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1
FEEEFE) —OO0E+T—HBO HEXZOHAH (1)1 EWnIEHER
LD VNHOBE — UL E#HA 21 EWHER sManizFE
—RIZEBTEABHY., FIIWROLDRERNH 5,

FUOMEITEEDNHRENDIZEDHH D, MREZRDBROEARR
EHROMEAOIEBOLFEEBOT 7 A MEBEMICUTHRHTH I L
NEEDNETHD. FED) 2 FEOF) 8L, 7oy by T2
F—U—), B BREDRE Y 7 2RD LT3, HDELDONET
WBHoTH, BMFEEL > EFIHARDE, I UREFRHEEERA
BIERTVWRARRI R /. THIIHEEHESSES LERETH
5, —RHOERICE TN I AET+—L O T4 a2 &8
R 5y, E. M. T4 —2A5—0O UNGHOHM), T—AD 7103
SOV Ry 2 BERH . L, 7T AREERNIKITE
BT BT, MAIERROARCITZAICHEL L. TS Nz
HAD)EVIERFMNAA TROERL OB 25— Yaxy
F2IBLHETEFS AP A B THAS S, (k) (focalization)
A TEORHS (7= & 21X prolepsis/analepsis) 72 &, EBRDOF I X b
ERBETHEIC, HROHBLO DT o EHEBELLT<HHATHD.
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a #H & ¥
NIGERTHD L2 BETERTD, WhW5F5 b OP—0RED
BMTT, HROBVERELZDBOTULMRD - B & KR,
MANCBAD ZEMTESL DI, (482)

FHOZEEINROFSH EHA DI, MEEE HICF o hoo—n
FECHEREDZIETHY, FLMBEIHELFOTFANELTT Iy IR
EUF =L TH—RAF—, TLTT—ADEENBET SN TND, 4k
5IN5 DRBICHLDHDE LT, David Lodge D The Art of Fiction < Jeremy
Hawthorn O Studying the Novel iz E&AFWFMATH L WES S, Ficoy D0
FERELER. HEROKRFEROTFZ FELTHEAEIN, REERTVWD
K57,

BE, FHL NV THEBERZHA TOWARFZIEFNEELZ<HDE N,
FU IEEHEE] +—ABSHNOEHHERICL S MTEEO8AH) v
DIyt%ﬂﬁ%h@ﬁ% KOWTDHDTHEIENSBHRIND LD

- PR R HA D DRERICE S TH S &S OX—BNRES TH
A9,

AR, T LM bS5 T, WEEE SR RS
BADENBERDTIEBONERRETEHDOTH I T0ESITEL
DD MHRDEHBLEED ZEEZENEVDEDTH, o0 I
FEHWETER) 2HATRSNSTHAY (7 LEFZEIRIIENZ ). F
IR DRI — 4R, SEICD 7 AU D OKETHRT BHEICHE
N E T, 2SR (English) T3 7z < iS22 8H (Comparative Literature)
K2, £D% % “Literary Criticism” & WS %3518 5 D% B O} (R Comp
Lit 371 LW FHIEo /), FORMLEZNWEESLDEN, Tx 1T 1>
T UAMCF v 2B ORENT TIINRY B L& M5 T, #B
BoTIbolnS 2 EMBor, h56EANE. HEAHSVTH
BERETRBENTBHIE N o EBS O, TR THFFX MG
A UTe. REBIC R W A3 21T US4 51 Catherine Belsey 0 Critical Practice.
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W R, oL T — HEEEEREREECHIEREIETS —
K. M. Newton O Twentieth-Century Literary Theory (57517 s O
HE, BETRFETHREZERTVWS), #L T Adams & Searle ® Critical Theory
since 1965TH oz, b & ® EMIFHMICHRS D o -FT, REAETRT
BN LTH, RETESALHIEROMENTEDLEND T EITWE
SBELEZEafBATND,

ZOEDET AU TOEARIZNOITFERED, BAOKRFTHEL
NIV THAMRERA D Z EAKYBEOTEBRONENIFDEZ DL LIz
o TS ZEFFENEDIEN, TBICHI—D, ZOLIIHEZDMHH
H5, THESBBAEOHEADRECBIT DHEBFHE @@%%@ﬁ‘ﬂﬁﬁc‘:ﬁ
B ERDEN, 2bTh, REAERL NN TS~
HbOEHAD I EFIPRBNVIZL TS, FRIZIEWI &1, %9;*75373100)&)#
ETITHORTVWHOTRAVNERADZDTHD. ZHIREVHRIIDAD
KO RB, BHICET 5 bOP—%, FHEEINRERZHBICHE
REbDIEEDTBLOTIIAEL, 5IH D —BERERES —H
FHHERE DD D — QIR EFMTETHREND DO TIE NN, Fhd
FERL NV DOREREEHE OIRN TENEIT I BLENH D DTN,

2
Jonathan Culler {d— JL/\—EEHAIR D The Pursuit of Signs O¥HE A —00 =
FIHTIYZD, FIECEXEMIMA, FITHS FRP—2DWTXK
DEDITBRTNS,

What is true of semiotics in general is also true for narratology, the systematic
study of narrative, which was developed with much fanfare during the heyday of
structuralism in the 1960s and 1970s but which has languished since then, even
though we have not satisfactorily answered the basic questions about how we
identify plots, how we recognize satisfactory endings and so on. Critics are more

interested in interpreting novels than in trying to spell out how we go about
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understanding them as we read. (x)

715 — BRSO —HEREIRDIED. TR S hOoP—aTFk
WZixo TLUES 201, BEFROBEESHER DO & ZA/NROKRRIIRIHT &
gk & 0 B (interpretation) DHIHHMHEE LTS, Fida bz
DRF % (%) (“poetics”) & [RFZE] (“hermeneutics™) DXF & U ThHnhY
IZEWBZ THNDKED),.

THMESNITENEEDE, EOFROLyE1IHDEDIT. K
DWEXFOBETTH I MOP—ORFEEFHL DD/NHROFESFHERA D
Z &, NROBROLEATIRL, IHOFFERA TSI ERASE
WHZEF, FLTHIT—IRULENAL, 25 U7 SIEFmmIciIiEss
(semiotics) OWEREICIET 5 2 &I/ d (BRRAFERIEBHWTE, 5+
OY—3ETREOBEBRTESNTOR). 17 —RBEBHROEL %, i
FWEZTROLIITHAL T LD,

From the semiotic point of view, however, it was clear that the task was not to
produce new interpretations but to construct an account of the rules and conven-
tions, the system of signification, if you will, that enabled cultural objects to
function as they do—to have the meanings that they do for members of a culture.
The task of linguistic is not to produce a new and subtler interpretation of “The
cat is on the mat,” showing that we have been wrong all along in our understand-
ing of this sentence, but rather to offer an account of the rules of English that
account for the meaning this sentence has for speakers of the language. Similarly,
semiotics made it clear that the task of a science of signs was to understand the
conventions and the functioning of the sign systems that make up the human

world. (viii—ix)

INEFS P OY—ICY THO TEZ S5, “The cat is on the mat” & 11>
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FINT 7Ny FORIIBANICERE L TERDH D LTV ALEE>TND
NEELSMIL, BRTE2ONEEFETHL LT, HHWE. EAE
“CatintheRain,” TROENOM] NI AOEEN. EOXSRHEAEHH
TERH TE%RD DEBOBRTAODBYELL TRIL TSN E., 5
DFE] R MERE, oy by ® [Ah—U—) EWogiTEE LN
54 L. RT 0N I raP—, TRHbBYEORFEEVWD &Itk
B, WEHN. H5VEHEMCANRERD LW T &I EBFIIT/IER
EHDIEICEAIONDESD, HHIWEER. P Tahic) BE%H D
HEOHEKREESTVSR, AHEO “How” 25O L ENSEICES
ThbIardb Lz,

NGO “How” ZFDEIZ/IGRD “What” ZRIDAVBED. MOLMNE
<HFLLE> TWBEMMAZFERL TWSH & VDR, interpretation 121
BLZEIbDRY TRER] ELTORAEND ZEITRDDEN. B5—
FOL DT EEME T DR & LT, Hans Robert Jauss @ “Rezeptions-
dsthetik” & Fredric Jameson (0 “dialectical criticism” %2417 TWw 5 (12-13). F,
MZZTHELEVORY 21 AV OERBOREN, EBHERMTEDHE
WA ERT B &9 RUL. 72 & &3 Emily Dickinson @ % @ T 11 Wallace Stevens
DHOTHN., —BOMREFNH>LEL T, TORBEEZENNITHE
BSLTHBETHOTIRARL, ThbbININEEKT S & D BUTHR
LTLESOTIRAL, BFI2HEHI LU TEOEEZIT D, T OHRF
XFDOHONE > THDERHERRNO S E ZCHEICT S, £50D
HEOROFMNI A LY OREERFIELEE>TIVESDS., Y1 A
v B BN Marxism and Form QDIRMTRDELIWCE>TWD (Blasich
S — 3L TFOBIEES ORBED “Thus” YUTFOY 2T A% B HEDOEEICS
AL TWn3,)

Thus, faced with obscure poetry, the naive reader attempts at once to inferpret, to

resolve the immediate difficulties back into the transparency of rational thought;
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whereas for a dialectically trained reader, it is the obscurity itself which is the ob-
jectof his reading, and its specific quality and structure that which he attempts to
define and to compare with other forms of verbal opacity. Thus our thought no
longer takes official problems at face value, but walks behind the screen to assess
the very origin of the subject-object relationship in the first place. (Marxism and

Form 341; Culler 12)

HEVWRID LT ELRAFICE D TENONED EZATIHH DA, BAL
HEENSZETY oA LY VHEOXEREFIZET T L uh b L,
VALY BEHBEIAT. BHOMMIEI A% “handicraft” $ibB
IFIEM WEBATBY Roberts 7)., ZHIEDED, FAIADTHD LT
SNHRIL XL, HRREBRKBEERRNBELZERELTHL TV
BT, ENSZZHA TN TOARAVARRICL D FHBECEENHD. £
SREIVISHHATEENZODTHDEND ZERDEN, BT BIchh
DI, YA LY OB EEFDICY > T, FNEESITERME
EHET L ETHRAMMEITRL, ABKEATANENTHEINHNS
BB, ZOXEOYEEDRIZ S ICHERELATHLEVS S —D0
HEZRNUEENTEW, FRIEND oA LY > OXEEEALFBERTS
DHESRPRRTH D Z BN NUTENTINEWVS T &K, Zhidd s
Bk, Db E o THEFRBEL DTN B5H 5 TH D OGN
A3,

L LEBASE, AF—2&o>T IRMRI ORELTHETShTWS Y
ALY N, bbb P A LY D ERBHOFICBIEFELZI NS5 —0
M IR LSS B, PIROVREIRIC, RAELTESIROMNE NS Bnbi
DR SNANWDOTH B, R¥RsSbhbiL. Y1 AV IATINY
AEHMFPRTH D, WD The Political Unconscious DFE—EHT “On Interpre-
tation” (MRFICDNT)) LBEINTBY, FORMTESROLIICES
TR IEEH>TVWBENSTE,
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These matters can recover their original urgency for us only if they are retold
within the unity of a single great collective story; only if, in however disguised
and symbolic a form, they are seen as sharing a single fundamental theme——for
Marxism, the collective struggle to wrest a realm of Freedom from a realm of Ne-
cessity; only if they are grasped as vital episodes in a single vast unfinished plot

[.. .]. (19-20)

DED. DALY CWRAERE-REREERL, TANOEKRTIE
BLENZEALEBEENERNRNOST 2 ZFREIILTWA IR AR
MEh, BRI T A M E2AMIS NI AEENR—DOWETHD
T—X— [B—QKEREEWE THY TH—DBENEE —
EERLTHBEEEDTDEABNDTH S, —DOF—TIW>TTFIR
FERMES S 2 EATNIMO D SO LT - 2 EET SFmN T —
TTHoZELTHMRITIEN ST, LN >ThH S —OEHmIc b5 g,
VALY Y ERFOBEISEAVHEAIIME L E LAY (IS5 L7
L. VA LV HE Deleuze & Guattari &FEIEEIC, TXTEBEAOLEIC
BRIHELTr7Oq MIBIREFT L EHH LIS D, MREOBOEE
TEBZ ERL, IV Z%EETFTIVIZ “some new and more adequate, immanent
or antitranscendent hermeneutic model” [“On Interpretation” 23] 2§ HBHTI S
ELTVWBZEEHBRLTVDI D LNRY), IO EdER, I T7—0F
FRORMNTHEICERT S “symptomatic interpretation,” EBRIFEIR| £& 2
THTHHESLSNTHD (Culler xi), &AL Fao> ¥y RFRMATE - X
{EHAEHERSREIL @ “symptomatic reading” ([BIRAYREAR)) OIIZIE. P x
ALY D TBHARERR) OBEEMHAE L TEN>THWLDTH S,
ZOEIRT ALY B THFEEMNEORFD HITPELZ DO
T imo ThBHE %, /= & 2L 5 — O The Pursuit of Signs B8 The Political
Unconscious LB CSEICHIBEE N 2DIEBRO 7 v 75— M TE RN 2
BWTHDEN HDDNWRET =1 LY > BE, Marxism and Form & The Political
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Unconscious & QW HEMAICKEHENH DN 5 EVNIRICEZLD Z L BT
FEFZA 9, L., B MR L WD I NMSEEI NS, HHNIE
FALERICRBAMGEN 2 RT TWAHE, Y1 by YESHIBERZEE <
BHETAHIICEDNS, REATHT—EAINFaIN - AFF 1 — X
DNTRDEIITIBRTN S,

Often aggressively resistant to the privileging of high culture over mass culture
or popular culture and to what it would see as excessively ingenious interpreta-
tions of individual texts, cultural studies can be seen as the heir to semiotics in its
interest in understanding cultural practices. This affinity has been obscured by
the fact that the announced goal of cultural studies is not scientific but political,

not to create a science of signs but “to make a difference.” (xiii)

FELTHBHROKBLAHEEOBEEZMSZDTHHENOIDIIT. ANT o
S AYF 4 —XDEEROMAEL L THNEMTENTNS, hF—IC
UL, ANF TN AIF 4 —XERBHO IS LizERMES LT U
ENESNTLEIDOR. ANFadh: AFF 14— TBIRHY) 725
PRFAINTETVBHENNDEINEEENS T EITRD, LihrLbhibh
WBIZT AS—OFIFANFaIIN AFF =D TBIBE) 2%
BREAEDELTWEOTERLN, XOMIICEXE. AVFas - R
YF 4 —ZXNTD TBBIRER) 972b% interpretation 2 BN ES S &L
TWBEDOTHRNWHEMD THAZZENTELO TRV, INFaI) -
REF 4 —XDITD THIEH) I23kB8. Bk AR, Px>¥— ZLT
T aFUTF LN ERNETHORE, J7abb “What” 2 EICIEE
ANEWEE, FRIY ALY O T AEHBNHER & ARk BR
ELTOMKEDDBDERSEBEABRVWOTHD. HF—BTS LK
B BESEFALEDOELTOANF I - AFF 1 —=Ah b, Wb
IEFOEMATHHHEEEHOT N LSRN ERST2HHLES &
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PO SO S A I AR R 2 M T B —
LTWaEIRELND GENN T —OHROESH 5 NIEIXETDHDIT
BUABHEBRIOH DV CHETHOESS), ZOZ &R, AFad
W RE T 4 —XDFRBIIKERFEE G X =7 7 A b & LT Roland Barthes
D Mythologies 3\ THE M5, FOFEHOHEE, TNARESMANT
ST BULEENANTF 25 « A F 1 —XABRSBEIZE>TNH I &
KOHRDTNBEITIHIIKEAD. BT—EISEDD,

Cultural studies has its roots in the cultural analysis of British Marxism, but also
in semiotics, particularly Roland Barthes’ Mythologies, with their pioneering
interpretations of cultural objects of everyday life, from cars and detergents to

wrestling and Einstein’s brain. (xiii)

H5—HZ TN NOIF o 2 &1 LT “interpretation” &5 FE & D
XZEABVWIERD, WHIH S —OHRmNA—ENTHL0NRTHRNS
A5, NV ROFZ A RS “mass-culture” 3 B W E “petit-bourgeois culture”
EWHHETHD [EE LREET22AR0HDIIKT S “ideological
critique” ThdH oI A HEICHTEBE TWLDTHS (Barthes 9),

BIEENS, 72D Uit SR ORI S DS TEDTBRoTLE
SOMEND T ERDEN, BED L TNE. B ERI U 2ET
LLKIEAINIUIBRRINCEL DI EFEEEZSND (CHMAETIIDE
S7DES D) DE D LR RAETE % FHEIC L TW D k4 72 Al
BOKERT EE. I —HORBRMSAIREE L TN LD KIREAERAIRD
DTRHYABNEND ZEFE HEWHOMARIIOHZDITKRD5NDBTE
A3, £EXCEBNT HEHI (power”) &5 “What” ZHFIZT D
Stephen Greenblatt @A, [LOFHE] LWIHKT 2 HODPHE,
“What” & “How” OPFBICE > TOHEMTEN526DTHHILERT
H, THOLETEIEHLINTH S,
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3

BIDEHNENZNDR, F 5 h0P—2fio TEREEINSE DTS
HeBA DT TRERABNEDRNENSIZE, FIROP—E0HHE
Rz2FICTNTEBCHED SHBIREN, F LU TEOEMINE/ SN
DHTFAE, Tl ENHH D NIEEL T TRA<WEEE S > & 130k
ERELAZEDRATIRSRRIMEANEEZITRADIC. ZNE LgNE
HIZENENS ZETH D, /2& XTEROBERE TIIBYIReH DLEE
B—DFEH > THTH, WM Frederick Douglass % Charlotte Perkins Gilman
NIKHAETHEHINTEENRENIZDANZZT A, Tibb “How”
EEDIETT, TOMISTHENDYETAYAZZTAENS “What” %
FHPATHHBITESNDIETT L. HBNIETIEEERTIZR WM O %25
TBia5, BEX UNRORIE) 2802 &b EB/NENID > ERITES
TLEIDEN, Pla LbZFOFKEEEFMTIIFME DO, EENS
HEDPRERZBOOBMIZES L TWEHDFEWS Z&agiud., 2501
THBE L HHRERMGISN. TNRVOREIEFMTELEdCRS
DTERAND, FEEOMFERICTBLNTIE, EACEZ M an=7iiot s
aT7UTFa &nofe “What” AETL TW5D Z LIXEERLMN, st
SETERZRTHOTIERL, MHEZUBICERRb O E L Thhbh
WIS 5L EIT poetics NS FEABREDBDTHHENI T L%, HET
DEBEICIVBEATYPL, T EMNESTERBIIBNTRELINT
WEDTIIBNWIES SN, (722D Ukkkls “What” &0\ S IO
EITHHBZET, RAELTHEROBNTWS EEOEE) &0
2, BELLE Do EBHFERN “What” %, P EbHMETEZECH
WIETELLDICEDNS,)

AL RRFEXFEREISEAR Q002€11HIH, BRARASE) KBI5L Ry
D A, TR A2 5T 50 TONRERRFERICMEBEEZBLELDTH 3,
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1. I ETATIxA LY 3. RA MBS XL EHENB YLK T e M
RIMER] MEATLEROMNEWS BEEER LIS, Joyee 2RI h 3
T X LDERE TREIER KARFLATWS, 74— RHROMNIELES
MTIA2EDaA ANFABRIKEELTVSDIE. HE2LAOMBERTH L%
fHIR (Althusser 12 U 728 Z1EF 1 512 semi-autonomous TH 3) ThFhORET
BAE— RHRLD &S “uneven development” DT dH . “older forms of in-
dividual production” DO ER< K TEMOFEBZFO DM, £ AMIAY L dpE
ATHhNTWEREZBITE2BEOMY (R LI—-PETRR) FEWSDT
H D  (Postmodernism 307), Raymond Williams @ “residual” Q&% 3832
DI LM DSa5, THKRAZ RX MEY EF &5 Tty Thomas Pynchon
BESRDBIAL TTREDBELLRKROWESEREMEEZAETDEN =KL
DALY R R E LT TH A D At “the postmodern must be characterized
as a situation in which the survival, the residue, the holdover, the archaic, has finally been
swept away without a trace” [309] LR TW3), ZVEBKEVDIL. 1LY
PHMELSLRDOEIAT, IBFIHXR] LLTOEFZXACBITS (F) & (i
#1 (“fingerprint”) EFNWRA TNB I ETHD (Cultural 6), TE 4| (“signature”
[Signatures 160)) IZHEA 5N 5 ZOBEDEY Z XA, 7B William Faulkner
% D. H. Lawrence, Heidegger > Mahler D > R U~TEiEBELZHMEBD (DED
BEEED) X510, =1t bi 1@’1%0)?@%@%% D& E- <Mz,
SLBIThie > TEITT BWIA L5 OB, KBRERZ NES >ikics
V) % “the linguistic norm” D% “foreshadow” § 5 H D LR X 5N T WS (Cultural
4-5),

IO LM &L L EE. i DK DOBMEELLTOEY XA
BRIEVBOHDLEZRADIEMTERNDD, [H] ﬂiﬁm;‘(’?&f;%
(“ff we can make a work of art from our experience, if we can tell it in the form of a story,
itisno longer true; and if we can grasp the truth about our world as totality, as something
transcending mere individual experience, we can no longer make it accessible in narrative
or literary form” [Jameson, “Beyond” 131]), ZHIUISWiziud, T4 - LLEE
PHRERATRER DO ZIRL LD ELT (HE2AORBEEZRIBALH>ELT)
T D TEE) MEEEWS L EROEN (BFZXAETBTH 0 I#
Bl HENEEHERZ O PIUEERICE WERE “The truth of that limited
daily experience of London lies, rather, inIndia or Jamaica or Hong Kong” &7/5575% 5
L [Jameson, “Cognitive Mapping” 349], &5 WWWdFE /=, “national allegory” &7 D
AIa MR OF7AMIBITS (701 MERIILTADOMWEN] EHEA
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%7255 [Jameson, “World Literature” 141], B7aAICHLD “mass culture” 1251

B0 Mg Z2MHEL IS AL DN, FAEY 1 LY D Dog Day
Afternoon §fCd B [Signatures 35-54]) , BIRIEADIZ, ¥ 1 LY > H1 “subjectivized
untruth” (“Beyond” 131) WP LTI RbNAEEY X AEROH & L T2
T2 % Hemingway % 7 4 — 7 —#5, Irving Howe 7R Z M ES D RBICBWTIE
NHEELTED “happily placed” FEINTNRBZETH S (FlabBN7iL,
EY X LONEE TEEOXE] SREATWRN)., ADIZEo>T, Bk
RKEAZITBH U 7 [0 ES 2 B 13, “Fitzgerald absorption with social distinctions,
Hemingway’s identification with expatriates, Faulkner’s mourning over the old South”
LT 2o QEREMICRNWTED (Howe 134), fNA T “mass society” &1
RER TERRERERZATRET 22 0WAO A, (B8] TiEa<
RS - BF 21 BEREESTZDTHD, UL, Y1 ALY ENTEOM
:%b%ﬂé:@%ﬁ:fb@wﬁﬁm EL5bROETS TEH £ (Z0

BEHEEZTY ZALAERUSBICEBNICEANTO AV E L) BHoRiciEL
’Cb\é EVNSET (ELTRRIONDDOEY ZXLD/NRE D, BREICIZY 1
LV CDEIRDW TERE OIRFEEEASNBET), FRESRES/EE
THREWE I KEDbNS,

ZOWHBRIRO DD YT R ERNTHIIHS N TH B, FNEN Marxism
and Form §53&3 & The Political Unconscious 8—B G DX T 5. “What we have
called interpretation is therefore a misnomer: content does not need to be treated or interpre-
ted, precisely because it is essentially and immediately meaningful initself [. . .J” (Marxism
403); “This book will argue the priority of the political interpretation of literary texts” (“On
Interpretation” 17). 7z L. B LRI INS DL TREND D OHEHH & I
HNafhTRAZEVETIE, #%FO “political interpretation” A% ISR & &1}
SRTVBIBIST, BF S I3FDOFMM: — “the absolute horizon of all reading
and all interpretation” (“On Interpretation” 17) —— DWW 42, FIEOFFHE A& R
FFU—], Fixbb “dialectical criticism” &[F U ERAIE A 28T E NS T &2
RBDIEAS,

KRS BAREEEIC DT “I would say that the insights deconstruction offers into the
functioning of language and texts constitute the most important modern contribution to our
understanding of signification” (xiil) &ik~, EEH & HEEZIHANZVDBDTH
D, EEREIRA MEEFBORBILOBEO LD ER > EWD BHICRRT
B, LEAis, ZOXDIIEMEE% D “the mechanisms of meaning” (xii) DfEHY
KEMTSDOERADZ E T A5 —EERALEOD T R PLERICHT S
HHE O SHEBEND & E b o THaKBRNE., T7abt “What” (2349 5 R
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e, RS, TUT— MRS SRR NG T —

EEHHEICLTLE>TWEEEALD, T —BHMEERERVWLITERAL &
ALELTWHBDTH Y, FE “deconstruction characteristically proceeds by intricate,
complex readings of texts” L3R~ (xiii), [HHSEEOMIRAN SN BAREREHH L
T3,
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