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Dofamliarization or ostranenle (ccTpaqessos) is the aristie technigua of foreing the audience lo ses common things in an unfamiliar o
stranga way [Remlly “making it stranga®), In onder lo enhance porception of the faemilias,

T term was first coined in 1917 by Victor Shidovaky (or Shiklovakil, ona of the leading figures of tha movesmant i ierary criticiam
knorwn &8 Russian Formalsm. Formakam fecused on the artisthe strategees of the author and mada the litersry tecxt itaall, and nat the
histodkcal, social or political aspects of the work of ast, the focus of s study. Tha result was an appreciation for the craative act iteadl,
Shidowsky wias a mamber of OPOYAZ (Dbshohestvo ucheniya POsticheskogo YAZyha —Soclety for the Study of Poatis Language),
e of tha two growps, with the Moscow Linguistic Clncla, which developed the critical theomes and technigues of Russian Formaliam,
Cefamiliarization s a cantral concept of twantiath century art, renging over movements intluding Dada, postmoderniam, epic theatne,
and science fiction,

History Contents frel
Shideniky infroduced the contept of defamiBarization in his seminal essay, A as » 1 Histony

Dawvich™ (often translated a3 “An as Techaique™ . Thi essary biging with the famous w 2 Technkgus

dictum, “Ar is thinking in images.” Ths notion that 8 s characlenized by the use of 2.1 Dofamiiarzation in Russian Lissture
images represents a "tima-hononed notion, dating back to Adstotls and uphald in # 3 Literwry Anteoocnta

miadern timas by critics 30 dissamilar as Samus Taylor Coleridge, Cocll Day Lirvis, » 4 Log

George Plaxanay, and Herbert Read" . In Russian erany criticism, i was the major o “ Detarmiiartzation and Dillicvos
jprermisa of the dean of litesary critics, Vissarion Balinzky, but had bacoma such a . |:..-.. '

commonplace notion that Skhiovaky clasms, “The phrase may be heard from the mouth | » ~ e =

of & heced studant ™,

In thi esaay Shikbowaky arguees that swech a shopwomn undersianding fails 1o address the

major featuea of art, which ks not to be found in s conlant but its form. Oine of Shidovsky's major contentions was thal poetic language
s fundamentally different than the language that we use averpday. “Poatic speach i framed spesch. Prose ks ondinany speach-
GoONGMICH, basy, proparn, thr goddess of prose [dea prosaes] i a goddess of the accuate, tacile type, of the “direct’ eopression of a
child™ &, What makes an i nob the "image,” of the ided, which can dasily be xpressed in prosaie form just a5 wall &% in postic fom.,
This differsnce is (ha manipulation of form. or the arist’s techniqua, which is tha key to the creation of art.

Tt Erubgper SN Bd given @ prosais presentation bul it s not et becauss the form s et infemssting, it s autematis, This autematis use of
Lang i, O “ovir=gart omalizalion” &5 Shkbovaky rifirs 1o it, Coubess this ideh o mikning 10 “Tundlion &S ihough by fermula™ =, This
distinction batween artistic languaga and evanyday language, ks tha distinguishing characteristic of all ad, Ha irmsented the tanm
defamiliarization to “distinguish powtic from practical language on the basis of the former's perceptibility™™,
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