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The organic form, on the other hand, is innate; it shapes as it de.,elops itself

from within, and the fullness of its development is one and the same with the pefec-
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tion of its outward form. Such is the life, such the form. Nature, the prime genial

artist, inexhaustible in diverse powers, is equally inexhaustible in forms. ¥

T b b ERD 5 B £ 21 TH#% E - 72 “the mechanical form” X IZRxHZ, EM»ER
*PRET D “the organic form” 7> = 7 AETOERICHELEL Tbd L a—nY) v PI3EEL
TWbDThHhb, TEMTFLLFVWHRTELEELEL LHIC, TTEMI>EEL ZNAHDPEHEAICE
BL, #NHHOERZET S L ) I127% - 728, “the organic form” &% 2N THh b, DwI D
(BB —] 21ERIC5 2 5720I100F, =1L ) v PO VhbOIBEHOE X 2 LEL T2,
Rtz 224813, “the mechanical form” L2 EMICE 2 52 L5 TE v, itz 28 &1
[RIKICAVWT R 512 A =D % —DH 2 id 2L EOFEMEIC & - TR DT 2HEH 1Y
THEH, BEHEE—EOBBEN 2F->TB ), ZORENEC L TITFE “the organic
form” 3ERTE L VDTH 5,

EZAHTa—NY y PUBOMFREIR, > 7 2ACTORICHEET 520 [ Ay —4 ]
FRFT Uo7, ENWIEFIZIS 2 7 AETORIOFRTHRIIL 7234 D & KB L 723845 % X5
TOLULEREZRLZ, ZOTTHDEKRKS, 17524 RS 1172 The Beauties of Shakespeare
ThHb, HL H. =2 XTI X2RANDL ) L MEFFKIL, “the organic unity of drama”
ICDVTRER N T\ 505, S 2 7ACT 2T HHC13, 20BEHR+EHL LI &3
BEILEbhirobLnw) ZoBERI—NLY v PLUBORIFRENS - KO IR
2572 2 7 ZAETHEORINERNMEZ RIKT X272 2 L 2HAICRL TW5DTH 5,
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SRR LS 2 JAETHRIOEY 2 ERT 2 L) T FE TS WkEE T Bk 2 T2 aic #ai
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LDRRPHONE X 2 FEIICAETE 2 L )ik -7, 1I8HIEOMIFFRZIIT AN P DABEER
DB ZIT CTHBEEZMOME N LERL2DT, P2 7 AETOKIEH F D ICERT ET,
WEICIIAFETH 72, W, R7 4 F—Ii3 A Specimen of a Commentary on Shakespeare
(1794) THID T 2 7 AET DA A—PIZOWTEBEL TW A, a—L) v ook )icetkE ks
DFMEZEZ C, TDA A=V OLORMBRELIFET DI LBELZLOTR T2 -
720 RT7AZ—IC, 2Ty 7AETDA A —=VIFEERICHERES2EHE LrBbldr-
72 A—N N wPIlLosTHOHTL 2 ZAETRIDLERHOS S WIEID 3 >V LS
TRASEIALVHWESRLEB/ T L LIS -7, Fl2 i3OI >» TROBICR T
5,
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Puns often arise out of a mingled sense of injury, and contempt of the person in-

flicting it, and, as it seems to me, it is a natural way of expressing that mixed feeling.s)

A=)y POFCHFRE R L T2 LETH S, 1SHILOMEFTFREII L 2 7AETHEED
B RES, FOLDIZHEDOGEFEMEIFRL T2y, a—LY) v 22k 5> TEEDBUDFD
BIBUSh R D THHEIZ K - 72D Th b, FxlEZnLrma—n) v Pog iR E 5 2 5
B, WA FATHh-2EFELHCES QT S50, HAREERE LTl IhL 2 KIE, AL
L TOBNEZNE L BB ERD 2 6beffo Tz btz bhv, T, M, LA —1
ZOFEEZBEDTROKRIZa—NY) v P EFFL T 5,

In rich ethical reflectiveness, in delicate sensitiveness of poetic imagination, and

above all in profound insight into human nature, is a critic worthy of his high place

at the head of English criticism of Shakespeare.”

oy X EROFM % LE L § 5 “the organic form™ &) 22— 1) v P OMFEFEEIZE S L
T, W3R —F G52 MEI o T2 L0045, ML b—%—35 2 2oz il
FEFICH72), ZIhbERRRAEVRERRT 206 ThHhs, 2= v PR [haLr
F) oO—3—E2SAN 5L, P2 7ZETOEALNLL v FE AT 5 L WIS
*HEL TS,

The unobtrusive:-and yet fully adequate mode of introducing the main character,

young Hamlet, upon whom transfers itself all the interest excited for the acts and

concerns of the king, his father.”
PWam 23— v PIE—RB—FE LRI ) K> T 2D T L, KD/ —ZART7T 4 Tk
MEE S LD LEREL TWbNTHDS, ZIUIKDHRIIT Riwh b R THROFR L EbRE
THhwv, M, M, W74 L ZDREREEZBDTROFRIZE > T 5,

Coleridges criticism of first scenes is only one manifestation of what was then a new

critical attitude of which one of the assumption is that each play is an organic whole,

a temporal development and not a static adding of one scene to another.”

=)y PHA—RHHERICHREICHET 2012, o [ABEKRS] OB THICZ > Tw
LI LIIEELRLVWERETH S,

a—nY) DL 2 7 2T HEEZAT B “the organic form” DEIRIGAHICEL T, &) —>
FREE N EFEIE, #H° “dramatic irony” & LIFLIETEREL T\5 2 & TH %, “dramatic
irony” &1¥ The Reader’s Encyclopedia of Shakespeare (Z L #UiZ,

Name given to the discrepancy between the expectations of a given character in a

. 10)
play and the eventual outcome of those expectations.
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YA Bh, Sk dramatic irony IZRATC HITIE, |, HICEEROREE 2 FIC AN TH S
UEHH B, “organicism” B L L = 7AETHFCIEHL 22— ) v 22k > TE, ID
“dramatic irony” DIEHEIEBKROKERICHZ 5w, BIZITHIE <7 <X] DROFEIHK
McEB L 2HMFRTH - 72,
There’s no art

To find the mind’s construction in the face.

He was a gentleman on whom I biult

An ahsolute trust.'” (Macbeth, L. iv. 11—14)
CHOIICLTEICHRIT 2 SEENDENEHE Y 23— 1) » UIEHD “organicism” DHEGRIZ L - T
KB T DTH b, ZOBEIHEEBEURMOISHLOBEFER #XFIL, HE = 7 AT
MR FOBEAICL T3 EE-TLBETIRE WV, ¥ = ZAETIZAIT S “organic unity” |2
FHLZZa—LY) v 234 XY AMFFLEICKELBRREZLZDNOTH S,

B=M

YA TAMRNL T 7 A ETHEERIL, TN v D O%GESE ) ECFMEL Twrw,”?
WS HACOWIEFRICATEE e - 2BEHIZ, L= Z7RAET2RBILL -2 & &, BEDMERSHT
PEIEANCAT L 2722 ETH D, 2 7AECTOMBLICBIL TiE, 23— v P LETDHEF
KiZEL FOMEA* S Tz, 18D = 7 A THEFRIRN= - —BDERICL S
1 JAETADFEH» L, FICL L 2 7 AT 2EIMBLT L LI ICL > Tz, ENWR
Wi, %% “a great dramatist by a sort of instinct” # % \>3 “a pure child of nature”
B LbITTh DL, BHEIRL 2 7 AT 2ENHM N 2R LAWK ER Tz, Ll
=)y P INEZHFIIRNLTEY, FEHSPHUFAPTL 2 7 AT OLFBHMINIE
LEAFHL T5E, BIZIFTIBIENHENF T [ 72 %25 L T 5KZ, “The exquisite
judgement of ShakeSpeare’}B) YEo720, g2 [havy b)) #FFOBC L “The judgement
of Shakespeare” # %\ “how judiciously” e, 72 [/~ av v b ICRIT 2 ENE
ADFH ¥ 2 T, “How admirable, too, is the judgement of the poet!” Wyrgs,1Tns,
TOBEER [~av ey ] HEFEEBCLM, T4V EV I BHFRLBOTED, ROBRIZH
LT3,

But what is most striking in the fragments on Hamlet is the pervasiveness of eval-

uation, the persistence of the theme that Shakespeare’s judgement is equally to his

genius, ¢
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ko TR E-Z2 LI LEWT, ABLEEDHM NI L > TAMESI N2 LD THBE &HZ T
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LRIBLEIZESTNEDTHD, 723NN w2 7AET2BEICHEL2DIL, #E
KOMFERD L 2 7 AT 2L LBIECEFHA L T2 2 22T 2 8@l REHSBHE L T
BFoNb, UL 2 7AET2REL ) L TH55ENAHRD KD Hoso Tz kizvz, Hn
YRGS 2 3l L D TH o 72, 2D L) HAEINEE, 2—1 ) v PdL 2 7AET 5K
KIBICHRET L LICE-TC, P27 AEToOHEM%Z (K HIZIEE8D ST znY) Hiic#
ZE9ELTZDTH B,

KiZa—n) y PH20ALN L = 7 AL THFERICAFETH 2 =id, HEIBIFOFES AT
Bt LB EICL TWb EZ2A5TH S ISHACHEAT, T=ARO > 2 v TRENOHFE L ZIT
T, LHEFOMFFFE IR OB AWOHEARSGTHTICEIET 5 L0124, #HEFEOHF.LIZERY L0
B~ EBATL TIT- 72, FRSISHHEIE F TIoiE, LEFIMFORBEL L > T 72D TH
5, oo riREANBEABENMEI A EEILOBERYRILE ARL T, BH AW T 5 HR
SHDEANZ L 5T n 2, =N v PDLx 7 ZETHFFIHCTL, HWRESHTIZ—D D
FEEOKRELREBICK->TEBY, ZHUIFC [hav v M #HEHIACTELWLDE L - T
%. 1#%3,“I have a smack of Hamlet myself, if I may sayso..” " Z -7, T. S. =
) Ay P DORDKRL RiwEZT 2D TH b,

The kind of criticism that Goethe and Coleridge produced, in writing of Hamlet, is

the most misleading kind possible. For they both possessed unquestionable critical

insight, and both make their critical aberrations the more plausible by the substitution

. . . . 18
which their creative gift effects. )

of their own Hamlet for Shakespeare’s
ZIHINL Y FPOSEIRLTE LI, 2= v PIIBBEANDERI> LUV EEL THSH
FDnL oy P EEEL, LT3, TLREFAMES P LEEDANPTH LD L )12
WL TN THS, BARLEEZ KU T Lo JREFA - AR L LTI HBROBRTH
245 T. S, T UA v b R20HAAHFFRZIHEOMITFHEICRIIL T E, WRTLAZNL
S u REIBEEICK LT 2 HEER & L C20MC BB HEED 5\ id 4 A — O HEFHSH TS
1REE-oTHLBETIEZV, PIZIZAEL L 2 7RAETHIFRD., 7ANLY B3 HOWMEL 2T
x2 fOFEXT, (Bl [~2v o M OBNTEAL LV Y MIFELLV] ESEL, Bl
WIRDOHB T ALY Y P EEBRTNET, RLTEBADEZEEO AL L THIRETR LW
L EEL T B, ‘

Apart from the play, apart from his actions, from what he tells us about him, there

is no Hamlet. He is like a figure in a picture; his position therein, the light and
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shade arond him, the lines and curves which constitute his form, are part of the

compositon of the whole, and derive their sole life and significance from their

relation to the rest of the picturefw
WUBIEIEL tolzht, ZDT4NY > DEZFHMARY 2 7 AT HFOEFHZ SH T
20T, a—)Y v PR RGBTSR TELDIEERTH S, 2 aL y MBSt
LT, 3= v SOy = 7 RAETOBF AP L TR AFLBTHIL T b, iz
2, Bo—=T 22 LT by POBZBLTRENE TE LW ERIIRECETEZSF 2T
VWD, BEOHERMEE L W ISR WTIE a0 v PIEFEEER T LT U Y bW, R HEEE
KEE o> THIIH— M2 o CIEMLHMZESAPCTL TS, Bl ZiE Ly FITIENR
XY B R NEHRADLBOMIC, “a due balance” ZRWVWTWwd a2 — Y v 2id@wL
Twb,

In Hamlet I conceive himto have wishedto exemplify the moral necessity of a due

balance between our attention to outward objects and our meditationon inward

thoughts a due balance between the real and the imaginary world. 20)

TDEIBRELTEEOD AU FTIZ2—NY) v CMBOL DT, MMOMBERDEMEZHF XL
WHLDTH D, BIPICHEDOHUBMTIZIZ DHEEMABTH 55, BRICHRVTIIBO#EFER%
EBILTWEDTH 5D,

EmM

2=y DICHT B, LICKROBL LDV H B, M, 774 Vida—n) v POMEE
EREEROBRICHETEL T 5,

What he succeeds in doing instead is to state certain principles as criteria of great-

ness in drama, give arguments for them, and apply them by exhibiting them in the

plays. But the principles are not self-evident and, hence, are debatable. 2
B ica—n) v P ORFRBIIRROKEE S5ICFKE-> T 5, 2O—FlE LT, KN pleas-
ure-principle” # #I¥ 5 Z L A TE 3, HIZ18HLENHRFTINEFEY:TH 5 “pleasure-principle”
BICEBL T2, HEFZOHIC BB R Tk < THRHEIC IS “poetic imagination” & v ) ]
HEOHERTLH (> T0B D oKLY #1577, B L “pleasure-principle” (3 W3 L&,
i3 “pleasure-principle” DISHACHIFF L TN LEF, FOFEHICH-TWELEEZ S, ZD
Eolca—ny vy PRISHROMFRE L ZNE FZITOTWEI LLHEL, FLEHAD
HHZ2ACTWEZELHENT, TH—&v ) EREIRINL Y, THEEEM. M. 77
4 HRDOBRICEREL T3,
— 98 —
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Here again, as in his definition of poetry, we have a mixture of what is the eigh-

teenth-century heritage and what is Coleicdge’s own.?

2 —L) v 2RI L) LAFH— I FETEREBRL 20TH L2, M, H. =4
T ILRWFEL T b LIS, HITH L VHEEE BRI EoREE L BEL T 72T
b5 Mz a ) COBERLH BBHE “pleasure-principle” THRL, » HHFT
“Fancy and Imagination” ZHTHERICT 7u—FL T, FOMFFEEICIHE—MEERNTW S,
ZOHIIHNT, HN 2 72 THEFRHIFEHE LT TLEAI L, L L, KL RIS
N TwB L9, a—nY v DL 7AETHIENDRKOEBIZ, BEEDICHTH,

FERDMFTF~D—BH L B Z2T) 2 2I0E T, ZNETHOL 2 7AETHFLINS
KEKTNEBLEZ LI ETHB Hrldihr>Ta— ) v U9 2 ZAETICHLTLZ L
JIZ, Iy D EERLHEFFRE L THBLT 2 LEII L VY, PEIK(RS I NETH
L ) —ERVCOHZMIT TR LEITH 5,
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