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Complexities and Limits of Ethical Literary 
Criticism

Tomo Virk

Abstract: Although the so-called ethical turn in literary studies happened in 
the eighties and nineties of the twentieth century in North America, the topic 
“Literature and Ethics” in its various forms and denominations has been present 
since the beginnings of the reflection on literature. This treatise summarizes the 
most prominent research directions of this topic and attempts to point out their 
strengths and weaknesses. As the most burning deficiency, it identifies the so-called 
cacophony of ethical approaches to literature (mostly in Western literary criticism, 
but also globally; Nie Zhenzhao’s well elaborated proposal of ethical literary 
criticism seems to be a bright exception in this respect), characterized by the lack of 
theoretical and methodological self-reflection. In order to overcome this deficiency, 
it proposes to scrutinize some basic concepts and relations of ethical literary 
criticism, such as the range of terms “ethics” and “literature”, the relation between 
ethics and morality and between ethics and politics, the problem of aesthetic 
autonomy in relation to the ethical evaluation, the problematic issue of aesthetic re-
evaluation on the ground of ethical evaluation, etc. In the conclusion, the treatise 
stresses the general importance of ethical research in literary studies and points out 
(the ethical) obligations of researchers engaging in Ethical Literary Criticism.
Key words: Ethical Literary Criticism; literature and ethics; ethics and morality; 
literature and politics; aesthetic autonomy and ethics 
Author: Tomo Virk is Professor of comparative literature and literary theory at the 
Department of Comparative Literature and Literary Theory at the Faculty of Arts 
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Associating literature and ethics (or literature and morality) has a long and 
respectable history. Plato and Aristotle, for instance, both believed that literature 
had a moral impact on its audience. Aristotle’s theory of empathy and catharsis 
in Poetics prefigured many of the contemporary debates about the ethical value 
and importance of literature, as well as did his theory of phronesis, a practical 
wisdom necessary to conduct a good life, as developed in his ethical writings that 
deeply influenced the Neo-Aristotelian current of contemporary ethical criticism. 
If other classic, medieval and early modernist authors might not have been such an 
inspiration for contemporary research in this respect, this doesn’t mean that they 
didn’t reflect the connection between literature and ethics. On the contrary, the 
literature and ethics topic was widely discussed in the middle ages as well as later, 
even in such monumental works as, for instance, the four-volume Versuche aus 
der Literatur und Moral, written by Christian August Clodius in 1767. To name 
some other, more prominent examples: Shelley, “Shaftesbury, and the philosophers 
of the Scottish Enlightenment […] anticipate[d] aspects of the contemporary 
philosophies of Jürgen Habermas (1990) and Martha C. Nussbaum” (Locatelli 49), 
concerning ethics, and understood the relationship between literature and ethics in 
quite modern terms, not at all in an old-fashioned moralist manner. So did some 
German Romanticists. The list is actually quite extensive. Yet towards the end of 
the �9th century and in the first decades of the 20th century, the ethical approach to 
literature became suspect of moralism and got replaced with other approaches, such 
as aestheticist and formalist.

This changed dramatically in the last decades of the twentieth century, when 
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the so-called ethical turn occurred, initially in North America. To be sure, the 
metaphor itself, evoking the “Copernican Turn” and all the subsequent “turns” 
(linguistic, theoretical, political etc.), seems to be a bit excessive. Since the 
Romanticism, the implicit and explicit theoretical discussion and criticism about 
values, ethics and morality in literature continued—not only in Anglo-American 
criticism that seems to dominate contemporary debates on ethics and literature, but 
also in others. ķ Yet it is only in the eighties and the nineties that literary criticism 
and theory, but also philosophy, programatically turned their attention to the 
various aspects of the topic literature and ethics. The most prominent philosophers 
and literary scholars in this respect were Wayne Booth, Martha Nussbaum, Alasdair 
Macintyre, Richard Rorty, J. Hillis-Miller, Stanley Cavell, Adam Zachary Newton, 
Lawrence Buell, James Phelan and others. A little bit later (in 2004) and basically 
not influenced by the Western “Ethical Turn”, a well elaborated approach to the 
literature and ethics topic emerged in China, with Nie Zhenzhao and his “Ethical 
Literary Criticism´. In the last decades, ethical literary criticism evolved in a variety 
of sub-categories, perhaps the most prominent among them being narrative ethics, 
rhetorical literary ethics, ethics of reading and ethics of alterity, but also ethics of 
writing, HWKLFV�RI�¿FWLRQ, ethics of criticism, ethics of interpretation, ethics of world 
literature, ethics of imagination, ethics of hypertext etc. The list of potential further 
candidates seems to be inexhaustible and the field widely open to such an extent 
that it gives the impression of rather chaotic enterprise. It is no surprise that some 
scholars got worried about this state of affairs. In my view, Dagmar Krause rightly 
observed that

ethics denotes very different things to different people, and the task of 
clarification is made even more difficult by the fact that only very few people 
who partake in the debate deign to define ethics and morality, although most 
people freely use both terms. Moreover, it is only rarely made clear on what 
level exactly the presumed ethical influence of literature is supposed to 
take place and what counts as ethical influence in the first place. The entire 
debate, for example, between Nussbaum, Booth and Posner suffers from this 
misunderstanding. �Krause 36�

A similar point was made by Lawrence Buell:

In any event, since no specific model for inTuiry into ethics is shared by 
more than a fraction of the scholars working in the various domains of 
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literary theory and criticism, it is more than ordinarily perplexing when, as 
often happens, avowed practitioners of “ethical” criticism neglect to relate 
their brand of ethics to its alternatives or to antecedent traditions of moral 
thematics, the ideology of genre, the deconstructive ethics of reading, the 
politics of canonicity, and so forth. / To date, nobody seems to have worried 
much about a problem of cacophony, however. (Buell 11)

In order to regulate this ³cacophony´ at least to some extent, attempts have been 
made to explain the driving forces behind the “ethical turn” and in addition to 
propose a kind of its genealogy, typology or classification. Concerning the reasons 
for its rise, most often the opposition to deconstruction and “textualism” or “the 
law of periodical turn” in this case away from the text to the contextare mentioned. 
Some attention has also been paid to the assumption that the turn to ethics in 
literary studies and humanities in general is due to the humanities’ need to socially 
legitimize themselves (see for instance Nussbaum in Love’s Knowledge, Poetic 
Justice, and 1RW�IRU�D�3UR¿W�. As for the genealogy-typology-classification attempts, 
the majority of them stress three strains of contemporary ethical criticism: Neo-
Aristotelian (Nussbaum, for instance), deconstructionist (de Man, Hillis Miller, 
Derrida), and the one inspired by Levinas (or Blanchot) (Attridge and a legion of 
others). To my knowledge, the fullest account so far can be found in Buell’s 1999 
article ³In Pursuit of Ethics´. There he identifies the following six ³genealogical 
strands”: 1) traditional criticism dwelling “on the moral thematics and underlying 
value commitments of literary texts and their implied authors” [Parker, Booth] 
(Buell 7); 2) the use of literature for philosophical-ethical purposes [Nussbaum, 
Rorty@ �8�� 3� deconstruction with ³two specific >«@ ethical currents´ �9�, the ethics 
of reading [B. Johnson, Hillis-Miller] and the ethics of alterity, emerging from 
Derrida’s dialogue with Levinas� 4� ³the intensified attention >«@ given subMectness 
and agency” under the influence of “the later work of Michel Foucault” (9); 5)
another late-Foucauldian strand, criticising “out-and-out cognitive scepticism” ĸ 
��0�, and 6� ³increased self-consciousness about professional ethics´ ��0�. In 
addition, Buell proposes “[f]ive […] distinctive contours” of ethical criticism (12): 
1) the “recuperation of authorial agency in the production of texts”; 2) the “readerly 
responsibility”, deriving from “a conception of literature as the reader’s other” (12); 
3� ³>t@he approach to literary texts as arenas of ethical reflection by reason of their 
formal or generic contours” (13); 4) the distinction between ethics and morality 
(14), and 5) “the relation or distinction between the personal and the socio-
political” (14). A little bit different—and in my view a much more systematic—set 
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of possibilities to approach ethics in literature from the standpoint of literary studies 
proposes Nie Zhenzhao with the “following five aspects: (1) in terms of writers 
and their writings, it attempts to investigate moral values of the writers and their 
historical background, and the connections of the writers’ own moral values and 
those ethical values projected in those writings; (2) in terms of the works produced 
by the writers, it tries to investigate the relations between moral phenomena 
existing in works and in reality, the moral inclinations of the works, and social and 
moral values of the works; (3) in terms of the relations between readers and works, 
it intends to examine the effects of the works’ moral values upon readers and the 
society, and readers’ evaluations of the moral thoughts of the writers and the works; 
(4) it also needs to evaluate the moral inclinations of the writers and their works 
from an ethical perspective, the influence of the moral inclinations of the writers 
and their works upon their contemporary writers and literature as well as those of 
the later period; (5) it not only aims at uncovering the moral features of the writers 
and their works but also aims at exploring various issues concerning the relations 
between literature and society, literature and writer, and literature and writer from 
an ethical perspective �Nie, µEthical Approach’ �9-20�´ �Shang 29�. In contrast 
to Buell, who offers a classification concerning the entire ³cacophonic´ corpus of 
contemporary ethical criticism, Zhenzhao’s well considered proposal concerns only 
his own approach, one of the few integral ethical approaches to literature so far.

In spite of their disturbing ³cacophony´, ethical approaches to literature 
seem to share some common ground. For instance, if we are engaged in ethical 
literary criticism, we supposedly presume that literature—apart from other values, 
such as aesthetic or cognitive—also has an ethical value. Literary scholars are 
indeed not quite unanimous in what this value consists; there seems to be a large 
agreement, however, about what makes literature so suitable for ethical research. 
In the first place, the distinguished feature of a great deal of artistic literature is its 
singularity which is typical also of the ethical situation and decision-making. Here 
we are dealing with a kind of a structural analogy between the both domains. No 
less important seem to be some other features, detected not only by philosophical 
or literary-critical investigations, but supported also by, for instance, psychology 
and cognitive sciences. In this respect, the great value of literature for ethical 
research, but also for ethical education, consists in its ability to evoke emotions, to 
stimulate empathy, and to develop our imagination, which are all cognitive modes 
characteristic also of moral or ethical judgment that is by no means propositional or 
only reflective, as some other types of Mudgements are.

These views about literature are more or less commonly shared. The 
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differences arise, however, in the evaluation of what literature does—or can 
do, or even should do—with this ability from the point of view of ethics. Some 
critics believe that literature offers moral examples to follow (or to refuse), and 
that it is particularly effective in doing so just because of the features described 
above. Others maintain that literature stages particular, singular moral situations, 
characters and their decisions, and in this way strengthens our moral capacities, 
while we read it, since it is a kind of exercise in moral imagining and reasoning. 
From this perspective, when we read Antigone, Hamlet, Crime and Punishment or 
any novel of Henry James or George Eliot, we ourselves, pace Borges, temporarily 
become Antigone, Hamlet, Raskolnikov, or the protagonists of James’ and Eliot’s 
novels, and in this manner get experiences we probably wouldn’t get otherwise. 
Others, again, stress that literature fosters our ability for empathy and knowledge 
and recognition of alterity, which is a pre-condition of ethics (at least in Levinasian 
sense).

These three positions of ethical criticism which are all very much alive 
and present in contemporary literary studies and in my view can be seen as its 
three prevailing typological strands: the moral, ethical and meta-ethical are so 
heterogeneous that they don’t allow consensus about literature-ethic relationship 
and even generate very different answers to some basic questions of ethical 
criticism, such as: Does literature teach morality or not? Does it offer instructions to 
conduct a good or moral live? Does it make its readers better persons? Or, to move 
to more complex issues: Can a literary work be immoral at all" Do moral flaws of 
a work of art diminish its aesthetic value (and vice versa)? Or even: can a morally 
defective work of literature be called artwork at all? And finally: What about 
the canonized classical literary masterpieces (Shakespeare, Twain) that from the 
point of view of at least some of contemporary readers have serious moral flaws" 
Disparity of potential and actual answers to these and other related questions seems 
to imply some kind of ethical relativism and, consequentially, even nihilism. To be 
sure, ethical relativism—which is not the same as pluralism!—is a legitimate stand 
in ethical theory. Yet I believe that it is not a very promising and helpful theoretical 
background for doing ethical literary criticism. In order to avoid the implication 
of relativism, I propose a critical reflection of some crucial terms and concepts on 
which the ethical criticism is based. In my view, this might bring some clarification 
to the disturbing accidental “cacophony” of the literary ethical criticism and turn it 
into a pluralist, albeit not sufficiently self-reflected field of inTuiry.

I want to begin with a general claim that is not Tuite devoid of certain 
paradoxicality: when discussing literature and ethics, we should avoid as much 
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as possible generalizations and strong statements. Their validity can be easily 
impugned by counter-examples. For instance, many ethical critics, such as for 
instance Hillis Miller, agree that literature doesn’t offer explicit (or even implicit) 
moral instructions or “moral guidance” (Posner, “Against Ethical Criticism”11). 
Such a view rests on a certain notion of literature associated with familiar concepts 
such as aesthetic autonomy, open work, ¿FWLRQDOLW\, quasi-reality, endless semiosis, 
polyvalence convention, writerly text, polyphonic novel, semantic aporia, slippage 
RI�WKH�VLJQL¿HG�XQGHU�WKH�VLJQL¿HU etc. A legion of close readings of literary texts, 
particularly from the part of New Criticists and Deconstructionists, but also 
practitioners of some other approaches to literature, seem to confirm the basically 
non-instructive, non-didactic nature of literature. However, even if such a view 
is pertinent to the most of modern literature, it certainly doesn’t cover all of it, let 
alone the pre-modern literature which admittedly functioned under very different 
conditions and criteria than the modern one. To claim that at least one of the 
functions of Sophocles’ tragedies, Dante’s Divina Commedia, medieval exempla 
etc. was not to morally instruct and educate their readers is to be blind for the facts. 
Yet this doesn’t hold true only of the pre-modern literature, but also of Voltaire’s 
Candide, littérature engagée and the works of great Russian novelists of the 19th 
century which, for instance, were perceived by their audiences as a moral guidance. 
There can be no doubt that many other modern literary works can also edify their 
readers.

However, the opposite general claim, namely that literature gives us moral 
instruction, is obviously equally too exclusive. Quite often such a claim, tied to the 
referential reading of literature, which is to say, to a strong concept of mimesis, 
remains implicit, hidden under the cover of ideological or political criticism. To the 
western scholars, such a claim is probably too remindful of old-fashioned moralism 
to be brought to explicit statements or principles. Nevertheless it is there. Eastern 
scholars are less scrupulous and more sincere in this respect. For Nie Zhenzhao, the 
initiator and the driving force behind the Chinese—one could even say Eastern—
variety of the Ethical Turn, “[t]he basic function of literature is instruction and 
education to teach man to be a moral being´ �Kim 398�. Again, even if Nie offers 
fine examples in support of his thesis, which certainly holds true in the context 
of his own well elaborated proposal, many arguments and examples (such as, for 
instance, some novels of George Perec and other members of the Oulipo group, 
experimental poetry, visual and concrete poetry, the non-referential literature in 
general, etc.� of the proponents of the first general claim undermine it.

The lesson taken from both extremes is quite simple; no general claim about 
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the “moral instruction”—or “moral guidance”—of literature issue is quite adequate. 
Literature can morally instruct its readers, but it can also not do it. The answer to 
the question, whether it has a morally-didactic function or not, depends on several 
circumstances, regarding the recipient’s horizon of expectation, his literary culture, 
his reading skills and education, the historical moment, the type of literary text 
(“readerly” or “writerly”, self-reflective or engaged, “poetic” or “mimetic” etc.) 
and many others.

Insistence on such general claims can be seen as one reason for the 
irreconcilable “cacophony” of the ethically/morally motivated approaches to 
literature. Another reason seems to be the arbitrary range of the concept of literature 
itself. Booth, for instance, uses the term in a very broad sense, synonymous with 
narrative. Similarly Eskin claims that “use literature in a broad sense, including 
film, etc.´ �557�. A case of different use can be found in Locatelli: ³I have Tualified 
literature as µartistic’ to indicate that I am not using the term µliterature’ in the 
general sense of any kind of written texts, but rather in the restricted sense of 
texts either possessing or aiming at some artistic quality or effect” (Locatelli 47). 
Nussbaum’s reading of literature as a part of moral philosophy has even narrower 
focus: it pertains only to a certain type of modern novels.

It goes without saying that these different sets result in very different views of 
what “literature” in the literature and ethics syntagm means and of what literature 
does in terms of ethics. For instance, many scholars are inclined to believe that 
artistic literature’s “meanings” and “messages” are too complex to allow a 
straightforward paraphrase, while the so called “trivial literature” is not so resistant 
to it. If we use the term literature in this sense �as artistic�, all varieties of ethical 
criticism, ascribing to literature explicit morally instructive function, are excluded. 
Many critics also believe that realist literature is more referential than high-
modernist literature of, let us say, Joyce and Virginia Woolf, and for this reason 
more suitable for the moral-learning-from-literature approach as carried out by 
Nussbaum, for instance. Many other critics, however, particularly those influenced 
by Levinas’, Blanchot’s or Derrida’s views, quite contrarily assign higher ethical 
potential to the open works of high modernism. All these examples demonstrate 
that the way we understand literature or define its range, essentially influences our 
views on its ethical range and mode.

The complementary issue is the variety of uses of the term ethics in ethical 
literary criticism. Martha Nussbaum, for instance, draws from the Aristotelian 
conception of ethics �yet partly also, I believe²even if she would probably deny 
it—from utilitarianism) which essentially designs her approach to a very limited 
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scope. For her, the basic ethical question is how to conduct a good life, and she 
finds this ³instructions´ better exemplified in literature �in a certain type of modern 
novels) than in philosophy. On the other hand, the broadest—and therefore the 
most confusing—understanding of ethics can be found in Booth who understands 
ethics etymologically from the Greek ethos, meaning a “character”, a “collection 
of habitual characteristics”, “whatever in a person or a society could be counted 
on to persist from situation to situation. I express my ethos, my character, by my 
habits of choice in every domain of my life, and a society expresses its ethos by 
what it chooses to be´. In this way, ethics includes ³the entire range of effects on 
the ‘character’ or ‘person’ or ‘self’” (Booth 8). Richard Posner rightly observed 
that ³Booth defines µethical’ so broadly that it largely overlaps what I consider 
‘aesthetic’” (Posner, “Against Ethical Criticism: Part Two” 359). Posner’s 
observation is fully confirmed by many passages in Booth’s The Company We 
Keep, for instance this one:

 Expanding our terms in this way exposes the falseness of any sharp divorce 
of aesthetic and ethical Tuestions. If ³virtue´ covers every kind of genuine 
strength or power, and if a person’s ethos is the total range of his or her 
virtues, then ethical criticism will be any effort to show how the virtues of 
narratives relate to the virtues of selves and societies, or how the ethos of any 
story affects or is affected by ethos—the collection of virtues—of any given 
reader. Obviously this means that a critic will be doing ethical criticism just as 
much when praising a story or poem for “raising our aesthetic sensibilities” or 
“increasing our sensitivity” as when attacking decadence, sexism, or racism. 
(Booth 11)

From the point of view of ethical literary criticism, this seems to be a rather 
questionable standpoint, blurring what is distinctively ethical in works of literature 
(but also in general) and consequentially implying that the moral defects of literary 
works are to the same extent also aesthetic flaws, and also the other way around. I’ll 
briefly discuss this problem a little bit later. For now, I want to add that the most 
elaborated, widely applied use (but also misuse) of the term ethics in contemporary 
literary ethical criticism derives from Levinas (sometimes accompanied by 
Blanchot or Bakhtin) and is integrated and upgraded (with Derrida’s, Badiou’s, 
Bauman’s and other readings) in several forms of the so-called ethics of alterity. 
This kind of ethical criticism, when performed correctly, addresses mostly the 
issues of the reader’s responsibility and of literariness as a model-alterity, in the 
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latter case being an approach that passes into a kind of meta-ethical criticism. 
It needs to be noted, however, that Levinas’ ethics is particularly vulnerable to 
misunderstandings and false simplifications, if not studied carefully enough. In 
such cases, Levinasian alterity is not understood in connection to saying (le dire), 
but to said (le dit), which can make such an approach quite often in the postcolonial 
context suspicious.

Another important issue that needs to be subject to my scrutiny is the 
relationship between ethics�morality and aesthetics, already briefly touched upon 
above. To make it as short as possible: in spite of the famous Oscar Wilde’s claim 
that “there is no such thing as moral or an immoral book”, very few people would 
seriously deny that at least some works of literature—if not all—have certain 
moral or ethical dimension. The crucial question in this respect, however, is, what 
kind of relationship is there between the aesthetic and ethical value. To repeat 
some of the questions already posed before: Does literature teach morality or 
QRW"�&DQ�D�OLWHUDU\�ZRUN�EH�LPPRUDO"�'R�PRUDO�ÀDZV�RI�D�ZRUN�RI�DUW�GLPLQLVK�
its aesthetic value (and vice versa)? Can a morally defective piece of literature be 
called artwork at all? The aesthetic autonomists defend the conviction that art is 
separate from ethics and that ethical values in no way affect the aesthetical value. 
Quite often they have good reasons to believe this (for example, the defence of 
literature’s artistic freedom from legal prosecution). Yet many critics practicing 
ethical criticism disagree with this position. Their arguments are too numerous and 
much too heterogeneous to be listed here� let me instead concentrate on a specific 
and very important issue in this respect: the aesthetical re-evaluation of canonized 
masterpieces on the ground of their ethical re-evaluation. Booth deals extensively 
with this issue in The Company We Keep, referring to some examples of his own 
re-evaluating experience in cases of Huckleberry Finn, Gargantua and Pantagruel 
and some others.

Booth is aware of the complexity of the problem he deals with. He admits, 
for instance, that even as a professor, he wasn’t aware for a long time of certain 
ethical flaws in Twain’s or Rabelais’ novels. Yet once he was confronted with 
their ethical defects, this also influenced his aesthetic evaluation of these works. 
Some scholars criticised Booth for such an attitude, accusing him of tendentious 
and shallow, ideologically pre-determined reading, and also reminded him that he 
wrongly evaluated these works from his own historical ethical and moral horizons, 
not respecting the historical and cultural circumstances or moral standards and 
conditions, under which these works had been written. Nie Zhenzhao would label 
Booth’s re-readings moral and not ethical criticism. However, Booth seems to be 
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aware of these possible objections and has a well prepared answer. For him, to read 
literature does not only mean to let himself being totally immerged in the textual 
world, but at the same time also to keep some distance, to remain the person he is in 
his actual social and historical world. Ĺ Consequently, Booth denies the possibility 
of total acknowledgment of the otherness.

This is quite a delicate issue, still acute and in my view one of the most 
important conceptual problems of ethical criticism, re-emerging in new variations. 
To remain with the Booth’s example, I see three different possibilities within the 
ethical criticism to take position in this debate. I have already briefly presented 
Booth’s arguments. In extreme cases they can be graduated up to the complete 
denial of artistic value of such canonized works that are morally flawed from 
the perspective of actual moral and ethical standards. Some of the politically 
engaged contemporary literary criticism takes this course. Booth’s opponents, 
on the other hand, stress the autonomy of literature or rely on close reading of 
works in question, claiming that recipient’s personality should not be included 
in the reception process, demonstrating Booth’s too diligent over-interpretation 
and misreading, and also his supposed ignorance of historical circumstances or at 
least incapability to evaluate the work according to the ethical or moral standards 
of its own historical and cultural moment. In my view, none of these options is 
satisfactory, since it is not far reaching enough. For a balanced response to this 
demanding challenge we need a third perspective, perhaps the one offered without 
allusions to the particular case Booth deals with by Hanna Meretoja who states:

Reading narrative fiction about a particular historical world can contribute to 
the reader’s sense of history as a sense of the possible in two interconnected 
ways. Firstly, it provides the reader with a sense of the space of experience in 
which it was possible to experience certain things and difficult or impossible 
to experience other things—a space of experience that encouraged certain 
modes of action and thought and discouraged others. Cultivating a sense of 
that kind of space of experience can make actions comprehensible to us that 
might otherwise remain incomprehensible. Secondly, a sense of what kind of 
space of experience a past historical world was can provide the reader with a 
new perspective on his or her current historical world, allowing him or her to 
see its limits and blind spots and to perceive other possibilities of experience, 
thought, and action. (Meretoja 44)

To put it shortly and straightforwardly, with regard to Booth: Booth doesn’t occupy 
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an absolute moral position from where he could deliver absolute judgements. 
Similarly as he would—perhaps due to the political correctness—probably avoid 
to judge moral standards of some other, subaltern contemporary culture by the 
standards of his own culture, he ought to avoid criticising historically other 
cultures’ standards from the standpoint of his own historical standards. From 
the point of view of a not-yet-attained moral/ethical level, his views could be no 
less unethical than the ones he is criticizing. To the same extent that Rabelais’ 
possibilities of experience were limited by his historical horizon, Booth’s 
possibilities of experience are limited by his own historical horizon that is by no 
means the absolute one. Therefore, the most undiscussable ethical lesson Booth 
can take from his example is the experience of provisionality of his (and everyone 
else’s) moral standards. Such an experience can contribute to our self-understanding 
and help us to “conduct a better life” in both Booth’s and Nussbaum’s senses of 
the word. Such an experience also prevents us from the incorrect aesthetic re-
evaluation on the ground of our own moral standards.

With the last case we come close to another couple of terms that cry for 
clarification of the relationship among them: ethics and politics. Here, too, we are 
faced with the two opposed opinions: for some ethical critics, there is no substantial 
difference between ethics and politics—or at least, for them, they are “inextricably 
linked”.

I do not deny a certain relationship between ethics and politics. It would be 
unwise to do so. There is, for instance, a basic connection between them in a sense 
that—in a manner remindful of the Artistotle’s homo politicus—everything has 
something to do with politics, and also that they sometimes actually address same 
issues. However, I claim that not all varieties of this relationship are fruitful for the 
ethical criticism. Some of them may even inhibit it. Let me pose for the clarity’s 
sake two such possible relationships: 1) a view that politics is based on ethics and 
derives from it, and 2) the opposite view, that ethics is based on politics (which 
can be seen as a sort of macchiavelism�. I believe that the second view doesn’t 
allow for an ethical criticism proper, because from this perspective, ethics is always 
a political construct, and if we want to go to the core of character’s actions and 
decisions (or of “author’s intentions”), we land in the political criticism, and not 
ethical.

So in my view, from the perspective of ethical literary criticism, it is only 
consistent and fruitful to clearly distinguish ethics from politics. They are not 
at all the same; in some respect they are even opposed to each other (Antigone 
would be a good example). While politics is always about power, the ethics proper 
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never is, even if power relations may raise also ethical questions. Nevertheless, 
the distinction remains. For instance, in practice, the politics is an attempt to gain 
power over others; this is also characteristic of political discourse. Not so in ethics. 
Ethics is not about gaining power over the others, but about respecting others. 
This is also how ethical discourse—in literary criticism or elsewhere—essentially 
differs from the political criticism. In my opinion, the ethical criticism should not 
serve as a cover for a political or any other criticism� I agree therefore with Eugene 
Goodheart that “the ethical critic must resist the language of power” (qtd. in 
Henriksen 490) as characteristic of political criticism.

For practical reasons, I am only now turning to a terminology issue that 
ought to accompany—and, actually, even introduce—every piece of ethical 
criticism, literary or non-literary: the relationship and distinction between ethics 
and morality. Philosophers and literary critics often use them interchangeably (for 
instance Devereaux 2004, ĺ Eskin 2004, Nussbaum 1990), even if sometimes they 
are aware of their different meanings. Some others make a clear distinction here. 
Nie Zhenzhao, for instance, understands ethics as “a general term encompassing 
both moral terms and immoral terms, while morality is a specific term excluding 
immoral terms” (qtd. in Ross 8), and explicitly distinguishes between moral and 
ethical criticism:

Unlike moral criticism, ethical literary criticism does not simply evaluate a 
given literary work as good or bad on the basis of today’s moral principles. 
Instead, it emphasizes ³historicism,´ that is, the examination of the ethical 
values in a given work with reference to a particular historical context or 
a period of time in which the text under discussion is written […] Though 
some traditional ethical critics have attempted to unpack ethical elements 
in literature, they have usually analyzed literature from their personal 
ethical values and moral principles or, at best, the moral principles of their 
contemporaries […] Theoretically, their point of departure should have been 
to analyze literature from an ethical perspective, or to put it differently, the 
ethical value of the literary text should have been the target of their research, 
and their moral principles should have merely served as toolkits in that 
process. However, in practice, the analysis of literary texts ceases to be their 
target of investigation and their personal moral principles take priority. By 
contrast, ethical literary criticism represents a particularly strong call for 
obMectivity and historicism. Grounding itself in specific historical contexts or 
ethical environments, ethical literary criticism sees the contemporary value of 
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literature as the rediscovery of its historical value. (10)

To be sure, clear distinction between the ethical and moral is not a matter of literary 
studies; it is rather a challenge for philosophy which is burdened with historical 
heritage of the interchangeability of both concepts. Yet for the sake of clarity, 
necessary to confront the disturbing cacophony, mentioned above, at least the 
awareness of the difference between the two domains would be useful. “The moral 
of the story” means something else than “The ethics of the story”.

Here my listing of topics indispensable for the methodological self-reflexion 
is at the end. What remains is to propose a kind of conclusion. To use a moral 
vocabulary again: what lesson can one take from the issues briefly touched upon in 
my presentation?

In the first place, I would say that ethical criticism²in my view the most 
important branch of literary criticism—consists in an innumerable variety of 
approaches. This variety can be seen as an anything-goes-cacophony or as a healthy 
plurality. The distinction between both lies in self-reflection. If ethical literary 
criticism is rightly seen by some as a cacophony, then it needs more self-reflection 
in order to become a plurality. Zhenzhao’s proposal, for instance, is one of a very 
few such systematic, integral and methodologically self-reflected approaches, in 
this respect a good example also for western scholars to follow, when doing ethical 
literary criticism.

The variety of ethical approaches to literature, that perform extremely 
important work also in terms of social welfare, is in principle limitless. 
Nevertheless, there are, at least in my opinion, some limits for ethical criticism 
that need to be respected. Critics engaged in the ethical criticism ought to 
respect the principles of the ethics of criticism. They should not, for instance, use 
ethical criticism as a cover for some other sort of criticism. They should behave 
responsibly towards the literary works, which means that they should respect 
their singularity and not misuse them for their own purposes, as in the case of, 
for instance, ideologically burdened criticisms of various colours. The ethical 
dimension and potential of literature is so precious that ethical literary criticism 
should not blur it with an irresponsible treatment. The word “ethical” in the term 
“Ethical literary criticism” should therefore signify both: the specific research 
topic as well as the way how the research proceeds. In my opinion, these two 
responsibilities mark the only eventual limits to the ethical criticism I can think of.
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ɋNotesǐ

ķ To name only a couple of cases preceding the Turn in North America: in his Anatomy of 

Criticism, published in 1957, Northrop Frye even devoted an entire chapter to what he called 

³Ethical criticism´. �It is true, however, that with this title he didn’t really discuss what we 

nowadays understand under this term.) Another such case is John Gardner’s controversial On 

Moral Fiction (1978). More examples can be found in French, German, Russian (pre-Soviet and 

Soviet) and probably many other literary criticisms.

ĸ For the sake of clarity I am adding a bit longer description: this strand derives from Foucault’s 

“incipient critique of his earlier evaluation of ‘the idea of truth as nothing more than a ruse in 

the service of an epistemic will-to-power,’ as a mere discursive artifact” (Norris 124, 126). This 

strain of recent theory concerns itself with exposing the intellectual reductionisms and moral 

hazards of the ‘out-and-out cognitive skepticism’ that supposedly characterized poststructuralism 

(Norris 3), while avoiding old-fashioned models of mimetic realism” (Buell 10).

Ĺ Booth approaches a hermeneutical issue here. The similar point has been done, for instance, 

by the Gadamer-influenced Aesthetic of reception with its claim that a proper understanding 

always includes the entire variety of historical horizons of expectation, including, of course, 

the reader’s one. Yet such a starting point can also lead to different conclusions regarding the 

aesthetic value than the one proposed by Booth.

ĺ Devereaux’s use is not problematic only due to the non-distinction, but also due to the very 

broad conception of the term ethics/morality: “A note on terminology: in the context of this 

paper, I am using µmoral’ and µethical’ interchangeably. I am also using these terms in a very 

broad sense, including more than might ordinarily be counted under the label ‘moral.’ For my 

purposes, the label ‘the moral’ includes the political, the ideological, the religious, and so on. 

Lastly, I am not committed to the claim that the terms µmoral’ and µimmoral’ are the fundamental 

terms of moral evaluation. Here I use these terms as stand-ins for all kinds of moral language 

(ordinary talk of justice, happiness, virtue and vice, terms such as ‘duty,’ ‘obligation,’ and ‘right’ 

in ethical theory)” (Devereaux 10).
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Abstract: In the discussions about the role of ethics in literary texts one has 
frequently focused on the content of the texts and the attitudes of the involved 
figures. In my paper I intend to turn my attention to the self-referential components 
of literary representation and consider their role as constitutive factors in 
establishing a ³good´ work of art. Hereby I take my point of departure in the 
contradiction “good”/”bad”, which are terms adopted from moral philosophy and 
used as criteria in the evaluation process. It is my intention to show that when 
ethical categories like “good” or “bad” are applied to artistic writing they turn 
into aesthetical designations which function according to changing taste systems. 
Furthermore my paper discusses the role of self-referential judgements in the 
establishing and maintenance of canonical formation. With reference to Immanuel 
Kant’s and David Hume’s conceptions I finally conclude with statements, due to 
which the evaluation of art works is reductive if one limits the judgement to the 
self-referential aspects and neglects that works of art are interacting with a variety 
of other functions such as contextual, designative and cognitive.
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This paper connects to ideas I developed previously and pays attention to 
questions regarding the self-referential aspects of ethical literary criticism. Every 
time when one emphasizes the specific poetical function of language one focus 
at the same time on its self-referential usage. The concept of auto-referential 
inquiry has now a day won through as important research subject in great many 
scientific disciplines, not least inspired by Niklas Luhmann’s system theory. In the 
metafictional prose of postmodern writers one finds numerous examples of self-
referential presentations. In the following I intend to elaborate some of the ethical 
implications which follow from the inner-textual perspective on literary texts.  It 
strikes me that there frequently is a tendency to argue in a far too distant relation 
to the core Tuestions of ethics. It is worth-while to keep in mind that ethics is 
dealing with moral concerns, with matters concerning good or bad, right or wrong. 
In order to distinguish between the antagonisms one need moral criteria, which 
may differ from one culture to another. There are however moral standards that 
are regarded to be common for everybody, independent of political, ideological 
and religious convictions, principles implemented in conventions and orders like 
“The Declaration of Human Rights” or “The Ten Commandments.” As far as 
values are related to taste there are however no obliging standards equally valid 
for every human being. The citizens of ancient Rome used to say: De gustibus non 
disputandem est, which means that it is useless to quarrel about matters of taste. 
Like language taste is closely related to the origin of the human existence. Your 
language is your mother tongue, and your taste is developed under influence of 
maternal and paternal instructions, which in combination with cultural stimulations 
help constructing a standard system which enables value Mudgments. It is thus 
evident that taste is far from being an objective quality, especially not when related 
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to a work of art. You can spontaneously agree on that a meal is good, that the 
weather is good, that somebody’s behavior is good, but it is far more complex to 
decide if a poem is good. When ethical categories like good or bad are applied 
to artistic writing they turn into aesthetical values, which function according to 
changing taste systems. Every time when a reader evaluates a written text he turns 
the ethical terms good or bad into aesthetical ones. That means when an evaluating 
act turns self-referential and directs its statements towards the text itself, we have 
to do with a code switching, informing about the aesthetical status of the text. It is 
good as far as it is elaborated according to the taste system prevailing at a certain 
time, in a certain place under certain circumstances, it is bad if not. Throughout 
the centuries the quality measures have changed; what once was regarded good, 
may later be considered insufficient. Value Mudgments are, unless they are totally 
subjective or provoking, mostly derived from general rules and norms regarding 
artistic expression or later, as aesthetics was separated from the philosophical 
discourse and established itself as a separate research discipline, from the various 
concepts of aesthetical systems, which serve as advisory sources for critics.

The self-referential aesthetical standards comprise all interconnected poetic 
components and functions of the artwork, not only the rhetoric and stylistic 
composition, but also structural features like coherence, openness, confinement, 
harmony, completeness, complexity, polyvalence, intertextuality, etc. When 
the evaluation act is based on some of the mentioned internal properties the 
designations “good” or “bad” are dependent on the successful adaptation of 
poetical standards. It seems Tuite obvious that the poetical realization reTuires of 
the author that he is familiar with the peculiar principles of poetry. He cannot write 
blank verses without being familiar with the iambic pentameter and he cannot write 
a sonnet without knowing the metrical form of a sonnet. And vice versa: the critic 
cannot evaluate in a proper way a literary text unless he is well acquainted with the 
artificial ways of expression characteristic of the poetical genres. In order to avoid 
misunderstandings I want to underline that I in the following don’t intend to value 
the autonomous character of literary texts, but their capacity to successfully realize 
or help realize the applied aesthetical guidelines according to the qualities “good” 
or “bad.” From the point of view of ethical literary criticism the self-referential 
aspects of literary artworks are the more effective the more they support the impact 
on the reader and his ability to increase his power of judgment concerning social 
and individual mores. 

As far as aesthetics is defined as the study of the beautiful it deals with 
the properties which provide it with these features. When a work of art satisfies 
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the specific demands of beauty the critics usually calls it a “good” work hereby 
recirculating a quality classification originally rooted in ethical research. The 
designation “good” as opposite to “bad” to day serves as an aesthetical quality 
marker and as such it functions better than the characterization “beautiful” because 
the depiction of ugliness may prove to be “good” as well, but never “beautiful.” 
Barbara Herrnstein Smith in her influential book Contingencies of Value. 
Alternative Perspectives for Critical theory asks what teachers and academic critics 
mean by recommending a work as “good literature” before having clarified the 
reasons for their evaluation. 

At least two developments have challenged the stability of aesthetical 
systems and questioned their usefulness. Since the beginning of modernity writers 
rebelled against the tyranny of aesthetical regulations and established new ways 
of expression void of general validity, the result of which was a huge increase 
of new aesthetical programs, mostly with an anti-artistic and provoking affront. 
The parole was: the more expansive the less obliging. Until in postmodernity 
authors won acceptance for their ideas that everything goes. Art recirculates the 
formal and thematic repertoire of previous periods and epochs, hereby making 
art to a playground for experiments with the writing traditions of the past. The 
main mentality behind this renunciation of innovative creativity is expressed in 
the following sentence: Everything is said, consequently it remains saying it in 
another way. This mode of resignation suggests that literature has arrived at its 
final stage, where the permanent reuse of the literary heritage suffocates every 
attempt at artistic renewal. This turning on the spot gradually evoked dissatisfaction 
among readers and authors. The Norwegian author Jan KM rstad brought it to the 
point with the following statement: It is not sufficient to copy postmodernism, it is 
necessary to rewrite it with regard to the rapidly increasing standards of knowledge 
and rethinking it at the background of the contemporary political and ecological 
crises. It is likely to believe that the upcoming Tuestioning of postmodern 
preferences marks a turning point, where the documentation of formal skill gives 
way to a reinforced focusing on what in a seldom before noticed way threatens the 
survival of human beings. This may be considered the date of birth of an ethical 
literary criticism, where the adjectives good and bad primarily again refer to the 
content of literary works and regain a quality linked to the moral standards of the 
involved literary figures and their activities and conflicts. The moving of the focus 
from the form to the content of a literary work consequently implies that complete 
different aspects of literary expression are subject to quality evaluation. Faced 
with a complex literary plot it may be challenging to differ between good and bad, 
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even on the level of direct confrontation between contradictory figures like Othello 
and Iago, Faust and Mephistopheles. From the point of view of ethical criticism it 
seems to be completely clear that Iago and Mephistopheles represent the principle 
of evil. Still they have a positive function in the presentation of goodness; without 
their presence in the plot it would have been impossible to elaborate the horizon of 
what goodness is not. Nie Zhenzhao has coined the designation the Sphinx factor 
in order to illuminate that human beings are trapped in an existential dilemma 
and exposed to the contradictory powers of human and bestial attitudes. In his 
interpretation the lower capacities of bestiality form the horizon against which 
the higher values of human attitudes and ethical behavior appear. That means: the 
function of the evil is to make the good and the valuable visible. On the other hand 
it remains a paradox that the presentation of the evil from the viewpoint of ethical 
literary criticism may be evaluated as good or successful as far as it deals with the 
phenomena in an excellent way.

Obviously there is also another reason why attention has been drawn away 
from the postmodern rewritings of the aesthetic canon and directed towards 
questions concerning the reader’s response to the literary text. The modern 
reception theory moves the focus from the text to the reader, who is the one that 
on the background of his literary competence through the reading act completes 
the comprehension of the text and as such proceeds to a co-creator of it. As far 
as it is up to the reader to fill in the lacunae or the space left open by the author it 
depends to a certain extent on him to attribute to the work the values good or bad. 
The author delivers the single textual elements, the reader and the critic arrange 
them with regard to what they consider the ethical intention of the elaborated text 
materials. In so doing it is by far enough to trust one’s feelings. When the Tuality 
judgment has no roots in reliable theoretical frames the evaluation threatens to be 
accidental. In order to counteract miss-readings and to ensure scientific credibility 
it is necessary to use as a basis adeTuate evaluation standards, both in the field of 
forms and contents. A literary work of art can be evaluated not only in relation 
to aesthetical features  like beauty, compatibility, ambiguity, but also in relation 
to measures linked up to subject matters like freedom of opinion, exchange of 
information, increase of knowledge etc. as well. The validity of this kind of criteria 
changes throughout the centuries and depends on normative principles derived 
from philosophical, sociological and theological frame theories. Supporters of 
ethical literary criticism, be it authors, be it scientists, are all more or less indebted 
to the theoretical sources of moral reflection. 

It is however a fact that modern reception theory has reevaluated the standards 
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of literary excellence. A literary work of art is not necessarily good because it obeys 
the prevailing aesthetic rules and corresponds to them, but on the contrary because 
it breaks the rules and transcends what is estimated to be the valid norm. Inspired 
by Thomas Kuhn’s theory of the paradigmatic shift the adherents of modern 
reception theory introduced the concept of the expectation horizon, which marks 
the borderline between traditional and innovative literature. This implies that that 
all kind of avant-garde writing offends against the accepted paradigms and insists 
on establishing the good of tomorrow beyond the good of today. According to this 
concept the ethical oppositions good/bad, right/wrong are permanently subject 
to replacements and adjustments. The inevitable consequence of this process is 
the loss of the text as an autonomous object. The research interest is exclusively 
directed towards the text’s impact on the reader. The text constitutes itself in the 
reader’s mind as a network of appeal impulses and completes itself through the 
interaction with the reader. Due to this understanding the text is not any more a 
limited material object, but an aesthetic artefact that evokes more or less controlled 
responses and paves the way for subjective impressions instead of elaborated 
knowledge. Thus the reader actualizes the inherent potentialities of textual meaning 
according to his educational presuppositions, his reading experiences and his 
feelings. In articles from the late �940s the American critics W. K. Wimsatt and 
M. C. Beardsley vehemently refused the concept because it abandoned the proper 
obMect of literary analysis, the reified text. 

Anyhow, the efforts of modern reception research have doubted the concept 
of a static, correct and eternal validity and meaning of literary texts. The result has 
shaken the very foundations of canonical thinking. How is it possible to put together 
a list of representative artistic writing when the works in question are deprived of 
substantial consistency and solely exist as a source of individual taste display? An 
intact canonical system requires at least an agreement on the ontological status 
of a literary work and on the main principles of structural coherence. The history 
of canon formation shows indeed the need for quality guidelines and curriculum 
recommendations. What good is, however, and of lasting importance is liable to 
be judged in the retro-perspective. Consequently most canonical lists consist of 
texts from the past, which have proved their durability throughout generations. 
According to Harold Bloom “canonical prophecy needs to be tested about two 
generations after a writer dies” (522).  Because artistic excellence is subject to 
taste fluctuations and change of conventions there is a current urge for canonical 
revisions. Due to Harold Bloom the crucial propulsion by secular canon formation 
is the “aesthetic choice” (22).  According to my understanding the “aesthetical 
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choice” is an ethical one as far as it uses aesthetical measures in order to decide 
what is canonical and consequently good. He admits however that he himself has a 
pre-scientific reason for ascribing to literary works the attribute of canonicity. ³The 
only pragmatic test for the canonical´ is, he claims, ³only what I have read and 
think worthy of rereading” (518).

In the last year’s discussions one has argued for a democratization of the 
literary canon formation: equal number of males and females, equal number 
of young and old, equal number of literary genres, equal cultural and national 
representation. This egalitarian principle threatens to transform the canonical 
system into a statistical one, hereby losing the elitist character of the canonical 
out of sight, then according to Harold Bloom “literary criticism  always was and 
always will be an elitist phenomenon” (17). In so far he concurs in David Hume’s 
opinion that by judging good and bad works men have very different views and 
not everybody is equally fit to judge art. According to Hume a man who has no 
opportunity of comparing the different kinds of beauty is indeed totally unTualified 
to pronounce an opinion. Addressing beauty Hume refers to the poetic and rhetoric 
components that cooperate in creating the artistic effects of art language.  Hereby 
he understands the surplus of aesthetic qualities that separate the language of art 
from daily life language. Nobody has underlined this artistic difference in a more 
precise way than has Jan Mukarovsky, one of the most influential members of the 
Prague circle. Due to him the language of everyday communication serves practical 
purposes; therefore it is rule-bound and automatized. The poetical language is 
by comparison characterized by a deviated use of the standard language and a 
systematic violation of its norms. Accordingly the poetical language is good 
because of its de-automatized utilization of the daily conversation language. 
However, in the context of aesthetic expression the signification good has lost 
its immediate moral value, but it regularly regains an ethical dimension “when 
literary works are conceived of as the means of transmitting specific values´that 
means when the aesthetic construction appears as a semantic arena in the service of 
decoding ethical values (Bloom 22).

I have so far underlined the auto-referential elements of text-constitution as 
essential for the canonical formation. This position has however been contested 
and its theoretical basis, the idea of aesthetical values, vehemently attacked. There 
are obvious reasons for doubting the objectivity of aesthetic value judgment. 
Baumgarten in his introduction to aesthetics (1750) emphasized the sensory rather 
than the rational nature of such Mudgments, likewise Kant, who considered aesthetic 
judgment as non-conceptual and entirely based on pleasure or displeasure. One 
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of the reasons why aesthetic values are lacking constancy and endurance has to 
do with the nature of the aesthetic object and the changeability of the evaluating 
subject. Taking the constitutive elements of a literary work of art into consideration, 
its “structure,” “features,” “qualities” and of course its “meanings”—one may 
recognize that this properties are not fixed  given, or inherent in  the work itself, but 
are at every point the variable products of particular subjects’ interactions with it. 

It belongs however to the paradox structure of the Kantian taste Mudgment 
that it, although subjective, still demands general validity. This intermingling of 
subjective and objective reasoning may seem to be a challenge to the common 
sense, but Kant bridges the contradiction by introducing the term ³Gemeinsinn,´ 
meaning “our common capacity for shared cognition.” Accordingly “Gemeinsinn” 
involves a claim of universality, which ensures that taste questions are not only a 
matter of personal preferences.

Kant’s concept of the aesthetic value has been disputed, not least because 
of its disinterestedness, which dissociates the aesthetic from moral values hence 
paying less attention to the aspects of good and bad. However, in recent years one 
can observe an extended understanding of the category of the aesthetic. Hereby 
it is striking that the aesthetic value of a work of art is not restricted to its formal 
features, but increasingly are conceived of as interacting with a variety of other 
aspects, namely contextual, cognitive and moral elements. One may explain the 
connection between the self-referential and moral connections within the artwork 
in the following way. A work of art is “good” when it is in accordance with the 
valid norms of the beautiful. In so far I agree with Bery Gaut, who asserts that ³art 
can teach us about ethical values through linking cognition to imagination” (252). 
The “good” is essentially a judgment that something is ethical, the judgment that 
something conforms with the moral law. It would however be a mistake to think 
that the interplay between the “good” on the level of formal skill and on the level 
of content is drawing in the same direction. The contrary may prove to be the case 
when the content of a work of art in a perfect way is glorifying the ugly and the 
bad. The clash between the structural and the moral usage of the opposition good/
bad shows that the interactive display between the two functional levels don’t 
necessarily work according to the theoretical concepts. Radical autonomists reject 
the moral contamination of aesthetic values because of their intrinsic contradictions. 
They maintain that “moral assessment presupposes that the object assessed has 
mental qualities and capacities. Yet works of art do not possess minds; so they 
cannot be subject to ethical assessment” (Gaut 69). This extreme view may be 
valid in case of abstract and experimental texts, but all kinds of representational art 
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forms transcend their formal expression and are subject to ethical criticism, simply 
why words, isolated or in artistic contexts, are semantic units with denotative and 
connotative designations. It may however prove difficult to apply ethical measures 
to text types which like non sense poetry and l’art pour l’art fiction underline the 
intrinsic value of art and refuse to serve any didactic, moral, or utilitarian purpose. 
Only as far as one adapt the self-referential model of evaluation discussed in 
this paper one is able to judge whether the text is good or bad with regard to its 
ambitions.

Before concluding I want to make some additional remarks to the self-
referential aspects ofliterary works and to their connection with the semantic levels 
of expression. It is striking that Wayne Booth ascribes to aesthetic Tualities ethical 
ones as well because they possess the capacity “to write stylishly, beautifully or 
elegantly and possessing an acute aesthetic sensibility” (42). Booth underlines 
that “a critic will be doing ethical criticism just as much when praising a story or 
poem for raising our aesthetic sensibilities or increasing our sensitivity as when 
attacking decadence, sexism, or racism”(49). The self-referential act of evaluating 
literary texts is nevertheless reductive because it ignores that they are situated in a 
communicative situation and are conceived of as the means of transmitting specific 
meaning and values. Thus artworks composed in verbal signs differ from those 
made in color or marble because they are not only components in an artistic design, 
but primarily carrier of a diversity of supplementary symbolic, allegoric, cognitive, 
contextual and moral functions. I agree with Berys Gaut when he emphasize that 
“Ethicism is the doctrine that a work of art is aesthetically meritorious in so far as it 
has an aesthetically relevant ethical merit” (138). 

Not surprisingly one finds ³ethical merits´ in many literary genres. In my 
concluding comments I want to focus on the criminal novel, in which the spirit of 
ethical care is jeopardized through the dissemination and infiltration of criminal 
minds and networks. There are many reasons why the criminal novel attracts so 
much attention in the Western societies. Sociologists consider the phenomenon 
as a compensation for the boredom and lack of tension in everyday life. In an 
ethical context it is worth-while noticing that the detective, the main figure of 
the criminal novel, is a person who fights the evil in order to restore the ethical 
balance in society and through his intervention helps protect decent people from 
falling victims to the powers of badness. His professional job is to remove the 
bad and shape the presupposition for the recovery of social peace. The criminal 
novel is mostly characterized by the dominance of what has been called “forward 
tension” (Vowärtsspannung); it favors straight actions, complementary characters 
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and a strict separation between good and bad figures. It is based on the idea of a 
final solution through which the bad is defeated, very much like in the fairy tale, 
where the underdog finally escapes his oppressors through violating or killing 
them. The concept of the criminal novel has in so far a structural similarity with 
that of restoration ecology because it aims at fighting the pollution of the social 
surroundings through appropriate steps. The concept of the criminal novel focus 
on content and attitudes and as such it is a counter-concept to the strategies of the 
self-referential approach to literary texts. It is likely to draw the conclusion that the 
aesthetic value of a criminal novel is independent of its formal features and that 
the critical evaluation mostly don’t pay attention to the self-referential aspects of 
the texts. Very seldom I have found authors of criminal novels that are aware of the 
interrelation between form and content and reflect the formal patterns of the genre. 
Among the few renewals of the genre I want to mention Jan KM rstad’s novel 
Verge, in which the author deconstructs the traditional patterns of the criminal genre 
and turn the narrative into a book on how to be a greater and better human being, 
without abandoning the forward tension of the average criminal novel. This may 
serve as a good example how one can change and extend the genre from inside, 
from the very sources of the self-referential components of the literary text.
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and audial narrative strategies, rewrites Shakespeare’s Hamlet and portrays a group 
of prisoners of ethical dilemmas in a metaphorical sense, who are imprisoned either 
by their existing ethical identities or by their changed ethical identities, which 



28 Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol.1, No.1, March 2017

restrains them from making the right ethical choice and cause ethical tragedies. 
This paper, from the perspective of ethical literary criticism, attempts to decode 
three ethical metaphors implied by nutshell, namely the nutshell of desire, the 
nutshell of poetry, and the nutshell of womb. Specifically, the nutshell of desire is 
mainly concerned with the narrator’s uncle Claude and his mother Trudy, who lost 
their ethical identities because of their persistent pursuit of sex and money. They 
break the taboo of murdering their kinship by poisoning the narrator’s father John. 
The nutshell of poetry is mainly concerned with the narrator’s father John. Aware 
of the extramarital affair between his wife and his brother, John tries hard to restore 
his ethical identity and to make peace with his wife by reading poetry to her and by 
bringing a female poet home as his pretended lover. Trudy’s rejection of his poetry 
reading indicates her blunt rejection of moral teaching, which fails to stop her from 
poisoning her husband dead. The nutshell of womb is mainly about the unborn 
foetus, who overhears his mother and his uncle’s plot of poisoning his father. Stuck 
between his identity as an unborn foetus in his mother’s womb and his identity as 
a dutiful son of his father, he is unable to save his father from the incoming danger 
on the one hand, and he delays his revenge for his father on the other hand. 
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䇴Ǌᵲᘇк᮷ᤷࠪ˖Āቭ㇑ሿ䈤⋑ᴹ᰾⺞ᨀࡠ䴧⢩ᡆ㘵㦾༛∄ӊˈն

ᱟতᴹᖸཊޣҾᆳԜⲴި᭵ˈᴹӋި᭵䶎ᑨⴤ᧕ˈㆰⴤਟԕ㻛㿶਼Ѫ᰾⺞ᨀ

৺ā(Mars-Jones) Ǆ
䵢эgᯟ、ቄᯟ (Lucy Scholes) 䇔Ѫ˖ǉ᷌༣Ǌᱟ哖ݻቔᚙĀ䘁ᒤᶕᴰ

ྭⲴ૱ā(Scholes)Ǆᯟ、ቄᯟⲴ䇴䇪൘ࠟ⢩gݻᵇཷ (Kate Clanchy� 䛓䟼㻛

䘋а↕㓶ॆǄݻᵇཷ䇔Ѫ˖ǉ᷌༣ǊᱟĀ哖ݻቔᚙ䘁ᶕⲴᶠˈᆳ䟽߉㦾༛

∄ӊˈᑖ⵰૰Քˈྲ਼ T.S. 㢮⮕⢩䈇ⅼþ⧋ѭ၌ÿ(Marina)ˈਁᥕࠪҶ

哖ݻቔᚙⲴᡰᴹ㢪ᵟॾā(Clanchy)Ǆ ⺞ᇎˈቡ㢪ᵟ⌅㘼䀰ˈ൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌ

ѝˈ哖ݻቔᚙᶱቭަࡋㅄ⌅ѻ㜭һˈሶ૱ᣛкᯁᯃⲴਉ䘠ཆ㺓ˈྲԕӪ

⢙ਉ䘠Ⲵㅄ⌅ᶕ䇢䘠ਁ⭏൘ĀᡁāᇦᓝѝⲴ᭵һ ԕ̍ੜ㿹ਉһⲴ⇥ᶕ⧠Ā㛾

ᱮሿ䈤Ⲵ㲊ᶴᙗо䶎ࠨāᶕݯāᡰᝏ⸕ⲴӪ㊫ц⭼ˈԕ䶎㠚❦ਉ䘠㘵Ā㛾ݯ

㠚❦ᙗˈㅹㅹǄ䰞仈൘ҾˈѪӰѸ䈤ǉ᷌༣Ǌ৸Āᑖ⵰૰Քā(deliberately 
elegiac) ˛ሬ㠤૰ՔⲴഐᱟӰѸ˛૰ՔⲴሃօ൘˛ᡆ䇨ˈǉ᷌༣ǊⲴ૰

Քሃⴤ᧕ᤷੁᗧg㢮⢩㛟唁ᗧ (Decca Aitkenhead) ᡰ䀰ⲴĀሃ䀰ᔿ᧗

䇹ā(allegorical indictment)Ǆ㢮⢩㛟唁ᗧ䇔Ѫ˖ǉ᷌༣ǊĀᇎ䱵кᱟањሩᡰ

䉃ᛵᝏ∄ⵏᴤ䟽㾱ⲴþਾüһᇎÿᰦԓⲴሃ䀰ᔿ᧗䇹Ǆā(Aitkenhead) 䚇
Ⲵᱟˈ㢮⢩㛟唁ᗧᰒ⋑ᴹ᰾⺞ᤷࠪ૱ᡰवਜ਼ⲴĀⵏā(truth) ᡆһᇎˈ

ҏ⋑ᴹ䈖㓶䇪৺Āᛵᝏā(feelings) оĀⵏāѻ䰤Ⲵޣ㚄Ǆ

ㅄ㘵䇔Ѫ ᵇཷᡰ䀰ⲴĀ૰Քā઼ݻ̍ 㢮⢩㛟唁ᗧᡰ䇪৺ⲴĀⵏāⲶоǉ᷌

༣Ǌᡰ⧠ⲴՖ⨶ᛢޣˈণањণሶࠪ⭏ⲴĀ㛾ݯāӢ㙣ੜࡠҶ⇽Ӣ઼

䈻ᇣ㠚ᐡ⡦ӢⲴһᇎǄሿ䈤࡛ࠪᗳ㻱ൠԕĀ᷌༣āѪ仈ˈ䳀ሴሿ䈤Ӫ

⢙ቭ㇑⑤ᵋᡀѪĀᤕᴹ⵰ᰐ䲀オ䰤Ⲵੋ⦻ā̍ նᇎ䱵к䜭⋖㩭Ѫ䙬Ӵ Āྲ᷌༣ā

Ⲵᴹ䲀オ䰤ⲴഊᗂǄو㤕᷌༣ᱟањޣҾሿц⭼ⲴՖ⨶䳀௫ˈ䛓Ѹሿ䈤ᴰ㙀

ӪራણⲴᱟ䘉ӋӪ⢙ྲօਇഠަѝˈ䳮ԕ䀓㝡Ǆᵜ᮷䈅മӾ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴

㿶䀂ࠪਁ 䟽̍⛩䀓䈫Ā᷌༣āᡰ㮤ਜ਼Ⲵй䟽Ֆ⨶䳀௫ ণ̍Ā⿱ⅢⲴ᷌༣āǃĀ䈇

ⅼⲴ᷌༣āԕ৺ĀᆀᇛⲴ᷌༣āǄĀ⿱ⅢⲴ᷌༣āത㔅ਉ䘠㘵ĀᡁāⲴ⡦

ᗧ઼⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚ኅᔰˈԆԜ⡷䶒䘭≲⢙䍘ⲴⅢᵋ઼ሩᙗⅢⲴ┑䏣ˈ䘧ཡࣣݻ

Ҷ㠚ᐡⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭˈਸ䈻л㦟∂ᇣҶĀᡁāⲴ⡦Ӣˈ䀖⣟ҶᕁӢⲴՖ⨶⾱ᗼǄ

Ā䈇ⅼⲴ᷌༣āത㔅ĀᡁāⲴ⡦Ӣ㓖㘠ኅᔰ䪸ሩᆀ⢩励䘚઼ᕏᕏࣣݻᗧѻ

䰤ⲴнՖޣ㌫ˈ㓖㘠䈅മ⭘ᵇ䈥䈇ⅼᶕᥭഎ㠚ᐡⲴႊါˈᚒ༽䭉սⲴᇦᓝՖ

⨶䓛ԭˈ㘼ަࣚ࣋Ⲵཡ䍕ࠨᱮҶ⢩励䘚ሩՖ⨶ᮉ䈢ⲴᧂᯕǄĀᆀᇛⲴ᷌༣ā

ത㔅ਉ䘠㘵Āᡁāኅᔰˈቭ㇑Āᡁā䘈ᱟаቊᵚࠪ⭏Ⲵ㛾ݯˈնᱟĀᡁā

ੜࡠҶ⇽Ӣ઼⡦䈅മ∂ᇣ㠚ᐡ⡦ӢⲴമ䈻Ǆ൘ᰐ࣋㹼ࣘⲴ㛾ݯ䓛ԭоᴹᗳ

༽ӷⲴݯᆀ䓛ԭѻ䰤ˈĀᡁā൘ᇒ㿲кᰐਟླྀօǃᵚ㜭ᮁ⡦ӢҾড䳮ѻ䱵ˈ

਼ᰦĀᡁā৸ਇࡦҾ㠚ᐡ਼⇽ӢⲴӢᛵޣ㌫ˈ൘ѫ㿲кሬ㠤Ҷ㠚ᐡ༽ӷᰦⲴ
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⣩䊛оᔦᇅǄ

⿷ⅨⲺ᷒༩φ

ᯥ㣢ށᯥഖᆆⲺ㓺ਾૂ՜⨼ᝅ䇼Ⲻ䘭ཧ

ᨀgӊᖃᯟ (Tim Adams) 䈤˖Āቭ㇑ഐਇࡠǉ䴧⢩Ǌਁ㘼ࡋ

ࠪᶕⲴሿ䈤ˈн㜌᷊Ѯˈྲ唈ཊݻⲴǉ唁⦻ᆀǊǃᲞԓݻⲴǉ㪋⢩䵢઼ݻ

ࣣ⣴ᯟǊǃॾ㧡༛ⲴǉᰐェⲴ⧙ㅁǊˈ㘼⭘ᆀᇛѝⲴ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ᶕѪਉ䘠

༠丣Ⲵሿ䈤㠣ቁҏᴹає䜘ˈྲ⍋ᯟgᇼᚙ⢩ᯟⲴሿ䈤ǉቊᵚࠪ⭏Ⲵ࡙ݻ

ᯟᵥཛǊˈնᱟ哖ݻቔᚙ䘉䜘ᢰ㢪䶎ࠑⲴ૱㔍ሩ㇇ᗇкᱟሩҼ㘵Ⲵ俆⅑㔃

ਸā(Adams)Ǆሿ䈤Ժˈањቊᵚࠪ⭏Ⲵ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ࠪׯӪᯉൠڊҶྲл

ᔰ൪ⲭ˖

แუྂдຏၽྡྷّఆԅզᆐऺdഀ Τ߬ЍēઐԙԉӠᆂēԉӠᆂē

ຸᄉԁᆑލಾംēྻރၽუऺಾนॴਙdแΞᆂཤ࠵ēࡘܨݍ࿋୯

แႛ࠼ಾఢۥମঠၽ͖ੜԅఝӟᄯēၽຸԅ૾૾ᄯēแԙ֪ᆂ

ࠟՖēᆳਲ਼ഛԙମڶᄚ೫ဟแྡྷّఆԅོںēူแݣՎֳถԅੜΨ

࠘ாజԙଗᅯēڕ࠰แ΄܈܈ԅ൘੧ൎͧถēӬಾਬူၽҶಹޙ

ԅੁੴრԅಒྡྷ୯УՎēϢੇීঽॴੁdઊನēแભா֗ရਅϢܣ

d(McEwan 1)࠼

ањ൘⇽Ӣ㞩ѝቊᵚࠪ⭏Ⲵ㛾ݯ䙊䗷㛾㟌оཆ⭼༠丣Ⲵ਼ޡ仔ࣘˈੜࠪҶᇶ

䈻㘵Ԝ䈅മ䘋㹼Ⲵ䛚ᚦ䇑ࡂǄ䈱ᱟᇶ䈻㘵˛ԆԜ৸൘ᇶ䈻ӰѸṧⲴ䛚ᚦ䇑

ਉ䘠㘵֯⭘ҶĀᇶ䈻㘵ā(conspirators)ݯ٬ᗇ⌘Ⲵᱟˈ↔༴㛾˛ࡂ ઼Ā䛚

ᚦā(vile) єњާᴹ儈ᓖՖ⨶ᙗ䍘Ⲵ䇽≷ˈ䘋㘼ሩԆԜⲴ㹼Ѫ઼ᵜ䍘ڊҶ䍏䶒

ⲴՖ⨶ࡔᯝǄ䘉ᰐ⯁ᕅਁҶ䈫㘵Ⲵྭཷᗳˈ◰䎧ҶԆԜⲴ䰵䈫ⅢᵋǄ

оǉ䴧⢩ǊⲴᛵ㢲㊫լˈ൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌѝˈ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵਼ṧҏ䇢䘠Ҷ

ањ⡦Ӣྲօ㻛⇽Ӣ઼∂ᇣˈ㠚ᐡྲօ䈅മ༽ӷⲴ᭵һǄնᱟˈоǉ

䴧⢩Ǌᴹᡰн਼ˈĀᡁāаⴤቡᱟ⡦Ӣ㻛ᇣһԦⲴ㿱䇱㘵ˈ㘼䶎ਾᶕ䙊䗷

⡦ӢⲴ公兲ᶕᗇ⸕ަ㻛ᇣⲴⵏǄ൘ሿ䈤ѝˈᘗ䛱Ⲵ䴧⢩⦻ᆀ㻛ᦒᡀҶ

ቊᵚࠪ⭏ǃ㜭䀰ழ䗙Ⲵ㛾ݯǄ㤡᰾⾎↖Ⲵ㘱ഭ⦻㻛ᦒᡀҶ䈇Ӫ㓖㘠gࠟᚙݻ

㖇ᯟǄࣣݻ䘚ᯟ⦻㻛ᦒᡀҶᡯӗᔰਁ୶ࣣݻᗧǄ㪋ᾊᗧ⦻ਾ㻛ᦒᡀҶᆅྷ⢩

励䘚Ǆ᭵һⲴਁ⭏ൠ⛩⭡ਔ㘱Ⲵѩ哖⦻ഭ㻛ᦒᡀҶᖃԓ㤡ഭՖᮖⲴаᡰਔᆵǄ

䘉ᓗ҄⋫⦻ᰦᵏⲴਔᆵԕ৺⭏⍫൘ਔᆵѝӪ⢙ѻ䰤Ⲵ༽ᵲޣ㌫ᱟᡁԜ䀓

䈫ǉ᷌༣ǊⲴ䟽㾱Ֆ⨶⧟ຳǄ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ቔަ⌘䟽ሩՖ⨶⧟ຳⲴ᷀࠶ˈ

䇔ѪĀሩ᮷ᆖⲴ⨶䀓ᗵ享䇙᮷ᆖഎᖂҾᆳⲴՖ⨶⧟ຳᡆՖ⨶䈝ຳѝ৫ˈ䘉

ᱟ⨶䀓᮷ᆖⲴањࡽᨀā˄㙲⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ256˅Ǆ൘ᖸབྷ

〻ᓖкᶕ䈤ˈ↓ᱟ䘉ᓗਔᆵ䞍䞯Ҷ㓖㘠⇂ભⲴᛢǄ亷ᴹ䇭ࡪણⲴᱟˈቡ
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䍒ӗ㘼䀰ˈĀԆ⋑ᴹ⢩励䘚ᴹ䫡ˈᴤᱟн㜭઼ࣣݻᗧ∄ǄնᱟԆਟԕ㛼䈥к

ॳ俆䈇ⅼā(McEwan 11)Ǆ㓖㘠൘ཆ』ᡯትտˈ䍏٪㍟㍟ˈ㓿ᑨ䶐Ӿᕏᕏࣣݻ

ᗧ䛓䟼ُ٪Ѫ⭏ˈնᇎ䱵кԆ৸ᱟањᴹ䫡ⲴᇼӪǄ㓖㘠Ӿަ⇽Ӣ䛓䟼㔗

ᶕⲴ䛓ᓗ҄⋫⦻ᰦᵏⲴਔᆵ൘ᖃԓ㤡ഭᡯൠӗӔ᱃ᐲ൪ⲴԧṬ儈䗮 700 з㤡

䮁Ǆ⭡ᱟ䈤ᶕˈ㓖㘠㻛ᆀ䎦ࠪҾ㠚ᐡ⾆ᆵⲴѮࣘˈ亷ѪԔӪ䍩䀓Ǆሩ↔ˈ

ਉ䘠㘵䇴䇪䚃˖Āᖸཊ⭧ӪˈᖸཊӪˈ≨䘌䜭нՊ䇙㠚ᐡⲴ䝽ڦᢺԆԜӾ㠚

ሿትտⲴᡯᆀѝ䎦ࠪᶕǄ㓖㘠gࠟᚙݻ㖇ᯟ઼࡛Ӫнаṧ”(McEwan 12) Ǆ
ᖃழ㢟ⵏ䈊Ⲵ䈇Ӫ㓖㘠䙷ࡠањ㚶㛼ǃ㻛⿱Ⅲᡰ᧗ⲴྣӪˈԆн࠷ᇎ䱵

Ⲵ⎚╛ᙍᜣ㻛ᰐᛵⲴ⧠ᇎࠫᗇ㊹⺾Ǆቭ㇑Ԇа⅑⅑ൠᐼᵋ㠚ᐡਟԕ⮉лᶕ➗

亮䓛ᘰᴹᆅⲴᆀ⢩励䘚ˈնа⅑৸а⅑ൠ㻛ᆀᤂѻ䰘ཆˈ㘼ྩ߅ߐาⲷ

Ⲵ⨶⭡ᱟѪҶ㞩ѝⲴᆙᆀǄᇎ䱵кˈ⢩励䘚൘ᮖ׳иཛቭᘛᔰᇦ䰘Ⲵⵏᇎ

ഐˈᱟѪҶ䗾᧕ণሶࡠᶕⲴᛵӪǄቭ㇑㓖㘠൘䈇ⅼࡋһъкˈ䳴ᗳࣳࣳˈ

նԆѪӪழ㢟✝ᛵˈᆼޘн൘㠚ᐡӾ⇽Ӣ䛓䟼㔗ᶕⲴ㘱ᡯᆀⲴԧ٬ˈ⋑

ᴹ䍚മ䠁䫡ⲴⅢᵋǄԆሶᒣᰕ䟼Ӿᕏᕏࣣݻᗧ䟼ُᶕⲴ䫡ˈᰐگ䎐㔉ަԆ

䴰㾱ᑞࣙⲴ䈇ӪǄ䘉ᰐ⯁оࣣݻᗧሩ䠁䫡ⲴᘱᓖᖒᡀҶ勌᰾Ⲵሩ∄Ǆ

 ⢩励䘚ⲴᛵӪࣣݻᗧᱟަиཛ㓖㘠ⲴᕏᕏǄԆⲴਖа䟽䓛ԭᱟаൠӗ

ᔰਁ୶Ǆ൘ਉ䘠㘵Āᡁāⴻᶕˈࣣݻᗧᱮ❦ቡᱟањнࣣ㘼㧧Ⲵᇴ⭏㲛ˈ

ഐѪԆĀ⋑ᴹᔪ䙐ԫօь㾯ˈҏ⋑ᴹਁ᰾ԫօь㾯ā(compose nothing, and 
invents nothing) (McEwan 5)Ǆࣣݻᗧ㔗Ⲵ 7 սᮠⲴ䍒ӗˈ⧠൘ҏ㻛Ԇᥕ䴽

Ⲵнࡠഋ࠶ѻаǄᡆ䇨ˈ↓ᱟᐼᵋнࣣ㘼㧧ሬ㠤Ԇ䎺ਁӗ⭏ᴤབྷⲴ⿱Ⅲˈ

нᜌཪਆ㠚ᐡӢ⭏କକᡰ㔗Ⲵᇦᓝ㘱ᆵˈᦞѪᐢᴹǄ⭡↔㘼䀰ˈ൘ᡯൠӗ

ᐲ൪кԧṬ儈ᰲⲴਔᆵቡާᴹҶ䈡ӪⲴ⿱Ⅲ㢢ᖙˈ㘼ᰐ䇪⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚䘈ᱟަ

ᛵӪࣣݻᗧˈ൘Ḁѹкˈ䜭ᱟਇഠަѝⲴഊᗂǄሿ䈤ѝˈ⢩励䘚ࠐѾ⋑

ᴹᔰ䗷䘉ᓗᐲԧн㨢Ⲵ㘱ᆵˈᰐᔲҾᡀѪ䘉ᓗᡯᆀⲴഊᗂˈ൘ѫ㿲кཡ৫

Ҷ㠚⭡ǄഐѪ䍚മ䘉ᓗᡯᆀ઼ᆳ㛼ਾⲴ㓿⍾ԧ٬ˈ⢩励䘚ࡽॺ⭏ᡀѪᡯᆀⲴ

ഊᗂˈ㘼ਾॺ⭏ࡉՊᡀѪⴁ⤡Ⲵഊᗂˈ൘ᇒ㿲кཡ৫Ҷ㠚⭡Ǆ

⢩励䘚࣍䈤иཛᩜࠪᡯᆀˈԕׯ㠚ᐡา㘼ⲷѻൠ઼ᛵӪˈণиཛⲴᕏᕏ

տ൘а䎧ˈ⨶⭡ᱟᖬ↔㔉ሩᯩᰦ䰤оオ䰤Ǆࣣݻᗧҏ࣍䈤କକᔰჲᆀˈ⨶

⭡ᐼᵋԆԜⲴႊါᴹྭⲴ㔃᷌Ǆࣣݻᗧ՚ழൠ㾱ُ䫡㔉କକ㓖㘠ˈᒦф࣍

䈤Ԇ䚃˖Ā㓖㘠ˈྩⵏⲴᖸ⡡ˈնᱟྩ䇙ᡁѪањਟؑԫⲴᇦᓝᡀઈ㾱

⥌ႊါⲴᴰབྷᐼᵋǄటǄՊᴹྭ㔃᷌ⲴǄᡁᔰа⇥ᰦ䰤Ǆ㔉Ҹ≳

৸⅐ᡯ』ҶǄնᱟˈ䈧਼ˈᢺ䫡䎠ˈ❦ਾ㔉ྩаӋオ䰤ā(McEwan 
35)Ǆ㲊՚Ⲵࣣݻᗧ᰾᰾ᱟѪҶ䇙କକᔰˈԕׯ㠚ᐡ䲿ᰦ઼ჲᆀа䎧公Ǆ

Ԇ᳇ൠ䟼઼ჲᆀᇶ䈻∂ᇣ㠚ᐡⲴକକˈкত䈤ԆԜⲴႊါՊᴹྭ㔃᷌Ǆ

ާᴹ䇭ࡪણⲴᱟˈԆ䘈ᢺ㠚ᐡ㿶ᱟĀਟؑԫⲴᇦᓝᡀઈā(trusted family 
member)Ǆᇎ䱵кˈԆнӵ⿱䙊ჲᆀˈൿକକⲴႊါ઼ᇦᓝˈ㘼ф䘈䈅മ

∂↫କକˈമ䈻ަᡯӗˈᆼޘ㛼ᔳҶᔪ・൘ᇦᓝᡀઈѻ䰤ⲴؑԫᝏǄ
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൘оᆀ⢩励䘚ǃᕏᕏࣣݻᗧ༴Ⲵᰦ䰤䟼ˈ⡦ӢⲴᜟᑨ㹼Ѫቡᱟ㔉Ԇ

Ԝᵇ䈥䈇ⅼˈնᱟ൷䚝ࡠԆԜⲴ═㿶઼ᤂ㔍Ǆ∄ྲˈ㓖㘠䈅മ㔉ࣣݻᗧ䈫㠚

ᐡᴰ䘁᭦ࡠⲴޣҾ⥛ཤ咠Ⲵ䈇ⅼˈնᱟ䘉аѮࣘᜩᙂҶࣣݻᗧǄԆ᭦എҶ

ᵜᢃ㇇ُࠪⲴ䫡ˈ㔗㘼❦৫ǄоࣣݻᗧⲴ㧛ᙂ઼䗵䙏᭦䫡ⲴѮࣘ

∄ˈ㓖㘠ннᘉൠу⌘ҾỰḕ؞᭩ণሶঠࡧⲴ䈇ⅼ˖ĀԆᒦн൘ˈࠐѾ

䜭н⸕䚃㠚ᐡᒦн൘ā(McEwan 36)Ǆ䈇ⅼѝޣҾĀ㚚᰾㔍亦㘼ԔӪ㠤ભ

Ⲵᮢ䫏ӪˈᡁԜѪҶањቆਛⲴ↻ᗽ㘼㧛᰾◰ࣘā(Blood-wise fatal bellman, 
we quaintly thrill to a shrieking cruelty)(McEwan 36)Ǆ䈇ⅼѝⲴĀ㠤ભā(fatal)ǃ
Āᗽā(cruelty) ㅹ䜭ᱟާᴹՖ⨶ᙗ䍘Ⲵ䇽≷ˈާᴹаᇊⲴ᳇⽪ᙗǄྲ᷌ᡁ

Ԝ㚄ᜣࣣݻࡠᗧ↓൘䈻ࡂⲴ∂ᇣӢݴᕏⲴᚦ㹼ˈࡉн䳮⨶䀓ԆѪօᝏࡠĀヂ

ā(strangled) ઼Āᙂā(furious)Ǆᇎ䱵кˈࣣݻᗧᤂ㔍㙶ੜ䈇ⅼਟ㻛䀓䈫

ѪሩՖ⨶ᮉ䈢Ⲵᤂ㔍Ǆ㙲⧽䪺䇔Ѫ˖Ā᮷ᆖ൘ᵜ䍘кᱟޣҾՖ⨶Ⲵ㢪ᵟˈ᮷

ᆖⲴԧ٬䙊䗷᮷ᆖᮉ䈢࣏㜭Ⲵ⭘Ҹԕփ⧠Ǆ൘Ֆ⨶䘹ᤙⲴ䗷〻ѝˈӪⲴՖ

⨶䇶ᔰӗ⭏ˈழᚦⲴ㿲ᘥ䙀⑀ᖒᡀˈ㘼䘉Ӌ䜭ᱟ䙊䗷ᮉ䈢ᇎ⧠ⲴǄ᮷ᆖ

ᱟӪ㊫᮷᰾䘋↕Ⲵ㔃᷌ ᆳ̍ᱟӪ㊫䘋㹼઼㧧ਆᮉ䈢Ⲵ䟽㾱ᖒᔿā˄ 㙲⧽䪺 Ā̍᮷

ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴˖䇪᮷ᆖⲴสᵜ࣏㜭оṨᗳԧ٬ā11˅Ǆࣣݻᗧᤂ㔍઼᭮ᔳ᮷

ᆖሩԆⲴᮉ䈢ˈ൘ᙍᜣ઼㹼ࣘк㕪ѿᓄᴹⲴՖ⨶ᤷᕅˈሬ㠤Ԇ൘ๅ㩭䚃䐟к

䎺䎠䎺䘌ˈᴰ㓸ሬ㠤Ֆ⨶⣟㖚Ⲵਁ⭏Ǆ

⿱ⅢቡۿаᕐᐘབྷⲴ㖁ˈಜҶ⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧˈ֯ᗇԆԜ൘⿱ⅢⲴ䈡

ᜁлˈ䘧ཡ⨶ᙗˈ൘ๅ㩭Ⲵ䚃䐟кˈ䎺䲧䎺␡ǃ䳮ԕ㠚ᤄǄᇎ䱵кˈࣣݻᗧ

઼⢩励䘚ᒦн䴰㾱㓖㘠਼ԆԜ൘а䎧ˈഐѪ㓖㘠ᰙቡ⸕䚃ҶԆԜⲴнՖޣ

㌫ˈ㘼фṩቡ⋑ᴹᮓԆԜⲴᙍǄԆԜඊᤱ∂ᇣ㓖㘠Ⲵѫ㾱ഐቡᱟѪ

Ҷ䈻ਆ㓖㘠ԧṬн㨢ⲴᡯӗǄᦒ䀰ѻˈԆԜҼ㘵ѻ䰤Ⲵ㤏ਸᒦнᱟഐѪᖬ↔

⡡ˈ㘼൘ᵜ䍘кᱟѪҶ䠁䫡ˈн䗷ԆԜᖬ↔ѻ䰤਼ᒺᔲỖǄ∄ྲˈᖃ⢩励

䘚нሿᗳࡂ㝊Ⲵᰦࣣݻˈىᗧ俆ޣݸᗳᱟ㾱⨶ൠ᩺кⲴ㹰䘩ˈ㘼нᱟ

ྩⲴՔਓ˗൘䈻ᵰ㓖㘠Ⲵ⇿њ䱦⇥ˈࣣݻᗧ䜭䇙⢩励䘚ᶕᆼᡀˈ㠚ᐡࡉ䈅മ

䳀९ൠᒢᒢ߰߰ǄᖃԆԜ㖚㹼᳤䵢ˈ߶༷䘳ӑⲴᰦࣣݻˈىᗧ⭊㠣н亮ণሶ

⭏ӗⲴ⢩励䘚ˈ䈅മ⤜㠚䘳ӑˈਚн䗷ᣔ➗ᐢ㓿㻛⢩励䘚᭦䎠ˈᵚ㜭ᡀ㹼Ǆ

ѪҶᇎ⧠ঐᴹ䠁䫡ⲴⅢᵋˈ⢩励䘚нᜌ∂↫㠚ᐡⲴиཛ˗ࣣݻᗧнᜌ∂↫㠚

ᐡⲴݴ䮯 䀖̍⣟ҶᕁཛǃᕁݴⲴՖ⨶⾱ᗼǄӾ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴Ⲵ㿶䀂ⴻᶕ Ā̍⾱

ᗼᱟਔ㘱Ӫ㊫Ֆ⨶〙ᒿᖒᡀⲴสˈҏᱟՖ⨶〙ᒿⲴ؍䳌Ǆ⾱ᗼҏᱟ䚃ᗧⲴ

䎧Ⓚˈ൘Ӫ㊫᮷᰾ਁኅ䗷〻ѝˈ⾱ᗼ䖜ॆѪ䚃ᗧᡆᱟ䚃ᗧⲴ㺘⧠ᖒᔿѻаǄ

ഐ↔ˈӪ㊫⽮ՊⲴՖ⨶〙ᒿⲴᖒᡀоਈॆӾࡦᓖк䈤䜭ᱟԕ⾱ᗼѪࡽᨀⲴā

˄㙲⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ15˅Ǆࣣݻᗧ઼⢩励䘚ݸᱟਁ⭏ҶнՖ

ⲴՖ⨶⾱ᗼˈൿҶՖ⨶〙ᒿǄᴰ㓸ˈԆԜѪݴ㌫ˈਾ৸䀖⣟Ҷᕁཛǃᕁޣ

㠚ᐡⲴᚦ㹼ԈࠪҶԓԧˈ䭂䬋ޕ⤡ˈᗇࡠҶᓄᴹⲴ㖊Ǆ

ቭ㇑ࣣݻᗧᱟ䘉䎧Ֆ⨶⣟㖚Ⲵ㘵ˈնᱟྲ᷌⋑ᴹ⢩励䘚ˈԆṩᵜ
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ᰐ⌅ᇎ⧠㠚ᐡⲴമ䈻ǄԆ᧗⢩励䘚Ⲵѫ㾱⇥ቡᱟᙗ⡡઼䠁䫡ǄѪ⇽Ӣ

઼ᆀⲴ⢩励䘚ᒦ䶎㥹ᵘоݑڰˈྩ৸ᱟྲօ䙀⑀⌟⚝㢟⸕ǃཡত⨶ᙗˈᴰ

㓸⋖㩭ѪࣣݻᗧⲴ਼䈻˛䘉ቡ䴰㾱ӾӪⲴสᵜᶴᡀ઼ᵜ䍘ഐ㍐ᶕ᷀࠶Ǆṩ

ᦞ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴Ⲵ㿲⛩˖Ӫᱟаᯟ㣜ݻᯟഐᆀⲴᆈ൘ˈެާӪᙗഐᆀ઼

ޭᙗഐᆀєњ䜘࠶Ǆ�Ā൘᮷ᆖ૱ѝ ⭡̍Ҿ⇿ањӪ䜭ᱟழᚦᒦᆈⲴ⭏⢙փˈ

ഐ↔Ӫᇎ䱵кቡᱟањᯟ㣜ݻᯟഐᆀⲴᆈ൘Ǆ᮷ᆖ૱Ⲵԧ٬ቡ൘Ҿ䙊䗷Ӫ

ᙗഐᆀ਼ޭᙗഐᆀⲴн਼㓴ਸоਈॆ⽪ӪⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙ䗷〻ā˄ 㙲⧽䪺 Ā̍᮷

ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴˖ӪᙗᾲᘥⲴ䱀䟺о㘳䗘ā15˅Ǆ⢩励䘚Ⲵ䰞仈ᚠᚠ൘Ҿ⋑ᴹ

䇙Ӫᙗഐᆀᴹ᭸ൠ᧗ࡦ㠚ᐡޭᙗഐᆀˈሬ㠤㠚❦ᘇ઼㠚⭡ᘇ⌋┕Ǆ㙲⧽

䪺䇔Ѫ˖Ā൘᮷ᆖ૱ѝˈᯟ㣜ݻᯟഐᆀ൘Ӫ䓛к࡛࠶ԕ㠚❦ᘇǃ㠚⭡

ᘇԕ৺⨶ᙗᘇᖒᔿ㺘⧠ࠪᶕǄ㠚❦ᘇѫ㾱ᱟӪⲴⅢণ࣋∄ཊ (libido) Ⲵ
ཆ൘㺘⧠ᖒᔿˈ㠚⭡ᘇᱟӪⲴⅢᵋ (desire) Ⲵཆ൘㺘⧠ᖒᔿˈ⨶ᙗᘇᱟ

ӪⲴ⨶ᙗⲴཆ൘㺘⧠ᖒᔿā˄ǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ42˅Ǆާփ㘼䀰ˈĀй

ᘇᱟᯟ㣜ݻᯟഐᆀⲴн਼㺘⧠ᖒᔿǄ㠚❦ᘇᱟᴰⲴ᧕䘁ޭᙗ䜘࠶

Ⲵᘇˈྲᙗᵜ㜭Ǆ㠚⭡ᘇᱟ᧕䘁⨶ᙗᘇⲴ䜘࠶ˈྲሩḀⴞⲴᡆ㾱≲

Ⲵᴹ䇶䘭≲Ǆ⨶ᙗᘇᱟ᧕䘁䚃ᗧᘇⲴ䜘ࡔྲˈ࠶ᯝ઼䘹ᤙⲴழᚦḷ߶

৺䚃ᗧ㿴㤳ā˄㙲⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ42˅Ǆ

൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌѝˈሿ䈤Ӫ⢙⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧ䓛кⲴ㠚❦ᘇިරൠ㺘⧠Ѫ

ྩԜሩᙗⅢⲴ䘭≲ˈ㘼㠚⭡ᘇިරൠ㺘⧠Ѫྩሩ䠁䫡Ⲵ⑤ᵋǄ⢩励䘚൘ሿ

䈤ѝˈլѾቡ⋑ᴹᔰ䗷ᡯᆀˈ㘼ᖃྩ઼ࣣݻᗧ൘а䎧Ⲵᰦىˈѫ㾱ਚڊє

Ԧһᛵ˖ڊ⡡઼ᇶ䈻∂ᇣަ㠚ᐡиཛǄᗵ享ᕪ䈳Ⲵᱟˈᰐ䇪ᱟሩ⢩励䘚䘈ᱟ

ᗧˈԆԜⲴხਸ㔍ሩнᱟѪҶ⡡ᛵǄᦒ䀰ѻˈ⡡઼㔃ਸнᱟԆԜ䲔ᦹࣣݻ

㓖㘠Ⲵ⨶⭡Ǆһᇎкˈ㓖㘠⭊㠣㔉ᆀ⢩励䘚઼ᕏᕏࣣݻᗧ䘱кԆԜⲴ⾍⾿ˈ

Ԇ䈤˖Ā⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧˈᡁѪԜᝏࡠ儈ޤǄԜ൘ᆼ㖾Ⲵᰦ䎠ࡠа䎧Ǆ

⋑ᴹӪ䇔䘉⛩ˈԜⵏⲴᖸ㡜䝽ā(McEwan 69)Ǆ䇙⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧⵏ↓

ᜣ㾱Ⲵнᱟ㓖㘠ሩԆԜ㔃ਸⲴ䇨ਟо⾍⾿ˈ㘼ᱟԆⲴᡯᆀǄԔԆԜᰐਟ᧕ਇ

Ⲵᱟ㓖㘠઼⢩励䘚࠶ਾሩᡯᆀࠪⲴᆹᧂ˖Āࣣݻᗧˈ൘㥹ኡᴹаᓗ

┲ӞⲴབྷᡯᆀˈ⢩励䘚ਟԕᩜࡠ䛓䟼৫Ǆᡁ᰾ཙՊᢺ㠚ᐡⲴь㾯ᩜаӋഎ

ᶕǄࠪᩜ৫ਾˈᡁՊᢺᡯᆀ㻵؞лˈ❦ਾ઼ෳ⍋䘚ᩜ䘋ᶕā(McEwan 
70)Ǆਟ㿱ˈⵏ↓ࡪⰋ⢩励䘚Ⲵнᱟྩሩ㓖㘠ᯠᛵӪෳ⍋䘚Ⲵ䞻઼ჹ࿂ˈ㘼

ᱟ㓖㘠䇙ྩ൘࠶ѻਾᩜࠪ৫Ǆഐ↔ˈ⢩励䘚ඊᇊҶ㠚ᐡ∂ᇣ㓖㘠Ⲵߣᗳ˖

Āᡁ㾱Ԇ↫ˈ㾱Ԇ᰾ཙቡ↫ā(McEwan 71)Ǆ亷ާ৽䇭ણⲴᱟˈ⢩励䘚઼

ࡂᗧᆼ㖾䇑ࣣݻᗧ൘䇑䈻ᇎᯭⲴ⇿њ䱦⇥䜭㠚ᗳᘰ公㛾ˈӂᨀ䱢Ǆࣣݻ

Ⲵа䜘࠶ቡᱟ൘㧧ᗇᐘ仍㓿⍾࡙⳺Ⲵ਼ᰦˈ㠚ᐡᖫᓅо䘉ẙ䈻ᵰṸĀ㝡ޣ

㌫ā(disassociated)Ǆ⢩励䘚аቡⴻクҶԆⲴമǄྩⴤᡚҶᖃൠ䈤˖Āа

њབྷ䰞仈ቡᱟˈՊᣵӰѸ仾䲙˛ᰒ❦ᜣ࠶ᗇа䜘࠶䫡ˈ䛓Ѹ৸ᘾṧ

᳤䵢㠚ᐡ˛ྲ᷌һᛵн亪࡙ˈᡁ㻛ᦅҶˈᡁаᰖᢺ൘ᡁগᇔⲴⰅ䘩⎸䲔ᒢ
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о䘉Ԧᗧ᰾ⲴᱟĀࣣݻ৸Պࠪ⧠൘ӰѸൠᯩ˛āᦒ䀰ѻˈྩᜣ઼ˈ߰

һᱟᢟ൘а䎧Ⲵˈᱟᆼޘᢟ൘а䎧ⲴǄྲ᷌ᡁཡ䍕Ҷˈҏཡ䍕Ҷā(McEwan 
59)Ǆ

哖ݻቔᚙᵜӪ൘᧕ਇ䇯䈸Ⲵᰦىˈ᰾⺞ᤷࠪ˖Āቡࣣݻۿ⣴ᯟ઼㪋ᾊᗧ

аṧˈࣣݻᗧ઼⢩励䘚ҏᱟᇶ䈻ᵰᇣԆӪⲴᚦỽˈഐ↔н٬ᗇ਼ᛵā(qtd. in 
Neill)Ǆ ൘ǉ䴧⢩Ǌѝˈࣣݻ⣴ᯟሩҾ㠚ᐡᵰᇣ⦻ݴⲴᚦ㹼ˈ䘈ᴹ⡷

Ⲵᗿᛄ㹼Ѫˈնᱟ൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌѝˈࣣݻᗧᆼޘ⋑ᴹԫօᛄǄѪҶ䠁䫡ˈԆ

ᢗ㾱∂ᵰ㠚ᐡⲴݴ䮯Ǆоࣣݻᗧн਼Ⲵᱟˈ⢩励䘚ⲴՖ⨶䇶ᒦ䶎ᆼޘ⌟

⚝ˈྩҏڦቄᘰ⯁䗷㠚ᐡн㢟ࣘᵪˈᰦ㘼Պ৽ᛄ઼㠚䍓ˈҏᴮᤂ㔍∂ᵰиཛ

Ⲵ䇑ࡂǄ∅ㄏˈ⭘ྩ㠚ᐡⲴ䈍ᶕ䈤 Ā̍ᡁᴮ⡡䗷Ԇā(McEwan 55) Ǆᴮࠐօᰦˈ

⢩励䘚ҏՊཌॺ䟂ᶕˈ൘иཛⲴҖᡯѝབྷĀᡁԜн㜭䘉ṧڊāˈնᱟ൘ݻ

ࣣᗧⲴ࡙䈡лˈྩⷜ䰤৸᭩ਓ䈤ĀᡁԜਟԕā(McEwan 9)Ǆ䚇Ⲵᱟˈ⭡Ҿ

ᓖ㻛ަ㬜ࣳⲴⅢᵋᗧⲴ࡙䈡઼啃ࣘˈ⢩励䘚Ჲᰦ䟂ᛏⲴՖ⨶䇶ࣣݻ

ᡰࡦˈ䘧ཡҶ㠚ᡁˈᴰ㓸ࠪڊ䭉䈟ⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙǄ

ⴻ⵰㓖㘠䎠ࣣݻᗧ߶༷Ⲵ࣐Ҷ҉䞷Ⲵ≤᷌ߠ⋉傡䖖৫ਾˈࣣݻᗧ

઼⢩励䘚䶎ն⋑ᴹэ∛Ⲵᛄˈᆼޘн亮৺䲿ᰦ䜭ਟ㜭ཡ৫⭏ભⲴ㓖㘠ˈ

৽ԆԜഐѪ䈻ᵰ䇑ࡂⲴᡀ࣏ᇎᯭ㘼ᛵⅢࣳਁˈ⯟⣲ڊ⡡Ǆᦒ䀰ѻˈ൘㓖㘠ᇍ

䍥Ⲵ⭏ભ઼ԆԜᰘ൘䘭≲Ⲵ䠁䫡ǃᙗⅢѻ䰤ˈ⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧ䘹ᤙҶਾ㘵Ǆ

⊹⋖ҾᙗⅢ઼䍒ⅢѝⲴԆԜ䘧ཡҶ㠚ᐡⲴՖ⨶䇶ˈнӵ㔉㓖㘠઼㛾ݯᑖҶ

нᒨˈ㘼фҏѪ㠚ᐡⲴ㖚㹼ԈࠪҶԓԧˈᗇࡠҶᓄᴹⲴ㖊ǄㅹᖵԆԜⲴᱟ

ᶕᤈᦅԆԜⲴ䆖ሏ઼ਖа䟽オ䰤⤝ሿⲴĀ᷌༣ā˖ⴁ⤡ⲴഊᇔǄࡽ

�䈍ↂⲺ᷒༩φ

՜⨼䓡ԳⲺ䭏փф՜⨼ᛨ࢝Ⲻӝ⭕

ቭ㇑ሿ䈤ޣҾ㛾ݯ⡦Ӣ㓖㘠gࠟᚙݻ㖇ᯟⲴㇷᑵᒦнཚཊˈնԆᰐ⯁ᱟ

૱ѝ䶎ᑨ䟽㾱ⲴањӪ⢙ˈ㘼ሿ䈤ᛵ㢲൘ᖸབྷ〻ᓖкҏ䜭ത㔅Ԇ㘼ኅᔰǄ

㓖㘠ウㄏᱟӰѸṧⲴӪ⢙˛ӰѸഐሬ㠤ҶԆ䚝ᆀ઼ݴᕏⲴ∂˛ྲօ

䀓䈫㓖㘠Ⲵᛢ˛ሩ䘉Ӌ䰞仈Ⲵഎㆄˈ䴰㾱Ӿ㓖㘠ⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭޕǄ᮷ᆖՖ

⨶ᆖᢩ䇴䇔Ѫ Ā̍൘᮷ᆖ᮷ᵜѝ ᡰ̍ᴹՖ⨶䰞仈Ⲵӗ⭏ᖰᖰ䜭਼䓛ԭޣā˄ 㙲

⧽䪺 ǉ̍᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ 263 Ǆ˅ṩᦞ㛾ݯⲴਉ䘠 㓖̍㘠ᤕᴹཊ䟽Ⲵ䓛ԭ̟

Ӿ㙼ъкᶕⴻˈԆᱟа䈇Ӫ઼ࠪ⡸୶ˈᱟ䈇Ӫẵ⍋䘚Ⲵ㋮⾎ሬᐸ˗Ӿަᇦ

ᓝ䓛ԭᶕⴻˈԆᱟ⢩励䘚Ⲵиཛˈᱟൠӗ୶ࣣݻᗧⲴକକˈᱟ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵Ⲵ

⡦ӢǄ⭡Ҿᆀ⢩励䘚઼ᕏᕏࣣݻᗧਁ⭏ҶнՖޣ㌫ˈᕅਁҶ㠚ᐡⲴႊါড

ᵪˈ਼ᰦ䘈ഐѪҼ㘵㿺㿾㠚ᐡⲴᡯӗˈሬ㠤Ҷ㠚ᐡ㻛䈻ᇣǄн䗷ˈоᠿǉ

䴧⢩ǊⲴн਼ѻ༴൘Ҿ˖䴧⢩Ⲵ⡦Ӣ൘⭏઼ࡽᆀ㪋ᾊᗧⲴޣ㌫ᒦ⋑

ᴹ㻲ˈᒦн⸕䚃㠚ᐡⲴᆀ઼ᕏᕏࣣݻ⣴ᯟѻ䰤ᆈᴹྨᛵˈ㘼൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌ

ѝˈ㓖㘠൘⭏ࡽቡᐢ㓿઼ᆀ⢩励䘚࠶ትˈ㘼ф⸕䚃ᆀ઼ᕏᕏࣣݻᗧѻ䰤
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ⲴнՖޣ㌫Ǆ⭡ҾࣣݻᗧⲴӻޕˈ㓖㘠઼ᆀ⢩励䘚ѻ䰤Ⲵޣ㌫ࠪ⧠Ҷ㻲Ⰵˈ

ަ䓛ԭ↓൘ᵍ⵰⭡⢩励䘚Ⲵиཛࡠ⢩励䘚иཛⲴକକⲴᯩੁ䖜ॆǄ൘㓖㘠Ֆ

⨶䓛ԭਁ⭏䭉սѻਾˈ٬ᗇ㘳ウⲴᱟ㓖㘠Ѫᚒ༽ަ䭉սⲴᇦᓝՖ⨶䓛ԭᡰԈ

ࠪⲴࣚ࣋ˈ㘼ަࣚ࣋Ⲵཡ䍕઼ᰐ᭸䶎ն⋑ᴹᥭഎ㻲Ⲵႊါޣ㌫ˈ⭊㠣࣐䙏

Ҷަ㻛ᇣⲴ䘋〻Ǆ㓥㿸ޘҖˈᡁԜн䳮ਁ⧠˖㓖㘠Ѫᚒ༽㠚ᐡ䭉սⲴՖ⨶䓛

ԭᡰ䟷⭘Ⲵ䙄ᖴ㓿শҶ⭡Āᵇ䈥䈇ⅼāࡠĀ◰ሶ⌅āࡠĀᵇ䈥䈇ⅼāⲴа

њᗚ⧟䗷〻Ǆ

Ѫа䈇Ӫˈ㓖㘠䈅മᥭഎႊါⲴѫ㾱⇥ቡᱟሩ⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧᵇ

䈥䈇ⅼǄ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵䘉ṧ᧿䘠㠚ᐡⲴ䈇Ӫ⡦Ӣ˖ĀԆ䶐䈇ⅼ⍫⵰ˈ❦ੁᡁ

⇽Ӣ㛼䈥䈇ⅼˈᮉ䈇ⅼˈ䇴䇪䈇ⅼˈᑞࣙᒤ䖫䈇ӪⲴᡀ䮯ˈ৲࣐䇴྆ငઈՊˈ

൘ᆖṑ䟼ᇓՐ䈇ⅼ Ѫ̍ሿᵲᘇ߉䈇ⅼ䇴䇪᮷ㄐ ൘̍⭥ਠк䈸䇪䈇ⅼā(McEwan 
11)ǄሩҾ㓖㘠㘼䀰ˈ䈇ⅼнӵᱟԆⲴ㙼ъˈҏᱟަٮа⭏ᡰ㾱ཹ⥞ⲴһъǄ

Ԇ൘㓿⍾кᰐگᨤࣙޕࡍ᮷උⲴ䈇Ӫˈ㤖㤖᭟᫁ণሶق䰝Ⲵਁ㹼䈇ⅼⲴࠪ⡸

⽮ǄԆн䚇։࣋ൠษޫҶབྷᢩ䈇Ӫ઼᮷ᆖ䶂ᒤˈᑞࣙԆԜᆸᣔ᮷ᆖỖᜣǄ䈇

ⅼнӵᱟ㓖㘠Ⲵ㙼ъо䍒ᇼˈ਼ᰦҏᱟԆ൘⡡ᛵǃႊါ઼ᇦᓝ䙷ࡠডᵪᰦⲴ

㢪ᵟ䚯䳮ᡰˈᡀѪԆୟаؑ䎆Ⲵ㢪ᵟ⇥઼ᥭഎႊါⲴ↖ಘǄ൘⇿⅑എࡠտ

ᡰⴻᵋ⢩励䘚ᰦˈ㓖㘠ⲴањҐᜟᙗ㹼Ѫቡᱟሩᆀᵇ䈥䈇ⅼǄሩҾ㓖㘠Ⲵ

䘉а㹼Ѫˈ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ࠪڊ䘉ṧⲴ䀓䟺˖

ఢຏಾแԅۦसծdඟಓಾྡྷّडဟᅙఆԅੜēఃᄳဟၦ

ఆēڶဟ॥ēڶဟყєēഹ௶ྗϑϑԙྑᆳྡྷಢఆē௯ྡྷԤྙϢ

ൣंdಹಬ౨ēఊนēඹڶໟಢࣿႁਥแԅழďԅཤ࠵cԅ֟ē

ԅᆩҠĐē௶܊Ӗಒԙ̼ਬकഥѻࣿēۤܯݖԅெ༢ēರટၽ

ᆑލԅּᆐऺӾܫd(McEwan 12)

൘㛾ݯሩ㓖㘠Ⲵ䇴䇪઼䀓䟺ѝˈᡁԜн䳮ਁ⧠Ԇሩ⡦Ӣ儈䍥૱㹼Ⲵ䎎ᢜˈণ

Āழ㢟āǃĀⵏ䈊āǃĀн䍚ႚāǄ⡦Ӣ൘Ⲵ儈䍥૱䍘о⇽Ӣ䛚ᚦⲴᗳ⚥

ᖒᡀҶ勌᰾ሩ∄Ǆ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵൘᮷ᵜѝⲴཊњൠᯩཨ䎎⢩励䘚ဓྭⲴᇩ䊼ˈ

նᱟ൘ަ㖾ѭཆ㺘л▌㯿ањс䱻Ⲵ⚥兲Ǆ⢩励䘚н亮৺㞩ѝⲴ㛾઼ݯои

ཛⲴᝏᛵˈаણൠѪҶ┑䏣њӪⲴ⿱Ⅲˈнӵ઼иཛⲴᕏᕏࣣݻᗧਁ⭏нՖ

⨶㌫ˈ㘼ф䘈ᇶ䈻ᇣ↫иཛˈ䵨ঐަᡯӗˈ䈻ਆ䶎⌅㓿⍾࡙⳺ǄӾ᮷ᆖՖޣ

ᆖᢩ䇴Ⲵ㿶䀂ᶕⴻˈ⡦Ӣሩ⇽Ӣᵇ䈥䈇ⅼⲴ㹼Ѫਟԕ㻛ⴻᱟаՖ⨶ᮉ䈢

Ⲵ⇥ˈᱟަ࣍ӾழⲴа䙄ᖴǄ㙲⧽䪺ᤷࠪ˖Ā᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴Ӿ䎧Ⓚк

ᢺ᮷ᆖⴻᡀᱟՖ⨶Ⲵӗ⢙ˈӪ᮷᮷ᆖⲴԧ٬ቡ൘ҾᆳާᴹՖ⨶ᮉ䈢࣏㜭Ǆਚ

㾱ᱟ᮷ᆖˈᰐ䇪ᱟਔԓⲴ䘈ᱟᖃԓⲴˈ㾯ᯩⲴ䘈ᱟѝഭⲴˈᮉ䈢䜭ᱟᆳⲴส

ᵜ࣏㜭ā˄㙲⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ7˅Ǆ䈇ⅼѪᴰѫ㾱Ⲵ᮷ᆖṧ

ᔿѻаˈ㠚❦ҏ䖭⵰䟽㾱Ⲵᮉ䈢࣏㜭Ǆ㓖㘠䙊䗷ੁ⢩励䘚ᵇ䈥䛓Ӌ䎎㖾ྩ
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㖾䊼Ⲵ䈇ⅼˈᐼᵋਟԕᒣ༽ྩнᆹⲴᛵ㔚ˈ䇙ྩഎᖂ⨶ᙗˈ㔗㘼䇙⢩励䘚᧕

ਇ㠚ᐡഎᇦⲴ䈧≲ᒦ਼㠚ᐡ䟽ᖂҾྭˈӾ㘼ᚒ༽㠚ᐡ൘ᇦⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭǄ

䚇Ⲵᱟˈ⢩励䘚ሩ㓖㘠䈥䈫ⲴՖ⨶ᮉ䈢৽ᝏ઼়ٖǄᖃ⡦Ӣᵇ䈥䈇ⅼ

Ⲵᰦىˈ㛾ݯਟԕᝏਇࡠ⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚Ⲵ়ٖᐢ㓿㔃ᡀҶĀ༣ā(crust)ˈӾ㘼

Ā֯ྩᰐ㿶䘉њᛢᘶⲴ൪Ჟüüањᗳ㜨ᇭⲴ⭧Ӫሩ㠚ᐡⲴ䘭≲ཡ৫Ҷᐼ

ᵋ ն̍Ԇ❦⭘ан⍱㹼Ⲵॱഋ㹼䈇Ⲵᖒᔿᶕ䱸䘠㠚ᐡⲴ⨶⭡ā(McEwan 
13)ǄሩҾ㓖㘠ੁ㠚ᐡᵇ䈥䈇ⅼⲴڊ⌅ˈ⢩励䘚ᰐࣘҾ㺧ˈ㺘⧠়઼ٖࠪ৽ᝏˈ

ᰐ㿶㓖㘠Ѫањ⭧ӪĀᗳ㜨ᇭāⲴ儈䍥૱䍘ˈণԆ᰾⸕ԆԜᐢ㓿⋑ᴹ༽

ਸⲴᐼᵋˈն䘈ᱟ⋑ᴹ᭮ᔳࣚ࣋Ǆоѻ৽ˈ㓖㘠ĀᇭāⲴՈ⛩৽قᡀҶ

㻛⢩励䘚࡙⭘Ⲵᕡ⛩ǄሩҾ㓖㘠ᐼᵋᩜഎᶕ➗亮㠚ᐡⲴ䈧≲ˈྩᤂ㔍਼Ԇ

ᩜഎᶕˈ⨶⭡ㄏ❦ᱟĀ䈧փ䈵ᡁǄᡁ↓ᘰ⵰Ⲵᆙᆀˈ䇠տྭੇ˛⧠൘нᱟ

ਚ㘳㲁㠚ᐡⲴᰦىā(McEwan 18)Ǆ 亷ާ䇭ࡪણⲴᱟˈнѪᆙᆀ⵰ᜣǃ

ਚ㘳㲁㠚ᐡⲴнᱟиཛ㓖㘠㘼↓ᱟ⢩励䘚㠚ᐡǄو㤕ྩྲ᷌ⵏᱟѪҶᆙᆀ㘼

нᱟѪҶ㠚ᐡˈቡнՊ䘍㛼Ֆ⨶⾱ᗼˈ઼иཛⲴᕏᕏਁ⭏нՖޣ㌫ˈ⭊㠣䈻

ᇣ㠚ᐡⲴиཛˈ֯㞩ѝ㛾ݯቊᵚࠪ⭏ቡ⋑ᴹҶ⡦ӢǄ⢩励䘚䭉䈟ⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙ

൘ᖸབྷ〻ᓖкᱟഐѪྩ䘧ཡՖ⨶䇶ˈᤂ㔍Ֆ⨶ᮉ䈢Ⲵ㔃᷌Ǆ

ᖃᵇ䈥䈇ⅼⲴ⇥⋑ᴹ䎧ࡠԫօ᭸᷌Ⲵᰦىˈ㓖㘠䈅മ䟷⭘◰ሶ⌅ˈѪ

ႊါ༽ਸ઼ᥭഎ㠚ᐡⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭڊᴰਾа⅑ࣚ࣋ǄԆ൘㻛ᇣѻࡽˈᑖ⵰ᒤ䖫

Ⲵྣ䈇Ӫෳ⍋䘚ᶕࡠ㻛⢩励䘚ᡰትտⲴ㘱ᡯᆀˈ䈾〠ෳ⍋䘚ᱟ㠚ᐡⲴᛵӪˈ

ᐼᵋਟԕ◰䎧ᆀⲴჹ࿂ѻᗳˈ֯ྩഎᗳ䖜઼㠚ᐡ䟽ᖂҾྭǄྣ䈇Ӫෳ⍋

䘚Ⲵࡠᶕ൘Ḁ〻ᓖкլѾ⺞ᇎ◰䎧Ҷ⢩励䘚Ⲵჹ࿂Ǆ䘉ӾྩԜҼ㘵ѻ䰤ޣ

Ҿ⥛ཤ咠Ⲵሩ䈍ਟԕⴻᗇࠪᶕǄ

   උԐġqಾԅdr���

���̎৬Ԑġqᄉٗྡྷྂdᆑ௶ྡྷྂdr

���උԐġqມ௶ಾϢટљԅdr

���̎৬Ԑġqײӱԅಾပ՝ԅr

���උԐġqಾԅēײӱԅొྻࢶകદdr

���̎৬ԐġqแϢუਙఊนdᄚಾદࢄثdr

���උԐġqแԅ࿉ಾēఢڴԅഀ߶ᅢӾદԅड़ԅܥdr��

���̎৬ԐġqҶࣿϢݖd൞ڽڶ༊ॴdr���

���උԐġqఢڴ΄ంēϢྡྷྂॴǄr(McEwan 66)

㺘䶒кⴻᶕˈ⢩励䘚઼ෳ⍋䘚Ⲵሩ䈍ӵӵᱟޣҾ⥛ཤ咠ⲴҐᙗˈ㘼ᇎ䱵кࡉ

᳇ਜ਼єӪн਼㿲⛩Ⲵ䖳䟿઼Ӕ䬻ˈ䘌䘌䎵ࠪҶᲞ䙊䰢䈸ⲴણǄ㛾ݯሩྩԜ

Ҽ㘵ⲴӔ⍱ˈࠪڊ䘉ṧⲴ䀓䟺઼ࡔᯝ˖Āሩ䈍䖫ᶮˈ䈝≄ᰐ䏣䖫䟽Ǆ䰢䈸ˈ

ᡆ㘵ᡁⲴ⽮Պ㓿傼ᡰн䏣ԕ᰾ⲭⲴӂေ㛱оՔᇣĂĂ⧠൘Ѫㄎҹ㘵ˈሩ
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ෳ⍋䘚Ⲵ়ᚦਟ㜭ᱟ؍ᤱ䟂Ⲵ㢟㦟ā(McEwan 66)Ǆ ᖸᱮ❦ˈ㛾ݯሩෳ⍋

䘚઼⢩励䘚ѻ䰤ሩ䈍䖫ᶮⲴ⨶䀓оྩԜѻ䰤Ⲵ᳇ѝ䖳઼ӂ᭼ᖒᡀҶᴹ

䏓Ⲵᕐ࣋Ǆṩᦞෳ⍋䘚ਾᶕⲴਉ䘠ˈ㓖㘠䈤ྩᱟ㠚ᐡⲴᛵӪᆼޘ䎵ࠪҶྩⲴ

ᯉǄԆ䘉ѸڊⲴഐѫ㾱ᱟѪҶ◰䎧⢩励䘚Ⲵ࿂ᗼˈ䇙ྩ䟽ᯠᜣ䎧ԆԜ൘

а䎧Ⲵ㖾ྭᰦݹˈ֯ྩഎᗳ䖜ˈഐѪԆ䘈⡡⵰⢩励䘚ˈቭ㇑Ԇᰙᐢ⸕䚃

ᆀሩԆⲴ㛼Ǆ

㓖㘠ѪҶᴰਾа⅑ᥭഎ⢩励䘚Ⲵᗳˈਟ䉃ᕪ㻵䭷ᇊǃ䍩ቭᗳᙍˈሩ⢩

励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧѻ䰤ⲴнՖޣ㌫㺘⧠ᗇ亷ѪᇭᇩབྷᓖǄሩ↔ˈ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ҏլ

Ѿᴹ⛩ཆǄԆ䈤˖Āᡁ⡦Ӣⴻ䎧ᶕᒦ⋑ᴹഐѪਁ⧠ԆⲴᕏᕏ൘ᡯ䟼ˈᢃ

ᔰ俉ˈᢞ╄ѫӪⲴ䀂㢢㘼ᝏࡠ㤖ᚬǄഐ↔ˈ㓖㘠gࠟᚙݻ㖇ᯟӾᶕ䜭⋑ᴹ

кᖃਇ僇ˈᒦ䶎㻛ӪᡤҶ㔯ᑭᆀ䘈н⸕ᛵā(McEwan 63)Ǆᦒ䀰ѻˈ㓖㘠ᒦ

䶎аⴤ䜭㻛㫉൘啃䟼ǄԆ⸕䚃ᆀ઼ᕏᕏⅪ僇ǃ㛼㠚ᐡˈնԆ㓸൘Ѫ䟽

ᔪ㻛ᢃҡⲴᇦᓝՖ⨶ޣ㌫઼ᚒ༽䭉սⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭ㘼ࣚ࣋ˈᵇ䈥䈇ⅼ઼◰ሶ⌅

ቡᱟަࣚ࣋Ⲵа䜘࠶Ǆᖃ⵰ෳ⍋䘚઼ࣣݻᗧⲴ䶒ˈ㓖㘠ᔰ䘭ᗶ㠚ᐡ઼⢩励

䘚༴Ⲵ⛩⛩┤┤ˈ∅ㄏԆԜҏᴮ⛭✝⡡Ǆ⭘㓖㘠Ⲵ䈍ᶕ䈤˖ĀᡁԜڊ⡡

ᱟᡁԜ㙺ཙⲴᔦ㔝ˈᡁԜ㙺ཙҏᱟڊ⡡Ⲵᔦ㔝ā(McEwan 68)Ǆ਼㓖㘠൘а

䎧ⲴᰦىˈԆԜⲴĀڊ⡡ā(lovemaking) ਟԕоĀ㙺ཙā(talking) ㅹ䟿喀㿲ǃ

ᨀᒦ䇪ˈᱟ㚹փо⚥兲Ⲵ⋏䙊оӔ⍱ˈ㋮⾎ѻ⡡о㚹փѻ⡡ᇎ⧠Ҷ㶽ਸ˗

㘼਼ࣣݻᗧ൘а䎧ⲴᰦىˈԆԜⲴ⯟⣲ڊ⡡ਚᱟѪҶ䇙⢩励䘚⊹⓪㚹Ⅲǃᰕ

⑀ๅ㩭ˈ൘Ֆ⨶䇶䘧ཡⲴ䚃䐟к䲧␡Ǆ䚇Ⲵᱟˈ㓖㘠↔⮚ࣘᛵⲴ䀰

䇪ᒦ⋑ᴹᢃࣘ⢩励䘚Ǆᰐླྀѻлˈ㓖㘠ሶ◰ሶ⌅䘋㹼ࡠᓅǄԆ㺘⽪ᝯ઼⢩

励䘚࠶ˈ⾍⾿⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧ൘а䎧ˈ㘼㠚ᐡҏሶ઼ෳ⍋䘚ᔰ㠚ᐡⲴ⭏

⍫Ǆྲ᷌䈫㘵ᦞ↔䇔Ѫ⢩励䘚ᱟഐѪиཛ㓖㘠ᴹҶᛵӪෳ⍋䘚ˈྩࠪҾჹ࿂

㘼ඊᇊҶ㠚ᐡ∂ᇣиཛⲴᘥཤˈ䛓ቡབྷ䭉⢩䭉Ҷˈ∅ㄏᰐ䇪⡡䘈ᱟ࠶䜭

нᱟ⢩励䘚ᴰ൘ⲴһᛵǄⵏ↓֯ᗇ⢩励䘚лᇊߣᗳ䈻ᇣиཛ㓖㘠Ⲵഐᱟˈ

ྩ㻛㾱≲൘࠶ਾӾ㓖㘠Ⲵᡯᆀ䟼ᩜࠪ৫Ǆ

൘㓖㘠ǃ⢩励䘚ǃෳ⍋䘚ǃࣣݻᗧഋӪՊ䶒Ⲵᰦىˈ㓖㘠ᨀࠪ࠶ѻਾ

Ⲵᆹᧂ઼ᢃ㇇ˈަѝаᶑቡᱟԆ઼ෳ⍋䘚㾱ᩜഎᶕտˈ䇙⢩励䘚ᩜ৫ࣣݻᗧ

䛓䟼Ǆ↓ᱟ䘉⛩ᡣѝҶ⢩励䘚ⲴⰋ༴ˈ࣐䙏Ҷ㓖㘠㻛ᇣⲴ䘋〻ǄሩиཛⲴᆹ

ᧂ઼ᢃ㇇ˈ⢩励䘚Ⲵ৽ᓄᱟ˖Ā㓖㘠gࠟᚙݻ㖇ᯟ㓸ウнᱟྩⲴ㹒䍗ǄԆᖸ

ᘛቡ㾱ᢺྩ䑒䎠Ǆྩᗵ享Ӻཙቡ㹼ࣘā(McEwan 76)Ǆ⢩励䘚Ⲵ䘉а᳇лߣ

ᗳᇓҶ㓖㘠䈅മ࡙⭘◰ሶ⌅ᥭഎ㠚ᐡႊါޣ㌫ǃᚒ༽Ֆ⨶䓛ԭⲴཡ䍕Ǆ

٬ᗇᤷࠪⲴᱟˈ㓖㘠ᒦ⋑ᴹ䖫᱃᭮ᔳѪᚒ༽㠚ᐡ䭉սⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭ㘼Ԉࠪ

Ⲵࣚ࣋Ǆଚᙅᱟ൘◰ሶ⌅ཡ䍕ˈᴰਾа⅑઼⢩励䘚㿱䶒ⲴᰦىˈԆ䘈ᱟᗳᆈ

ᢃࣘ⢩励䘚Ⲵᒫᜣˈ㘼Ԇᢺ㠚ᐡᴰਾа⅑ࣚ࣋ⲴᵪՊӔ㔉Ҷ䈇ⅼǄ䈇ⅼѻҾ

㓖㘠ˈቡྲᡯᆀ઼䠁䫡ሩҾ⢩励䘚ˈᱟަୟаⲴᢗᘥǄᡆ䇨ˈ䘉ҏᱟԆѪ

а䈇Ӫୟа㜭ڊⲴһᛵǄ൘ᴰਾа⅑㿱䶒Ⲵᰦىˈ㓖㘠䈧≲䈤˖Ā⢩励䘚ˈ
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ቡ㇇ᱟѪҶ䗷৫Ⲵᰦݹˈᡁਟԕ㔉䈫а俆䈇ⅼੇ˛ā(McEwan 91) н䗷ˈ

ሩҾԆⲴ䘉а䈧≲ ⢩̍励䘚㺘⧠ࠪаྲᰒᖰⲴ৽ᝏ Ā̟㓖㘠 ⴻ̍൘кᑍⲴԭкˈ

䈧н㾱䈫Ҷā(McEwan 91)Ǆቔަᱟᖃ㓖㘠н亮ྩⲴ৽ሩ ඊ̍ᤱᵇ䈥ᆼ䈇ⅼਾˈ

⢩励䘚ᯙ䪹ᡚ䫱ൠ䈤˖Āᡁ䘉䖸ᆀ䜭нᜣੜ䈇ⅼҶā(McEwan 92)Ǆ⢩励

䘚ሩ䈇ⅼ䘉а䟽㾱᮷ᆖṧᔿⲴ়ᚦ઼ᤂ㔍ˈᰐ⯁亴⽪Ҷ㓖㘠Ѫᚒ༽㠚ᐡ䭉ս

ⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭⲴࣚ࣋Ⲵཡ䍕ˈ㺘᰾Ҷ⢩励䘚ሩ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᮉ䈢Ⲵᖫᓅ᪂ᔳˈᴰ㓸

ǄⲴՖ⨶ᛢ⤡ޕҶ䭉䈟ⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙˈሬ㠤Ҷиཛ㓖㘠㻛ᇣ઼㠚䓛ࠪڊ

ṩᦞ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴Ⲵ㿲⛩ˈĀՖ⨶䘹ᤙᱟӪᤙழᔳᚦ㘼ڊањᴹ䚃ᗧ

ⲴӪⲴ䙄ᖴĂĂՖ⨶䘹ᤙᱟ䙊䗷ᮉ䈢ᇎ⧠Ⲵˈᮉ䈢ᱟ䙊䗷᮷ᆖᗇࡠⲴā˄㙲

⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ6˅Ǆǉ᷌༣Ǌ↓ᱟ䙊䗷ਉ䘠䈇Ӫ㓖㘠䟽ᔪཡ

㺑ⲴՖ⨶ޣ㌫ǃᚒ༽䭉սⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭࣚ࣋Ⲵཡ䍕ˈࠨᱮҶ⢩励䘚ሩՖ⨶ᮉ䈢

Ⲵᧂᯕԕ৺⭡↔ሬ㠤ⲴՖ⨶ᛢˈ㔉䈫㘵ᑖᶕ䟽㾱ⲴՖ⨶䆖⽪઼䘚Ǆᦒ䀰

ѻˈሿ䈤䈅മ䙊䗷䇢䘠৽䶒Ⲵ䚃ᗧһֻˈ䙊䗷᧿߉Ֆ⨶ޣ㌫ǃՖ⨶䓛ԭⲴਈ

ॆ৺ަᕅਁⲴ䰞仈઼ሬ㠤Ⲵн਼㔃᷌ˈѪӪ㊫᮷᰾Ⲵ䘋↕ᨀ㓿傼઼ᮉ䈢Ǆ

ᆆᇡⲺ᷒༩φ

ㅿᖻф㺂ࣞⲺ՜⨼њ䳴

൘㦾༛∄ӊⲴᠿǉ䴧⢩ǊѝˈᴰѪᕅӪޣ⌘઼䇘䇪Ⲵᖃ䴧

⢩ⲴޣҾĀ⭏ᆈˈ䘈ᱟ⇱⚝ā(To be, or not to be) Ⲵᗳ⤜ⲭǄ൘㙲⧽䪺ⴻᶕˈ

ቭ㇑ĀTo be, or not to beāᴹཊ⨶䀓ˈĀնަ⏥ӽ❦ᤷⲴᱟሩ↓ѹⲴᢹᤙ

઼䘭䰞ˈণ䴧⢩䟷ਆⲴ㹼ࣘᱟሩᡆ䭉Ⲵ䰞仈Ǆ൘ԆᔴҶ⡦Ӣ↫ӑⲴⵏ

ਾˈ䴧⢩䶒ሩⲴᱟє䘹ᤙˈণ༽ӷ䘈ᱟн༽ӷˈᵰ↫ᯠ⦻䘈ᱟнᵰ

↫ᯠ⦻ˈᱟ㹼ࣘ䘈ᱟн㹼ࣘǄ䘉ᱟаՖ⨶є䳮Ⲵ䘹ᤙā˄㙲⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖ

Ֆ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ132˅Ǆ൘ǉ᷌༣ǊѝˈѫӪޜ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ҏਇഠҾ㊫լⲴ

Ֆ⨶є䳮ˈᗈᖺ൘ㅹᖵо㹼ࣘѻ䰤ˈ䳮ԕ䘹ᤙǄԆᡰ䶒ѤⲴՖ⨶ഠຳ৺ަ㹼

ࣘⲴᔦᇅѫ㾱สҾԆሩ㠚ᐡᇦᓝޣ㌫Ⲵ⨶䀓ǃࡔᯝ઼ᙍ㘳Ǆ

Ѫሿ䈤ѝⲴ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ˈަĀ䶎㠚❦ᙗā(unnaturalness) ķケࠪ㺘⧠൘

Ԇ൘ᴹ䲀Ⲵオ䰤䟼ᤕᴹᰐ䲀ཊⲴ⸕䇶Ǆሩ↔ Ԇ̍Ⲵ䀓䟺ᱟ㠚ᐡऔཻྭᆖǄԆ䈤̟

Āᡁ؍ᤱ䟂ˈᡁੜˈᡁᆖā�I stay awake, I listen, I learn� �McEwan 24�Ǆቭ

㇑Ԇ㋮䙊᭯⋫ǃҶ䀓ᰦተˈնᱟতᖸ䳮⨶㠚ᐡᔲᑨ༽ᵲⲴᇦᓝޣ㌫ǄԆ䙊

䗷㠚ᐡⲴ㓶㠤㿲ሏˈབྷ㠤ࠪڊ䘉ṧⲴợ⨶˖

แಳੜ͂แԅ҉ࡂēแટຸӾྙટࢄثӾdྡྷّߦߜއংಷ࠘ԅ͂

ఆટϢᅭᆴಽԅಹெྙᄚပუ໔ॴdఢຏಾแຸੜ͂ԅdแழ

قॴԅ֘ᆐdแҶݎॴēׯ౨แؓழԅԝԝēବॴԅܫ

ॴూᆐԅڽӖԙݾઊऺෆᆜॴԅଢ଼ᆐēବॴᄕᆐԅؓழēق

֘ᆐdแؓழಓֽࣿํۘუྂԅಹெē֗แྙ࿙Үᆑލԅெࣣਠပ
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ֽdแပแങדᄍྡྷԅݮ࿙ēပแؓழྡྷ͖ԅݮ࿙ēӬಾྡྷԤྙ

ϢแؓழēఢලแϢปݧ֚ݽਮජྡྷྂdࡈࡎแಆ౨ઇྡྷϦדಾ

ލବแᆑྻࢶԅ༁ԝēލಾแᆑྻࢶघԃԅēแရ႘ྂᄉԁછĦแࢸ

ବᆑྂྡྷލdδMcEwan 32ε

㛾ݯሩҾ㠚ᐡйњᇦᓝᡀઈѻ䰤Ⲵ༽ᵲޣ㌫ӗ⭏Ҷഠᜁˈ㘼ഠᜁⲴѫ㾱ഐ

ᱟ⇽Ӣǃ⡦ӢǃՖ⨶䓛ԭⲴ䭉սоҡ˖⇽Ӣнௌ⅒⡦Ӣˈ㘼ᱟௌ⅒к

ˈণ⇽ӢਈᡀҶ⇽˗઼ჲᆀਁ⭏Ҷޣ㌫ˈᢺჲᆀਈᡀҶᆀ˗ഐ

Ѫ઼⇽ӢⲴнՖޣ㌫ˈ㔃᷌ਈᡀҶ⡦Ӣˈ⡦ӢҏਈᡀҶǄ㛾ݯ

ᡰ㾱ᓄሩⲴнӵᱟ⨶ᇦᓝᡀઈѻ䰤Ⲵޣ㌫ˈ㘼ф䘈㾱ࠪڊ৽ᓄǄ⢩࡛䴰㾱

ᤷࠪⲴᱟˈ䢤ҾԆⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭᱟаቊᵚࠪ⭏Ⲵ㛾ݯǄቭ㇑ԆլѾᤕᴹᰐ䲀

ཊⲴ⸕䇶ˈնᱟнާ༷൘ཆ䜘ц⭼㹼ࣘⲴ㜭࣋Ǆо䴧⢩䶎ᑨլˈ㛾ݯ

൘㠚ᐡѪ⡦Ӣ༽ӷⲴ䚃䐟кˈаⴤ⑨〫൘ㅹᖵо㹼ࣘѻ䰤ˈ䘏㕃нࡽǄѪ↔ˈ

Ԇ䴰㾱㔃ਸ㠚䓛Ⲵᇎ䱵ᛵ઼ߥᇦᓝᡀઈⲴ䓛ԭˈ䴰㾱䙀а᷀࠶ԆԜо㠚ᐡⲴ

Ֆ⨶ޣ㌫ˈㅹᖵᰦᵪˈᒦࠪڊਸ䘲ⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙǄ

൘㦾༛∄ӊⲴᠿѝˈ䴧⢩ᱟӾ公兲⡦Ӣ䛓䟼ᗇ⸕ަ⡦Ӣ㻛⇽Ӣ઼

∂ᇣǄ公兲Ⲵ䈍ᱟਟؑˈԆ䴰㾱ṨᇎˈᡰԕᴹҶĀᦅ啐䇠ā䘉аᒅǄ

൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌѝˈ㛾ݯӢ㙣ੜࡠ⡦઼⇽Ӣ䈻ᇣ⡦ӢⲴ䇑ࡂˈӾཤࡠቮ㿱䇱Ҷ

䘉њ䇑ࡂⲴᇶ䈻઼ᇎᯭǄӾ⨶䇪к䈤ˈԆᵜਟԕ৺ᰦ䱫→䘉൪䈻ᵰˈᮁ

⡦ӢҾড䳮Ǆᇎ䱵кˈԆ൘ᗳҏਁࠪ䘉ṧⲴબ˖Āн㾱䇙䙊ྨⲴ઼

⇽Ӣ∂↫Ⲵ⡦ӢǄн㾱൘オ㲊઼৽䖜ѝ⎚䍩㠚ᐡᇍ䍥Ⲵᰦ䰤Ǆࠪ⭏઼㹼

ࣘʽā(McEwan 45-46) նᱟѪањ㻛ࣘⲴ㿱䇱㘵઼ཡ৫㹼ࣘ㜭࣋Ⲵ㛾ݯˈ

Ԇᇎ䱵к∄䴧⢩ᴤ࣐ᰐࣙǄ൘᧕ਇ䟷䇯Ⲵᰦىˈ哖ݻቔᚙ䈤˖Āᴹ∄

䴧⢩䘈㾱ᰐࣙⲴӪੇ˛ᱟⲴˈ䘈ᴹ㛾ݯǄᡁⲴਉ䘠㘵нӵᰐࣙˈ㘼ф䘈ᙍ

㘳㠚ᵰˈⴻࡠҶ公兲ˈ䘈ᴹ⡦Ӣǃ઼⇽ӢⲴй䀂ޣ㌫ˈн䗷ᱟ⧠ԓѹ

кⲴй䀂ޣ㌫㖒Ҷā(qtd. in Neill)Ǆ
൘⡦Ӣǃǃ⇽ӢйӪѻѝˈ㛾ݯਟԕᴰⴤ᧕ਁ⭏㚄㌫ǃӗ⭏ᖡ૽Ⲵ

ቡᱟަ㠚ᐡⲴ⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚Ǆ൘ᖸབྷ〻ᓖкˈ㛾ݯୟаਟԕ䟷ਆ㹼ࣘⲴሩ䊑ቡ

ᱟަ⇽ӢǄ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ሩ㠚ᐡⲴ⇽Ӣ㓸ᘰᴹ༽ᵲⲴᛵᝏǄо䴧⢩

լˈቭ㇑㛾ݯⲴѫ㾱༽ӷሩ䊑ᱟަˈնᱟ䴰㾱нᯝ㘳傼઼⺞ᇊⲴতᱟަ

⇽ӢⲴ䀂㢢ǄԆᰐ⌅䙿ࡦ⇽Ӣ઼䈻ᇣ⡦ӢⲴ㖚㹼ǃᰐ⌅৺ᰦᇎᯭ༽ӷⲴ

ഐ䲔Ҷ൘ᇒ㿲к㠚ᐡнާ༷㹼ࣘ㜭࣋ѻཆˈ䘈൘ҾԆ൘ѫ㿲кᰐ⌅⺞ᇊ㠚

ᐡо⇽Ӣѻ䰤Ⲵޣ㌫ˈԕ৺ሩ㠚ᐡᣕ༽⇽ӢⲴ㹼Ѫᱟ࿕ᖃⲴᘰ⯁Ǆ俆ݸˈ

Ԇ䴰㾱ࡔᯝ઼㺑䟿⇽Ӣሩ㠚ᐡⲴ⡡Ǆ⭘Ԇ㠚ᐡⲴ䈍ᶕ䈤ˈĀᡁн⺞ᇊྩᱟ

⡡ᡁā(McEwan 32)Ǆᦒ䀰ѻˈԆ䴰㾱䙊䗷৽ᙍ઼ࡔᯝ⇽Ӣሩ㠚ᐡⲴᛵᝏо

ᘱᓖᶕ⺞ᇊ㠚ᐡሩ⇽ӢⲴᘱᓖǄሩҾࣣݻᗧ઼⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚Ⲵᇶ䈻䇑ࡂˈ

㛾ݯ൘⇽ӢⲴ㞩ѝᔰнᯝ৽ᙍ˖ĀᡁԜᐢ㓿ᢺᆙᆀ᭮൘࡛ⲴൠᯩǄ䘉Ӌ䈍
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нᯝ䟽༽ˈᬖ䲔ᒢ߰ਾਚ࢙ⵏˈᡁ㻛࡛ӪᆹᧂⲴᵚᶕ᰾ᱮн䗷ҶǄ᭮㖞

(placed)ਚᱟᢄᔳ (dumped)Ⲵ僇Ӫ਼ѹ䇽ǄᆙᆀቡᱟᡁǄ࡛ Ⲵൠᯩҏᱟ僇ӪⲴǄ

䞧ᰐᛵⲴ⇽Ӣʽā(McEwan 42) ⇽Ӣнӵሩ⡦Ӣн⮉ᛵ䶒ˈ㘼фሩ㠚ᐡ㞩ߧ

ѝⲴᆙᆀҏаṧĀߧ䞧ᰐᛵā(ruthless)Ǆ൘∂ᇣ⡦Ӣѻਾˈ⇽Ӣᢃ㇇㾱઼

ᑖ⵰ԆԜᡰ㧧ᗇ 700з㤡䮁䘌䎠儈伎 㠚̍ᐡሶՊ㻛ԆԜԕĀᆹ㖞āⲴѹĀᢄ

ᔳāˈᡰ䉃ⲴĀ࡛Ⲵൠᯩā(somewhere) ቡᱟн⮉൘⇽Ӣ㠚ᐡ䓛䗩ⲴᙍǄᦒ

䀰ѻˈ⇽Ӣሩ㠚ᐡⲴ⡡ቡᱟа൪㠚ⅪⅪӪⲴ僇ተǄᴹ䢤Ҿ↔ˈ㛾ߣݯᇊԕ⢉

䘈⢉ǄԆ䈤˖

ωׄۘํॏēแճழԅ̙ပॏē֗யಾࢇճԅॏdแϢල࿉

ԅᆐੴdแϢݖ΄ঠׂē؞ঠׂԅ؞ಾdแྑဈუႴܡԅಗᆐ

ᅞēၽแѻಓԅઊඟဈಓ֘ྈ݃ϢՇԅཤಊஜΏēဈٻ՟ԅں

ԅ̒ۜϝݦԅႃdဈஜେᄍ̙ರල࿉юนแᄱಬԅͬē

ԅᆑဎᄚಾྡྷّԅිڃᄍξdඋԐߜಾแԅē֗Ϣಾࢸघԃԅē

ྻࢶ௶ޛՉแēแྙྻࢶҶԅ༃ᄯഏॺԅ༃؇ē̼ਬྈຏ

႗ҏdแྙྡྷྂྻࢶयํ࣎ெd(McEwan 43-44)

൘к䶒Ⲵਉ䘠⡷⇥ѝˈṨᗳޣ䭞䇽ᱟĀ⡡ā(love)Ǆ㛾ݯᢃ㇇ᣕ༽⇽ӢⲴ⨶⭡

ᒦнᱟѪ⡦༽ӷˈ㘼ᱟѪҶըᕐ㠚ᐡ㧧ᗇ⇽⡡Ⲵ↓ᖃᵳ࣋ˈྲ᷌⡦Ӣн㜭ᢺ

⇽ӢӾѝཪ䗷ᶕˈ䛓Ѹ㠚ᐡᓄ䈕ᢺ⇽ӢӾࣣݻᗧ䛓䟼ᣒ䗷ᶕˈ䇙ྩᡀ

Ѫ㠚ᐡᘐᇎⲴ؍Ǆ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ѻࡽҏ䇔⡡㠚ᐡⲴ⇽Ӣˈնᱟ⨶⭡լѾ৸

ᱮᗇнཏ࠶ݵˈਚᱟ䈤Āᡁ⡡ྩüüᘾѸਟ㜭н⡡ྩ˛ྩᱟᡁ䘈⋑㿱䗷䶒

Ⲵ⇽ӢˈᡁਚᱟӾྩⲴ䓛փ䜘⸕䚃ҶྩǄ䘉нཏʽᡁ⑤ᵋⴻྩࡠཆ൘Ⲵ㠚

ᡁǄཆ㺘ቡᱟа࠷ā(McEwan 7)ǄӾ⇽Ӣ䓛փ䜘ሩྩⲴҶ䀓䇙Ԇ⡡кҶ㠚

ᐡⲴ⇽Ӣˈᒦ⑤ᵋⴻྩࡠⲴṧᆀǄԆሩ⇽Ӣѻ⡡㍒≲Ⲵᵜ䍘ᱟ㾱⇽Ӣ⡡Ԇˈ

н㜭ᣋᔳԆˈ֯㠚ᐡ㜭ཏ൘ࠪ⭏ѻਾਟԕ㔗㔝⍫л৫Ǆ䘉оࣣݻᗧሩ⢩励䘚

Ⲵ⡡ᴹ⵰ᵜ䍘Ⲵ४࡛Ǆࣣݻᗧ൘ᖸབྷ〻ᓖкਚᱟѪҶ࡙⭘ჲᆀ⢩励䘚ᶕ∂ᇣ

କକ㓖㘠ˈ㧧ਆ㓿⍾࡙⳺ˈ⭊㠣ᱟѪҶᣕ༽ഐѪକକ∄㠚ᐡՈ⿰㘼ᝏࡠਇՔ

Ⲵ㠚ሺǄࣣݻᗧ઼⢩励䘚൘а䎧ᱟѪҶ䈻䍒ᇣભˈণ∂↫କକǃץঐକକⲴ

ᡯӗˈ㘼㛾ݯ㠚ᐡ਼⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚൘а䎧ⲴഐᱟѪҶ㔤ᣔ⭏ભˈণѪҶ֯㠚

ᐡࠪ⭏ਾਟԕ⍫л৫Ǆቭ㇑є㘵ሩ⢩励䘚Ⲵ⡡Ⲵঐᴹ䜭ᴹ㠚⿱ᙗ䍘ˈնᱟݻ

ࣣᗧⲴ㹼Ѫփ⧠ࠪሩ⭏ભⲴ䐥䐿ˈ㘼㛾ݯⲴ㹼Ѫփ⧠ࠪሩ⭏ભⲴሺ䟽Ǆ

ަ⅑ˈ㛾ݯ䴰㾱ࡔᯝ㠚ᐡⲴӻޕᱟ↓⺞ˈቔަሩ⡦Ӣ઼⇽Ӣѻ䰤㻲

䱫⇽Ӣˈ䱢→ަ⣟䭉Ⲵ㹼ѪǄĀሩ࣍㌫Ⲵ⨶䀓ᱟᴹ䈟ˈԕ৺㠚ᐡ㜭ޣ

⡦⇽࠶Ⲵᆙᆀ㘼䀰ˈަ⾎Ⲵᜣ䊑Ⲵԫ࣑ቡᱟ֯ԆԜ䟽ᖂҾྭā(McEwan 
88)Ǆᦒ䀰ѻˈԆሩ⡦⇽Ⲵ༽ਸᣡᴹᒫᜣˈ䇔Ѫ֯׳ԆԜ䟽ᖂҾྭᱟ㠚ᐡᴰ

䟽㾱Ⲵԫ࣑ˈ㘼䶎ᙕҾӻޕˈᙕ⵰㖊⇽ӢǄ↔ཆˈԆ㠚ᐡ䴰㾱㘳㲁Ⲵᱟ䘈
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ᴹ࣍䈤઼ᨀ䟂⇽Ӣˈ䱢→ྩ⣟䭉䈟Ⲵਟ㜭Ǆྩሩ⇽ӢᵰӪ㹼ѪࠪڊҶаᇊⲴ

Ֆ⨶ᙍ㘳˖ĀᡁⲴ⇽ӢӾᶕ䜭⋑ᴹᐕ䗷ˈ㜭ᡀѪањᵰӪ⣟ੇ˛䘉њᐕ

аᰖᔰਾ ਟ̍нᇩ᱃ н̍ӵ൘䇑઼ࡂᢗ㹼к䜭ᖸഠ䳮 㘼̍фਾ᷌ҏ䳮ԕᣵǄ

∄ྲˈᡁᜣ઼ྩ䈤Ⲵᱟˈণׯ൘Ֆ⨶ѻཆˈ䘈ᴹᖸཊнׯ˖ਾ䶒Ⲵࠐњሿᰦˈ

⋐ᡆ㘵⯊ˈᡆ㘵є㘵䜭ᴹǄˈ⤡ޕњઘᵛˈ⇿њཌˈᡆ㘵а⭏ˈ㾱Ѹࠐ

ᴹᣕ䞜 ⋑̍ᴹ⍕䍤 ⋑̍ᴹ䘰Ձ䠁ˈM Ⲵਚᱟ㠚䍓Ǆྩ ↓൘⣟ањ䭉䈟ā(McEwan 
79)ǄሩҾ㛾ݯ㘼䀰ˈԆ㤕⡡⡦Ӣˈቡ㾱ᮁԆⲴ⭏ભˈᡆ㘵൘Ԇ㻛ᇣ↫ਾˈ

Ѫަ༽ӷǄ਼⨶ˈԆ㤕⡡⇽Ӣˈቡ㾱䱫→ྩ⣟䭉䈟Ǆྩᱮ❦൘ڊаԦ䭉䈟Ⲵ

һᛵǄ䚇Ⲵᱟˈ㛾ݯ䗷ᓖൠ⊹⓪Ҿᙍ㘳ˈ൘ㅹᖵѝ䭉䗷Ҷ৺ᰦࡦ→⇽Ӣ∂

ᇣ⡦ӢⲴ㹼ѪˈⴞⶩҶ⡦Ӣ㻛ᇣⲴ䗷〻Ǆ

㲭❦㛾ݯ൘ᇒ㿲кᰐ⌅䱫→⡦Ӣ㻛ᇣˈн㜭ᥭᮁ⡦ӢҾড䳮ѻ䱵ˈնԆ

ᒦн⎸⊹ˈ⋑ᴹ䘹ᤙ૰ਧоଝ⌓Ǆ৽ˈԆ䇔Ѫ˖ĀႤݯⲴ૰ਧ∛ᰐѹǄ

ㅹᖵᱟ↓⺞ⲴһᛵǄ䘈ᴹᙍ㘳ā(McEwan 47)Ǆ䰞仈൘Ҿ 㛾̍ݯㅹᖵⲴᱟӰѸ˛

ᙍ㘳Ⲵ৸ᱟӰѸ˛൘ㅄ㘵ⴻᶕˈԆㅹᖵⲴᱟ㠚ᐡਟԕ䟷ਆ㹼ࣘⲴᰦ䰤ˈণ㠚

ᐡਟԕᒣᆹࠪ⭏Ⲵᰦˈ㘼ᙍ㘳Ⲵࡉᱟྲօ൘ㅹᖵо㹼ࣘѻ䰤Ⲵࠪڊ䘹ᤙˈ

ᵳ㺑є㘵Ⲵ࡙ᔺǄ൘ǉ䴧⢩Ǌѝˈ䴧⢩ҏ䈤䗷ㅹᖵⲴ䟽㾱ᙗǄԆ䈤˖

Ā䶉䶉ൠㅹᖵ⵰ˈᡁⲴ⚥兲˗㖚ᚦⲴ㹼ѪᙫᴹаཙՊਁ⧠ˈ㲭❦ൠкᡰᴹ

Ⲵ⌕൏ᢺᆳԜ䚞᧙ā˄㦾༛∄ӊ� 297˅Ǆ䴧⢩լѾᱟ㾱ᢺᐼᵋᇴᢈҾᚦ

ӪⲴ㠚ᡁ৽ⴱˈ䇙ᰦ䰤⽪а࠷Ǆо䘉㻛ࣘ⎸ᶱⲴㅹᖵ㿲∄ˈ㛾ݯᱟ൘

ㅹᖵ㠚ᐡާᴹ㹼ࣘⲴ㜭࣋Ǆྲ᷌Ԇ↫৫Ҷˈ䛓Ѹቡҏᰐ⌅ᑞࣙ⡦Ӣ༽ӷˈ

ഐ↔Ԇᗵ享㾱⍫л৫Ǆ⭡↔ˈ㛾ݯ䲧ޕҶањӻҾㅹᖵ઼㹼ࣘѻ䰤ⲴՖ⨶є

䳮Ǆṩᦞ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴Ⲵ㿲⛩ˈĀՖ⨶є䳮ণՖ⨶ᛆ䇪ǄՖ⨶є䳮⭡єњ

䚃ᗧભ仈ᶴᡀˈྲ᷌䘹ᤙ㘵ሩᆳԜ㠚অ⤜ൠࠪڊ䚃ᗧࡔᯝˈ⇿ањ䘹ᤙ䜭

ᱟ↓⺞Ⲵˈᒦф⇿а䘹ᤙ䜭ㅖਸᲞ䙽䚃ᗧࡉǄնᱟˈаᰖ䘹ᤙ㘵൘Ҽ㘵

ѻ䰤ࠪڊа亩䘹ᤙˈቡՊሬ㠤ਖа亩䘍㛼Ֆ⨶ˈণ䘍㛼Პ䙽䚃ᗧࡉā˄㙲

⧽䪺ˈǉ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴ሬ䇪Ǌ262˅Ǆ൘ǉ᷌༣Ǌѝˈ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ቡ䶒Ѥྲ

лՖ⨶є䳮Ⲵຳൠ˖ྲ᷌Ԇ᷌ᯝ䟷ਆ㹼ࣘˈ䟷ਆ㠚ቭⲴᯩᔿˈപ❦ᴹਟ㜭Պ

䘛֯⇽Ӣ᭮ᔳ∂ᇣ㠚ᐡⲴ⡦Ӣˈնᱟਖаਟ㜭ቡᱟ㠚ᐡҏՊᩝкᙗભн䈤ˈ

㘼ф䘈ᶱѪਟ㜭ᰐ⌅ᑞࣙ⡦Ӣ㝡㻛ᇣⲴড䲙ˈ⇻ᆱ䈤Ѫ⡦༽ӷҶ˗ྲ᷌Ԇ

ㅹᖵл৫ˈࡉՊൠⴻ⵰㠚ᐡⲴ⡦Ӣ㻛⇽Ӣ઼∂ᇣˈ⭡↔൘ᇒ㿲к

ᡀѪԆԜ∂ᇣമ䈻Ⲵа࠶ᆀˈնᱟਚ㾱㠚ᐡ䘈⍫⵰ˈቡᴹ㔉⡦Ӣ༽ӷⲴᐼᵋˈ

ቡᴹᵪՊሶᵰᇣ⡦ӢⲴࠦ㔣ѻҾ⌅Ǆ

൘⡦Ӣ↫ਾˈ㛾ݯሩҾ㠚ᐡ⋑ᴹ৺ᰦ䟷ਆ㹼ࣘˈᵚ㜭৺䱫→⇽Ӣǃᥭᮁ

⡦ӢⲴ⭏ભ㘼ᝏࡠ㠚䍓઼ਾᛄǄԆ䈤˖ĀᖃԆᢺྩ⅑䈡ᜁࡠᒺкˈ〠ྩᱟ

㠚ᐡⲴ㘱啐ˈ⭘࣋ᧀྩⲴңཤˈ⭘㛯㛰Ⲵ㠼ཤӢ੫ྩⲴ㝨人ˈ㲊ᛵٷൠሩ

ྩબ⵰≄ǄᡁӰѸҏ⋑ڊā(McEwan 156)Ǆ൘⡦Ӣ㻛ᇣѻࡽˈ㠚ᐡ⋑ᴹ৺ᰦ

䟷ਆ㹼ࣘˈ䛓Ѹ൘⡦Ӣ㻛ᇣѻਾˈԆᱟᓄ䈕・ণ䟷ਆ㹼ࣘˈѪ⡦༽ӷ˛
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❦ਾˈԆⲴਖа䟽⧠ᇎഠຳᱟˈ㖊⇽ӢቡㅹҾ㖊㠚ᐡǄаᰖᔰҶ⇽Ӣˈ

Ԇҏᰐ⌅⭏ᆈǄ⭡↔ˈн䳮ⴻࠪԆሩ⇽Ӣᰒ⡡৸ᚘⲴ⸋ᙗᘱᓖ˖Āᡁሩ⇽

ӢⲴ⡡઼ᡁሩྩⲴᚘ䜭൘ᡀ↓∄ֻൠ䮯ǄᡁⲴৼӢቡྩ࢙ањӪҶǄ⋑ᴹ

ྩ ᡁ̍ҏ⍫нҶā(McEwan 108)Ǆ㛾ݯᚘ⇽Ӣ ᱟ̍ഐѪྩሩ⡦ӢⲴ㛼઼䈻ᇣ˗

⡡⇽ӢᱟഐѪ㠚ᐡሩӢᛵⲴ⧽㿶ˈሩྩѪ㠚ᐡୟаⲴӢӪⲴⵧᘥǄᴤѪ⧠

ᇎⲴᛵߥᱟˈ㛾ݯ൘⭏лᶕਾˈ䘈䴰䎆Ҿަ⇽ӢⲴᣊޫˈ㠚ᐡ㜭⍫л৫

䜭㾱䶐ྩǄഐ↔ˈԆ㜭ڊⲴլѾਚᴹㅹᖵ⇽Ӣ઼㠚俆ˈㅹᖵԆԜⲴᛄᛏˈ

ㅹᖵ㠚ᐡާ༷㹼ࣘⲴ㜭࣋Ǆ❦㘼ˈ㛾ݯ㓸ᵚ㿱⇽Ӣ઼ᴹ߶༷㠚俆઼ᛄ

᭩Ⲵ䘩䊑Ǆഐ↔ˈᖃԆԜ㖚㹼᳤䵢ǃ߶༷⭿㖚▌䘳Ⲵᰦىˈ㛾ݯቭ㇑⸕䚃㠚

ᐡቊᵚ䏣ᴸˈଚᙅᱟ߂⵰ᰙӗєઘⲴ⭏ભড䲙ˈҏ㾱䱫→ԆԜǄԆ䈤˖

ၽॅ࠼ൎပԅᅧნူ༉ჾēӐԅТೄē௬֣Փߎԅ܍ēೋᆑแݎē

΄Վԅᄍ܊ēแྸ࠼ᆳѻॴࢅՇdٴॴd̼แͧ୯ࣿԅཻ੧કಾ

ྡྷّ͖ੜԅѶͧē࠺ۤࠒಬēऺੋပྡߜแҶუّಷ࠘ᄯͬܙ୯

ࣿēֽᄘแᆳᇂਲ਼dϢၼԉॴdަదਬԅನӾॴdٓܢࡥࠒ౨ۜࡳd

ಳՎd(McEwan 191)

Ӿк䘠⇥㩭ѝˈᡁԜਟԕਁ⧠㛾ݯҏᰐ⌅㔗㔝ㅹᖵл৫Ҷˈଚᙅ㠚ᐡࠪ⭏

Ⲵᰦᵪቊᵚᡀ⟏ˈնᱟԆߣᇊᣋᔳ㠚ᐡѻࡽⲴᝊ㹒ڊ⌅ˈवᤜ䈅മ㠚ᡁ⇱⚝ˈ

ഐተ࣯㻛ࣘ㘼ᝏࡠՔᗳˈ⮿ᘭབྷˈ⨶䀓䭉䈟ㅹˈԆ⧠൘ᗵ享㾱ڊⲴᱟĀto 
end the endings. Time to begināˈণ㔉㔃ተ⭫кਕਧˈᔰ㹼ࣘǄഐ↔ˈԆ⭘

ᤷ⭢ࡂ㖺㟌ˈᨀࠪࡽ⭏ˈᡀ࣏䱫→Ҷ⇽ӢⲴཆ䘳ˈ㘼ቭ㇑ࣣݻᗧ䈅മ㖞

⇽Ӣ઼㠚ᐡн亮ˈᢃ㇇⤜㠚䘳ӑˈᰐླྀަሩ⇽ӢⲴнᘐᰙ㻛ᯉ㿱ˈᣔ➗㻛ྩ

㯿Ҷ䎧ᶕˈ䳮ԕᡀ㹼Ǆ൘㻛䙬ᑞࣙ⇽Ӣ᧕⭏ਾˈࣣݻᗧሶнᗇн઼⇽Ӣа䎧

ㅹᖵࡽᶕᤈᦅԆԜⲴ䆖ሏǄ

ሩҾ䘉ṧⲴ㔃ተˈ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵ࠪڊ⅑Ҷ㠚ᐡⲴᙍ㘳઼ࡔᯝ˖Āᡁ൘ᜣ

ㅹ൘ཆ䶒Ⲵࠪ』䖖Ǆ⎚䍩ҶǄᱟᰦى䇙ᆳ䎠ҶǄᡁҏ൘ᜣᡁԜ൘ⴁ⤡ѝⲴഊ

ᇔˈնᝯн㾱ཚሿˈ൘䘋ޕⴁ⤡⊹䟽Ⲵབྷ䰘ǃ൘䐿к⼘ᰗҶⲴⴈᾬởѻࡽˈ

䘈ᴹᛢՔǃᇑࡔ৺ަѹā(McEwan 197)Ǆ䘉ṧᱟࡔᯝ઼ᙍ㘳എᓄҶԆѻࡽ

ᡰ䈤ⲴĀ䘉нᱟањྭл൪ˈ≨䘌ҏнՊᴹӰѸྭ㔃᷌ā(McEwan 197)Ǆ൘

䇴ԧ㠚ᐡᨀࡽ䱽⭏৺ަӗ⭏Ⲵਾ᷌ᰦˈ㛾ݯⲴਓ੫亷ᴹ䈳ֳણǄӾ᮷ᆖՖ

⨶ᆖᢩ䇴㿶䀂ᶕⴻˈ㛾ݯᱟ⡦⇽Ֆ⨶䘹ᤙⲴ㻛ࣘ㔃᷌ǄѪа⋑ᴹࠪ⭏Ⲵ

㛾ݯˈਉ䘠㘵ਟ㻛ⴻᱟањᯟ㣜ݻᯟഐᆀˈ䓛кᰒփ⧠ࠪަ⇽Ӣᡰ䚇⮉Ⲵ

ޭᙗഐᆀˈҏփ⧠ࠪަ⡦Ӣᡰ䚇⮉ⲴӪᙗഐᆀǄ⇽㞩ѝⲴ㛾ݯቭ㇑⋑ᴹࠪ⭏ˈ

նᱟഐѪӪᙗഐᆀⲴᆈ൘㘼֯ԆᴹҶӪᙗˈഐ㘼㜭ཏࠪڊՖ⨶ࡔᯝˈণሩ⇽

Ӣ઼⡦ਸ䈻ᇣ↫⡦ӢⲴ㹼Ѫ䘋㹼ழᚦࡔᯝǄழᚦࡔᯝᱟՖ⨶䘹ᤙⲴࡽᨀǄ

⭡↔䈤ᶕ 㛾̍ݯⲴᨀࡽ䱽⭏ᰒᱟަѪ㛾ݯ䓛ԭⲴањ䟽㾱ĀՖ⨶䘹ᤙā(ethical 
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choice)ˈ਼ᰦҏᱟަѪаՖ⨶ᆈ൘ⲴӪⲴĀՖ⨶䘹ᤙā(ethical selection)
ⲴᔰǄሩҾ⇽Ӣ⢩励䘚઼ࣣݻᗧⲴ㻛ᦅˈࡊࡊ㓿শӾ㛾ࡠݯᯠ⭏ݯⲴ

ਉ䘠㘵Āᡁāᒨ⚮Ҁ⾨ˈѪ㠚ᐡ㹼ࣘⲴᡀ࣏㘼ᝏࡠ亷Ѫᗇ઼⅓ហǄ䢤Ҿ⇽

Ӣ઼ᡰ⣟лԔӪᡰн喯Ⲵ㖚㹼ˈԆԜ⌘ᇊнՊᴹĀྭл൪ā(not a good 
end)ˈㅹᖵԆԜⲴᱟⴁ⤡⊹䟽Ⲵབྷ䰘ǃ⤝ሿⲴഊᇔǃ⼘ᰗⲴ䖜ᾬởǄ䲔Ҷ

к䘠ԆԜᓄᴹⲴ㖊ǃᛢՔǃᛄᚘѻཆˈ䘈Պ㓿শĀᇑࡔā(justice)Ǆ㤡᮷ѝ

ⲴĀjusticeā䲔Ҷާᴹᇑࡔѻཆˈ䘈ᴹĀ↓ѹāⲴᙍˈণࣣݻᗧ઼⢩励䘚

Ⲵ㻛ᦅ઼ᇑࡔ䈤᰾↓ѹᗇࡠըᕐǃൿӪᗇࡠ㖊ˈ㘼䘉ҏᱟ䘉䎧Ֆ⨶һԦ㔉

Ӫԕ䘚઼ᮉ䈢Ⲵѹᡰ൘Ǆ

㔉䈣

哖ݻቔᚙⲴጷᤌ㘵㤡ഭᖃ㓒䶂ᒤሿ䈤ᇦ䘚gਢᇶᯟ (Zadie Smith) ᴮ䘉

ṧⴋ䎎ᗳѝⲴۿڦ˖

ԅᆴଶำམࠨᄡēࠑ߅ပॏĢၽۤ၀ԅܥඕԅΰϬগ

ఆნĢၽ̼༛ಹকదࢳ༰ԅࢶટ౨ēϤ֢ՇĢԅ໌ഊЩիು Ģྲ

ΓຏԅࡳᆐҶࣿ՛Ϣݖแໟԅუྂྡྷܥࡳēပუਙտԅۜדdՠ

ԅᆴଶನēแݖ΄ઊ໔แҶࣿ՛ϢݖರဈԅြcҶࣿ՛Ϣٲݖԅெ

ԅसēൎӕՎd࿙นუ໔ၐ࿙ēแ̙ၧՠԅᆴଶēලڶҶรပۤࠋ

ನྙ࿙นྻ̈́ฃޙԅୣՠრྡྷྂēแࢄثಾྡྷّࢬԄᅞԅᆴޥd

(qtd. in Roberts 108)

Ӿк䘠䇴䇪⡷⇥ѝਟԕਁ⧠ˈਢᇶᯟ൘䈸䇪哖ݻቔᚙⲴ૱ᰦˈ䲔Ҷ䎎䍿哖

ቔᚙⲴ䈝փ仾Ṭǃ㹼᮷ᐳተཆݻ 䘈̍⢩࡛ᣈᴽҾާᴹ哖∿⤜⢩ⲴĀ䳀௫āǃĀᛵ

㢲āǃĀ⨶ᘥāǄቡަᯠǉ᷌༣Ǌ㘼䀰ˈ哖ݻቔᚙࡋⲴ⤜⢩ᙗ൘Ҿ䙊䗷

֯⭘Ā᷌༣ā䘉а䳀௫ˈᡀ࣏㔈Ҷа㗔䓛༴Ֆ⨶ഠຳⲴഊᗂˈԆԜᡆ䘧ཡ

㠚ᐡപᴹⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭᡆਇഠҾ⧠ᴹⲴՖ⨶䓛ԭˈ䳮ԕࠪڊ↓⺞ⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙˈ

⭡↔ሬ㠤ҶՖ⨶ᛢⲴӗ⭏Ǆ哖ݻቔᚙԕ㛾ݯਉ䘠㘵Ⲵ㿶䀂䟽ᶴ䴧⢩Ѫ

⡦༽ӷⲴᛵ㢲ˈаᯩ䶒പ❦ᱟ൘ੁ㦾㗱㠤ᮜˈਖаᯩ䶒ҏᣅሴҶަᵜӪޣҾ

⭏ભⲴՖ⨶ᙍ㘳Ǆњѝ㕈⭡ˈᡆ䇨ቡۿ哖ݻቔᚙᡰ䈤Ⲵ䛓ṧ˖ĀᡁԜ⭏ᶕቡ

ᱟ䚃ᗧⲴᆈ൘ā(qtd. in Roberts 70)Ǆ

ɋNoteǐ

ķޣҾਉһⲴ䶎㠚❦ᙗ ৲̍㿱ቊᗵ↖ Ā̟᮷ᆖਉһѝⲴ䶎㠚❦ᛵᝏ˖สᵜ㊫රо䱀䟺䘹ᤙā̍

ǉк⎧Ӕ䙊བྷᆖᆖᣕǊ˄ଢᆖ⽮Պ、ᆖ⡸˅4(2016): 5-16˗Ā㾯ᯩ᮷䇪ޣ䭞䇽˖䶎㠚❦ਉ

һᆖā̍ǉཆഭ᮷ᆖǊ2(2015): 95-111̠ ĀਉһⲴþ䶎㠚❦ᙗÿ䗘ᗞ˖䇪䶎㠚❦ਉһᆖā̍ǉཆ
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ഭ䈝᮷Ǌ3(2015):36-45˗Ā䶎㠚❦ਉһᆖ৺ᖃԓਉһ䈇ᆖāˈǉ᮷㢪⨶䇪⹄ウǊ5(2012): 

110-114̠ Āнਟ㜭Ⲵ᭵һц⭼ ৽̍ᑨⲴਉ䘠㹼Ѫ˖䶎㠚❦ਉһᆖ䇪⮕ā̍ ǉཆ䈝оཆ䈝ᮉᆖɆ

1(2012):86-90Ǆ
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The Desert Island of Human Nature: An 
Ethical Literary Interpretation of Men and 
Beasts in The Island of Dr. Moreau
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ζຣݖᇯ㾷φఆူೕԅ·ᄩιၽဟఆပఆēೕਠပdఆԅఆပನ

นᇧ֣ݧӺොēఢw੭ϐಶԅӻxᄯ੭ϐಶၽܹӻ౨ഖ࿉ࠓՎē̼

ೕέюೕఆēԅࢳ༰༪႔ഊੜճӠՎ௬֣ఆĢਮق৴ॆ̼ᆑߦލԎ

นೕఆēဈೕఆԅसࣿᄗӽᆑލԅस༪႔ēԅఆ֟ಓӺොdࢳ༰༪

႔Ϣટӝᆑ௶༪႔ۤस༪႔dೕఆਠပԄఆԅēಾೕēϢಾఆē

ԅ༪႔Ϣ೫ဟस༪႔ē༔ภԅఆюนೕఆԅ്ۤޢළ࣍ᄍၗdၽܹӻ

ԅसࡂܬᄯēఆϢݖොܤюೕēӬೕఆݖොܤюೕdၽఆफԅसࡂܬᄯē

ఆྡྷӪಞԁԃēݣԄೕఆྡྷྂd໌ഊᆂᆴრฏ֚എճఆफಀݖ

सເԅಇළํݨࣲۤࢇઑdఆϢಾඟಓԅēಾ܊ڶ࠼ඟԅस߽ݦݚ

ԄԅēೠಾఆफݦԄस߽ݚԅᆫޤාࡅdᄚပఆफݦԄसۤఆēఆफ

ಀݖԅාϬݖগఆᗟᗝd

ީ䭤䈃φw੭ϐಶԅӻxĢฏ֚എĢఆĢೕĢೕఆ

֒㘻ㆶԁφฆ໋ݒēڜӖ༰ෳဴڳ༰ၝ،߽ēᅖྑҶಹำ༰स༰ଛି

ۤਥำ༰ཙࡎd·ำຂ 2015 ભէڜო༰ಀࢳݖ༰ܣڟཙࢻࡎඕ�ົંଛ

ۜġ15BWW003ǐԅࠈխюڴd

Title: The Desert Island of Human Nature: An Ethical Literary Interpretation of 
Men and Beasts in The Island of Dr. Moreau
Abstract: The essential difference between men and beasts is that men have the 
human nature, beasts have no. Sometimes men’s human nature may be lack or 
backwards, as on a desert island Moreau’s wanton anatomy of beasts and changing 
beasts into beast folks in The Island of Dr. Moreau. His ethical choice shows that he 
treats beasts without human nature. Montgomery makes himself lower as the beast 
folks, and guide his own ethical choice under the beast folks’ ethics. Montgomery’s 
human nature has been backwards. Scientific selection can’t take place of natural 



46 Interdisciplinary Studies of Literature / Vol.1, No.1, March 2017

selection and ethical selection. Beast folks have not gotten humans’ form, they are 
beasts, not men, and their choices are not ethical choices. The hypocritical human 
nature has become the shackles of beast folks and the source of pain. In the ethical 
environment of the desert island, men will not degenerate into beasts, but beast 
folks will degenerate into beasts. In the human ethics environment, once men lose 
moral, they would live like the beast folks. This novel has permeated the writer 
Wells’ hate and confusion about human society ethics chaos. Human nature is not 
innate, it is acquired through the moral teachings. Reading books is the best way 
to acquire moral teachings. Only men have acquired the ration and human nature, 
human society will have being promising. 
Key words: The Island of Dr. Moreau; H. G. Wells; human nature; beasts; beast 
folks
Author: Wang Xiaohui is Associate Professor at the Foreign Languages School, 
Guangxi University (Nanning 530004, China). Her main research area is ethical 
literary criticism, British and American Literature Studies. Email: Athena_
hui@163.com
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Title: On the Ethical Paradox in Edward Albee’s Plays
Abstract: As an outstanding contemporary playwright and theater director, Edward 
Albee focuses on describing contemporary American family life, addressing the 
ethical issues of loyalty, betrayal, and isolation. These issues are often present in 
the form of ethical paradox. This paper holds that ethical paradox is at the core of 
the ethical issues in Edward Albee’s plays. First, ethical paradox is a kind of value 
judgment. There are different ethical paradoxes in different works, and their ethical 
values vary. Second, as the result of ethical choice, ethical paradox derives from the 
ethical choice of characters when facing ethical contradiction. Third, the solution 
to ethical paradox depends on the solution to ethical knots. In the process of 
characters’ choice, ethical paradox is resolved eventually. Edward Albee carefully 
sets up various ethical paradoxes in his works, which shows the playwright’s 
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reflection on and Mudgment about the American family problems during the period 
of transition. Employing the method of Ethical Literary Criticism, this paper aims 
to mourn and memorialize Edward Albee by studying the ethical paradoxes in his 
drama.
Key words: Ethical Literary Criticism;  Edward Albee;  ethical paradox
Author: Zhang Lianqiao is Associate Professor at the School of Chinese 
Language and Literature in Jiangsu Normal University (Xuzhou 221116, China). 
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Title: The Interplay of Ethics, Emotion and History: Unnatural Narrative in Angels 
in America
Abstract: Set in �986 at the height of the AIDS epidemic, the disintegration 
of communism, and the unraveling of Reaganism, Angels in America by Tony 
Kushner is a play that raises moral Tuestions. It is a play that asks Tuestions 
about the nature and extent of our responsibility to others, about the meaning 
of human progress and about the links between ethics and history. The article 
aims to demonstrate how the notions of ethical identity and ethical emotion are 
reconfigured in the “unnatural narrative,” and furthermore, to explore how this 
reinterpretation shape our cognitive understanding of reality and history. 
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❦Ҿ䙫䗁кⲴнਟ㜭ˈণоⵏᇎц⭼Ⲵ䙫䗁ࡉ䘍㛼ˈ❦㘼তᱟሩҾⵏ

ᇎǃ䓛ԭ઼Ֆ⨶Ⲵ䟽ᯠ䇔⸕Ǆṩᦞཙ֯Ⲵ᧿䘠ˈ1906 ᒤᰗ䠁ኡൠ䴷⠶ਁਾˈ

кᑍᣋᔳҶӪ㊫ᔰҶཙาˈ㘼Āᰐ㜭Ѫ࣋āⲴ㿱䇱㘵ཙ֯Ԝ˄Perestroika 
130˅ᐼᵋ䙊䗷⾱→Ӫ㊫Ⲵа࠷⍫ࣘˈֻྲĀӪ㊫Ⲵ㹼ǃᙍᜣ઼ᜣ䊑࣋āˈ

ᶕĀ䘛֯кᑍ⧠䓛ā˄Perestroika 86˅Ǆཙ֯䘹ᤙᲞ㧡ቄѪ֯㘵ˈ䈪ਚ

㾱Ԇ᭮ᔳ⭏ભ઼䘋↕৫ਆǉ৽〫≁ҖǊˈቡ㜭൘ཙา㧧ᗇ≨⭏Ǆਚ㾱Პ㧡ቄ

ࡠǉ৽〫≁ҖǊˈᰦ䫏ቡՊق䖜ࡠ䶉→Ⲵ⣦ᘱˈশਢн䘋↕ˈ㘼Ӫ㊫Ⲵ

а࠷⍫ࣘҏሶ㓸㔃Ǆቭ㇑価ਇ⯮⯵❾⟜ˈਟᱟᲞ㧡ቄতᤂ㔍Ҷཙ֯Ⲵ䈧≲ˈ

䘹ᤙ᭮ᔳ≨⭏ǃഎࡠӪ㊫⽮ՊǄ

    Ӿ䇔⸕䀂ᓖᶕⴻˈᲞ㧡ቄĀ䶎㠚❦āⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙнӵᇎ⧠Ҷ䓛ԭкⲴ䖜ᦒˈ

㘼фᇎ⧠ҶᛵᝏкⲴ䖜ᦒǄᲞ㧡ቄ൘䘉䙫䗁к઼⢙⨶к䜭нਟ㜭ᆈ൘Ⲵᛵ

Ჟѝ⺞・ҶሩԆ㘵Ⲵᆼޘ䍓ԫᝏǄԆੁཙ֯Ԝ⽸≲ˈĀᡁӽ❦ᜣĂĂ㧧ᗇ⾍

⾿Ǆቭ㇑ᡁ⯵Ҷˈᡁ䘈ᱟᜣ⍫л৫ā˄Perestroika 131˅Ǆ䘹ᤙ᭮ᔳ൘ཙาⲴ

≨⭏㘼എࡠӪ䰤⍫л৫ᱟањ㢠䳮Ⲵ䘹ᤙǄ⍫л৫˄more life˅ሩҾ㢮⓻⯵

ᛓ㘵Პ㧡ቄ㘼䀰ણ⵰⭏ભˈҏણ⵰ᴤཊᝏḃ઼ᛓ⯵ⲴᵪՊˈԕ৺ᰐቭⲴ

Ⰻ㤖Ǆ❦㘼Პ㧡ቄ᰾ⲭ˖ĀᡁԜн㜭ڌлᶕǄᡁԜнᱟ⸣ཤüü䘋↕ǃ〫≁ǃ

⍱ࣘᱟĂĂ⧠ԓᙗǄ㘼⧠ԓᙗᱟ⭏ᵪࣳࣳⲴˈ䘉ᱟ⭏ભⲴѪǄ˷ĂĂ˹ᡁ

Ԝн㜭ㅹᖵǄᡁԜ৸㜭ㅹᖵ䈱˛кᑍĂĂā (Perestroika 130)Ǆ䘹ᤙᲞ㧡ቄ

Ѫ֯㘵ᒦ䶎ڦ❦ 䘉઼̍ԆⲴ䓛ԭ઼༴ຳᇶ࠷ޣǄྲ ਼∄Ṭᯟ᷿ᡰ䈤 Ā̍↫ǃ

㻛ᣋᔳⲴᲞ㧡ቄ䊑ᖱ㻛䇔Ⲵⵏ⨶઼㻛ᘭ⮕Ⲵሩ⡡઼ޣᘰⲴ䴰≲ā(109)Ǆ㧛

䟼gᕇᗧ⨶ݻ˄Monika Fluderik˅䇔Ѫˈᖃ䈫㘵䰵䈫䶎㠚❦ਉһᰦˈԆ

ԜⲴ䀓䈫ᯩᔿн਼Ҿሩ᪩ᤏਉһⲴ䀓䈫ᯩ⌅ˈĀԆԜᴤח䟽Ҿਖац⭼Ⲵ

ᣅሴā˄361˅Ǆ↓ᱟ൘⢙⨶кнਟ㜭ᆈ൘Ⲵཙา൪ᲟѝˈᲞ㧡ቄᆼᡀҶ൘⧠

ᇎц⭼䟼ᰐ⌅ᇎ⧠Ⲵ䓛ԭ઼ᛵᝏ䖜ਈǄ䙊䗷䶎㠚❦ਉһˈᓃӰ㓣ੁᡁԜኅ⽪

Ҷйਟ㜭ᙗǄᖃᲞ㧡ቄ䘹ᤙӪ㊫Ⲵ䘋↕㘼᭮ᔳ൘ཙาⲴ≨⭏ˈӾњփᶕⴻˈ

ԆᆼᡀҶӾ価ਇ⯮⯵ᣈ⼘Ⲵ⯵ᛓ㘵ࡠᣵӪ㊫⭏ભ䘋↕Ⲵᮁц㘵䘉аՖ⨶䓛

ԭⲴ䖜ਈüü൘⣩ཚ᮷ॆѝˈݸ⸕઼亴䀰㘵ᣵ⵰⽮Պ䘋↕Ⲵ֯ભǄ䶒ሩᛵ

ᝏ㛼઼цӪߧ═ˈᲞ㧡ቄ䟽ᯠާ༷Ҷ⡡઼ᮁ䍾Ԇ㘵Ⲵ㜭࣋Ǆ㘼Ӿᴤ␡ቲ

ѹкᶕⴻˈᲞ㧡ቄⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙнተ䲀ҾњӪˈ⺞・ሩԆ㘵Ⲵ䍓ԫ , 䘉ҏ↓

ᱟӪ㊫ѫփᙗ˄human agency˅઼Ӫ㊫䓛ԭⲴਜ਼ѹǄ䶒ሩ㤖䳮઼শਢˈӪн
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ᱟশਢⲴᇒփˈ㘼ᱟশਢⲴѫփǄᲞ㧡ቄⲴⰋ㤖ṩⓀüü㢮⓻⯵üüҏᡀ

ѪҶ֯׳Პ㧡ቄᆼᡀՖ⨶䓛ԭ઼Ֆ⨶ᛵᝏ䖜ਈⲴᗵ❦ᶑԦˈᦒਕ䈍䈤ˈ㢮⓻

⯵䎵䎺Ҷ⽮Պ㙫䗡Ⲵঠ䇠 , ᡀѪҶ⽮Պ䘋↕઼ਈ䶙Ⲵ࣋䟿Ǆ

᤹➗䱯ቄ䍍ሩ䶎㠚❦ਉһⲴ࠶㊫ˈሩ㖇Ժg、ᚙ઼㢮ຎቄg๑䘉Ӌ

শਢӪ⢙઼һԦⲴ᭩߉Ҿ⢙⨶кнਟ㜭ࠪ⧠Ⲵ൪ᲟǄሩ䶎㠚❦ਉһĀ㠚❦

ॆā䀓䈫Ⲵᵜ䍘ᱟˈ䙊䗷ُࣙⵏᇎц⭼⸕䇶Ⲵ䇔⸕Ṷᷦᶕ⎸䲔䶎㠚❦ਉһⲴ

䶎㠚❦ᙗ˄ቊᗵ↖ 13˅Ǆྲ᷌䈤Პ㧡ቄ൘ޣҾཙาⲴ䶎㠚❦ਉһѝᆼᡀҶӾ

শਢⲴᇒփࡠѫփⲴ䓛ԭ䖜ᦒˈ、ᚙࡉ൘⢙⨶кнਟ㜭ᆈ൘Ⲵ൪Ჟѝ઼Ԇ㘵

üüĀ㻛䘛ᇣ㘵㢮ຎቄāⲴ公兲üüᔪ・䍓ԫ઼䚃ᗧޣ㌫ˈᇎ⧠ҶՖ⨶ޣ㌫

Ⲵ䖜ॆˈӾ㠚ᡁ䖜ॆᡀѪԆ㘵ⲴĀᡁāǄᦒਕ䈍䈤ˈ、ᚙӾ᭯⋫䘛ᇣ㘵䖜ᦒ

Ѫ㻛ᇭᚅ㘵ˈ㘼公兲㢮ຎቄࡉ൘䘉а䗷〻Ӿ㻛䘛ᇣ㘵䖜ਈѪᇭᚅ㘵Ǆশਢк

Ⲵ、ᚙᱟ㓭㓖ⲴаᖻᐸˈҼᡈਾⲴ᭯⋫᧞ᇒǄԆⲴ䓛ԭݵ┑⸋઼㲊՚Ǆ

Ԇᱟ⣩ཚӪ઼਼ᙗᙻˈতᱟањнᤙнᢓⲴ਼ᙗᙻ ᛓ㘵઼৽਼ᙗᙻ㘵Ǆ

Ԇᱟ≁ѫފӪতѪފ઼ޡ䈻һǄԆ൘ 1986 ᒤ↫Ҿ㢮⓻⯵ˈቭ㇑㠣↫䜭ሩཆ

ᇓ〠㛪⯵Ǆкц㓚ӄॱᒤԓ㖾ഭĀ哖䭑ѫѹā⁚㹼ˈ᭯ᓌᤷ᧗㖾ഭޡӗފ

ઈ๑ཛྷѪࡽ㣿㚄コਆṨ↖ಘᵪᇶˈሶҼӪ䘱к⭥ἵˈᖃᰦ᭯ᓌᤷ⍮ᖻ

ᐸ、ᚙѪ๑ཛྷ㖇㓷㖚˄Fisher 61-62˅Ǆ㢮ຎቄg๑ⲴṸᆀ䶎

ᑨާᴹҹ䇞ᙗˈӄॱᒤਾһᇎⵏ❦㻛䇘䇪ˈ㘼、ᚙ൘ṸԦѝⲴ⭘ҏ㻛

䟽ᯠ䈳ḕǄ、ᚙ൘ѝ㻛᧿䘠ᡀањӥкᑍф∛ᰐ䚃ᗧԧ٬㿲ᘥⲴӪǄԆ

൘઼҄Ⲵ䈸䈍ѝ┕⭘кᑍⲴᆇˈ䘈Ѫ㠚ᐡ䘛ᇣ๑ཛྷⲴһᇎ㘼㠚䊚˖

“ 㾱нᱟᡁˈ㢮ຎቄg๑ࡠӺཙ䘈⍫⵰ˈѪаӋྷྣᵲᘇ߉⭏⍫уḿā

˄Millennium Approaches 1689˅Ǆ❦㘼ˈᓃӰ㓣ӾӪᙗ઼Ֆ⨶Ⲵ䀂ᓖກ䙐Ҷ

ᠿѝ、ᚙ઼㢮ຎቄⲴᖒ䊑ˈᢺ、ᚙ㖞Ҿ㢟ᗳⲴ䉤䍓лˈ㋮⾎к価ਇ㢮ຎቄ

公兲ⲴഠᢠˈᴰਾতᗇࡠҶ∄࡙ީ , 䐟᱃઼公兲㢮ຎቄⲴᇭᚅǄ䂩༛gᕇ

ᐼቄ˄James Fisher˅䇔ѪᓃӰ㓣ກ䙐、ᚙ䘉аӪ⢙ⲴⴞⲴᱟѪҶĀ᧒㍒ 20
ц㓚㖾ഭᵏ㖾ഭᵚࠪḌⲴ਼ᙗᙻ㘵Ⲵޣ䰞仈ԕ৺؍ᆸ⍮᭯⋫Ⲵ㲊՚ᙗā

˄62˅Ǆ䘉䀓䟺㲭䀰ѻᴹ⨶ˈնতᘭ⮕Ҷањ䟽㾱Ⲵ䰞仈˖ᓃӰ㓣Ѫօ㾱

䇮㖞、ᚙѤ↫઼ࡽ公兲䙷䘉শਢкᒦнᆈ൘㘼фҏнਟ㜭ਁ⭏ⲴᛵᲟ˛

ㅄ㘵䇔Ѫˈ䘉䶎㠚❦ਉһᴹєቲ␡˖Ӿ᮷ᵜ㺘ቲᶕⴻˈ↓ྲ㢮ຎቄⲴ公

兲ᶕࡠ、ᚙⲴ⯵ᒺ䗩䈤ࡠˈĀᡁᶕᱟⴻ㜭䈵ā˄Perestroika 114˅ˈᱮ

❦公兲Ⲵᇭᚅ䘉䶎㠚❦ᛵᝏⲴᆼᡀਚ㜭൘䶎㠚❦ਉһѝᗇԕᇎ⧠˗㘼Ӿ᮷

ᵜ઼㘵䰤Ⲵޣ㌫ᶕⴻˈ䘉ҏᱟ਼ᙗᙻᇦᓃӰ㓣઼শਢӪ⢙、ᚙⲴ઼䀓ᯩ

ᔿǄ

、ᚙѤ↫ᰦⲴ൪Ჟнӵᆼޘ㛼শਢһᇎˈҏ㝡Ҷ䙫䗁к઼䇔⸕кⲴ

ਟ㜭Ǆᣔ༛∄࡙ީ઼䐟᱃ᵜᢃ㇇ѪᲞ㧡ቄڧਆ AZTüüаᰲ䍥ф〰ᴹⲴ

⋫⯇㢮⓻⯵Ⲵ㦟ǄᖃԆԜⴻࡠ↫Ⲵ、ᚙᰦˈ∄࡙ީ䈧≲䐟᱃㔉、ᚙᘥ⣩ཚ

⾧⧸ᓅӰ˄Kaddish˅Ǆቭ㇑䎧ݸ䐟᱃⭏≄ൠᤂ㔍ҶˈնԆᴰ㓸㻛䈤ᴽˈ
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ᔰ⾧Ǆ公兲㢮ຎቄᵜᶕᱟᶕᵏᖵⴻࡠ、ᚙ↫ᰦⲴ⣦ˈ↔ᰦҏޕ࣐ҶԆ

ԜǄ∄࡙ީˈ䐟᱃઼㢮ຎቄѪ、ᚙᡰᘥⲴ⧸ᓅӰާᴹ␡Ⲵ䊑ᖱѹǄ⧸ᓅ

Ӱᱟ⣩ཚᮉѝୡ㔉⢩ᇊӪާᴹᮁ䍾ѹⲴ䎎㖾䈇ˈҏᱟа䙊䗷䎎㖾㙦઼

ॾᶕ㦓㘰↫㘵ⲴԚᔿǄᖃ䘉йӪ㚊䳶൘а䎧ˈ⭘ᕇ㊣สg᰾⬖˄Framiji 
Minwalla Ⲵ˅䈍ᶕ䈤 Ā̍㻛༴ԕ↫ࡁⲴޡӗފઈ˄ 㢮ຎቄ ǃ˅唁Ӫ਼ᙗᙻ㘵˄ ∄

࡙ީ˅઼ᴹ㖚Ⲵ⣩ཚӪ˄䐟᱃˅૰᛬、ᚙˈᇭᚅ、ᚙˈ㠚ᐡҏ⭡↔ᗇࠪࡠ䐟ˈ

Ӿ䚃ᗧ䍏ᣵѝ䀓᭮ࠪᶕā˄110˅Ǆ

䘉аᒅнӵ䎵䎺ҶᡁԜሩশਢⵏⲴ䇔䇶ˈҏ䎵䎺ҶᡁԜޣҾⵏᇎц⭼

Ⲵ⸕䇶ǄᖃᡁԜ൘㲊ᶴਉһ૱ѝ䙷ࡠк䘠Ā䶎㠚❦ᛵᝏāᰦˈĿ 
ᡁԜ䴰㾱

᭩ਈᐢᴹⲴᗳ⨶亴䇮ˈᮤ ਸᯠⲴ䇔⸕ṶᷦǄᱮ❦ Ѫ̍Ѥ↫Ⲵ、ᚙᘥ⾧Ⲵ൪Ჟˈ

᧒㍒Ⲵᱟа〙ᒿ઼ѹⲴ㕪ཡԕ৺઼䘉㕪ཡ઼䀓䗷〻ѝⲴഠຳǄ䶒

ሩᰐ⌅䘳㝡Ⲵᵚ⸕ᛵߥˈ᧒䇘䶎㠚❦ਉһⲴѹˈ൘Ҿ㜭ᑞࣙᡁԜ⨶䀓㠚❦

ᛵᝏ઼Ֆ⨶ᛵᝏѻ䰤Ⲵሩ・઼䖜ᦒԕ৺Ֆ⨶ᛵᝏⲴཊ㔤ᓖˈӾ䇔⸕Ⲵ䀂ᓖ䟽

ᯠᇊѹՐ㔏ԧ٬փ㌫ѝ㊫ྲ⡡ǃ䍓ԫ઼ᇭᚅㅹ䚃ᗧԧ٬Ǆ㘼൘䘉а䗷〻ˈ䴰

㾱䟽ᯠᇊѹⲴҏवᤜӪ⢙Ⲵᰒᇊ䓛ԭǄ↓ྲ∄࡙ީⲴ䀓䟺ˈĀ、ᚙᱟњਟᚦ

ⲴᇦՉǄնᱟԆⲴ↫ӑҏᖸⰋ㤖Ǆᡰԕҏ䇨ĂĂᰒ❦ањྣ⦻ਟԕᇭᚅ㻛ྩ

ᖱᴽⲴ᭼ӪǄ䘉ᒦнᇩ᱃Ǆྲ᷌ᇩ᱃ҏቡн㇇ӰѸҶǄᇭᚅᱟᴰ䳮ⲴǄնᆳ

ᱟ⡡઼ޜ↓Ⲵ㚄㔃⛩Ǆ㠣ቁ䙊䗷ᇭᚅᡁԜ㜭ᗇࡠᆹᆱā˄Perestroika 124˅Ǆ

䙊䗷ᇭᚅ、ᚙˈ公兲㢮ຎቄᆼᡀҶሩҾĀᡁᱟ䈱˛ā䘉а䰞仈Ⲵ䘭ራˈഐѪ

൘、ᚙⲴ⯵ᒺ䗩ˈྩᆼᡀҶՖ⨶䓛ԭⲴ䖜ਈüüྩнᱟਇ䘛ᇣ㠤↫Ⲵਇᇣ

㘵ˈ㘼ᱟާ༷ᮁԆ㘵㜭࣋Ⲵᇭᚅ㘵Ǆ公兲㢮ຎቄ䘉ṧᶕ䀓䟺ྩⲴᆈ൘ Ā̟ᡁ

ᶕⴻᡁᱟ㜭䈵Ǆā↓ᱟ൘䶎㠚❦ਉһѝˈྩᆼᡀҶሩ㠚ᡁⲴ䇔䇶ˈ䘉

㠚ᡁ䇔䇶ᒦнᱟ䜘৲➗ⲴĀ㠚ᡁā˄ego˅ˈ㘼ᱟ䙊䗷൘нਟ㜭Ⲵ൪Ჟѝ

ᆼᡀҶ઼Ԇ㘵、ᚙⲴሩ䈍ᙗᆈޣ㌫Ⲵ㠚ᡁ䟽ᯠ䇔⸕ǄӾ᮷ᆖՖ⨶ᆖᢩ䇴઼

ਉһᆖⲴ䀂ᓖᶕⴻˈ↓ᱟ൘䶎㠚❦ਉһѝˈ公兲㢮ຎቄ˄ᰐ䇪ᱟশਢӪ⢙䘈

ᱟᠿӪ⢙˅ᡀѪҶањሩԆ㘵˄Other˅䍏ᴹ䍓ԫᝏⲴ㠚ᡁ˄Self˅Ǆ

᮷ᡰ䘠ˈ䘉䶎㠚❦ਉһҏᱟᇦᓃӰ㓣઼、ᚙⲴ઼䀓ᯩᔿˈᣈࡽྲ↓

ሴҶԆሩҾশਢ䘋↕઼Ֆ⨶ѻ䰤ޣ㌫Ⲵ⨶䀓ǄሩҾ䘉ṧањ㠝ᱝ㪇Ⲵশਢ

Ӫ⢙ˈᓃӰ㓣ᴹ⵰༽ᵲⲴᛵᝏǄ൘а⅑䟷䇯ѝˈԆⴤ䀰䚃ˈቭ㇑Ԇаⴤើᚘ

、ᚙˈնᖃԆ䈫ࡠᯠ䰫ჂӻሩԆⲴᣕ䚃ᰦ❦ᗳ⭏ᛢՔˈ䘉ᱟഐѪĀቭ㇑ᡁ

Ԝнᝯˈ❦㘼ԆѪ㢮⓻⯵Ⲵਇᇣ㘵䘉аһᇎ䇙ԆᡀѪ਼ᙗᙻ㗔փѝⲴа

ઈā˄Vorlicky 46˅ǄӾ䘉ѹкᶕ䇢ˈ∄࡙ީǃ䐟᱃઼㢮ຎቄⲴ⾧⧸

ᓅӰҏણᓃӰ㓣ሩ、ᚙⲴᇭᚅǄ൘ᮁ䍾、ᚙⲴ䗷〻ѝˈᇭᚅⲴ䟽㾱ᙗ઼শ

ਢ䘋↕≷ਸࡠа䎧Ǆᖃ䈸ࡠᇭᚅ઼শਢⲴޣ㌫ᰦˈᓃӰ㓣䇔ѪˈᡁԜ൘⧠൘

ⲴḀњᰦ㜭ⴻࡠĀаॳњᵚᶕāˈ㘼ޣ䭞Ⲵ䰞仈ᱟ˖ᡁԜྲօ൘ањݵᯕ
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Title: Ethical Appeal in Philip Larkin’s Love Poems
Abstract: Philip Larkin is one of the most distinguished British poets in 20th 
Century, and love is an important theme of his poetry. This article, from the 
perspective of Ethical Literary Criticism, analyzes the transformation of love in 
Larkin’s poetry from natural emotion to moral emotion by deconstructing the 
entailed conflicts between rational will and free will as well as the consequent 
ethical choices in love and marriage. Larkin's love poems in the three phases of 
his writing career incarnate the confrontation and balance between rational will 
and free will when people deal with love and sex, as well as with body and soul. 
By depicting the ethical anxiety in a poetic way, Larkin reveals people's ethical 
thinking on love and gender in the process of ethical reconstruction and social 
transformation.
Key words: Philip Larkin; love; natural emotion; moral emotion
Author: Chen Xi is Professor at the School of Foreign Studies, Hunan University 
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Title: After Ethics of Freedom: Shi Tiesheng’s Religious Ethics in His Late Works
Abstract: No contemporary Chinese writers reflected so seriously and intelligently 
on religious ethics as Shi Tiesheng did. His late novels and esssys, such as My 
“Ding Yi” Journey (2006), Faith in Christianism in the Day, Faith in Buddhism 
in the Night (2012), all depict characters’ ethical confusion, and show the author’s 
expicit interest in divine value rather than ethics of freedom. Yet Shi Tiesheng is 
an intellectual with a full embrace of the philosophies of Enlightenment. His faith 
in Christianity in the name of “salvation of world” and “willingness to love” was 
essentially self-fulfilling ethics. Although Shi Tiesheng gave up the enlightenment 
after Retreat Notes (1996, 2009), his pursuit of subjectivity in enlightenment 
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ĀᡁāӾօ㘼ᶕⲴ⭏ભᵜᙗ䰞仈Ǆ൘ԆⴻᶕˈĀᡁāަᇎቡᱟкᑍⲴӶӪ

ӊᖃˈ൘ᰐ⌅ᣥᗑ㳷Ⲵ䈡ᜁлڧਲ਼Ҷ⾱᷌ˈӾ↔ׯо༿ဳཙаᯩˈ㘼Āᡁā

Ⲵ⭏ભѹˈҏഐ↔ޘ㌫Ҿሩ༿ဳ㣣䑚Ⲵ㤖㤖ራ㿵üüᜏᴹ઼༿ဳ䘉ṧⲴа

њĀāⲴ䟽䙒 Ā̍ᡁāᴹਟ㜭ᇎ䐥䛓⭏ભࡍⲴԺ⭨ⴏ㓖ǄഐѪ䘉аⴏ㓖ˈ

ᱟкᑍሩцӪⲴ⇧࠷ౡᢈˈҏਚᴹᇎ䐥Ҷ䘉аⴏ㓖ˈӪ㜭ԕ亶кᑍᚙ⌭

Ⲵᖒᔿശ┑㠚ᡁǄሩҾ␡ਇสⶓᮉᙍᜣᖡ૽Ⲵਢ䫱⭏ᶕ䈤ˈራ༿ဳቡᱟ⭏

ભњփ䘭≲㠚ᡁ䇔䇶ǃ⍫ࠪӪ⭏ѹⲴ㓸ᶱһԦǄӾ䘉њ䀂ᓖⴻˈਢ䫱⭏൘

䘉䜘૱䟼ަᇎᱟԕ䇢䘠⡡ᛵ᭵һⲴᯩᔿˈ᧒䇘ҶӪྲօሶ㠚ᡁᢈԈҾкᑍ

Ⲵᮁ䍾ѻ䙄Ǆ㘼ሿ䈤ѝĀᡁāобаѻ䰤Ⲵ⚥㚹ߢケˈᚠᚠ৽᱐Ҷ䘉а

䗷〻Ⲵ㢠ᐘо༽ᵲǄ

ྲ᷌䈤ǉ࣑㲊ㅄ䇠ǊᴤཊⲴᱟ㯹⭡⭧ྣѻ䰤Ⲵ⡡ᛵ᭵һ৫䇢䘠⚥兲Ⲵ

䙷ˈ䛓ѸˈǉᡁⲴбаѻǊቡԕ㓿᭵һѪරˈሶਁ⭏Ҿц؇ц⭼

Ⲵᛵ⡡᭵һ᭩߉ѪӪሩԺ⭨ⴏ㓖Ⲵ࣋ٮᇎ䐥Ǆ൘↔䗷〻ѝˈ⡡ᛵ䘉аᵜᱟ

ѪҶ┑䏣Ӫ㊫ᛵᝏⅢᵋⲴ⭏ભһԦˈቡॷॾѪӪ䐥㹼кᑍ⇧࠷ౡᢈⲴањᇇ

ᮉһԦǄн䗷ба䘉њц؇Ӫ⢙তн㜭⤜・ᣵᖃ䎧䟽䐥Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖Ⲵ⭏ભ䟽ԫˈ

Ԇᗵ享䶐Āᡁā䘉а㹼兲Ⲵ㋮⾎ᤷᕅ㹼һǄ㘼ĀᡁāⲴ㙼䍓ѻаቡᱟ⭘⾎

ᙗԧ٬৫⎸ᕝбаⲴц؇ⅢᘥǄഐѪୟᴹྲ↔ˈба䘉њഊትҶ㹼兲Ⲵ㝼㠌

㚹䓛㜭ᖫᓅ䎠ࠪц؇⭏⍫ⲴⅢᵋ㓐㪋ˈᒦ൘ራ༿ဳⲴӪ⭏䙄ѝ৫ᇎ⧠

㋮⾎㞮伎Ǆቡ↔㘼䀰 Ā̍ᡁāⲴ֯ભަᇎቡᱟ䲔баⲴĀᡁᢗā(obsessiveness), 
Āᡁāᇎ䱵кᡀѪҶба䐥㹼Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖Ⲵ㋮⾎ሬᐸǄ㘼૱ѝĀᡁāоба
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Ⲵ䈨ཊ䗙䇪ˈᰐ༴н㿱ਢ䫱⭏䲔Āᡁᢗāѻᗳǃ䘭ራ⾎ᙗѻ㔤ⲴᇇᮉՖ⨶

ᙍᜣǄ

ӂ

ާփᶕ䈤ˈሿ䈤ѝⲴĀᡁā઼баˈަᇎ࡛࠶ԓ㺘Ҷєᡚ❦н਼ⲴՖ

⨶㿲ᘥ˖ĀᡁāѪањሶ䐥㹼Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖㿶Ѫ⭏ભѹⲴ≨ᚂ㹼兲ˈᰐ⯁ሩ

а࠷⧠ᇎ⭏⍫䜭ާᴹᇇᮉՖ⨶Ⲵᙍᜣ㘳䟿 䆜̍ Āྲᡁāሩ㠚ᐡՖ⨶䘹ᤙⲴඊᤱˈ

ሩба䘉а㚹䓛ⲴՖ⨶䈛ˈⲶ㜭৽᱐ަ⎸⌟㠚ᡁⅢᵋǃ亶кᑍ⾎ᚙⲴ㹼

Ѫ߶ࡉ˗㘼൘ба䓛кˈާࡉᴹаԕ㠚ᡁᘇѪᴰ儈⌅ࡉⲴ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ᙍᜣǄ

ԆሩྣᙗⲴ䘭≲ˈሩц؇ⅢᵋⲴ⊹䘧ˈ਼ṧ㜭ཏᣈሴަᰐᰦᡆᘈⲴ㠚ᡁ䇶

઼⭏ભᵜ㜭Ǆ↓ᱟࠪҾ䘉єՖ⨶㿲ᘥⲴᐞᔲˈĀᡁā઼баՊ൘⧠ᇎ⭏

⍫ѝኑኑ⠶ਁࠪ◰⛸ⲴᙍᜣߢケǄ⭡ҾĀᡁāѪањ㹼兲ˈਚ㜭ᇴᢈ൘б

а䘉њ㚹䓛ѻᡰѝ㜭৫ᇎ⧠ራ༿ဳⲴӪ⭏⨶ᜣˈഐ↔баⲴ⇿а⅑ԫᙗ

ྴѪˈ䜭ՊԔĀᡁā䲧ޕањє䳮ⲴՖ⨶ഠຳ˖аᯩ䶒ˈĀᡁāᗵ享ඊᤱ㠚

ᐡⲴؑԠˈнᯝ৫ᨀ䟂઼䈛ба᭦ᮋ㠚ᐡⲴ䀰㹼˗ਖаᯩ䶒ˈĀᡁāᴹᰦ

তҏнᗇнഐѪ⚥㚹ޡᆈⲴ⧠ᇎ㘼䲿⌒䙀⍱ˈഐѪбаⲴ㣡ᜩ㥹㲭䶎Āᡁā

䘉а㹼兲ѻᝯˈն൘ᖸཊᰦىĀᡁā䜭൘ᇒ㿲кᡀҶбаⲴḀ⡡ᛵᐕާǄ

ⴤ㠣㓿শҶ઼баѻ䰤Ⲵᰐᮠ⅑ߢケѻਾˈĀᡁā䇶ࡠ�Āᡁоба∅ㄏ

ᘇ䏓н਼ʽԆ⊹䘧Ҿ㖾ᖒ㖾ಘˈᡁ⣩㠚ᘥ༿ဳⲴ兲䑚ā˄ǉᡁⲴбаѻǊ

115˅ǄնࠑһҏᴹֻཆˈĀᡁā઼баҏᴮㅹࡠҶৼᯩ䜭ᖸ┑Ⲵၕˈ↔ᰦ

䓛о兲ѻ䰤Ⲵ⸝Ჲ࿕ॿቡާփ㺘⧠Ѫᙗ⡡Ⲵ઼䉀ˈഐѪ䘉઼䉀Ā䊑ᖱ⵰

ѪѫփⲴӪˈ൘⚥о㚹ǃ⧠ᇎоỖᜣǃ⢙䍘઼㋮⾎ǃⅢᵋ઼ᛵᝏѻ䰤Ⲵ઼䉀

а㠤ǄĂĂਚᴹ䘉ṧⲴӪˈᱟ㠚❦Ⲵǃ⋑ᴹ㻛࠶㻲઼ᔲॆⲴӪˈਚᴹ䘉ṧ

ⲴӪ⭏ˈᱟᆼᮤ઼ᴹѹⲴӪ⭏ā˄ᕐᆿ�A01˅ǄᵜԕѪбаⲴ⡡ᛵ㓸Ҿ

ᗇԕശ┑ˈ❦㘼ྭᲟн䮯ˈ൘а൪ԕᠿѪⲴᧂ╄ѝˈ㩘Ⲵӻޕতሬ㠤Ҷ

ба઼〖ၕⲴࣣ⠅࠶伎Ǆ䘉ᱟбаඊᤱ㠚ᡁᘇǃ䘭≲㠚⭡Ֆ⨶Ⲵањ⡡ᛵ

ᛢˈᖃၕԔԆᝏ়ٖࡠᰦˈԆׯՊ⿹ᗳⲴᛵᝏᵜ㜭ˈѹᰐ৽亮ൠ᭮ᔳ

㠚ᐡⲴ⡡ᛵ䈪Ǆ↓ྲ㙲⧽䪺ᮉᦸᤷࠪⲴ䛓ṧˈĀ㠚⭡ᘇᤷӪⲴнਇ㓖ᶏ

Ⲵᘇ˄natural will�ǄĂĂ㠚⭡ᘇⲴࣘ࣋ѫ㾱ᶕ㠚ӪⲴн਼ⅢᵋˈྲᙗⅢǃ

伏Ⅲǃ≲⸕Ⅲㅹā�282)ǄӾ䘉њ䀂ᓖ䈤ˈбаഐ㠚ᡁᘇ㘼⭏Ⲵᵳ࣋Ⅲᵋˈ

ᱟԔ⡡ᛵ⨶ᜣ䎻Ҿ⇱⚝Ⲵ㖚共⾨俆Ǆ���������������������������

ሩҾਢ䫱⭏㘼䀰ˈ⡡ᛵޣ㌫ѝⲴᵳ࣋Ⅲᵋ䰞仈ˈᇎ䱵коӪԜⲴ㠚⭡Ֆ

⨶ᘇᇶ࠷ޣǄ䆜ྲۿба䘉ṧⲴሿӪ⢙ˈᵜ䓛ᰒᰐ㓟⌱Ⲵ⡡ᛵ⨶ᜣˈ਼

ᰦҏᴤ㕪ѿ䐥㹼Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖ⲴᇇᮉᛵᘰǄԆᡰާᴹⲴਚᱟሩ㠚⭡Ⲵаᵜ㜭ੁ

ᖰǄഐ↔ᖃба൘䓛༴а⇥⡡ᛵޣ㌫ᰦˈԆ䜭ՊѪҶ┑䏣ሩ㠚⭡Ⲵ⑤≲㘼ᰐ

㿶⡡ӪⲴᵳ࡙Ǆቡۿба⭘аᐡ⿱ⅢՔᇣ〖ၕ䛓ṧǄ૱ѝбаሩ㠚ᡁᘇ

Ⲵඊᤱˈԕ৺൘༴⨶⡡ᛵޣ㌫ᰦᡰࠪڊⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙˈ䜭䇱᰾ҶӪ㤕ᱟаણ䘭
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≲ᵜ㜭Ⲵ㠚⭡⨶ᜣˈ䛓ѸቡՊሬ㠤Ḁ⇱⚝ᙗⲴᛢ㔃ተǄҏ↓ഐѪྲ↔ˈ

ਢ䫱⭏Պ䈤Āбаѻҏѫ㾱ᱟᡁᗳ䟼Ⲵ᭵һˈᡁਚᱟԕþбаÿѻ৫

ⴻ䛓⨶ᜣⲴড䲙ā˄䖜ᕅ㠚㜑ኡ᷇� 295˅Ǆ⭡↔ਟ㿱ˈӾǉᡁⲴбаѻǊ

ᔰˈਢ䫱⭏ᐢ❦࡛ҶḷῌӪᙗ㠚⭡Ⲵ㫉ѫѹˈ㔗㘼䖜ੁҶԕཹ⥞о⢪

⢢Ѫԧ٬ṨᗳⲴᇇᮉ㋮⾎Ǆ

ն↓ྲࡽ᮷ᡰ䈤ˈ⭡Ҿਢ䫱⭏ᱟањ僘ᆀ䟼ݵ┑Ҷ㫉ᛵᘰⲴ⸕䇶࠶ᆀˈ

᭵㘼ԆሩᇇᮉՖ⨶Ⲵ⑤ចˈҏ㓸᩶㝡нҶ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶Ⲵ㖱㓺Ǆ䆜ྲ૱ѝᴹ

ቡ൘䲔баĀᡁᢗāⲴ਼ᰦԔĀᡁā䘉а㹼ˈ߉баĀᡁᢗā䰞仈ⲴҖޣ

兲䲧ޕҶањᴤ␡ⲴĀᡁᢗāѻຳ˖Āᡁāሩбаྭ㢢ѻᗳ↔ㅹц؇ⅢᘥⲴ

䈛઼ᵰˈኲнㅹ਼ҾሩĀᡁā䘉а㹼兲ራ㿵༿ဳ㣣䑚ǃ䟽䐥Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖Ⲵ࣍

ⅢᘥⲴըᕐ˛ᇎ䱵к ᖃ̍Āᡁāౢ ㅁǃ᥆㤖ба൘ц؇⡡ᛵ䶒ࡽⲴ䈨ཊཡ䍕ᰦˈ

ᰐ⯁ҏ䙐ቡҶаᯠⲴ㋮⾎䵨ᵳǄ൘↔ѹкˈਢ䫱⭏ُࣙĀᡁā䘉а㹼兲

ᡰᇎᯭⲴĀᰐᡁā䇹≲ ਚ̍н䗷ᱟ൘䲔бааᐡ⿱Ⅲǃ䀓ᶴ㚹䓛⾎䈍Ⲵ਼ᰦˈ

䟽ᯠ䲧ޕҶ㫉ѫѹⲴ㠚⢒ㅬǄн䗷䖳ѻᰙᒤ㫉᮷ᆖѝ䛓ⴢⴞⲴ㠚ᡁ

ጷᤌˈਢ䫱⭏Ⲵ㋮⾎㠚ਚ䪸ሩбаⲴ㚹䓛䘧䙄ˈԆᐼᵋԕĀᡁā䘉а㹼兲

ѻˈ൘䟽䐥Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖Ⲵԧ٬ᕅ亶лˈ䟽ᯠ৽㿲㠚ᡁⲴ⭏ᆈຳൠüü↔ণѪ

ቄᐤ⢩ᡰ䈤ⲴĀԕራкᑍѻራ㠚ᐡā( 䖜ᕅ㠚ࡈሿᷛ 55)Ǆ
һᇎк൘䇢䘠баⲴӪ⭏᭵һᰦˈਢ䫱⭏ҏ࠶ݵ㘳䟿Ҷ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶оᇇᮉ

Ֆ⨶ѻ䰤Ⲵ༽ᵲޣ㌫Ǆቭ㇑ሿ䈤ѝⲴĀᡁāѪањᙍᜣ㘵ˈਟԕнᯝൠሩ

баᨀࠪ䈨㡜䈛ˈնĀᡁāሩ༿ဳⲴራˈ⭊㠣वᤜ൘↔䘧䙄ѝሩҾкᑍ

ᚙ⌭Ⲵ亶ᛏˈত䜭㾱ᇴᐼᵋҾбаⲴ⡡ᛵᇎ䐥˖و㤕нᱟбаࠝ⵰а㛑ᆀ㜑

ᨵ㴞㕐Ⲵཤ৫㣡ᜩ㥹ˈĀᡁā৸ᘾ㜭䗘࡛ࠪĀྩāнᱟ༿ဳ˛Āᡁā৸

ᘾ㜭ُࣙба৫ᕐᵋ༿ဳⲴਟ㜭ትᡰ˛ഐ↔ਟԕ䈤ˈĀᡁā઼ба൘ራ༿

ဳⲴӪ⭏䘧䙄ѝˈቭ㇑ᴹ⵰䘉ṧᡆ䛓ṧⲴ䓛兲⢤⢮ˈնбаҾĀᡁāˈত

㓸ᱟаս٬ᗇؑ䎆Ⲵᴻ৻ˈ⭊㠣൘ḀӋຳ䙷лˈбаⲴԫᙗྴѪ৽ق䈅᧒ࠪ

ҶӪᗳⲴ㫉᱗Ǆ∄ྲ൘ራ༿ဳ䙄ѝ䙷ࡠⲴ䛓ӋĀ࡛ӪāˈԆԜሩĀᡁā㘼

䀰ણ⵰䱫ᥐ઼䚞㭭ˈնሩҾба˛Ā࡛ӪāতᱟкᑍᴹѪӊᖃ઼༿ဳ

䇮лⲴ䟽䟽㘳傼ǄഐѪᴹҶĀ࡛Ӫāˈкᑍ㜭䇱᰾༿ဳⲴᆈ൘ˈ਼ᰦҏԔ

ĀᡁāⲴ⚥兲ѻᖂ䙄ਟᵏüü∅ㄏਚ㾱ᮎᔰ㠚ᐡⲴᗳ兲ˈĀᡁāׯ㓸ウՊ

о༿ဳ䙷൘㥛㥛Ӫ⎧Ǆྲ↔аᶕˈ兲ѻᡰ⢥ቡᗵᗇᢈԈҾ䓛ѻᡰ≲Ǆ൘䘉

њѹк䈤ˈĀᡁāобаⲴ䘉༽ᵲޣ㌫ˈަᇎ␡⽪Ҷਢ䫱⭏ሩ⚥о

㚹ˈԕ৺ц؇⭏⍫઼ᇇᮉޣ㌫ㅹ䰞仈Ⲵ␡ޕᙍ㘳Ǆ൘Ԇⴻᶕˈቭ㇑ц؇⭏⍫

⍺н๚ˈնഐަሩӪ㊫⚥兲Ⲵቲቲࡦонᯝ䭔⛬ˈ৽㘼ަ֯׳ᡀѪҶц

Ӫ亶кᑍѻᚙ⌭Ⲵ⭏ભࣘ࣋Ǆ䘉ቡણ⵰Ӫᗵᗇ䙊䗷ц؇⭏⍫Ⲵ⼘䳮ˈᯩ

ᴹਟ㜭൘⭏ભⲴ䘧䙄ѝᮎᔰ㠚䓛ˈӾ㘼൘ᇎ䐥Ժ⭨ⴏ㓖Ⲵ䗷〻ѝ৫䟽㧧ᆈ൘

Ⲵ᰾ᵇо⅒ҀǄ㘼䘉㯹⭡㓿᭵һᡰ㺘䗮Ⲵ㠚ᡁ䇔䇶ˈᰐ⯁৽᱐Ҷਢ䫱⭏

㓸ԕњӪᆈ൘ഠຳѪᙍᜣ⛩Ⲵ㋮⾎ѻǄ⭡↔ᡰ㹽ॆࠪᶕⲴ䈨ཊՖ⨶㘳
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䟿ˈ࠶ݵ䈤᰾Ҷਢ䫱⭏൘䎠ࠪ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ѻਾˈ≨䳮൘ᇇᮉՖ⨶Ⲵ⾎ᙗѻ㔤ѝˈ

䚇ᘈ䛓Ӌᮁ㠚ᡁഠຳⲴࡋࡍᗳǄ

�п

൘ᯠц㓚Ⲵਖа䜘૱ǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊѝˈਢ䫱⭏ᔦ㔝ҶǉᡁⲴб

аѻǊⲴ䰞仈䇶Ǆ䛓Ӿ䍘⯁㠚⭡Ֆ⨶Ⲵᇇᮉ㋮⾎ޕˈ㔗㘼൘ᕪ䈳ཹ

⥞о⢪⢢㋮⾎ⲴᇇᮉՖ⨶ѝ৫৽㿲Ӫ⢙Ֆ⨶ഠຳⲴᙍᜣ䐟ᖴˈ਼ṧᶴᡀҶ䘉

䜘䲿ㅄ൘Ⲵਉ䘠䙫䗁ǄަᇎሩҾਢ䫱⭏ᶕ䈤ˈࡋሿ䈤઼䲿ㅄⴞⲴਚᴹа

њ ণ̍ྲօ৫䀓ߣӪⲴ⭏↫䰞仈Ǆ⭡ҾĀӪⲴ䘧㥛 ṩ̍ᵜ൘єԦһк˖аᴠ⭏ˈ

ᡆ⭏Ⲵѹ˗Ҽᴠ↫ˈᡆ↫Ⲵਾ᷌ā˄ǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊ4˅Ǆഐ↔ᇇᮉⲴ

㺧ᱟྲօ䶒ሩ⭏ˈ㘼ࡍᱟᮉӪ৫ྲօᓄሩ⭏↫ˈ䆜ྲĀสⶓᮉ䈢Ⲵׯˈ⭘࣏

ᇦᲪភⲴח䟽ᱟᘾṧⴻᖵ↫ā˄ǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊ4˅Ǆԕ䘉ṧⲴаᇎ

⭘⨶ᙗ㋮⾎৫䶒ሩᇇᮉˈᰐ⯁㜭ཏᣈሴࠪਢ䫱⭏ᙍᜣѝⲴḀӋ࡙࣏ѫѹ㢢ᖙǄ

оǉᡁⲴбаѻǊ∄ˈǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊ俆ݸ䇮ᇊҶањӪୟᴹ

❦ˈਢ䫱⭏ᱮࡋॱᒤԓⲴሿ䈤ޛᨀǄ䖳ѻԆ൘ࡽ䶐ؑԠᯩ㜭ᗇᮁⲴਉ䘠

ᐢ᭮ᔳҶӪ䶐ѫփᙗ࣋䟿৫㧧ᗇ㋮⾎ᮁ䍾Ⲵ㫉ѫѹǄԆԕⲭཙ઼唁ཌѪ

௫ˈ䱀᰾ҶӪᰐ䇪൘⭏ભⲴօᰦօൠˈ䜭нᔰ઼㤖䳮ѻ䰤Ⲵ㋮⾎ᨿᯇǄ㘼

↔ᰦؑԠⲴ࣋䟿ׯᱮᗇ㠣ޣ䟽㾱Ǆਢ䫱⭏䈤ˈ

ઔ࣍ճဟއrᆓ౨ē࣍ᄯၽྡྷّqނԅٔ·Ϣලē֥՜ူݮ……

ൎћൟէԅӖອࡅබdრອ࣍ઔಾಓԅစࡂ҉ۺēୣճൎྻಾ

qࡗಷrူ q̙ၛrĢ܊რ႕ֺ̈́ၙྑޙशē֗ڃ୬ௐᆂqชಓrݧq

शঢԁঢ়ݍrdďwᅆݮ՜ྠx6Đ
͂ඟďྻރಓĐѩਁॴރᄍಹē֗ڃஜԸ̙d۱ྠďྻރകĐ႕

௦೫ဟّఆēൎྻٗྑஜԸᄦݐd͂ඟ̼ฃಹฃדԄூē۱ྠ

௯ರྡྷٻࢲరԅॕࠄ୯ᚇԅူࡁޘಊēॕࠄ୯Ӊၽԅํຫူစۺd

ൎฬqԄӖᆑၽrēᆙϢݖಾഊԄྡྷךӖۜԅॆލᄍड̴Ħ֗ಾഊྑၽ

ྡྷّӖဟ͂ඟcํோӖԅͼຏēࣿିޮᆑแēဟಾྙάပॴྡྷٗך

นӖ୷ԅᆑᄉူᆑd˄ǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊ8˅

ᰒ❦สⶓ䇔㤖䳮ᱟӪⲴ⭏ᆈᑨᘱˈ䛓ѸؑԠสⶓѻӪׯᓄާᴹа࡙

ԆⲴՖ⨶㿲ᘥˈণୟᴹԕĀᮁцāоĀ⡡ᝯāѻᗳˈӪ㜭Ӿཹ⥞о⢪⢢㠚

ᡁⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙѝ৫ശ┑㠚ᡁǄ

ն䰞仈൘Ҿˈਢ䫱⭏ᡰّሬⲴĀᮁцāоĀ⡡ᝯāˈতᒦ䶎аᇇᮉᆖ

ѹкⲴՖ⨶㿲ᘥˈԆሩശ┑㠚ᡁ䘉аՖ⨶䘹ᤙѻ㓸ᶱⴞḷⲴᢗ⵰ˈᇎ䱵к

ӽᱟаާᴹ࡙࣏㢢ᖙⲴ࡙ԆѫѹǄഐѪ൘ᇇᮉՖ⨶ᆖⴻᶕˈྲ᷌ᇇᮉᙗⲴ

㠚ᡁᆼழ㻛䇔ѪᱟՖ⨶⭏⍫Ⲵ㓸ᶱⴞḷˈ䛓Ѹ䘉㠚ᡁᆼழⲴՖ⨶㿲ቡᱟԕ
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ӪѪѝᗳⲴˈĀྲ᷌൘ᇇᮉⲴ≋തѝሩަ࣐ԕᨀّˈᆳՊሬ㠤аԕӪѪѝ

ᗳᇊսⲴᇇᮉā˄ⲭ㠽ᇒ� 1:79˅Ǆަн䏣ѻ༴൘ҾˈĀᆳԕᑖᴹተ䲀ᙗⲴԧ

٬Ѫѝᗳˈᘭ㿶Ҷ䛓ӋᴤѪ儈㓗Ⲵԧ٬ˈ㘼䘉Ӌ儈㓗Ⲵԧ٬ᓄᱟӪԜ⡡઼

⌘࣋Ⲵѝᗳā˄ⲭ㠽ᇒ� 1:80˅Ǆᦒ䀰ѻˈԕӪⲴ㠚ᡁᆼழᴯԓሩ⾎ᚙⲴ

亶ˈਚ㜭ᱟаӪᵜѫѹ䘭≲㠚ᡁᆼழⲴՖ⨶㿲ᘥˈаᰖĀ㠚ᡁᇎ⧠Ⲵ࡙⳺

о䛫ӪⲴ䴰㾱ਁ⭏ߢケᰦˈ䘉Ֆ⨶ᖸᇩ᱃ሬ㠤Ӫᘭ㿶䛫ӪⲴᵳ࡙ā˄ⲭ㠽

ᇒ� 1:80˅ǄӾ䘉њ䀂ᓖ䈤ˈਢ䫱⭏ԕĀᮁцā઼Ā⡡ᝯāѪⲴสⶓؑԠˈ

ᵜ䍘кᱟа㠚ᡁᇎ⧠ⲴՖ⨶㿲Ǆ䘉ᖃ❦઼ਢ䫱⭏ѻࡽⲴ㫉ѫѹᴹ⵰༽ᵲ

㲊ㅄ䇠Ǌԕᶕቡ᭮ᔳҶ㫉࣑ǉ߉㚄Ǆ ⭊㠣ਟԕ䘉ṧ䈤ˈ㲭❦ਢ䫱⭏㠚ޣ

ѫѹѝⲴ㠚ᛵ㔃ˈն㫉ѫѹሩӪѻѫփᙗԧ٬Ⲵ䘭≲তӽ❦▌ᆈҾԆⲴ

ᇇᮉՖ⨶ᙍᜣѝˈਚн䗷㫉ѫѹ䛓ୟᡁ⤜ሺⲴԧ٬㠚ˈᐢ㻛ਢ䫱⭏䖜

ᦒѪа㠚ᡁᇎ⧠ⲴՖ⨶㿲Ǆቡ↔㘼䀰ˈਟԕ䈤ਢ䫱⭏൘䎠ࠪ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ѻਾˈ

ӽ❦ᰐ⌅ᆼޘ䚇ᘈ㠚ᡁⲴՖ⨶༴ຳˈ⭡↔ᡰᖒᡀⲴ࡙࣏ѫѹⲴᇇᮉՖ⨶ᙍᜣˈ

䟾Ǆ࠶փ⧠ҶԆоสⶓᗂѻ䰤Ⲵᙍᜣ࠶ݵ

਼ṧˈਢ䫱⭏ሩҾᮉⲴᘱᓖҏॱ࠶༽ᵲǄаᯩ䶒ˈԆ⅓䍿ᮉሩ↫ӑ

Ⲵ䇔䇶ˈնਖаᯩ䶒ˈԆতሩĀᖰ⭏āᡆĀ㝡ޝ䚃䖞എāⲴᇇᮉᙍᜣॺؑ

ॺ⯁Ǆ᤹ԆⲴ⨶䀓ˈྲ᷌ਚ䶐ӪⲴ㹼ࣘׯ㜭⍫ࠪĀ᰾ཙⲴѹā˄ǉᱬؑ

สⶓཌؑǊ22 Ǆ˅䛓ѸᮉሩᶕцⲴ᧿㔈լѾቡཡ৫ҶѹǄӾ䘉а⛩ᶕⴻˈ

ਢ䫱⭏⅓䍿Ⲵᰐ䶎ᱟᮉሩӪᗳⲴ䶉㿲৽ⴱˈԆᴰѪⴻ䟽Ⲵӽ❦ᱟӪ൘ᇎ

⧠㠚ᡁ䇔䇶ѻਾⲴĀᆼ㖾㹼ࣘāüüਢ䫱⭏լѾᰗᰐ⌅䲔ؑཹӪѻѫփ

ᙗ࣋䟿ⲴḀĀᡁᢗāǄ㠣Ҿ

qĂĂशoঢԁঢ়ݍpછĦഊყԅēแ͖͖ྰdൎრēદຏ

ͻᆐྻࢶϢಾఆc༞ಕc֕ڦԉԉĢൎྰԅಾē੭ׄદྻࢶಾoํp৷Ħ

દᄚྑಾoပpઊৰְdoပpಾoပຫpēჾఢoํຫpୣ ಬಾoํpd

દ̴ࢡēઇྡྷᄵoပpϢಾပຫԅĦદ̴ຸēธڔГൎϢރრฬᄍoํpē

֗ઊჾಾ࿙นԅํຫdუྂแਬပࡗॴēസแਬပྡྷඟϢၼಾఆē

ྙϢಾ༞ಕc֕ۤڦਙਙēแਬᆙܮԄಾoပpď࿙นoํpಾํ

ԅཆĐēࠩ֗ܮԄಾoแpdoแpสဟပຫ֗ྡྷඨํຫԅাēઊ

Ϭಾݧ౨Ԝԅ֖ѭĈr˄ǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊ22˅Ǆ

ਢ䫱⭏Ⲵ䘉⇥䈍ਟ䉃ᱟ᰾ⲭн䗷ˈሩԆ㘼䀰ˈᇇᮉᴰ䟽㾱Ⲵ࣏㜭ׯᱟ

ᮉՊӪ䇔䇶ࡠ㠚ᡁⲴᴹ䲀ᙗüüӪਚᴹ䇔䇶ࡠҶ㠚ᐡⲴ䖟ᕡоᰐࣙˈᒦሶ䘉

ᴹ䲀ᙗ㿶Ѫ⭏ѻᵜⓀˈ䛓Ѹᴹਟ㜭䲔Āᡁᢗāˈ൘ᴹ䲀ѝ⍫ࠪᰐ䲀Ǆ

⭡↔ਟ㿱ˈਢ䫱⭏Ӣ䘁ᇇᮉⲴᵜᱟᜣ䲔㫉ѫѹⲴѫփᙗ⾎䈍ˈնԆሩ

Ӫ൘䇔ᴹ䲀ᙗѻਾᗇᮁѻ䙄Ⲵ䇔䇶ˈতӽᰗᱟаӪᵜѫѹⲴՖ⨶䘹ᤙǄ

ቡ↔㘼䀰ˈǉᱬؑสⶓཌؑǊ␡৽᱐Ҷਢ䫱⭏ُࣙᇇᮉ䇔䇶㠚ᡁˈ䘋㘼
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㔬кᡰ䘠ˈ䖳ѻ㲄䈊Ⲵสⶓᗂᡆᮉᗂˈਢ䫱⭏䘉ԕ㠚ᡁᆈ൘ഠຳѪ

ѝᗳǃԕ䘭≲㔍ሩԧ٬ѪᯩੁⲴᇇᮉ䇶ˈަᇎᖸ䳮〠ᗇкᱟаଢᆖѹ

кⲴᇇᮉ㿲ǄഐѪሩҾؑᗂ㘼䀰ˈྲօ᧕㓣⾎ᰘˈѪؑԠ৫⢪⢢઼ཹ⥞ˈ䘌

∄䀓ߣ㠚䓛Ⲵ⧠ᇎഠຳᴤѪ䟽㾱Ǆ൘↔䗷〻ѝˈӪⲴ㠚ᡁ䇔䇶ᱟ⇥ǄഐѪ

ୟᴹ䇔Ӫ㠚䓛Ⲵᴹ䲀ᙗˈӪ㜭ѹᰐ৽亮ൠᣅ䓛Ҿᖬየц⭼Ǆ㘼ٮᗳҾᖬ

የц⭼Ⲵ㔍ሩԧ٬ˈᒦѪ↔ཹ⥞о⢪⢢㠚ᡁˈࡉᱟᇇᮉؑԠⲴ㓸ᶱⴞḷǄо

ѻ∄ˈਢ䫱⭏ᖃ❦ҏ䇢≲㠚ᡁ䇔䇶ˈն䘉㠚ᡁ䇔䇶তഐѪᇦᰐᰦᡆᘈ

Ⲵѫփᙗ䇶ˈӾ㘼֯ަ⭡⇥кॷѪⴞⲴᵜ䓛Ǆ䘉㺘᰾൘ਢ䫱⭏Ⲵᇇᮉ

䇶ѝˈራкᑍᡰԓ㺘Ⲵ㔍ሩԧ٬ӵӵᱟӪ䇔䇶㠚ᡁⲴањᗵ㓿ѻ䙄Ǆ䈤ࡠ

ᓅˈُࣙᇇᮉⲴ㋮⾎࣋䟿৽㿲㠚ᡁˈᒦᐼްᇎ⧠ӪⲴ㠚ᡁᗇᮁˈѳᱟаާ

ᴹᇎ⭘⨶ᙗ㋮⾎Ⲵ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ᙍᜣǄ䖳ѻᕪ䈳ཹ⥞о⢪⢢㋮⾎Ⲵᇇᮉଢᆖˈਢ

䫱⭏Ⲵ䘉ᇇᮉ䇶ᱮ❦ᴤㅖਸቄgᐤ⢩ሩᇇᮉⲴ⨶䀓ˈণĀӪⲴᵜᙗᒦ

нᱟ䘭ራкᑍˈ㘼ᱟራ㠚ᐡˈԕራкᑍѻራ㠚ᐡā˄䖜ᕅ㠚ࡈሿᷛ�

55˅Ǆ൘䘉њѹк䈤ˈԕᕪ䈳㠚ᡁԧ٬ѪṨᗳⲴ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ˈቡ࣯ᗵнᝯਇ

ҾᇇᮉՖ⨶ⲴĀᰐᡁāѻຳǄ⭡ᱟ㿲ѻˈᕪ䈳Ӫ㠚ᡁԧ٬Ⲵ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ˈоࡦ

⎸⌟㠚ᡁ䇶ǃ䘭≲⾎ᙗԧ٬ⲴᇇᮉՖ⨶ˈቡᗵ❦Պ൘ਢ䫱⭏Ⲵ᮷ᆖࡋѝ

ᶴᡀаᙍᜣⲴᛆ䇪оߢケǄ

һᇎкˈਢ䫱⭏൘ަࡋᇎ䐥ѝҏ⺞ᇎ䚝䙷Ҷ䘉ṧањ䰞仈˖аᯩ䶒ˈ

Ѫ↕ޕᇇᮉⲴᙍᜣ⇯าˈਢ䫱⭏ቡᗵ享ԕ⎸㶽㠚ᡁⅢᵋⲴᯩᔿ৫ᇎ⧠ᇇᮉ

䇶Ⲵॷॾˈ↔ণѪԆሩ㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ᙍᜣⲴݻᴽ˗նਖаᯩ䶒ˈ䘉Āᰐᡁāѻ

ຳ৸ӵӵᱟਢ䫱⭏䲔Āᡁᢗāǃ亶ᛏ⾎ᚙⲴаᙍᜣ⇥ǄԆٮᗳޣ⌘Ⲵ

ሩ䊑ˈӽ❦ᱟᇇᮉሩӪ㠚䓛Ⲵᮁ䍾ѻ䚃Ǆᦒ䀰ѻˈĀᡁāྲօ൘ᇇᮉ⾎ᙗݹ

䖹Ⲵ➗㘰л৫᩶㝡↔цⲴ⭏ᆈ㤖䳮ˈ❦ᱟਢ䫱⭏ᴰѪṩᵜⲴࡋⴞḷǄ↓

ᱟഐѪ䘉а⛩ˈਢ䫱⭏㯹⭡Ӣ䘁ᇇᮉ৫䇔䇶㠚ᡁⲴӪ⭏㤖ˈቡާփ㺘⧠Ѫ

ᇇᮉՖ⨶઼㠚⭡Ֆ⨶ѻ䰤ⲴᙍᜣঊᔸǄࡽ㘵ᱟᇇᮉଢᆖሩӪ⎸㶽㠚ᡁ䇶ǃ

Քǃᵏᖵԧ٬ࡋᱮӪᙗࠨᱟ㫉᮷ᆖࡉᗳ㔍ሩԧ٬Ⲵᓄ❦㾱≲ˈ㘼ਾ㘵ٮ

ᮁⲴᇎ❦ᵜ㜭Ǆє㘵ѻ䰤Ⲵ༽ᵲޣ㌫ˈᴰ㓸䙐ቡҶǉᡁⲴбаѻǊ઼ǉᱬ

ؑสⶓཌؑǊ䘉є䜘૱⤜ާ⢩㢢Ⲵᙍᜣ仾䊼Ǆ                           

ᴤѪ䟽㾱Ⲵᱟˈو㤕ԕ᮷ᆖਢ㿶䀂㿲ѻˈࡉਟਁ⧠ਢ䫱⭏䘉ṧаԕ㠚

⭡Ֆ⨶Ѫᓅ㢢ⲴᇇᮉՖ⨶ᙍᜣˈнӵਟѪѝഭᖃԓ᮷ᆖѝᶱᓖफ़ѿⲴ⾎ᙗ߉

ݹᖙˈ㘼фӖ㜭൘␡ާᙍ䗘兵࣋Ⲵ㋮⾎᧒ራѝˈ▴᰾ѳ㠣ᤷᕅѝഭ

ᇦⲴՖ⨶䶙ભǄྲ᷌䈤кц㓚ޛॱᒤԓ㫉᮷ᆖⲴᝏᰦᘗഭ઼ҍॱᒤԓц؇

ॆҖ߉ⲴⅢᵋ⣲⅒ˈਚн䗷৽᱐ҶഭӪĀᴮ㓿ᘾṧāⲴՖ⨶䇔⸕ˈ䛓Ѹԕਢ

䫱⭏Ѫԓ㺘Ⲵ⾎ᙗ߉ˈቡԕӪ⭏ĀᓄᖃᘾṧāⲴᙍᜣ䘭≲ˈ䟽ᯠᨀॷҶѝ
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Title: The Conflict Between Rational Will and Free Will: An Ethical Literary 
Interpretation of Idylls of the King
Abstract: Idylls of the King, the most ambitious work of Alfred Tennyson, 
describes the process of the Arthur Kingdom from foundation to decline and fall. 
Scholars have given various interpretations of it. This paper holds that in the long 
poem, King Arthur is actually the embodiment of rational will, Knights of the 
Round Table symbolize free will and Arthur’s vows represent ethical consciousness. 
The conflict between King Arthur and Knights of the Round Table figuratively 
demonstrates the struggle between rational will and free will. The tragic end of the 
Round Table Knights reveals that free will is powerful and uncontrollable and that 
rational will is circumscribed. It is a sobering reminder.
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in particular, this paper takes a close reading of I was a Rat! (1999) and His 
Dark Materials III: The Amber Spyglass (2000), with a focus on their children 
protagonists’ identity crisis. It aims to navigate the dark forces behind²the media 
and the fundamentalist religion—and their operation of power. Based on this 
analysis, this paper elucidates the ethical orientation of Pullman’s works to our 
own world penetrated with forces alike and to the new ethical problems children 
face in the new century. It argues that the two books have their ethical value in 
presenting to children the world with no simplification of its ethically complicated 
and questionable state, and thereby putting those unopposed “truth” under scrutiny 
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In his elucidation on the moral value of children’s literature, Jack Zipes exalts 
Phillip Pullman for his works present the dark forces of our time, their threat to 
our world, and the deceit they tell our children. ķ Pullman’s works foreground a lot 
of ethical issues confronting children today, the moral power of which, however, 
has not been profoundly explored and appreciated in China today. Within the 
theoretical paradigm of ethical literary criticism, this paper takes a close reading 
of I was a Rat! (1999) and The Amber Spyglass (2000), the last book of the trilogy 
His Dark Materials, with an objective to navigate the dark forces and the identity 
crisis they pose to children. It is also the aim of this paper to illuminate how the 
fictional catastrophe tactfully alludes to the moral disaster children experience in 
the new century. It argues that the two books present children a reality with no 
simplification of its ethically complicated and Tuestionable state, and thereby invite 
serious reconsideration of what is true and what it takes to be human. Growing up, 
as Pullman presents in his novels, entails constant choices through which children 
acquire ethical consciousness and realize their ethical existence.

I

When the narrative begins in I was a Rat!, the paradoxical scenario in which 
a little boy claims that he was a rat brings the identity problem to the fore. Though 
the appearance presents him as human, his claim and scruffy behavior like that of 
a rat’s strongly suggest the different. Who is he" Is he a boy or a rat, or a boy�rat 
hybridity? The identity problem thereby forms the ethical knot around which the 
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whole narration revolves.
The boy coming from nowhere starts his civilization process the moment he 

steps into Bob and Joan’s house. Bob and Joan name the little boy “Roger”— a 
name Bob wants to give his own son if he has one. This naming process implies 
the ethical relationship built between Bob, Joan and Roger, as that between parents 
and children, and thus gives Roger an identity as a human boy and as Bob and 
Joan’s foster son. With his new name, Roger starts to claim ³I’m a boy´ and that 
he is going to stay a boy (I was a Rat! 27). To adapt to his human identity, Roger 
endeavors to learn social rites and codes: he learns to eat like human, to walk with 
clothes on, to say thank you and sorry when necessary, and to refrain from his rat 
behavior. Meanwhile, however, there are forces overwhelmingly push him to the 
opposite side, and the newspaper Daily Scourge is one of the most powerful among 
them. It pins down the identity of human-rat hybrid on Roger for sensational story 
sells. And that causes Roger’s identity crisis by having him confused of who he 
really is and by cornering him to chaos where he is made to resume the animal 
nature. 

With Daily Scourge, Pullman has his target levelled against press in our time. 
He has the discourse of Daily Scourge’s coverage “strongly reminiscent of British 
tabloids such as The Sun or The Daily Mirror” (Joosen 199).  Its announcement of 
the Prince’s engagement, for instance, with the diction “The Playboy Prince,” is an 
epithet that the “popular press associates with Prince Edward of Britain or Prince 
Albert of Monaco” (Joosen 199);  thereby Pullman strings an easy association 
between the Daily Scourge with the newspaper in the real world, for which, to 
use McLuhan’s words, “news was not only to be reported but also gathered, and, 
indeed, to be made” (McLuhan 211), and making the news implies “a world of 
action and fictions alike” (212). In I was a Rat! the report of Roger as a hybrid 
monster is an action of making news, making seamy news in particular. In a 
fiction-like way, with words like “subhuman creatures” and “evil and bloodthirsty” 
for sensational effect. As such, Daily Scourge makes up a story about Roger’s 
identity, by only spreading the evil and monster side while blocking out facts to 
other effects. The fabricated stories, instead of news based on facts, cause Roger’s 
identity crisis with the not correct-informed readers calling for his extermination.

The assertion of the Daily Scourge is not only a reminiscent of newspaper, but 
also an innuendo of all the media forms in our time. The escalation of transmitting 
speed made possible by new technology brings about an era of implosion in which 
media is the message, for “it is by the technological support that each ‘message’ 
is in the first place transitive towards another ‘message,’ and not towards a 
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human reality” (Beaudrillard, The Uncollected Badrillard 42). This implosion 
of information, however, “rather than producing meaning, it exhausts itself in 
the staging of meaning…it is a circular process—that of simulation, that of the 
hyperreal. The hyperreality of communication and of meaning. More real than 
the real, that is how the real is abolished”(Baudrillard, Simulacra and Simulation 
80, 81�. In Roger’s case, the real existence and the endeavor he makes to form 
a human identity disappear in the implosion of information among newspapers. 
After the report of Roger as a human-monster, “other papers joined in, the publicity 
campaign was built up,” before long the monster was “the main topic of every 
newspaper” (I was a Rat! 122); data, words, pictures, abstract signs bounce back 
and forth between those papers, circulating and strengthening the human-monster 
image while stop short of reaching out of this simulation of reality. This “circular 
process”, as Baudrillard explains, goes against “the objective ‘message’ of real 
information, of meaning,” and “neutralize the lived, unique eventful character 
of that which it transmit, to turn it into discontinuous ‘message’, a sign which is 
juxtaposable among others” (Beaudrillard, The Uncollected Baudrillard 42). In 
Roger’s case, the implosion of information among newspapers blurs the boundary 
of the real and the simulation of the real. Roger’s real, multi-dimensional existence 
disappears in the process of media transmission, with phantasmagoric character 
cast on him, so abstract that can be labelled on anyone else. In the implosion of 
information simulating the identity of Roger, the real existence of Roger goes 
absent from the public eye.

Besides, Pullman presents how media conspire with political, intellectual and 
legal forces to have its fabricated “fact” turned into truth unopposed. With the great 
public involvement created by the Daily Scourge, politicians smell their chances. 
The unpopular Prime Minister takes a close interest in the monster news for “it 
was a great help to have something else on the front pages of the papers, and even 
better to have something new for the public to hate” (I was a Rat! 118). Thus the 
Chief Scientist is sent to “find the monster as loathsome as possible and to spin 
out examination for as long as possible” (I was a Rat! 118). In order to avoid the 
newspaper turning public fury towards them, the Government decides to hold a 
tribunal under a High Court Judge. The alliance of important powers thereafter 
has been accomplished; Roger’s identity as a hybrid monster has now been made 
a scientific truth proved, an issue on political agenda and a legal case to be solved. 
The great forces conspire together and negate Roger’s effort to become a human 
boy. At the end of the story, the criticism levelled against media and its complice 
made more obvious through Roger’s words, ³µI could go on being a boy,’ said 
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Roger, µIf only they’d let me. I can do it Tuite well most of the time, except when 
they make out I’m something else under earth.’´ �I was a Rat! 160) 

II

In The Amber Spyglass, written at the beginning of the 21st century, 
fundamentalist religion is dealt with as another force under question, and thereby 
brings us to reconsider the “truth” created by power institutions, by extreme 
religion in particular, in our own world. Like in I was a Rat!, Pullman focuses on 
the identity crisis those forces instigate for children.

The identity crisis is represented in His Dark Material in a metamorphic 
expression, the intercision of daemon from children. Daemon is a fictional 
incarnation of human identity with its human/animal dichotomy. As an integral part 
of human being in Lyra’s world, the animal form of daemon signifies the corporeal 
nature. Besides, daemon is an embodiment of conscience on the part of its host 
legible in combat between good and evil, with moral consciousness as its core. 
Thus the doubling feature of daemon presents a combination of human identity, as 
Maria Warner observes that “[a] daemon—like Plato’s daimon—is the personal, 
metamorphosing, animal familiar that everyone has in Lyra’s world, …an alter ego 
who plays the part of conscience, chorus, confidante, subconscious and superego 
all at once.” ĸ Besides the doubling motif, daemon also represents social identity: 
the rank of the daemon in the animal world corresponds to the social status of 
its host, as Maude Hines points out that while members of the aristocracy have 
diverse daemons, servants’ daemons are always canine (39). Using an animal form 
to present the combination of multiple human identities is not as paradoxical as 
it appears, for our existence as human being and the relationships it entails in the 
social network—our relation with the self, with nature and with others—are all 
closely related to the self’s interaction with its animal nature. 

As to children, their daemons, unlike those of the adults, are capable of 
metamorphosis and will have its form settled till they grow up. In their growing 
up process, children have “their daemons changing to mood or necessity” (Hines 
38); every conscious or unconscious response to the changing conditions and 
every choice made all cause the transformation of daemons. This transformation 
demonstrates character and quality formed in the process and also connecting 
“with growing awareness of multiple selves, contradictions, unpredictability” in a 
single person. Ĺ Daemon changing from something weak to something strong, for 
instance, can be an exhibition of its host’s conscious choice to be strong, to fight 
against their natural desire or outside evilness. Once grow up, children’s daemon 
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will settle at a fixed form, an embodiment of children’s maturation with their 
identity formed, as is said in the novel that “when your daemon settles, you’ll know 
the sort of person you are” (The Golden Compass 167).  A seaman, for example, 
may have his daemon settle as a seagull, which means he is a kind of “tough old 
thing´ and can ³survive anywhere and always find a bit of food and company´ �The 
Golden Compass 167).

The intercision of daemon off children therefore is a great threat to children 
as a repression of their initiative in making choices as to construct their identity. 
Children with their daemons cut off die quickly; those still alive are losing their 
human vigor and vitality, “like someone without a face, or with their ribs open and 
their heart torn out: something unnatural and uncanny that belonged to the world of 
night-ghast, not the waking world of sense” (The Golden Compass 214). Children 
are turned into soulless, ghast-like inhabitants, the walking dead with their ethical 
identity stripped of them.

It is the final book in the trilogy that reveals the motive behind the castration 
of children: the repression of free will necessary to the construction of absolutism 
and authoritarianism, to build “a permanent inquisition in every world, run directly 
from the Kingdom´�The Amber Spyglass 61). This absolute power institution is 
pursued in the name of truth, the theological truth to be more specific, which is 
brought under question in The Amber Spyglass. In The Amber Spyglass, the popular 
perception of Heaven and Hell, Good and Evil in Lyra’s world turns out to be the 
lies fabricated by the first angle. The first angle claims that he is the Creator, It 
fabricates the “truth” about the Dust, claiming that Dust is connected with Original 
Sin and must be done away with. The fact is, the so claimed creator and “truth” 
about sin is to stop the forming of self-knowledge and to protect the authority of 
the first angle. Through intercision of daemon as to do away with dust, the first 
angle can have children more credulous and molded to his will, eliminating all the 
possible rebels and instable factor threatening his authority by preventing “conscious 
beings of every kind...become dangerously independent” (The Amber Spyglass 61).

Fundamentalist organizations are established to spread the fabricated 
“truth,” with priest and nuns, scholars and scientists blinded and brain-laundried 
as disciples, preachers and the protectors. They conspire together in the name of 
truth and create a moral dystopia: the church turned into “fanatical persecutor of 
children, the inventor of hideous machines to slice them apart and look in their 
terrified little beings for any evidence of sin” (The Amber Spyglass 200); sinful 
act is committed for absolution is granted by the church in advance; Hell is replete 
with people both good and evil; weapons of large-scale destruction are made to 
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protect the “truth,” environment deteriorates and Armageddon is on the edge. 
With religious truth put under question in The Amber Spyglass, the book 

invites us to reconsider power institutions in our modern world which claim to 
have truth at their hands. In this sense, the Amber Spyglass continues Pullman’s 
exploration in I was a Rat! of those dark forces capable of fabricating “reality” 
and ³truth´ and posing a great threat to children. In his lecture on the republic of 
Heaven written in 2000, Pullman writes “of all the dangers that threaten us at the 
beginning of the third millennium…one of the biggest dangers of all comes from 
fundamentalist religion”(qtd. in Tucker 124), and he picks out in particular the 
threats posed by extremists and terrorists.  In a broader sense, the criticism encoded 
in The Amber Spyglass is leveled against all power institutions claiming to have 
truth at its hand with the tendency to authoritarianism and totalitarianism. 

III

I was a Rat! and The Amber Spyglass, written at the threshold of a new 
millennium, can be perceived as Pullman’s prophecy for the Twenty First Century. 
With the adventure of his protagonists, Pullman suggests ways of confronting 
those dark forces with ethical choices. Pullman shows that children can survive the 
challenge and can make the right choice to realize their moral maturation.

Ethical literary criticism grounds growing-up on its terminology of humanity 
as a composition of Sphinx Factor. Sphinx Factor is composed of human factor 
and animal factor: the animal factor “is the designation to the animal nature human 
being retains through evolution,” and the “human factor is the ethical consciousness 
that helps man realize its moral existence”(Nie 274,275) ĺ . Thus growing-up 
entails two necessary stages: the first stage of natural selection and the second stage 
of ethical choice. Natural selection is a result of evolution, which gives man their 
human body. Ethical choice thereafter enables the forming of moral consciousness, 
and realizes human beings’ ethical identity. As to children, their birth is the result 
of natural selection through which they get the human form and inherit the animal 
nature retained through evolution. Compared with adults, children’s cardinal goal 
is to satisfy the natural instinct and therefore they are more of a natural being. In 
growing up, children start maturation and socialization process, the most important 
part of which “is the formation of moral consciousness”(Nie 267). The two stages 
of growing up as elucidated in ethical literary criticism is a further development of 
Rousseau’s theory on adolescence. Rousseau holds that “we are born twice”; “the 
first time for existence, the second for life,” and while chidren’s major work is to 
explore the physical world, adolescence need to raises their awareness of the self as 
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a moral being related with others in a social network. Ļ

 In I was a Rat! and His Dark Materials, children are depicted with their nature 
as ethically complicated and immature. Jossen points out that Pullman compares 
Roger to an animal, but pardons his behavior by “explaining that he merely follows 
his instincts, acting not as an immoral but as an amoral being” (205). From the 
perspective of ethical literary criticism, Pullman’s depiction of children presents 
a notion of childhood “as a stage of moral unconsciousness; Children are more of 
natural existence, closer to animal, lacking in moral consciousness” (Nie 269). In I 
was a Rat!, the metamorphosis from rat to a little boy can be seen as a metaphoric 
presentation of natural selection, and Roger’s first claim that ³I was a rat´ hints 
the animal nature retained thereafter. Roger acquires human body, but his scruffy 
habit shows his unawareness of humanity, and he himself has no great difference 
from animal. Roger is described as weak and vulnerable, a very “little boy” who is 
still at the starting point on the road of socialization and civilization. At this stage, 
Roger’s choices are mostly natural choices, and that’s why he constantly makes 
innocent mistakes though he tries really hard to accommodate to human society. 
What Pullman emphasizes in I was a Rat!, thus, is the fact that after the stage of 
natural selection, ethical consciousness needs to be developed as to grow up into 
a real human being, the first step of which is to distinguish man from animal, to 
know their difference, as shown through Roger’s choice of being a boy in the boy/
rat options and of staying as a boy by learning the social rites and codes of manner 
while refraining from his rat’s habits. 

Roger’s identity crisis caused by media and its complice is Pullman’s 
observation of the difficulty of growing up in the modern world where media, 
for commercial interests, are more attractive to the animal side of man and the 
sensational effect it causes, and where “biographers, satirists and journalists are 
eager to cut down anyone who might otherwise seem to be setting a reasonably 
good or possibly even a heroic example”(Tucker 117). For little children like Roger 
whose ethical consciousness is yet formed, this morally questionable environment 
manipulated by those powers thus transmits confusing information to them as to 
what it really means to be a human being. Under the pressure of those forces, the 
worst scenario, like what happens to Roger, is that children are forced to choices 
that satisfy their animal nature and unable to realize their ethical maturation.

While I was a Rat! emphasizes the initial stage of growing up, His Dark 
Materials is concerned with older children at the threshold of adolescence. 
Through the two protagonists Lyra and Will, The Amber Spyglass shows the moral 
implication of being a human and presents growing up as a constant choice-making 
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process, just as Tucker observes that Lyra and Will set an example of the fact that 
“all human beings have to make important choices throughout their lives, the better 
they choose, the better it will ultimately be.” (114)

Considering that the very ethical crisis is caused by lies preached as truth in 
The Amber Spyglass, it is quite natural that Pullman has truth as its quintessential 
core in Lyra’s adventure. As a mischievous child, Lyra has a specialty to make 
up innocent lies and make them sound genuine like truth. When Lyra confronts 
Harpies at the land of the Death, she quite naturally chooses to lie to them, but this 
time Lyra learns her lesson. The harpy “no-name” reacts violently to Lyra’s lies and 
attacks her while calling her Liar; The harpy is so furious that “the word echoed 
back from the great wall in the fog, muffled and changed, so that she seemed to be 
screaming Lyra’s name, so that Lyra and liar were one and the same thing” (The 
Ambers Spyglass 293).  The pun of Lyra’s name shows Pullman’s moral intention 
for “the whole episode is a reminder that Lyra’s very name…can also be heard as 
‘liar’ as well” (Tucker 109). Through all her childhood, lying is a handy solution 
Lyra knows and capable of making to protect herself and to survive, but at the Land 
of the Death Lyra gets her epiphany as a ritual of maturation: She realizes that 
lies do not work: ³I can’t do it anymore²I can’t do it� I can’t tell lies� I thought 
it was so easy²but it didn’t work²it’s all I can do and it doesn’t work´ �The 
Amber Spyglass 294). And thereafter Lyra chooses to tell the true story of human 
experience to those ghosts and harpies thirsty for the liveliness of it. It is Lyra’s true 
story that feeds the evil-cultivated harpies with warmth and kindness. They discard 
their intension to kill and instead try to help those ghosts to enter the other world: “It 
was true. Because we had no idea that there was anything but wickedness. Because 
it brought us news of the world and the sun and the wind and the rain. Because it 
was true” (The Amber Spyglass 317). Lyra learns from her choices “the necessity 
of evolving a true and creative imagination, as distinct from a fanciful one” and 
“this capacity of shaping meaningful stories with unmediated experience is what 
Percy Bysshe Shelly called ‘the great instrument of moral good’” (Lenz 7). This 
instrument of moral good is different from reality mediated and “truth” fabricated 
by power institutions. Lyra’s different choices and their consequences decode the 
moral implication that in truth there lie the good and the beautiful. 

Through Lyra’s choice, Pullman presents what he sees as the genuine truth. 
Different from those manipulated by power institutions as unopposed moral 
regulator, truth is “drawn on knowledge of what it is really like to be alive, 
aiming to get everything exactly right as she sees and feels it” (Tucker 109). It is 
Pullman’s moral solution to a time with reality mediated through media, with “truth” 
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fabricated to control, a time in which “human life and its meaning are devalued, 
and in their place various individuals and objects, rituals and traditions are invested 
with ultimate value”(qtd. in Leet 175). The ghosts, when entering into the new 
world, urge Dr. Mary Malone to tell true stories, “They need the truth. You must 
tell them true stories, and everything will be well” (The Amber Spyglass 432). 

From unmediated life experience come lessons important to learn, just like 
Mary learns through her own choice of stopping being a nun that flesh and earthly 
love is beautiful, something integral to humanity, and just like Lyra and Will learn 
from their choices that dark forces are inevitable and they cannot escape to a utopia 
world but should take their responsibility to set things right. Pullman reveals to 
children the causes of evil in their own world, and the alternative way of growing 
up in search of the genuine truth, as Tucker points out “Lyra stands for the author 
himself, and his corresponding efforts to get at what he sees as the genuine truth 
in his imaginative vision of the world, however much this might offend various 
interested parties along the way” (109).

In I was a Rat!, Pullman unveils to his children readers a world in which 
media simulates the reality, with little kids at the stage of natural selection as the 
most vulnerable victims. In The Amber Spyglass, Pullman continues his observation 
of reality and truth mediated through power institutions and once again warns his 
children readers of an ethically questionable world. Unlike I was a Rat!, Lyra and 
Will are presented as heroic example bravely taking initiatives; they are “shown 
throughout to be independent, largely insulated from social influences and very 
much their own creations” (Tucker 117). With these two moral examples, Pullman 
makes it clear that it is our choice and deed decide who we are, and defines what 
is good and what is evil; growing up into a morally mature adults does not mean 
to preach and judge with virtuous codes but to practice them in daily choices, just 
as his character Mary Marlone makes clear that “good and evil are names for what 
people do, not for what they are” (The Amber Spyglass  447).

ǏNotesǐ

ķ See Jack Zipes, Breaking the Magic Spell: Radical Theories of Folk and Fairy Tales. 

�Kentucky: The University Press of Kentucky, 2002) .

ĸ Ĺ Qtd. in  Maria Warner, “Magic and Transformation in Contemporary Literature and 

Culture,” The Robb Lectures in 2004. <http://www.auckland.ac.nz>.

ĺ Quotations from Nie are all translated by the author of this paper.

Ļ Qtd. from Jean-Charles Seigeuret, Dictionary of Literary Theme and Motif A-J,<https://books.
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       1. Introduction: Japanese Literature and Japanese Language Literature 
in Korea

In the early �890s after the MeiMi Restoration, Japan saw the formation of a 
nation-state and the initial writing of various histories of Japanese literature. At that 
time, Japanese literary history was based on the following perspective: 

Looking back, our country, Japan, is one of the oldest countries in the 
East. The light of literature was already shining in Japan when the Western 
countries were still in the complete dark….The literature of the past is indeed 
the flower of national culture and a treasure of the nation. The fact that we 
have this 3,000-year-old treasure is evidence that Japan is the mother land of 
the East, which makes us proud. (Haga 263-64)
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This perception of the country’s history reveals an attempt to establish a 
national identity based on the logic of a nation-state. Such Japanese literary 
histories were used for school textbooks in order to instill into students, the 
custodians of Japan’s future, a sense of excellence and pride regarding Japanese 
culture and pride.

In Japanese literary history, literature was often considered an extension of the 
general humanities rather than as pure literature or language art. 

The canonization of literature occurred as the concepts of nationalism and 
language arts were emphasized in the Japanese literary histories written during 
the formation period of a modern nation-state after 1890. Canonization played 
an important role in sustaining Japanese literature throughout the 20th century. 
This shows the origin of an integration of Japanese literature, Japan, Japanese 
people, and the Japanese language. That is, throughout the 20th century, Japanese 
literature supported an integration logic formed during the foundation period of 
a nation-state. However, as Masahiko Nishihas pointed out, after the publication 
of Kurokawa So’s Anthology of Japanese Literature in Other Countries (1996), a 
collection of literary works in the Japanese language written outside the Japanese 
territory during the age of Japanese imperialism, the notion of an integration among 
Japan, the Japanese people, the Japanese language, and Japanese literature started 
to unravel (Nishi 181). An increased interest in Japanese language literature in 
colonial countries after the publication of Kurokawa So’s literary anthology, the 
existence of Korean literature in Japan closely related to this colonial literature, and 
the emergence of non-Japanese native bilingual writers, such as Minae Mizumura 
and Ian Hideo Levy demonstrate that Japanese literature does not have to be 
integrated with Japan, Japanese people, and the Japanese language. 

Despite the active research on Japanese language literature in colonial 
countries since the late �990s, studies have focused primarily on great Korean 
and Japanese writers. Such studies act to complement Japanese literature. There is 
therefore a need to explore literary works written by Japanese writers in Joseon, 
which have been excluded from the literature of colonial Korea. Such research may 
reveal the entire picture of Japanese language literature in colonial countries. The 
present study aims to examine Japanese language literature in Korea since the early 
1900s through the relationship between Japanese magazines, Japanese translations 
of Joseon literature, traditional Japanese poetry, and Japanese language literature, 
which were the major areas of Japanese literature during the Japanese colonial 
era. Because a large amount of Japanese language literature written by Joseon 
people has emerged since the Manchurian Incident in the �930s, this study will 
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investigate the characteristics of Japanese language literature in Korea before this 
period through the review of the formation and development of Japanese language 
literature.

2. The Publication of Japanese Language Magazines in Colonial Joseon 
and the Development of Colonial Literature

In a strict sense, Japanese language literature in colonial Korea refers to 
the literary phenomena that occurred after the forced Korea-Japan annexation 
in 1910. However, Japanese writers had been creating and distributing Japanese 
works in Korea for some time before annexation. This means that Koreans who 
read Japanese literature existed even before the Japanese colonization of Korea. 
Japanese collective migration to Korea occurred with the opening of the Busan, 
Wonsan, and Incheon ports to Japan after the conclusion of the uneTual Japan-
Korea Treaty of �876. Responding to Japan’s colonization fever, the number of 
Japanese residents in Korea drastically increased from 2,066 in �880 to �7�,543 in 
late �9�0, the year of Korea-Japan annexation. 

Between the Japan-Korea Treaty of 1905 and the �9�0 Korea-Japan 
annexation, Japanese settlement corporations or Japanese resident organizations 
were established in maMor regions in Korea, and those regions were given Japanese 
names (Takasaki 96). With the formation of Japanese communities in major 
regions in Korea, Japanese media sources, such as newspaper The Chosen Shinpo 
(December 1881), were also created in places in order to represent the interests 
of Japanese residents and create a network among them (Ri 5). At first, Japanese 
language newspapers played the role of a network in Japanese communities in 
Korea. As the number of Japanese residents drastically increased after �900, 
Japanese language magazines emerged in Seoul and Busan. Approximately seventy 
magazines were already being published in the 1900s. Among these, the following 
magazines actively published Japanese language literature: The Corean Telegraph 
Newsletter (December 1902-December 1903), The Corean Peninsula (November 
1903-May 1906), The Chosen Hyoron (1904), The Corean Industrial (1905-
1907), and The Corean and Manchurian Industrial (1908-1914). These Japanese 
publications generally took the form of a general-interest magazine. Although the 
structure varied by magazine, each had several special columns (literary page), 
such as short stories, literature, and included Japanese language novel extracts, 
literary criticisms, poetry, Tanka or Haiku, Chinese poetry, and essays. 

A key question here is what led to the creation of these literary columns and 
works. Some Japanese scholars advocated that Japanese literature should be settled 
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in Korea. Through Japanese literature, they tried to build ³superior´ Japanese 
cultural communities in Korea, which were distinguished from ³non-civilized´ 
Joseon communities. Such proponents of a stronger Japanese literature presence in 
Korea also espoused a paradigm of an absence of Joseon literature. Their logic was 
that in an absence of original Korean literature or art, Japanese language literature 
needed to be transplanted and cultivated  in Korea. This logic clearly shows the 
colonialist nature of early Japanese language literature, with claims that Joseon 
required civilization through the transplantation of imperial Japanese culture 
(Jung 387-412). This colonialist nature of Japanese language literature based on 
an Asian peace logic and the transplantation into Joseon logic was revealed in 
Joseon Pyeongron declaration that aimed to represent the opinions of the Japanese 
residing in Joseon and establish a long-term plan for the 100 years of Japan. The 
same attitude feature in the publication of Joseon magazine that actively Mustified 
the colonization of Joseon, which was represented by the residency-general ruling 
for Koreans and the world, and advocated the civilization of Joseon by decorating 
barbaric Korea with civilization. 

Thus established, Japanese language literature in colonial Korea broadened 
and stabilized after the Japanese annexation of Korea in �9�0. Along with the 
oldest and the most viewed Japanese language magazines published in Korea 
during the 1910s, The Chosen Review (1913-1943) and The Chosen and Manshu 
��9�2-�94��, there was a flurry of publication of Japanese language literary works. 
The fact that even Korea Education Research Association Magazine (1915-1923) 
featured literary and novel columns clearly shows this phenomenon. 

During this decade, perhaps because Korea had been colonized by Japan, 
Japanese residents in Joseon attempted to produce serious criticisms about literature 
and comprehensively manage the formation of Japanese language literature in 
colonial Korea. With a focus on Japanese language authors who had been active 
since the early years, they wrote a series of criticisms that constitute an abridged 
history of Japanese language literature in Korea. Japanese writers residing in Joseon 
longed for the birth of a brand of Joseon-based Japanese language literature that 
could showcase the local character. They began to write criticisms that encouraged 
the creation of such literary works. In literary columns, there were also a number of 
novels with a colonial Joseon setting, reflecting this writing trend.  

In the early �920s, novels began to highlight the hierarchical relationship 
between landlords and tenant farmers, and even featured unscrupulous landlords, 
as can be seen in a quote in a literary column of a Japanese language magazine, 
“That bastard is a hypocrite….He doesn’t have any real love for tenant farmers. 
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He is an anachronist who considers us, tenant farmers, Russian serfs or slaves. I 
cannot work under such a bastard anymore” (Yamaguchi 17). These works clearly 
showed a hierarchical conflict between capitalists and laborers rather than focusing 
on the ethnic discrimination between Japanese and Joseon people. Underpinning 
such literary works was the intensification of labor issues and the emergence 
of the proletarian literary trend in Japan. However, it can be said that Japanese 
regrets about and awareness of the national independence movement of Joseon that 
occurred in March 1919 also affected the creation of those literary works. 

In addition, the late �9�0s had seen not only an increase in literary works 
written by Joseon-based Japanese authors, but also in literature produced by 
Japanese authors residing in Manchuria or who used a Manchurian setting. These 
diverse Manchuria-related writings included a novel about migration from Joseon 
to Manchuria.

Therefore, during the �9�0s and �920s, Japanese language literature in Korea 
was regarded as colonial literature based on a new land and its local color. In 
an active response to this conceptualization Japanese language magazines also 
published localized colonial literature and extended the themes of literary works in 
diverse ways. Moreover, in 1925, with the publication of a literary coterie magazine 
of premedical students at KeiMo Imperial University, Seiryo, highly educated 
Korean writers, including Jino Yoo, Hyoseok Lee, and Jaeseo Choi, emerged and 
published Japanese language literary works. After this preparation period, a number 
of Joseon writers began to create Japanese language literary works in the mid-
1930s. 

       3. Japanese Translations of Joseon Literature and Learning about 
Colonial Joseon 

As shown above, a variety of Japanese language literary works were created 
and distributed in Korea from the early �900s. In the formation of this Korean 
Peninsula-based Japanese language literature, Japanese translations ķ of Joseon 
literature played an important role. The translations were significant for a number 
of reasons. First, they reflected changes in Korea-Japan relations and colonial 
policies. Moreover, they showed the political nature of �translated� literature. In 
addition, they were the first foreign translation of traditional Joseon literature. 
Finally, they formed a part of the origin of modern Korean literature. 

The Japanese translation of Joseon literature prior to 1930 can be categorized 
into three key periods. The first period is from the Seikanron (Japan’s debate 
regarding the invasion of Korea� of the �870s to Korea to the Russo-Japanese War 
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(1904-1905). The period was marked by a trend of Japanese translations of Joseon 
literature, visible in the first general-interest Japanese language magazine published 
by a Japanese residing in Joseon, The Corean Peninsula (1903-1906). At the time, 
Joseon was in the spotlight as a new target for Japanese investment. The potential 
to provide privilege led to a Korean language publication boom. Japanese people 
wanted to obtain information about Joseon required for trade, business, or war. 
This Japanese interest in Joseon was heightened by their nation’s victory of the 
Sino-Japanese War and the Russo-Japanese War. However, there were insufficient 
publications to provide information needed for their political and economic 
purposes or settlement in Joseon. To meet demand, the magazine The Corean 
Peninsula was published. This magazine encouraged Japanese who were planning 
to enter the Korean Peninsula to migrate to Joseon, and provided information about 
economic benefits and settlement in Joseon.

Joseon literature was also translated into Japanese to introduce the tradition 
and culture of Joseon. For example, regarding the underlying meaning of 
the translation of the Chunhyangjeon, Husanoshin Ayukai said that the work 
provided a solid depiction of the static states of Korean officials and women. This 
assessment reveals the Japanese perception of Joseon literature and the significance 
of its translation. This translation purpose also affected methods. Only a rough 
summary or a shortened version of Joseon literature was translated, as shown in 
the following comment, On this occasion, the reporter tries to introduce general 
Korean novels through several translations of the summaries of Korean novels, 
including the aforementioned Chunhyangjeon. Therefore, the article was mainly 
about the author’s ideals. For Chunhyangjeon, only its title was mentioned for this 
purpose. The unique cultural phenomena of Joseon were explained using detailed 
footnotes. Therefore, it can be said that Japanese translations of Joseon literature 
were practical and functional translations. Such translations used abridged or 
liberal translation methods for the purpose of introducing the customs and culture 
of Joseon. 

The second period of Japanese translation of Joseon works occurred around 
the Japanese annexation of Korea in �9�0. Japan gave a strong display of its 
imperialism after the forceful Korea-Japan annexation. It founded the Japanese 
Government General of Korea to take over the legislative, administrative, Mudicial, 
and military commanderships of Joseon, and expanded its territory and forces. 
The first governor Masatake Terauchi attempted to disseminate the Japanese 
language to Joseon people in order to nurture loyal and honest imperial subjects 
who could serve Japan well, such as practical workers, low-ranking officials, 
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and clerks. However, since the number of people who could read Japanese was 
only 0.5� of Joseon population in the early colonial period, it was difficult to use 
only the Japanese language for controlling the education and administration of 
Joseon. Therefore, immediately after the Korea-Japan annexation, the Japanese 
Government General of Korea began to teach the Korean language to Japanese 
educators and officials who were responsible for the education or administration 
of the Joseon people. Under this circumstance, a large number of Joseon literary 
works were published magazines such as The Corean Industry, The Corean and 
Manchurian Industry, The Chosen and Manshu, and The Chosen Review. The 
Chosenin was particularly active in the translation of Joseon literature. A variety 
of Joseon literary works, including popular songs, folk songs, children’s songs, 
traditional poetry, proverbs, new style poetry, novels, and unofficial historical 
stories, were translated in this magazine. It is uniTue that unlike previous practical 
and functional transitions these translations of Joseon literary works used literary 
translation methods, which pursue the parallel writing of original texts, the use of 
dialects, the delivery of cadence, and literal and complete translation, to preserve as 
much as possible the texture of the original language. The original Korean poems 
were Namseon Choi’s Taebaek Poetical Works (Sonyeon, 1910), Taebaeksanga, 
and Taebaeksanbu ĸ (Shinmungwan, 1910). The New Style Poetry of Joseon was 
the first modern free verse whose structure of lines and verses completely deviated 
from a set pattern. The translation and publication of this work showed Japan’s 
interest in the modern literature of Joseon. Thus, this pure interest in Joseon 
literature not as an information source but as literature itself was relevant to Japan’s 
Korean language education policy for Japanese educators and officials. The last 
period of Japanese translation of Korean literary works is the cultural policy 
period from the 1920s to the early 1930s. Two characteristics marked Japanese 
translations of Joseon literature during this period. First, the stabilization of the 
colonial policy brought Japanese language literature or translations by Japanese-
speaking Joseon intellectuals. Second, efforts to translate Joseon literature were 
led by the Japanese government. During this period, numerous modern literary 
works of Joseon were translated into Japanese, including the representative modern 
Korean writer Kwangsu Lee’s Kashil and Yujeong, Iksang Lee’s Tree of Spirits, 
Dongin Kim’s Potatoes, Jinkeon Hyun’s Hometown and Piano, Seohae Choi’s 
Starvation and Slaughter published in Joseonshiron ��926�. In addition, the special 
Joseon literature issues of The Osaka Mainichi Newspaper, including A Collection 
of Stories by New Writers in the Korean Peninsula (1934), A Collection of Short 
Stories by Joseon Writers (1935), and A Collection of Stories by Women Writers in 
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the Korean Peninsula ��936�, were also published. In the �920s, some modernist 
poets and Korean authors of the magazine published by the KeiMo Imperial 
University, Seiryo attempted to test Korean as a modern language. They also 
translated their work into Japanese or created literary works directly in Japanese. 

A spontaneous classical literature publication project  was carried out. Classical 
literary works of Joseon were also translated into Japanese and published in several 
Japanese books, including Popular Joseon Novels (1921), Seonmanchongseo 
(1922-1923), and Masterpieces of Joseon Literature (1924). 

Under the support of the Japanese Government General of Korea, these 
classical works of Joseon were systematically collected, recorded, and translated 
into Japanese by government officials or professors of KeiMo Imperial University. 
The purpose of this project was shown in Popular Joseon Novels published by 
Jayutogusa. Hajime Hosoi stated that Popular Joseon Novels was published in 
order to understand Joseon, which Japan should guide and lead with the great 
spirit of Japan-Joseon harmony as a brother country, under the watchful eye of the 
international community. However, Popular Joseon Novels actually emphasized 
Joseon’s subservient attitude towards China or corruption in the ruling class of 
Joseon. Japan criticized the nature of the Joseon people and traditional cultural 
values of Joseon as the harmful consequences of Confucianism, which was a forced 
belief from China for Chinese convenience in ruling Joseon. That is, unlike its 
stated purpose—promoting harmony between Japan and Joseon by understanding 
the unique nature and culture of Joseon people, Joseon literature was rearranged, 
modified, and bluntly interpreted in the translation process. These translations 
stressed the difference between China and Japan, and thus, Japanese translations of 
Joseon literature were used for colonial learning and the development of ideologies 
needed for the rationalization of colonial ruling. These distorted or altered 
translations of Joseon literary works were distributed to Japanese communities 
in Joseon and Japan. They formed the images of Joseon people and culture, and 
some of them were even included in traditional Japanese culture. For example, a 
children’s tale of Joseon, Marriage of Mice (The Chosen and Manshu, 1924), which 
had been translated into Japanese by Tomo Imamura, was retranslated into Korean 
�by Jeongim Park� and introduced to Korea as an old tale of Japan. In addition, the 
distorted Japanese translation of Joseon literature also affected Joseon intellectuals 
who could speak Japanese. It became the source of modern Joseon literary works, 
and some of them have even been canonized as traditional literary works of Joseon 
up to this day. For instance, the narrative structure and characters of Seokgatap 
Legend, whose national spirit was well known to have been inspired by Jinkeon 
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Hyun’s novel Muyeongtap, had its origins in the Japanese translations of Korean 
literature, The Legend of Gyeongju by Kintaro Osaka �The Chosen, 1921) and Play: 
Muyeongtap Story by Yoshimitsu Hamaguchi (The Chosen and Manshu, 1924).

As described above, Japanese translations of Joseon literature during the 
colonial period before the 1930s established the colonial learning trend, switching 
its purpose, target, subMect, and method depending on changes in Korea-Japan 
relations and colonial policies. This clearly shows how translated literature was 
utilized for politics. At the same time, it was the starting point of introducing Joseon 
literature and culture to other countries. Japanese translations of Joseon literary 
works also became a part of the origin of modern Korean literature, and some 
of them were even included among traditional Japanese literature. The various 
problems inherent in the Japanese translations of Joseon literature cannot be solved 
by a single country, whether Korea or Japan. This issue should be handled using a 
de-boundary research approach. 

4. The Development and Role of Traditional Japanese Poetry in Korea

The section above provided a brief overview of Japanese language literature 
in Korea. However, the mainstream of Japanese language literature that was 
continuously created throughout Korea from even before the Japanese annexation 
of Korea to the end of Japanese colonization era was traditional Japanese short 
poetry, such as Tanka, Haiku, and Senryu. In particular, Haiku and Tanka absorbed 
diverse discussions about traditional Japanese poetry that occurred during the Meiji 
period. They were even reflected in Haiku and Tanka of Joseon, and became a 
maMor genre of Japanese language literature in Korea. 

Prior to �9�0, Tanka and Haikuin Korea were already key genres of Japanese 
language literature. Rooted in Gyeongseong (Seoul) and Busan based on literary 
associations that were not developed in other genres, Tanka and Haiku were created 
through public contests offered by literary columns of the media. Later, they 
became a literary communicative device among Japanese residents of Joseon. Early 
Tanka and Haiku contained a sense of anxiety and alienation experienced by people 
who had migrated from Japan—from a center or inland—to Joseon—an edge or 
outland. 

A flag of surrender in the midday heat, which seems to belong to Russian 
troops 

( ᰕⴋȟș䵢䓽Ȁ㾻țȠᣅᰇ )
To Housaien, a year has passed since my ill wife went back to my country
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( 㣣ૹൂȍ⯵ȕȧഭȀ䆧ȟǻᒤ䎺ȍȕ )
Ten years have passed in Joseon, and I am going to be an old man 

without any friend in my hometown
( 七ȋȟǻॱᒤ䙾ǣǿȅ᭵䟼Ȁ⸕ȠӪȗ❑Ǣ㗱ǽǿȞȕ )
Standing in an open field with a flag, I can understand the feeling of 

Hideyoshi who gained a victory with a smile
( 哮Ǘǧǻབྷ䟾Ȁ・ǻȅ⿰ਹǡㅁȨǼऍᗇǬᗳڢȅȠ )

These works from the early 1900s are good materials through which to learn 
the nature of Japanese residing in Joseon. In addition to their depiction of the 
Japanese  dream of a manly takeover of the continent, as shown through their 
setting in the Russo-Japanese War and the Japanese colonization of Joseon, these 
works contain an uneasy sense of alienation. In addition, some Tankas citied 
Japanese mythology and classics, strengthening the psychological bonds and 
sense of cultural superiority of Japanese residents of Joseon. For Haiku, kigo ( ᆓ
䃎ˈseasonal words) were required elements. Haikus in Joseon often tried to seek 
Joseon-style sources, but there was no development in Joseon-style kigo. During 
this period, traditional Japanese poetry appeared as a mainstream of literature in 
various media, but it was only a sporadic attempt to show the nature of Joseon. 

As unique sources and scenery and customs of Joseon were the subject of 
Senryu, a form that had flourished in Joseon during the �9�0s, numerous literary 
clichés on the characteristics of Joseon emerged. The Joseon-published Chosen 
Senryu (1922), the first book of Dozaemon Ryukenji, who came to Joseon in 
1911, clearly shows how traditional Japanese poetry developed in Joseon during 
the �9�0s after the Japanese annexation of Korea. According to this book, Senryu 
columns were published in various Japanese language newspapers and magazines 
in early 1910s Joseon. Among a total of 300,000 phrases, approximately 4,600 
were selected and included in the Chosen Senryu. Although Senryu was considered 
as having the weakest literary value and foundation among traditional poetry 
forms, it was pretty popular at the beginning of the twentieth century. This enables 
us to guess the greater popularity of Haiku, which had wider distribution through 
contests and literary columns offered by newspapers or magazines unlike Senryu. 
Although it is very difficult to find in Korea existing Haiku and Senryu works 
similar to those of Japan, there is a record that they were already included in 
specialized magazines, published throughout Joseon. Based on the existing record, 
during the 1910s, the kigo of Haiku could not be specialized in Joseon, whose 
weather differed little from that of Japan. In fact, Senryu, which focuses primarily 
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on personal matters, was able to convey the characteristics of Joseon by depicting 
its social conditions, scenery, and customs. 

The Japanese authorities, including the Japanese Government General of 
Korea, who had executed unauthorized reign over Joseon during the �9�0s, began 
to practice cultural governance after the March First Independence Movement of 
Joseon in 1919. Consequently, Japanese language poetry became wide spread in the 
early �920s. In other words, the Japanese language poetry circle gained the ability 
to publish regular magazines based on its strong literary associations, and this 
brought a dramatic change in the literary world of colonial Korea. This trend was 
largely led by Japanese Tanka writers who came to Joseon in the early �920s. In 
particular, it is worth noting the range of social intercourse of Japanese residents in 
Joseon, which was revealed through the magazine Shinjin and activities of Shinjin 
Association, a literary association that strived to become the power of the Tanka 
literary circle in Joseon. 

The Potonamu Association published the first Tanka magazine Potonamu in 
Joseon in 1922, and it became a vehicle for most Tanka writers in Joseon until early 
�923. However, in July �923, in partnership with Morio Ichiyama, a businessman 
with a wide circle of acquaintances, Gyotai Hosoi launched the magazine Shinjin. 
Although Shinjin was a newcomer, it succeeded in becoming mainstream in the 
Tanka literary world in Joseon through a series of special articles related to Joseon. 
The first issue of Shinjin resonated with Tanka writers not only in Joseon but also 
in Japan (Aikawa 15-17). Published in Joseon while the printing business in Tokyo 
was suffering due to the Great Kanto EarthTuake in �923, the Tuality of Shinjin 
was high enough to surprise the central Tanka literary circle in Japan both in terms 
of content and printing.  

Shinjin used two methods to influence the Joseon literary world during the 
1920s: a special project related to traditional Joseon poetry and the promotion of 
cooperation and solidarity with Japanese writers residing in Joseon in other fields. 
It is very important to note that these two methods were also devised by Morio 
Ichiyama, who had striven to establish the Tanka literary world in Joseon ever since 
the publication of Shinjin. In early �926, Ichiyama carried out a special proMect to 
collect the opinions of Japanese major Tanka writers about the shape of the Tanka 
literary world in Joseon. He discovered that the majority of Japanese Tanka writers 
wanted to see the unique characteristics of Joseon. He therefore later led a project 
on traditional Joseon poetry (such as folk songs and ancient songs) through Shinjin, 
following the first method described above. The second method of Shinjin was 
collecting literary works from a variety of Joseon and Japanese writers who decided 
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to contribute their writings to its special issues, responding to the request of Morio 
Ichiyama. The contributors included writers, professors, teachers, Mournalists, 
critics, pottery researchers, folklorists, poets, Haiku writers, landscape gardeners, 
and painters, who were the leading cultural figures in Japan and Joseon. 

In these special issues, the connection between traditional Japanese poetry 
and Joseon folklore is visible in the interface between Shinjin Association and 
the Namsan Senryu Association in the late 1920s. This interaction involved the 
participation of Tomo Imamura in special research on Korean folk songs. Imamura, 
a representative Senryu writer affiliated with the Namsan Senryu Association, 
continuously presented Joseon related sources and authored several tomes about 
Joseon folklore. The decade’s research on traditional Joseon poetry and ethnicity 
was led by Ichiyama of Shinjin by collecting literary works from Japanese elites 
residing in Joseon in diverse fields. This research was also connected to the Haiku 
and Senryu circles and Joseon folklore. This was the prosperous period in research 
on traditional Joseon culture. During the Joseon boom after the 1930s, various 
attempts were made to identify the local characteristics of Joseon in each literary 
field. Traditional Japanese language poetry forms, such as Senryu, Haiku, and 
Tanka, had been illustrating this local flavor since the �9�0s. After the creation of 
the Shinjin in the 1920s, the traditional Japanese poetry world, which had barely 
maintained the publication of professional magazines by trial and error through 
local association activities, completely changed tack to dominate the field of 
identifying local characteristics. Although originally aimed at representing Joseon 
in the field of Tanka, the Shinjin continuously produced Ichiyama’s special issues 
that attempted to explore traditional Joseon poetry, ethnicity, and folklore. Through 
these efforts, the Shinjin played a leading linguistic and cultural role in establishing 
local Joseon characteristics not only in the fields of Haiku and Senryu, but also in 
ethnology, folklore, and folk arts from the late 1920s to the 1930s. 

5. Conclusion

This study examined the beginnings and development of the literature of 
Japanese residents of Joseon from early modern times to 1930. The literature 
analyzed in this research had not previously been included in evaluations of 
Japanese literature or even colonial Japanese language literature. Even before the 
Japanese annexation of Korea, Japanese language newspapers and magazines had 
already been launched in maMor Japanese communities in Joseon. It is apparent that 
Japanese language literature in the early twentieth century was formed around the 
literary columns in these media. 
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Under the pretense of understanding the customs and culture of Joseon as a 
ruler of a colonial country, these Japanese language media in Joseon translated 
Joseon literary works into Japanese and used them as colonial learning tools. Here, 
it should be pointed out that Japanese translations of Joseon literature, which were 
supposed to be a literary act, were used for various political means by Japanese 
elites. The canonization of these Japanese translations as traditional Joseon 
literature is yet a problem in current academic circles.

Moreover, traditional Japanese language poetry emerged through, developed 
in, and disappeared from the literary columns of Japanese media in early twentieth-
century Joseon. Based on strong literary associations, Japanese writers residing 
in Joseon made attempts to express Joseon through Japanese poetry, using Tanka, 
Haiku, and Senryu, at times independently and sometimes in solidarity.

These Japanese language literary activities in Joseon were carried out with a 
close connection with both domestic and international literary worlds, such as those 
of Manchuria and Taiwan. After the 1930s, the development of Japanese language 
literature became complex due to diverse literary and cultural phenomena, and 
because of its sensitive response to local issues. Therefore, without understanding 
the whole picture of Japanese language literature and culture during this period, it is 
impossible to identify and interpret literature and the culture of East Asian countries 
(including Japan, Joseon, Manchuria, and Taiwan) from a modern perspective. 
Almost a half-century history of Japanese language literature in Joseon, which 
continued until colonial liberation in 1945, should be investigated not from a 
single country’s perspective but from an East Asian perspective. This investigation 
requires a border-crossing research method rather than a subdivided and closed-
border research method for more accurate examination. Based on this critical 
thinking, the academic association East Asia and Contemporary Japanese-Language 
Literature was founded in 2013. An international journal, Border Crossings: The 
Journal of Japanese-Language Literature Studies, was also published in 2014, and 
a variety of border-crossing studies have been conducted through it. 

ǏNotesǐ

ķ Takayuki Nakane defined translations by Joseon writers during the�930s as ³an intermediate 

step toward creation,” “a pre-creation writing method chosen by Joseon writers, who lack 

creating ability”, or “a pre-creation writing method commanded by the Japanese Government 

General of Korea.´ See Takayuki Nakane. Cultural Magazine Representing “Joseon” (Tokyo: 

Shinyosha, 2004) 243-63.
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䐠 Although their outcomes cannot be easily predicted, there were some excellent attempts: The 

Chosen Haiku Anthology (1930) and A Collection of Haiku poems: The Chosen (1930) in the 

field of Haiku� The Chosen: A Collection of Tanka Poems (1934), The Chosen Natural Features 

Tanka Collection (1935), and A Collection of Tanka Poems: The Chosen (1937) for Tanka; and 

The Chosen Natural Features Senryu Anthology (1940) for Senryu.
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Abstract: Miyamoto Yuriko is a female writer representing Japan who wrote 
for the proletariat class. Although from a bourgeois background, she made an 
ethical choice to push for the equality of people. Her life as an egalitarian activist 
is represented in her writing that glorifies the ethical choice of the figures in her 
works. To be sure, the ethical choices made by the author do not exactly translate 
into those made by the fictional characters. Nonetheless, her autobiographical 
novels feature protagonists who go through experiences similar to the author’s. Her 
inclination to egalitarian activism is projected in her art. The itinerary of Yuriko 
becoming a proletarian writer is the subject of her own novels from her debut work 
to her major works. The principle behind the acts of the autobiographical characters 
is the cause of equality as the motivation of ethical choices. This was the ideal of 
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Yuriko’s literary work that called for levelling the gap between the rich and the 
poor, male and female, and finally for the abolition of class distinctions. This shows 
the question of ethical choice through which the writer grows up from a bourgeois 
to become a writer for the proletariat. And it suggests the possibility of proletarian 
literature that deals with the ethical choice made by a writer while growing up. 
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Title: A Review of &RQÀLFW�DQG�,QWHJUDWLRQ of Art and Morality: An Ethical Study 
of Oscar Wilde
Abstract: Liu Maosheng’s new book &RQÀLFW�DQG�,QWHJUDWLRQ�RI�$UW�DQG�0RUDOLW\��
An Ethical Study of Oscar Wilde (Published by Social Sciences Academic 
Press(SSAP) in June, 2016.) mainly focuses on the textual anatomy of the 
historical, political and social backgrounds of the Victorian Era which was vividly 
depicted in Wilde’s works. The book, with the method of Ethical Literary Criticism, 
systematically expounds the ethical and artistic ideals of Oscar Wilde’s literary 
career; it also reveals Wilde’s ethical connotations and discusses the conflicting 
yet integrated characteristics of his writing. The book sticks to an emphasis on 
textual analysis which is highly evaluated in the study of Ethical Literary Criticism; 
hence, it offers us the rational analysis, dialectical interpretations and reasonable 
conclusions. It also offers us innovative methodologies and inventive perspectives. 
It should also be considered as a trailblazing breakthrough in Wilde’s study to help 
us to better reflect on Oscar Wilde’s artistic contribution to English Literature and 
to set a remarkable example for future study. 
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ㆰঅൠ䇔⦻ቄᗧⲴୟ㖾ѫѹ㢪ᵟѫᕐˈ㘼ᱟඊᤱ൘⦻ቄᗧୟ㖾㢪ᵟѫᕐѝ

৫᷀࠶ԆⲴⵏᇎⲴ㢪ᵟᇎ䐥ˈӾ㘼᧕䘁ⵏᇎⲴ⦻ቄᗧ㢪ᵟࡋǄ䘉⹄ウо

Շн਼ൠਁ⧠Ҷ⦻ቄᗧୟ㖾ѫѹ㢪ᵟѫᕐѝⲴⵏᇎⲴ⦻ቄᗧࡋˈ䘉нӵ᥆

ᧈࠪҶ⦻ቄᗧࡋѝѠᇼⲴՖ⨶䚃ᗧ⏥ˈҏབྷབྷᔰ䱄Ҷ⦻ቄᗧ⹄ウⲴ㿶ฏˈ

Ӿ㘼֯⦻ቄᗧ⹄ウ᩶㝡Ҷ⦻ቄᗧࡋᰐޣ䚃ᗧⲴୟ㖾ѫѹ⹄ウ㘱䐟Ǆ

ቡ⹄ウᇩⴻˈࡈ㤲⭏ᮉᦸⲴ䘉䜘㪇ҏᱟⴞࡽ⦻ቄᗧ⹄ウѝᴰѪޘ䶒

㌫㔏Ⲵаᵜ⹄ウу㪇Ǆ䘉䜘㪇ሶ⦻ቄᗧⲴࡋ࠶Ѫйњ䱦⇥ˈሩ⦻ቄᗧⲴ

й᮷Ⲵㄕ䈍ǃሿ䈤઼ᠿࡋ㊫⹄ウǄ⦻ቄᗧᡰ࠶䘋㹼Ҷ㌫㔏Ⲵࡋ䜘ޘ

ᆖṧᔿˈ㻛㘵⭘Ֆ⨶Ⲵᙍ㘳㶽Ҿа⚹ˈнӵ࡛࠶䘋㹼␡઼᷀ࢆޕ䇪䘠ˈ㘼

ф䘈ሩйњࡋ䱦⇥ᆼᮤ㘼ᇼᴹ䙫䗁㚄㌫ⲴՖ⨶ޣ㌫䘋㹼Ҷợ⨶Ǆֻྲㄕ䈍ˈ
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㘵䇔Ѫ⦻ቄᗧ൘ަѝᇴᢈҶ㠚ᐡሩҾ⨶ᜣ⽮ՊⲴ⑤ᵋˈԕୟ㖾Ⲵᖒᔿ㢪ᵟ

㠚⿱ǃ↻䞧Ⲵ⧠ᇎц⭼ˈ⽪Ҷㄕ䈍ѝⲴՖ⨶䙫䗁Ǆ┑ݵҶ㖾ྭնত⧠

ྲሿ䈤ˈ㘵䇔Ѫ⦻ቄᗧㅄлⲴ䚃䘎ᱟањୟ㖾նত൘Ֆ⨶䚃ᗧ䟽䍏л㓿ਇ

Ⰻ㤖Ⲵ㢪ᵟᖒ䊑ˈ⭫ۿᴰ㓸ᰐ⌅䚞㭭䳀㯿൘䚃䘎ᗳ␡༴Ⲵᡰᴹ䚃ᗧঠ䘩ˈ

൘ୟ㖾о䚃ᗧⲴᢹᤙѝˈ䚃䘎ਚ㜭᧕ਇ䚃ᗧⲴ㖊Ǆഐ↔ˈԆۿ⭫ੁࡪᱟԆ

ⲴаՖ⨶䘹ᤙǄ⦻ቄᗧⲴᠿⲴՖ⨶⢩ᖱᱟ਼ԆⲴᠿⲴ⧠ᇎᙗ㚄㌫൘а

䎧ⲴǄѝⲴӪ⢙ԕ৺Ӫ⢙⍫ࣘⲴ⽮Պ㛼Ჟˈ䜭ᱟ䛓аᰦᵏ㤡ഭ⽮ՊⲴ⭏ࣘ

⧠ˈ৽᱐Ҷᇦᓝ⸋ǃႊါޣ㌫ǃ᭯⋫ߢケㅹ䈨ཊ⽮ՊѝⲴՖ⨶䰞仈Ǆഐ

↔ਟԕⴻࠪˈ⦻ቄᗧُࣙйн਼Ⲵ᮷ᆖṧᔿˈ᤹➗аᇊⲴՖ⨶䙫䗁൘ާփ

Ⲵ૱ѝሩањњՖ⨶䰞仈䘋㹼䀓ࢆˈӾ㘼൘ୟ㖾ѫѹ㢪ᵟᖒᔿѝ⌘ޕҶѠ

ᇼⲴՖ⨶⏥Ǆ

⨶Ӫ⹄ウⲴสкਖ䗏䐟ᖴˈӾୟ㖾ѫѹ㢪ᵟ・൪䖜㘼ӾՖࡽ㤲⭏൘ࡈ

Ⲵ㿶㿹㘳ሏ⦻ቄᗧⲴ㢪ᵟࡋˈ䘉ᱟаᔰᤃᙗⲴ⹄ウࣚ࣋ˈнӵ䶙ᯠҶ⹄

ウⲴᯩ⌅ˈѠᇼҶ⹄ウⲴᇩˈ㘼фᗇࠪҶޘᯠⲴǃㅖਸ䙫䗁Ⲵ㿲⛩о㔃䇪Ǆ

൘᮷ᵜ㓶䈫Ⲵสкˈ㘵㌫㔏ൠ䇪䘠Ҷ⦻ቄᗧࡋⲴՖ⨶ᙍᜣ൘ަ㢪ᵟᇎ

䐥ѝⲴᖒᡀ઼ਁኅ䗷〻ˈ⽪Ҷ⦻ቄᗧ㢪ᵟᇎ䐥ѝⲴՖ⨶઼⏥൘ޣ㚄ˈ

ቔަᱟ㢪ᵟоՖ⨶䚃ᗧᰒߢケ৸ӂ㶽ਸⲴ⢩⛩Ǆ䘉䜘㪇㔃ᶴᆼᮤˈ䙫

䗁ѕᇶˈ䇱ᦞ࠶ݵˈ㿲⛩ᯠ仆ˈᰐ䇪ᱟӾᯩ⌅䇪кⴻˈ䘈ᱟӾ⹄ウѝᗇࠪⲴ

㿲⛩઼㔃䇪ⴻˈ䜭ާᴹケࠪⲴࡋᯠ䇶ˈᱟа亩⦻ቄᗧ⹄ウⲴᔰᤃᙗᡀ᷌ˈ

ປ㺕Ҷᡁഭᆖ⭼ሩ⦻ቄᗧࡋ䘋㹼ᮤփ⹄ウⲴオⲭˈѪ䟽ᯠ䇔䇶о৽ᙍ⦻ቄ

ᗧ৺ަ൘㤡ഭ᮷ᆖਢѝⲴ䟽㾱ൠսᨀҶᡀ࣏Ⲵ⹄ウ㤳ֻǄ

⾍䜘ᗳ㹰ˈ൘㺘䗮ޘ㚊ҶԆӾһ⦻ቄᗧ⹄ウⲴࠍ㤲⭏ণሶࠪ⡸Ⲵу㪇ࡈ

䍪Ⲵ਼ᰦҏᐼᵋԆ㔗㔝ࣚ࣋ˈнᯝᬰⲫᆖᵟ⹄ウⲴ儈ጠǄ਼ᰦᡁؑˈԆ൘

⦻ቄᗧ⹄ウᯩ䶒ਆᗇⲴᡀ᷌ˈҏՊᡀѪԆⴞࡽᣵਖа亩ഭᇦ⽮、ส䠁䈮仈

Ā㩗՟㓣ᠿ⹄ウāⲴඊᇎสǄᡁԜᵏᖵࡈ㤲⭏൘ᆖᵟ⹄ウⲴ䚃䐟кˈ㔗

㔝⿹Āᗧ䉖ˈ→Ҿ㠣ழāⲴ⨶ᘥˈᒦԕ↔ѪԆѪӪѪᆖⲴᴰ儈䘭≲ʽ

                                                    䍙Ա㕌䗇φㄖ�ḩ
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