, (1) BiE MHe HAZA R0 A BHEL RRRNCT BRBN
& HEVA KA FHE Ao, (2) BEE H4Y FBY Htezd ERUUL A4
Bl KA FgAee Aok Ak, B fpfolR Shte FBlw, = e B
B RhEA £FTeIH B 20¢ HRT ¢ QA St 29 BAY FBe7 93
olebm, i 47hae,

E:i8
H

G

iﬁ{# bl

In his later books like A Grammar of Motives(1945) and A Rhetoric of Motives(1950), Burke is a theoretician

of a kind almost unique among literary critics--- his critical observations are usually shrewd and sometimes

(154) Ibid., p. 632.
(155) Van O’Connor, op. cit., p. 71.
(156) Hyman, op. cit., p. 327.
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transferable to other contexts. In “Musicality in Verse” from Philasophy of Literary Form(1941), for instance,
he says there is a “concealed alliteration” in Coleridge’s “bathed by the mist” because & and b are “close phon-
etic relatives” of m. “‘B-b-the-b-’ would be blunt. But in deflecting the third member from a b to an m,
the poet retains the same phonetic theme, while giving us a variation upon the theme,” &

Coleridgee] “bathed by the mist”2}& o] #)ffiel ¥4k 919k 2 ‘unique 3} 3 ‘shrewd § HFF S
Boramol &MV A& B ohvieh, BR #HE ¢ Burke ofW® B3 4 A2 3 4 A& T
I e T

Wimsatt: #-% ‘verbal icon’ o] 2l 4 Z}8lm, ‘verbal icon’ o] 8} A& metaphori} symbole]
KA BRE TEE?‘{}(I%IB ;] 2k 4 Z+gke), “The verbal object and its analysis constitute the domain
of literary criticism” =} 32 ¥ = Wimtatt: ZEGA #F B PidEmeq F99 2@ B
‘Intentional Fallacy’ ¢} ‘Affective Fallacy’ & gl

++“The Intentiohal Fallacy is a confusion between the poein and its origins--- It begins by trying to derive the
standard of criticism from the psychological causes of the poem and ends in biography and relativism. The ﬁf;
ective Fallacy is a confusion between the poem and its results (what it is and what it does) +-«-- 1t begins by
trying to derive the standard of criticism from the psychological effects of the poem and ends in impressionism
and relativism. The eutcome of either Fallacy, the Intentional or the Affective, is that the poem itself, as

(159
an object of specifically critical judgment, tends to disappear. (FHi-& &)

Wimsatt= (1) 79 BiRE: HMste F9 HES 26 B804 FAl BT A& Lolok
ohe AL F BEY 2 B4 BAsE RBIH, (2) 5 #AHS A F7F #HE Lol 4
71A s BRE EEHd ok Bee AL & HAE 2 FES RASe RZelzga ?E#ﬁﬂ“’h
olAL & fRfh BKS Wiy HFE2A B 3l New Criticz A& HAT Fikelzta 813
=

mAs, New Critis: 1 ##8 M Hikdl el Sousl AR £RE Jepias g
21}, New Criticisme] AE textol WHL HI5H AHHiHY #AE s dobe 28 SBESL %
#ol=ha A,

(157) Van O'Conmor, op cit., p. 164.
¢158) William Kurtz Wimsatt, Jr., The Verbal Icom, p. 232
(189 Fbid., p. 2L o
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CONCLUSION
1.

B HHEIR HiFdl = =K BACl EME olFx e, H—2 Freudy WaH Jitkel
R, #2% Marxismify $tFF FHigol 3, H=-2 Coleridges] 4| #7&S M F¥kol =, New Criticism
7t =6 Bt R mikelch. New Criticse] ol & —& HREM Fiiela, HF-x AN
KB RIS BREC) T, MO S0 fRRE MMl R4KRA B AN Hikelsh BE
o HF #Be) wFo] nwl H=9 Jk—New Criticismr} FF& K#EE stx Sle A 2+

New Criticism& #%3 &, §HRE wheh 2ol zzo] KA #FFe] =2 HiRel KA =2 W
fofEol} Fedsol ) kel Aol ‘new’ & AT Hd AT e AL BEE T4
& A Zeh RARl AVl E B KECIY #HFFY AEA v Fe] ol HEY MEEE AR
o] g5}z sk =k, New Criticisme oj® HFAA, o) BESE7H? New Criticsime] AEZ +
qolv], #tTo e olw e shw 9t7t? New Criticisme #tF HikeozA M4 RET
A7}t 7 New Criticisme $-2l 2 4% ojuA wro} =& Q7?7 o9 Z-& A2 New Criticisme]
2 #Re BEid BERs) HRY Mgt sl

New Criticism-& o HFl A, o) 47?7 BAY BRI Aol 2 F—K HFX
BS CEste 24 B WMot BERS vz $E, BES B B8R 43 LEE ReR ¥
TR o B B it = =24 fpAistd, Eliote] WA Y ‘HtiFe] BE o 7 A m, KR
AE EMERMN #HF] BESAT, ol 2L REK HBEA plEkslel New Criticism:= 19204
R FEFAN A s, 2 BRAA BFTS o] 0FERN = 2 KEHE ol F3, &I =+FH 2
@ #ARAE EMES gt = -5l 2 metaphysical poemsE Huifd ok, 40FENRYEH =
ROl E o) kg WAAA, o BT HEkd BES 7HA $oh EBY FEmERIRY Richards,
Empson, Eliot &-& 482, 2B Ransom, Tate, Warren, Brooks, Blackmur, Winters, Burke,
Wimsatt 28 o 2 & 4], New Criticism-& B7E 2 ##K< Bwsta gz sk,

New Criticism7} A&#g#y.c 2= 19304 E@el A et KEAA BRSA g7 A2, 24
e vlz BES 0B #Feleln sk eel, 23 R BRE HAe £Ed Fx wd, 2
o] Bk BRfURY BLAAY AOBAY RS D Aol 95k, 1920, 304t HKBEE WA BE
o) WELsta, TBEMo T realismicBe] KEM Al SIATH. M BEE) KK &
PEAESS o5 EEH A, FABE#E] RSl e itd EH-E BAS I, BE FK
9 gRo® KE/ &St shd, REE ARFo=2 ABRel delvm, F, D, R 9 New
Deal Hifel 3fTH &7 shd, 39 = FK Aol B},

o]} e it WL YPANSZ B = RprE I, volrt4 B #HiFdE EEN #HE$
o LEHF He#tFol BASA H35, LEHFBAAL Del, Frank, Krutch &0], g #

(44>
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o] A 3= Calverton, Parrington, Gold, Hicks %:°] il & BEE oA olel BEE &4 .5
5 eIl e sy REhe.z4 New Criticism7h Ry M-S dpes FEsHe
Ao PR dolztnz shAleh, 1A%, New Criticse] di:ql Fugitive Group”} iR R~
o) BEF S A HBS Heta, FHES oz, #HFEE s, = Agrarianism &l miEste
we) G ool A BAES FEsiglthE W wFe] Mol HEs A 2 1AL KT
Eliot7} BGBES figh $o14 F#hstel n £MT 27 HETHL ok, I KRS B R
o 2 B AR wob FIEHH, New Humanism, , OEHGH, iteriiaf, New Criticitm b
ik 73 g, e New Criticism7} e 7hd RiEe =7 AL 1 KT
2 nol HRE delzta s+t . .

s bl BE WHelzkn 17 Fugitive Group: #fEo2 s, Jol7hd #if= shef
mash EERS BTN SbEh WE fERE shte] AREE w3, BWE ez o K el &
Tmole] H #FS 3+ New Criticisme] Jigkel Jla} 2 BMe F A2 semanticistsy] Richards
9} Empsono] 2t sHil=h, o BB ME-e TmE®e 23t ] 3-2] New Criticism ¥4:9] o}
vl mRe] s geka st ;

S (e s R4 L3 e he New Criticisme] BEE k3 ‘new & AL oF
et sk, oivkshd, fERe a2 Fa o BRE 2a ZFalA e BEE BH ETeEe
i 2 oo, 2R H4 HAL M@k AR el o] Zo]t}, o]z o] New Criticism
o e WA T FRS vk Hgeclztas AAE

# 5 New Criticism-2 403 semantics®] Mo 7 jik€rfrFFel W REezA 1930418}
2@ RED ated A KE BREA & RTHL OFR frFpel 2FaL sl

2.

New Criticisme] #B-2 Folol™, ftao w4 ofd #me 7HAx Qe7h? KB Pho® #af
o Aokt deivka Y HEA A (5;330?511 o] 2= New Criticism-& ¥H #t#wrl BIERYe) 2,
Figpeta, WRZF Wx, E fEmelEl, 2zlo] F%#, New Humanism, LERSUFF, Lt =+
oo PHAE BES HTEOlV] el Wk BEAA 1AL HES] ‘rew & Aol sHl
£ 1 4| Ransom® The New Criticism?| mka A ‘new’ o]l L(EE 1), WK KEK bl B4
g B Aol7] W el ‘new olzhm (G 2)% dHAvhe, FRRTHE ‘new ¥} 2 2 el
Ze5e o] x #t@FuThE MEs S A4 sichw a=h 2#y New Criticisme] REE BT B
W EREe 2 kI ‘new ¥ Aol o, AR -Frie KB tarl el = shal =,
AN B LBE 89 oz Eliot, Tate, Blackmur %] 308 ftafel 4 (it $Lare2 fick 7
= g8 7bx 9% Bige New Criticismoh it @iy Bas msksl 7k slobe KA WHE ol

(160) c¢f. Lehmann(ed.), op. cit., p. 130.
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el shAlek,

Richards and Hulme are both indebted to Coleridge. So tco are later critics IiKe Herbert Read and Kénreth
Burke. In fact, Coleridge is so much a part of the preconceptions in contemporary criticism thdt there is pro-
bably no critic who is not greatly in his debt. In this sefise; then; the new eriticismy is nof néw— it -is a &bns
tinuation of ninéteenth-century English critictstn: It is undoubtédly new in that it borrows frpm cohtemporary
anthropology, philosophy, and psychology— just as Coleridgé borrowed from Germas phﬂosaphysl)

New Criticsel]l =t} = 2 Fkel MAR ZEE 24 Aotz sijzlz, New Critieisme] 3t
fyel AH BD RS BB R WA RRE EReZA B ok sk, AL frRY  Re
mehaL, Aol Fdel #AY Aozt =¥ & stgleh, BF New Criticisme & 38 o fis%
o mpft Wiol v HRH FHelY 2 LEAA SRl A, oA H ARG R HETHE #FY B
o= @+, R AHEMe= 2a New Criticismal (1) %2 e g BHHY ito Roly &
WA R = RS RN HEAA S@A A, s Bz 2e, (2) fRRE R 2 8
heA =33, (3) fFms BERS: Zk, JHRE, imagery, symbol, B & fERQ HE  Eol
BET HIIN 48 e, £ 2A-& ‘explication de texte’ o] :, ‘close reading’ (INTRODU-
CTION—1.) °]71= 3=, = 222 08 #Fc] LB ##e b 8 frRe <& fEdho. 24
2 wobok Frhe, KB &4 SEHA B kI 3 MET #F REC V=
E aze] 2 Y PEANA B Byl TRIHE Bk, 24 vz KBS R
o7 % e},

3.

New Criticism-> #tif Jjko 24 b4 RETF AAQ7F? T3k #7701 2 kA FBY M %
Heol v} BRI Jjkel g Aol obm, 2R Befkel 2t £/ BlEA 9 pAMeE Adx
g, B A KR 19 T BAKS RESL Qi s a3y —Ed kY BEd
$HF ol Hike BESEE AME B0 GBIk T Aol

New Criticism®] EEH #tF Hke Filt g Brookse) WarrenQ #l, Blackmur®] ffie] 4] % H s}
$A5HE, F4 New Critiime o)) ff7a 4 a4 HiggtZeol b New Humanismv} JE#tsf
ol vt RLErEtFFel A b RET #Foltn P ? —EAAL Yes BIa, ® —fEed 4=

‘No'gha s oF & Zele, kebd, 714 ‘new sttt shxmli New Criticisme il FEIRS) #
AAY BAT Hae M2 97 o F-o] .,

AT FEMe R 2 B3} ket FEE #fshA o3, BIXIMA AN Ko

(161) Van O'Connor, op. cit., p. 162,
(46)
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A EEY B feie AT 2 BEE oA 714 TP BET Wl 7R EAEel i
zo] fikelane shileh AIgtare LEY E 2R 2B G HETY sue L&ebe me
HFRT F 88 Aols, 28 MHHTF S £A £ HRE frketrl A, g s K
fgo 2 sty 41 #ae AW sieba sl E

New Humanisne 1920444e] SEal 4 ol 30kl HEaI4 HRT AN XXB #FG @
el A= TP B Aol 2zlel WRS RAT XEA DR R BEE T B
gz}, = AHEL ‘a return to classicism’ (ZF 28)eld], 22-& Al A/ e e MY B
2 EEsta, B HFFE ol KN Mt k¥ AL EEF, New Humanisme 3B &
i ALat BES Rehe Aoy AT, 1AL B fRelsa ol avhe B A
G BEsts st Adigel=ta sl

OE#FA-S Freudd] MmadiEs FAHS EREHRN #HHFY btz Freuds Fiedd  fEmS
‘hpy B S RBAeLE, AMezAY R HEE Hesl ool AEAIY AGE 421k 33
oh ArE ROl B KR oW LBy BRS fERel, “RHd AR T CWER A S 7HL A
oW, YRS Mk WIS BEgely] A Eol, WOHH Tkl fkstd o1& HEESE AL K
wagol e SHALE B Al YoM, WA Figkel feshd MRSt frme DESS BRR
L oo 4 glent, o BERTH fEd AR fEY Eho el A= e RelmE, fEmE AlESH
LRl B g S =, R Bk W Fg ez RET Aelztx 3,

it e ptAE EEERN BT s, o}l o] Marxist Criticismel #iEsta slebe sl Bl
A obd WgES fhrh B-e Aolztx A FHMSE 23, heRde e BRE
3% @l talibfael EmEERS REERA WY Py M REICEA U AT KR
5 (3 52eleba shAlEh. (RS ek RS mhdiks @ogs ok bl ok, hEHEel 5
B frshol @ amlo] MAT MMl WEM BIES eI 2= Marxe AME fpf #EA &R
e AL FAE AREHIH, 1AL = ERA RERN HEE BiEsH) o8 Bas A4
2 ek shEl et

EngkpcaFol  New Humanism-t LEE#cERe] - el 9 B BAAE AL ded i
8] 4 New Criticism-2 o grt? el 2 AR REEI glebe AL on| gkl A E7 -4 )
opA nli, Mo = wabd New Criticisme f Mk grzol JbAl Mg 2 Bk EiE e
2 wx g3, EES Be ite] WEE Sa4 5= Je@gel Mae RIESHE, C‘fRiE fF
B BkEA 2E Ll B MiEs Rt FEsta Qobe Aol el dHI AL e,
® 2AL feih BEE BEs s BEAA IEHe MET S¥ie goera shlleh, = AL A
o s REsH BT WET HE ARV e flgel=t A

221} New Criticism7h gk B) B3 2 EiRel A sme) e Eisted, fRhel context
= o] 4w, —Be FRel HEE &R ek AL BaclHa A

New Criticism?] 530 28 KBE AR B BEY B FRED W o gk

§47)
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explication de taxte} research works}i S figslel, ojzle] New Criticisme] # 52 REsL
A2 Jel e Sel A pHE up =5

New Criticism& %2124 & ol 97 Wo} =94 A7l 7 ojme REMOZE “NB o 24
o KXBE ¢HE ogA Yapa, 19 3, ojwA wol =g A7 e Ml &
R 3Bl Afg el ksl 4 BHE Bl Bkl o4 » = F.W. ggtzgsonc:l “Literature is
a part of the general history of language and is completely dependent on it.” 2}s Wk e 4],
KBl 8 B} HEEH mo Zi o, BIEEMNoE Aiye e REMY ERE 7 %
BBl WY A KE Hkol = &pig THREAE 24& ©23 MMy 2 g =¥ doje,
TV KR el el 2 MBI Fpko T RE whob Qebd, aAe wkz sl %
3B Bk EAW BES Hie THE S St Ml 9 Aol v,

If, as I believe, a complete criticism must combine the view of literature as chronological order with the view
of literature as simultaneous order, the prime theoretical problem for the New Critics is to find a way to add
the values of the genetic and chronological approach to those which they are now obtaining by a method that

(163

resolutely ignores the historical approach. (F#RL 4&:k)

Paul Soudy+= “scae AMRS Biolch, o> BBy ﬂlb‘)l‘;}-( 16?—4P)EL FHEH, 7 new g
A& Zx, 7Hg AEMY Ae FE Sz #Fo 249 New Criticism7} 72l g8 wro}
B, M4 AR Y Lol ot ELESAS Rioes #iksd g Ro] g 5
HE AY 2 2= New Criticismz} 0] TR A Bie i frfelehe 3¢ Fimsts, %
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