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1) McQuillan, Martin. Paul de Man. New York: Routledge, 2001. p. 98.

2) Gasche, Rodolphe. The Wild Card of Reading On Paul de Man,
Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1998,
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3) de Man, Paul. The Resistance to Theory. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota
P, 1986. p. 68.
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Rhetoric of Reading Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins UP, 1980. p. 5.
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5) de Man, Paul. Allegories of Reading’ Figural Language in Rousseau,
Nietzsche, Rilke, and Proust. New Haven: Yale UP, 1979. p. 149. #A|Ql&.

6) Derrida, Jacques. Of Grammatology. Trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak.
Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins UP, 1976. p. 275.
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8) de Man, Paul. op. cit, p. 150.
9) Ihid, p. 151.
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10) Proust, Marcel. Swann’s Way. Trans. C. K. Scott Moncrieff and Terence
Kilmartin. New York: The Modern Library, 1992. p. 114.
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12) Norris, Christopher. Deconstruction: Theory & Practice. London: Methuen,
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15) Culler, Jonathan. On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after
Structuralism. 25th Anniversary ed. Ithaca: Cornell UP, 2007. p. 178.

16) de Man, Paul. Blindness and Insight: Essays in the Rhetoric of
Contemporary Criticism. 2nd ed. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1983,
p. 137.

17) de Man, Paul. Allegories of Reading’ Figural Language in Rousseau,
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Nietzsche, Rilke, and Proust. New Haven: Yale UP, 1979. p. 17.
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18) Ihid., pp. 8-9.
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3) Ald|E1t Xxtel 9&

H(New criticism) oA %= ‘] =&4 <5 (the intentional fallacy)2}
= eSS & 45 W K EAEMW. K. Wimsat) & 4
2 C. "lojZg](Monroe C. Beardsley)= “#1&}2] 1Qbo|nt o %=
8 AR Ay AR ddskes 7o EA AAs AR vl
A 2003 s didlel, 2RE oJvle As(close
reading)& &3l H = olo]EY(irony), %4 (paradox), w4
(ambiguity) 5ol ATk AlHEe] QlojA] Al Erbaele @A 7
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oMo} ool 5 Fall M= A Fa BEHE A5S
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Al QoA Alo] AL o] ARA R TR A#F2] ool HTsl= ul
NEA FHEE Aot} o] Holla|, o} A3} eJnje] Aglolgt
 TAE A2 v R AlR|FefE MFE AL Q.
A 1ole] A SHS AxstHA L Ale] AAF T
o st vk E754 BAelA ol 2 Bl oigt
HZs MFsl= AL AvlA B3 Kenneth Burke)®] ‘HAF
(deflection) 7l'deltt. WMol oahd AtdEEe dHdS 48] R\t

= = v
33 Felehn Zldse i3S Hobi] AdsAH, of| 2 A

20) Wimsatt, W. K. Jr. and Monroe Beardsley. “The Intentional Fallacy.”
Contemporary Literary Criticism:  Literary and Cultural Studies. Eds.
Robert Con Davis and Ronald Schleifer. 2nd ed. New York: Longman,
1989. p. 44.

21) Brooks, Cleanth. “The Language of Paradox.” Contemporary Literary
Criticism:  Literary and Cultural Studies. Eds. Robert Con Davis and
Ronald Schleifer. 2nd ed. New York: Longman, 1989. p. 40.
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Bloks 22 AT 23 selA A HAR V5 el
§UTE22) o] o3t ks A2 FAHY st ofdet oW
‘Zoltk. & Uk Ak S vkt o] dolo] A &
ol drdstal ek

I AHE VA £ gurold e QR Qloje] b
A gyl Qs Bk B AW veld] A5shs 7159 o)
ARA A WA Aoleha olslg 4 Ak wepd, s
B} k] PHoleks M0 R T4 EUT el Zolrt2

\Axb= 71seb ofn), EHI FAF Afolel] Aidshe, doi7t
U o E7Hg zxdolw, dlgjthe] Aoy E58]
2 Zpol'I o] “SA oA ok ofsid FhA| ok& Flojth
TR Aol WFE] 3tatel] e Qlal, 9AEE 9)F-e] ot
Aol oJshA] Fdete AARE U Fox fdEo] Sl Aot

T ke AHA oS Aest & Fnaka 224 S {2 (Charles S.
Peirce) 8] 7120l sl Aggich del d=x sA9 AHdEA
7520 F2 AL 1= AL ‘73]]” 4 (interpretant)©]th, =
gF sk o]l oA 7159 diAE $I71E ARAITIEA o
I} o] Adrgsitt

o‘fl re

2

s zolA Qold 7159 ajae olulzh ohe} the s)Foleh, 1
2E d%o] ohje} ‘el'ol, o] el ThAl T 7152 A o]
PR wpgo] Rats] wEA, WAL of H4S @ 7157} e )
$2 QY o5 Al Y2 S5 By Rt &5 2ol

22) Burke, Kenneth. “Vocabularies of Motive.” On Symbols and Society. Ed.
Joseph R. Gusfield. Chicago: The U of Chicago P, 1989. p. 158.

23) de Man, Paul. Allegories of Reading’ Figural Language in Rousseau,
Nietzsche, Rilke, and Proust. New Haven: Yale UP, 1979. p. 8.
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A ZaHA g deith Ao® webd, sidas 7IsE 1y
oMgwl ‘%9A 719 (transcendental signified)dll AAAI7]:= Fo]
ofUe}t “Fetel (ad infinitum) 8 WAk

HApel A ase] tish AF AA Snj/m)A SJnje] 1
o] ol Qdoj7 EAel 71xe AJMAE 7HE YA slETh
7138} vl FEd] 9l 71Ee dAY uE Vs E TRl
U= Alals & Rlo] #3 Qloje] 7124 dAE vlfAdolztal
TS T Foll A aul2 gallEo] Sl Ao A
AHES Qulshe HIRA2) EH/AME SHEkL HAES]
A Q715 A7EA7IE 10 vl e Edie] ol otk 7
7F & vk vsge] dAoletal ek dlae] Tk ofeh -
=28 Wt Lo gt} IAEES FAMH O R 9= Flogh Az}
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24) Ibid,, p. 9.
25) McQuillan, Martin. op. cit., p. 18.
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A s kAR, 13 W] oldg o] A& 14
A et FAF V' Ry g SEAoR AAA
£ A"®sk= gJn] AlA 9 F’L?L%J ojty. &5 1o Hix=
7158}b o] dAE AP0 et wEh oldlez o]
Agoletal & & gl& Zolrh —7-74 sfLke] I ol HAETL
ME A EE T 7 QuE sAlel AREsta, 1 F ol sk
E AiA =2 594 gu)z G4 7 A T 9FA A
A7F FAFE Eodl= g71olth o¥ vl A Hhe AYA =
%] (James Loxley)d ¥&-& ”]T‘qx}tq b JIde =
ek A5oES Sl d8Evbes SuES slidetar
A} sh= oF-e] ErR0o|t)y, g AJgs] 18 2 ofxd]
oHaporia) 22 ©|%7-4(double bind)%] “3-& dojuf HAE
AE0] e FxA AVE AR, Alolv Res YA O
Z | astuAt sk FA) (totalization) 2] AL A& BT
2O Aash= Aoltk doje] vlfAeA AlFtE= = Rk 1]

He SdlarbsAdel ol2s oM r] £ e g =
e ErusH ukshd, o] A A QIR SEE 4
AT

= U ] T/‘]'*v 377]’] EHE:@?J oﬂi E}"?‘IT:‘ 2

i (thetorical question)o]t}, o] AA AL FHI} FAL = 2}
oAl SJulel H|FAQl onje] 7 FES

Ho| A FAM] AAE sl vFA gnzt AF dddny a7t
A FAREES] ddZA 4 5 5 e AL = g
duld ANEF P BE Z (Al in the Family)ol S7343hH=
o}x] W (Archie Bunker)2} 72| ohf o]t A(Edith)7} Ure
tistoltt, =83t & o] geke ofx| 2] FEhef] ojtjAvt g

T | —

26) Loxley, James. Performativity. New York: Routledge, 2007. p. 98.
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2 11 Afolell el WAsHA Arstr] AlAg ofx| €] &
oo B AL glo] obrde A gldelr e HlHA v
5 THAAE, oft] A= ofd zpolr} QlET ek AkA Sm|E
o<l Zlojtf. o] Fi-o] tist= wAdd TR EIE FS Hl
BHAQl F 7HA GnE Al 7= s weoluls 3
= HoFa 01.;}

ol Wo] F A e BAE olE8F vl (polysemy)olZtiL &
FE {h ofHY B AR HHE F ole s 2w
WA 2 TE Aol Aol s - o= Fo] fAFHA| A
AT g2 oY 52 AFETRsAS 7HI7] wlieelth
o] ARE7Fse At A=Y flsiME HAE €3 9
ET2897F A Fatell glvh BIAE uitelMs AuiA gvlE
54T Ve wAYA ko, I 959 ofdrtelx Ztolof s}
Aoltt, Teu, T19F 22 Aol EFrow M ofzelots] A
Fo ks A2 sl FAYE ou]e Fdo)r| stk <l
o] Aol sk 2Rks 3YekA okar Qe adE AY
gt Zlo] ¢171e] FAlAl e e dolghs AE & ke o
& &l AlAREL 3l Zolt

E rlo] £4dhk= & shte] FAER] o e vEd
of|o]=(William Butler Yeats)®] Al T8t ofols  Afo]of A,
(“Among School Children”)o]t}.

ol

2 oo rir J

&, YErhprol, fithshAl FeuRl 2= Ahod,

s ARE H17E €719

27) de Man, Paul. op. cit, p. 10.
28) Ibid,, p. 10.
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O chestnut—tree, great—rooted blossomer,

Are you the leaf, the blossom or the bole?

O body swayed to music, O brightening glance,

How can we know the dancer from the dance?29

T vhe] Adrgel wEw, o7]49] wiA et el ‘FIk 5 0]
£ oW PEE & &7 AT A ek B
91, B9 AW, 3270 329 AN DARS B So
th= sfjAlo] Awikdo|y30), iAo 7 g AR E(Frank
Kermode)= 1714 &3 &5+ ol ol 443 = glon,
B2 ‘g9t 9F, ou|g} Falo] ErpRo]x] ¢ko ¢F i A
28 B7HRs Ao 3bela Wkl gtk ofjo] =9 o] AloA]
nhx et 2o gt olAgle] WolHl FAIRR = E3) &
T olE IR Erbsdits YulE olsjwH, o] g
o] A% AAE ¢t dWES AFshe s g Aow i
o}l=ozl Zlo]t},
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ﬂ}-ch 7}?'6}5}. ﬁét}td IR, %W% 2Axoz Az
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29) Yeats, W. B. The Collected Poems of W, B. Yeats. London: Macmillan
1961. p. 245.

30) de Man, Paul. op. cit, p. 11

31) Kermode, Frank. Romantic Image. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1957. p. 85.
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32) de Man, Paul. op. cit, p. 9.
33) Ibid, p. 11.
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oigks} HjA} s, ebbel B T AuE $IA o
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Aolel A - old =715 AAA= wills FA9 9ol
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SEE 0I5 Mot ekAoA Zulsto] AbS EHole] o]
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34) Rosso, Stephano and Paul de Man. “An Interview with Paul de Man.”
Critical Inquiry 12.4 (1986): p. 794.

35) de Man, Paul. op. cit., 206.

36) McQuillan, Martin. op cit., p. 125.
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37) Ibid, p. 125.

38) Butler, Judith. “Contingent Foundations: Feminism and the Question of
‘Postmodernism.” Eds. Judith Butler and Joan Scott. Feminists Theorize
the Political. New York: Routledge, 1992. p. 15.

39) Keenan, Thomas. Fables of Responsibility: Aberrations and Predicament
in Ethics and Politics. Stanford: Stanford UP, 1992. p. 2.
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[Abstract]
Paul de Man’s Criticism:
Rhetorical Reading and the Alterity of Text
Won, Chul

This study aims to explore deconstructive critic Paul de Man’s theory
with an emphsis on its rhetorical reading and the alterity of the text. The
ciritical concepts such as the figurality of language, allegory, unreadability
underpin his criticism. Reading literary texts with these concepts brings
the priviliged meaning into question. The way of reading in which the
reader reveals the discrepancy of sign and meaning in literary language,
differences in text, and the meaning oppressed by the predominant one
connotes the responsibility to the other. Deconstructing the binary opposition
of the literal/the figural and exposing the power relation acting in the
course of the reduction to a predominant meaning are unavoidable critical
practices to explore literature from an ethical perspective. De Man’s
criticism says that reading invites us to experience the responsibility to the
other involved as a fundamental constituent in literary texts. In this regard,
it is absurd to denigrate deconstructive criticism as an irresponsible theory
laying emphasis only on free play of language. De Man incessantly
deconstructed literary texts with figural meaning of language, and it seems
reasonable to say that his criticism has a relevance to ehtics of the other.

Key Words: the figurality of language, deconstruction, rehtorical
reading, allegory, alterity, unreadability, the intention
of the author, responsibility



