“...as far as wordscan give:” Romantic Poetry as Displaced Mystical
Experience in William Wordsworth’s Prelude

Bradley Dean Kallenbach

A dissertation submitted to the Faculty of HumastiUniversity of the Witwatersrand,

Johannesburg, in fulfilment of the requirementhaf tlegree of Master of Arts.

Johannesburg, 2011.



Abstract

This dissertation investigates the ways in whidir@ad and perennial problem — ‘the problem
of dualism’ - is approached by three areas of inyquiamely, English Romanticism, mysticism
and contemporary studies of consciousness. By catipa analysis of key passages in
Coleridge’s Biographia Literaria Huxley's survey of mystical traditions in tHeerennial
Philosophy and work by contemporary philosopher Colin McGion the ‘mind-body
problem,” | explain how each discipline proposesdeal state of ‘synthesis’ or ‘coalescence’
between the subjective and objective as a solutiothe problem of dualism.” In turn, each
discipline discerns a faculty or means towards sudynthesis. These are the ‘Imagination,’
‘Third Eye,” and ‘Bridging Principle’ respectivelfthus, this dissertation has three additional
aims. First, | argue that the Romantic ‘Imaginatiand mystical ‘Third Eye’ faculty are
conceptually similar in an attempt to show thataierRomantic poets (primarily Wordsworth,
Coleridge and Shelley) sought access to a supsusas realm via the ‘Imagination.’
However, seminal texts such as ColeridgBisgraphig Shelley’s Defence of Poetryand
Huxley’'s Perennial Philosophymply that the Romantic poet, unlike the mystg thwarted
from voluntary and veridical access to these realims Imagination reaches an impassable
threshold which the mystical ‘Third Eye’ travers&his condition, coupled with an inability to
convey mystical experience in language with greafrity, | argue, may account for the
presence of melancholy in key Romantic works sush Vdordsworth’s Prelude and
Immortality Ode | thus seek to enhance our understanding of titeeat commonplace
referred to as “Romantic melancholy.” Second, | &nillustrate this view by analysis of key
passages in WordsworthRreludeandImmortality Ode Finally, | aim to show that the early
Coleridgean understanding of ‘the problem of dualias highlighted in th@&iographiacan be
further elucidated by contemporary theories of cangsness on the ‘mind-body’ problem.
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Textual Note

Wordsworth'sPreludewent through a long gestation period and a nunobéextual variants
exist. The question of the de/merits of these wisiaespecially those of the 1805 and 1850
versions of the poem, form a field of study on ttleevn, and do not form any part of this thesis
and its concerns. Throughout this study, | refetheo 1805 version of the authoritative Norton
edition of the poemThe Prelude: 1799,1805,185&dited by Abrams, M.H., Gill, S., and
Wordsworth, J. NewYork: Norton.(1979). On two odoas | do find it useful to cite the 1850
version of the text. In each instance, this ocanr®otnotes to be found on pages 21 and 86
respectively. Here, too, | cite the Norton edition.



Introduction

There is a perennial idea which saturates Ronmtaptietry, prose and philosophy. It is one
which contemporary criticishhas characterized as a core concern, althoughfested in
different ways, in the works of various thinkersclsuas Leibniz, the Schlegels, Fichte,
Schelling, Blake, Coleridge and Wordsworth. Broadlyis the precept that an adequate
philosophy of aesthetics should aspire towardsvencoming of dualisth It is multifariously
described thus: ‘the solution to the dilemma ofldua’ ‘the reconcilement of antithesis;’ ‘the
marriage of mind and nature;’ ‘the synthesis ofigodes,” (Engell,1981,p.7-8) or most
astutely, ‘the coalescence of subject and obje@brams,1965,p.17). Each formulation
expresses a state in which a unification of digdally opposed entities is achieved. This
notion is not exclusive to Romantic literary theohut is crucial for two further areas of
inquiry, namely, philosophy of mifdind mysticisn?. Today, the former is concerned with ‘the
mind-body problem,’ that is, the elucidation of auroscientific theory explaining how
something like consciousness (the immaterial, phmamal and subjective) is generated by
something like the brain (the material, empiricat abjectivé). The provision of such an
account, according to modern theorists, dependsh upe discernment of a ‘Bridging
Principle’ which will bridge the ‘explanatory gap’between mind and matter
(Searle,1997;McGinn,1999,2004). For mysticism, tbealescence of subject and object’

Throughout, ‘Romantic’ will refer to the movemeritideas which occurred in the arts between 1789kimg
the outbreak of the French Revolution, and 1840.

2 Here | allude to the criticism that flourishedween 1950 and 1990, which includes key figures sschil.H.
Abrams (1963,1965,1971), Geoffrey Hartman (196241P%791987), Harold Bloom (1971a,1971b) and Thomas
McFarland (1980,1985,1987)

% The term will be expanded upon in the literat@éew. For the purpose of an introduction, it refer sets of
binaries, that is, mind and body, man and natheestibjective and the objective, finite and inéniime and
eternity etc.

* Coleridge in theBiographia Litereria(1817:1969) refers to “the coincidence of an obyéth a subject”
(XIl,p.466).

® This does nor refer exclusively to Descarte déntury theory of mind-body dualism, but rather thnge of
theorizing from Descartes up until contemporaryties of consciousness by John Searle (1997) atlid Co
McGinn (1999,2004).

® | will take ‘Mysticism’ to refer to the metaphysikcspeculations at the foundation of all religiofos,example,
the ‘Kabbalists’ in Judaism and the ‘Sufis’ in IslaMysticism is “belief in union with the divine tuae by means
of ecstatic contemplation and in the power of §péliaccess to domains of knowledge closed offdinary
thought.” (Blackburn,1996,p, 253).

" In chapter 5 of the literature review | elucidgte difference between ‘subjective’ and ‘objectineted by
Searle (1997). For now, let the objective refethiat which exists independent of an individual misdch as
rocks, trees and tables) and let the subjectivar tefthat which depends upon the individual mimdits
existence (such as ideas, emotions and dream ig)ager



primarily means the union of the individual souigtfragmented subject) with the Godhead
(the One/Ultimate Objectivity),during meditative states, by way of a distinctutacin the
human mind, often referred to as ‘The Third By&Johnson,1939:1993) Romantic literary
‘manifestos’, however, such as ColeridgeBsographia Literaria (1817:1969), Shelley’'s
Defence of Poetry(1821:2006) and Wordsworth’s ‘Preface’ to théyrical Ballads
(1802:2006), together with the ideas of the Gernfaanscendentalistd, attribute the
realization of such a ‘coalescence’ to the Imagimat— a concept that has a unique
philosophical and psychological heritage in Ron@astn. Their ideal of ‘coalescence’ may
broadly be defined as reintegration of a previousigtured mind (self/subject) with nature
(other/object) (Engell, 1981).

The ‘problem of dualism,” therefore, means manygh to many areas of inquiry. This
dissertation considers what the problem of duahsiah the form of its solution meant for some
of the Romantic poets. It questions, specificaljhether or not the Romantic-aesthetic
conception of the ‘coalescence of subject (mind)l abject (nature)’ denotes something
different to the mystical notion of ‘unity with ti@ne.” Given that the Romantic ‘Imagination’
and the mystical ‘Third Eye’ faculty are so coneaely alike as to balmostinterchangeable,

| propose that an important artistic ‘purpose’ eftain Romantic poets, captured by the phrase
‘coalescence of subject and object’ and explorekeinworks, is a different formulation of the
mystic’s primary goal of merging the self with tB@dhead: | argue that certain Romantics
were trying to ‘get to,” via the Imagination ands isublime product, poetic language,
transcendental states of consciousness appropoidtee empirical experience of a different

ontological realm? My primary aim is to argue for and substantiate foposition.

8 Mystical rhetoric expresses this by phrases ssdie “the union of the many with the One” or “therging of
the drop with the Ocean.” (Johnson, 1939:1993,)p.24

° Various sects make reference to this ‘divine fgtuas an entryway into higher states of consciegsrand
different ontological realms, ‘hidden’ from the &senses. This ‘Third Eye’ is allegedly the vehfolethe
apotheosis of human consciousness, that is, faugeentation of the mind into a divine-like stappropriate
for the perception of a higher realm.(Johnson,15393).

19 Engell (1981) lists Schelling, Tetens, Fichte, Sullegels and Kant, who are often consideredfatiers of
British Romanticism.’

Y This is even the case, | will show, with an agitdsite Shelley, to whom the Godhead need not ingmly
omnipotent, omnipresent, omniscient Creator, k&thte of consciousness.

12 ‘Empirical’ denotes the sensory experience ofdalan, objective realm. Plato ThePhaedrusrefers to this as
the ‘hyperouranic’ realm and ‘the place beyondhbavens.’ (370 B.C: 1986). The Kabbalists callieEin Sof
meaning, ‘the place without end.” (Scholem, 1974xoughout, | employ ‘transcendental’ or ‘superass®us’ to
denote this realm.



While the conceptual distinction between the Imagion and the mystical ‘Third Eye’ seems
negligible — it is not a difference that makes fiedence — it would be fallacious to conflate
Romanticism and mysticism more broadly. While tmeight share characteristics such as a
consciousness of interconnectedness, reverencefore and the pursuit of the extrasensory,
works such a3 he Preludesuggest that the Imagination’s transcendental cggs ultimately
succumb to a form of closure, wherein the poetnierely’ allowed involuntary ‘glimpses’ into
the transcendental realm. Mystics, on the othedhahlegedly have voluntary and veridical
access to such realms (Huxley,1946,Johnson,193%HB®%s,1996). Engell’s (1981) claim
that “[The Romantic poet] has put himself in thesiion of believing that the poet does affirm
something, a higher world, but there is no wayravp that it exists or what it is like”(p.263)
is the starting point for this premise. SimilarGpleridge (in Engell,1981) admitted that “[the
mind] by the exertion of its own powers exclusivegn lead us to a general affirmation of the
Supreme Reality of an absolute Being. But hertops'(p.363). These and other claims denote
the impassable ‘threshold’ that the Imaginatiorches. This is not to suggest that the poet’s
faculties are ‘stunted’ compared to the mystiad'glded, as | aim to showhe Preludamplies
that the poet values this balance between poaeiiagthit and mystical consciousness. Moreover
one of the Romantic achievements was to put imguage, with as much acuity as possible,
experiences which would appear to transcend larggubignce, | perpetuate the idea of
Romantic poetry as ‘displaced’ mystical experieritat is, experiences taken out of their

‘proper place’ and ‘put into’ language.

However,The Preludewhich will be my primary focus, suggests that whhe merits of this
‘balance’ are acknowledged, a palpable sense cAmokblia is evident in the poetry. While
Romantic poetry offers a plethora of emotions sashapture, bliss, confusion, lethargy and
rage, the notion of ‘Romantic melancholy’ has beeasignificant commonplace. The sense
of occasionally feeling bereft, desolate and dejcin spite of the joys inspired by nature and
the powers of the Imagination, | believe, may beoaated for by the poets’ very efforts to
appropriate their transcendental experiences iguage. This melancholy, which | refer to as
‘post-lapsarian nostalgia,” is the psychologicalnseguence of an inability to portray
transcendental experiences in language with greatgty, as a result of cognitive biases and

limitations. Some key assertions by Shelley alltdethis condition. Firstly, he endorses



Sidney’s (1579:1965) claim that “the poet, he noghaffirms” but “never lieth” either, for, as
Shelley (1815 in Engell,1981) admits, “We know niogh We have no evidence...” [of the
existence of a higher world]...we cannot express awumost thoughts. They are
incomprehensible even to ourselves’(p.263). Segoritd observed: “vain is it to think that
words can penetrate the innermost mystery of oungt815:2002,p.506). Both claims catch
this sense of ineptitude. Similarly, key passage§he Preludehave as their topos, the
exasperation of being situated in the liminal spae®veen the subjectivity of the fragmented
ego and the Objectivity of the transcendental gdoumeither absolutely bifurcated, nor
coalesced, on the very threshold of apotheosiss,Tadialectic emerges between the poet and
the mystic: a ‘poetic-mystic’ (arguably St John, TBeresa and Rumi) values experiential over
discursive knowledge, while a ‘mystical-poet’ (aaply Blake, Wordsworth, Coleridge and
Shelley) values the discursive over the experiefitiZhe ‘mystical-poet’ has given us the
remarkable transcendental features of Romanticrypoktaim to readThe Preludeas the

definitive illustration of this dialectic.

Finally, it is compelling that three distinct areafsinquiry, namely, Romanticism, mysticism
and contemporary studies of consciousness, eaolrtaas their crucial purpose, ‘the
overcoming of dualism.” Each area, moreover, pasitiifferent conception of this problem,
and the means or faculty by which to overcome amBnticism invokes the Imagination,
mysticism the ‘Third Eye,” and studies of conscimess, the ‘Bridging Principle’ which is to
bridge the ‘explanatory gap’ between mind and mgftécGinn,2004). The extent to which
these areas of inquiry can engage in a dialogueetnimg their various conceptions of ‘the
problem of dualism’ and their respective means tdwds solution is, as yet, unexplored. Can
we, for instance, learn anything about the Romanttion of the ‘marriage of mind and
nature’ or ‘the coalescence of subject and objégt’ elucidating the mystical notion of
‘merging the self with the non-self’ and/or witifeeence to the mystery of how something like
the brain (the material and objective) generatesscousness (the phenomenal and
subjective)? | aim to show that we can, and thdeda, these are different appropriations of

the same perennial ‘problem’ in human thought, dgmbow to use consciousness to

13 Coleridge (1817:1969) in chapter 12Tdfe Biographiaefers to “the highest and intuitive knowledge as
distinguished from the discursive”(p.340). Regagdime former, he cites Wordsworth from Book [Tdfe
Excursion “The vision and the faculty divine” (line 79).
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transcend itself. Further, | propose that the abssatowards solving the ‘mind-body’ problem,
as highlighted by McGinn (2004) in his theory ob¢mitive closure,” may further elucidate the
moments of ‘crisis’ in works such d$e Preludewherein Wordsworth alludes to a waning of
the powers of the Imagination. This, in turn, magaunt for the presence of ‘post-lapsarian

nostalgia.’

The High-Romantic’s preoccupation (WordswortRi®ludeis a key example) with the theme
of the psyche’s progression from an isolated egeetirhood into the Imagination, that is, into
an artist capable of reconciling the dualism betw#® mind of man and nature, is one
proffered by some monumental figures of Romantiticsm.** | contend, however, that they
do not proceed far enough in fleshing out the protbimplications of this progression. This is
only possible if the works themselves are illumathby an expanded set of conceptual tools
which traverse seamlessly across the domains of aésthetic, the psychological, the
philosophic,and the mystical®> Since, as | believe, this correlation between pisgcho-
aesthetic and the mystical has not been adequatefyped in the extant criticism, | will
attempt to adopt an integrative approach, whildakpg the challenges encountered along the

way.

Moreover, the propositions to be expanded upon warty the outcome of a discontent felt
upon reading claims, pervasive throughout muchesopbrary Romantic criticism (such as
Abrams, 1963; Hartman,1964; Bloom,1971b and Eng§8l, ] and early theorization (such as
Coleridge inBiographia(1817:1969, and Shelley in thBefence (1821:2006) which connote,
as noted, a reverence for the Imagination as a poapable of ‘solving the dilemma of
dualism’ or ‘a unifying force to reconcile all ateses,” by “merging man and nature, the
subjective and the objective, finite and infiniteme and eternity, matter and spirit”
(Engell,1981,p.8). What does this amount to? Wh#te dilemma of dualism in this context?
As some of these claims currently stand, they apgeabe quasi-mystical, pseudo-

metaphysical epiphenomena. These thinkers emphssisething very literal when they utter

4 For example, Geoffrey Hartman (1964) and HarolooBi (1971b). Bloom (1971b) refers to this as thetiso
‘Promethean quest’ to become ‘unbound.” The pregjom is from a state of isolated ‘selfhood’ intgrpathetic
Imagination, to be elaborated in chapter one.

15 Mystical is not to be confused with theologicabliBwing Hines (1996), | take mysticism to havetrmsg
empirical/experimental/practical sense, and theglogbe synonymous with biblical myths, storiesategories.
| sustain this distinction throughout.
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these claims, without grounding them in the kindtefory which might prompt us to better
understand them. Speculation fast obtains the ss@ftwlogma, and we land up, as McGann

(1983) implied, with a radical Romantic Ideology.

This tendency has left many of Romanticism’s plufgscal claims thin, unsubtle and
declamatory. Such caprices are subsequently enployeritics in accessing Romantic texts.
Thus, what | propose is that by grounding theseetterof Romantic philosophy in

contemporary theories of consciousness they aoe@tl more rigor and intellectual integrity.
It is not the claims themselves which are in dispiut rather, their lack of substantiation.
Jerome McGann (1983) has alluded to this very prabh Romantic theorizing:

Like Hegel, [M.H] Abrams offers a program of Romaigm rather than a critical
representation of its character. As such, bothyraiértain key Romantic self-
conceptualizations like ‘spirituality,’ ‘creativity. ‘synthesis’ and
‘reconciliation’...whose meaning cannot be takenaagefvalue. They lie at the very heart
of Romanticism’s self representation and as su@y timust be subjected to critical
analysis. This analysis is difficult to perform, wever, since the ideologies of
Romanticism seek to persuade us that such conaeptandamental and hence that they
need not — cannot — be analyzed. (p, 32).

If Romanticism assumes an ontological priority tiséould not be questioned, then my
response, by integrating its claims with contemppoitaeories of consciousness, is not to
expose them as tenuous, but to vindicate them.

This, however, raises a problematic irony: on thee ochand, | criticize capricious

philosophizing in Romantic criticism, yet simultausly, am arguing for a highly pretentious
proposition, namely, a psycho-mystical view of podanguage and the Imagination as a
vehicle for the apotheosis of human consciousr@sstated differently, that Romantic poetry
is a kind of displaced mystical experierttd.cannot adequately respond to this objection in

this section, but will show, in the literature rewi, how the mystical view | am espousing,

T E. Hulme, in a 1909 lecture, defined Romanticis “spilt religion....like pouring a pot of treadeer the
dinner table.” (Hulme, 1909:1994, pg. 62). Hulméiéed Romanticism to irresponsibly transgress s&ro
exclusive, categorically distinct concepts:

“You don't believe in a God, so you begin to beéidgtiat man is a god. You don't believe in Heaven, lyegin to
believe in heaven on earth. In other words, yougmtanticism. The concepts that are right and proptheir
own sphere are spread over, and so falsify andthéuclear outlines of human experience” (p. 62)

As | explain in the theoretical framework, thisist the sense in which | consider Romanticismetédisplaced
mystical experience.’
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namely, the possibility of accessing a ‘hyperowamialm’ by way of a faculty in the mind,
meets the criteria for a scientific theory such fakifiability and precise replicability
(Hines,1996). Second, | hope to show that the iddasut the Imagination articulated in
Romantic poetry and prose can be shown to seamlessincile with the mystical tenetgéet

to further safeguard against fickle speculatiom;ohsider objections from psychoanalytic
theory which intend to expose the human tendenmards myth-making - a fundamental
preoccupation of the Romantic poets and, as ssepticild argue, mysticisth- as a symptom
of our anxieties over our own mortality. Both Rorieism and mysticism are, by this view,
defence mechanisms employed to assuage our feadeaih. In pitting psychoanalytic
objections against Romantic and mystic cant, lIst@itend that the ‘myths’ we find in both
cannot be reduced to a purely psychoanalytical ad¢c@nd that indeed as Plato sayd e
Republi¢ “poets utter great and wise things which theyndbthemselves understandc’ 380
B.C:1992, Line 598 c, p. 268).

The Romantic works to be analysed which speak tchyppthesis are wide in scope. This is
necessary for | am gesturing towards a theory ah&tdic poetry, as a species, rather than that
of a specific poet® and thereby aim to get to something more perennalmeta-poetics.
Fragments from the poetry, prose and letters of edche ‘high’ Romantics will thus be
cited. However, concerning the theory on the Imatiom, | employ Coleridge primarily, for he
represents the intermediary between the German s@eadentalists and the British
Romanticists by his appropriation of the ideashafikers such as Hegel, Kant, Schiller, Fichte
and the Schlegels into a working Romantic aesthatién theBiographia He is, as we know,
the most well-versed in German Transcendental tmoagd thus serves as the best ‘poet-

philosopher’ amongst his fellow high Romantics.

7 Consider the perennial mystical story regardirggdieation of the universe: ‘Once there was a Being
wanted to know Himself. So, He asked, “Who am Il aame to self-consciousness. As a consequence, he
fragmented his Being into individual beings, in@rtb know himself. Essentially, God created thivense
because ‘it's no fun having dinner alone.’ (John<®89:1993). .

18 This is not to imply, however, that Blake, Wordstho Coleridge, Byron, Shelley and Keats are n@tpin
their own right, without crucial disparities congigrg poetic style, subject and ethos. Yet despitg their views
on thelmaginationcan be shown as highly compatible. It is noneigimportant to point out that the ways in
which ‘problems of dualism’ apply to Byron and Keatould require entirely separate studies.

19 Blake, Wordsworth, Coleridge, Byron, Shelley anehks.
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Furthermore, it is a commonplace that WordsworBrelude(1805:1960) is recognized as a
“Bildungsroman’ of the poet’s consciousness’ (haan,1964;Bloom,1971a) — a theme which
will be shown to be most compatible with my viewRdmantic poetry as ‘displaced mystical
experience.” My (chapter six) analysis will thusgreoccupied witiThe PreludeSecondly, as
Hartman (1964) aptly noted, two powers — ‘Miltomida‘nature’ — fought for Wordsworth’s
soul (p.xiv). By the former he is said to be a ety visionary and ‘bard elect’ and by the
latter, he becomes an ‘inmate of the world,” a ‘rspeaking to menThis, | argue, is a useful
starting point from which to elaborate on the diite between discursive and experiential

transcendental knowledge that | wish to highlightihe Prelude

14



CHAPTER ONE: The Pursuit of the Transcendental Grownd
1.1. The Romantic Revolution: Imagination, Nature Myth

The literature documenting the ‘revolution’ thatsM@omanticism and how it made advances
on Enlightenment thought, is vast. In order to remaithin the scope of this thesis, what
follows is an account of those revolutionary ter@t®omanticism which are most crucial to
the elucidation of my propositions. Despite theuplhility of grouping these tenets together
such that we may discern, as others have, a ‘syithe age?® we are aware of the variation

and subtlety with which each major figure handleese core ideas.

We have a starting point in A.W. Schlegel: “The mgsion of a secret longing for the chaos
which is perpetually striving for new and marveBohirths, which lies hidden in the very
womb of orderly creation.” This is Schlegel’s (iralibitt,1919,p.85) definition of Romantic
poetry. ‘Orderly creation’ may be the progeny ofligimenment reason, and “the chaos” of
“new and marvellous births,” the sublime producttbé Romantic Imagination. Yet it is
fallacious to hold that Romantic thought was oppogte ‘reason.” We know that, for the
Romantics, the Imagination reaches the apex apdtsers when it is grounded in reason.
Indeed, Wordsworth defines the Imagination as “.so@ain her most exalted moodThe
Prelude1805,XI11,170). The Romantic project was not tlealution of ‘orderly creation’ into
‘chaos,” but an opposition to reason in its tyraahforms, of which, as Bloom (1971b) notes,
the high-priests were Bacon, Descartes, Newtor_acke ?* Blake (1804-1809:1965) invokes

the Romantic discontent: “The Visions of Eterniby reason of narrowed perceptions/Are

20 For example Hazlitt (1825:1910) and McFarland ()98
ZFor example, Coleridge (1802:1956) in a letterdatBey said: “The poet’s heart and intellect shdagd
combined, intimately combined and unified.” (pg.32)s not, reciprocally, correct to posit thatlightenment
thinkers were opposed to Imagination, but also fia®d a balance between the two: “poetry is thefanhiting
pleasure with truth by calling imagination to thedghof reason” (Johnson,1709-1784:1905,p.170).
“2To cast off Bacon, Locke and Newton from

Albion’s covering

To take off his filthy garments and clothe

Him with Imagination

To cast aside from poetry, all that is

not Inspiration ...(Blak#/ilton,’Reason and Imaginatigr8-13 in Erdman and Bloom,1982,p.102
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become weak visions of Time and Space; fixed untmws/of death.” Jerusalem ‘Fourfold
and Twofold Vision,’1-2 in Erdman and Bloom,198246). Aesthetically, this discontent was
expressed as an opposition to the ‘tyranny of ithe’land the ‘despotism of the eye,” hence
the impressionism of Turner, whereby what is degicis not so much a landscape as it's
‘types, symbols and forms:’

Line in nature is not found

Unit and universe are round

In vain produced; all rays return,

Evil will bless and ice will burn.  (Emersahiel,21-24 in
Bloom,2003,p.506)

This is Schlegel's ‘chaos.’ It is the antithesis Mewtonian spatio-temporal and causal
linearity. Its ‘evil’ is not of moral badness, bot obscurity, of the ‘darkness’ of uncertainty
“...when the light of sense/Goes out..(The Prelude,805,VI,534-535) of the cold,
unfathomable regions of the cosmos and of Blak&®(:1965) ‘Marriage of Heaven and
Hell.” It is the synthesis between the terrible athe beautiful which is the Burkean
(1757:1978) ‘sublime’ and later, Pater’s (1889:19&gldition of strangeness to beauty.” It is
this “addition of strangeness” that Pater believEgnstitutes the romantic character in
art’(p.541). We can elucidate the rainbow by anoaot of Newtonian optics, but there is
something that the account inevitably ‘leaves oWlt/here the explanatory reach of the
scientific account is exhausted and the mysterggakvay — why the ‘heart leaps up’ when we
behold natural phenomena - is the quintessencheoRbmantic interest. There is, further, a
wonder with the most alien dimensions of the urgeeand with contradiction:

...If the angel in his cloud,

Serenely gazing at the violent abyss,

Leaps downward through evenings revelations, and
On his spredden wings, needs nothing but deep space
Forgets the gold centre, the golden destiny,

Grows warm in the motionless motion of his flight,

Am | that imagine this angel less satisfied?

(Wallace SteversMust
Give Pleas#l,1-8 in Morse,1982,p.30)

The “gold centre” in Stevens’ lines (and Stevens geeatly indebted to Wordsworth) that is
the empirical certainty and logic - the ‘cerebnah’sof the Enlightenment — and has no place in

its ontology for the moonlit, obscure resonancepimesl by a ‘motionless motion.” The

16



Romantic Imagination’s wonder is with the possibipossible — with those un-trodden, nether
regions of the mind and the hidden arcana of theldvdHence Johnson’s (1779:1905)
evaluation of Milton, considered widely to be tlvstfBritish Romantic poet: “Milton’s delight
was to sport in the wide regions of possibilityaliy was a scene too narrow for his mind”
(p.30) — and the creator of the first true Romargiatan, the angel forced downwards into the
violent abyss, away from the gold centre. This #@lity for the obscure and crepuscular
suggests a rupture from the Cartesian law of glauitd distinctness in all things. The moon,
Babbitt (1919) observes, is the romantic orb, whalé German romance is bathed in
moonshine and its thinkers have been called ‘thiligen.’” Coleridge (1817:1968ferred to
“the sudden charm” of “accidents of light or shad&d “moonlight or sunset diffused over a
known and familiar landscap&iographia LiterarigXIV,p.5). The ideals of clarity and
distinctness betray the truism th@o much light blinds usThis is the paradox that the

Enlightenment ignored: excess ratiocination is rgnae.

Clarity and distinctness as principles inspire emgim in science and mimesis in art.
Aesthetic products become manufactured and medibniovrought by a careful
consciousness. Their mastery is deliberate, wksldoeauty is reducible to an architectonics
and a calculus. Romantic art, on the other han@kisn to be inspired. It recognizes that there
IS an autonomous, unconscious aspect to the aiesitingulse, whereby something of the self
and will are suspended. There is still a fideliythe empirical world and veridical datum of
the senses. But it is filtered through the creplascaonsciousness of the Imagination. To
perpetuate a seasonal analogy, the noon of thgHtaliment gives way to a more bedimmed,
autumnal lustre:

The day becomes more solendhsanene
when noon is past — therehsianony
In Autumn, and a lustre ingkgy.
Which through the summer is Im@ard or seen...
(Shelleyyymn to Intellectual Beautyl|l,72-76,
in Raine,1973,p.44)

The poet, therefore, is no longer a member, asidmts (1892:1963) diatribe against English
Augustan poets such as Pope and Dryden suggesis,averly polite and gentrified “parcel of
dandees and ennui’'s” and “dapper little gentlemghd “flood us with their thin sentiment of

parlors...chasing one aborted conceit after anothg(il,90-119,p.488). He is not interested in
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“Puffs, Powders, Patches, Bibles [and] Billet-Dd@%. The Romantic poet becomes a prophet
of the ‘primal,” a visionary who would “gladly baut’ the skills of the greatest bards in history
for the ‘undulation of one wave...” (Whitman in Ma=s,2004,p.106). His fidelity, as Lowth
(1787 in Hepworth 1978) suggested, is to the lagguaf the Old Testament prophets, its
pathos and animism, which traces, in the naturaldythe Wordsworthian “active principle”
(The Excursior1850:2007,VIII,1-5) and “sense sublime of someghifar more deeply
interfused” Tintern Abbey95-96 in Bloom,2003,p.328). He becomes ‘a bardteteaching
‘primeval mysteries,’ living as Wallace Stevens §19982) suggested, “in the world but
outside of existing conceptions of it"(p.164):

...l was a chosen son.
For hither had ho®with holy powers
And faculties...
Some called it meslsr such indeed it was...
If prophesy be mess.. The Preludgl805,111,82-150).

Keats (1819:2003), similarly, deifies the poet, @mohg him with faculties capable of

penetrating the very heart of phenomenologicaltseal

Whereon there grew

Within me a power of enormées,

To see as a god sees andakeepth

Of things as nimbly as theveard eye

Can size and shape pervade Fall of Hyperionl,302-306,in
Bard,2003, p.443)

There was, further, an organic, vital current atkythat ‘rolls through all things’ in the natural
world and a temperament which usurped the statieniatic, ‘murder-to-dissect’ analysis of

nature®* congenial to mimesis and the empirical methoddbles not mimetically hold up the

% Consider Hazlitt's (1825:1910) observation thatitQoetical literature had, towards the close efl#st
century, degenerated into the most trite, insipid mechanical of all things, in the hands of tHWeers of Pope
and the Old French school of poetry. It wanted gbing to stir it up, and it found that somethingtie French
Revolution. From the impulse it thus receivedpge at once from the most sterile imitation andéneest
common place to the pitch of singularity and parddp.74).
24 Wordsworth captures this:

Our meddling intellect

Mis-shapes the beauteous forms of things: -

We murder to dissect.

Enough of Science and of Art

Close up those barren leaves
Come forth, and bring with you a heart,
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mirror to nature, but to his own unconscious, dredrhovements of the psyche’s depths have a
concrete analogue in nature’s kinetic forms. Hetioe fascination with mighty torrents,
billowing cascades and wind swept valléys:

...Visionary power
Attends upon the motion of tads
Embodied in the mystery of d&r The Preludgl805,V,619-621).

Similarly, Shelley traces the “awful shadow of sonmseen Power” that:

Floats though unseen among usiting
This various world with as amstant wing
As summer winds that creeprfiftower to flower.
(Hymn to Intellectual Bealtiy4 in
Raine,1973,p.42).

His poetry is, as Coleridge (1817:1969) suggestspatition in the finite mind of the infinite
powers of the Creator, rather than, as Colerid@E847:1969) critique of Pope’s rendition of
Homer's llliad, “not so much poetic thoughts as thougtanslatedinto the language of
poetry.” For this ‘artificiality,’ Coleridge dispagingly coined the phrase “conjunctive-
disjunctive”(p.19) to signify the polished tempogeiccession of each finished coupfeThis

is ‘unnatural’ — a corruption of the principle ofganicism which holds that the poem should

emerge autonomously by its inner laws. Indeed tloenpas-plant metaphor became

That watches and receives. . (Wordswortte Tables Turnetl798,29-32 in Gill,2004,p.61).
Further:

Viewing all objects unremittingly

In disconnexion dead and spiritless;

And still dividing, and dividing still;

Break down all grandeur...While littleness

May yet become more little; waging thus aniong

Warfare with the very life

Of our own souls. Tlie Excursior1850:2007,1V,961-968)

Also, consider Coleridge’s (1797:1956) claim: “hogontemplate nothing but parts, and parts ardétil— my
mind feels as if it ached to behold something gresttmething one and indivisible...” (p. 32)

% «That icy water, restless, all-invading, filledtivithe spirit of motion, that majestic tumult ofeaping torrent,
that mist forever sweeping its billows into the alrseemed engulfed by the waters and living inabhgss; | had
quit the earth. (Senancour in Mcfarland,1987,p.21).

% Similarly, Shelley (1821:2006) noted that “Versify and rhyming are very well. But they don’t cange a
poem. Any subject that can be expressed as wphose an in verse is not poetry of a high clas84p). This
claim further illustrates the influence of Sidnei@sfence of Poesyn Shelley'sDefence of Poetrygiven
Sidney’s (1579:1965) assertion that “it is not rlitygnand versifying that maketh a poet”(p.103).
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prominent. Schlegel (in McFarland 1971) invokedatite is organic, and the highest beauty
is therefore eternal and always plant-like’(p. 26&jmilarly, Keats famously asserted
(1818:1975): “If poetry come not as naturally as kaves to a tree it had better not come at
all’(p.70).

Brief reference has been made to two of Wellek®49) three crucial tenets of Romanticism,
namely, ‘Imagination for the view of poetry’ andrnforganic concept of nature for the view of
the world.” | now consider the third, ‘Symbol and/ti for poetic style,” in order to introduce

the proposition that the Romantic poets were pnggied with the pursuit of transcendental

experiences via the Imaginatioh.

1.2. Myth

Romanticism engenders a renascence of myth-makimg keynote of its revolutionary status
in poetry is that it generates a mythology indegendf religion and the golden myths of
ancient Greece, with which the Augustans were seteamed (Bloom,1971b). Its mythologies
tell the story of ‘human consciousness,’ a termudgest, which can be used interchangeably
with ‘Imagination.” The core religious, cosmolodicayth is that of ‘The Fall.” The human
purpose is thus the reintegration of the isolatpal with Eden/The Godhead. This is reworked
by the Romantics into the psycho-poetical storyhef mind’s rupture or independence from
nature (this constitutes ‘the fall’), into an isield state of egocentric solitude, with the final
purpose being the growth into sympathetic Imagomtiwhereby the artist’'s experience is
characterized by the re-coalescence of the selh wature (this constitutes religious
‘redemption’). Geoffrey Hartman (1962) highlightss:

To explore the transition from self consciousn@simagination, and to achieve that
transition while exploring it, is the romantiarpose | find most crucial...Romantic art
has a function analogous to that of religione Titaditional scheme of Eden, fall, and
redemption merges with the new triad of natsedf, consciousness, imagination; while
the last term in both involves a return to tingt f (pg 161).

The impetus which drives the progression from sefisciousness to Imagination is a

widening of consciousness. Bloom (1971b) charamgsrithe progression as the poet’s

"1t is well known that Romantic poets and essayrsisably Coleridge and Hazlitt, were addicted pauen. The
hypothesis of Huxley's (1954) “The Doors of Peroapt’ which this dissertation neglects, is thatst@oets and
essayists took opium to reach transcendental sthtEmsciousness.
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‘Promethean Quest to become unbound.” He, like rH@n(1962), identifies the same
mythological pattern in the works of major Romastas the cyclical narrative of grace, fall
and redemption, or psychically, as being bound @tumre and outward sense, then gaining
independence from the external by way of a soligsgelfhood, and finally, the integration of
the ego with nature by means of the Imagination. tBere is a retention of traditional
theological concepts, but they have belemythologized into this triadic logic which M.H.
Abrams (1971) thinks provides the distinctive cletgrand design to what we call ‘Romantic
philosophy.” This is the Romantic genre Bfidungseschigte the re-appropriation of the
theological story into the story of the growth afnan consciousness. Romantic poetry’s
innovation is to explore this theme in extendedhisigraphical meditations, such as we find
in ThePrelude

Bloom (1971a) explains that the hallmark of theosecphase, the state of ‘selfhood’ or ‘self-
consciousness’ is the poet's sense of aesthetfigiotes and socio-political revolutionary
activism. The ‘poet-as-hero’ in this stage has takeipon himself to subvert all orthodoxies,
whether the neoclassical rigours of decorum inejdise dogmas of traditional Christianity, or
oppressive sanctions on human rigfit®olitically, this was what Hazlitt (1815-1817:1957
called the “glad dawn of the day-star of libertye tspring time of the world”(p.119). However,
the inevitable disillusionment following the faikg of this task propels the poet into a state of
crisis?® With a loss of faith in the power of revolutionaagtivism, in a time “...of hopes
overthrown...Of dereliction and dismay...Tlie Prelude,805,11,449-457), in which “moral
guestions” are “Yielded upin despair” The Preluel805,X,901), accompanied by a
subsequent disengagement from ‘external thingsi\scousness turns inwards, and the poetic
guest is to plumb the depths of the psyche. Abréif31) describes this phase as follows:
“faith in an apocalypse by revelation had been aegd by faith in an apocalypse by

revolution, and this now gave way to faith in aroegdypse by imagination or cognition”

% He is the ‘Burkean’ figure described in Wordswest{i1850:1979Prelude

“Genius of Burke...launches forth,/Against all sysselpuiilt on abstract rights,/Keen ridicule... Of Ihstés and
Laws, hallowed by time;...and with high disdain,/ Ebging upstart Theory, insists/Upon the allegiatwehich
men are born...” (VII,512-530).

» Existentially, Benoit (1955) has characterized #tate thus: “Suddenly, [the poet] becomes consdiuat his
principle is not the principle of the universe,ttigere are things that exist independently of hit this
moment appears conscious fear of death, of theedamigich the Not Self represents for the Self’(4)33
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(p-334). The grand subject thus becomes the selficel Hazlitt (1815-1817:1957) will claim
of Wordsworth:

the power of his mind preys upon himselfif éisere were nothing but his own mind
and the universe. He lives in the busy sdétaf his own heart, in the deep silence of
his thought. (p.113).

Nature’s abysses — oceans, deep cataracts, thdéiséeirrepositories which feature so
prominently in Romantic verse as the hallmarks ofk®’s (1757 in Hepworth,1978) sublime
— provide an apt symbolism for the abyss of thepsythat is the unconscious, which Hopkins
(1876-1889:1985) later versified:

O the mind, mind hath moursaicliffs of fall

Frightful, sheer, no-man-fatiexl. No Worst There Is Norg9-10,p.61).
The crucial Romantic purpose, as Bloom (1971a)sjasethus to ‘augment’ consciousness to
the extent that the self may re-engage in a comomuwith nature, with that which is external
and other. This is its vision:

...There is a dark
Invisible workmanship that reconciles
Discordant elements, and makes them move
In one society. (The Preludel8051,352-355).

And

In one beloved presence...
... there exists
A virtue which irradiates and exalts
All objects through all intercourse of sense...
Along his infant veins are interfused
The gravitation and the filial bond
Of Nature that connect him with the world.
Emphatically such a being lives,
An inmate of thisactiveuniverse..*® (The Preludgl805,11,255-266).

This ‘augmentation’ or sense of ‘communion’ reqgige compromise between solipsism and
sympathy. The apogee of this compromise marks teegs of the Imagination. The
phenomenological experience of this state of ‘wetknonsciousness’ may be described as the

‘coalescence of subject and object.” Therefore, tifpical phrase applied to the Romantic

% These lines refer to the “infant babe,” enviedtsy poet for its alleged ‘pre-lapsarian graceistdss this
theme further in Chapter Six.
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vocation as ‘a return to nature’ is more accuratebd, as a return to a former self — a more
‘self-less’ self -via nature (Bloom,1971b). The Romantics are not poktsgture but poets of

consciousness, with the mind as the main regighef song.

Coleridge (1814:1933) captures this aptly: “Manlisalforth into nature” to discover that
“what he seeks he h#ft behind (p.336). This ‘return’ sees the emergence of whatital to
the Romantics, noted by Bloom (1971b) as the dopldgramme of the humanization of the
natural world, and the naturalization of the hurmamld. In a sympathetic mind the external
voyage is coincidental with the internal. The pseffowth is defined by coming to know ‘the
mind’ of a landscape (the subjectivity of the oli)gx) and ‘the landscape’ of the mind (the
objectivity of the subjective). It is a sense dfipeocity, marked by a shaking off of the heavy
burden of self-scrutiny and the expunging of anesso/e self-consciousness. Yet the
solipsistic phase is a necessary precursor to lm#ge autonomy and sympathy, and is
thoroughly explored by the poet. Hence the ironyhefwork - what appears to be solipsism is
latently the most unself-conscious yearning to mength something greater than the self.
There is no other means to explore this than byagng in the most insipid forms of self-
aggrandizement and interrogation, for the Romanhewe shown us that when self-
consciousness reaches its zenith, it fades int@tiieself. Thus Hartman (1964) defines the
second phase of the Wordsworthian Imagination assciousness of self raised to apocalyptic
pitch” (p.18).

This augmented consciousness might be best unddrste ‘love,” which, for the British
Romanticists and their father figures, the Germaan3cendentalists, is the sympathetic
reaching out of the psyche, towards the externpdobbsuch that the boundary between self
and other is traversed:

There hangs by unseen filmodoed drop

Of light, and that is love...

Melting into its radiance, biend

Mingle, and so become a pat b (KeatsEndymionl,806-811 in
Barnard,2003,p.128)

Interestingly, Freud (1916:1922) claims that pathgl emerges when the mind preys upon
itself — when an excess of the libido is investedhie self, ‘imploding’ the ego. This explains
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Bloom’s (1971b) trenchant claim that we love in@rdot to get sick. Yet what the Romantics
understood as a state of sympathetic Imaginaticogaléscence’ or ‘love’ is, | will show,
synonymous with the mystic’s experience of ‘Uniowhich is similarly referred to as ‘love’
(Johnson,1993:1939). It is my contention that tlkenBntic re-appropriation of the theological
myth of grace, fall and redemption is not merelysgchological ‘translation’ of the religious
mythology — it points towards the mystic’s veridisansory experience. The religious story of
Adam and Eve’s Fall is an allegory for what mystigitakes to be the literal fragmentation of

consciousness from a state of unified consciousness

Thus, as | will show, while a work such @age Preludehas as its topos, a psychological
rendering of the Judeo-Christian allegory of thé (ldartman, 1962), this rendering implies a
progression, not only from religion to psycholodyt from psychology to experimental
science, that is, mystical sciert‘eThis is unduly signified by Blake when he observes
“Poetry, painting and music are the three poweidam of conversing with Paradise which the
Flood did not sweep away.”A( Vision Of The Last Judgemg@10:1982,p.76). The
bifurcation between the Godhead and the creatipresents the original dualism between God
or ‘the subject’ and the fallen world, ‘the objéd2omanticism holds that the Imagination or
love is the means towards the re-coalescence ofibture, towards the reinstatement of what
Wordsworth calls *“the primal sympathy” O@e: Intimations Of Immortali{§84,in
Gill,2004,p.163). | aim to show what this might mestripped bare of metaphor, to get to the
literalness of this claim. This may appear to beniaguided approach for principles on the
Imagination which are to be read strictly as thedWly elucidation of the idea of the
Imagination in what follows will suggest that tlgsnot the case, and that a distinction between
‘theory’ and ‘practice’ regarding the Romantic Inveggion is precarious. The Romantic poet’s
culmination in despondency and madness testifiethitofact. Against their principles, says
Hartman (1962), “the greater romantic poets stdiar tart, and often their sanity” (p.11).
Later, he asserts that for Blake:

The concepts of Nature and the Divine are agysion of the joining concept of the
Human. The labor of redemption, therefore, issttumanise both by perpetual mental
flight. According to Blake, all myths are crematimyths and tell of man’s self-alienation.
His own system is a myth to redeem all myths, tarreintegrate... “the human body

31 The idea of mysticism as an ‘empirical sciencebiplained in chapter 2.2
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divine” (1964,p.192-193).

For Romanticism, human consciousness is loaded tnatiscendental capacity and has the
potential to mediate between the Godhead and nafnte the creative product of the
Imagination, is an analogy in man for the Divinefgeative power: “God is Man and exists in
us and we in him” (Blake,1744:1982,p.664). Thisaide key tenet of Renaissance thought, is
significant for Romanticism for it provides a stag point from which to explore how the
metamorphoses of consciousness re-appropriate thditidnal religious mythology.
Romanticism moves away from external Gods and tdsvére human psyche. It engenders a
profound reversal from pre-Blakean myth-making: ave not God’s creatures so much as He
is ours. The psyche-in-love, with its escalated scayusness, is synonymous with the
Romantic Imagination. It is Leibniz’s (in Engell@B) la puissanceactive (p.27) — the bridge
between the mind and the universe. In the followsggtion, | suggest that this state and
faculty have a significance beyond the fathomingreef Romanticism’s most enigmatic and
ambitious thinkers, for it is a significance theg diot thoroughly explore. It is nothing less
than the means towards the literal apotheosis wfamiconsciousness, disguised in their terms
as the reintegration of the self with nature, @ thassertion of a condition of pre-lapsarian

grace with the universe.

The ways in which myth-making has been re-approgulign Romanticism has been mapped.
This has provided us with a meta-poetics of Ronaéamti in the form of a pattern which may
be abstracted from the major poetic works. It iplasized that this is not reductive, for the
ways in which each poet explores it are marvellpuatied into different mythologie%.Using
this meta-poetics as a statement of the Romantigpgse’ or ‘quest,’ the following section
analyses the means by which this was to be undertak discerning, further, the significance

of the Imagination.

32 For example, ‘Child and Man’ in Wordsworth, ‘LosdaOrc’ in Blake, ‘Hyperion and Apollo’ in Keats,
‘Prometheus Bound and Unbound’ in Shelley.
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CHAPTER TWO: The Imagination

In his Critique of Pure Reasof1781:1984) Kant claims that the end point of humeason is

to secure three things: the freedom of the wil, itnmortality of the soul, and the existence of
God. It is these criteria that offer humanity sétwa from nihilism and the pointlessness of
evolution, from “naked existence cast into psydiomelessness” as Heidegger (in McFarland
1980,p.160) puts it, for they secure the possybdit that which is immune to the ravages of
materialism and Carlyle’s (1833:2006) anti-revelati“To me the universe was all Void of
Life, of Purpose, of Volition, even of Hostilityt was one huge, dead, immeasurable steam-
engine rolling on, in its dead indifference, tongrime limb from limb” (I1,VI11,p.1009). Yet the
history of philosophy has seen the devolution & word ‘soul,” with each transformation
expressing more scepticism and discomfort withditgne or transcendental conception. For
Descartes, it became the ‘cogito,’ for Locke, ‘e identity,” for Kant, the ‘transcendental
unity of apperception’ and for Freud the atheisg¢, ‘unconscious.” We might argue that in our
present age of neuroscience, constructs like ‘mgmand ‘consciousness’ (as strictly

biological phenomenon) have replaced it.

For the Romantic poets, it was Imagination thavesgwhat was originally the soul’s function
of providing a metaphysical refuge from the deuasgaramifications of materialism —
consciousness of mortality and psychological enruand was thus, as Sartre (1960 in
McFarland,1985) claims, “the necessary conditiontfe freedom of empirical man in the
midst of the world” (p.xii). Similarly, commentingn the ethos of the post-Kantian German
philosophers and Romantic poets, Abrams (1971)rtasseat its central enterprise was to
“...re-domiciliate man in a world which had becoméimlto him. The pervasive sense of
estrangement, of a lost and isolated existenaeotigpeculiar to our [modern] age of anxiety,
but was a common place of Romantic philosophy’@R)1In Romanticism we find the origins
and archetypal expression of what by the twentetitury has become a commonplace — the
idea of the estranged modern man. The rupture &noity which constitutes man’s ‘fall’ is not
a religio-mythological idea, but the inevitable ahgve feel upon adopting an atomistic,
mechanized metaphysic, in which the mind is divdrrem the natural world and reason is

bifurcated from emotion.
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The concept of Imagination, expounded by the higm&nic poets and numerous theories of
the German transcendentalists, conciliates thige std fragmentation. As Engell (1981)
observes, there is a common idea congenial tavaith is the premise that the Imagination,
“the quintessence of Romanticism,” became the way t

...reunify man with nature, to return by the pathsseff-consciousness to a state of
higher nature, a state of the sublime where semsggl and spirit elevate themselves
even as they elevate the world around them...(p. 7)

This idea of re-unification of man with nature, atidis to a state of ‘higher nature’ is
consistent with the Romantic ‘purpose,’ discernecthapter one, which is the expansion of
consciousness enacted by a compromise betweermisolignd sympathy. The Imagination is
thus the fulcrum for that perennial concern of bBibmantic philosophers and poets alike,
namely, the ‘the solution to the dilemma of dualisithe reconcilement of antithesis;’ ‘the

marriage of mind and nature; ‘the synthesis ofi@des’ or ‘the coalescence of subject and

t83

object.”” Engell (1981) further highlights its significance:

The world and the cosmos seemed to operate acgaaijprinciples that were alien to or

beyond common understanding. The principles cowddldarned only as the senses
received them piecemeal from the external worlda®the mind intuited them from an

internal sensibility or a store of innate ideas.eTimagination held out hope and
promised a reconciliation of this dualism...with doet in the empirical and one foot in

the ideal or transcendental, [the Imagination] dobéstride those two peninsulas of
thought, and like a colossus, protect and unify laebor between. The Imagination
could, in its dialectic, synthesise soul and batgpuld unite man’s spirit and affections

with the concrete reality of nature. ..it wouldws®the dilemma of dualism (p.7).

Its power is redemptive: “It could lead to gracel aalvation. It could recapture the ideal of
unity” (Engell,1981,p.8). Hence, as elucidated hmamter one, the progression from self-
consciousness to un-self-consciousness, from tHéosed into the Imagination, is

characterized by a sensibility of coalescence witt which is other to the self. Let us recall

Hartman (1962) in illustration:

To explore the transition from self consciousn@simagination, and to achieve that
transition while exploring it, is the romantiarpose | find most crucial...Romantic art
has a function analogous to that of religione Titaditional scheme of Eden, fall, and
redemption merges with the new triad of natsedf, consciousness, imagination; while
the last term in both involves a return to tingtf(p.54)

Finally, in accord with this statement, Engell (198bserves:

3 part of my stated aim however, is to get us beybrdnere trotting out of these binaries.
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It becomes the resolving and unifying force of alfititheses and contradictions. It
reconciles and identifies man with nature, the sctibje with the objective, the internal
mind with the external world, time with eternityatter with spirit, finite and infinite, the
conscious with the unconscious and self-consci@assneith the absence of self-
consciousness. It relates the static to the dynapassive to active, ideal to real, and
universal to particular (p. 8).
This copious, quasi-mystical rhetoric, which makesference to phenomenology,
existentialism, physics and psychoanalysis, is eygal to make a point: the Imagination is the
means towards the solution of dualism in any forinatsoever. Hence, Abrams (1971)
observes that “Romantic philosophy is primarily etaphysics of integration, of which the key
principle is that of the ‘reconciliation’ or syntie of whatever is divided, opposed and
conflicting” (p.182)%* This being its general purpose, in what followdiscuss how Coleridge
elaborates on its function, as a preface to myighest, in being conceptually identical to the
mystical ‘Third Eye’ faculty, it was intended torfction as the vehicle for the apotheosis of
consciousness. As we shall see, ‘apotheosis ofcmrshess,’ in its mystical sense, is
indistinguishable from “the transition from self nswiousness to Imagination” or the
psychological rendition of the traditional, religeo scheme of ‘Eden, fall, redemption’ into the
‘new triad’ of ‘nature, self consciousness, imagiom’

2.1. Coleridge: The Bridge between German Transcematalism and British

Romanticism.

Critics are unanimous in acknowledging that it ishim the Coleridgean psychology of the
Imagination as laid out in tH&ographiaLiteraria (1817:1969) that we find the culmination of
almost a century of theorizing, primarily by ther@an Transcendentalists, on the Imagination
(Engell,1981). The metaphysics established byrtfasterwork are grounded in two core aims:
the unification of the divided psyche, namely, thead and heart,&and the reconciliation of
the individual mind/ego with the external otherattls, “the coincidence of an object with a
subject.” (Coleridge,1817:1969,XI1,p.290). To themd, Coleridge distinguishes, in what

Hamilton (1983) has termed his most notable acdedynonymy, the “fancy” from the

34 For a useful, further account of what might hawaivated this preoccupation with ‘synthesis,” séafter One
of ‘Romantic Cruxes: The English Essayists and3pieit of the Age.’ by Thomas McFarland (1987)
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“Imagination.” Commenting on the difference betweaée two with reference to Bowle’'s
poetry, Coleridge (1802:1956) observes:
All natural objects weralead..mere hollow Statues...At best it is but fancy, oe th
aggregating Faculty of the mind — not Imagination,the modifying, co-adunating
Faculty...In the Hebrew Poets each Thing has a Lfifésaown, and yet they are all one
Life” (p.864).
Thus, the fancy associates and aggregates partonibines the parta and b into the
conglomeratab. This is Locke’s (1690:1997) ‘complex ided.Imagination, however, is the
“esemplastic” power of genius, which combines thega andb into ¢ — a new whole, greater
than the sum of its parts, or as Coleridge (1816918ays, “a higher third, including both the
former” (p.63). Epistemologically, the former repeats the ‘elementaristic’ thinking of the
Hartleyan associationisfsand the passive, Lockedrabula Rasd’ onto which experience
records itself. Aesthetically, it is responsible the Popean “conjunctive-disjunctive,” the
neoclassical decorum of parts “in a loose mixtuheld together by a rhetorical expedient of
“formal Similes,” rather thanifitimately combined andinified’(Coleridge,1802:1956,p.865).
The distinction is thus between artificial combinatand organic coalescente.In what we
might call a less ‘religious’ version of what heeghed from Coleridge, Wordsworth conveys
this organicism by accounts of a cognitive procedsch ‘drinks,” ‘holds intercourse,’
‘weaves,’ ‘binds’ and ‘fastens’ nature’s objects ttee mind culminating in a condition of
integration between self and other, “...melted andduced/To one identity...”
(Prelude1805,VII,702-703).

The “higher third” creation of the Imagination isymnbol for the interpenetration of the mind

with matter or ‘thought with thing/subject and atijeand hence, realizes the crucial Romantic

% “The mind...can, by its own power, put together thizieas it has, and make new complex ones whiwvier
received so united’An Essay Concerning Human Understandingll,p.159)

3 Of the theory of David Hartley (1705-1757 in Heptigl970, p.219-248). Coleridge refutes Hartley’s
psychology in chapter VI of thBiographia(1817:1969) entitled “Hartley’'s System Not Ten&{pgel07).
*"Locke introduces this idea as follows: “It is ameétished opinion amongst some men, that therinate
understanding certain innate principles; some piymations koinai ennoiai characters, as it were stamped upon
the mind of man...” (LockeAn Essay Concerning Human Understandinigp.82).

38 Consider Wordsworth’s (1815:1974) account of tistinittion: “The law under which the processesaoicy
are carried on is as capricious as the accidentsrgjs, and the effects are surprising, playfudi¢rous,
amusing, tender or pathetic, as the objects hafgpkea appositely produced and fortunately combifracy
depends upon the rapidity and profusion with wtskh scatters her thoughts and images; trustingttait
number and the rapidity with which they are linkedether will make amends for the want of individua
value...Fancy is given to quicken or beguile thevidlial part of our nature, Imagination to inciteddn support
the eternal.” (p.33-37).
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‘purpose’ alluded in chapter one, namely, the psigtriadic progression from dependency on
nature, to autonomy in the form of an isolated -selisciousness, towards its birth into
Imagination, or the reintegration of the self withture. The augmented state of ‘unself-
consciousness’ necessary for the reintegration wieh external other is the quintessential
concern of the high Romantics, despite its variegj@ixpression by each major poet: Coleridge
(1819:1956) claims that he is able to “unrealized.ahen by a sort of transfusion and
transmission of my consciousness to identify myséilh the Object’(p.974-975). Similarly,
Wordsworth (1798:1941) admits: “I was often unatadethink of external things as having
external existence, and | communed with all thatal as something not apart from, but
inherent in, my own immaterial nature”(p.196). Aoae of thought which violates this is a
mere “...false secondary power by which/In weaknesscreate distinctions, then/Deem that
our puny boundaries are things/Which we perceivel aot which we have mad&iie
Preludel805,11,221-224). Shelley (1815:2002) refers tbatt state called reverie” where a
person may “feel as if their nature were dissoli®d the surrounding universe, or if the
universe were absorbed into their being. They ars@ous of no distinction”(p.507). Byron
(1812:2010), although the more ironical about Gdgran metaphysics, nonetheless writes of
his Childe Harold: “I live not in myself,” but thahe elements of nature “become/Of me, and
of my soul, as | of themQhilde HaroldIll,122-125,p.199). Keats (1818:1975), finally,te®
that the “type of poet of which | am a member...hasself...but is continually filling another
Body...The sun, the moon, the s&§3.157).

If the first distinction made by Coleridge TiheBiographiais between fancy and Imagination,
the second is between the primary and secondargim@ton. As will be shown, it is here that
the theory progresses from the psycho-poetic tahbelogical. In connection with the above,
Emerson (1837:1888) distils our entire subject wheThe AmericanScholar,he says to his
audience: “And, in fine, the ancient precept ‘kntwself and the modern precept, ‘study
nature,” become, at last, one maxim’(p.321). Foifmyv an account of the secondary
Imagination, | propose that the British Romanti@isosought the ‘coalescence of subject and

object,” not merely to capture an aesthetic selitgibdf organicism in their work, but to

%9 To this we might add a ‘nightingale’ or a ‘spartajiwven his letter to Benjamin Bailey: “ - if aapow come
before my window | take part in its existence afgk @bout the Gravel”(22 Nov, 1817:1975,p.38).
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transcend their own consciousness. This takesous [isychology and aesthetics into mystical

science.

2.2. Secondary Imagination

Coleridge (1795:1969) began a lecture on the steage with the following quote from
Genesis: “God created man in his own image, inithege of God created he him.” He
continues to assert that

To develop the powers of the Creator is our propeployment - and to imitate
Creativeness by combination our most exalted atiesagsfying delight. Our Almighty
Parent hath thus given to us Imagination that dttes to the attainment of real
excellence by the contemplation of splendid pobsés...Such and so noble are the
ends for which this restless faculty was given(usctures 1795p.235-236)
From within this context, Coleridge (1817:1969) msalkhe infamous distinction: “The Primary
Imagination | hold to be the living power and prinagent of all human perception”
(XII,p.304). At this point, Coleridge is still ifamiliar territory in that he echoes what
neuroscientist Gerald Edelman (2005) refers tgasary consciousness,’ that is, the brain’s
ability to construct a unified scene wherein ak tinformation it receives from the senses
coheres into a complex whole. But Coleridge commu...and as the repetition in the finite
mind of the eternal act of creation in the infinitAM.” Here is the crossing of the threshold
into the theological, and the point at which matists close their Coleridge and open their
Dawkins?® The repetition of an eternal act in a finite miadan attempt to square the circle —
an apparent contradiction by its conflation of gatées, namely, the empirical and the
transcendentdf: To continue with the distinction:

The secondary | consider as an echo of the foromeexisting with the conscious will
yet still as identical with the primary in thend of its agency, and differing only in
degree and in themodeof its operation. It dissolves, diffuses, dissgsatin order to re-
create...it is essentially vital, even as all obje(ds objects) are fixed and dead.
(BiographigXlil,p.221-222).

0 Dawkins, of course, proposes an evolutionary thebthe Imagination. In short, the faculty evolvasiit gave
the human species an advantage over other animsigvival and reproduction. Although this is begaur
scope, see Dawkins’ ‘The Evolved Imagination’ (1p96r an interesting account of the theory.

“L1n Chapter Five | show the profound significanitattcontemporary studies of consciousness andriimel:
body’ problem have for Coleridge’s definition oftimagination.
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Simply put, the primary imagination is that facultyrich represents and reduplicates into a
coherent field, all the data which simultaneoustynbards the five senses. The secondary,
however, although not qualitatively distinct, isspensible for the superior, autonomous
recreation of a visual or mental scene by assemlthie various sensory data into something
novel. It is a voluntary act — “coexisting with thenscious will,” rather than a passive effect.
A famous passage froirhe Preludedescribes the action of the secondary Imagination:

...his mind,
Even as an agent of the oeatgmind,
Creates, creator and recdath,
Working but in alliance withet works
Which it beholds... The Preludgl805,11,271-275)

Wordsworth’s use of “alliance” denotes reciprodigtween the mind and nature. Where the
mind, according neo-classical psychology, was prigna passive ‘receiver’ of stimuli, here it
is a receiver and a creator, actively influencihg tvay things are perceived. Going a step
beyond reciprocity, Wordsworth asserts elsewhea¢ ‘th.the mind/Is lord and master, and
that outward sense/ls but the obedient servaneoiil.”( ThePrelude1805XI,271-273) and
that it is emphatically “Not prostrate, overbornas-if the mind/Itself were nothing, a mean
pensioner/On outward forms..."Tke Prelude1805,VI,666-668). Here, the mind is given
absolute primacy in that subjective percepi®mneality. Further, the deliberateness of the act
of secondary Imagination empowers the poet as daatiwe artificer in miniature, of the works
of the Creative Will on a macrocosmic scale. Tlatreate is to resemble the Creator is an
early idea traceable to Plato (380 B.C:19@aGhelon. Later, Sidney (1579:1965) # Defence

of Poesynotes that “Among the Romans...a poet was cala@s which is as much as a
diviner, foreseer, or Prophet” (p.98). We can ndwve that the (secondary) Imagination was

as much a psycho-aesthetic faculty as a mystiaal on
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CHAPTER THREE: The Imagination as the ‘Third Eye’

...in the presence of the spiritual eye
That aids or supersedes our grosser sight (Wordswernal Ode3-4 in Ketcham,1989,p.237).

...l rest not from my great task!
To open the Eternal Worlds, to open the immortale€y (Blake,Jerusalem,l,1748 in Erdman and
Bloom,1982,p.147)

Supreme beyond the power of speech to express,nBralmay yet be apprehended by the Eye of pure
illumination. Pure, absolute and eternal realitgueh is Brahman, and thou art that. Meditate uis truth
within your consciousness. (Shankara in HuxI&y6lp 6)

There is a strong sense in which the Romantic ‘psep of birth into the sympathetic,
secondary Imagination can be called a mystical dmesubstantiate this, | begin by a brief
account of what is meant by ‘mysticism.” Then, Iefiground the parallels between the

Imagination and the mystical ‘Third Eye.’

By ‘mysticism,” we are referring to a singular idehich is sufficiently captured by the Oxford
Dictionary of Philosophy (1996): “Belief in uniowith the divind® nature by means of
ecstatic contemplation and in the power of spiliaczess to domains of knowledge closed off
to ordinary thought.”(p.253). There are two paadshis definition. The first notes the goal of
the mystic — union with the divine and access tongi knowledge — and the second points to
the means by which this is to be achieved — aitspif mode of cognition - which we take to
refer to a state of consciousness purportedly keybat which is identifiable by material
science. Our concern is not with how this is damdy that this, at least, is the purported
unanimous goal of the mystic. In surveying the sasi mystical traditions, Aldous Huxley’s
(1946) observation imfhe Perennial Philosophg compatible with the above: “The last end of
man, the ultimate reason for human existence, isvarknowledge of the divine ground...”
(p.24). Commenting on Huxley’'s survey, Shear (198borates on four principles which

constituteThePerennialPhilosophy

1) The phenomenal world is a manifestation of agtandental [divine] ground.
2) Human beings are capable of attaining immediatevledge of that ground.

2 use the terms ‘divine,’ ‘transcendental,’ ‘sus@nsuous’ or ‘extrasensory’ interchangeably iemiig to the
mystical.
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3) In addition to their phenomenal egos [that&df-sonsciousness, the ‘I'] human beings
possess a transcendental [i.e. divine, the ‘noS&lf which is of the same nature with
that transcendental ground.

4) This identification is life’s chief purpose ({14).

This adds that the phenomenal world, namelg, world available to our experience as
thinking and perceiving beings, is the materiahfarf an immaterial realm of existence. This
principle of the world as ‘God’s text’ is alluded by Coleridge:*so shalt thou see and
hear/The lovely shapes and sounds intelligiblelat eternal language, which thy God Utters”
(Frost at MidnightlV,58-62 in Halmi, Magnuson and Modiano,2004,p 1Aurther, | should
like to take note of two key words: ‘Immediate’ ‘on-mediate’ knowledge (premise 2) refers
to knowledge without mediation by language or syinibtediated or symbolic knowledge
includes propositional knowledge, or the necessitysing language, mathematical symbols or
diagrams to represent thought processes. Withocih snediation, the communication of
propositions would be impossible. On the other handg-mediate knowledge’ suggests the
acquisition of knowledge by way of faculties whassope lies beyond epistemology, and
which is not contingent on symbolic &itl.Second, ‘identification’ (premise 4) of the
phenomenal ego with the transcendental Self imphesreconciliation or synthesis of these
binary aspects of the self. Since the transcenti8ethis considered to be of the same essence
as the divine or Ultimate Objectivity, this denothe merging of the fragmented ego with the
One, or the ‘coalescence of subject and objectrthiey, it is to be noted that these four
statements may, in principle, be read ‘secular/clims about human consciousness as a
biological phenomenon, and that one may enterstdtes of super-consciousness in the same
way unconsciousness is entered into while dreaniihg.necessity for theological faith in the
existence of a transcendental Self and ground perfluous, for there is, allegedly, an
injunctive method ensuring the veridical sensory pegience of this Ground
(Johnson,1993:1939,Huxley,1946,Hines,1996). Thikessense in which we refer to ‘mystical
science,’ in that there is a falsifiable, replielshethodology available for experimentation
(Johnson,1993:1939,Huxley,1946,Hines,1996). THusysticism in all its forms agrees with
these tenets, it further agrees that there is ansnemathis end, namely, the accessing of the
transcendental ground via a distinctive facultyhiea mind through a process of meditatfn.

*3 That is, beyond our two epistemic faculties or svafknowing noted by McGinn (1999) - perceptionl an
thought/introspection.

4 Also referred to as ‘contemplation.’ (Hines, 199Bjis is not to suggest that they agree on theiggeand best
method of contemplation.
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This faculty has been called the ‘Third Ey&idra Til) by some sects. The Sufis refer to it as
‘the black point’ fuqta — i — saveida and the New Testament, ‘the single eye.’
(Johnson,1939:1993). It is defined as “a point beland between the two eyebrows...the seat
of the mind and the soul...the point at which thecigies of the saints begin their
concentration, and from where thgy ug (Johnson,1993:1939,p.267). It is explained thiat *

is not to be taken as ‘towards the sky’ but rathtr a different ontological realm impenetrable
by the five senses during waking consciousness. igpused to suggest that mode of
augmented or super-consciousness needed to emdesuch hidden dimensions. Of these
dimensions, a student of mysticism said:

The Masters tell us that beyond the confines of ti@rrestrial speck of dust lie

innumerable worlds full of light and beauty. To tp those worlds at will and to

possess them during this lifetime is only a portbour heavenly birthright. But to most
people that universe of finer worlds is locked ang@enetrable...but a fabric of poetical
fancy...The entire universe of starry worlds may hcked. Just how this is to be done
constitutes the sublimest secret of the [mystigdom. (Johnson,1939:1993.p.66).

This seems to echo Wordsworth (1802:2006) wherldmeates on the capability of the poet’'s
mind, which possesses something most ‘ordinary’pfge@o not have access to. Yet this
appears to contravene his dictum that a poet isn&m speaking to men.” However, he
continues: “a man, it is true, endued with morelinsensibility...greater knowledge of human
nature...a more comprehensive soul, than are suppdsedbe common among
mankind”(‘Preface’ toLyrical Balladsp.269). Where “higher vision” is an artefact “tamsh
people,” a mere “fabric of poetical fancy,” it iset poet’s sincere reality. We are investigating
the proposition that certain Romantic poets hadhag artistic and philosophic goal, the
apotheosis of human consciousness. Consideringnttaductory discussion of some of the
crucial Romantic principles on metaphysics and ciousness, with the key concept of the
Imagination in the arts as the panacea for dualisnit, plausible to propose that Romantic
poets and thinkers endorsed this kind of mysticisin®her, does their poetry or prose reflect a
desire for the ‘identification’ of the phenomenaoewith some transcendental aspect of the

Self, and/or an awareness of a dimension of exdstbeyond both thought and sense?

To form an answer, we might consider Spinozaliactatus Theologica-Politicugl670,in

Engell,1981) who asserted: “As the prophets peeckthe revelations of God by the aid of the
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imagination, they could indisputably perceive mutiat is beyond the boundary of the
intellect...”(p.116). This is an early claim foretimagination as a transcendental ordanter,
Coleridge’s (1817:1969) definition of the primanydasecondary Imagination as “the repetition
in the finite mind of the eternal act of creationtie infinite | AM”(XI11l,p.304) establishes the
unequivocal correlation between the Imagination paychological property and God’s
unchanging being. As noted, the distinction betwienprimary and secondary imagination is
guantitative, that between fancy and Imaginatiogualitative. Differing in both degree and
kind, Coleridge places the Imagination in a différentological category. Its place is not with
fancy as an associating, aggregating caprice ofitog, but with the infinite and ineffable,

without a hint or trace of neuroscience. McFarlét@B5) comments:

the added gradations [in the distinction betweemgmy and secondary imagination]
change what was originally a polar opposition iatoascending ladder. That ladder rises
to Godhead itself, to “the infinite | Am.” The tlsuis inexorablyupward towards the
most honorific conceptions the mind can entertainis.ithis upward movement that
typifies the Romantic concern with the Imaginat{pri50).

In this sense, the Imagination appears to takehenproperties of a mystical ‘Third Eye’
faculty — the very “seat of the soul” or “point &hich the disciples of the saints... gp’
(Johnson,1993:1939,p.267) - granting the individpatential access to the transcendental
ground. Kant’s (in McFarland,1985) summation ofessay on the Imagination states: “A pure
imagination, which conditions a#l priori knowledge is thus one of the fundamental faculties
of the human soul.” (p.158). Once again, we find¢amflation of the psychological and
transcendental. This hybridization is stressed pgnL(1966) when he notes how fixated the
Romantics were on the idea of an inner, ‘supertsamns psychology. Coleridge (1812:1969),
in the fifth essay of ‘The First Landing Place’ The Friendrefers to “the organ of the
supersensuous”(p.157). This super-sensuous reabnimg@ortant to them for the dominant,
materialist or mechanistic approach, especiallyabsociationism of Hartley, was an affront to
their spiritual, philosophical and aesthetic valuea crude dehumanization of the mind's
subtleties. The subject was thus fraught with &ls to ‘inner’ faculties, especially ‘inner
eyes,” which were valorised while the ‘external =31 were deprecated. For example, one of
Blake’'s major themes was the difference betweemgéewith the eye’ and ‘through the eye,’
the latter operation requiring the employment ef ‘thward Eye:” “With my inward Eye 'tis an
old Man grey/With my outward, a Thistle across mayi§1802:1982,p.721). His “great task”
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is to reveal “the Eternal Worlds” by ‘Opening therhortal Eyes'Jerusaleni,17-18 in
Erdman and Bloom,1982,p.147). Coleridge, similadigtinguishes between “the eye of the
flesh” or “outward sight” and “the inner eye,” theeep seeing eye” and “the silent &}/&”
(Lecturesl812:1969,p.144). This ‘transcendental’ faculty swao challenge what
Coleridge(1803:1957) in Blakean fashion, callece“8oul-blinding Worship of Mechanism,”

as it was to open “eyes filmy with drowsy empini's(p.507).

Wordsworth similarly intimates: “... the light oésse/Goes out in flashes that have shewn to
us/The invisible worldThe Prelude1805,VI1,534-535) or “... with an eye made quietthg
power of Harmony, and the deep power of joy/We sge the life of things” Tintern
Abbey48-50 in Gill,2004,p.63). He also refers to thaward eye/Which is the bliss of
solitude” (I Wandered Lonely As A Clod®-16,in Gill,2004,p.164). Evidently, Wordsworth
links the exercising of this faculty with a tempment of well-being. Pottle (1950) captures the
significance of these illustrations: “since Wordsthiowas a mystic, subject to occasional
mystic rapture, he felt that the deepest truth masattained until the light of sense went out”
(p-22). Further, in the ‘Essay, Supplementary o Rheface,” Wordsworth (1815:1974) clearly
outlines the relationship we are trying to discéRoetry is most just to its own divine origin
when it administers the comforts and breathes phet ®f religion.” He notes the “affinity
between religion and poetry...between religion — vehetement is infinitude; and poetry —
ethereal and transcendent, yet incapable to sustaiaxistence without sensuous incarnation.”
“The Imagination,” he says,

also shapes amteates and how? By innumerable processes. And in nomes d¢anore
delight than in consolidating numbers in unity...alsgions proceeding from, and
governed by, a sublime consciousness of the sduiinnfinite and almost divine power

(p.64).
This definitive conferral of the properties of tls®ul onto the Imagination secures an
inextricable nexus between the aesthetic, the mdggltal and the mystical. Coleridge

(1818:1969), moreover, in ‘On Poesy or Art,” defiret as the “the reconciler of nature and

“ Earlier allusions are found in Plato. In Book #flThe Republic (527¢e) Socrates tells Glaucon imagvery
man there is an eye of the soul which ... is moeeipus far than ten thousand bodily eyes, fortlayane is truth
seen” (380 B.C:1992,p.2D0

“% Interestingly, Emerson (1860:1888) in ‘Fate’ s&Jée day of days, the great day of the feastfef is that in
which the inward eye opens to the Unity in thingshisTbeatitude dips from on high down on us and we
see’(p.244).
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man...the union and reconciliation of that which eture with that which is exclusively
human” (Cectures 1808-181p.502). In defining the purpose of mysticism, heare we might
simply exchange the word ‘nature’ for ‘super-natumeColeridge’s definition. As cited above,
mysticism’s goal is the ‘identification or union tife self with the non-self.” Given the above
allusions to Romanticism’s preoccupation with tamlental faculties, Romanticism traverses
freely across these two definitions and employs tbkowing terms interchangeably:
“art/[consciousness] is the reconciler of the raf{supernatural] and man...the union and
reconciliation of that which is nature/[supernatungth that which is exclusively human.”
Romanticism and mysticism overlap, and we havertegeo Blake’s (1744:1982) definition
of the man who exercises the Imagination (cite@hapter One): “God is Man and exists in us
and we in him” (p.664).

It is in this sense that the ‘goals’ of Romanticimnd mysticism may be said to be
synonymous. As argued, both define a ‘purposeid®al,” as well as a ‘means’ towards their
respective ideals. The ‘ideal’ for Romanticismhe teintegration of the mind with nature — a
oneness or ‘monism’ that mysticism similarly watdknow. For the poet, the vehicle towards
this state of grace between the self and the agh#re Imagination, and for the mystic, the
‘Third Eye.” Given the shared properties betweesséhtwo faculties, namely that both are
redolent of the extra-sensory and the super-cagnénd, hence, occupy a different ontological
category, it seems accurate to conclude that Roommt and mysticism render the same
‘problem’ or ‘challenge’ of the mind’'s experienaato different terms. To follow | consider

some formal aspects of the poetry of those Romamutets who share this goal, which | later

illustrate in the analysis dfhe Preluden Chapter Six.

3.1. The mimetic and meontic mode

a) In nature there is everything that is in thejectb

x) And something above it

b) In the subject there is everything that is ituna

y) And something above it (Goethe in McFarland 1971.p.312)

Thomas McFarland (1971) distinguishes two broadaisgeof art and poetry, the mimetic and

the meontic mode. Within the former belongs artoluhas Aristotle explained, seeks to imitate
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nature. Hamlet's claim that the function of art tishold, as ‘twere, the mirror up to natufe”
aptly captures this. Terms such as ‘realism,” ‘reltsm’ and ‘verisimilitude’ are its cognates.
It is to imitate what ‘is there,” available to teenses. It is the aesthetic version of the Cartesia
law of ‘clarity and distinctness’ in philosophy atater, ‘positivism’ in science, and was
promoted by Dr Johnson as a founding principle eb-nlassical af® Alternatively, the
meontic mode is to imitate what is ‘not there.’dretter, Keats’s (1819:1975) comparison of
himself to Byron illustrates this: “You speak of rdoByron and me — There is this great
difference between us. He describes what he séesctibe what | imagine”(p.314). Likewise,
Blake (1810:1982) asserts: “Natural objects alwdiys and now do weaken, deaden and
obliterate Imagination in me”(p.665). Finally, Baalaire (1859:2006) notes: “In recent times
we have heard it said in a thousand different wéd@sipy nature, copy nature...l find it
worthless and tedious to represent that whichasabise nothing of that which is satisfies me”
(p-298). Mimesis was thus devalued by Romantici8nscrupulous fidelity to the senses is
redolent of ‘convention’ or ‘custom,” from whosdHargy Romanticism wants to ‘rouse’ us, as
Coleridge (1817:1969,p.7) famously observed in tdrafourteen of theéBiographia Yet it
follows from the arguments above that the Romapitigpose was not merely to liberate the
mind from the oppression of the senses, but to nheyend them altogether, to get to ‘what is
not there.” Without initially invoking the presencé a transcendental Ground, ‘what is not
there’ must include psychic content such as dreamesnories and emotions. Of course, the
line between the mimetic and meontic becomes kduméen the artist projects, as he
inevitably does, his consciousness onto the natbjgct, rendering it non-static, organic and
impressionistic — formal characteristics that, @scussed in chapter 1.1, were crucial to

Romantic poetry.

The meontic mode thus differs from the mimetic his tfirst, less significant sense, namely,
that it empties out the contents of consciousnesgs the world and imbues nature with an
ethereal visage. Yet this need not imply that wta meontic mode imitates is the
transcendental Self and ‘objects’ of the ‘transesridl Ground,” for we must not conflate

phenomena such as dreams, memories and the faaffgcts of the phenomenal ego/self -

*"Hamletlll,11,17-19, in Edwards 2003, p.165.
“8 He supported this principle in his ‘Preface to I&speare’ thus: Shakespeare is above all writeegpdet of
nature; the poet that holds up to his readerstiaftiimirror of manners and of life (in Clinghamd”p.147).

39



with the mystical experiences of the transcendebgdii Mystics are adamant on insisting that
transcendental experiences are not the subjectiuéf ®f dreams or hallucinations
(Huxley,1946;Hines,1996). We have established tiBsound’ as accessible by super-
consciousness or an ‘upward tendency’ — the psyohés empyrean heights. Dreams,
memories and, arguably, visions of fancy, are okimg consciousness and the un-conscious
depths of the mind. Mimesis is thus necessary butsnofficient for the Romantic aesthetic.
However, neither is the meontic mode when takefmesely’ the imitation of dreams and
memories, which are properties of the ‘phenomepH|’ svhich we distinguished from the
‘transcendental self.” If mimesis is the productfarficy, employed to “quicken or beguile the
individual part of our nature,” rather than Imadioa, which is “to incite and to support the
eternal” (Wordsworth,1815:1974,p.33-37), it is ¥iee meontic mode, as ‘imitation’ of the
transcendental Self and Ground, that the poet nkeash

a power of enormous ken,

To see as a god sees andihalidepth

Of thingas nimbly as the outward eye

Can size and shape pervade (Keatsk-all of Hyperion,l,302-306,in

Barnard,2003, p.443)

This power of vision suggests something beyond ‘pla¢hetic fallacy’ — the projection of
temperament onto nature. It points to somethingenodjectively present, in nature, but which
is veiled from the outward eye whose capacity ismited to the lesser but nimble grasp of
‘size and shape’ in a three dimensional realityuhderstanding what Keats might mean by
‘the depth of things,” G. Wilson Knight's (1941) mments on Coleridge’dncient Mariner
are illuminating:

....though we must normally think in temporal ternmnsl @amagine immortality as a state
after death...poetry, in moments of high optic vision...expressesiew and more
concrete perception of life here and now, unveilingew dimension of existence. Thus
immortality becomes, not a prolongation of the tiseqjuence, but rather, the whole
sequence from birth to death lifted up verticalbygenerate a super temporal area, or
solidity....a higher state of consciousness on thaifbntal] birth-death time stream.
This shadow...is cast by a higher, more dimensiozelity, such as | have deduced from
other poets to be the pictured quality of immotyap.93)

The Romantic-meontic poet glimpses an extra dinoerdity by a faculty of vision which
casts a shadow beneath that which is ‘flat.” Thaptares a roundedness and fullness, un-

apprehensible to the fancy’'s ‘common sight.” A l@gistate of consciousness, (which Knight
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calls a state of ‘immortality’) reveals that deashnot to be conceived of ‘horizontally,” as
something to be experienced in a given amountnaéd tilt is here and now, or more aptly, the
‘herenow of space-time rather than the Newtonian, hemd now of space and time. Shelley
(1821:2006) captures this in tBefencevhen he observes: “A poet participates in thenader
the infinite and the one; as far as relates tochisceptions, time and place and number are
not”(p.840). The meontic is thus to be conceivedie@ly, as a hidden dimension of death-in-
life, which one may enter into from within conscimess, augmented beyond its
spatiotemporal confiné$. This, | will show, is what meontic poetry contifiyagestures
towards, this sense of roundedness and dimengiadds verticality to horizontally flat space
and linear temporal succession. It adds a psyclardyndepth to the mind, imbuing it with
abysmal, unconscious repositories, but simultadgousystical height - the pinnacles and
peaks of an amplified consciousness, which we maghit ‘superconsciousness.’ In short, it

erects what Knight (1949) calls a Coleridgean litdome™°

upon the surface of the world
given to us in its empirically reductive form byeteenses, by throwing a ‘fourth dimensional,’

hyperouranic ‘shadow’ onto the comparably flat naitplane.

| am suggesting that what distinguishes the medrdin the mimetic mode is that in addition
to portraying projected psychic contents (suchraams, memories and fantasies) it gestures
towards a rendition of the transcendental Grousédlfit The first way it achieves this is, as
noted, by the elucidation of an added dimensionalihere is, however, a second property of
the transcendental Ground which this kind of vesaptures. Principle 4 ofhe Perennial
Philosophyasserts that ‘identification of the phenomenal egfh the transcendental Self is
life’s chief purpose. Yet principle 3 claims thdtist Self isof the same essen@s the
transcendental ground (Shear,1994). It follows ithantification with the Self is co-incidental
with ‘entering’ into the transcendental Ground.oltmer words, to transcend the phenomenal
ego by reaching a state of super-consciousnessaretrate that Ground. This amounts to the
coalescence of the subject (ego) with the Ultimatkject/Godhead (the Ground and

transcendental Self). The same way in which th@ge of the Romantic Imagination is, as

9 Mystics, similarly, describe the act of meditatimrthe apotheosis of consciousness as momenigyihg
while living,’ for in these augmented states, oglampses’ the higher realms within which one wil ilmmersed
upon death. (Johnson, 1939:1993).

0 The Romantic psyche, | illustrate by analysidbé Preludeén Chapter Six, is “a miracle of rare device/A
sunny pleasure-dome with caves of ice.” (Coleridgbla Khanlll,35-36 in Bloom,2004,p.378)
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discussed, to usurp all dualisms by way of ‘coaase of subject and object,’ this unification

is the crucial mystical purpose.

‘Impressionism’ is the aesthetic which most aptggests such a synthesis. By this we are
referring to a depiction of nature as organic, isdbwith motion and viscosity, whereby
natural phenomena melt into one another. The poattist captures the ethereal light, sound
and mist given off by the empirical world, and #hes a synesthesic interpenetration of the
poet’'s senses. The nature of mimesis is terresindl earthly, heavy and laden with matter.
The ‘other’ nature of the meontic is limpid, diapbas, and celestial. Pater's (1873:1961)
observations suggest that not even the loosest sisroan capture the kinesis of the mind, for
the billowing, rushing torrents of nature and itengents are comparably stagnant to the
ephemeral stream of super-consciousness, instansugimpses of which, the meontic mode
aims to photograph: “At first sight experience seeam bury us under a flood of external
objects, pressing upon us a sharp and importureadéy...”(p.221). This is the state of the
mind under the oppressive weight of empirical ratdt is the condition of the eye, in
Coleridge’s (1803:1957) inimitable phrase, “filmyitv drowsy empiricism”(p.766), that is,
before

reflection begins to play upon those objects [ahdy are dissipated under its influence;
[then] the cohesive force seems suspended like sackeof magic, each object is loosed
into a group of impressions- colour, odour, tegtdrin the mind of the observer. And if
we continue to dwell in thought on this world, rdtobjects in the solidity with which
language invests them, but of impressions, unstélikering, inconsistent, which burn
and are extinguished with our consciousness of theater,1873:1961,p.221).

Pater’'s ‘flickering, inconstant impressions’ echol€idge (1817:1969) when he alludes
poetically to “accidents of light or shade, [by] ambight or sunset diffused over a known and
familiar landscape”BiographigX1V,p.5) as an analogy for the effects of the linagon. The
lunar or solar effects of light and shade on aradhjepresent, for Coleridge, the distinctions of
the Romantic aesthetic over the neo-classic. MaRdrl(1971), further, says of this type of
verse that it is

...in its nature an iridescence. Its various cdiors pulsate and shade into one another,
its kinetic reaching toward the hyperouranic reabecause of the indefiniteness of that
realm, becomes a shimmering...we may think of thensfering of great meontic poetry
as the breaking of linear bounds by the tidal etima of the hyperouranic realm...the
place beyond the heavens (p.415-416).
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In a variation of Knight's (1941) notion of an extimposed, ‘vertical’ dimension of
experience captured by meontic poetry, McFarlar8¥ 1) speaks of “the breaking of linear
bounds” by the attraction of the higher realms. Slmot only are the lethargic senses ‘roused,’
but they ‘rise.” “The thrust” as McFarland (198%tes, “is inexorably upwards”(p.150), to the
‘infinite I Am.” The meontic mode seeks, as Colged(in Engell,1981) notes, to “elaborate
essence into existence”(p.110) by puncturing himdseing to allow for Being to slip through.
Stated differently by the avowed agnostic ShelE82(@:2006) in th®efence“It is as it were
the interpenetration of a diviner nature through own”(p.847). These are some formal or
aesthetic characteristics of the poetry which pgdrthe Romantic ideal of reciprocal
communion between mind and nature. When GoethMiRarland,1971) insisted elliptically
that “in nature there is everything in the subjeahd something above it” and “in the subject
there is everything that is in nature...and sometlaibgve it"(p.312), he was drawing on the
this reciprocity or coalescence between the subgand the objective — a monistic ideal
wherein each inheres in each. Put differently, wghinrefer to the ‘landscape’ of the psyche,
that is, what is ‘objective’ in the subjective, what (paradoxically) exists in the mind but
independently of it. Reciprocally, we refer to thsyche’ of the landscape, namely, what is
‘subjective’ in the objective, or what exists iretexternal world but is dependent on the mind
for its existence. By its consecration of a facultyich can perform the seemingly paradoxical
‘eternal act in a finite mind,” Romanticism is fbea on the notion of interdependence between
subjective and objective which, so it claims, ieorclassic predecessors neglected. In Chapter
Six, the characteristics of this ‘meontic’ stylellvie discerned by analysis of passages from
The Prelude.

3.2. Language as Binding

To say more than human things with human voice,

That cannot be; to say human things with more

Than human voice, that, also cannot be;

To speak humanly from the height or from the depth

Of human things, that is acutest speech.  @valStevensZhocorua to its Neighbor, X1X955,p.300

[A poet] is a man speaking to men. . (Wordsworth, ‘Preface’ to thieyrical Ballads
1802:2006,p.269)
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The meontic, being the mode which brushes the élbeyond the heavens,” is often
purposefully obscure in its attempts to harness tthescendental within the confines of
language. Mystics are confronted with the samennenience in their efforts to communicate
the experience of ‘super-consciousness’ and tlamstrendental Ground,’ the nature of which
is ‘ineffable.” Hence the profusion of allegory,radox, irony and arcane symbolism that
constitutes mystical rhetoric. Huxley (1946) chéeases this problem:

...the divine Ground of existence is...out of time, alifterent, not merely in degree, but
in kind from the worlds to which traditional langyeaand the languages of mathematics
are adequate. Hence, in all expositions of thenmaé philosophy, the frequency of
paradox, verbal extravagance...seeming blasphemyodyobas yet invented a Spiritual
Calculus, in terms of which we may talk cohererdlyout the divine Ground...for
present, therefore, we must be patient with thguistic eccentricities of those who are
compelled to describe one order of experience imgeof a symbol system, whose
relevance is to the facts of a different ordes5Q@p.

This highlights the primary issue of mystical discse: supposing there is a ‘transcendental

Ground,” how to symbolize it when its nature evadbs explanatory reach of our
epistemological faculties?

Connectedly, of the poetic image, De Man (1968¥§say

The existence of the poetic image is itself a sifjdivine absence, and the conscious use
of poetic imagery an admission of this absence..ipdabguage seems to originate in
the desire to draw closer and closer to the onicddgtatus of the object, and its growth
and development are determined by this inclinatitms. movement is essentially
paradoxical and condemned in advance to failurerdttan be flowers that ‘are’ and
poetic words that ‘originate,’” but no poetic wottsat ‘originate’ as if they ‘were.’ (p.69-
70)
Metaphysically, there is a hierarchy between woadsl things - the thing occupies an
ontological primacy above the word. Meontic poetag, the refinement of language and
consciousness, ‘gets closer’ to that primacy thdreroforms of discourse. It is language
figured, embodied and made malleable so that it beayrought, not into what the primary
ontological ground is, but what itlike, with reference to the particulars of nature comnadg

and in a state of fluid coalescence — a “naturgematuralism> Yet it will always,

*1 The term was first used by Carlyle (1833:1897%amtor Resartugook Ill, Chapter, 8,p.202 and then by M.H
Abrams (1971) in describing the genre of Wordswertioetry.
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nonetheless, be a copy and secondary epiphenomkikena literary asymptote, the poetic
symbol will tend infinitely towards but never ‘beve’ the thing. If we read De Man’s
statement mystically, he echoes Huxley above on timsufficiency of the
language/consciousness system to circumscribertét-system of extra-linguistic and super-

conscious experience.

Eagleton (1977) similarly draws on this Derridedea of the insufficient and regressive nature
of signs in getting to the ‘thing’ in its elementdhte and plenitudéTo speak is to lack, and
it’s in this lack that the movement of desire it g8, the movement whereby | move restlessly
from sign to sign without ever being able to closg fist over some primordial plenitude of
sense...”(p.22). Shelley (1821:2006), earlier an The Defence, acknowledged
Sidney’s(1579:1965) truism that “the poet, he noghaffirms” but “never lieth”(p.123) either,
by his claim that “We know nothing. We have no evide [of the existence of a higher
world]"... and that “vain is it to think that words can peatt the innermost mystery of our
being”(1815:2002,p.506) for “the most glorious pgehat has ever been communicated to the
world is but a feeble shadow of the original cornmes of the poet”(1821:2006,p.846). Thus,
the poet only ever has, in Keats's phrase, “Gueaséteaven” The Fall of Hyperior,4,in
Barnard,2003,p.435). Finally, Carlyle’s (1836:20G&jul declamation is testimony to the
inadequacy of language, and to Huxley's (1946) estdor “patience” with the “linguistic
eccentricities” of those who attempt to appropriea@scendental experience in words:

Nothing but innuendos, figurative crotchets, a dgpi Shadow, fitfully wavering,

prophetico-satiric — no clear logical Picture. “Hopaint to the sensual eye,”
[Teufelsdroch] asks “what in the Holy of Holies pas in man’s soul?” In what words,
known to these profane times, speak even afarfdffeounspeakable? (p.1019)

Despite the awareness of the insufficiency of laggy we might say that one of the
‘achievements’ of Romantic poetry was to put irdoduage, with greater acuity, experiences
which would appear to transcend signification. his tregard, Romantic thinkers and poets
devote much theorizing to the notion of the ‘symbd®he symbol, | illustrate, fulfills the
important need of approaching a sign system capablappropriating the ineffable in
language. Connectedly, aspects of the theorizingpesymbol explicitly portray the Romantic

interest with transcendental experiences. | disehese aspects to further substantiate the
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argument that one of their ‘goals’ was the apotiseo$ consciousness, and to prevent the

embers of Carlyle’s exasperation from being unadlatbly fanned.

3.3. Symbol

...he who wishes to see a Vision; a perfect Whole,
Must see it in its Minute Particulars (BlakeJerusalemTo the Christians,” Plate 91,20-21 in
Erdman and Bloom, 15

Didst thou ever descry a glorious eternity in ageid moment of time? Didst thou ever see a brightiia in the
narrow point of an object? Then thou knowest wgititsmeans — the spire-top, whither all things east
harmoniously, where they meet and sit contentexhinnfathomed Depth of Life.”(Peter Sterry in Haxl1946,
p. 187)

The Imagination, as a divine organ and receptactettie harbouring of transcendental
knowledge, has its most sublime product in the twans8on of the Romantic symbol. As
discussed, Wellek (1949) noted that “symbol andhnigt poetic style” is a core criterion of
Romantic poetry. Further, he observed that “allgheat Romantic poets are mythopoeic, are
symbolists” (p.15). Coleridge explains that the i#plical’ is to be understood, not unlike
synecdoche, as a part that stands in for a whdle. Whole, however, being inaccessible to
consciousness, is an absence, the part, a presénitee absence. Hence we arrive at a
conception of the symbolic employed by the psychbat Melanie Klein (1952): creativity —
the symbolic process — is healing for it allows siject to secure an internal presence of the
lost, loved object in its absence. Thus, every aictreation is an act of re-creation. The
Coleridgean resonance of this theory is clear gilendefinition of the Imagination as that
faculty which produces, in the human mind, a seaondepetition of the original act of
creation. Symbolical Romantic poetry thus beconmescho of the original ‘Word’ or ‘Logos,’
and therefore a direct link between the extricatgoject and the desired, absent Object. Using
this logic of the symbol as the particularized niestation of a greater, inaccessible entity,

what was the nature of this ‘grand whole’ for thenfiantics?

The Romantics were obsessed with the notionfwfiiy, with “...something ever more about
to be.”(The Preludgl805,VI,542) and believed that great art is thaictv conveys eternity
within the confines of nature and languages ‘minpaeticulars.” “A chief characteristic of
Romanticism,” says Baudelaire (1821-1867:2006)aspiration towards the infinite.” (p.87)
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Moreover, “infinitude” is “Our destiny, our naturand our home.”.as Wordsworth claims
(The Preludel805,VI,538-539), and the connection between ityfiand poetry is the keynote
of Shelley’s (1821:2006pefence Goethe (in McFarland 1971) furthermore, wrotdeagth
about the function of the symbol as a spatio-temparticular expressing an absent,
impenetrable entity: “That is the true symbolismenéh the particular represents the more
universal, not as dream and shadow, but as living amomentary revelation of the
Unerforschlicherjimpenetrable](p.332). Continuing with this idea, he defines #yenbol as:

...above all by the translucence of the eternal tijinoand in the Temporal. It always
partakes of the Reality which it renders intelllgiband while it enunciates the Whole,
abides itself as a living part of that Unity, ofiaihit is the representative (p.332).

Goethe’s observations on the function of the synalsdtthe translucence of the eternal through
and in the temporal” are congruent with Carlyl€#833:1897) view that “In the symbol...there
is...some embodiment of the infinite in the finiteXg5), as well as More’s (1913) definition
of Romanticism: “The illusion of beholding the infie within the stream of nature itself,
instead of apart from that stream...”(p.xiii). Numesathinkers utter variations on this same
theme, which might be said to engender the es$dogjie of Romanticism. This ‘logic’ was
parodied by T.E. Hulme (1909:1994) when he sarddilyicdefined Romanticism as “spilt
religion....like pouring a pot of treacle over thenwmr table”(p. 62). Hulme believed

Romanticism to irresponsibly transgress acrossuskat, categorically distinct concepts:

You don't believe in a God, so you begin to beligvat man is a god. You don’t believe
in Heaven, you begin to believe in heaven on e#émtbther words, you get romanticism.
The concepts that are right and proper in their spimere are spread over, and so falsify
and blur the clear outlines of human experienc&2).

Schelling’s observation (in McFarland,1971) that theautiful is the infinite finitely

represented and, moreover, Coleridge’s ‘repetittbran eternal act in a finite mind’ are
characteristic of the categorical transgressionat thothered Hulme. Despite plausible
objections to inconsistencies in logic by attemjaissquare the circle,” this notion of the

transcendental inhering ‘in’ the material was aabi

Above all, the symbol perpetuated a sense of umitidentity between extricated parts and

grand wholes or subject and object. In summatiainisftheme, Carlyle (1833:1897) notes that
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“...the Universe is one vast Symbol of God” and tfeatSymbol...is ever some dimmer or
clearer revelation of the Godlike” (lll,1ll,p.175What is crucial for our purposes is that there
was, in view of these citations, a yearning to appnd something irreducibly vast. The
temporal implies schism, rupture and ‘littleness’Coleridge (1797:1956), in a letter to John
Thelwall, intones mystically: “I can contemplatetinag but parts, and parts are lgile — my
mind feels as if it ached to behold something grestmething one and indivisible...” (p.209)

It is a self-critical statement of incapacity amdtiess desire, and speaks to Eagleton’s (1977)

claim above that language can never grasp or “dtesest’(p.22) over something absolute.

The yearning for the transcendental, at times bordeon desperation as Coleridge’s

exasperated admission evokes, is unequivocal. Témeging sections have substantiated this
view with reference to the Imagination as a trandeatal faculty, a desire to transcend the
limits of language, and the concept of the symimlaacognate of this aim. Given these
premises, to follow is a theory of Romantic poe#rlyich accounts for these preoccupations

and tendencies, namely, a view of Romantic poetrgliaplaced mystical experience.’

3.4. Apotheosis: Romantic Poetry as ‘Displaced Mysstl Experience’ or as the

Sublimation/Rarefaction of the Super-Conscious.

...the lyric poets are not in their senses whemtlake these lovely lyric poems. No, when once thapch into
harmony and rhythm, they are seized with the Bactthihsport — as the bacchants draw milk and hénoay the
rivers, but not when in their senses. For the ptadtsis...that the melodies they bring us are gatthdrom the
rills that run with honey, out of glens and gardefshe Muses...And what they say is true, for a pset light
and winged thing, and holy, and never able to caapmtil he has become inspired, and is besidedtinzsd
reason is no longer in him (Plévo.. 534 A-B in Murray,1996,p.115-116)

And all should cry Beware! Beware!

His flashing eyes, his floating hair

Weave a circle round him thrice

And close your eyes with holy dread

For he on honey-dew hath fed,

And drunk the milk of paradise. (Coleridgeibla Kahn 49-54 in Bloom,2004,p.379)

The following section brings this dissertation tstatement of a theory of Romantic poetry and
thus to its core thesis, which is as follows: Thenfantic poets sympathetic with the
Coleridgean view of the Imagination sought accesthé transcendental Ground by merging

the phenomenal ego with the transcendental Self iandirn, aimed to experience a state of
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consciousness wherein the bifurcation betweenuallisins is bridged. Their prime vehicle for
this apotheosis of consciousness was the Imagmatod their documentation of these
experiences is Romantic poetry itself, with its tn@salted component being the constructed
symbol. This view assigns Romantic art with a psgpdt is not didactic, nor is it ‘art for art’s
sake,” but rather, the means for the philosophgroat to gain experiential knowledge of his
theories. It allows the Romantic to take all histesc axioms on the Imagination as “the
resolving and unifying force of all antitheses armhtradictions” and the reconciler and
identifier of

man with nature, the subjective with the objectitree internal mind with the external
world, time with eternity, matter with spirit, fit® and infinite, the conscious with the
unconscious and self-consciousness with the absd#rsadf-consciousness... the static to
the dynamic, passive to active, ideal to real, aundiversal to particular,
(Engell,1981,p.8)

and to ‘test them on his pulses,’ as Keats noteal letter” It takes Romantic poetry to be a
form of mania (as implied by Coleridge in the lirflemm Kubla Kahnquoted at the start of this
section) wherein the poet is allowed an instantaséglimpse’ of the transcendental Ground, a
momentary “apprehension of truth and beauty,” traasient “participation in infinitude and
oneness,” as Shelley (1821:2006,p.847) exhortisaefence Poetry “arrests” the “vanishing

apparitions” and “evanescent visitations” of thedGead:

‘Twas a moment’s pause:
All that took place within nmame and went
As in a moment, and | only now
Remember that it was a thirine. ThePreludeVIIl,707-710)

We are suggesting, following from the distinctibetween fancy and Imagination, that the
latter, belonging to a different ontological catggtw the former, is for the Romantics a faculty
which serves as gateway to the transcendental @rolineir meontic visions, as Huxley
(1946) suggests, cannot all be ineffectual, golmrstructs of the fancy:

The poet or the painter’s vision of the divine ature, or the worshiper’'s awareness of a
holy presence in the sacrament, symbol or image heset are not entirely
subjective...what the poet and the painter percesveadtually there, waiting to be
apprehended by anyone who has the right kind afiias (p.59).

2 «Nothing becomes real till it is experienced...ax®im philosophy are not axioms until they are proupon
our pulses” (Keats, 1818:1975, p. 93).
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Concerning the ‘right kind of faculties,’ this endlment is a gift that Wordsworth (1802:2006)
attributes exclusively to the poet of the highesteo (and thus to the mystic) which eludes ‘all
the rest of us,” for a poet possesses “a more cemepisive soul, than are supposed to be
common among mankind” (‘Preface’ tgrrical Balladsp.269). Further, Huxley's claim is
fraught with irony since the species of poetry mdisbrced from realism, namely, what we
have defined as ‘meontic poetry,’ is supposed tdaia a higher degree of objectivity — albeit
‘hidden’ from unrefined faculties - than its minetcounterpart. Wordsworth, moreover,
implied that mimesis in its most oppressive form“islgar sense” which “substitute[s] a
universe of death,/Thialsestof all worlds, in place of that/Which is divinedatrue...”(The
Prelude1805,XI11,140-143,italics added).

This theory of Romantic poetry is greatly illumiedtby drawing on psychoanalysis. Freud
hypothesized that art is sublimated unconsciougectrin the form of wishes which were
repressed as a consequence of their being cujtwalicceptable. The basic psychoanalytic
principle for the relationship between the uncomgsiand creativity is that the impulse for
creative thought is promoted by the artist’'s needd something with repressed material on a
symbolic level, that is, through sublimation (Kri952). Freud (1908:1985) explains that the
sexual and aggressive instincts may be divertedy dveen their primary aims and objects
towards more socially acceptable endeavours. Thmapr sexual and aggressive psychic
energy is discharged towards a pursuit that hasexmicit connection to sexuality or
aggression but may be assumed to derive their ataiiv from these instincts. The key,
culturally respectable pursuits towards which tharsees are channelled are the arts, academia
and religion (Laplanche and Pontalis, 1973). Tlausprk of art is, for Freud, fundamentally, a
product of the id’s primal, unconscious instinatbannelled and refined into a culturally
revered medium. The transformation of the fluidhyound, sexual and aggressive energy of the
‘primary processes’ into contents and products utigke direction of the ‘secondary process’
results in a created product that is acceptablalltw its integration into sociefi. Creative

production depends on the artist’s capacity tosfiaim primary process content, with the help

%3 Primary process thinking is a mode of thought Wligcnon-discursive, disobedient of grammatical lital
laws, and negligent of spatio-temporal categomiatihis is the kind of thought employed in theaane
(consider, for example, that in the dream one nzaeta conversation with ‘time’ and be two peoplerate).
Secondary process thinking, on the other hands@itsive, grammatical and logical. This is thedkof thought
employed by waking consciousness in discourse, enalics etc.
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of secondary process ideation, into symbolic fotha achieve the status of art. Sublimation
therefore implies rarefaction, or the distillatiand refinement of primal psychic energy into an

organized essence.

Using this, in the same way in which psychoanalgkagns that art is sublimated unconscious
material, it is proposed that the kind of Romaptetry presently expounded on is sublimated
superconscious material. The view of the psyche that leen proposed is of one which not
only has psychoanalytic depth, bwanscendental height.Romantic poetry in the meontic
mode is thus a tempering, by secondary proces<itigin of mystical vision. It is the
circumscription, by the discursive laws, of apofired consciousness and of the extra-
linguistic, or that which is intuitean-mediately, without the interpretative mediatiooyided

by language. This is similar to the way in which agorehend our own consciousness — if you
think you are in pain, you are - whereby any syrtbald becomes redundahiwe recall
Shelley in the Defence on this point: “the most glorious poetry that haser been
communicated to the world is but a feeble shadowthaf original conceptions of the
poet”’(1821:2006,p.846). Thus, if the phenomenal ggaluces poetry, the transcendental Self
achieves the ‘poetry of poetry,” but the ineffatyiland psychic privacy of this meta-poetry
cannot be communicated publicly without condesaendd certain rigors of convention.
Emphatically, it is not suggested that all poetrydisplaced mystical experience.” There can
be and is a secular poetics. We are only applyigytheory to a very distinctive school that

grounds itself in the above elucidated theorietheflmagination.

To elaborate further by analogy between the dreachthe poem: Freudian dream theory
(1908:1985) suggests that what the dream work aekjen an unconscious, involuntary level,

is what the poet achieves by tropes and figures, conscious and more voluntary level. Some

%4 Philosphers of mind (Searle,1997; and McGinn,120@4) call these experiencgsalia, which refer to the
qualities of conscious experience, or ‘what itke lto be’ in a certain state, for example ‘whasitike’ to see red,
feel happy etc. Symbols are used as we do not&esess to another person’s consciousness, andhateyed to
assist conveying onetpualiato another person.

A passage from Derrida captures this idea: “Tht®uese to logos, from fear of being blinded by alimgct
intuition of the father, of good...of origin of beirng itself, of the form of forms, this recourseltgos as tdahat
which protects us from the suBocrates: | thought that as | had failed in tbetemplation of true existence, |
ought to be careful that | did not loose the eyegfsoul as people may injure their bodily eye bgerving...the
sun during an eclipse, unless they take the primcaaf only looking at the image reflected in thater or some
analogous medium.” (DerridBissemination1981,p. 83-4).

51



theorists such as O’States (1978) have gone asfay draw a one to one correlation between
each element of the dream work - condensationJatisment, representation and secondary
revision — with each of the four master tropes tomgmy, synecdoche, metaphor, irony — by
the abstraction of identical cognitive operatiomattoccur (unconsciously) in the dream work
and (more consciously) in the tropes. Therefore,dream work is an unconscious form of
rhetoric, and rhetorical devices are a conscious fof dream work, or: the dream is an
involuntary poetry® and by corollary, poetry is a voluntary kind oedming. Hartman (1987)
gestured towards this reciprocal premise when Iserwkd that “The poet, a famous definition
holds, dreams with his eyes open....” (p.191). Cérast are the implications of this theory for
the notion of Romantic poetry | have been propasig views on Romantic-meontic poetry
situate it as something likesaperconscious form of dream work, ‘sublimating’ orredying’

the experiences of an augmented consciousness.

So we arrive at the idea that Wordsworth is sultitia‘gentrified’” Milton, and Romantic
poetry, more broadly, is sublimated ‘infinitude’r (@hat the Cabbalists call ti&n Sof —the
‘without end’ (Scholem,1974)) whereby Kant's ‘noumo@,” Heidegger's ‘Being’ and
‘Presence,” and Plato’s ‘Forms’ are always ‘condesed’ or ‘accommodated’ into
‘phenomenon,’ ‘being,” the ‘present’ and the ‘pautar.’ In The Biographia(X1V) Coleridge
cites a poem by Sir John Davies about the effeth@fsoul on the body. Coleridge suggests,
however, that the description may plausibly be i@dpto the Imagination instead. The poem
addresses the ‘sublimating’ action of the Imagoratve have alluded to:

...she turns bodies to spirit
by sublimation strange...
As we our food into our natalenge.

From their gross matter sheraloss their forms,
And draws a kind of quintessefioen things,
Which to her proper nature shegforms,

To her them light on her celgsivings

Thus does she when from indigicktates

She doth abstract the univeksals,

Which then re-clothed in diversanes and fates,
Steal access through our setosesr minds.

* |n The Descent of Mamarwin cites Jean Paul Richter as claiming tfdte‘ dream is an involuntary kind of
poetry” (1852 in Darwin, 1871:1930, p. 82).
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Sir(John Davie§n the Soul of
Maaited by Coleridge,1817:1969,XIV,p.17

In short, it is the distillation (should we sayisadursive pasteurization?’) of ‘the milk of
paradise.” Hartman (1964) claims that ‘Milton arature’ were the two powers that fought for
Wordsworth’s soul. If ‘Milton’ is the anomalous arile visionary, then “[Wordsworth’s]
genius as a poet arises from the first” (p.218) fr@m the second, if we take ‘nature’ as the
familiar and the law-like, he becomes an inmatehef world, “a man speaking to men.” If
Wordsworth’s task is to ‘domesticate nature,” tgpose a human form on its ‘prophetic blasts’
and inchoate ‘primal warblings,” such an impositiemderstood as the refinement of savage
noise into the “still, sad music of humanityligtern Abbe)91 in Bloom,2004,p.328) may now

be read as rarefaction by an augmented secondaecggy thinking. The consequence is

of\thaos, not
The darkest pit of the profoundesdt h
Nor aught of [blinder] vacancy scedmut
By help of dreams can breed suchded awe
As fall upon us often when we look
Into our Minds, into the Mind of man. (Preface tdhe Excursiof85-40 in
Owen and Syser,1p74

Conclusion of Chapter 3: Nature, self, Imagination:Hartman’s Triad

We began by citing a meta-poetic narrative thdicsrsuch as Hartman (1962), Bloom (1971b)
and Abrams (1971) have abstracted from each ohidfie Romantic works. Hartman (1962)
described this as the re-appropriation of the @éblmyth of ‘Eden, fall and redemption’ into

the psychological pattern of ‘integration of the nohiwith nature,” ‘isolation’ and ‘re-

integration’ (or, ‘nature, self-consciousness, lmagon’). The theory of the Imagination

espoused places it as the panacea for the ruptaiveebén ‘self and other.” The Romantic
‘purpose’ of the coalescence of this subject/obgeilism was placed in propinquity with the
mystical goal of ‘identification’ of the phenomenadjo with the transcendental Self (or the
attainment of super-consciousness) as a means dswexperiential knowledge of the
transcendental Ground. It was thus illustrated tih&t Imagination and its most sublime

product — the meontic mode and the Symbol - argnamet with the impulse to venture
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‘upwards’ towards this Ground. Having interpreteahf&ntic verse to be a kind of sublimated
super-consciousness or ‘displaced mystical expegieboth mysticism and Romanticism have
as their topos the story and movement of conscesssdescribed by Hegel (1770-1831:1977):

On the one hand [consciousness] alienael,iand in this alienation sets itself off
as object...On the other hand there is...tHigromoment in which it has equally
transcended this alienation and objectifocatand taken it back into itself, and is at
home with itself in its other-ness. (p.21)
For consciousness to be “at home with itself imitser-ness” lucidly exemplifies the state of
coalescence between the self and the Self, or dulape object. Similarly, Bloom (1971a)

posits that the “poet-hero” is not a

seeker after nature but after his own maturegosyand so the Romantic poet

turned away, not from society to nature, butrfreature to what was more

integral than nature, within himself. The widdre®nsciousness of the poet did

not [necessarily] give him intimations of a f@nunion with the Divine, but

rather of his former self-less self. (p.26).
It has been the precise purpose to render botimgledntextually ambiguous, in that we should
not be able to place either definitively within demomenological, Romantic or mystical
paradigm. “Intimations of a former sd#ss self” or the progression into Sympathetic
Imagination is Hegel’'s story of consciousness, Whesimilarly, the mystic’s story of union
or reunion. The vicissitudes of consciousness tsmdwn transcendence is the core concern, a
co-ordinate in whose ocean - ‘the overcoming oflidoa - is reached by Romanticism and
mysticism from different seas. The following chapievestigates the phenomenon of

‘Romantic melancholy’ in suggesting that the fornsethe more perilous channel.
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CHAPTER FOUR: Romantic Melancholy: ‘Post Lapsarian Nostalgia’

We have fallen out with nature and what was once..ofio end that eternal conflict between our self trel
world, to restore the peace that passeth all utatetmg, to unite ourselves with nature so as tmfone endless
whole, that is the goal of all our strivingjthough one that is achievable only in infinitepagpximation
(Holderlin,1795:1961, ‘Preface’ tdyperionp.25).

It is at once by and through poetry, by and thromalsic, that the soul glimpses the splendours teitlbehind
the tomb; and when an exquisite poem brings teatse rim of the eyes, the tears are not proofnoéxcess of
pleasure, they are rather the witness of an iedtamelancholy, of a postulation of nerves, of aireexiled in the
imperfect that would like to take possession imrataly, on this very earth, of a paradise revealed.
(Baudelaire,1859:2006,p.204-205).

[The Romantic poet] has put himself in the positadnbelieving that the poet does affirm somethiadjigher
world, but there is no way to prove that it existsvhat it is like (Engell,1981,p.263).

For all this, the Romantics often ‘ended in despomy and madnes¥’as Wordsworth
lamented irResolution and Independencuch is the trenchant irony of Romanticism: while
the promise of the transcendental capacities ofrtfagination, as well as the ‘bliss’ it inspires
through encounters with nature are assured, themaif ‘Romantic melancholy’ is a
commonplace. How can one account for the currerdepéction and nostalgia that courses
through Romantic poetry, particularly the pervasivements of ‘crisis’ in works such dhe
Prelude and The Immortality Odewhere Wordsworth casts doubt on the Imagination’s
powers? Why, despite the plethora of emotions we@mer in Romanticism, is it inevitably
sad? Why, as Babbit (1919) initially asked, if sup#va bliss is elusive, “must the Romantic

be superlative in woe?”(p.265)

It has been argued that the Romantic purpose imapty a mystical one, in that both
Romantic poets and mystics sought transcendenpdriexces. The similarities between the
Romantic Imagination and the mystical ‘Third Eyatitlty as vehicles towards transcendence
have been argued for to substantiate this view. é¥ew while Romanticism and mysticism
might share characteristics such as a conscioushé@serconnectedness, reverence for nature
and the pursuit of the extrasensory, works sucites Preludeand The Immortality Ode
suggest that the Imagination’s transcendental acigmaltimately succumb to closure, wherein
the poet is ‘merely’ allowed involuntary ‘glimpsésto the transcendental reaffiMystics, on

the other hand, allegedly have voluntary and veaidi access to such realms

" “We Poets in our youth begin in gladness/But theoemes in the end despondency and madness.48419
in Gill,2004,p.139).
%8| aim to defend this proposition in Chapter Sixamalysis of these poems.
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(Huxley,1946,Johnson,1939:1993,Hines,1996). Romantelancholy, | propose, is to be
accounted for by this distinction, which Engell 819 highlights:[The Romantic poet] has put
himself in the position of believing that the paketes affirm something, a higher world, but
there is no way to prove that it exists or whasitike”(p.263). This melancholy, which we
might refer to as ‘post-lapsarian nostalgia,’ is fsychological effect of both an inability to
have voluntary, veridical access to such realms,wafi as an incapacity to portray
transcendental experiences in language with fineidity, as a result of cognitive biases and
limitations. Certainly, this is not to discredit Ranticism with the achievement of putting into
words - and with unrivalled acuity - experiencesichhwould appear to transcend language.
While this might be a reader’s perspective todag,goet’s themselves, | aim to show, are less

gracious towards their capabilities.

The poet’s melancholy is thus (among other thirgsjonsequence of possessing greater
‘discursive,” rather than ‘experiential,’ knowledgé the transcendental GrouritiShelley’s
(1821:2006) acknowledgment of Sidney's assertiat tthe poet, he nothing affirms” but
“never lieth” either, by his claim: “We know notlgnWe have no evidence [of the existence of
a higher world,]...” and that “vain is it to thinkahwords can penetrate the innermost mystery
of our being” (1815:2002,p.506) catches the exadpdrtones of this ‘ineptitudelh what
follows, | draw on McFarland’s (1980) concept dhétdiasporactive triad: incompleteness,
fragmentation and ruin’ — three unhappy statesewfigpwhich he attributes to the Romantics -
to further define the idea of ‘post-lapsarian nlggéa’ Chapter Six argues for the presence of
this particular form of melancholia by analysiskefy passages in WordsworttPseludeand

Immortality Ode.

Let us pose the question again: Why, thereforéhasRomantic poet ‘sad?’ | believe Carlyle
(1833:2006) knows: “Man’s Unhappiness, as | comsteomes from his Greatness: it is
because there is an Infinite in him, which withta8i cunning, he cannot quite bury under the
Finite”(ll,1X,p.1021). This is a statement of theoffused, for Hulme) Romantic metaphysic
already alluded to: that the transcendental inhierdse material, along with its variations such

as Carlyle’s ‘natural supernaturalism’ or Goeth#e translucence of the eternal through and

%9 The Chapter 6 analysis ®he Preludeshows why Wordsworth’s view on this dialectic @rpcularly
interesting, for he, unlike Coleridge and Shellelues a balance between the two.
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in the temporal.’ Yet the claim further implies thhe ‘infinite’ component of the psyche is a
perpetual reminder of the mind’s ultimate capab#it and that these are rarely or insufficiently
cultivated. In this regard, no question is moretipent to the Romantics than J.S. Mill's
(1863:1971): “Is it better to be Socrates dissigiisthan a fool satisfied?”(p.6). Contrary to the
blissful ignorant, Socrates is dissatisfied prdgidgecause he isot a ‘brain-in-a-vat,” but
utterly aware that he is a sojourner in a stramagel,| poised between the terrestrial and the
celestial. Of this bereft condition, “Half dust, lhadeity/alike unfit to sink or
soar’(ByronManfredAct 1,11,40-41 in Levine,2010,p.257), Rousseau 1(2-1788:1937) has
said: “Behold me then alone upon the earth. | arthéaworld as though on a strange planet
upon which | have fallen from the one | inhabiteld€ continues:

In myself | have found an unexplainable void thathmg could have filled; a longing of
the heart toward another kind of fulfilment of whitcould not conceive, but of which |
nevertheless felt the attraction. (p.213-214)
Our aim is to account for this emotional void byatlating the nature of this ‘other kind of
fulfilment,” - an impenetrable, higher realm - wiea®lentless pull and presence is at once so

elusive and so inexplicably ‘there.’

In connection with Carlyle’s claim, the Romantidsuée Wordsworth as a case in point in
Chapter Six) clearly intuited that there is “...sohwe§ ever more about to be'Tlie
Preludel1805,V1,542). Yet to be allowed ephemeral, invtdum ‘glimpses’ into the
hyperouranic realm is a greater torment than fydbrance of its presence. Provocative hints
from the hyperouranic, characterized by a poetriclwbonsistently traces the extraordinary in
the quotidian, but which is ultimately elusive, #éne roots of Romantic nostalgia. Bourget (in
Babbitt, 1919) said: “all those who took the ron@promises at face value, rolled in abysses
of despair and ennui...”(p.251). This is why it ia@te to divorce the Romantic from the
empirical mystic, for only the mystic, allegedlypadle of voluntary access to the place
beyond the heavens, can bear positive fruit. Withloig evidential fruit, and armed only with
poetic numbers which point towards this empiriogdezience, is to roll in ennui and despair,
to generate the forms of ruin. Perhaps one woulthetter to be ignorant of the existence of
this fruit, rather than to know of it while forevbe denied its taste - be a fool satisfied rather

than Socrates dissatisfied. Milton might have chdke former:
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Heaven is for thee too high

To know what passes there; be lowlie, wise...

Dream not of other worlds, what creatures there. liv

Péradise
Lo¥tll,172-176 in Leonard,2000,p.171).

Should we therefore concur with Babbit's (1919jigtie of Romanticism implied in: “What is
the value of unity without reality?” (p.150). Rontigmmelancholy, in the present context, must
be a self-reflexive awareness of possessing atfaadiich at once arrests the ineffable in the
material, but ultimately succumbs to cognitive ol@s biased by the epistemic faculties.
Experiential, in addition to discursive, ‘coalescenof subject and object, might have
perpetually eluded them. The keynotes of the Roimawareness are thus incompleteness,
fragmentation and ruin - what McFarland (1980) teemed “the diasporactive triad”(p.5). Of
Augustine, Brown said:

If to be a Romantic means to be a man acutely awfdoeing caught in an existence that
denies him the fullness of that which he cravede# that he is defined by his tension
towards something else, by his capacity for...longbogthink of himself as a wanderer
seeking a country that is always distant but mage present to him by the quality of a
love that ‘groans’ for it, then Augustine is impeptibly a ‘Romantic.” (in McFarland,
1980,p.7)

This is an apt description through which to underdtthe nature of Romantic melancholy and
nostalgia in the face of dejection that | shallhtight in Chapter Six. We have our point of
entry intoThe Prelude’sunderlying melancholy via a key passage from BEt#ven which

we shall give due attention:

...The days gone by
Come back upon me from the manost
Of life: The hiding-placesmoly power
Seem open; | approach, and they close;
| see by glimpses now, whea egmes on
May scarcely see at all... ThePreludel805,X1,333-338)

Nietzsche, in this regard, suggested of Rousseat lits writings always fall short of
conveying exactly what he longs for in its most edkntensity. This bears on the point

concerning the ‘glimpsing’ of the *hiding placesman’s power:’

His work never quite expresses what he would reldtly to express an@vhat he
would like to have seeit.seems that he has had the foretaste of a vaidnnot the
vision itself, but an immense desire of this vistwas remained in his soul, and it is
from this that he derives his equally immense etoge of desire and craving...It
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benefits his fame that he does not really achigvis goal (Nietzsche,1844-

1900:1974,p.133).
‘The foretaste of a vision’ is a superb formulatiamich adroitly conveys the ‘stunted’
mysticism of the Romantic, the “hidden world” whighrevealed only “...when the light of
sense/Goes ouh flashes.”. (The Preludel805,VI,534-535,italics added). The claim goes
hand in hand with Coleridge’s (1811-1812:1969) tfflabetry] is the language of heaven, and
in it we have...aforetasteand aprophecy of the joys of heaven”Lécturesp.191,Italics
added). The prevalence of nostalgia, however, siggéhat Romantic poetry is both
“foretaste” and &ftertaste’of divine experience. As we shall seeTine Prelude Wordsworth
writes to ‘enshrine’ the past, specifically theiemsary power he calls ‘The Child.” Both views,
moreover, speak to Engell’'s (1981) observation tNé¢ glimpse a higher realm, but only
briefly, and then we are back in the...shadow-showpd#sent reality”(p.262). As for
Nietzsche’s opinion that “it benefits [Rousseauaine that he does not really achieve his
goal,” it similarly benefits the poet ‘as a man &kiag to men’ that the complete vision is
forever deferred. It is this that guarantees thatnhuse remain a ‘levelling one:’ the vision
needs to be sufficiently and thoroughly sublimaded rarefied — only a few morsels of honey
dew may be ingested - lest he should become amerdacoherent mystic, a denizen of
paradox, a shouter of mad epiphanies and desdrtie aliscursive function. Yet this same
fidelity to the art form, to the troping of hyperamic longingas an end in itselfis what
inhibits the poet from the fullness of his visidn.if we could enter rather than glimpse [the
hyperouranic realm], all strivings would cease, ttegre could be no need for art in paradise”
(McFarland,1980,p.418). What banishes the Romafmtm paradise is the fact that he
romanticizes the fact that he is banished from giaea In favouring the discursive over the
experiential, the art function guarantees that fiteee beyond the heavens’ eludes firRor
we have shown that to Imagine, to perform a ‘rejoetiin the finite mind of the eternal act of
creation in infinite | Am,’ is to instantiate thelas a subject, further intimating the dualism
between the | and the ‘not-l.” Lao Tzu’s (in Suz@ki70) aphorism that “nothing that can be
said in words is worth saying’(p.70) has been nerapriated by the Romantics to read:

anything that can be said in Romantic-meontic veraémostworth saying.

®1n Chapter 5.6, it will be illustrated, furthehat the state of ‘coalescence’ necessitates tHagation of the
self, and nothing is as reified as the Romantic ego
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CHAPTER FIVE: Romanticism, Mysticism, and Contemporary Studies of
Consciousness: The Problem of Dualism

Of the place beyond the heavens, none of our gapthéts has yet sung, and none shall sing wortHilis,
however, as | shall tell; for | must dare to spdaktruth; especially as truth is our theme. thisre that true being
dwells . . .mind alone, the steersman of the smai,behold it, and all true knowledge is knowledfi&. (Plato,
370 B.C: 1986ThePhaedrug.100).

We have identified and argued for a core Romartitcern— the attainment of an ideal of
‘coalescence’ between subject and object, which bealgroadly defined as ‘the overcoming of
dualism.” Given Coleridge’s conferral of transcemidé properties onto the Imagination, it was
argued that the Romantic notion of ‘coalescencgubject and object’ is synonymous with the
mystical ideal of ‘Unity.” By juxtaposition of th&aculty of the Imagination and the mystical
‘Third Eye,” it was illustrated that the Romantiogt and the mystic share the goal of
extrasensory experience. However, the saliencepast-lapsarian nostalgia’ alluded to by
poets and thinkers proposed an important distincetween Romanticism and mysticism,
despite their common purpose: The poet is ‘meralidwed involuntary glimpses into the
higher worlds, whereas the mystic allegedly hasimalry and veridical access to these worlds
— a condition Engell (1981) alluded to by his aserthat “[The Romantic poet] has put
himself in the position of believing that the paketes affirm something, a higher world, but

there is no way to prove that it exists or whad itke (p.263).

Thus, the ‘problem of dualism’ has been investidatéa Romanticism and mysticism, from a
transcendental perspective, that is, a view whgsumes the existence of a ‘higher’ ontology
which we may call the extrasensory or supernatustalvever, ‘the problem of dualism’ is
crucial for a third area of inquiry. Today, stud@sconsciousness aim to solve the ‘mind-body
problem.” They investigate how something like coossness (the immaterial, phenomenal
and subjective) is generated by something likebtlaéen (the material, empirical and objective).
The provision of such an account, according to ostientists, depends upon the discernment
of a ‘Bridging Principle’ which will reconcile theexplanatory gap’ between mind and matter
(McGinn, 1999). Grounded in a different set of npétgsical assumptions to Romanticism and

mysticism - one that denies the existence of tipeatural - this constitutes the materialist
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perspective on the ‘problem of dualism.’ It is t@ntemporary, neuroscientific approach to the
traditional ‘mind-body’ problem of early Cartesidrought.

It is compelling that three distinct areas of ingui namely, Romanticism, mysticism and
contemporary studies of consciousness, each dksartrucial purpose to be ‘the overcoming
of dualism.” Each area, moreover, posits a diffecemception of this problem and the means
or faculty by which to overcome it. Romanticism akes the ‘Imagination,” mysticism, the
‘Third Eye’ and studies of consciousness, the ‘Bing Principle.’ In this chapter, the extent to
which these distinct areas of inquiry may engage idialogue concerning their respective
conceptions of the ‘the overcoming of dualism’ iplered. The question | pursue is whether
or not contemporary materialist studies of consam@ss can further elucidate Romanticism’s
and mysticism’s transcendental interpretation @& pmoblem. Can the ‘mind-body problem’
offer anything significant to our understanding tbe Romantic and mystical notions of

‘coalescence of subject and object’ and ‘Unity’pedtively?

Firstly, and unlike Romanticism and mysticism, s#gdof consciousness locate subject-object
dualism at the level of the mind-brain relationshipis, as | aim to show, in addition to
providing clarity of definition concerning the méag of ‘subjective’ and ‘objective,” allows
us to elucidate the Romantic and mystical versminthe problem with enhanced rigour and
depth. For example, | aim to show how McGinn’s @0theory of ‘cognitive closure,” which
posits obstacles towards solving the mind-body lerabas a result of limitations in our
epistemic faculties, may greatly elucidate the masef ‘crisis’ inThe Preludewherein it is
implied that the power of the Imagination succuntds similar form of closure, and reaches
an impassable threshold. | propose that the baegtricting neuroscience from elucidating the
‘Bridging Principle,’ is the same one that prevehtee Romantics from absolute experiential
knowledge of the transcendental ground, which thegyed to have access to via the faculty
they called ‘Imagination.” In short, | propose ththe ‘Bridging Principle’ is to studies of
consciousness, what the ‘Imagination’ is for Ronwsin and the ‘Third Eye’ for mysticism.
Each faculty is valued for its ‘synthesising’ cajtidbin overcoming subject-object dualism.
These are merely different appropriations of threes@erennial problem in thought: how to use
consciousness to transcend itself, or as Kierkelgda844:1967) put it, “...to discover

something that thought cannot think”(p.55).
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5.1 The Principle of Closure in a System: Godel

Douglas Hofstadter, iGodel, Escher, Bach{1980) introduces us to the mathematician Kurt
Godel who developed the following theorem: any eaystof thought is ultimately self-
referential, and thus contains the seeds of its astruction. To understand ‘self-

referentiality,” we might consider the following tvelaims:

The following statement issal
The preceding statement is.tru

This is truly a ‘hall of mirrors.” As Hines (199@ptes, the circularity is evident in that if we
believe the first claim, then the second needseadstated as “the preceding statement is
false.” Yet if this is so, then we cannot believe the folstim, and we are cast into a vicious
vortex of circularity. Puzzling over these two ahai is a dog-chasing-tail exercise. Boslough
(1992) explains:
the proof for the validation of any system could be established from within that
system. There must be something outside the theardtamework — whether the
framework be mathematical, verbal or visual — asfaiwhich a confirming or
disconfirming test could be made...No theory of thecture of the universe could be
made from within that structure (p. 33).
Self referential logic is defeating because theran intimate connection between the object of
study, and the means or tools used by the subgecionduct the study. Consider: using
consciousness to explain how consciousness emédrgisscircularity is analogous to ‘turning
a tool in on itself,” such as using a camera totpty@ph itself, a sword to cut itself, or one
attempting to soar off the ground by tugging on’steotstraps (Guzeldere,1995). The notion
of closure in a self-referential system is, | vailow, significant for studies of consciousness,
language, and moreover, Romanticism. As a peremmegphysical problem, it manifests itself
in each of these areas of inquiry. The Romanticeeyeartly unbeknownst to them (and us

until now), subsumed under its laws.

5.2 The Principle of Closure in the System of Congwsness: McGinn and The Mind-
Body Problem

“Science,” says Max Planck (1951, as cited in PEa80) “cannot solve the ultimate mystery

of nature, and that is because, in the last arslyge ourselves are part of nature, and

62



therefore, part of the mystery we are trying tovet{p.74). Indeed, the problem of how
something ineffable and phenomenal such as subgeetkperience can emerge from the
concrete matter and inert meat that is the braamisexample of one of the ‘ultimate mysteries’
of nature. Yet Planck’s claim is an epistemolodicahsightful one for it points out that to
know the nature of a system objectively, the knoeaarnotbe the system, for ultimately, he
becomes both the instrument and the object of stlidis gestures towards the argument of
this sub-section: that we cannot solve the mindyljmablem philosophically or scientifically,
given that it is an inherently circular exercisdal is, the very tools we use to approach the
subject are what limit us and make the solutiorsiets Miller (1962, as cited in Guzeldere,
1995) illustrates the nature of this circularityhe fish, someone has said, will be the last to
discover water”(p.38). The image suggests thatfigfecannot know the water because it is
immersed in it, surrounded by it. It cannot get olithe water to know it objectively, that is,
without being a part of it. Similarly, we will hate be ‘out of our minds’ before we can know
the nature of consciousness. The exercise of ugingciousness to know itself is likened to
trying to soar off the ground by tugging on onet®tstraps, suggesting that one cannot escape
the system of representation that is sought tonkenstood — consciousness is simultaneously
the instrument and object of study. The aim, howeigeto illustrate how this is significant to
the stated Romantic purpose of ‘coalescence okstibnd object’ or, the identification with a

transcendental plane via the Imagination.

By ‘consciousness’ we are referring to subjectixpegience - ‘what it is like to be,’ to use
Nagel's (1986 in Guzeldere, 1995) phrase - in @&mimental state. This is the mystery of
consciousness from a contemporary materialist petsy@: we knowthat the brain generates
consciousness, but noiobw it does so (Searle,1997;McGinn,1999). The manyetations
between brain processes and states of consciousrassthis clear. If we doubt that the brain
generates consciousness we may consider, by an#hagya plant photosynthesizes, or that the
digestive system in the stomach converts food emergy. If the plant or digestive organs are
destroyed, then neither the products of photoswnh®or energy can be generated from food.
Similarly, neuroscience has established that tfageibrain regions are ablated, we may lose or
alter our conscious states. The analogy also ridltest, however, that inferred concepts such as
kinetic energy are real effects in the natural @or$o it is with consciousness from a

contemporary perspective: the mystery surroundingoes not imply that consciousness is
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something mystical that needs to rely on God oplogical dualism for an explanation. It is
embodied, a part of nature. It is, as Searle (19®i¢s, a natural, biological feature of the
world. The difference is only that we do not knoewhthe brain produces it, in the same way
that we know how a plant converts sunlight intoold We might thus say that there is no
ontological mystery concerning consciousness, tf@ an objective feature of nature. Rather,
the mystery is an epistemic one, for we do not krjemd perhaps will never know) how

somethindike consciousness can emerge from sometliliega brain.

5.3 What the Solution Requires.

Searle (1997) points out that the explanation ngedse more than a correlation between
consciousness and brain processes, for correlatiom®t imply causality — it does not follow
from the fact that a given set of brain processaziioduring consciousness and are absent
during unconsciousness, that these states aresaegesnd sufficient for consciousness. In
proposing what such a solution would entail, McG{2004) thus argues that it needs to
explain how consciousness arises from the braisuich a way that its emergence is not
‘radical’ or ‘brute.” This would involve a causak@anation of how consciousness emerges
that is necessary, and transparently so. It shootidely on radical contingencies to bridge the

‘explanatory gap’ (Levine, 1983;1993, as cited uz€@dere, 1995) from matter to mind.

For example, drawing on Chalmers and Jackson’s1(2@&cussion of the neuroscience of
vision and memory, we can adequately explain cerpabperties of these functions with
neuroscience. Vision has the property of ‘boundsgget we can rely on explanations from
neuroscience and the laws of optics to explain wigy/that what we see in the visual field is
bounded and limited in scope. Similarly, it is rbthat we can rely on arguments from the
complexity of the brain to explain an aspect of mgmnamely, the amount of memories we
may have - for each and every memory there is aifspecorresponding brain state or
combination of states, such that the number of mima@oes not exceed the number of brain
states, or integrations of states. There is thugxglanatory gap’ concerning these properties
of these functions and the neural processes whifdrmn them. This is not the case with
consciousness, for there is no corresponding neuoglerty for consciousness in the way there

is for these properties of memory or vision.
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In a similar vein, Chalmers (1995) distinguishesween ‘the easy problem’ and ‘the hard
problem’ of consciousness. The easy problem ingwp®viding an explanation of certain
cognitive functions such as memory and attentiosindted above with reference to memory
and vision, this is something that is within thekexatory reach of neuroscience. The ‘hard
problem,” however, involves explaining why it isaththese functions are accompanied by
‘subjective experience,’ that is, ‘something itike to be’ in such a state. It is fitting to apply
Guzeldere’s (1995) list of ‘W-questions,’ to ‘thasy problem.” These are theéhat, where,
who and whyquestions of consciousness, for example, ‘whattl@emechanisms [or neural
correlates] of consciousness?’ and ‘who can be tealae a conscious being?’ Alternatively,
there is an additionaHow question which asks how something physical care gise to
something phenomenal. This is a non trivial additgiven that an answer for all the ‘W-
guestions’ may be necessary but is not sufficienafsolution to ‘the hard problem.” The easy
problem may thus be associated with physicalistriee of what consciousnedses,from the
perspective of a ‘third person,” whereas the hamblem is concerned with the phenomenal
problem of how consciousneseemsExplaining how the brain generates ‘the qualitiés o
consciousness or experience,’qoialia, is another way of posing the hard problem. Thugs sa
Searle (1997), the mystery of consciousnessiguste anomaly ofjualia — they are one and

the same problem.

In summation, these different appropriations of pneblem show that its solution depends
upon thea priori entailments that McGinn (2004) argues is neededfoausal explanation.
Sucha priori explanations would take the form: ‘P, if and oiil®,” where P refers to a state
of consciousness and Q, a neural process. Theuiffiin arriving at such a causal explanation
is found in the conceptual divide between P an® @ something unobservable by the senses,
immediately accessible only by the subject underg®!, un-extended in space and dependent
for its existence on the individual undergoing MisTdenotes ‘subjectivity.” Q, on the other
hand, is observable by the senses, accessibleothesnin the same way as the individual
undergoing Q, is extended in space and could {irciple) be experienced without there being
an individual. This denotes ‘objectivity.” P and &e thus very differenkinds of concepts.

Such an account would have to mediate between thifeeent concepts, thereby ‘closing the
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explanatory gap.’ In explaining what is special @bitne problem of consciousness, and what
such a ‘bridging principle’ would involve, Edelmand Tononi (2000) note:

Unlike any other object of scientific descriptidhe neural process we are attempting to
characterize when we study the neural basis ofaonsness actually refers to ourselves
— it is ourselves — conscious observers. We cannot threr&doitly remove ourselves as
conscious observers as we do when we investighé stientific domains (p.13).

We cannot ‘get out of our minds,’ to know the natof consciousness, like the fish cannot get
out of the water. McGinn’s (1999, 2004) view, to d@nsidered next, suggests that such a
property or ‘bridging principle’ cannot be foundr fohilosophical reasons that bring us to the
limits of our epistemic faculties. This argumenaisis that consciousness emerges from
properties in the brain, but which are necessaritiknowable. Interestingly, this bridging
principle, | illustrate, shares features with thenfntic ‘Imagination’ and the mystical ‘third
eye.” In light of these shared features, it greatlyminates the Romantic notion of
‘coalescence of subject and object,” as well asighies aspects of Romantic melancholy,
which we defined in the previous chapter, as tlimaess caused by an inability for voluntary
access to the transcendental Ground owing to degritases and limitations.

5.4. Cognitive Closure

The supreme paradox of all thought is to discownething that thought cannot think. The Unknowrthis
different, the absolutely different. But becausésiabsolutely different, there is no mark by whitltould be
distinguished. If no specific determination of diffnce can be held fast, because there is nogiighing mark,
like and unlike finally become identified with om@other, thus sharing the fate of all such diatettbpposites.
(Kierkegaard,1844:1967.p.55-56)

In introducing this argument, it is useful to ad&#rtrand Russell’s (1912:1967) distinction
between ‘knowledge by acquaintance’ and ‘knowlelgelescription’. Of the former, Russell
states “...we have acquaintance with anything of Wwhie are directly aware, without the
intermediary of any process of inference or anywkrdge of truths” (p.25). It is thus with

states of consciousness that we seem to be inwthaiave this ‘direct awareness’-if we think
we are in pain, we do not need to reason aboutholdrany scientific theory on sensations, in
order to think we are in this state. Such a themrypain would constitute ‘knowledge by

description’ or ‘propositional knowledge.” This ulitrates an epistemic feature of
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consciousness which, as will be shown, plays a iroleur predicament of circularity in the
knowledge of consciousness. We have, concerningwarphenomenal states, what has been
termed ‘privileged access.” This relates to thet€aan property of the mental as being
‘incorrigible’- we know beyond any doubt that weearonscious if we are in the process of
guestioning our consciousness. For this reasome seemto be in a certain state, we must be
in that state, for with consciousness, ‘the appeaas the reality,” as Searle’s (1997) says. Yet
others can only know what state of consciousnesamen through the ‘public’ means of
symbols, whether this involves behaviour or langyadout no symbol will generate one’s

phenomenal experience for another.

Further, Russell’'s taxonomy suggests that we daeet ‘knowledge by description’ in order
to have ‘knowledge by acquaintance,” for we may ehalirect awareness of something,
independent of being able to describe what we a@e of in the form of propositional or
theoretical truths about it. Based on the assumiptiat consciousness is something that arises
in the brain, but is in turn, not reducible to t&in in the eliminative sense, we know the
nature of consciousness by acquaintance, but weotampress that nature propositionally. As
a consequence, we resort, according to McGinn (2@64metaphorical description, in which

we can only say what consciousnedgis namely a stream, light, a mirror or a theatre.

Having expounded the problem as being one in whilroscience should identify not only
the correlates of consciousness, but those prepestnich allow for a causal explanation, this
would appear to be something which may be foundinme, with the advancement of
neuroscience. Yet McGinn (1999) argues that thélpro will not yield to such a solution, for
the issue is more fundamental and conceptual thardentification of properties of neural
mechanisms or neural processes. Symbols have Bedrfar clarification in posing McGinn’s
argument. It is as follows: let us suppose thaivargproperty, X, would adequately mediate
between consciousness and its brain processesthei‘bridging principle’ which reconciles
the ‘explanatory gap’ between mind and matter - ‘thissing ingredient’ (Chalmers, 1995)
which answers the essentibw question introduced above. X will either be anrtispective’
concept, or it will be a ‘perceptual’ concept. Theme the only two possibilities that are
available to our epistemic repertoire as humandseir we can only know something by

introspection, which includes priori reasoning, for example, logical inference, or by
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perception, which includes posteriorireasoning, such as empirical observation. Howeaser,
discussed above with reference to the ‘P, if anly dnQ’ conditional needed to solve the
mind-body problem, the concepts P and Q formoaceptualdualism, for if P symbolizes
consciousness, it is a radically differéamd of concept to Q, if Q symbolizes a neural property
or process. Since all we have at our disposalsnadiering X is introspection or perception, a
concept like X is impossible to know because thailtges of introspection or perception are

what cause the conceptual divide in the first place

To explain further with reference to space: coneegitout the brain (or the objective and
material) refer to the spatial, or things extentedpace, whereas concepts about the mind (or
the subjective and phenomenal) refer to the notiegdpar the un-extended. Yet the argument
suggests that the required ‘bridging principle’ Wbumeed to make reference to something
betweenthe spatial (or concrete) and the non-spatial gbstract). This illustrates the
impossibility of arriving at such a concept, for wannot, via perception, which allows us to
know the spatial, or introspection, which allowstaknow the non-spatial, imagine what lies
‘between’ extension and non-extension. If we usigeeiperception or introspection to come to
know such a concept, in the first instance, ouidding principle’ makes reference to
something extended, and in the second, somethingxiended. We will have come full circle
by regressing back to the conceptual divide betwwkermental and the physical. So the tools
we use to arrive at such a concept — perceptionraraspection - are the very source of the
problem: indeed, using these faculties to arriveXats a dog-chasing-tail exercise. The
conceptual dualism that arises when we attempting X is what makes the mind-body
problem more fundamental than the mere identifocatby neuroscience of such a neural
process. This is a philosophical problem that lwimg to the boundaries of our cognitive

faculties.

In connection with Russell’s (1912:1967) theorkonbwledge by acquaintance and knowledge
by description, the above argument seems plausible consider that introspection cannot
reveal anything to us about the brain as a physibpct, whereas perception cannot grant us
any access to consciousness. No thinking aboutcmsness will discern for us the neural
processes or properties that generate conscioysaregdssimilarly, empirically observing a
brain cannot allow us to perceive the mind itsetfthequalia of the subject whose brain we

68



are observing, only perhaps the neural correlateis. &0 our acquaintance with our own
consciousness is independent of propositionaldrabout it, that is, it cannot answer thi®w
guestion,” themeansby which the brain generates phenomenal experiesiceilarly, our
propositional knowledge and empirical observatidnth® brain contributes nothing to our
knowledge of ‘what it is like to be’ in a certaiorscious state. The idea of the conceptual
divide introduced above maintains, and the undeglyinity between mind and body, in the
form of a concept that links the two cannot be knpwo matter how advanced our
neuroscientific knowledge or faculties of introsp@e become, since we cannot, on the one
hand, accentuate our introspective capacitiesdaatgrs objective perception of the brain, nor
can we enhance our perceptual faculties to gendratsubjective experience of a mind. We
are limited in that neither of our two epistemicudliies can transcend themselves: perception
can only allow us to know the external world, anttaspection, the internal. But the point is
that neither can allow us to know a concept thatliates between and links this conceptual
divide, without further intimating the divide, thas, without reinforcing the distinction

between mind and matter.

It seems we are in the curious position of using fagulties to come to the conclusion in
which we know they are limited. An example of mkteel but limited awareness may be
illustrated with regard to the imagination — we wnthat we cannot imagine a new colour, but
only combine a limited set of colours into differdues, but this awareness does not allow us
to create novelty from something we cannot alrdathgine or perceive. Edelman and Tononi
(2005) reflect:

The issue concerns the so-called explanatory bap drises from the remarkable
differences between brain structure in the matevalld and the properties a@jualia-
laden experience. How can the firing of neuronsyéw@r complex, give rise to feelings,
qualities, thoughts and emotions...The key task ofsaentific description of
consciousness is to give a causal account of théamrship between these domains so
that properties in one domain may be understoaerins of events in the other. (p. 12)
In Table Talk Coleridge (1823:1969) anticipated this dilemma teenturies earlier by his
assertion that “materialism witleverexplain those words,” in response to the biblgzdsage
regarding how “a living soul was breathed into m§m25). Perhaps we need not take ‘soul’
and ‘qualia-laden experience’/consciousness/sutsgectxperience to be distinctive. The

problem of consciousness is ‘special’ preciselyabse we are out of our depth, scientifically
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and philosophically, for the solution we want ded®mnthe impossible of us - the
transcendence of the faculties we use when grappliith problems of science and
philosophy, neither of which require us to “tacitgmove ourselves as conscious observers”
(Edelman and Tononi, 2000, pg. 13).

It has been proposed that the mystery concerning dumsciousness emerges from the brain
will remain. The notion of cognitive closure expigithat as soon as we use our epistemic
faculties of introspection or perception to comektmw a concept which mediates between
consciousness and the brain, we cast ourselveduriter ignorance by accentuating the vast
conceptual dualism between mind and matter, whiedracterized the problem at the outset.
So long as we are bound by our epistemic facultieswill remain both the instrument and

object of study. This need not be disillusioning, the same faculties which constrain us, may

enlighten us: are we not wise if we know our lirffits

®1 Interestingly, we have a precise analogue to MoGiargument in Derrida’s theory differance Differance
may be viewed as a linguistic manifestation of aene problem highlighted by McGinn as it is applted
consciousness, and by Godel at a more fundametel tegarding the self-referential logic of anwtsyn of
thought.

Of ‘differance,” Derrida (1981) claims: “Difference the play of differences supposes...syntheses efiedrals,
which forbid at any moment, that an elemenpbesentin and of itself, referring only to itself.” (p.26

One can never ‘catch’ or ‘pin down’ the meaninganfelement in its absolute presence or absencthdoz is no
point at which it is either ‘there’ or ‘not therede continues: “no element can function as a sighawt itself
referring to another element which itself is nadtyfypresent.” This is further explicated by the following: “The
elements of signification function not by virtue tife force of their compact cores, but by the netwaf
oppositions that distinguish them and relate thewne another.” (p.26)

Saussure (in Derrida, 1981) makes the same pdiahvine says: “The...substance that a sign contaiokléss
importance than the other signs that surroundpt27) Derrida continues:

Every concept is necessarily inscribed in a chaisystem, within which it refers to another andewsth
concepts, by the systematic play of differences.fdpaihce is the movement of play that produces these
differences...it is the nonfull, nonsimple, origint is the structured and differing origin of
differences.(p.140)

Applying the idea to consciousnesamely, McGinn’s system of cognitive closure: nm@ept can be arrived at
by thought or perception alone, without in turn ingkfurther reference to thought or perception. ¢gerwe
cannot arrive at the ‘space between’ thought amdgption - the ‘Bridging Principle,” which we terehéconcept
X' -in and of itself, in its full and absolute m®nce. This analogy with Derrida illustrates tlns fproblem is
perennial. Like McGinn’s argument from cognitiveoslire, it prompts the mental apparatus to usurpitoqg
itself, which is as impossible as the imaginingaaiew colour. The implication of both McGinn’s abdrrida’s
versions of cognitive closure for the Romantic padstillustrated with reference to De Man’s (19¢8&viously
cited observation:
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5.5. The Romantic ‘Imagination’ and The Neuroscierific ‘Bridging Principle’

What is the significance of the contemporary ‘mbatly problem,” the subsequent ‘problem

of cognitive closure’ and the ‘bridging principligr Romanticism?

First, let us recall Engell (1981) on the functafrthe Romantic Imagination:

The imagination held out hope and promised a rabaton of [subject/object]
dualism...with one foot in the empirical and one foothe ideal or transcendental, [the
Imagination] could bestride those two peninsulathotight, and like a colossus, protect
and unify the harbor between. The Imagination coumldts dialectic, synthesise soul and
body; it could unite man’s spirit and affectionsttwihe concrete reality of nature. ..it
would solve the dilemma of dualism. (p.7).
This certainly violates Hulmes’s (1909:1994) prepyiof place — a case of ‘spilt religion’ if
ever there was one. Engell’'s account betrays howoimanticism, “the concepts that are right
and proper in their own sphere are spread over,sanflsify and blur the clear outlines of
human experience”(Hulme,1909:1994,p.62). As a pbpdical concept, the Romantic
Imagination is a breach of cognitive propriety, latdént category error, for it is based in a
contradictory world view, namely, one which ‘syngiees’ mutually exclusive ontologies - the
material and the transcendental. We have seen hmswhybrid’ metaphysic is repeatedly
stressed: for example, by the Romantic [Coleridheammception of the ‘symbol’ — “the
translucence of the eternal through and in the Teatp— and by definitions of Romanticism
itself, such as More’s (1913): “the illusion of lmdting the infinitewithin the stream of nature
itself, instead of apart from that stream...’(p.xiilfhe ‘meontic mode’ was characterized,
moreover, as that style which glimpses that ‘oth@ature — the aesthetic product of the

Imagination whose “thrust...is inexorahlpward (McFarland,1981) into augmented states of

The existence of the poetic image is itself a sifydivine absence, and the conscious use of poetgery

an admission of this absence...poetic language steorgginate in the desire to draw closer and alése
the ontological status of the object, and its gloamd development are determined by this inclimativve

saw that this movement is essentially paradoxicdl@ndemned in advance to failure.

By analysis ofThe Preludein Chapter Six , | aim to show that Wordsworth reainarrive at an account of his
mystical object, the transcendental Ground. Allhlas at his disposal are ‘signs’ in the form of nelBiobjects,
referring to other signs or natural elements. is #enseThe Preludes a dramatization of both the McGinnean
and Derridean dilemma.
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extrasensory awarenessa the senses. The apogee of this awareness aneyhgokrayal of
this ‘conflated metaphysic’ is Coleridge’s ‘repetit of an eternal act in a finite mind.’
Whether defining the symbol, the meontic mode, Ithagination or Romanticism itself, all

point towards a monism between the infinite andfithee.

Thus, the connection between the Imagination ardnguroscientific ‘Bridging Principle’ is
clear: In order to reconcile the ‘explanatory ghptween mind (the subjective) and brain (the
objective), the bridging principle, we recall, nedd mediate ‘between’ the phenomenal and
the material. Yet to do so, it must be discovereither via the senses nor thought alone (for
this would only yield either an introspective orrgeptual concept), but through a different
epistemic faculty altogether, situated ‘betweerdudht and perception. The discernment of
this ‘hybrid’ faculty would necessitate the emplaymh of a faculty that transcends both
thought and perception — to be duly ‘extra-sensang ‘extra-cognitive.” The discovery of the
‘bridging principle’ thus requires us to use ourroeonsciousness to transcend itself — in short,

to generate the ideal or ‘infinite’ by way of theindane and finite.

The lucid connection between the Imagination (c tinfinite | AM’) and the ‘bridging
principle’ is made explicit in the following claifay Coleridge inBiographia The ‘infinite |
AM?

...Is to be found therefore neither in object nor jsob taken separately, and
consequently, as no other third is conceivablejust be found in that which is neither
subject nor object exclusively, but which is thentty of both (1817:1969,XIl,p.271)

Let us substitute the ‘Bridging Principle’ for “Thefinite | AM,” ‘perception’ for “object” and
‘introspection’ for “subject” and we have an exaendition of McGinn's argument from
cognitive closure. This reads as follows: ‘The By Principle is to be found therefore
neither in perception nor introspection taken sajgdy, and consequently, as no other third is
conceivable, it must be found in that which is ineitperceptive or introspective exclusively,
but which is the identity of both.” This ‘identityf both’ — a transcendental ‘higher third" -
situated ‘between’ subject and object and evideatiicial for both Romanticism and studies

of consciousness was identified as the ‘Third Egemysticism.
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Thus, as the Imagination seeks to ‘coalesce’ thgestive and objectiveia the senses, that is,
to exercise a transcendental faculty by way of‘tlaural faculties,” (to “harness the eternal
throughandin the temporal”) both the Imagination and the ‘BiidgPrinciple’ require a feat
of the mind beyond the mind, like the conjuringaofiew colour. Both areas occupy a liminal,
limbo region of the psyche, a border land between imetaphysical countries - the
psychological/scientific/mimetic land of ‘outward  ersse’ and the
mystical/transcendental/meontic place of the Cdéman “inner eye® revealed as “...the
light of sense/Goes out..."The Preludgl805,VI1,600-602). Moreover, since Chapter Three
established the congruency between the Imaginaimhthe mystical ‘Third Eye,” we have
three distinct areas of inquiry — Romanticism, ngysin and modern studies of consciousness
— with a common ‘problem of dualism.” In turn, eaahea posits a faculty by which to
overcome this problem, namely, the ‘Imaginatiohird Eye,” and ‘Bridging Principle,’
respectively. It is apparent that these differamtaa of inquiry are in conversation with one
another, in that they converge on the same priecg#spite their differing material (in the case
of contemporary studies of consciousness) anddeaaental (in the case of Romanticism and
mysticism) world views. This is the problem of htsvuse consciousness to transcend itself —
to discover something that thought cannot think.algays, in making claims of this nature,
we revert to Blake who alluded to the cleansinthefdoors of the finite to reveal the infinite.

And this is precisely what the employment of afeth of these elusive faculties ask of us — to
conceive of a ‘higher third,” neither subjectiver mbjective but a synthesis of both. As | argue
in Chapter Six, this tension between opposing nitsips is explicitly dramatized iithe
Preludeby its ‘ambiguous aesthetics.Wordsworth’s nature is the site ‘between’ these two
metaphysical world views, neither mimetic and sepswr purely meontic and extrasensory,
but something between the two. M.H Abrams (197Inhdasly described the genre of
Wordsworth’s poetry as ‘natural supernaturalisndan-apt formulation for a poetics which is
the product of a state of consciousness that liesveen’ the material and transcendental, on
the threshold of apotheosis. We have thus essayegive exactness and precision - a

‘habitation and a name’ — to what Abrams’ term escled.

%2 Further allusions to this faculty by various Romi@poets and thinkers were provided in chapter 3.
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5.6. A Distinction between Mysticism and Romanticism: Accaonting Further For
‘Romantic Melancholy.’
...when | enter most intimately into what | catlyself,| always stumble osome particular perception or other,

whether heat or cold, light or shade... never catghaifi at any time without a perception, and near abserve
anything but the perception”. (Hume,1739:1946,p.296

Therefore, O Sariputra, in emptiness there is mmfmor feeling, nor perception, nor impulse, nonsciousness;
No eye, ear, nose, tongue, body, mind, No formsnds, smells, tastes, touchables or objects of nNiedsight-
organ element, and so forth, until we come to: Nimdatonsciousness element: there is no ignorance, n
extinction of ignorance, and so forth until we cotoethere is no decay and death, no extinctiodexfay and
death. There is no origination, no stopping, ndpahere is no cognition, no attainment and no atamnment.
(Buddha Sutran Schumacher and Anderson, 1979,p.80)

In his study of mysticism, Hines (1996) refers tcstate of consciousness known as the
‘Objective Private.” Entering into this state ist&ninous with penetrating the transcendental
Ground. When one is ‘in’ the Objective Private,rtheccurs a cessation of the activities of
waking consciousness — there is no imagining, thopkr observing (Hines, 1996). Coleridge,
similarly, as observed by Lyon (1966), claims ommewoous occasions throughout his poetry
that one or more of the bodily senses are ‘suspghtidle,’” ‘sleeping,” or ‘silent’ when an
intense aesthetic or spiritual experience occurgikcal studies have shown that it is possible

to enter into such a state of consciousness. kedBtatce (1985) on these findings:

A vast body of empirical evidence...affirms that Humas simply mistaken on a
question of psychological fact, and that it is flolesto get rid of all the mental contents
and find the self left over and to experience thisis evidence...[also] can be taken as
implying that it [the self] is a pure unity, thers®f being which Kant called the
“transcendental unity” of the self. (p.82).

Kant (1781:1984) describes the *“transcendental yundf the self as “pure, original,
unchanging consciousness”(p.98). This is synonymutls mysticism’s ‘transcendental Self’
alluded to by Huxley (1946)Yet a key tenet of mysticism is that in order tdemtify’ the
phenomenal ego with the transcendental Self, a epvacuation of the former is necessary.
By Hine’s (1996) model of consciousness, this an®uo entering into the ‘Objective
Private.” What occurs in the ‘Objective Privategwever, is independent of the subject, hence
of the phenomenal ego. To imagine, think or obs&v® instantiate the self as a subject
oppositionto the object imagined, thought about, or observéal that which is external to the

self. Any of these operations of consciousnesswihitte ‘I-ness’ of the subject into relief.
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Wilbur (1977) emphasizes this: “The original actsefverance, the consciousness of self, the
utterance ‘I', amounts to the followinglet there be a distinctidh (p.108).°® Hence, these
operations are the origin of dualism, of bifurcatizetween self and other, mind and nature -
the very condition the Romantics sought to augntieamselves above by the ‘synthesising’
capabilities of the Imagination.

This ‘primary dualism’ has various forms: In epistdogy it separates the knower from the
known; in ontology, being from doing; in theologthe pre and post lapsarfdnand in
Romanticism, mind and nature. Yet the problem oMmBoticism has been framed as the
problem of each and all of these described in egsan the ultimate rupture between subject
and object. Since, by Hines’ (1996) divisions ohstousness poetry originates from the
‘subjective’ domain of imagination, it too, from mystical perspective, is ‘murder by
dissection.” There is too much of the poet’s selit:

The poet, the nature lover, the aesthete are gtamperehensions of Reality analogous to
the contemplative [mystic]. But because they hawe troubled to make themselves
perfectly selfless...they are incapable of knowing divine Beauty...True his idolatry is
among the highest of which human beings are capahtean idolatry, nonetheless, it
remains. (Huxley,1946p.138)

Further, Shelley invokes with derision how ‘God’ svereated by “a moon-struck sophist”
upon:

...watching the shade from hisigoul upthrown
Fill Heaven and darken Earth
The form he saw and worshipped his own
His likeness in the world’s vasirror shown.
(Revolt of Islamcanto
VIIILVI,3245-3246, in Roget875,p.213)

Finally, Rumi (in Chittick, 1983, p.149) says: “Bwery image of your imagination you say
‘Oh my spirit. My world!”” Were these images to digeear you yourself would be the spirit and

the world.” ‘Psychological idolatry’ is the identhtion of God or nature with the ego’s

83 Such is mysticism’s account of the creation —@me came to self-consciousness by asking ‘who am 1?
which, in turn, initiated the schism between thee@nd the many, or the Creator and the creation
(Johnson,1939:1993).

4 We recall that this refers to the second stadeomanticism’s psychological re-appropriation of Hilelical
myth of ‘Edenfall, redemption’ as ‘natureelf-consciousnestmagination’ as highlighted by Hartman (1962).
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affective attitude towards them, such that the @ndbecomes an end in itself. Babbitt (1919)
charged the Romantics with worshipping the way ttedty not that forwhich they felt: “they
were in love with love”(p.47). There is thus a tensbetween the poet and the Godhead. God
‘came to self-consciousness’ by uttering the Wondito am 1?” and created the universe. The
poet comes to self-consciousness by uttering thvel wbthe ego, and creates the poem. “You
remain silent and it speaks. You speak and it imllisay the Taoists (in Suzuki,1970,p.74).
And as Hartman (1987) further observes, “we undacstWordsworth best when we are too
near ourselves, too naked in our self-consciousfpe$?). Indeed, the ultimate instance of the
Wordsworthian ‘egotistical sublime’ is evident irslvocation as a poet, namely, continuity of
a past self into the present, or what Coleridged{18306:1956) described elliptically in a
letter as “a reflex consciousness of [the self’'sfnocontinuousness’(p.1197). Veridical
transcendental experience necessitates the sulojugdtthe self, yet nothing is as reified as
the Romantic ego. Mysticism stresses that the patlunion with the Godhead is only
traversable once the phenomenal ego has been ¢éedcua

Direct knowledge of the Ground cannot be had exdspunion, and union can be

achieved only by the annihilation of the self-refyjag ego, which is the barrier

separating the ‘thou’ from the ‘That.’(Huxley,1986&5).
Translated into the Romantic dialectic betweenntined of the poet (the thou) and nature (the
‘That’) the barrier is usurped by the poet’s pragien from a state of self-consciousness to
Imagination. That “nothing burns in hell but thelfse( Theologica Germanicain
Huxley,1946,p.72) is significant to both mysticgld®omantics. Carlyle (1833:2006) made the
same point irBartor Resartus

The fraction of life can be increased in value smimuch by increasing your numerator,
but by lessening your denominator...Unity itself ded by zero will give me
infinity...It is only with Renunciation that life, pperly speaking, can be said to begin.”
(p.1021).

Moreover:
The consciousness of [the transcendental] Selhesprimal metaphysical experience,
which, whilst causing one to penetrate into on@iermost beingat the same time

causes one to penetrate into the univerdavelle in Johnson,1939:1993,p. xv).

‘Consciousness of [the transcendental] Self’ ibeoread interchangeably with the Romantic
Imagination, wherein the poet returns, via Hartreatriad of ‘nature, self-consciousness,

Imagination’ to a more self-less Self. Yet the pesgion beyond solipsism by identification
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with the transcendental Self, Lavelle notes, i®outnous with penetrating the hyperouranic
realm, which Romantic-meontic verse aspires towand instantaneously traces. What, in
addition to the similarities between the Imaginatiand the mystical ‘Third Eye’ faculty

highlighted in Chapter Three, is special about Bmagination that thrusts the poet into

temporary super-consciousness?

5.7. Sympathy and Love.

| will go down to self-annihilation and eternal tlea

Lest the Last Judgment come and find me unnanghilat

And | be seized and giv’'n into the hands of my d&etfhood

...l in my Selfhood am that Satan: | am that Evil One (Blake Milton,l,Plate 14,22-30 in Erdman and
Bloom,1982,8)

Who would be a poet cannot be master of himself (Plato in Engell,1981,p.155)

Keats’s (1817:1975) doctrine of ‘Negative Capaityil “when a man is capable of being in
uncertainties, Mysteries, doubts, without any abrle reaching after fact and reason”(p.43)
forms the beginning of an answer to the questicseg@bove. This capacity necessitates the
negation of the ego, a state of being which Keb849:1975) denies to his friend Dilke, with
whom a conversation had prompted the principldfitBglke was “...a Man who cannot feel
he has a personal identity unless he has madesuMihd about everything’(p.326). Keats
suggests, rather, that “the only means of stremgiigeone’s intellect is to make up one’s mind
about nothing” and further, that “Dilke will neveome at a truth so long as he lives; because
he is always trying at it"(p.326§. This receptivity of mind has its stronger form time
Romantic notion of ‘sympathy,” whereby the poet sito negate his own subjectivity and
merge with the objeéf Wordsworth alludes to this coalesced state inlfmaortality Odeas

the “primal sympathy” (line 184). Indeed, as Chaps&x illustrates, the Ode is arguably
‘about’ a process of gradual dislocation and |Idssympathetic coalescence, so prominent in
childhood. The Romantics anticipated Freud (1928019 this respect, who appropriates this
idea in the language of the child’s ego and itatr@hship to the world:

Originally the ego includes everything, later itatghes from itself the outside world. The
ego feeling we are aware of now is thus only a rgken vestige of a more extensive

8 Compare with: “How do align myself with the Tabam already out of line with it.” (Taoist aphonisin
Huxley, 1946,p.18)

% Keats, further, noted: “when | am in a room...thenitity of everyone else in the room begins to prgsm me
that | am in a very little time annihilated” (indm,1971a,p.312).
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feeling — a feeling which embraced the universeeutessed an inseparable connection

of the ego with the external worldCigilisation and its Discontent.13).
In the same essay, Freud describes the statevef filo adulthood in terms reminiscent of the
mystical notion of ‘union’ we have expounded: “Aetheight of being in love the boundary
between ego and object threatens to melt away.n&gail the evidence of his senses, a man
who is in love declares that 'I' and 'you' are aag] is prepared to behave as if it were a
fact’(p.80).Once again, we encounter the principle as perenmfat for psychoanalysis is the
rupture between the ego and the world or objedgriRomanticism the divorce between mind
and nature, which is, for philosophy and neurosmethe dualism between mind and body. In
turn, this is the isolation of the soul from thedBead in mysticism. These are merely different
formulations of the same content, each proposisgla@ion which revolves around the idea of
‘synthesis.” This is, as argued, ‘Sympathetic Imagon’ for Romanticism, the ‘Bridging

Principle’ for philosophy and neuroscience, andTterd Eye’ for mysticism.

Yet for the Romantics, Imagination was, among othargs, a moral faculty. Symbols, it was
discussed, exist because we do not have accesstteds consciousness - we cannot give our
gualiato another mind. Imagination allows us to comelase as possible to experiencing the
qualia of another mind. This sympathy with the other mextricably linked to aesthetic
production: “The great secret of morals is love,aogoing out of our own nature and an
identification with the beautiful...a man, to be gpodust imagine intensely and
comprehensively” (Shelley,1821:2006,p.844). Sympathan intense concentration on the first
person perspective, on Nagel's (1986 in Guzeld&985) ‘what it is like to be’ in someone
else’s mental state. This capacity is thwartedntioenent the ego asserts itself, for it projects

its own psychic content onto the other, distoritsgrue nature.

Negative capability and sympathy are giee qua non of mysticism. As noted, mysticism
holds that the identification of the phenomenalhwtite transcendental Self is accomplished
when the action of consciousness has ceased, gl#winsubject in the ‘Objective Private’
mode. In the language of mysticism, to ‘die to ’'sels to be ‘born into
eternity’(Johnson,1939:1993). Similarly, ‘when thdrop merges with the ocean, its
individuality annihilated, it becomes nothing.” Timystical argument, however, is that in
becoming nothing, it becomes everything. EngelBl)Moted that by Shakespeare’s ability to
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coalesce with his characters, he was the ultimaté-egoist,” the exemplar of an artist who
‘became nothing to become everything.’ In a lecyiven by Hazlitt entitled ‘On Shakespeare
and Milton,” which Keats allegedly attended, Haz{t825:1910) claimed that “Shakespeare
was the least of an egotist that it is possibleéoHe was nothing in himself, but he was all
that others were”(p.36). Similarly, in a letter,&e (1817:1975) defined “Men of Genius” as
those who “have not any individuality’(p.36). Byetlrevered principle of sympathy, the
Romantics longed to coincide with a universe larggin themselves. Nonetheless, the
fundamental ambiguity at Romanticism’s core — ateothe ‘cult of the selfand by the desire

of its exponents for birth into Sympathetic Imagdioa — casts this lot into a condition of
liminal dereliction, “alike unfit to soar or sinkds Byron declare¥.| argue, by analysis of key
poems in the following section, that there is &ssflexive awareness of their blasted ambition
of veridical immersion in ‘the place beyond the Vegss,” and of being perpetually thwarted by
the very tools employed as a means towards thesdemdence of consciousness. The
argument’s ambitious introductory tones begin tmeyand aspects of the project culminate in
a prospect of gloom, much like the end point of sahthe lives of the Romantic poets.

By the Sympathetic Imagination, the Romantics hbgen conceived as obtaining transient
glimpses into the transcendental ground, thwartedwever, from complete veridical
immersion as a consequence of the prevalent egatisublime. Romantic verse, interpreted
as a sublimation or rarefaction by secondary potesking of the transcendental ground or
as a harnessing of the infinite through the temgayahe Symbol, is in the meontic mode, at
once the record of these fleeting moments and eyeafor utter sensory experience of this
ground. This goal has been argued to be synonymuithdhe final stage in Hartman'’s citation
Romanticism’s re-appropriation of the biblical mytf ‘Eden-fall-redemption’ into the
progression of human consciousness, that is, frependence on nature, to isolated self-
consciousness, to reintegration with nature byhkimto the Imagination. The last state being
the ultimate instantiation of that equivocal ide& hear so much about in Romantic theorizing
on the Imagination — ‘the coalescence of subjedt @bject.’ In what follows, Wordsworth’s

Preludeandimmortality Odeare considered to illustrate these arguments.

5 Manfred Act 1, scene 1, 301-302

79



CHAPTER SIX: An Analysis of The Preludeand The Immortality Ode.

| aim to readThe Prelud® as an illustration of my thesis that Romantic-niopoetry is a
self reflexive account of thwarted mystical expece. The application of Wordsworth to this
end may be justified in several ways. Fif$te Preludeas a story of the progression of the
poet's mind from isolated subjectivity to Sympatbeitmagination, situates the poet
dialectically between nature as a humanizing agandylmagination as an unruly, apocalyptic
force (Hartman, 1964). Wordsworth grapples withsthéwvo influences ifhe Prelude This
will provide a dramatic illustration of my propasm that Romantic-meontic verse should be
conceived of as ‘sublimated super-conscious matefTiais troping of higher consciousness is
portrayed inThe Preludeas an oscillation between a poetry which is hizegal, spare, and
earthy, and there diaphanous, celestial and strarig®e are instances irhe Preludewhere
we feel at home, and others where we feel oursetagsaraphrase Leavis (1949) on Shelley,
to be ‘flying away from reality’(p.68). He would e to violate the useful aesthetic distinction
set out in chapter 2.3 between the ‘mimetic’ angomtic’ modes. This ambiguity preseiitse

Preludeas a prototypical display of Romantic-meontic eers

Therefore, the main premise of the analysis is R@hantic-meontic consciousness is a hybrid
awareness of ascension and fall, poised betweendlght and gravity of ‘nature’ or ‘outward
sense,” and the ‘upward tendency,” or what | haeenbreferring to as ‘The Third Eye.’
Thoreau (1845-1854:1992) notes the dialectic batwe& anomalous, pure, supernal
consciousness on the one hand, and ‘nature’ oottiex — used throughout this analysis as a
figure for ‘the discursive,” ‘secondary processSitygor the ‘art function:’

He [the poet] must be something more than natumen supernatural. Nature will not

speak through but along with him. His voice willtngroceed from her midst, but,

breathing on her, will make her the expressionisttinought. He then poeticizes when he
takes a fact out of nature into spirit. He speakfiout reference to time or place. His
thought is one world, hers another. He is anothaufé — Nature’s brother. Kindly offices

do they perform for one another. Each publishesther’s truth.Journal 1, 74-7%

®Hereafter cited as ‘1805.’

% Primary process thinking is a mode of thought Wligcnon-discursive, disobedient of grammatical lgital
laws, and negligent of spatio-temporal categomiatihis is the kind of thought employed in theaane
Secondary process thinking, on the other hands@itsive, grammatical and logical. This is thedkof thought
employed by waking consciousness in discourse, enalics etc. (Freud, 1908a).
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This gestures towards the tension between dis@ursiad experiential transcendental
knowledge, which | aim to highlight as WordswortHhisatural supernaturalism’ imThe
Prelude. | arrive at the conclusion, however, that thideiss a dialectic or a tension than a

form of reciprocity for the poet.

In this regard, throughout | wish to employ Ventig2004) definition of ‘thinking:” “The
second order formation of an aesthetic and linguggstalt from a first-order perception” (p.
48). The idea is a Freudian (1908a) one, name#y, ‘thought’ or ‘expression’ in the arts, is
the outcome of a progression, whereby raw, undiffeated psychic contents (“first-order
perceptions”) undergo a process of rarefactionpdetry, this ‘rarefaction,” which Vendler
refers to as “second-order formation,” would involthe employment of figurative language,
the stress being on the ‘figuring’ of these “fistder perceptions.” In applying this definition
to my views, the use of terms throughout such aklitmation’ and ‘art function’ are intended
to convey this “second-order formation.” By itsedf;first-order perception” takes the form of
inchoate rambling, akin to a stream-of-conscious#i&e writing wherein there is deficit of
aesthetic discretion. This, | have suggested, iatwlistinguishes the Romantic-meontic poet
from the mystic — the poet exercises aesthetic rabrdn his prophetic thinking in the
fashioning of a linguisticdestalt” — something unified and coherent. Through illugtrafrom
The Preludeand passages from other works, my argument withbe Wordsworth’s struggle
is with the finding of a style which can at oncéane the inclination towards the prophetic,
while maintaining the rudiments of the poetic, tigtto be both artist and mystic, without
‘condescending’ to the status of artist, nor frealgcending’ too far into the mystic heights.
Wordsworth refers to this process of rarefactionthes “co-presence of something regular,
something to which the mind has been accustomedhvihe.a less excited state.” This
“cannot but have great efficacy in tempering argtregning the passion by an intertexture of
ordinary feeling” (‘Preface’ toThe Lyrical Ballads1802:1974,p.146). It is poetry, those
“second-order formations,” which provides an “itméeture of ordinary feeling.” This keeps

him grounded on the shore, without which he woddlown out to sea.
Hartman’s (1964) insightful claim that two powerdilton and nature,” fought for
Wordsworth’s soul (p.xiv), aptly captures the temswe are elucidating. By the former he is

said to be a prophet, visionary and ‘bard electg by the latter, he becomes an ‘inmate of the
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world,” a ‘man speaking to menih a single vision he apprehends that ‘apocalypaeadise,
groves Elysian, huge, mighty shapes and formsi@wted in the soil of common experience —
“the simple produce of a common day” (‘Preface Tioe Excursior{05-113, in Owen and
Smyser,1974,p.7) Typically, this dialectic is alsbaracterized in aesthetic terms as the
distinction between the ‘sublime and the beautifid. what follows, this commonplace is
reexamined — perceptions of the sublime are thesemprence of insufficiently sublimated
super-conscious material, while those of the badwre the outcome of rigorously rarefied
super-conscious material. Whether conceived ofVakon and nature,’ ‘the sublime and the
beautiful’ or ‘the prophetic and the artistic,” &lignify a common hypothesis: a view of the
Romantic psyche as integrated, in that it is imbwed both unconscious ‘depth’ and mystical
‘height.’

Finally, as argued, the crisis of cognitive circitjaand closure is one which manifests itself in
various systems of thought. It is what hinders phdosopher from solving the mind-body
problem and the Romantic from voluntary experiénkaowledge of the transcendental
ground. Wordsworth’s is a poetics of closit@nd his verse demonstrates this principle in
action: as | aim to show with reference to bdthe Preludeand thelmmortality Ode
Wordsworth cannot revert to his old powers of ‘@hllke vision for his ambition to versify
this problem is what thwarts him. He becomes tlovgnbial dog chasing his tail in his efforts
to use consciousness to poeticize higher-orderctmunsness. After the failedecluseand by

its demonstration of this ‘philosophical’ pointhe Preludeis the product of a poet who
Coleridge (1804:1956) insisted was “...the first gmelatest Philosophical poet’(p.206).

6.1. The Sublimation of Super-Consciousness by Sedary Process Thinking: The

‘Intertexture of Ordinary Feeling.’

With [nature’sjiés,
Her forms, and with the spirit of her forms,
He clothed the nakedness of austere truffhe Excursior1850:2007,1,268-269).

0 0n the other hand, there is an important senaéich The Preludds a fundamentally ‘open-ended’ poem —
one that was begun without a definite structunmiind, and which grew and grew over time by an edéeh
‘tinkering.’
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In Book XIllII of The Preludg1805), Wordsworth reflects on the course he bksrt with his
reader through this extended autobiography of hie oonsciousness, and thus discerns the
three-part logic of the work, which reconciles whtartman’s (1962) triad of ‘Nature, self-

consciousness, imagination:’

...we have traced the stream
From darkness, and the very place of birth
In its blind cavern, whence is faintly heard
The sound of waters; followed it to light
And open day, accompanied its course
Among the ways of Nature, afterwards
Lost sight of it bewildered and engulphed
Then given it greeting as it rose once more
With strength, reflecting in its solemn breast 180.
The works of man, and face of human life;
And lastly, from its progress we have drawn
The feeling of life endless, the one thought
By which we live, infinity and God. (@B,XI11,172-184)

The “course among the ways of Nature” | take to kmhkartman’s (1962) first phase
(‘Nature’); having “Lost sight of it, bewildered drengulphed,” we find the poet isolated in the
‘self-consciousness’ of phase two, wherein apodalypisions and terrible ‘shocks of
consciousness’ from what Hartman (1964) calls #pcalyptic’ Imagination plague the poet,
and lastly, as [nature] “rose once more,” the Eoetind is reconciled to nature’s familiar
forms, marking the genesis of the sympathetic Imagon. | will consider what the
culmination in “Infinity and God,” might mean in roluding the analysis by exploring the idea
of ‘Wordsworth as Mystic.” First, however, to dissuHartman’s (1962) second phase, ‘self-
consciousness,” wherein the poet has “lost sightiature, “bewildered and engulphed,” and
its significance for the idea of language as disgdamystical experience ifhe Prelude
(1805).

The following passages from Book | portray the poetn anxious and unfamiliar state:

my brain
Worked with a dim and undetermined sense
Of unknown modes of being. In my thoughts 420.
There was a darkness - call it solitude,
Or blank desertion - no familiar shapes
Of hourly objects, images of trees,
Of sea or sky, no colours of green fields,
But huge and mighty forms that do not live
Like living men moved slowly through my mind
By day, and were the trouble of my dreams. 1806, |, 418-427)
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“Dim, undetermined, unknown, darkness” and “blaaké all suggestive of a recondite mode
of consciousness. The necessarily vague “modeseinigb and “huge and mighty forms”
obscure any sense of familiar detail. Similarly, w#i go on to write of “those fleeting
moods/Of shadowy exultation” (1805,11,331-332). &laés The Prelude’sfirst statement of
those loose, un-identified arcana of the Imagimési@onceit, both horrifying and delighting,
which will continue to overwhelm the poet befores kisions become more rarefied, that is,

until:

With life and Nature, purifying thus

The elements of feeling and of thought,

And sanctifying by such discipline,

Both pain and fear, until we recognise

A grandeur in the beatings of the heart (180837 - 441)

There are numerous cognates throughbue Preludefor the idea of ‘sublimation’ or, as
discussed in the literature review, ‘rarefactipnan augmented secondary process thinking.’

”

Here, we have three: “purifying,” “sanctifying,” @ridiscipline,” the consequences of which is
recognition of and joyful acquiescence in our mastdves - “a grandeur in the beatings of the
heart.” “Nature,” will act as “the intertexture ofdinary feeling” (‘Preface’ tarhe Lyrical
Ballads1802:1974,p.146) and ‘organize’ psychic forces Wwhace ‘unbound,” by rendering
them into a familiar aspect. This idea is a fundatalepreoccupation of the poet throughout. In
preceding lines he refers to the “severe[r] intatians” that Nature would employ in order to
“frame” his mind (1805,1,363-370). The differencetWween “elements of feeling and of
thought” ‘unsanctified’ and ‘unpurified’ on the onleand, and those which have been
“disciplined” on the other, may be elucidated bg tommonplace distinction between ‘the
sublime and the beautiful.” Of the ‘sublime,” Burker57:1978) said that “whatever is fitted in
any sort to excite the ideas of pain and dangeroperates in a manner analogous to terror, is
a source of the sublime...”(p.197). He further citgsscurity,” ‘vastness,” and ‘infinity’ as
sources of the sublime. ‘Beauty,” he suggestsh&acterized by images of clarity, littleness
and quaintness. Passaged e Preludeassociated with the sublime can be shown to cennot
fear, grandeur, passion, and power, whereas thsseciated with the beautiful connote
tenderness, calmness and gentleeSsalknecht (1929), however, fixes the analogyvieen

the aesthetic distinction between the sublime amel lbeautiful, with the psychological

" The following journal entry by Dorothy Wordsworthptures the essence of ‘the sublime:’ “[Willianajchbeen
surprised and terrified by a sudden rushing of wjnwehich seemed to bring earth, sky and lake t@geds if the
whole were going to enclose him.” (in Bowra, 1950,91).
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distinction between the unconscious and the consamind. The unconscious is thought of as
a dark repository for psychic impulses which hagerbpushed out of awareness to protect the
ego of the individual from their dreadful contefdthose bits that have been adequately
sublimated and gentrified are allowed into conssiawareness. Thus, while the correlation
between the sublime and the unconscious on théhame, and the beautiful and the conscious
on the other is well established, we may consitter implications of this correlation for
Wordsworth’s poetry when viewed as a form of dispth mystical experience. This view
extends the association between the aesthetich@ngstychological highlighted by Stalknecht
(1929) thus: verse ifhe Preludewhich we call ‘sublime’ is those remnants of higbeder
consciousness (as opposeduteconsciousness) that remain un-rarefied and unreat#d.
The product is a ‘terrible beauty.” The beautifoh, the other hand, are rigorously sublimated
super-conscious contents, whereby the prophetiornyidy way of the secondary processes,
has ‘condescended’ to art. The product is a vigibmature in its familiar, almost pastoral,

aspect.

However, it is plausible to assume that Wordsweglued a balance between these two types
of vision. By his definition, "poetry is the spontous overflow of powerful feelings: it takes
its origin from emotion recollected in tranquility"('Preface’ to The Lyrical
Ballads1802:2006,p.273). Potent, overwhelming feelingsrareessary but not sufficient for
poetry. What poetry requires are emotions “rectdiédn tranquility,” that is, sublime and
visionary experience remembered in a less excitatt.sWordsworth, as noted by Bloom
(1994) and as | shall illustrate by analysisTbe Immortality Odevalues memory and time in
order to narrate experience after the fact. Thistashce’ allows visionary experience to be
gentrified by language and hence for the publiécaldtion of sublime experience. This
‘mediated’ access is, in a sense, all theasa be. This places Wordsworth as artist first and
mystic second. In prioritizing the discursive owbe experiential, we are assured that he
remains ‘a man speaking to men.” Similarly, Wordewoasserts that nature exerts, upon
“circumstances most awful and sublime,” and uponttfat beauty, which as Milton sings/
Hath terror in it” (1805,XI11,225-226), a “dominati” which “moulds, endues, abstracts,
combines” these sublime visions. Nature, moreoigeg “...counterpart/And brother of the
glorious faculty [the Imagination]/Which higher rdm bear with them as their own”
(1805, XI11,88-90). Thoreau (1845-1854:1992) wasapptly alluding to this reciprocity when
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he asserted that “[the poet’s] thought is one wdNtture’s] is another. He is another Nature
— Nature’s brother. Kindly offices do they perfofon one anotherJournall,74-75).

Thus, by the beginning of Book II, as his “sympathenlarge” and the “common range of
visible things” grow dear to him, he “already begjin love the sun” (1805,11,181-184), that is,

the empirical sun of the ‘outward,’ rather than fineer,” eye, for:

A tranquilizing spirit presses now

On my corporeal frame, so wide appears

The vacancy between me and those days,

Which yet have such self-presence in my mind... (1805, I, 27-30)

It is not without a sense of nostalgia that thetpoelds to the dulling, etherizing effects of
nature, ‘pressing’ down on his flighty Imaginati@nd driving a wedge between the states we
may refer to as ‘the Child’ and ‘the Man.’ It isasihe ‘spots of time’ that the poet retains ‘such
a self presence’ of the Child. We are here intredutw Wordsworth’s fears of discontinuity,
shared by Keats who ‘has fears that he may ceabe,tdWhen | Have Fears That | May
Cease To Bé,in Barnard,2003,p.225and his desire noted by Coleridge (1811:1969tory

the feelings of childhood into the powers of mardi¢bectures).326). ‘The Child’ is the
repository, as he will go on to describe, of “...tlmeding-places of my power’..
(1805,X1,336)’? and he wants to harvest up this state of beingdare desolate season of the

heart, which adulthood will surely present him with

| have endeavoured to display the means

Whereby the infant sensibility,

Great birthright of our being, was in me

Augmented and sustained... 51BQR64-267)

There is an implicit distinction here between tkader and the poet: the “infant sensibility”
inheres in us all, yeThe Preludeitself could only be written by one within whomigh
sensibility is “augmented and sustained.” It isstla poetic formulation of the point made in
Lyrical Ballads(cited on page 35) that the poet is a man, butmoee greatly endowed than
the ‘common man.” As | will illustrate with referea toThe Immortality Odethe sustenance
of this sensibility is a core concern. The poem iament for this loss of sustenance, and the
usurpation of the Child’s capacity for unboundedaginative vision, tempered by those forces

which habituate and localize, namely, nature amrddiscursive function. By analogy, Freud

"2 The 1850 version states: “The hiding placemaf’spower/Open...” (XII, 279, italics added), drawing lois
principle that “the child is father of the manMy Heart Leaps Up When | Behal802,7).
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(1916:1922) used the word ‘culture’ to denote ttiatumscribing influence which represses
the primal instincts. Here, it is the act of wrgirtself, using nature as a muse, that binds the
Child's mystic awareness, allowing the common rangé “...visible things”
(1805,11,182,italics added) to grow dear to himd ahereby initiating an illusory dualism
between Man and Child: “...I seem/Two consciousnessamscious of myself [The Man],/
And of some other Being ([The Child]:..(1805,11,31-33) which | suggested are the

phenomenal and transcendental selves respectively.

The most lucid statement of the idea of sublimatf@mwever, is in Book V:

...Visionary Power
Attends upon the motion of the winds
Embodied in the mystery of words;
There darkness makes abode, and all the host
Of shadowy things do work their changes there,
As in a mansion like their proper home.
Even forms and substances are circumfused
By that transparent veil with light divine,
And through the turnings intricate of verse,
Present themselves as objects recognised... (86%59-628)

In the preceding lines (612-619) Wordsworth digtisges two kinds of ‘nature.” The first is
“living nature” — the natural world experienceddhgh the senses — and the second is the
“great nature” experienced vicariously through thkttering verse” of the works of “mighty
Poets.” In the latter, language “embodies” visignaower, provides an “abode” for darkness,
and “circumfuses” the Forms such that they may flesgnted as familiar to the empirical ear
and eye. It is the “turnings” of verse, namely, theping and figuration of thought into
language, which Wordsworth identifies as neceskarg recognizable art form. Freud (1908)
Lacan (in Kristeva 1984) and Kristeva (1984) haaehetheorized that poetry may broadly be
defined as ‘the troping of the unconscious.” Thet fthat the night dream, wherein the
unconscious is in a state of uncensored play, masept us with “objects recognized” or ‘re-
cognized’ is a result of ‘the dream work,” whichekd (1908) explained as processes which
‘condense,’” ‘displace,” ‘symbolize’ and ‘represemtfimal psychic energy in the form of
impulses and desires, into allegorically familiéeneents from everyday life. Generally, the
images in the dream function metaphorically. Worldivs terminology for these processes,
conducted by ‘nature,’ - “That domination which.. esftimes/Exerts upon the outward face of
things,/So moulds them, and endues, abstracts, inemb” (1805,XIIl,77-79) - is an
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analogous function. Wordsworth’s “Nature” is a pqtic version of modern psychology’s

‘dream work,” making him the unacknowledged preempf this theory.

The poet’'s mind, it is argued by these theoristedacts a similar, albeit conscious, form of
dream work when employing figurative language. Bhetis a kind of voluntary dream work,
‘condensing,’ ‘displacing’ and ‘symbolizing’ thoughvet | want to propose that the prophetic
tones in Wordsworth suggest that it is more appab@ito think about this verse as the rhetoric
of a transcendental or super-conscious, as opposadconscious (as Freud would have it),
faculty, rarefied into a medium, not entirely enigal and mimetic, but nonetheless grounded
enough in convention to be identified as poetryisTarefied medium is supposed to function
as art, as opposed to a diffuse and arcane, miggitaré®. The “shadowy things” that are
subjected to “changes” through discursive laws tgpecally conceived, apropos Freud, as
proceeding from the unconscious depths of the msychiet Romanticism, certainly
Wordsworthian Romanticism, | would argue, wantsithie be sourced from its ‘heights.” This

‘condescension’ from mysticism to art is often d#d to:

But descending
From these imaginative heights, that yield
Far-stretching views into eternity,
Acknowledge that to Nature’s humble power 1190.
Your cherished sullennessf@rced to bend
The
Excumsib850:2007,1V,1188-1192, italics added).

Both passages point towards a meta-level awarenghs the poet — he acknowledges a
difference in kind between the state of ‘Imaginati@and the state of ‘Nature,” yet this
acknowledgmenitself takes the form of verse. We cannot take seriotigly Wordsworth is
disillusioned by the fact that his visions of etgrrare humbled by ‘nature’s’ appropriations,
for he uses this state of affairs as the subjedtemaf his poetry. Hence, as suggested in the
literature review, the Romantic is deferred fromrgoiise because he romanticizes this very
deferral, as Wordsworth appears to be doing hemeebder, since this kind of ‘dejection’ is a

resource for poetic subject matter, the Romargwelsin it. Few things are as sweet to the

3 Interestingly, the latter is precisely what FR \isg1936) will charge the quality of Shelley’s pryein The
Triumph of Lifewith: “A drifting phantasmagoria — bewildering ahdwildered. Vision opens into vision, dream
unfolds within dream, and the visionary perspestivehift elusively and are lost; and the failure taqa the
various phases or levels of visionary drift witfierence to any grasped reality is the more sigmifibecause of
the palpable effort.” (pg.222)
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Romantic poet as to be, in Keats’s phrase, “aloweil’y loitering.” (La Belle Dame sans
Merci, 1, 2).

This ironic reverence for the inevitable ‘bendiraf’ the Imagination to the conventions and

rigours of a natural art form, for its utility asabject matter, is similarly seen in:

Imagination! - lifting up itself 525.
Before the eye and progress of my song
Like an unfathered vapour... qa8/1,525-527)

| have been discussing the idea of sublimation gy in terms of a corollary to Freudian
theory, the key principles of which are alludedrtdhis passage. “Lifting up itself/Before the
eye and progress of my song” is significant. Thedmation’s eminence precedes the eye
(sense) and song (language/art), thereby usurpi@gepistemic faculties. Extrasensory and
extralinguistic, it is a transcendental faculty w@hi precedes sublimation. With the
extinguishing of the “...light of sense...,” “...in flash..” (1805,VI,534-535), the ‘despotic
eye’ yields to the ‘Third Eye,’ allowing glimpsesto the hyperouranic. Moreover, it is an
“unfathered” or ‘uncultured’ faculty. In Freudiai916:1922) terms, fear of the threatening
father, troped as ‘civilization,” which is the foative stuff of the tyrannical supereffthas not
initiated its repressive mechanisms on the psyclieagppropriate’ primal impulses. To
perpetuate the analogy, Imagination as transcealddatulty, hovers in a meta-realm,
untouched by the rigours and conventions that ifjaasform of creativity as ‘a work of art.’
Nature and the secondary processes cannot repoesarefy it, and it will resist any ‘local

habitation and name’ that language or song willosgon it.

A further connection to this is found in the iddatloe Wordsworthian ‘Child’ which | have
already suggested is Wordsworth’s symbol for aestd#t mystic consciousness. For Freud
(1916:1922) the child’s psyche is less governedgpyessive mechanisms and before a certain
age remains, like the Imagination, ‘unfathered.’ rded, the “spots of time” are inextricably
linked to ‘the Child,” indeed, they “tak[e] theirate/From our first childhood...” (1805,XIl,

274-275). Yet the famous passage will elaboratedmaection further:

There are in our existence spots of time,

" Superego’ is not to be confused with what | hbeen referring to as ‘super-consciousness.’ Thersgo is a
Freudian component of the psyche which governcommitment to cultural norms and conventions, and i
facilitated by the imposition of these norms by plaeents in the child’s formative years.
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Which with distinct preeminence retain

A renovating virtue, whence, depressed

By false opinion and contentious thought,

Or aught of heavier and more deadly weight

In trivial occupations and the round

Of ordinary intercourse... (1805, X1,257-263).

If this poetry is indeed, a kind of ‘displaced mgat experience,’ it is through ‘the spots’ that
the poet’s mystical experience is displaced in® drt. They are like a jolt of consciousness
into the empyrean heights — momentary flashbackk raminders, not only of that ‘other
world,” but of the sordidness of this one — itsldiiin of routine and familiarity - teasing the
mind with offerings from afar. For this reason, ptad with the inability to invoke them at
will, they may ultimately be a burden rather thanebef, and are thus indispensable to the
roots of Romantic melancholy, that is, consciousrdsa latent potential for veridical mystical

experience, but which is perpetually thwarted.

The spots of time, those harvested portions ofChiéd and the agent by which his days may
be “bound each to each by natural piety,” are “deped/By false opinion and contentious
thought” and burdened by our “trivial occupatiorsid rounds of “ordinary intercourse.” Such
is the Wordsworthian definition of popular cultutopular opinion,’ that populace of
men adroit
In speech and for communion with the world
Accomplished, minds whose faculties are then

Most active when they are most eloquent,
And elevated most when most admired. (1805,2285-259)

is the progeny of the repressive function, and this which blots out our spots of time, sealing
‘the hiding places of man’s power.” The spots thelnss are depressed/repressed downwards
and out of awareness by “the weight/Of all thisnteliigible world” (Tintern Abbey1798,40-
41). Too much clarity and distinctness as an adast cloy one’s vision, as an excessive
concern with social plaudits — by “a mind mostaetvhen most eloquent, and most elevated
when admired” - can make one neurotic. “The chigdindeed “father of the man.My Heart
Leaps Up When | BehqltB02,7). Interestingly, the formulation ‘spotstiofie’ also implies the
coalescence of the spatial and temporal — the é&pae’ of a higher dimension alluded to in

Chapter 3.1 - rather than the mechanistic separafitspace and time.’
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This section has introduced the broad idea of tidireating and rarefying action of nature on
the poet’s Imagination. The tension between these‘forces’ was elucidated with reference
to the distinction between the sublime and the tike&uthe ‘Child’ and ‘the man’ and by
Freudian dream theory. The following extends tharté of sublimation by focusing on the
sublimation of sound.

6.2. Sublimation of Sound

This reading ofThe Preludemay suggest that the transcendental Self, or Wandkian
‘Child,” is susceptible to undifferentiated, inchedlasts of sound, as opposed to melody and
music, which are products of the secondary prosessé that time [of Childhood],” the poet

would “feel whate’er there is of power in soundfireathe an elevated mood” and listen to

...sounds thed
The ghostly language of the ancient earth... (18@27-328).

Hartman (1979), in the earliest reference to ttesaj defines the poetry in these passages as
“echo humanized” (pg.195The Prelude’skey illustration of this idea is an oft quoted g&ge

from the first book:

The mind of Man is framed even like the breath
And harmony of music. There is a dark
Invisible workmanship that reconciles
Discordant elements, and makes them move
In one society... (180351-355).

This elucidates Hartman’s phrase, for the poetdabuto an inexplicable cognitive process
which organizes disparate psychic elements intmrahestrated unity. The mind under the
governance of these processes is of a piece ta &ress the poet’s simile, like “music,” as if
constituted by aesthetic form, in contrast to dissd noise. Here, “harmony,” “framed,”
“workmanship” and “reconciled” are employed as &hdns on the “discipline” motif
introduced above. The use of “society,” moreovegeatuates the sense of the inexplicable
and unruly as being ‘localised’ or ‘humanised’ bgde processes. Hartman, however, does not
go so far as to make the Freudian connection bitimgvus to think of this process of
‘humanization’ as a form of ‘sublimation’ or ‘seatary process thinking.” Moreover, the

present argument uses the Freudian theory of pastrgublimated unconscious material’ to
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invoke a corollary theory for Romantic-meontic pgeas the product of ‘sublimated super-
conscious material.” As there is a faculty of wisiwwhich penetrates the transcendental ground,
allowing the poet impressions of that ‘other natunich lacks the ‘familiar shapes’
detectable by outward sense — “...1 forgot/That | badily eyes...” (1805,11,368-369,italics
added) - so there are primal melodies, unchastebgd“the still, sad music of

humanity”(Tintern Abbey91). This faculty will wane with age:

For | have learned
To look on nature, not as in the hour
Of Thoughtless youth, but hearing oftentimes,
The still, sad music of humanity,
Not harsh nor grating, though of ample power
To chasten and subdue. (Tintern Abbey88-93)

Mysticism posits that a current of sound streamsugh the universe, known as tBleabdor
‘sound current’ and is audible in certain statesaided consciousness. It is perceived as light
and sound. (Johnson, 1939:1993). Coleridge (1dB8grns it in théolian Harp “a light in

sound, a sound-like power in light” (28). FurtherFrost at Midnighthe instructs:

So shalt thou see and hear

The lovely sounds and shapes intelligible

Of that eternal language which thy God

Utters, who from eternity doth teach

Himself in all, and all things in himself. {2 in Halmi, Magnhuson and
Modiano,2004.21)

Interestingly Frost appears in February 1798 ahititernin July 1798. Given that both stress a
certain kind of ‘education,” one of the charactées of which is a more ‘refined’ way of
seeing and hearing, they are undoubtedly in contiers with each othef’. This ‘education’
seems to entail a disciplining of the facultiesrappiate to the construction of nature poetry in
a familiar style. The apocalyptic visions and inateowarbles give way to sights and sounds
recognized. There is often a coincidence of lighd gaound in these poets’ allusions to the
primal melodies, similar to Johnson’s (1939:1998¢caint of the mystical ‘sound current.’

Coleridge’s “Thou needst not ask of me/what thisrgy music in the soul may bel...This light,

S In addition to Wordsworth’s adoption of the forrfitiee ‘conversation poem’ from Coleridgarguably ‘the
father’ of the form, the two poems describe benettis and hopes for the future lives of loved doased on
retrospection into the poets’ pasts. For exangiddentical tone is evident in Wordsworth’s “THere let the
moon/Shine on thee in thy solitary walKkiGtern134-135) and Coleridge’s “Therefore all seasoradl &fe sweet
to thee” Frost, 65). Some common imagery, moreover, is the mddoleridge describes “icicles/Quietly
shining to the quiet moonFfost, 73-74), as well as the wind as a benevolent frg@ompt their loved one’s
onward: Wordsworth'’s blessing is that “the mistyuntain winds be free to blow against thdeftern136-137),
while Coleridge hopes that his child “shalt wonlilee a breeze/By lakes and sandy shofess$t,54-55).
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this glory...All melodies the echoes of that voicd/B8blours a suffusion from that light”
(DejectionV,59-75 in Bloom,2004,p.391) seems to be alludimg the same ineffable,
synesthesic phenomenon. The mystic resonancepr®tas accentuated when one considers
the New Testament’'s “In the beginning was the Wofdhn 1,1), as well as the Old
Testament’s “And Godaid Let there be Light.Genesigl,3 in Fisch,1992,p.1, Italics added).
Similarly, Wordsworth refers to “the master liglitadl our seeing” immortality Odel53). The
poetry thus suggests that both poets were interdaateextrasensory experience — consider
Wordsworth’s “...the light of sense/Goes out in flastthat have shewn to us/The invisible
world...” (1805,VI,534-536) — regarding which Bowr&a960) notes: “There were moments
when by some mysterious and magnificent procesgassed beyond the visible world into
some other order of being, vaster and more wonldg§)92). The aim has been to elucidate
this ‘process’ and this ‘other order of being’ —account forThe Prelude’sseemingly vague

allusions to such processes and orders of beifgmaire precision.

The notion of humanizing sound, of ascribing a lstspe to the noises of the earth, is one
with which Wordsworth is heavily preoccupied: “Arteard that instant in an unknown
tongue...A loud prophetic blast of harmony” (18054/96); “Black drizzling crags that
spake...As if a voice were in them...” (1805,VI,563-56%A deep and gloomy breathing-
place, through which/Mounted the roar of watersietats streams/ Innumerable, roaring with
one voice” (1805,Xl11,57-59). “Such rebounds,” mover, “our inward ear/Catches sometimes
from afar/Listen, ponder, hold them dear; For ofd®d God they areYes It Was The
Mountain Echogl806,V,17-20). For those who are attuned to tlmgrmelodies, “Theirs is
the language of the heavens” and “Words are buemadents in their souls - /When they are
grasping with their greatest strength/They do neathe among them” (1805,XI1,270-274).
The apogee of this idea is found in Book IVTdfe Excursiorwhen the poet asks whether or

not “the soul, the being of your life has/Receigeshock of awful consciousness”

too enormous for the sound

Of human anthems — choral song,

Or burst sublime instrumental harmony
To glorify the Eternal!...

Inaudible by daylight...

With the loud streams, and often, at the hour
When issue forth the first pale stars, is heard,
Within the circuit of this fabric huge,

One voice...
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(The Excursiorl850:2007, IV, 1162-
1178)

Again, in a quintessential Romantic re-appropriatmf Enlightenment thought, the “One
voice” is “inaudible by daylight” because too mulgght blinds us, as too much clarity and
distinctness deafens us. The Nature of the Enlighémt was under the microscope - crude,
cluttered and empirical, killing, at least for Kgatthe poetry of the rainbow® Only states of
‘twilight consciousnes$’ can discern that ‘underpresence.’ Yet absolutédrigvision is
always thwarted and deferred in Wordsworth. Thelltds “...an obscure sense/@bssible
sublimity”(1805,11,336-337,italics added), an import ur-formulation in Wordsworth
denoting a gentrified Miltonic sensibility, and aiagantined prophecy in the form of
instantaneous glimpses into the place beyond theems. This quarantining effect is assisted
by his disposition for defining things in the nagat M.H. Abrams (1971) notes that
Wordsworth rarely says what somethiisg but rather, uses the words ‘neither’ and ‘nor’ in
conveying what it imot There is, at times, a reticence about his visiavteereby what he
offers us are, in T.S. Eliot's (in Leavis, 1936) rd® “shy intuitions on the edge of
consciousness.” (p.74) A noteworthy exception waddm to be: “Theres an active principle
alive/In all things, in all natures...in the moving aters and invisible air.”
(Excursion1850:2007,VIII,1-5) and similarly, the earlier ametter known account of “A
motion and a spirit, that impels/All thinking thisgall objects of all thought/And rolls through
all things.” (Tintern Abbey 100-102). These references might lead one toe\eelithat
Wordsworth subscribed to the philosophy of ‘panpsym, which holds that everything in the
universe is conscious (Searle, 1997). It is diffibo avoid this ascription for his insistence that
“there is an active principlalive in all things” is an unequivocal definition of tip®sition.
While this may be a deranged view in light of madeiology, a psychoanalytic account would
read the sentiments as a projection of his emotos the world, rather than the identification
of something that exists in nature, also implied “ifo every natural form, rock, fruit or
flower...I gave a moral life...Or linked them to someeling...the one presence, and the
Life/Of the great whole” (1805,111,124-131). A mysal reading, however, might allude to

Wordsworth’s acquaintance with the mystical ‘sowudrent’ which surges through every

6 “Philosophy will clip an Angel’s wings/conquer aliysteries by rule and line...Unweave a rainbow L&rtia,
Il, 234-236).

" As noted in Chapter One, Coleridge (1817:196%rrefi to “the sudden charm, which accidents ot ligh
shade, which moonlight or sunset diffused over@amand familiar landscape.Biographiga XIV,p.5)
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atom of the universe (Johnson, 1939:1993). The pegtaps alludes more explicitly to this
phenomenon, invisible and inaudible to the ‘empitisenses, by his assertion that he “...felt
the sentiment of being spread/O’er all that movesst.beyond the reach of thought/And
human knowledge, to the human eye/lnvisible” ando$M audible when the fleshly
ear...Forgot its functions, and slept undisturbed.”ifi all things,” he continues, “I saw one
life, and felt that it was joy” (1805,I,420-434Here, furthermore, is the Romantic
reconciliation of reason and emotion, or heart dmhd, that neo-classical psychology
bifurcated: to ‘see’ or ‘understand to ‘feel’ — to have what Wordsworth called “a hettyat
watchesand receives’(The Tables Turneil798,31-32 in Gill,2004,p.61,Italics added). If
situated in context with the broader Romantic comeef ‘sympathy,’ this current, like the
synthesizing capabilities of the Imagination, is tnifying principle, for it inheres in man (the
subject) and the world (the object) and is thusni@ans towards the ‘coalescence of subject

and object.’

Yet his authority is compromised when he says digegv of this principle that “tis a thing
impossible to frame...” The Excursion1850:2007,1V,136). Once again we have the use of
“frame” as a key synonym for ‘discipline.” The adsmn that exact knowledge of this principle
“is impossible to frame” is not to suggest that #ssertion is itself counterfeit or framed. He
acknowledges its presence, but it is ultimatelysigky for “...in the main/It lies far hidden
from the reach of words”(1805,I11,184-185). The time principle’ will not yield to the
limitation of definition. He seems to confirm wh&iato Republic380 B.C:1992,598¢)
considered to be the defect of the poet, when Plaserved that poets “utter great truths which

they themselves do not understand:”(p.268)

... the soul -
Remembering how she felt, but what she felt
Remembering not - retains an obscure sense
Of possible sublimity. (1805, Il, 334-337)

The memory retained of such glimpses is non-seatent he cannot formulate what he
experienced in propositional, symbolic terms, bas lonly a visceral recollection (the ‘how’)
of the emotions it engendered. The use of ‘howyidner, is ambiguous, for it might also refer
to the manner by which the soul felt. The lineshhsuggest that both the visceral element and

the manner are coterminous, in that there is recifyr between them in memory.
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With age, the poet will lament the waning of theaffimation, and hence his growing
incapacity for mystic vision:

The days gdry
Come back upon me from the dawn almost

Of life; the hiding-places of my power

Seem open, | approach, and then they close;

| see by glimpses now, when age comes on

May scarcely see at all; and | would give

While yet we may, as far as words can give,

A substance and a life to what | feel:

| would enshrine the spirit of the past

For future restoration. @B8XI, 333-342)

Herein lies a culmination of each of the core consé have been dealing with: Nostalgia for a
past self and the harvesting and storing up of $ki§ for the future; the lamentable fact of
cognitive closure, and the very attempt to usuip tthosure as responsible for the further
deferral of transcendence and the extent to whaohantic-meontic language may sublimate
super-conscious experience. Shelley's (1821:2006)acteristic expression of the Romantic
Imagination in thédefencecaptures the latter theme unequivocally:

The mind in creation is as a fading coal which somésible influence, like an
inconstant wind, awakens to transitory brightnesswl@ this influence be durable in its
original purity and force, it is impossible to preidhe greatness of the results; but when
composition begins, inspiration is on the decliaed the most glorious poetry that has
ever been communicated to the world is but a feshéslow of the original conceptions
of the poet (p.846)...few poets of the highest clege chosen to exhibit the beauty of
their conceptions in its naked truth and splendand it is doubtful whether the alloy of
costume, habit etc., be not necessary to tempsrpthinetary music for mortal ears.
(p.843)
Drawing on Vendler's (2004) definition of ‘thinkihgs “the second-order formation of an
aesthetic and linguistic gestalt from a first-orgerception” (p.48), Shelly’s “composition” is
this “second-order formation ” — it is the contaation of a mystical ‘pure consciousness’
(what Shelley’s calls “the original conception betpoet” and what Vendler calls “first-order
perception”) by the ‘art function,” and the outpbving filtered through the sublimatory
vessels of poetic decorum — “the alloy of costumd &abit” to “clothe the nakedness of
austere truth” The Excursiori850:2007,1,269) - is a pallid copy of the lumisoGround.
Similarly, as cited, Coleridge claims that “All neelies theechoesof that voice/All colours

suffusionfrom that light” QOejectiony/,74-75). Coleridge (1811-1812:1969) also noted tha
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“[Poetry] is the language of heaven, and in it ve@en..aforetasteand aprophecy of the joys

of heaven” [ecturesp.191,ltalics added). It is, however, also a riggtareminder of these
joys. While one of the Romantic achievements wdse® language from the Augustan forged
manacles of convention, Shelley suggests thatdditffdo certain habits must maintain in the
arts. Mystic rhetoric, perhaps, disregards theskithan that it is less concerned with
“composition,” and its utterances retain the miridisginal purity and force.” It is these habits
which temper the “planetary music” into the “stifad music of humanity.” At its most
oppressive, the habitual secondary processes betleneservants of “vulgar sense” and
“...substitute a universe of death,/The falsest bivaklds, in place of that/Which is divine and
true” (1805,X111,140-143). The Freudian (1908) ieetation holds that poetry — that “feeble
shadow of the original conceptions of the poet’s—the product of unconscious content
sublimated by the rigors of figurative language amitbwed into consciousness as a
recognizable art form. In advocating a more appab@rview of Romantic-meontic poetry,
namely, one which accounts for the Coleridgean 71B169) conferral of transcendental
properties onto the Imagination, the aim has begmwdmpt ourselves to think of the repository
of Romantic inspiration, which harbours verse ia tinder of Shelley’'s “planetary music,” as a
transcendental faculty. This led, furthermore, teiew of the Romantic-meontic psyche as a
corollary to the Freudian psyche: as we attributepth’ to the latter, we should associate

‘height’ with the former.

Moreover, it was argued in Chapter Five that thgndove closure within which the poet finds
himself is symptomatic of the irrevocable need oonanticize the inability to know the
transcendental ground in its full, veridical presmnWordsworth’s awareness of this fact in the
above passage takes the form of a superbly coedradlesthetic statement. We note, for
example, the use of punctuation to produce a tidgceassion of claims which avoid
enjambment: “The hiding places of my power/Seem nppe
| approach, and then they close;/l see by glimps®g when age comes on,/May scarcely see
at all...” (1805,X1,335-338). His awareness of hiscldee in awareness is clear - the
dramatization of his artistic crisis is made maestid through the use of action and motion (“I
approach; | see”) and juxtaposed images of openamgk closings, a sense of waning and
winding down. Thus, by invoking his dejectitimougha poetic utterance of the highest order,

he exacerbates it, for mysticism suggests thatiggabetorical refinement, coupled with an
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intense preoccupation with the self - “The hidirgces ofmy power;” “l approach;” I see by
glimpses;” ‘l would give;” “to whatl feel;” “I would enshrine” - further extricates the mind of
the poet from the hidden realms. Despite the appearof the humbling of poetic powers with
age, the humility is reified and glorified. It is rototypical portrayal of what Keats
(1818:1975) referred to as “the egotistical subl(mé 57).

This section has argued for a view of Romantic yoas sublimated super-consciousness.
Passages which allude to this broader theme haste &@alysed, as well as those which deal
more specifically with the idea of ‘sublimated sdurHaving established this general theme,
in what follows | focus on the form of the poetryThe Preludejncluding imagery, diction

and tonewhich illustrates this argument in finer detail.

6.3.The Prelude’sAmbiguous Aesthetics.

Wordsworth must know that what he writes valuableat to be found in nature (Blake,1810:1965,p.822).

It is difficult to reconcile Blake’s claim above thithe popular view of Wordsworth #s poet

of nature. To explain this discrepancy, it is nseeg to embrace a third perspective: that the
Wordsworthian aesthetic is, fundamentally, an annbig one. As will be shown, its imagery
can be at once grounded in the soil, earthy anchaamto the extent of sordid pedestrianism —
consider Macauley’s (1850@eference to “an endless wilderness of dull, fiabsaic twaddle,”

as well as Coleridge’s complaint to Hazlitt (18Z808) of “a something corporeal, a matter-of-
factness, a clinging to the palpable or often ®gbtty”(p.550) - and it can be transparent and
ethereal to the point of non-recognition. Alerthds, Davie (1976) remarked that “The diction
of The Preludeis neither abstract nor concrete, but somethingvden the two.” (p.107).
Further, where Abrams (1971) alluded to Wordswartmiatural supernaturalism,” Bloom
(1971) described his poetry as “hallowed commorgilgp.224) or “secularized epiphany”
(2004,p.333) and Hartman (1979) referred to hiwife idiocy.” (p.213). Each formulation
responds in a different way to the same phenomdfioally, Darbishire (1972) observed that
“his meaning has deep roots in spiritual experieaod for him, the life of the spirit is vitally
one with the life of the senses” (p.74) and “higpkst experience, both of man and of nature,

coming to him in rare moments, was the authentoeagnce of the mystic” (p.78). Such is his
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‘natural supernaturalism.” We have endeavoured @bnd and dramatize these somewhat

vaguer allusions to Wordsworth’s style and metajuayperspective.

Johnson (1997) notes that the perfect mystic iscéjly unrecognizable, common and
unassuming. He may even be considered by some dereéct. Wordsworth’s is thus the apt
mystical aesthetic: a childlike innocence almosth® point of clumsiness pervades much of
his verse, but which is yet often stirred up byrphehafts of insight of vatic proportion. We
may find ourselves swatting flies with the ignorims in a decrepit old cottafeonly to be
engulfed, moments later, by a terrible prophecyrselity for the oscillation between the
sublime and the capricious is required from theleeaColeridge (1817:1969) recognized this
when he said:

The first characteristic, though only occasionafede which | appear to myself to
find...is the inconstancy of the style. Under thismea | refer to the sudden and
unprepared transitions from lines or sentenceseotipar felicity — at all events striking
and original — to a style not only unimpassionetiundistinguished. [Wordsworth] sinks
too often and too abruptly into that styleBiggraphig XXIl,p.453).
Of course, we are less interested in the ‘succeshe Preludeas a piece of poetry by
Coleridge’s standards, than in the possible reafamthis stylistic ambiguity, for which the
hypothesis is that certain types of Romantic varsey be likened to sublimated super-
conscious material. In conceiving of Wordsworthgepy in this way, one can account for
both the ‘high’ and the ‘low’ style, the latter bgi super-conscious material rigorously
sublimated and gentrified, and the former, un-radefmystic rapture in, what Shelley
(1821:1954) called, its “naked truth and splendofp.43). The following analyses argue for

this view by foregrounding passageslime Preludevhich portray this ambiguity.

To illustrate, let us consider:

The solid mountains were as bright as clouds,
Grain-tinctured, drenched in empyrean light;

And in the meadows and the lower grounds,

Was all the sweetness of a common dawn -

Dews, vapours and the melody of birds,

And labourers going forth into the fields.  (580V, 334-339)

8 SeeThe Ruined Cottage.
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This is not a nature we are always quite familidzhwwhile there is a suggested solidity and
spatiotemporal cohesion (mountains in the backgtpumeadows in the lower ground, birds
above, labourers in the fields below) this doessustain itself, for the mountains ‘drenched in
empyrean light,” burning bright as morning cloud&ised by the sun, are rendered translucent.
‘Empyrean’ denotes a substance of pure fire ot lighm the abode of the gods. It connotes the
transcendental, the sky. ‘Dews’ and ‘vapours’ allive elements of the scene to melt further
into themselves. These are not everyday workersggoito the field — they have become
symbols as diaphanous as the mist around themeTélements betray any clear sense of a
“‘common dawn.” The rendering of common folk int@ ttymbolical is more strongly apparent
in:

...and dadly
Surprized with vapours, or on rainy days...
Mine eyes have glanced upon [a Shepherd]...
His Form hath flashed upon me glorified
By the deep radiance of the setting sun... (1805,39[1-405).

The device is to envelop these solitaries in beftenist and light — at once to mystify or
obscure (an element of the Burkean sublime) anddiate. The solidity of “solitary
object[s]’(line 407) breaks down into the transhigeas impressionistic mist and light
deliquesce the scene’s particulars into “form[sji§l404). A similar effect is produced earlier
on when we witness the poet “...drinking in/A purgamic pleasure from the lines/Of curling
mist, or from the level plain/Of waters colouredthg steady clouds” (1805,1,590-593). That
the poet also glimpses the Shepherd in the “distsot’(VIIl, 406), further stresses
the sense of the ethereal. The shepherd, “In sgiard, stalking through the fog,/His Sheep
like Greenland bears”(VI111,401-402) (the ominoustpayal of size is another characteristic of
Burke’s sublime) is referred to as a “creaturel#il7). However, the poet acknowledges that
the Shepherd is also “...a man/With the most comnime’(423-424). Herein lies the
admixture of the common and the exceptional. Theature’ is “spiritualalmost” (line 417,
italics added)- a phrase whose qualification reminds us of “...ancobe sense/Qfossible
sublimity...”(1805, 11,336-337,italics added). Thus,The Prelude’searliest reference to this

tendency, Wordsworth stipulates that even in hstagic moments, “...those fits of vulgar
joy...’mid that giddy bliss/Which like a tempest, Weralong the blood...The earth/And

common face of Nature spake to me...” (1805,1,609)6lt%s thus a defining characteristic of
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his style to blend the mundane with the extraomyirato give, as Coleridge (1817:1969)
claims inBiographia “the charm of novelty to things of the everyda\{,p.5).

The following takes this ambiguous mode furthethkaesthetically and metaphysically:

..The immeasurable height 6.55
Of woods decaying, never to be decayed,
The stationary blasts of waterfalls,
And everywhere along the hollow rent
Winds thwarting winds, bewildered and forlorn,
The torrents shooting from the clear blue sky,
The rocks that muttered close upon our ears -
Black drizzling crags that spake by the way-side
As if a voice were in them - the sick sight
And giddy prospect of the raving stream,
The unfettered clouds and region of the heavens,
Tumult and peace, the darkness and the light,
Were all like workings of one mind, the features
Of the same face, blossoms upon one tree,
Characters of the great apocalypse,
The types and symbols of eternity
Of first, and last, and midst, and without end803,VI, 556-572).

There is a great deal of sensory and temporalrdigan this passage - things are at once in
motion and arrested, in a state of finitude andhifde, achieved by the use of oxymoron —
‘immeasurable height,” ‘stationary blasts,” — ahd juxtaposition of ‘tumult and peace.’ Time
is a non-entity in that finality and the perpetpedsent are indistinguishable, given by “woods
decaying, never to be decayed” and “Of first arsd, land midst, and without end.” There is an
agitation and an ontological confusion here. Thadatle and vertiginous sight contrasts
sharply with the “calm delight’(1805,1,580) and tteoly calm” (1805,I11,367) he encounters
elsewhere. Yet there is also an aesthetic, in iaddio a metaphysical, confusion. This is not
mimesis, nor is it unrecognizable. Three elememtthé passage interact to contribute to this
ambiguity. First, the sense of kinesis and violant, evoked by the blasts, shooting torrents,
colliding winds, and the raving streams. Then,dtese of liquidity and melting evoked by the
“black drizzling crags.” Dark shades, movement treldeliquescence of the solid makes for a
particularly ominous version of the Burkean sublirhastly, it is the abstractness inspired by
“characters of the great Apocalypse/The types gntbsels of eternity.” These vague ‘forms,’
‘types’ and ‘characters’ that haunt the poet thtoug serve a similar function to the broad
brush strokes and washes by which a painter smugtges of the particularity and detail of

nature, coalescing its parts and obscuring itsd&fn. It appears, however, as if the passage is
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‘grounded’ by these ‘characters,’ ‘types’ and ‘syotdy for they seem to temper or contain the
dizzying effects of the preceding lines. By aseripto the vertiginous impressions these more
‘steadying’ terms, Wordsworth delineates, albeibskly, the meontic boundaries, thereby
avoiding sheer abstract delirium. He demonstradiess ‘far one can go’ before ‘naturalism’ is
altogether done away with. These three impressiensnotion, viscosity and partial
formlessness — evidently interact with the ontatafjinconsistencies noted above to produce a
prototype of the Romantic-meontic mode. Despite dmeumscription by way of the
‘characters,’ ‘types’ and ‘symbols,’ this is st#h a-nomological world, rather than the nature

we know and about which we can make predictions.

Freudian theory (1908:1985) suggests that durieguthconsciousness of the dream, a non-
discursive mode of cognition, characterized by logsbence to spatiotemporal and logical
laws, governs. This allows for contradiction to msksensé& It would appear, by the
metaphysical confusion depicted in the above pastzg Wordsworth is ‘dreaming with his
eyes open’ — a witty definition of poetfygiven the notion of the ‘troping’ and ‘figuring’fo
unconscious content - as a psychoanalytic accoliniheo artistic process holds. This also
suggests, further, that dreaming is like writingetop with the eyes closed. Yet the view of
Romantic-meontic poetry that has been proposedigfnmut suggests that he is troping the
mystical superconscious, rather than the Freudmmonscious, and it is thus a transcendental,
rather than subliminal, influence which steals dvierwaking sight. “Half dust, half deity/alike
unfit to sink or soar® he is on the threshold of cognitive apotheosighéfre was ever an
instance where the reader feels to be far from hionW¥ordsworth, it is here, when the sense

of “...an under-presence...or whatsoe’er is dim/Ot.vdq1805,XIll1,71-73) is felt.

Similarly, consider the following from Book Il athe Excursion

Oh, ‘twas an unimaginable sight!

Clouds, mists, streams, watery rocks and emersid tu
Clouds of all tincture, rocks and sapphire sky,
Confused, commingled, mutually inflamed,

Molten together, composing thus,

9 For example, one may have a conversation with tintee days of the week, or a single person irdtieam
may be two people at once.

8 Hartman (1979) employed this in an essay as falldiWhe poet, a famous definition holds, dreaméis
eyes open...." (pg.191).

8 Byron, (1817:2010Manfred Act 1, scene 2, 40-41,p.257.
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Each lost in each, that marvelous array

Of temple, palace, citadel and huge

Fantastic pomp of structure without name,

In fleecy folds voluminous, enwrapped. 860

Right in the midst, where interspace appeared

Of open court, an object like a throne

Under a shining canopy of state

Stood fixed; and fixed resemblances were seen

To implements of ordinary use,

But vast in size, in substance glorified;

Such as by Hebrew prophets were beheld

In vision — forms uncouth of mightiest power... (The
Excursiqh850:2007,852-868).

This is Wordsworth engaging in turgid meonticisidhile The Excursiorhas been criticized
for its length (Hickson, 1997), it is not its lehgber se which renders the poem flawed, but
passages in the above style, sustained for too nmages, which make it oppressive.
Aesthetically, Wordsworth pursues a tangential ant@f his encounters with a wispy world
of ‘Forms,’ ‘types’ and ‘shapes,’ while the partiats of nature are rendered into a debauched
state of fluid coalescence. By way of copious imspi@nisms, nature has become diaphanous
and ephemeral. If encounters with this alien natueee isolated and flanked by passages in a
more familiar style, as | believe is characteristicThe Preludethe dynamics would not be
defective. With excessive violence done to realesmd naturalism, we are overwhelmed by a

deluge of wholly subjective and fleeting impression

This may be what Romanticism wants, but this kihdhania is not a telling example of how
the Romantic aesthetic, in Wordsworthian practeelves from the Augustan. Sined is
lofty and transcendental ifhe Excursionthe effect is diminished, dynamic flattens oubin
something surfeit, and the picture cloys. He thesolnes vulnerable to the same criticism that
Leavis (1949) charged Shelley with, namely ‘gak grasp upon the actual” by his almost
“complete inability to hold an object in front ofshmind.” (pg.205) OfThe Triumph of Life
Leavis (1949) observed:

...in spite of the earnest struggle to grasp somegthial...the poem is a drifting
phantasmagoria — bewildering and bewildered. Vigipans into vision, dream unfolds
within dream, and the visionary perspectives...gHiisively and are lost; and the failure
to place the various phases or levels of visiordift with reference to any grasped
reality is the more significant because of the ablp effort (p.222).
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Wordsworth, beside himself ifihe Excursionbecomes as ‘ineffectual an arfgeas Shelley,
drunk on the milk of paradise. Once again, the ssite for ‘nature,” which we have been
using as a metaphor for the quality control of selewy process thinking, to gentrify his

swollen transcendentalisms so as to condesceime togours of art, is shown to be crucial.

Yet it has been said of Wordsworth that “his musg.aileveling one,” (Hazlitt, 1825:1910,
p.253) and that “literalness is the necessary peefa his genius...the most vital quality of his
mind” (Jones,1954,p.15). Both are a commentaryointrast with the above, on his vigilant
devotionto the actual - a poas “a man speaking to men” (Worsworth,1802:2006,p)269
Instances of this common, familiar style are frequén the ‘Preface’ torhe Excursiorhe

outlines a program for his poetics. He will spe@n“Man, on Nature, on Human Life:”

l...
Would sing in spousal verse

Of this great consummation, would proclaim —

Speaking of nothing more than what we are

How exquisitely the individual Mind

(And the progressive powers perhaps no less

Of the Whole species) to the external world

Is fitted, and how exquisitely too —

Theme this but little heard of among men —

The external world is fitted to the mind

And the creation (by no lower name

Can it be called) which they with blended might

Accomplish: this is my great argument (‘Preface’ toThe Excursion

56-70 in Owen and Smyser, 1974,p.8)

His preoccupation will be with “how exquisitely tiredividual Mind...to the external world is
fitted” and how the external world is fitted to thend...” He will, moreover, intimate on this
reciprocal communion, this ‘coalescence of subgetd object’ (which might be taken as a
definition of Imagination itself)without the explanatory aid of an exploded mythology or a
newly fabricated on& Rather, he draws on the elemental psychic stdtesan to discourse
on this ideal of coalescence, this pre-lapsariaacg he alludes to above, denoting a ‘fit’
between man and place or circumstance. Theretisaoe of Greek or Roman gods, allegory or

a distinctive ‘style.” The diction is often plaiméspare, and the truths belong to everyman:
Vain is the glory of the sky

82 Arnold (1888:1967) described Shelley as a “bealisind ineffectual angel, beating in the void hisinous
wings in vain.” (pg.730)

8 This is in opposition, of course, to Blake, Keatsl Shelley who invoke Los and Orc, Hyperion anolkp
and Prometheus Bound and Unbound respectively.
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The beauty vain of field and grove
Unless, while with admiring eye,
We also learn to love Gléad Sight Wherever New with Ql6-8)

Using the premises of this thesis, we can offengstic’ reading of the lines: the poet notes the
worthlessness of observing nature if it only ingpia poetic response, and not ‘silence,” with
‘love’ as a quieting and bracketing of the selGsthat sympathetic communion with the other
is made possible. The literature review elaboratethe Romantic notion of love by citation of
Shelley’s (1821:1954,p.127) concept of the psychreaching out’ or identifcation of the self
with the other. The “admiring eye” is a way of sgpthat inspires lyrical utterance or artistic
tribute. Yet my argument has suggested that thidtimately an act of severance from the
transcendental Self and Ground — “there is no rieedrt in paradise,” as McFarland (1980,
p.418) states, with “paradise” as a figure for thtate of coalescence between the self and the
Godhead, or ‘love.’ It was suggested that the Rdimgyoet may be limited to discursive,
rather than experiential knowledge of transcendermmecisely because he perpetually
romanticizes this limitation. For mysticism, theoeig the barrier between the self and the
Godhead (Johnson,1939:1993). Yet the romanticinhghis ‘fallen’ condition is the very
means by which the ego is reified. This is undwytfayed in the above passage: in the very
recognition of this truth, the poet utters it irse thus, in a sense, negating it. The lines are a
succumbing to the circularity of human consciousnet® recognise that art is limited is one
thing, but the poet cannot help but poeticize ths, that is, to use this as subject matter for ar

itself, thus instantiating the problem of cognitslesure.

Perhaps it is unnecessary to invoke mystic ideasruofihilation of the phenomenal ego in
love’ with regard to the above passage, for thig/ marrupt its simplicity. One can easily
mutilate the limbs of Wordsworth’s poetic corpus dich an approach, and we assume that
‘murder by dissection’ is not the way the poet veblndve us read his work. Is it not, anyway, a
certain naiveté which we find charming in his woilk#s philosophical innocence and ‘matter-

of-factness’ is similarly apparent in

... From love, for here
Do we begin and end, all grandeur comes,
All truth and beauty - from pervading love -
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That gone, we are as d$Behold the fields

In balmy spring-time, full of rising flowers

And happy creatures; see that pair, the lamb

And the lamb’s mother, and their tender ways

Shall touch thee to the heart; in some green bower(1805,XI11,149-156)

The declamatory tone in “From love...as dust” is ppdhreminiscent of Keats’ “more happy,
happy love” Qde on a Grecian Urh},25) wherein quality control, after a moment of
pontification, gives way to a brief episode of gagh The naive perspective is appropriately
dramatized within a pastoral scene of spring, laaris green bowers. This is a homely nature
that we are familiar with. The poet seems to imfiyther, that the ‘love’ associated with this
nature is rather ‘mundane,’” for it is “human metétyl,164) There is, he observes,
“...higher love/Than this.”. which “...proceeds/More from the brooding soul, aiml
divine”(1805,XI11,161-165). The opposition betwe#me quotidian and the extraordinary is
thus re-instantiated with reference to differemtdd of love. Stylistically, there is no ‘pull’ in
the above passage by what Hartman (1964) callspoealyptic Imagination,’ into that nether
world of terrible ‘forms’ and ‘shapes.’ Yet how sel@ssly the poet can revert to the sublime

mode:

Upon the edge of Autumn, fierce with storm

The wind blew down the vale of Coniston
Compressed as in a tunnel: from the lake

Bodies of foam took flight, and everything

Was wrought into commotion, high and low —

A roaring wind, mist and bewildered showers,

Ten thousand, thousand waves, mountains and crags,
And darkness, and the sun’s tumultuous light

Green leaves were rent in handfuls from the trees...
The horse and rider staggered in the blast...
Meanwhile, by what strange chance | cannot tell,
What combination of the wind and clouds,

A large unmutilated rainbow stood

Immovable in heaven (From ‘Notes’ to 1805,VI,8-25)

The pastoral images are there — lakes, horseddard,rgreen leaves — yet they are uprooted in
a vehement blast of wind, light and sound. Therthyaand tumult juxtaposes magnificently
with the stillness of the unmutilated rainbow, ainessential Wordsworthian Romantic
symbol. No reductive account will suffice for ith& awe and reverence it inspires in the poet,
given in “by what strange chance | cannot tell/WWt@hbination of the wind and clouds” (18-

19) renders it immune to rational explanation — Mgwan optics fall short in their explanatory

8 Similarly, note: “...they whose hearts are dry assier dust burn to the socketTHe
Excursion1850:2007,1,501-502)
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reach. The image recalls to us Robert Frost’'s ‘@édthat “sits in the middle and knowsTlfe
Secret Sit4-2,1951,p.39% and Melville’s “insular Tahiti.” Moby Dick58,p.202) All three
suggest a point of repose in spite of the tumuitd are symbolic of consciousness

unencumbered, poised and augmented.

There is thus an easy oscillation between the egmpdat of imagery which is material and
spare on the one hand, and diaphanous and strantjee ®mther. The mimetic sensibility in
Wordsworth suggests a humanization of the Imaginaby nature, namely, what Keats
(1818:1975), with reference to Wordsworth, callethrearty[ring]” of the poet’s self to “the
human heart(p.93),” and Hartman (1964) expressetthas abnegation of Spenserian and
Miltonic modes”(p.31). Yet the synthesis of Natared Imagination is the Romantic ‘purpose’
previously discussed. The merging of these twoecusr marks the birth of Sympathetic
Imagination, which corresponds to the third stafélartman’s (1962) triadic progression of
the poet's mind. Wordsworth was indubitably atteactto the prospect of extrasensory
experience. The goal, at times, was not ‘merelyawaken the senses from the “lethargy of
custom”(Coleridge,1817:19@3ipgraphiaXIV,p.7), but to move beyond them altogether, to
identify with “The invisible world...” (1805,VI1,536)0Of this world, however, Bowra (1950)
claims that “this is the only reality for Coleriddaut it is not what Wordsworth sought (p.92).”
We might add that this is not what Wordsworth sdugh tenaciously as Coleridge — a
provision which accounts for the stylistic ‘ambityiwve have been discerning, manifested as a

‘tension’ between the sensory and the extrasensote mimetic and the meontic.

At once the literal genius and ‘ineffectual angek’ this juxtaposition of moments within and
betweenThe Preludeand The Excursionshows, this ambiguity makes for an apt mystical
aesthetic, for the mystic is, by definition, to k@ once unassumingly humble and
supernaturally charged. Hitchens (2007) has padodikis paradox: “pray excuse
my...humility, but | happen to be...on an errand fordG(p.74). We find something of this
self-derisory yet ego-maniacal attitude in the Romea. The source of the contradiction in
persona was accounted for by the Romantic poetidetecy to deify his dejection and isolation
in the production of a self-obsessed mythologyoPt@ concluding with a discussion ©he
Immortality Odeand Wordsworth’s ‘mythology of the self,’ | disauthe idea of Wordsworth

as a mystic, as we have defined the term.
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6.4. Wordsworth as a ‘Voluntary Mystic’

To consider, in greater detail, the final themétioé poet as mystic’ imhe Preludeand the
Romantic fuss with ‘coalescence of subject andatbgs a mystical definition of ‘love:’ It was
suggested that when a mystic discourses on hisrierpes, he is involuntarily elevated (or
condescended) to the status of poet, for his raptuaccounts of the higher regions cannot but
take on the aspect of romantic-meontic languageetall two instances:

The Masters tell us that beyond the confines of ti@rrestrial speck of dust lie
innumerable worlds full of light and beauty. To tp those worlds at will and to
possess them during this lifetime is only a portbur heavenly birthright. But to most
people that universe of finer worlds is locked ang@enetrable...but a fabric of poetical
fancy...The entire universe of starry worlds may hcked. Just how this is to be done
constitutes the sublimest secret of the [mystisggHom®® (Johnson, 1939:1993.p.66).
These “starry worlds” remind us of Shelley’s (18¥06) “planetary music,”X Defence of
Poetry, p.846) and the philosophical/spiritual vocatidrtheir “unlocking” as a portion of our
“heavenly birthright” speaks to Coleridge’s (17B%71) claim that “to develop the powers of
our Creator is our proper employment” (pg.235), amateover, Blake, whose “great task” is
“To open the eternal worlds/To open the Immortaésey.” Jerusalem,17-18). Finally,
Wordsworth saw himself as “...a chosen son/For hithead come with holy power/And

faculties” (1805,111,82-85).

In considering a second example of the ways inclwmystical prose resembles Romantic
verse, the Cambridge Platonist and theologian FBteery’s (1613-1672) claim is telling. If we
placed each sentence of this citation, one bertbatlother, this may be taken for a verse in
Blake’sJerusalemor if left as is, a passage in Shellesfence of Poetry

Didst thou ever descry a glorious eternity in ageid moment of time? Didst thou ever
see a bright infinite in the narrow point of an exttf? Then thou knowest what spirit
means — the spire-top, whither all things ascemdhbaiously, where they meet and sit
contented in an unfathomed Depth of Life.”(Petar§tin Huxley, 1946, p.18%

8 Similarly, Socrates in Plato’s (360B.C:1863) Plmeliserves: "In this other earth the colours aretmpurer
and more brilliant than they are down here. Themt&ins and stones have a richer gloss, a livet@sparency
and intensity of hue" (p.149).

8 Alluding to the ‘Depth,” Wordsworth exhorts: “Ohtystery of man, from what a depth/Proceed thy hesiou
(1805,XI1,272-273)

108



However, given Wordsworth’s ‘ambiguous aestheticgued for above, he is far more
interesting to conceive of as mystic than BlakeSbelley, whose works are fraught with
palpable transcendentalisms. By Wordsworth’s equation between a nature that is both
commonplace and recondite, we have a poetics witéties and mystifies at once, a ‘natural
supernaturalism,” much like the above quoted pasbgglohnson (1997). Lindenberger (1963)
highlights this:

The inner world, the moment of vision is never, afurse, defined exactly...This
struggle towards definition which characterizes psetry makes for a peculiarly
rhetorical type of art — one much more foreignhe symbol-centered writings of Keats
or Eliot to record spiritual experiences...In thugamguring the mind’'s struggle for
expression of the inexpressible, Wordsworth staapart from such visionaries as
Boehme and Blake, who set down their visions diyggt52-58).

Wordsworth deals with the “struggle for expressabthe inexpressible” when he says that

...Of genius, power
Creation, and divinity itself
| have been speaking, for my theme has been
What passed within me. Not of outward things
Done visibly for other minds - words, signs,
Symbols or actions...

...butin theima

It lies far hidden from the reach of words. (1805,111,171-185)

He establishes a key mystical idea — the issuesbfgusigns to capture experiences which
elude signification. Yet the mystical resonancehis passage is not sustained. Several lines
after invoking that the mind harbours “Power/Creatand Divinity itself,” a theme ‘beyond’
the reach of language, he qualifies this hyperbdéclamation by adding that every person
knows what “majestic sway” individuals have “As wal beings in the strength of Nature”
(1805,111,194). As always, the mystical tone, tlomferring of prophetic powers on the mind, is
sanctioned by some assertion of our naturalness. riimd’s transcendental properties are
never acquiesced without a disclaimer or qualificat Such passages follow a pattern of
climax and bathos (depending on whether the qoatibns of our humanness are taken as
anti-climatic.) For Wordsworth this is seeminglytnie case, for “Paradise and Groves
Elysian” are the “simple produce of a common dajh€ Reclusél.800-808). Perhap$he
Preludeadmits of no ‘tension’ or ‘dualism’ between ma#déism and transcendentalism, only a
monism where each inheres in the other. This adspamce again, for the common critical

opinion that the mundane and extraordinary argaedifi his mind.
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He does, however, outline the characteristics dfemdint ‘types’ of men, one of which

resembles the traits of a mystic:

men adroit
In speech and for communion with the world
Accomplished, minds whose faculties are then
Most active when they are most eloquent,
And elevated most when most admired.
Men may be found of other mold than these,

Who are their own upholders, to themselves
Encouragement, and energy, and will,

Expressing liveliest thoughts in liveliest words

As native passion dictates. Others, too,

There are among the walks of homely life

Still higher, men for contemplation framed,

Shy, and unpractised in the strife of phrase,

Meek men, whose very souls perhaps would sink
Beneath them, summoned to such intercourse:

Theirs is the language of the heavens, the power, 270.
The thought, the image, and the silent joy;

Words are but under-agents in their souls -

When they are grasping with their greatest strength
They do not breathe among them... (1805,XI11,255-274).

Here, three different kinds of men are describelde Tirst, “men adroit in speech and
communion/Accomplished minds,” seems to refer ®Ropes — those titans of wit, unrivalled
in linguistic artistry, but whose faculties are agheless capricious to Wordsworth, since they
are “elevated most when most admired,” that istingent upon the nod of approval from
dilettantes at afternoon teas. They are the expgsranthe world “that is too much with us”
(The World is Too Much With Us in Gill,2004,p.144) and the “loveless, everians crowd”
(Coleridge,DejectionlV,53) of rhetoricians and politicians. The secptitbse “upholders of
their own wills” who express “liveliest thoughts iliveliest words/As native passion
dictates...,” | believe, stands for what Wordswaidkes to be the poet of the highest order.
This is the poet who exercises the Imagination,seHonind is lord and master/Outward sense
the obedient servant of her will.” Such a mind Mot prostrate...[nor] a mean pensioner/On
outward forms..” (1805,VI,666-668). The sensibilities of ‘the @hiare still prominent in
such a mind, attuned to “native passion” (1805264). However, such passion is nonetheless
rarefied in “liveliest words,” marking the ‘comprage’ to secondary process thinking. This is
the precarious position of the Romantic-meontictpae we have framed him throughout:

Notwithstanding his affiliation to ‘the Child,” anthe conception thereof of the “liveliest
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thoughts,” his primal passion must ultimately becuwmscribed by the art function. By this

yielding, he must banish himself from the *highegions.” As we saw before, he is one:

...But descerglin
From these imaginative heights, that yield
Far-stretching views into eternity,
Acknowledge that to Nature’s humble power 1190.
Your cherished sullenness is forced to bend The Excursion
1850:2007,1V, 118791).

However, there is a class of “still higher men...iagbised in the strife of phrase.” Ironically,
Wordsworth suggests that this ineptitude and meskisethe source of their power, for “theirs
is the language of heaven.” The poetic functiosubordinate, a mere “under agent.” These
simpletons, less governed by the secondary proge$se an accentuated ‘sympathetic
imagination,” and hence, moral capacity. To be nforely attuned to the quiet rhythms and
natural pieties of rustic life, is to possess atgesense of interdependence with others. Such
minds are “...more fit/To hold communion with the isible world./[They] are truly from the
Deity” (1805,XI11,104-106). What appears in thisrse, despite Wordsworth’s use of “still
higher” to introduce each genus of man, to be airdiendo from the heights of Augustan
sophistication to rustic simplicity, | read, in gyaoence with my arguments throughout, as a
crescendo from ‘mere’ poetic genius or refinedséidiawareness, to mystical meta-awareness.
Coleridge says of the rustic that he possessesrg Scanty vocabulary,” drawing, once again,
on the idea of the mystic as a paradoxical figbeing at once ordinary and extraordinarily
blessed. This, of course, has its aesthetic coyollathe kinds of poems Wordsworth was to
write for thelLyrical Ballads namely, poems which would blend a sense of tipersatural
with the commonplaces of “low and rustic life” (#ace’ to The Lyrical
Ballads;1802:2006,p.264).

Given that, in various places, Wordsworth is indézd in the idea of ‘native passion,” and
further, frames these ideas in a verse whose Bgdebeen referred to as ‘modern,’ precisely
because, unlike Augustan art, it is unfettered figelity to certain structures of rhyme, metre
and subject matter (which, innovatively, is ‘subpaty’ itself), the outcome is a poetry which
is inevitably more ‘free associative,” and thusdeiitself to elucidation by psychoanalysis. The
psychoanalyst Ehrenzweig (1967) has elaborateti®ndtion of the ‘privacy’ of the artist and

the value of states of isolation for creative eméggmment. This is in contradistinction to the
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social self-consciousness characterized by theeiagiof upholding cultural norms and social
propriety, to which Augustan art was committedisicontrary, that is, to the ways of “men
adroit/In speech and for communion with the worldt”is, furthermore, a rudimentary
principle of psychodynamic theory that intrapsychanflict, or what has been termed the
‘civil war’ between the id and the superego, isansequence of the culturally fashioned
superego’s tension with the id’s primal instindtsefud, 1911). A state of isolation is thus most
conducive to thought which is more ‘free-associtand ‘unrepressed’ than that which occurs
in social settings — to the exercising of the Imagjon, that “inward eye” which is the “bliss of
solitude” (I Wandered Lonely As A Clo@®). If Wordsworth was versed in contemporary
psychoanalytical ideas, he might attribute the seasfdulfilment and happiness possessed by
these rustics to this reduced intrapsychic tensiSolitude,” a state most revered by the
Romantic poet! need not imply an estranged, hermetic way of lifat, rather, immunity to
pretense and dictatorship in spite of  “the lethargyof ~ custom.”
(Coleridge,1817:1968Bjographig X1V,p.7). This seems to be the mark of the ‘revionary.’

Such an individual

... communes with the Forms
Of Nature, who with understanding heart 1210.
Both knows and loves such objects as excite
No morbid passions, no disquietude,
No vengeance and no hatred — needs must feel
The joy of that pure principle of love
So deeply, that unsatisfied with aught
Less pure and exquisite, he cannot choose
But seek for objects of a kindred love
In fellow-natures and a kindred joy. Theé
Excursiod850:2007,1V,1208-1218).

It is ‘quotidian’ passages like this in Wordsworth whesenmentary in the form of paraphrase
seems vulgar. | will avoid this by reading it viaranajor themes. The person described here is
the Romantic who is beyond reactionary responseppoessive socio-political injustices — he
is ‘post-revolutionary.” Moreover, as he is govetngy “The joy of that great principle of

love,” he is “compassionate; and has no thoughtééing, which can overcome his love.”

8" This is not to neglect that at times, Coleridgeni isolation distressing. Wordsworth, on the otrend,
abounds with allusions to its joys: “The bliss ofitside” (I Wandered Lonely As A Clo&2); “...from distress a
refuge might be found/And solitude prepare the $muheaven’Descriptive Sketche®3). As Prickett (1970)
states "Wordsworth's final affirmation of strenfitbm the memory of childhood [ifthe Immortality Odfgis a
reply to Coleridge's lament [in Dejection] thatleggn suspended his Imagination" (pg.155).

112



(The Excursiorl850,1229-1230). ‘Compassion’ is synonymous wimgathy, and more
importantly, ‘Sympathetic Imagination.” To be aliteimagine intensely ‘what it is like to be’
another, that is, to have the phenomenological rpee, or the qualfd of another’s feelings,
is the profoundest moral capability. Wordswortheatss this as a principle: “Imagination
having been our theme,/So also hath that inteldwve,/For they are each in each, and
cannot stand/Dividually” (1805,XI111,185-188).Although, we wonder at the qualification
‘intellectual’ in the phrase “intellectual love,’nd whether this kind of love is, in fact,
synonymous with ‘sympathy.” The phrase appeargtoncile, once again, the ‘head’ and the

‘heart,” such that feeling for the other necesegatn intellectual understanding of the other.

Mystical ‘love’ is defined, not unlike the way inhich Shelley (1821:1954) conceived of it, as
a submerging of the self in the other. The accoshplient of this lofty state necessitates the
sacrifice of the ego, the self, or subjectivity.eTphilosopher of mind, Colin McGinn (1999),
suggests that the need to believe in God is a qoesee of our inability to have access to
others’ minds — our consciousness is hermeticallyesl off from the other. Since believers can
‘experience’ God in the privacy of their own mindsis is the ultimate palliative to our sense
of aloneness. Yet mysticism, which considers itsae#y to be irreducible to psychological
comfort, posits that the coalescence of consciasswith the Godhead is coterminous with the
obliteration of individuality, like a droplet in amcean. Hence, it is said: “Upon this merging,
you become nothing. But in becoming nothing you opee everything.” (Johnson,
1939:1993,p.45). As suggested, it is interestingdosider Wordsworth as a mystic for he
violates (at least for Keats, 1818:1975) this pglec— he is “the egotistical sublime -” (p.157)
for he often asserts his identity over and aboVexernals. As already quoted, Wordsworth
(1807:1893) admits this in a note Thve Immortality Ode*“l was often unable to think of
external things as having external existence, am@hrimuned with all that | saw as something
not apart from, but inherent in, my own nature 1g6) Hazlitt (1815-1817:1957) elaborates by
observing that “the power of his mind preys upamgelf, as if there were nothing but his own
mind and the universe”(p.113). On the other hahd, greoccupation throughout with the
notion of ‘Communing’ and ‘consummation’ with extais may be interpreted as an act of

sympathy, whereby he loses elements of his subgcin an object. His use of the verbs

8 As noted, this term refers, in the philosophy dfdnto ‘the qualities of conscious experiencegd8e,
1997).For example, ‘what it is like’ to be a batsee red through another’s eyes.
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“drinks,” (Vernal 0Odel3) *“holds intercourse,” HxcursionVIl,336) “weaves,”
(ExcursionlVv,610) “binds,” (The River Duddod0O) “fastens” ExcursionVl,748) and
memorable phrases such as “...melted and reducedi€oidentity...” (1805,VII,703-704)
testifies to this. In turn, the deliquescence didsobjects as a result of this preoccupation with
‘sympathetic communing’ contributes to what we Hiigiited asThe Prelude’s'ambiguous

aesthetics.’

Thus, the plight of the Romantic poet, as | hawggested, has been twofold: The apotheosis of
the mind,and the inscription of the experience of this highedey-consciousness, such that it
may be ‘given’ to another: “...what we have loved/@thwill love, and we may teach them
how:/Instruct them how the mind of man becomes/duiand times more beautiful than the
earth/On which he dwells...”(1805,XI11,444-448). Wevdorth, particularly, intended to sing
“Of this great consummation” by “speaking of nothimore than what we are” (‘Preface’ to
The Excursion56-58). By the lamentable fact of cognitive ciesuhey struggled in the first
task, which, | have suggested, is responsible If@irt“begin[nings] in gladness,” their
perpetuation in melancholy, and their “end in desjgmcy and madness.Résolution and
Independenc¥I1,48-49). Coleridge (1817:1956) understood tlwken he said: “It is the
Intuition, the Beholding, the Immediate Knowledgehich is the substance and true
significance of all — But tgive or conveythis Immediate to another is a contradiction im¥
(p.768). Wordsworth too, felt his epistemic ingpdiés, the mind “that can no further go,” but

was bewildered by them:

But, as it sometimes chanceth, from the might,
Of joy in minds that can no further go

As high as we have mounted in delight

In our dejection do we sink as low;

To me that morning did it happen so

And fears and fancies thick upon me came;
Dim sadness — and blind thoughts, | knew not,
Nor could name.

Resolution and Independend¥,22-
28, italics added).
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It is interesting that the counterpart to what wayncall Browning’s ineffable ‘good
moment,®® namely, the lowest point of dejection, is as iabfé as the good moment itself.
The vacillation between moments of conviction aodhlt, epiphany and anti-epiphany, have
been elucidated with reference to the ‘dialecti@tween discursive and experiential
transcendental knowledge — the defining attribut&\rdsworth’s ‘mysticism.” By way of
conclusion, I discus§he Immortality Odevith emphasis on the ‘post-lapsarian nostalgiat th
is symptomatic of this precarious dialectic. Wordsih, as we shall see, may however value

this dialectic as a form of reciprocity.

6.5. Conclusion:The Immortality Odeand The ‘Descent’ Into Art

When a person desires to recollect a thing thatdsaaped him...he recalls the visible idea, or sothero
associate, again and again, by a voluntary powerdesire generally magnifying all the ideas argbeigtions;
and thus bringing in the association and idea vehraelast. (David Hartley, 1705-1757 in Hepworgv,&,p.243-
244)

You know one of the most difficult things is...to sedlower without the image, the memories, the aissions,
concerning that flower. Because these associatimate distance between the observer and the @uosdrvthat
distance...the whole conflict of man exists (Krishmati,1969,pg.50).

To conclude, | would like to readhe Immortality Odeas a eulogy for a lost state of
consciousness, allegorized by the poet as thessdabcent from the heights to the sordidness
of the human condition. This former superlativeestthe poet suggests, was prominent in his
childhood, and was coterminous with a distinctiveeyvf seeing, whereby all was “apparelled
in celestial light (line 4)” This faculty, “the \mnary gleam,” (line 56) wanes with age.
Shelley’s (1821:2006) premise in tiizefence specifically his likening of the Imagination
during the act of composition to a “fading coal’g#6) is the apt metaphor for Wordsworth’s
theme inThe Intimations OdeThe poet concludes the eulogy in a tone of stodueance of
his loss “with thoughts too deep for tears,” exsedi by “the philosophic mind” (lines 198-
206). Bloom (1994) places the Ode, along wilintern Abbeyand Resolution and
Independenceas one of the three great “crisis poems,” and d&teorth, as the poet of

“canonical memory” (p.253). ‘Memory’ is a cruci&@rin for Wordsworth as the ‘crisis poems’

8 1n a letter to Julia Wedgwood, Browning (1864:1p8@&scribed this as “the rare flashes of momentary
conviction that come and go in the habitual dourat dusk of one’s life” (p.29).
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seem to be narrated after the fact — they recoliepbse and eulogiZ®.For this reason their
key note is an almost unbearable post-lapsariatalgos which | should like to highlight in

what follows.

Certain lines from the introductory stanza are tasiigally poignant:

There was atime .....
It is not now as it has been of yore —
Turn wheresoever | may
By night or day,
The things which | have seen, | now can see no I1fic8

Three symbols follow, the rainbow, the rose andrtio®n, each quite obviously a synecdoche
for the protean. Nature has much to show for itstdrry skies reflected by water, the glorious
sun, yet even these pale into insignificance nexhé sights of childhood: “But yet | know,
wherever | go/That there hath passed away a gtom the earth” (48-49). The extrapolation
from the individual to the universal is noteworthgre — becaudas vision has waned, there is

an ontological deficit, in that the whole earthfstd the deprivation of a certain glory.

The crisis responsible for this, the initial traynsabirth:

Our birth is but a sleep and a forgetting....
Shades of the prison house begin to close
Upon the growing Boy....

At length the man perceives | die away
And fade into the light of common day...

The holy earth doth all she can
To make her foster child, her Inmate man

Forget the glories he hath known... (58-83)

The idea of birth and the initial waking conscioess as partial amnesia originated in
Cabbalistic thought, whereby it is claimed that mmonerging from the womb, the infant is
touched on the lip by an angel (some believe thiesponsible for the cleft in the upper lip we
all have) (Scholem,1974). The stanza recalls tleeing imagery in the passage from Book
Thirteen ofThe Preludave cited at the outset: the poet leaves the dialikd cavern” of birth
and follows the sounds of nature into “light/Andeopday”(1805,XI11,173-176). That the

amnesia is merely ‘partial’ is echoed by Hartlex,p.227 in Hepworth 1970) in his account of

% For example, “I Wanded lonely as a cloud;”I(Wandered Lonely As A Cloydd “Therewasa time when
meadow, grove and streamifnmortality Odel). “That time is past and all its aching joys ap more"Tintern
Abbey83-84). In a wonderful observation, Conrad (20€l6)med that a Wordsworth poem resembles “an epitap
to an experience it has extinguished”(p.398).
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the memories and associations that he believeshie begins to form in utero. Upon birth,
however, sensory objects initiate memories of tha®matal associations: “As soon as the
child is born, external objects act upon it violgnand excite vibrations in the [brain].” These
“external objects” form the “prison house” thats#s in on the ‘Inmate,” the growing child,
which is, as we have discerned in the above amabyfsThe Preludenature and convention,
those secondary processes responsible for bedimtméntystre of the “visionary gleam,” for

cluttering and clogging the Blakean ‘doors of petan:’

...Full soon thy soul shall have her earthly freight
And custom lie upon thee with a weight
Heavy as frost and deep almost as life! 9{181)

This pathos and burden is countered by the poébiEism as the panacea for Romantic

melancholy:

We will grieve not, rather find

Strength in what remains behind,

In the primal sympathy

Which having been must ever be (182-185)
Since the poem intimates loss — the waning of “theonary gleam” - Sperry (in
Trilling,1949:1970) believes that the Ode is Wordgiv's “conscious farewell to his art...a
dirge sung over his departing powers” (p.136). tfietcurrent thesis suggests, like Trilling but
on different groundd® precisely the opposite: the sublimation of a puaggmented
consciousness into the strictures of the art fagprasents the very genesis of poetic powers.
The poet’s exquisite aesthetic control in the mé&poisis odes,” (in contrast to some of the
more frantic exhortations iffhe Excursiorand parts ofThe Preludepoth of which adopt a
Whitmanesque ‘free verse’ more regularly) secure aiplacement in the canon. On the other
hand, the relinquishing of poetic control for mgst@pture compromises the status of the poet
as an artist. It is precisely through repression of Mmysticism, the germination of the
‘philosophic mind,” and the move away from his s#il® origins, that Wordsworth is a ‘better’
poet. The lyrical capacity depends upon the setrptest of celestial vision, and hence the

dissolution of this primal sympathy with the object

I Trilling (1951) contests Sperry’s claim by arguithgt the Ode is a poem about growing into new vedys
seeing and knowing and hence, new artistic capacitie makes no allusions, as | do, to states efioay
consciousness and to Romantic poetry as the suiimaf these mystical states.
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To supplement our reading ®he Immortality Odeboveby a passage fromhe Preludethe
exchange is between mysticism and art, as visieldyito words:

Thence came a spirit hallowing what | saw

With decoration and ideal grace;

A dignity, a smoothness, like the works

Of Grecian Art and purest Poesy (180578;481).

The refinements of artifice are a figure for ‘digoie’ and ‘mediation.” Thus, irlintern

Abbey he acknowledges the “abundant recompense” for siaifice of ‘The Child's’

sensibilities, whereby the melody in his mind chethdrom the ‘primal warblings’ of the
Sound Current or “sounding cateract[s]’ that “hadntlhim] like a passion,” Tintern

Abbey68-81) into the “still, sad music of humanity,’oab with its “aching joys” and “dizzy
raptures” :

That time isspa
And all its aching joys are now no more,
And all its dizzy raptures. Not for this
Faint I, nor mourn nor murmur; other gifts
Have followed, for such loss, | believe,
Abundant recompence. For | have learned
To look on nature, not as in the hour
Of Thoughtless youth, but hearing oftentimes,
The still, sad music of humanity,
Not harsh nor grating, though of ample power
To chasten and subdue. (Tintern Abbey84-94)

He will, further, acknowledge “nature” and “the tarage of the sense” imintern — the
‘outward’ sense of “eye, and ear,” that is - as “aischor,” “nurse” and “guide” (106-110).
Every major Romantic made this decision — to “clastand “subdue” their mysticism, to
‘naturalise’ their ‘supernaturalism,” although allythologized it in a different way. By trading
higher vision for poetic faculties, they learnedfgpreciate how:

...everyday brought with it some new sense

Of exquisite regard for common things,

And all the earth was budding with these gifts
Of more refined humanity... (1805,X111,241-244)

Thus, Longfellow (1850 in Linderberger 1963) panagsies Shelley’s image of the Imagination
as a “fading coal” when he asserts that “In Word$lwe most excited mood we have rather
the reflection of the flame than the authentic dadvative fire itself. Its heat and glare pass to

us through some less pervious and colder lens®(}).4Yet this compromise is coincidental
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with nostalgic yearnings for the intensity of theigmal faculties and higher sates of
consciousness, recollections of which are givemloynentary ‘glimpses,’ ‘spots of time’ and
mere “foretastes” of hidden worlds - a compromisdtlg captured by Hamilton (1983) on
Coleridge, and which is partly responsible for #tigdistic ambiguity emphasised: “Coleridge
makes the high esteem of poetry inseparable fremnhappiness arriving from its necessarily
unliveablecharacter...it exists merely as ‘foretaste,’” ‘shadaw prophecy’ of ‘what we are
not™ (p.134).

The Immortality Odemay thus be viewed as an epitaph to an experidratewasn’t quite
experienced: a distinct genre of poetry wherein orgmand ‘false’ memory blur as a
consequence of an unbearable yearning. All the Rigimantics were canonized at the cost of
living with perpetual, post-lapsarian nostalgia. Md&worth, however, seems to think the

transaction was profitable:

Almall
Did Nature bring again this wiser mood,
More deeply reestablished in my soul,
Which, seeing little worthy or sublime
In what we blazon with the pompous names
Of power and action, early tutored me
To look with feelings of fraternal love
Upon those unassuming things that hold
A silent station in this beauteous world...
..dught
For good in the familiar face of life
And built thereon my hopes of good to come. 1806,XI1,44-52,66-68)

Hence, as Darbishire (1972) claims “The experiesfcthe mystic is not for most of us, but
Wordsworth’s poetry...can meet our need...it has ittgon an intimate knowledge of man
and nature...” (p.79). To elaborate on this, Wordswsrmpoetry can meet our need for it gives
us mystical experience in its most accessible fernpublicized and naturalized — by
displacement into the “familiar life,” and by thersecration of those “unassuming things.”
Wordsworth’s perpetual mourning for the visionagkild’ demonstrates his understanding that
‘only those who become as little children shall eenthe kingdom of heaven.” (New
Testament,1,1). Despite this, he decided to ‘gr@ivand settle for the hills and plains of
England, its sweetness and common dawns — whafowdsm, a worthwhile exchange. The
Earth of The Immortality Odedoes all she can to make the poet ‘forget’ higins. Yet the

Earth is not necessarily ‘facetious,’ for the fdtgey of celestial origins is compensated for by
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the genesis of poetic powers. Rather than bein@lediction to poetic powers, The Ode
demonstrates precisely what poetic powers requirea phlegmatic and indomitable

continuation in spite of the crisis of loss and &hmost unbearable nostalgia accompanying it.
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Epilogue: “Not in a mystical or idle sense...” The Preludel805,11,235)

... this history is brought
To its appointed close: the discipline
And consummation of the poet’s mind
In everything that stood most prominent,
Have faithfully been pictured... (1805, XI111,269-273).

As proposed, if it is appropriate to use metaphikes ‘repository’ to denote the Freudian
psyche with its unconscious ‘depths,’ then it imikrly plausible to attribute a dimension to
the Romantic psyche, which would undoubtedly beagihie' It is spherical and integrated,
imbued with both depth and height: “Tumult and meabe darkness and the light,/Were all
like workings of one mind” (1805,VI,567-568). Weght assign the image of the Coleridgean
‘dome’ to this end. The Romantic psyche is “a nigaaf rare device/A sunny pleasure-dome
with caves of ice” (Coleridg€ubla Khanlll,35-36). The dome is fitting in that despite it
‘height,” it is closed, finite and ‘half perfecthiits hemi-spherical form, just as the Romantic
psyche or Imagination must inevitably cede to ctigmiclosure. The Imagination is, to
paraphrase Coleridge, the repetition of an eteawl in a finite mind — apparently a
contradiction, yet the “rare device” that is thenfmtic psyche reconciles this incongruity, and
finds characteristic expression in Wordsworth’svide idiocy.” The question remains as to
whether these are merely ‘images,’ to assist usvays of thinking’ about the mind. The
‘transcendental’ or ‘superconscious’ psyche may dtebest, a metaphor, yet it would be

plausible to suppose that Coleridge, and perhags Wordsworth, took this quite literally.

The challenge of the artist is to give symboliaridio a nebulous and fluid, psychic content —
as Vendler’'s (2004) definition of ‘thinking’ as ‘#hsecond order-formation of an aesthetic and
linguistic gestalt from a first order perceptioly.48) shows - whether in language, music, or
visual representation. What is special about then&uic version of this problem is that their
psychic content is marked by a yearning for a vagamething,” saturated with references to
the ‘infinite.” Speaking for poetry generally, Eaggn (1977) observes thaTo speak is to
lack, and it's in this lack that the movement o$ide is set up, the movement whereby | move
restlessly from sign to sign without ever beingeats close my fist over some primordial
plenitude of sense, a movement which will be gatisbnly in death” (p.1). Freud (1916:1922)

suggested that all Romantic love in adulthood i®raging for the mother in the form of
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substitutes or ‘imagos.’ As the drift of my theb&s been to perpetuate a view of the psyche as
imbued with both unconscious ‘depthhd mystical ‘height,” | hope to have shown that
Romantic poetry is a longing for the Father/the Onéhe form of the substitute provided by
nature. Wordsworth’s declamation that “Our destioyr nature, and our home/ls with
infinitude - and only there;” (1805,VI,538-539), wid seem to concur with this proposition.
Art and longing are inextricably linked, for eveagt of creation is an act of recreation, that is,
an attempt to represent the presence of an ab8ereariation of Wordsworth’s tendency to
recollect and eulogize — stressed by his claimdhabet is one who possesses “a disposition to
be affected more than other men by absent thingstlasy were present” (‘Preface’ toyrical
Ballads1802:2006,p.269). The “as if” is, no doubt, thetr@f ‘post-lapsarian nostalgia.’
Hence the poignant truism that “...if we could emther than glimpse [the transcendental] all
strivings would cease, for there could be no needift in paradise” (McFarland,1980,p.418).
In other words, the ‘restless movement’ to whiclglEsn (1977) refers would cease. If the
Romantic object of longing is an ontological dimens beyond thought and sense,
Wordsworth, with some sense of regret, and someadtimrbearance, seems to have come to
grips with its absence. To reconsider the linesdcdt the outset, it is evident that, over and
above providing an outline of the ‘plot’ of the pogethey trace the very pattern of loss and

gain we discerned ihe Immortality Odend (more briefly) iMintern Abbey

...we have traced the stream
From darkness, and the very place of birth
In its blind cavern, whence is faintly heard... (180%,172-174)

This is another intimation of loss, but which ssato “The feeling of life endless, the one
thought/By which we live, infinity and God” — a fewy, the poet says, which was “drawn”
(1805,XI111,172-184), educed or ‘drawn out’ — a peses of ‘detective work’ which is ultimately
stymied. Once again, it is a ‘feeling’ — that ingable body image which is at once so
imprecise and so finely articulate. Moreover, thisceral impression is implicitly linked with
the cognitive, since “Infinity and God” is describas both “the feeling of life endlesahd
“the great thought.” Rousseau (1712-1788:1937hayes less stoic than Wordsworth, was less
able to embrace the absence of this grace witlh@upining tones of reminiscence: “In myself
| found an unexplainable void that nothing couldéhdilled; a longing of the heart toward

another kind of fulfiiment of which | could not cosive, but of which | nevertheless felt the

2 This view was emphasized by the psychoanalyst Melilein (1952).
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attraction”(p.112-113)The Preludas the chronicle of a poet who, about this tholegst and

senseless place, ever present, ever absent, Wwonkdhard and feel much.
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