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I. #FE—-REE, 52 2 BEigd 93 @5

L fEel &

1. FHFEWALS| ERN FR

BIRERMFS] 55 7l B A A5Hd 4 F2%
1 AFd s 2% 2 e F, el A7 oA 7pA 9
AT e NBERE 93] Aol FH94% Aolaes dFe] <
Zroll A Fal A= et %it.%??fwl ]Eﬁ‘l 75“&—@“11 B Ao2A 47

A GE o0 A AR KEEHEE FAGLA, 2
@ FARAE WE @Bl oAAAY BHATE 2 o9 BAKE
Fusd FARSE, ToHAR, O FEY Bl RAE] KB B
mRel, HEFe, mt MEKEHS G A% iwstgly 4
2 Brian Lees] a5 o], o dardolst ia Had 2 Aol

1) J. C. Ransom, The World’s Body (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1938), pp.326-29, recited in Lee T. Lemon & Marrion J. Reis, “Introd-
uction,” to Russian Formalist Criticism: Four Essays (Lincoln: Univ. of
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299 ojd v o] ol WEolHES, LBMER 2220t X
Ui Qe R (structure) 257} M (texture), EEt M—3lis HE
B9l ZEEE A S & fEdhel o8 Adel #tEgel Al~°1‘1 ZHEH L a
PN '-‘

w2 ol @ Bk MHANLE Ao T4t At wPLFo
24§28+ HiikFF(the New Criticism)-& z]l-]iﬂ_— G g, B2 o] A9
AR AE2E, TR FHLA ArteE o £ §H A7) 1)
& AR @R $97 AFEE F Qe Aol w2 “F
B WX F 2" (aesthetic formalism)e} =7} “4#iHY #3F” (analytical
criticism)o] 2t= A o] 7} HA FHHFA o9 %ﬂ B F3H o
Stk ¥ 2R g olE Ao TS 24 FAFISFH FHA
F2 £3kE Aolth. F, 1910w Spingarno] o] HES L34 o)

A 2
220 WA QA = A Wy §EkE w9 Ransom
3 Qe HEREY VAR o £ 459 Aoz 47,
o] 5% Lee T. Lemonz} Marion J. Reisy} 23l wu},

(1) the mounting of an attack against traditional ac;.f;tdemic scholarship;

(2) the development of a critical theory which wotld separate literature
from history, sociology, and philosophy; !

(3) the creation of a way of talking about literary works that would re-
place discussions of background, social usefulness, or intellectual content
with analysis of structure.® :

Nabraska Press, 1965), p.x.

2) Brian Lee, “The New Criticism and the Language of Poetry,” in Essays
on Style and Language, ed. Roger Fowler (London Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1966), p.29.

3) Walter Sutton, Modern American Criticism (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-
Hall, 1965), p.99. H

4) Ibid,, 99.

Peter Mercer, “New Criticism,” in A Dictionary of Modern Critical
Terms, ed. Roger Fowler (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973),
p. 124.

5) See Karl Uitti, Linguistics and Literary Theory (Englewood Cliffs: Pren-
tice-Hall, 1969), p. 151;

“New Criticism” is a misnomer in the sense that the term ... says too
much and too little: too many individual points of view are summed up
by it, and its very “newness” is open to question. The advantage of the
term is its obvious cohesiveness and great dn‘fusxon

6) Lee T. Lemon & Marion J. Reis. P-x.




145

"/HE &R W A7FR] J|RUE o] o A 5 HEER - fLEH - Boh

B A E TRt $kh. &, Ransom$e “£EBO] mof glof
/‘1“ didel 2 ke - BuRm Hl=9 slelAe #Hikfyelx, /J\?ﬂ—/} i |
o] A &= &7l ” (classical in its aesthetics, aristocratic in its social and
political attitudes, and conservative in its religion)? &S FHal:= &
Aol 259 FAA A FHAAL AFTiets o] vl EHAETRE
B(Agrarianism)& B27 w4 o2 s, ¥ EAFY - .
ATAFATYel g =AA e TP i Aol o] EY
ol 2] gt ukdh2, Watsono] XA utel o], UdFe “wiFHd +F°
(reactionary movement)® o 2, IMARSCHH] A 7oA} A ggks o
s & 4 gl

FrEzcHlel o9 el FUstE wA s ol E9 kYL, Fd
o 3 3B SFEER 9o A 32 YEuA "Ad. Asde
2, Ransom5 2 EAF9 « AgFo &9 A4 o2& dxHozn
MASEA, A5 W ol S EEA HYz, =g Are] 2
E Aol TR Fgakel 9 E3) ﬂ?i‘%

o1 Fgle] HAAoz, 2L WE HE A} TET F I B
Wiy | EgR ] A ARE BolA Hrot. o @ FEY TAdE F
€, FEhest BB g3 e #Hio] At AJdE 9& A
E Adstd o 7H4e], gt A3 2E9 whidg b, ¥4
gieh. ob&2, olv] REEd uhe} o] dEFEY AHE vtz dEF
FAA L AL e EH Kol LB (image, icon)e] w43t
2 2Auto] olgld 4 Y& Aol dEE A "

2. FtEFEREIS] By Wi

Ransom%-e] o]2g =] & A& olnlol & ol 9AH A &
ol AU7? 2EY olEAA I} A KEEHVIE EF3z, ¢

7) Sheldon N. Grebstein, “Introduction,” to “The Formalist Critic,” in

Perspectives in  Contemporary Criticism (New York: Harper & Row,

1968), p.77.

8) A. Kazin, On Native Ground (Garden City: A Double Day Anchor Book,
1956), p. 329.

9) George Watson, The Literary Critics (London: Penguin Book, 1962),
p. 220.

15 ad SEe 2 ga Aueaudd T

10) REgEsfkolt, &
1

2, 3
Ashe FAGQ Aoz nE G relA v Fhoh FHAI K L&L%,
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2l Aristotleo] Al A o] 7] FHLFAEmS] Y& FokE + A F,
Cleanth Brooks?] 3l o #o]o Az Zelgd 4 9&7‘%"1‘”’ =gAEFY T
”(the nature

zEF g, A, oh&e B Ao AR @A
and limits of aesthetic judgment)e] & Aristotle »,—‘Z— Al
2 2R 2yd Folvh zeEv 2n AAHAHA o
Coleridgeol] A 4], ©]¢]4] Richardso] A4 & 4 Sirt.
%, Coleridge 94 §%& AHEXAAA F3t FE3 A A4
R AL dgHste Aoletx Bokd Aojth 12 ofge] o] ¥ A4
pABE-S A Aoz Aqle Gmiyel g 24l v, “FRHo|E mlEH
¢l 3" (synthetic and magical power)'® o 2 A o] #{gifjol] v gk LA o] A
Azste], fA4d—nt FPAA &5 A&spAE, F23 (struc-
tural)Ql—<d o] F-& A A Al = ek o]l A Colerldge #ETe] Al
UAAAAE 7§ T2 =2 dojo] did 39 TOHE welA A
AV, e BIAIA B § glEel, o] 9A HLF o2y +
AZ 4 F & Azt 2 Ao

B
e e

Y
[

...if the definition sought for be that of a legitimaté poem, I answer, it
must be one the parts of which mutually support and explain each other;
all in their proportion harmonizing with, and support;ing the purpose and
known influences of metrical arrangement. The philczjsophic critics of all
ages coincide with the ultimate judgment of all countri{{ss, in equally denying
the praises of a just poem, on the one hand to a series of striking lines or
distiches, each of which absorbing the whole attention;:i of the reader to it-
self, disjoins it from its contexts, and makes it a separate whole, instead of
a harmonizing part; and on the other hand, to an unsustained composition,
from which the reader collects rapidly the general result unattracted by the
component parts.'? 1
A 2] F314 "4%] AA Re wFo ]"1 a2 o] E °] Bt 5 9l T Aol
ARz & F A F, 9dgE E3g A%l sl &l Fel A4
3] ol &2 ‘?3*}"34 FAE 4EF A 5131“%1 2 g v e T
2 AR e 8k A% ¥ IdrF "]‘4Z]' otz & 4 Uvh
11) See Cleanth Brooks, “Literary Criticism: Poet, Poem and Reader,” in
Perspectives in Contemporary Criticism, ed. Grebstgin, pp. 97-100.
12) Samuel T. Coleridge, Lectures and Notes on Shakespere, ed. T. Ashe
(London: George Bell & Sons, 1908), p.55.

13) Samuel T. Coleridge, Biographia Literarie, in Bzographza Literaria &
Two Lay Sermons (1817; rpt. London: George Bell & Sons, 1905), p. 150.
14) Ibid., p.149.
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Coleridge] o]2j gt wsdel o] Z2dF A4¢ 73d Age vz 9
ol A} Ruedt ule} zke] Richardso] o}, =z.#] 1} Richardse 15%py 4B+
2K BB A Bl B 5 xel, e ks AF (civ-
ilized life)ol @ WiFete LEE AFE Azo] Ttz 9519 o
F7l 2E AR FL BYASE 479 78 £ §3"(the balance
or reconciliation of opposite or discordant qualities)!® o & 4] ¢] B85
< Al lolA, “FFY ol “AFL FE g4 Fz"(the struc-
ture of the stimulating object)e] $§li= o] oz} “ub-g&”(the re-
sponse)ell Q& Holehx FRFOEM, M 19| LB AN S Fxd
stz Yot A5 2e “dH=EE $59 €4 T (the equilibrium
of opposed impulses)'® o] 2}= F#7}x] ALg3tA "o, gelo 2 aa)

#FE #3sld & Richardsd] Axs, 22 3o LEE BRSO
=Qe Fozal, e B E M@ BT A9dc g w
ol =7 g

29 E $F5z, Welleke] AHstglze], ™ Fe) B o 24
7}59\114 #HEHSHK Richardss, “FrkE” (semantics) s, “%]E]’] e
&5 (intellectual, scientific language)o] o) w)=le “iFikgy =2E” (emo-
tive language)®} o gol s Lo 2, FhF) A 794 o 27
A% A ¥ + Ao,

Richardse] 79, 9o A% FEelerls, ARl oid %)
B2 AN E A=) $181 A" (to explain the high place of poetry in
human affair), =& “G7} o]=9A Z 93712 2o]7] 984" (to show
how poetry is important)2}= H A7 o Yt = A9 74
AAE FR87] A81A, A7 #3373 7492 Past g Ao

i

15) 1. A. Richards, Coleridge on Imagination (London: Kegan Paul, Trench
& Trubner, 1934), p.58.

16) Coleridge, p. 150.

17) 1. A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism (1924; rpt., London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1960), p. 195.

18) ibid., p.197.

19) René Wellek, Concepts of Criticism (New Haven: Yale Univ., Press, 19
63), p.351.

20) I A. Richards, Poetries and Sciences (1926; rpt. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1970), p.21.
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JAF Est “Ag adol"sh “FHaAd dol"stE “Add FAA L8
(the two uses of language)el] @ldl TE2E 14-5}1/};7]] =+

A statement may be used for the sake of the reference, true or false,
which it causes. This is the scientific use of langnage. But it may also be
used for the sake of the effects in emotion and attitude produced by the re-
ference it occasions. This is the emotive use of language. The distinction
once clearly grasped is simple. We may either use words for the sake of the
references they promote, or we may use them for the sake of the attitudes
and emotions which ensue.??

PB4 2 % 91%ol, Richardst sHare] lels] Aol §& “re-
ference” o], A2 10]9) &) o] & “emotion”} “attitude”e] 32 IR
26 9&tm e AE o] “reference”] 3L ;ﬂ_g—°] Z “eEA
#” (logical arrangement) 7}, Aol A & “attitude” 2] “A A3 =7 " (proper
organization)® “FA A Az A" (emotional interco‘hnection)cv] Z=973
i Aot} welA, HRES AAH 29 FE, 9] & “attitude” e} A
MNE 98 “reference”s} W dsE st o§A 3 attitudert reference .
o Z o3, referenced] EISE TAJ A $EohE Hojth®

olgl g FRL, W YolA 3 2Fol FrRE G} AGE X
o] & 74 (fictionality)& o] 24 Agzzor sz gl AclH & +
gt & drdA A7 2 A 2A gulen 2H9 Aol B F
9 Aolzte F4o| sH5dA At

o] gt o] && Poetries and Sciencesol A, Iﬁm (statement)iﬁ%
FHE, “[POL” (pseudo-statement) 24 9] FehE ez g « Eod
3 et

. let me call it [the more important function of v{rords in the poem]
pseudo:tatement

It will be admitted—by those who distinguish between scientific statement,
where truth is ultimately a matter of verification ... and emotive utterance,
where “truth” is primarily acceptability by some attitude, and more remotely
is the acceptability of this attitude itself—that it is no# the poet’s business
to make scientific statements. Yet poetry has constantly the air of making
statements, and important ones....? “:

21) 1. A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, p- 211
22) Ibid., pp.211-12.
23) 1. A. Richards, Poetries and Sciences, p.58. '
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39 HEE TN o] BE 74 Richardsy) Axele, H
o 1 Faw v BlFzA £ Ao AgFezA F2Y O
B 4 (equilibium) & AH5A sz, W Beba Bt $AE FAAF
+ 5% FUE Feelshe 440 B4 A%

294 Richards AQ19] BB Fote] = og3t gol Yahx
A5t

The poet makes a statement about something, not in order that the state-
ment may be examined and reflected upon, but in order to evoke certain
feelings, and when these are evoked the use of the statement is exhausted...
This is a hard saying for those whose habit it is to look for inspiring mes-
sages in poetry....?

Z, He eAATE A% Aol okd, FF5S A5 I o
2k9) 7&72171: zz2A771 §1§ ZAol7] “ﬂ-‘?—"ﬂ “message”2h-& Zroh]
Qe oty wokth  wekAR MY uEd $Ao Bl
£ 5}eh2 9% “paraphrase”s} HolAE HotE AHolg el

M E Richardst 3% T2 %ol Sl A olul Fsed vish 2ol b
HEH R AAA &3tz vk zsd FHE LEB R B
ol o3 HgsiA Hoezs, FHe 2fd FAAe] FAE AA ol
27 9ok @9, 8ol o XA A (referential) WEE %A G
eV ZEute] fEEN EAE afddE A4 AUl dEstel .
EE de 2 2227 AYE FYUAT AA T Az A3
o, =% d¥Ee FETAE 5¢HA JAAZY sl5E A F
Y =

A% Richardse BAHHS) FUol BL 24 FAT T3 o
o] =2 & A} oo W FHUFKES, 53 LEEWH 5
Hol g F52 A2 o] ERAA s ol Al &
o] o]2¢ g ¥4l Ransom, Brooks, Tate, 3A 2 oA HYE =
FA 2 et | & sl ol gt s
g ol

24) 1. A. Rﬁards, Poetries and Sciences, p.28.

25) I. A. Richards, Practical Criticism (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,

1929), p. 354.

26) Roger Fowler, “Language,” in A Dictionary of Modern Critical Terms,
p. 104.

= e 4

T ~——
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IL BEEREERe 48

1. J. C. Ransom®} Structure L Texture

olm] RYeqt wkeh o], Ransome] o] 2L qlojo] wfdt o] & yy F
2 AvAA 98 A= Richardssy) A£9, HE 4294 77
of FHAA APste 29 o] o] M Kl AL e uE=o,

L. A. Richardso] 3§ “A Psychologist Looks at Poetry” 2} o A
Ransom #49] 7ol A% =34 wie) & 4o A8 @tz 9o}
A Az BEE FEA 2L A LEEE Mg o8 A9
37 & Richardse] § %39 A (behavioristic) 7 3ol Euh-& F A},
ob&e #a FAAQ oW AE 5 A= “@Wik” (knowledge)e] &
Tokolmz, “g1%F 7153 33 <4 (the verifiable propositions of
science) ¥} ‘F§9 7124’ (the pseudo-statements of poetry)zho] F4o]
Fo=shoha gk

A% AL odAL F5d JAHA Tl F ddE T ol
N Eel 2 ==, Ransome) weluir} FHek 294 Ao) Hx
@ wAz 2e, Richardss) FHLESH BHS UZY 943 of
ojgive} & 4 9ok, F, Coleridges}l %] 8.8}4] T4 HartleyZo]
FEFAAESY 445} Richards?] Q32 9% ulrl Q& Aot ##F
of Sl LEBK BEY A8 AT AR #E A4 A B
o] ohd 3149 FEie 2 ¥ Ransome] )42 Richardse] v & =
] GBEwtelyeh, RE FHMARE ERA Lo A

223} Ransom& F-Z(structure)$} =z (texture)o]z}e 7 d-& AF
$ohe] 2ok 459 & HHS 7152 A4S Do 54 Ransom
& Aeg “e5% 47 (pure symbol) g wWEg o BFE Aol 2
2, ded 24402 LK 71&"(iconic sign)E HF & Aoz} 3}
o, H&7 3 2o FEE 24EA= FYY}. ole Ransoms] F
ol 938, o)u] AFE vk ARel, FHe A4 54 o4 A& 7].
Uz o Aotk & BE olFE 04Ee 399 A9UE AU
% aF9n 9L 9%, A 444 dE 244 =998 T

uL]_
B
=

27) See Sutton, p. 111.
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22 gete Zoleh olzle] vtz 9 £24 54olzhx Ransome 3
Fgteh o)8 g A-olA A A= vyl vlE “HREE % (logical struc-
ture) o} “/FRAY MR (local texture)olztE fd oo},

What is the value of a structure which (a) is not so tight and precise on
its logical side as a scientific or technical prose structure generally is; and
(b) imports and carries along a great deal of irrelevant or foreign matter
which is clearly not structural but even obstructive? This a- and b- formula-
tion is what we inevitably come to if we take the analysis our best critics
offer. We sum it up by saying that the poem is a loose logical structure with
an irrelevant local texture.?®

agel SlelA “wEly T2 ‘T84 24"d ¥ Ransomd] T
<, ARl oA FhA A EAY—F “EES Fik"(intended
meaning) ¢} “B& =" (] )
A=, Ransomd] o] & date] ¥ W) FHE A FAAYAA
‘dEd odud A #udE 343 dmd $4 & 2NlA &
R £ )9, Ransom AlfFel o§ o} 7
2 AR E G2 Fol =43t Yo

D.S.: 8449 & (Determinate Sound) 3&
1.S.: 2343 F(Indeterminate Sound) & & 43 =4 Q=
D.M.: &4 = &Epk(Determinate Meaning) & #FE9 =z A »ﬂ.g.

R 4 (metre)

28) Ransom, The New Criticism (New York: New Directions, 1941), p. 280.
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ILM.: 2343 %Eok(Indeterminate Meaning) &-& A a9 *1x P4y
of gaAzt ohd, 44 Zgel o3 veuA B ofe®

A FACl Yu A &0t FE 2¥de FF, BY 998
E3ete shed HEE Aolok stx, o #x JPHAoE el
Az olu] #AE vl &3 BHPe oA EHAY Avst H=, &
o7 ARAHE ASoes 2 Fol E4AsA ke Aol

Ransome] 42, &g 8317 3 kst 4438 =244 &
Aote A, el FExke KEEHS A4 oktde Helstest, #

L BRE FA e ey FEAHeEvst 284 Ade A
o Sleh AF ol A ol Ak Bk gy EAdGE A
otk 2HEZE HAKE oldF DM.3} LM.& kel Fz29 T3
zA 9 Ade FHAA FHHTE Aotz Bk

wed Fas T34 zelRE Ade Jal, 1F W9T £
4 gas G ATEA 29 BAE 49 A5 ¢ 2L Ransom
m#e 4detz @ + Aok |

291} Ransome] o]2l@ Fol oo FEY =347 ALEA 2
o= FA FiERERe] EAsHA Aok, F, FES AR BEEA A
qE A F3tz, REd 4E FAGES 4¢ A E mEATHSE F
o #mMEHY Aol = ek B9y Ransome] F29 24& Ri
chards9] “reference”$} “attitude”o] A 33lE Aolgtnz E 4 Urh
o] A% o EA4 9A& EE=x gk Ransomd “HEgE S5
3= Ao vlZ Brookse} Tates} Eoli Aot}

9. Cleanth Brooks®} Dramatic Structure

Ransom®] A} #}¢}A RichardsE &3}« Coleridgeo| dAHE o]&&
s 9l8te] EIRIE LY AA A #HE 4#et9 e Brooks: Ransome)
ol ulE 2Ech. 29 ERER 949 93 AL ok
v, 2 FAT FitEm HERES SEiRe FEde e
Ransom¥} ©}3t7}=] & Richardse] LIEEBH EHES FTEozH H
ol A T4E F78 Wiz A% F #HE LEBA #3457
Z Axstz, 39 “BE” (knowledge or cognition)o 2 sz}etdtz g}

0

&

29) Ransom, The New Criticism, pp.299-300.
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Brookso] Al glol, & Rl&Eolv} &S AFA AR 437 (situa-
tion) o} B}gg WelH oz Fuksty, uwhebA ﬁﬁ%h ol @ "‘475‘] -
et Bk AR “A4"(wisdom), F “HB”(truth)E A A3
Fe Aol ®

Z, zolAl 9ol FE Urbane] 23t o], “FEMY Wt ob 2 §R
#pgel A o] &} (is not merely emotive...but cognitive). wEtA FHe ¢
oA A g ATt 28t &%, JolAtdE 44E E8A AA
37 Wl Fol B “Efy [HEL (aesthetic intuition)e] HF S+ A&
2 Aolr, 29 o= FHE “F47 4" (form and content) =&
“U &3} o))" (content and medium)E % & otz B¢ 2¥
22 RAES A2dde AL E7158 g Urband] Q1 F=231H4
Aok A, Y KEE “FASME 27 (say something) s gk, wl
A el “WEe A3 (gives cognition) st A, FHe WEE T+ dde
Aol

=7l Md® 4 gloke 93-S Brooksol Al QolA, FHEEE o)W “F
7" (proposition) & MG WAV 18 F4& A4 F2 A¥H 7
Holl o8 FAAAL dHoke dAlHET, FHEHS 2 A Al
3tz Je Bad BEd o8 stasgdAs ddgs ez, F
“paraphrase”d  glete YFoZ olezr, @

2399 Fel d8 “Zete A7, F HFEe 48 EASE? He
FEA ATE F v BES Ads Aold, Srstd A9dts
Ro) B9E 2T Ao] oA Aelsk ook HAHEA AN
Holok 3 ¥g7t?

ole] H&] Brookst 4] Urband] 8§} 24 & A &3tz glt}. Urbane
#a ol uldA By Tau das Atz ‘el 94 R
3 o] A" (covert metaphysics)o] 2tz R gkeh, whelA e A9 &5
AL, “Fol A & golAL & “Foll HE Yol ATz AFFH
o=d Nag F Aok ACE & I goldAg Fo]43st
£ 43t

30) Cleanth Brooks, The Well Wrought Urn (1947; rpt., New York: A

Harvest Book, 1975), p.258.

31) Ibid., pp. 259-60.

32) Ibid., pp.255-56. -
33) Ibid., pp.261-62.
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Brookst=, #elAdste] FH—FL& R, NE—O “Suyy BB
(symbolic truth) & v gtz A4 & & Yote o)z, =3 Foj 4%
c & o A Sfi(symbo) & Zw Q7] W Fol “Gki” (symbolism) g
A SAE Gevhe offE, “Fil dd Fold AHE PGE Jdd 9
3 Folzl z 9 B A I ="(to relate the “truths”Fgiven by poetry
to the truths given in other realms of discourse) Urbang] ¢ a}o] %
23k},

Brooks:=, Urban9] 9l o]s} zte] FzdlwlA A9 3] Ao
Urban®} A= 27 gtz @z 2@ 92 99 gou, “3
o] Aol 29 A E"L “glxo B34 " (complexity of;attitude)OH o 3k
Bz FAHE AolFet odF HiEE AFord FEHE A
mrg (1D “olw g3aa ANz A} obd FHAMEA NIz 3
Mgl o8 w8 A EFAAELE FUE 4 gle} (we shall be
able to set up our hierarchy in terms of the organizations of the poems
themselves—not by having to appeal to some outside :scale of values)
(2 “ol= g #99 FAAF o] FHe ko) A NEYE Aol
e Add FeE HEAd F4, e @A 948 HY EFAAE
TR AAT & JL Ao}’ (we shall, if the mode of evaluation
rests upon what is really a more accurate account of = the structure of

poetry, be able to correct and improve the presently accepted hierarchy

of poems) etz ¥18|= §le}, 3 o] 45} 22 WA 3ol Brookst #iike)
AdE =43 A, G gu o] AT EXAolnr JHF H
ZExT BIf B2 #EE nt 130 AA ook 85" (the cha-
racteristic and proper tests for the significance of poemtry are to be de-
veloped from a consideratilon of its structure as dram:atic utterance) 2}

2 #3357 @

oA Brookshile] Amstm Q& “F2"9 “F"9) AYe 4%l
¥t Brookst “Fz# F43 N§e ZHAE e T FF
o solx g d5H vl e 4o ok e (The struc

e f

34) Brooks, p.262.
35) Ibid., p.257.
36) Ibid., pp. 264-65.




155

ture meant is certainly not “form” in the conventional sense in which
we think of form as a kind of envelope which “contains” the “content”.)
gtz A, ‘T2 7 Fol AE&" A5 A 5t oj" FEol
A% AA5 o] A (The structure...is everywhere conditioned by the
nature of the material which goes into the poem.)w FA3}¢o}.% =2

#3te], oAl el T2

...is a structure of meanings, evaluations, and interpretations; and the
principle of unity which informs it seems to be one of balancing and har-
monizing connotations, attitudes, and meanings. But even here one needs to
make important qualifications: the principle is not one which involves the
arrangement of the various elements into homogeneous groupings, pairing
like with like. It unites the like with the unlike. It does not unite them,
however, by the simple process of allowing one connotation to cancel out
another nor does it reduce the contradictory attitudes to harmony by a pro-
cess of subtraction, The unity is not a unity of the sort to be achieved by
the reduction and simplification appropriate to an algebraic formula. It is a
positive unity, not a negative; it represents not a residue but an achieved
harmony.%®

A5 Brookst, Ransoms} @e], F2E “wed”ql o] ohieh “F
2" (dramatic)ql Aeolghx F33tz AAYS, o= Ransomo] <473
eegol ohete Ae ARl AR HA Mol Ade
WP 4 gl g, o9& A A FHolH2 T 7 A+
32 oz BE Qe Bt 95doz A4 BEe: F4 ¢
¥]” (poetry as constantly “empolying the dramatic way of rendering
life")o] eti= Urbano] A8 &t olvizh, #E “shvie] 4" (mode of
action)g}z 2 K. Burkeo] A& ¥ FE “gesture”2 A “WAo]mA
DR v e shagel ] #lE9]l £ ” (the outward and dramatic play
of inward imagined meaning)o]ztz £ R. P. Blackmure] #Asjel= ik
[]‘[g_r;]% 7}.10'[4.39) .

Brooks: o] NEyEy AA0) st gt ol kA FHel &
M A7z o

37) Brooks, p.19%4.
38) Ibid., p.195.
39) Ibid., p.264, p.203.
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...the structure of a poem resembles that of a play.... The dynamic nature of
drama, in short, allows us to regard it as an action rather than as a formula
for action or as a statement about action. For this reason, therefore, perhaps
the most helpful analogy by which to suggest the structure of poetry is that
of the drama; and for many readers at least, the least confusing way in
which to approach a poem is to think of it as a drama.4®

o] ste] Brookst ol glelA LA #liy A 5= Ao
A, WEY AAdA F5H Ae) oivee U4 A Bl BEo
ZA fsehs 99EA olge g9 =g,

2o AA o] By BELEAY #uEe ML HoHre ol WA
HEHE? A7l A< v A=Y BFgo] g 6 2ES) ot
Al A"k, &, Brooks “paradox”, “irony” @ Empsone] ©EF73F
vt 2= “ambiguity”o} 2b-& E3E4EE (linguistic devices)E =4l 8}A
He vl BM ST ol ARAAE Aoz FEHE $ e
RAoltt. Q7oA £A 7t H= AL o]v] Uultsly paradoxz}E s} irony
of A BRE&E WAStzA, 21E A¥Ad B BEokE: ¥
A3tz QdvbE | b whelAl paradoxelE5} ironygl e Brooks =}
A8 B34 FEEE AT oldle 29 HFE#H g A s
AT HE Aol T 4+ ek :

Brooks7} A A4t EFEEE % “MH” (paradox) L 3] Fg 3 ou]
SFE o, 2t e BT YRS 09 (the language of poetry
is the language of paradox)e}lz ¥ gku}. 40 Z 9 01010]] 9lo] paradox
£ e AfelAed e 443 Aoz A Zo] "AGE Aol

Our prejudices force us to regard paradox as intellectual rather than emo-
tional, clever rather than profound, rational rather than divinely irrational.

Yet there is a sense in which paradox is the language "appropriate and in-
evitable to poetry. It is the scientist whose truth requires a language purged
of every trace of paradox; apparently the truth which the poet utters can
be approached only in terms of paradox.*?

2o Al g3, Al AE L& 4UdF SHHE(denotation) oz
22 A7 He gl Y& e, FHolAs Fdo JaA wyde

40) Brooks, p.204.
41) Ibid., p. 3.
42) 1bid., p. 3.
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EEo] & A9 Aol e sAsE Ase] gt Ao

99 Y& Brooks: Richardse] A&-g wolA Arjslw Qlewl, &
i (emotion)9] ZE A2 Jule = 8L 3 ddHe=z of
(metaphor) & &7 ¥t Aol o], HAL 535 (analogy)d] o
& 29 FYe fPsinz, o4 YA Yo Tol: AL oy
& 3yt o el F Feolwts A= oidd Arld = FUEE
Bl AA, & 38, F—% 2&o) Yddez A Hed 2
gate] o} &ty HAHe Agle]#E paradoxE AME-sAl "ok
+ ZAo] Brooksg] A8 o] e 40

5 WAL A9Y SYL4E FA% JE, =3 YA A=
B FEHE 228 A2 NHoE H—fFozA AL W
2g $eloAl A Fse uh, el QelA o) g A && Brooksk para-
doxegtz Bz gt EE o8¢ ]2 Coleridgeo] o FholA =27
ol vz e AezA, e £uE Eo oPE #9 AMkE 4
A= Bgx o7 paradoxs} 7=t} Brooks: ¥.9kc},

The dramatization demands that the antithetical aspects of memory be
coalesced into one entity which ... is a paradox, the assertion of the union
of opposites.4®

3 irony A Fel W T2F A9ste d Ao F8d Aol
g} Bwl A Brooks: ironyE- satirev} “AlmAl 9] £ (vers de société)
L zute) “mpyel %" (intellectual poetry) o} A A A 74 HE A5, &F
£ 283z HEMH Aoz 24 2 990 Yz FRFoEA0
BamQl ironyifEag WAtz Sl

Brooksel ] glol, irony: “§ W ol whFgt EWHRECl = 9
2 ol A] Roqube A4 ”(qualification which the various elements in
a context receive from the context)*”o]gtz Aojgct. oA olH
@ ironyd] AL 89 Agol Fgshe vt o] ATt Auld &
" 43) Brooks, pp.9-10.

44) Ibid., p.214.

45) Ibid., p.213.

46) Ibid., p.209.
47) Ibid., p.209.
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The terms of science are abstract symbols which do net change under the
pressure of the context. They are pure(or aspire to be pure) denotations; they
are defined in advance. They are not to be warped into new meanings.4®

olel] whal Fel ReAAY B-Z, ARl =AdsE & =4 A7)
TR} gel, 2 Agel @ o)A Aol ATl H4AY F
ot AR 49 A debvA dobe Rold 2Edte Fi Al B
EE AEE W, 2 doE “9ue #7ES” (potential of meaning)g- Zt
A Aok &, 23 A% Ahedl BAHez EAete AvE A4 Y
o, wkE ironyo] 3ol 434

A% #Y BE 247 B4o 299 e Y A4 9
7} A E = v, REMLLE =y Sle 90 E dy 95 a4
ARR 52 BWRE ddsted, 23¢ =& Zo] Brooksst Z3t&
ironyell &3t F4HEEC]

ol&l #HolA E W, AF Brooksel] gleo] ironyat FH9 olw Fio
Ag A ool Foid W EAE Acldx ¢+ Aok @y
Be 2Eolebs R5g 99 %o ironyE 915479 Richardse] §)
&% S453}e, Brookst #AMAo] ironyst EAdE Aoz mAR A
o] e,

o} 42] paradox®} ironye] ©] gl
£ Adstn Yk o, —fo] 23

Ry

e o 7t g oF o}e o Brooksi wit
=t ‘

(1) wit, as an awareness of the multiplicity of possible attitude to be taken
toward a given situation; '

(2) paradox, as a device for contrasting the conventional views of a situa-
tion, or the limited and special view of it such as those taken in practical
and scientific discourse, with a more inclusive view;

(3) irony, as a device for definition of attitudes by qualification.5?

ol 7]o} 4] paradox$} ironyr} “device” 2 FAEH T Y& wdde] wit:

" 48) Brooks, p.210.
49) Ibid., pp.210-11.
50) Hazard Adams, The Interest of Criticism (New York: Harcourt, Brace
& World, 1969), p.102.
51) Brooks, p.257.
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“an awareness”2 FAEH T §l& olt}. =, witd} @], paradoxsh
irony= AA HoWE A8 FHoz odd 4 Ut 28 witks 4
e 28 F dt $322 o8d 4 g1g ol

3. Allen Tate®} Tension in Poetry

Brookssh #4¥¢ ol £E HMFRZA Selt Tae: & & 9
Tated] ol £& Brookse] 0|85} 4% Aol Fogeht 54
TR A AL Y M BES Jxdz Yo o % po
AR e i 499 wgoz Tate: “tension”o] gl L] 5 A
A gkt

“Tension in Poetry” 2} o #lojoA] o] REE7 &Adz Q&
“tension” & I A 29 ofulsh BRE 5o ity o ¢S AR
(extension=®} intension, denotation=} connotation)Z =3t} £2 o]&
wHd T2 ¥4 23 Ao ZAste 2149 Fol @Y Ransom
o AHGE FHg o] F & Aolzt & + gt

m[n j

L oo -

I am using the term [tension) not as a general metaphor, but as a special
one, derived from lopping the prefixes off the logical terms extension and
intension. What I am saying, of course, is that the meaning of poetry is its
“tension,” the full organized body of all the extension and intension that
we can find in it. The remotest figurative significance that we can derive
does not invalidate the extensions of the literal statement. Or we may begin
with the literal statement and by stages develop the complications of
metaphor: at every stage we may pause to state the meaning so far
apprehended, and at every stage the meaning will be coherent.5?

zoldel A4E ohk AY Lo Arte AL 249 LRy z
AN FRES, 05 el 2t AAHA Lo} Gle HIE
& TAGGEAY 24 $Hoz Tated HHEES 2obd & 9.
Tatex o] ¥ Z79 Fudol 7 ol A3 “Fy Wi (strategies)
of web 443 & dobw moteh

4714 Bifrol D fEet AES A=A FEAC vl 4AS AW
F= AAe DoE Aoz, Tates oA i WiFe 27 904
&3} 4 <) (metaphysical poet)s} Fabst w& 475t Aelel Al WA}z

et Folddat Al BEREA SHESS ol A9 Ml

52) Allen Tate, The Man of Letters in the Modern World (London: Meri-
dian Books, 1958), p.71. ,
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A Bifee AFee, datshvd A AQe REEe) S Al
fEg A Feleul, 47 HAES A 2AdE AP =S BT
A H FHo2A AT B 29 WY e ¥ A2 96
=qetd @b Aoloh® o o |

AF Tateo] olA HAY Fe il A& 5ET Biwel,
2542 958 e, & tensiong 2L W shEa A s Aol
%33 AoA = ulE intension#} extension®] FgA4 2jujrzl F = o
A gz & ¢ ek Fel AlA o2 g tensioniffi-2, Ransoms
Aol A Zol, 4% FHAIEES 7w 2AE T Aoz £ 5%
t}, 221} Ransom®] o] o] Zolz} grywd, Tates] 7 i tension
olgh HYEAE =3 oz, Brookset o] ddEclt & + A
< Aol '

g Tated] SHHES 8§ BREeZE 24 E2tx 24 A
AR FL HE FHE AASE, FARE] TR vk ®HAN &
ARl EA18tE Aelgtn & ¢ k. A4 o ¢ Tatexr d5#
Zo] AAetx ot ‘

I do not know what bearing my comment has had, or my touchstones may
have, upon the larger effects of poetry or upon long poems. The long poem
is partly a different problem. I have of necessity confined both commentary
and illustration to the slighter effects that seemed to me commensurate with
certain immediate qualities of language. For, in the long run, whatever the
poet’s “philosophy,” however wide may be the extension of his meaning ...
by his language shall you know him; the quality of his language is the valid
limit of what he has to say.®

olx 22 Tates} AAF “Auine % (poetry of the center) ZH.2
tension?] ol TI§ pllA= Hus) FAslzm e -

. = [EY, =2 1 B0 ek ms

Bbel A 4 sheh o), FHFFS ol W TUES WIREH 5

53) Tate, pp.73-74.

54) Ibid., p.74.

55) Natan Zach, “Tension,” in A Dictionary of Modern Critical Terms, pp.
192-93.

56) Allen Tate, p.73.
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g AR dhn Gk o8 oY dEsedn 2 FAx
o 77 = uh, BB EEC g HY BEE 3 9 2 58
A FHEmAEs 2 shvols, gE stus Fel ¥ HIgE®”
(impressionism) &} “REH ¥ 35" (emotionalism) 2 2 ¥, =i a8y
“BE X2 (intentionalism) 2 ¥-¥] sjo] A #HE ‘& ofFHAE o}y
4 ;2 A" (primarily as poetry and not another thing)s® x. & =d] ¢l
gz & F ek w2 ol 59 e FiEdl o 44re fEfh BEES)
2 AU BIEES FEAT kgl Hg e EuRK o
T2 ol XA Hd=z, z ARA =T824, structure, texture, paradox,
irony, tensions 22 AANIEE A& 7o o=,

o]-F9 olE¥ Kk, BEM - BEM 59¢ FA3+= Richards
o LEEY 4Rl wddte, “FMeoEAY tﬂfa‘} HEAA
el 2 olu] BEF vk et zE v o] o) o] FE RBAMeE £ oA,
ol S WMED - H—E 2 S8, Bgd Hg 259 A
% EF3z, Richardse} fA-shAl, EiRhy Bt &4 #HE g4
2 AgetA FA8oF dvhe w Y AT3E AT "i‘- A = e

g, #e il dalA cldE e BB A2 FE Relzkte 4F
oz £z, 2849 Fe FE 4yl A5 Eﬂ'“o‘"ﬂ'ﬂ o Z o
ol Al Z3te R E5Ae FANPHAE fFFREAY JFE
2718 4 Y97l AEell, Brookse] F-¢2 o] HE g I FE
W3 wyES ARz 2 AN E 2 Qo zE Y, 17‘4
3o ¢do]x Ransom®] =2]d F+27], Brooks®] iy F-27, Tates
tensiono] 71 F{EME A2 23l §§E paraprhasedst= R, & FHE
“7slE Aol

57) See Brian Lee, p.49;

Somewhere between the extremes of statistical linguistics and intuitive
philology, most of the writings of the New Critics can be located. Their
major effort ... has been directed to an explanation of the relation be-
tween logical structure and local texture, philosophical aphorisms and
their embodiment in pictorial images.

Ao EAo] SujEAolgdz A Quig oujelA 9 ogu]zy L4
< ol Auld g ulEA RAo] AYE 54T Yule o iy
Brian Lee9] <o AA A AAsizm 9

58) Peter Mercer, p.125.
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&2 Brooks9] welwut #e] ouE %ﬂiﬁ"“ ‘T*ff’ﬂ 9 99
Bz utx ol A A 2 ZAolch. FHPUFARE]
BEZ A £9707F BFE A7 HEd ol %J’ Fag A
d FE YAT, FHIRES AAuPLdAE, ofd orjds £
™, paraphrased] 9 ZE&x vtz & 4 Y+

AR E, P o) 2o HEHT 49 o & e FTAA
£l A7HA & 5 A

FARGgE HA4 °] o] Az gl TAHEL REHH: (antihistori-
cism)3} ISl 4o ez & £ Ak F olEL FEY HE
A9 #{EM" (poems as either poetry or language)o] ol “F¥fEmo=
A1) 5% (poetry as poems)ol =& Fw| & shzlehe Uittid] A Heol &
ved] Fx upsl o] fEES) ol dld YA ErREN WEE A
=3 & FREEEMN Bge 92 Ak & fi7h, “Odysseyst The
Waste Land Fi#e 244 F2% 7148 ¢ A& A" (...seems
...to describe the essential structure of both the Odyssey and The Waste
Land)W = 59| Brookse] oA Rotd < 9lgh. & 25¢ Homer
71 Eliotd 2% FEMRALE wt=e AT molz Yo 28ty

P2 SEEE AT RF FHH Htkd 3 47U HE

A 5]93\-1—, vtetd 249 FEAA g #HEHE AR
FEE 97 Ao, ¥ E HEEBMHA BEF Eigs A
48 o}, A4 A ﬁﬁﬁtq-—— oy Hag BEW R
W 4 A9z, A wE8hE FAE F 5t Agd Ao
= “ER AL AE A BERE 28 AoA WEM MY F
AL ofy”eti Craned o3t 22 27z #AE 2713
o]} ’
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...a poet does not write poetry but individual poems. And these are in-
evitably, as finished wholes, instances of one or another poetic kind, differ-
entiated mnot by any necessities of the linguistic instrument . of poetry but
primarily by the nature of the poet’s conception, as finally embodied in his
poem, of a particular form to be achieved through the representation, in

59) Karl Uitti, pp. 158-59.
60) Brooks, p.209.
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speech used dramatically or otherwise, of some distinctive state of feeling,
or moral choice, or action, complete in itself and productive of a certain
emotion or complex of emotions in the reader.®?

Uittis o5 Hikhe] 438 dAsAE 348 $adst oF
9 437t £FHAAL ddrtn A, FA o] Fe o8 A=d
B STe 287 - oA Holez vBsislh

Discussion of individual ideological or formal aspects of any single work or
group of works, without reference to complete wholes, can be informative
and useful, and is even to be encouraged, but it cannot be confused with
true literary criticism. It is secondary. Consequently, linguistic commentary,
as indulged in by Brooks, Tate, Empson, Blackmur, and their peers, is
either fragmentary, that is, subordinate to the context of more general
analyses, or becomes a frankly secondary, essentially non-critical, by-product
of their universal fascination with literature.®?

Uittiz} Z3be vke] “FA¢ LBHF ol ot BdolE T2 RS
o7 YA 29 AEL FHFY KBRS Hhkclade FAE
otz A AAstz U

TE 259 HEHFT Zv BT daAe, SHEMEe 394
AT ozA HA"E Aozt 259 Y SHEd A% e T
2, S3stx, HEE F AR FiERY A$dA B Au4de
BoFE 9bd, FHFAF] e ARG TR il g Ao A
T FEE J5E A Xdd. & FHFEREY vgwg e A X
Aol AUAA FAAE 4 el gobe A4 =, 2L o
ﬁﬁoﬂﬂlﬂ} Ze ZFHQ #FE, AN BERA AT HTAAE
24F 4 ¢t

o] o] vﬂaﬁﬁ, olv] BEtdt uiel ojd 4 glvke Tated ‘%J7e}-‘+ 2]
E97E 2odE AEE F43 o] ¢k, 2 #j=4], Brookss o
= e REE 49 w2 3.

Brookst= A Shaping Joyels 9] HT AA)A, HEY FHTMW
HES A3 zedgde d4 2 Fd48& 2oz Yo o2&

E]
H o]
ne

61) R. S. Crane, “The Critical Monism of Cleanth Brooks,” in Critics and

Criticism, ed. R. S. Crane (Chicago: The Univ. of Chicago Press, 1968)
p- 90.
62) Uitti, p.159.
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A #FE (D #EE Q) K O 1’? o FHdE 2F A AAZE
vz leh 3A, RS HE 23 25 73

“RAAEHY #5777 (affective criticism)o] & 4 o=, EA {FRe ZA
3 ‘%l-ﬂﬂ =He Ay, e HF - g 44 I3 #F
F Rue AAE Wiz At oA AWA F5, 5 R
2 UFE A, oAl vtE FHHtEre A o, A BE
¢ fEmERE 2Rl “FE, /HHCIE, Bufle] £ (the poem or
play or novel olu] & =g 4 glA = s, symbol, metaphor,
tone, 45 o] %& dictionst plot 22 Aol W@ TMELEA 4 & Aot
o agiﬂr_ 63)

qA7lol A HEHE Ae FEgt ohvzl FHaAdARE FaEA
gd HHFAGE Holoh ol FMAKEC I Aoz 3
A€ 299 Hel szdg F ok ol HEHE, FHiLF dHAdE
¥l ¢3lE Chicago 259 #tfFREe] F73He plote]gte 7Ad e 53
o= Fold 4 P& Aol

= dhvhe] RIERS FFRSC 2ASE kR BHES dvliEe A
o, ofw HAlA nal, #FKRELFY Ae1L 5 ke Fol A
Z 250 BB SiEE =4 A A& tension, dramatic structure &
of 9% EAx ofd nuloA =l #HFAKR HEHC) Axdte IEHH
Bz 49 = o webA 25 whietx e AR
Zo] R FE uke) QdAFY - JrFolo FAHo] 222 v S
dE A8 AFeoz Az YA X3t of&E, FREEKEAT
vlgo] g &&A Hie A%, 2RE AEY el A A Aol
Add 4F9 e gdFe] @ 2 o '

ol A9 ikl = E3tx, ¥ B ¥4 94l A7
PART WA HFE, AN Bikel 3 AdMEE @
Faol st Ee] Ao Ao A ARE o)A E 2HAA FHd
Aol A, =¥ @Rl i o8 o BHFFN Y Fu S SAAHA K
gl 93t BEAA Tt FlA, % Az AFE F e XBH
geol #F] Yol A Azg BFE AANY FIdxz & F Ao of
<2 v & BER FF A oz 3, FT SEEES ol &t

63) Cleanth Brooks, A Shaping Joy (London: Methuen, 1971), pp. xii-xiii.

64) Sutton, p. 151.
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o fEdh RS H—1 BRERE AT 5 ARd L HiwdFd 2/
3t A Fol e

e, FHFES RIERS 43E dEde Aoz, e 24
—HREe] BWBIA 29 HEE =Y $x Q& Aod. i, ol &
vl “YEFEL" (Criticism, Inc., or Criticism, Co., Ltd.)s 2 A1 9] #FHittsF
o], #tFFo =AY #HFE ol 4%, A o B BEE
9 HFEELE 249F 5 Q77 B A3 e ol
Qg vlet Fo] AA e AAE Fokot, HitFel Helg=AA
Aol 3l g HEA oz Vel EME F Adte AHE F4E FE e
RAolck, Welleke] “Hrgtzre] HAM MRS 79 Hid 2T R &4
T ZA Qe AeE Bolzl I, oA AT ARGl nZFY T
A&l o] 28} (The New Criticism—whose basic insights seem to
me valid for poetic theory—has, no doubt, reached a point of exhaus-
tion.)® = wtolx o] W gtofl A oldlE 4= Y& Zolh.

TEol 4ol AHE AFPUE AL YT F U= UE, =
B 2220t 2AAor 2 Y& BEHA B B
Atolol o] ZGole T3t d o Wi Fdgle AFE WA F
Ao F, Bl £ FAF T4 od g fle AHE P2 YU
= e, o o wmIS o otE - k- BES B S Ry
4 F= ke A g, FEE FHREY 2 2E BRAE Ty,
BENA G& F Aok A, HLFolets Fo FEA AT Bk
B GHE A CBfEsH (B dg o] HE 4 A FEHIEE
(subjectivism), % #¥ gE(objectivism), FHA¥E 3 (relativism), #HIF %
(absolutism) 2} = ol ] ofol Al A Ald dhte] HEkRdE AT + 5
d fe o4, ¥l FHF 9A kel A RS FHEAY AA B
fBolgts A 3t of & Aol

2o

65) See Kazin, pp. 336-37.

66) Wellek, p. 359,






