1) M.H. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and the

Fryesl Bloome] ## (Ex-tensive Criticism)
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But would you call the painter a creator and maker?

Certainly not.

Yet if he is not the maker, what is he in relation to the bed?

I think, he said, that we may fairly designate him as the imitator of that
which the others make.

Good, I said; then you call him who is third in the descent from nature
an imitator?

Certainly, he said.

And the tragic poet is an imitator, and therefore, like all other imitators,

he is thrice removed from the king and from the truth?
That appears to be so0.2

Plato® g0 Algtolsd *Fu Aeig Az, 29 FelA 27 7

Critical Tradition (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1953), chap. 1 #=.
w29 F, “Poetry (Theories of),” Princeton Encyclopedia of
Poetry and Poetics, ed. Alex Preminger, F.J. Warnke, O.B. Hardison,
Jr. (Princeton,-N.].: Princeton Univ. Press, 1965; enlarged ed., 1974),
pp.639-649% =,

2) Dialogues of Plato, Jowett translation, ed. ].D. Kaplan (Pocket Book,
1951), p. 375.
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SR v 2 AL o AE B dd vAdAE 294
AA(EDDEFE e aiZ2AA (e E des AFE Folok vlaa
29 AAel o2 fee Aol Qe FH. Bradleys} m8) x| %4
2 ¥ 2 appearanceo A] reality® o]Z& Aol <QlzlellAl LF=H
e Aolglet. 2 dEsFFolst 22T appearanced] AAE =}
A imitatedt Aeo] A ggome realityd] AAgE vF HoiA
W# A eikasia(RSEE 27)9 Aed wFE2x2 wdes Al &
2 o]2] 3§l Platod] Y& o33ty YA+ “Biiit(the here-and-now)”
St e, WAL B4 Z 2PAd B3 “Tead) AA"E AR ok
g @ 2 Pk ZE q47HE $9% £ 99 Atea
d&7t5ad 2 Heiur] ool 2wl Idead] AAE ¢7b4<l divine
madness &4 £ & Q& AHEE 317 A Eolgleh. 2 AlA & Beauty
o] AA8, Erose A A&, Goodnesse] AlA o]} Plator] $w3 A

2 @A A mEEIE technéd] o 7HEY ol '
' & A F0] 2ol Aristotle-2 mimesiso] FAFo ol AFTgHAd HAH
< v mimesisd] A 24A<l oulE Qo A AFE] g o
£ Fo =4 mimetic creatione. 249 artd F3% F A = A} o)
mimesis 22 Dr. Johnson® The Preface to Shakespeares] QX “the -
mirror of life"¥ 2k o] A = 7174 naived Julo] A8 AL ol Erh
= 98 4 9& Aol

2 o)3Z e Marxist, existentialist, “New Realist,” Surrelist, 4
218 BAFAe] o] 2] 7R o] mimesiso) B2 2w uhg FF 3] o
o] Wz ex gl

EA 2, F&o]E (pragmatic theories)> FF3 FAote] HAAle] F
A& F3 Qe Aotk o] =g Platos] 4] =z o] & ztel ¥ 4 Yk
Plato dl ¢ 7150l gt 714 U2 gl AR Ddae] (FHelA d2 ol
A feng) oo XA FA & dFE FHztz A4A 5
v Folwcl o] o]& 8 Horaced] dolce et utileo) b= 2o A 7]
992 doz & F Ak 458 7o+ Philip Sidneye] “a spea-

3) Cf. Symposium and Phaedrus.
4) English Critical Texts, ed. D.]. Enright and Ernst de Chickera (Lon-

don; Oxford Univ. Press, 1962), p. 135.
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king picture...to teach and delight”®1} Dr. Johnson®] “to instruct by
pleasing,” X “to make the world better"® 2t oA 53] A v}
etz e

o] o] &2 Tolstoy %< naive humanistu} moralist®, 8z <zt
HEsE )2 Marx 22 AHEE £3, 28z =3 4A Z2A A
© Bo o] Eo wE &, o]d s 4G Fddel = AHE A
A& o5 i

AE5} S48 FAS A FhAA HHEFL o ELEA W
=8 4 ¢ AL Aristotled] fear and pity9] F/P‘é:l]— o] A = Ken-
neth Burked] J&Az]Zo] g, oJAES
oo AR A%d ALzA, oG o] F
FES 299 A 25 At A A
A %E T 9 AE

A# 2, ¥ Zo]E (expressive theories)-& Z7}e}l ZAE39 FJAE A
28 Ao 74, Longinus® On the Sublime2 o]2]q AL Yoz
gz = gdAh. 29 sublime effect, &3] ekstasis effect= FEH EA
ol FH"eld 44" FE de AolAw, =28 9 FA4L2 FUY
noble soule] & glth. Sublime art® w50 W g oz 57147}
9gEd, =& E3] “the ability to form grand conceptions” & Z}Z3tx
gk, Al P4 “nobility of soul”o] 4 Fg e Aoz, 29
“Sublimity is the echo of a noble mind”"?&}& 22 olg|gF =9 A7
& & veni Fz Qo |

o] EZ0] 82 A g “the spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings”
gt Wordsworth®] Preface to Lyrical Ballads®) A $9§ FAL -Zo
d&3HA gretE, B2 YTy AdE, HALE, gz A4l
Ao} obd B ARECFHIE Z3ete)o] A Ho]E F94H o]
£ AYZ QE A% 2AF AL A4 BElFE AAelA e
AA e FeEvnl §4 FAGAAE Aotk

A 2, H3ko] & (objective theories)o]at A o] glv, o] ZHE o

E-3] poetic drama® =
2. Abramss} A 73k
o}zl &FA gk, <3

ru[n mln J

5) An Apology for Poetry, ibid., p. 9.

6) The Preface to Shakespeare, ibid., pp. 137, 140.

7) Classical Literary Criticism' Trans. and intro. by T.S. Dorsch (Penguin
Books, 1965), pp. 108, 109.
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A& 19 autonomous worldz By 7 AE AHure LA 4L of

o2 Aistotles] o] o] 8] J2g wEd Fz e o ol&
Warreny} Welleko] Theory of Literatureo] 4] “intrinsic” o] 2t A<
¢l o]2d Aeolch. &l Chicago Critics(Elder Olsono] 1} R.S. Crane)
7} Aristotle9] o] 2.& wlE}o @ A% internal elements® o] &o] 3 31}
o] artistic wholeZ 2 A o]u}, New CriticsZo] A] s} g S HL A3}
v =z o] 4] tension(Allen Tate) o] \} paradox (Cleanth Brooks), texture
(J.C. Ransom) 5% F&fuUE AHolg}Erl, Wimsatte} Beardsleyrs}t
“affective fallacy” 9} “intentional fallacy” & o§7|8F A & =ZA Ho}
BEF 722 o] EAe AAHNA Y& AEL Aotk

A4 BAE HEHEY FFE S dnud G AGEL
EE2 VY vz YA ofr]=l v 5-&  in-tensive criticismo]z} 3}z,
Fryes} Bloome] 2|8} o) Z= & 19504E8 FubE 604} 70

AXE P v v -8 ex-tensive criticismo] 2 w st} o). ®

m r]o

In-tensive criticism} ex-tensive critisma} 8] Xpo]l& AHAAZ A 3y
shtel ALE A6l AFsEd v, FAE A stste L4
113}— Ao) ohe M, & HRZYE AFAAY 2E 3 (=
= ) e textz 23 2 ARG 1Y texte] Fze
gz e Aol
& 4& 9v] Aol A& Northrop Fryert dx2 3w Hol gl
, wEtA Autd A dlE Foge Wimsatte &3 2 =
3% Fryeel &l 7pstaz glot

Hreorfe
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Never mind the tress...It has remained for mythopoeic criticism to tell us
that we must back away from all of them [poems]), until they emerge in

8) “Ambiguity” ©] 2¢] William Empson& 3 A7} off 7] & in-tensive criticism
o % A0z dARAS A, AR o F ulsd Afeld ZAsE 1
% vtz 4 ALd

A7l A H A7}t £ tensivedt & Latinol Y tendere, & “stretch”2] 9
vl 4 9. Ex-tensive criticism® =7 3o} &714 =95 Fryed ¥
%, Hillis Millert} Bloom$¢ “Deconstructive criticism”& %3 3slo
structuralism, post-structuralismg F323E vl & 71A .
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a common formalism or “stylization” of archetypal colors and crude shapes®

Frank Kermodex. o} ¢} |3 =38 Fryed] u|Heo s 3=z
% & 294 A BAFE 294G Fryedl 3¢ 4€ ¢ Aot
RAoleh ¥ 2@d A4 Fryextdl =28 ¥ /& 23 19

In looking at a picture, we may stand close to it and analyze the
details of brush work and palette knife. This corresponds roughly to the
rhetorical analysis of the new critics in literature. At a little distance back,
the design comes into clearer view, and we study rather the content repre-
sented: this is the best distance for realistic Dutch pictures, for example,
where we are in a sense reading the picture. The further back we go, the
more conscious we are of the organizing design. At a great distance from,
say, a Madonna, we can see nothing but the archetype of the Madonna, a
large centripetal blue mass with a contrasting point of interest at its center.
In the criticism of literature, too, we often have to “stand back” from the
poem to see its archetypal organizationV

Frye:, Wimsatt’} o33tz Q& AAH, o4 inclusivedts primi-
tivedt Myth——e]71d), A Ac)2E7 F£ A3 5—F F2dAe
o] ofrl, Fryer: QzkAAe F235 F3& B34 ==y 2gd
Aelx, Mytht = QA Z2dd SolHgee H3e Poloh
o] ¢ Fryee] wis] 457t AAE =ejviAl & Aol

Yl 1949y o] W uE QW Anatomy of Criticism®] “Polemical Intro-
duction”o 4] Fryex 2.9 o=% 38 ¥z . A d=t “a
conceptual framework for criticism within literature” (p.6) & ==t A
o324, AAY FHAL “to fulfil the systematic and progressive element
in research by assimilating its work into a unified structure of know-
ledge, as other sciences do” (p. 11)&}& dlo] AFHz 94L& o7 sta
k. $e)E “within’o| e wel 7% Bast vk 2E FHA9
Ao 2o Marxism, Freudianism, Jungianism, existentialism
28 W Ag, 2REL T3 “outside” o] 9l frameworkq]l A o]t}

9) W.K. Wimsatt, Jr., “Criticism as Myth,” Northrop Frye in Modern
Criticism, ed. with an introductory essay by Murray Krieger (New
York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1966), pp. 90-91.

10) “Deep Frye,” Continuities (London: RKP, 1968), p. 117 3 =.

11) Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univ. Press, 1957),
p. 140.
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% fgts} alatsbA 2 2 A4 “autonomous language” & 7hA) 3
2 AAY AAE Az gl

e

*...pure mathematics exists in a mathematical universe which is no longer

a commentary on an outside world, but contains that world within itself
(p. 352).

B 2 AA7} afirm3ls Ax oYz denydl:s AE ofy, thA
o ol truth® =2 AH 24 FEskE Ao] obdd, ==d ST
olFolAe EFE A9 22 £FFEol Y st Aol whaby
NRE 53 A9 vl GAAE AAA ok §ho] mhgdt Aol

ENEE ot RG] Eolyy 288 AAE Axg 29 Ana-
tomyw Zopgz A slct, WA ofAe]= “Historical Criticism:
Theory of Modes” 2l %4 7} Bojglon, = 64 “myth”, “roma-
nce”, “high mimetic”, “low-mimetic”, “irony”$] 57} modé—‘;-— A A}A
354 A ws¥x 9. “Ethical Criticism: Theory of Synibols”a}
E B4 EFAYUE FA oA ol “symbol as motif”, “symbol as
image”, “symbol as archetype”, “symbol as monad” = Yy e] =& A5
Ak A A oAlol& “Archetypal Criticism: Theory of Myths” Z 4
47}A] mythos, % “mythos of spring(comedy),” “mythos of summer
(romance)”, “mythos of autumn(tragedy),” “mythos of winter (irony
and satire)” 2 EHF35te] =aAz gt WA o)A o]= “Rhetorical
Cristicism: Theory of Genres” 24} ¢]« g rhythme] I} 5 =kof u}
“epos”, “prose”, “drama”, “lyric’e.z TR}z gt} ZHY o] B
7ol Aristotleo] Tqt 559 6717 Qe 2 TEEG Tz glee o
Atk =z 674X Q4% dianoia, ethos, mythos, melos, lexis, opsiso]
oh.'% Fryeo] “Theory of Modes”= dianoia (thought——theme)s,
“Theory of Symbols”¥& ethos (human nature and human situation——
symbol) ¢, “Theory of Myths”=  mythos (human action——plot) o],
“Theory of Genres”¥= melos9} opsisE 3zl lexis(diction——rhetoric) ¢f
A% 2 29 B & & Qe

2 427 Ea 2E Aok Aol Qiul, 2AL Fryed 919

o

12) Aristotle on the Art of Poetry, tr. Ingram Bywater (London Oxford
Univ. Press, 1920), pp. 34ff.
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T X8 2 AAY AAZA 285t Ao zHY 99 A=
2 AAY AAS] 2ok BEE 4P =
ABAY AAZ BA4Fe] && Aol F Kants} 4 = =)
AAZGE Aol oz 2 FA 5 wolSol: olzt 249 HEE A
A At 22 9¢ Fryest & Zoleh. whebd “a structural orga-
nizing principle of literary form” 249 myth: Qlzko]  Qlzto = A
e ZEAL B4 Hoz FANE Aol oL Vicos] o)
A=}, 223 Lévi-Strauss®] “structuring power” 2.4 ol HRAY myth
o dHGFEE Aolx, old AHA] E u Marxism=} Freudianism
£ 9% displaced myths} 5+ Ao ok,
Fryes} £3u] 5 o] 4 value judgmentZ |94 7
Aotk 298" 27k B 2L AL FAAA? 2R
old human concerne]t}. Fryez} Blakegd 2 25 A9 =%
2ot AL FA9 AAUE, 2 Blakez iy o9 apag
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-.in his reading of the Bible he identifies God with the imaginative or
creative part of the human mind,!®

A 7ke] wl-go] 7= =z imaginative or creative force:= Aristotleo]
B telosE 3l Sy, o telos®] imaginative vision.o & 1}el
e Aol utopiacl g4 o]e] g Fryeo) 44-¢ Eddur oo

“Speculation and Concern”o] gl Zo4] o} 3} 7o) of 7] gt}

As long as man lives in the world, he will need the perspective and
attitude of the scientist; but to the extent that he has created the world he
lives in, feels responsible for it and has a concern for its destiny, which is

also his own destiny, he will need the perspective and attitude of the
humanist!5’

A9 FL Fryes ola] sl u key sentence Zo] ®Qldh, Frye = =}
A X = v dolr fhst d#A] 2RE wEeus AZEA Ao

13) “The Imaginative and the Imaginary,” Fables of Identity (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1963), p. 164.

14) “Varieties of Literary Utopias,” The Stubborn Structure (Ithaca, N.Y.;
Cornell Univ. Press, 1970), pp. 109-134 .

15) “Speculation and Concern,” ibid., p. 55,
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W& A}z o o] systematicdl 3 scientificgt perspectived} attitude®
AAz AzatA e, A4 2 A4e] Wi “human concern for human
destiny”’Ql 7otk & =g o] “myth of concern”, Z.E| “myth
of freedom”o]gtE E8& 23 dd. (4714 $2E 29 “myth’7}
Bed WEE AgAE Aol oz “azt whEe £49A <L structure’

5 2U0E A% 3B ¢ 5 AH)

Concern is an essential part of the attempt to escape from this alienation
[a sub-moral and sub-human world) by forming a human community. The
myth of freedom is born from concern, and can never replace concern or
exist without it...1®

ol 7k3h Ql7ko] wrEolW A Aol & concerng freedom®] AA ]
3 Ade 28 doyn, NBE 1AL imaginative vision2. & &}
x

Wz, WA freedome) A|AE utopiad] AjAelZ Ak, utopia T
gz o] Ed = “nowhere”o]r}. “Where is utopia?”, & “Where is
nowhere?” 2ty £9¢ o Z #9& o5 “Here”elx Fryex #3teh.

e ZHg AHSE ¥ 2oE bs4de 2ddE A o

A
FAo) ol Aol 1P

o]#§ W AAHo s Fryez ste]F romanced] 743 FIEF 7)
SolA TWEG. AA o mw 29 Anatomy of Criticism Fryez}=
hero7} o] 3¢ adventured & 7bd A 3w H 9 Holy Grailg& 2o
= 31} A g romanceolch, FH o] ZE ‘A Study of the Structure
of Romance” 8= A & 9] The Secular Scripturestss A o] 4] romance
g WE =75 stz goh.1® FAAE ALY identityF Zrol, =
 utopia® o} & uvrtE Aol zkelst AW, romancest wh
2 23 A7Ae = Fe TGl & Aol Odysseys
7 239 & Aoz &9, Angus Fletchers} Fryes “Odyssey critic”

16) The Critical Path (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana Univ. Press, 1971), p.
131. .

17) The Stubborn Structure, pp. 134,116.

18) (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Univ. Press, 1976). 28 d AA R “Themes
of Descent,” “Themes of Ascent” 5 o] AojA =95z g+ ZF9AE
2. o)u] Fables of Identity<l %50 9% “New Directions from 0olg”
(pp. 52-60)2HE A Ret ¥+ AE ATl \

]
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@ AL oz AAY EHo AAslE Aok ¥ AT Fryed
EBo] 2 Ql7ke] symbolic actionFe] QA GHA Eeiu] mel
Aol & &3 el T

Literature is a human apocalypse, man’s revelation to ma

A3 o
ifr 2

n.20

Harold Bloomo] Fryes] @2 o &3te] divte A £z 4
28, 49 Fryee] @& 202 Bloome] o] seojs At

Poetry can only be made out of other poems; novels out of other novels.
Literature shapes itself, and is not shaped externally (Anatomy, p. 97)

281} Fryes} Bloome] o]z AAT F Y& Aol ¢4 FAAA
o1zt A= Fryeo) spatialdts synchronicgt A ¢ Bloom- temporal
stz diachronicg A& B-Egdx 2 F vk A, Fryesl value
judgment® &4 FFQd A @& ¥ ulsl Bloome A&
strong poetsg} weak poetsE FE3tE 1A FHE stz Pk (FE
o] 1A SR AFAH WFAA A/ HE BdFE Zolt A=)

=24} Bloomo] Fryed] A€ 7dAE Fryed] 2& Wold A %ol
#olx 7 % F3 o/ FE obF# = Bloome] Frye Bt l3te]7]
wj o] 2719 vlel 2 E¢ B 4A welEd & UfHE Aol &
Aolet. “The unconscious is the discourse of the Other”®z}= whg
% neo-Freudian structuraliste] Jacques Lacan, 30822 = AA7F €9
o)g AFeE EBFE®RS Maurice Blanchot, différencezAe]

L=

(ecriture)-& A absurdist metaphysicianql Jacques Derrida®® % %
15

19) “Utopian History and the Anatomy,” Northrop Frye in Modern Criticism,
p. 71. =% Fletchers] # &9 F, “Northrop Frye: the Critical Passion,”
Critical Inquiry 1 (June 1975), 743.

20) “The Keys to Dreamland,” The Educated Imagination (Bloomington,
Ind.: Indiana Univ. Press, 1964), p. 105. ’

21) “The Insistence of the Letter in the Unconscious,” Structuralism, ed.
Jacques Ehrmann (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co.,

1970), p. 133.
92) “Absurdist”2ts $elol ©#) 4% Hayden White, “The Absurdist Moment
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2 o T Aol vl Abze] Bloomo] Al Ao $EHS
TP oA, 22 v ZY vPslEql ] Hillis Millers}
APY A4 BAAY. B2 Millers) 22 BA5 in-tensivesh
T visol A3 ex-tensiver]Ho] s}sleE Fubo] Hwiq =g Bloom
Wie v8E & A9 o,

A literary text is not a thing in itself, “organically unified,” but a rela-

tion to other texts which are relations in their turn. The study of literature
is therefore a study of intertextuality.? (7= )

o= g EF textts 2 At Rz 99 Ao ohg) &
T textE o] HH Aol Hlre, Fie dFE textrze] Azz)
of A AF7F Holok Feh: Aol Bloome =z & textr] =)o 4
#FA % poetic influencezts Aoz Mwel: Aog. wey o=
FryeR ot ol AAsA 23 2 Aa9 AA Lo Aut wargio, o &
£ & % S| anxietyst Freudd 3% 274 26ds Fryest
T & social context Lol 4] Qlzko] A AAY el HE Ay
o] AvAl dlA deE Aoz 2 un, Bloome literary context <
A A8 Aelel A Adle] He) =AE Aoz FH}z Q
= Aol

Fryez} Blaked] o] 4 Z43ld 242 Bloome Shelleye] 17
A Z¥set. 27} Shelleyol 4 A H W AL Shelleys} 5] 1 4
R AAEY 9FE AHer BopA =7 A 2 o gl L A
#3532 27 0] ShelleyE daemonic poets =& gej Aol e, zx:
Keatsel 23] oi71% sel= 28 A -5z 9o

in Contemporary Literary Theory,” Directions Sor Criticism: Structuralism
and Its Alternatives, ed. Murray Krieger and L.S. Dembo (Madison,
Wis.: The Univ. of Wisconsin Press, 1977), pp. 85-110 & =. Derrida=
43 (perception)o] gt A x gtz 43tz 91t Derridad] Z, “Struc-
ture, Sign, and Play in the Discourse of the Human Sciences,” The
Languages of Criticism and the Sciences of Man, ed. Richard Macksey
and Eugenio Donato (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), p.
272.

23) “Stevens’ Rock and Criticism as Cure, I1,” Georgia Review 30 (Summer
1976), 334. Vincent B. Leitch, “The Lateral Dance: The Deconstructive

Criticism of J. Hillis Miller,” Critical Inguiry 6 (Summer, 1980), 5960}
a4
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Bomewhere in the heart of each new poet there is hidden the dark wish
that the libraries be burned in some new Alexandrian conflagration, that
the imagination might be liberated from the greatness and oppressive power
of its own dead champions.?®

A4 omA wd AaseEAx medAE 9% 2 B4 Bloom
< 29 AA A4 AuEe Az EEG Aol &g ANV
Aolth = TEAQ o Yo4 Hr]= “dark wish”7} Freud, Vico,
Nietzsched) A48l o ¢ §2 “anxiety’si= @2 WEdE Aol oh
2.9] The Anziety of Influence® ) 9.4 oj78h] otL3 7. A
Qe AFuct FA AedEol AA A #]H = Influences] anxiety:-
7Ed, =z anxietyE F3A =7 & AQJYFF “strong” poetr} =
o}, Strong poetE 671A @A E AAA =k Bloom o|AEE “six
revisionary ratios” 2tz 23 ]} %ﬁ clinamen (Lucretius= 58 u}
& B2 2 FL “swerve)d WA %A AAA HeluAY mE
A Aol mAFHE wA = A poetic misreadingél 24, 54,
tessera(“mosaic-making” 9] %o] 1} Bloom-& Mallarmé$} Lacan®] o gko.
2 “antithetical completion”e] Fo g 3 98)o oA — =77}
misreadingdt 2 ¢A AAE “GAAANHE" A, A, kenosis(St.
Paulz ¥-¥ o2 22 “emptying-out’e] £u])e] whAl— FA A3}
Hol X A, dlH, daemonization®] A ——=7] YEHNE A A
el 3] “Counter-Sublime”& #3lE wAl, o}A#, askesis(Emp-
edoclese} 72 pre-Socratic thinkerz X¥ w.& =& Bloome A4
Walter Pater2 28 ¥ #e} 23 g = o= “self-purgation™) 9]
GA —A 7 A5 dAl. A XA, apophrades(“return of the Athenian
dead”) o] =A—FA AQdelA B4 Eol7l Lol A58 AE open
T @A, ’
Al Aol &2 28 But 59 Ao oz HS Az gy
of “etted], 4] 6714 =2AE & “Primal Scene of Instruction”o].
Be 224 9%z Aoh? 2& 7l o] Scene of Instructionsl] 4]
24) “Keats and the Embarrassments of Poetic Tradition,” From Sensibility to
Romanticism, ed. Frederick W. Hilles and Harold Bloom (New York:

Oxford Univ. Press, 1965), p. 513.
- 25) (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1973).

26) gleap of Misreading (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1975), pp. 41-
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BARE AD Pab ozt 2300 A9 e HHo) H& Aoz
3 et 20 Aol e zlAlo] “belated” s ¢rlir 7)o whe} anxietyE
7v, = anxietyy ¥ AUAL misreadingi’]—?ﬂ—ﬁ’- Fozx A7 Y
2 & revisionism-& 7}3) A texts} text Alole] & dialecticsE o] F
A e Aotk 2& o] o] &g @A AddAT LA E Aol o
Yo}, Freudsh Nietzchesl A ko] glol 255 2% 4477 9 + 4
Ad A-e-(Bloome 25¢ A4§le] strong “poets” stz F-Er}) 2E
73l revisionism w] Fo]r}. =8 3 Bloomef Al Kabbalah A}A}o] F o &
ogulE e olfE gl =z A4wtE Bibles} Talmud £ strong
misreading@ o 24 A Qs 7FH 5 dialecticsEF B FE o] ¢l
Wgol

& v vtols} rhetorico] & zA1S] A 2 A A 71 o 2 Rhbetoric
gk FAWAT pel wal AL A el o[k R4
“belated” = Qe A A= anxietys} dolzm FAFHe dEuE
424l Aol Bloom® o] 47 23 43 o7¢e. Aol
FA AglE TA b2 wolEelE AL ‘S&7oth o] F24A W
oJ e & w4 misreadingg 37l He, o] F&eo 3 dolEAY v
o] frwto] rhetorico] e}, o)A & g Bolx AVEH 4 ek AdE
G Adg 5 gz Aol 44 Muse(el HEA WzAY the
Word, =& poetic origin) ¢} w] 38 shzd], oA AT ‘A =
A ol AelE B o] Azkele = Ao| rhetoricgl o}t Rhetoric
trope$} psychic defence, =¥} = revisionary ratio, o] A} 7}A9 i3t
As =32 289 G 2o

Revisionary Ratio Psychic Defense Rhetorical Trope
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