Rehearsing Modern Tragedy:

A Benjaminian Interpretation of
Drama and the Dramatic In
Samuel Taylor Coleridge’s

Writings.

Clare Louise Almond

A Thesis Submitted for thedgree of
Doctor of Philosophy in the Department of
English Literature at the University of
Newcastle upon Tyne

May, 2014



Abstract

This thesis offers a reappraisal of Samuel Taylefidge’s dramatic
theory and writing. Although critical interest@oleridge’s dramatic work
is relatively small in comparison to other areass increasing. A central
aim of the thesis is to add to this field of cigim by suggesting a greater
significance of the dramatic in Coleridge@suvre This is an area of
Coleridge’s work that can be illuminated by wayitsfinterpretation using
Walter Benjamin’s reassessment of dramatic gemrékeé Origin of

German Tragic Drama

A key assumption of the thesis is that Coleridgkamatic work extends
beyond the parameters of his activity as a playwtridt therefore positions
key moments of his critical theory and poetic wgtias dramatic. In
viewing selected works in this way, a greater cioi@sce between
Coleridge and Benjamin’s work emerges most sigaifity through their

shared themes of truthful representation and cbmmézrpretation.

A short introduction highlights common themes betw€oleridge and
Benjamin and proposes a view of the two writers tbidlows Benjamin’s
concept of the ‘constellation’. Chapter One drévgether key critical
interest in Romantic drama. It also aims to coh@ederidge’s dramatic
theory and works with key themes@n German Tragic DramaChapter
Two explores Coleridge’s dramatic theory in his tuees before 1812 and

offers a reading of the ‘Critique &®ertram’ that seeks to reassert the



importance of this piece. Chapter Three aimsyeaka dramatic current
running through ‘The Eolian Harp’ ariche Rime of the Ancient Mariner
The thesis culminates, in Chapter Four, with aireadf Remorsenformed
by Benjamin’s critical model of thérauerspielin The Origin of German

Tragic Drama

In conclusion, the thesis offers up aspects of gde’s works that can be
termed as dramatic so as to reveal their anticgpaif a Benjaminian
modernity. In this sense, it proposes that draneallsl be accorded more
significance within Coleridge’seuvreas it reveals a better understanding
of some of his lesser known material and highligloisie of his most

original thinking



For mum and dad



Contents

ACKNOWIEAgEMENTS. ... et e e e e e re e e ee e eneeee a2l V

Introduction. Towards A Literary Constellation: TRelevance of Walter Benjamin to
Samuel Taylor Coleridge. .. ..o e e e 1

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
15
1.6
1.7

2.1
2.2

2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6

. Chapter 1. Drama and the Dramatic in Samuel Taytderidge and Walter

Benjamin

The Debateable Romantics of Coleridge’s Drama.... .. vvevvevnevnnnnen.. 17
The Visual In Romantic Drama........ooovviioii i e e, 26
The Generic INn ROMANtC DIrama. .. ....oovoeiin e e e e e e e e 39

The Benjaminian turn: Coleridge’s Drama asddonnection to Modernity...49

Genre and the ConstellationTihe Origin of German Tragic Drama......... 56
Trauerspieland Tragedy iThe Origin of German Tragic Drama............65
Allegory andlrauerspiel...........ccooeiiiii i A

. Chapter 2. Towards Modernity in Coleridge’s Dramdtiheory

Introduction: The ‘True Theory of Stage Illlusio................................80
The Significance of the Middle Ages in Coleedand Benjamin’s

Understanding of the DramatiC...........oouuieiiiiiii i, 89
Coleridge’s Theory of Dramatic Hlusion.............cc.vov vt e e v 96
The Commanding Genius and the Intriguer.................. coceee vevnen.... 108
The Dramatic Motif of REmMOrse..........c..ooiiiiii e e 123

The ‘Critique oBertrani: Literary Anti-Jacobinism.....................coeeeeee. 128



. Chapter 3. The Dramatic Turn In Coleridge’s Poetry

3.1 INErOdUCTION......i i e e e e e seeee e en 2. 150
3.2 Symbol and Sociability in ‘The Eolian Harp’........coceioiiiiiiiiiin s 153
3.3  The Sociability of ‘The Eolian Harp’: Sound,8lyolism and Sara............. 159
3.4  Sound and Vision in ‘Effusion XXXV’: Coleridge Dramatic

Theory INn WaltiNg. .. ....ovve i e e e e e e e e e e 169
3.5 The Rime of the Ancient Marindmagination and Interpretation................ 174
3.6 Robert Penn Warren: ‘A Poem of Pure Imaginatian......................... 180
3.7  Jerome McGann: Coleridge’s Literary Ballad...........c.cc..coooviinnn. 184
3.8  The Ancient Mariner as Storyteller: Historidéhterialism and Drama in

THE RIME . e e e 188
4. Chapter 4. ‘To the Avenger | leave Vengeanakdapart!” The Competing

Discourses of Tragedy arffdauerspiein Remorse
4.1 INErOdUCTION......e i e e 0. 204
4.2  Coleridge and the Gothic Vision of the Georgi@eatre......................... 207
4.3 AIDEIAIVAL. .. .. e 221
4.4  Teresa: The Heroine of Poetic Faith............cooooiiii it i 229
4.5  The Competing Dialogues of Remorse and Revenge....................... 237
(©0] o Tod 1§10 o A 246

Bibliography... ..o 0. 2D2



vi

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank my supervisors, Dr. Michaad$8ington and Dr. Anne Whitehead
for the unlimited support, wealth of knowledge gquatience they have offered over the
long course of this thesis. They taught me at tgrdduate and post-graduate level and
| owe them, and the Newcastle University Englisip&ément, a debt of gratitude for

the richness of my Higher Education.

| am grateful to the Killingley Memorial Trust oféWcastle-upon-Tyne for offering me
the springboard with which to start the PhD infibren of the Postgraduate fund. The
challenges of continuing the research as a setfddrstudent, although tough, have
been rewarding in many ways. Had | not followed thath, | would not have gained
the intellectual support and the friendship of Bagy) Angie, Anne, Alison, and
especially Pip, my teaching colleagues. | woutbdike to thank Louise, Jen and Jay
for their long-standing friendship. | am very gfall to Katie Harland for proof reading

my thesis and to Simon for his I.T. support.

My mum and dad have guided, supported and encodiragan an infinite number of
ways in everything | have done, and they contilmugat so. The thesis is dedicated to
them for giving me the freedom to pursue my interasd to achieve my ambitions. |
am extremely lucky to have Helen, my sister, whkadw is always there to share the
fun and give me a helping hand whenever | need-inally, | want to thank my
husband, James, who has supported me, reassuraadmnemained interested in my
work from start to end. Both James and our daugAtemabel, make me happy every

day.



Introduction.
Towards a Literary Constellation: The Relevance oWalter Benjamin

to Samuel Taylor Coleridge

[Walter Benjamin] was a library-cormorant and deneswof ancient
print quite in the manner of a Coleridge [...and #snas] a
metaphysician of metaphor and translation as waeridge, that
Benjamin accomplished his best work.

Literary criticism and the ‘question of represeiutatlie at the heart of this projett.
Both Samuel Taylor Coleridge and Walter Benjammkarown for their studies of
philosophy, language and politics but it is thesprgation of their focus upon
literature—and within this specifically, their imést in ‘the ability to tell a tale’—that

highlights a connection between thém.

Casting Coleridge and Benjamin’s works togethehiwitn constellation—Benjamin’s
historico-critical term to express a spatial rattiian linear understanding of time—
allows for the revival of a theory built around @ that remains ostensibly latent in
Coleridge’soeuvre Benjamin’s conception of the constellation ipmssed most fully

in Theses on the Philosophy of Histarywhich he puts forward a method of historical
documentation that departs from historicism, wiachply (and ineffectively) records
information. Instead, Benjamin is interested irtoes that allow past events to remain

alive and vital in a connection with the presentaasonstellation which [one] era has

! George Steiner, ‘Introduction’, in Walter Benjaniline Origin of German Tragic Dramintrod. by
George Steiner, trans. by John Osborne (Londorsd/€r998), pp. 7-24 (p. 9; p. 20).

2 Walter BenjaminThe Origin of German Tragic Dramintrod. by George Steiner, trans. by John
Osborne (London: Verso, 1998), p. 27. Furtherrezfees to this edition are given after quotationthe
text using the abbreviaticdGTD.

% Walter Benjamin, ‘The Storyteller’ ifluminations ed. and introd. by Hannah Arendt, trans. by Harry
Zorn (London: Pimlico, 1999), pp. 83-108. Furtheferences to this edition are given after quotetio
the text using the abbreviation S.



formed with a definite earlier oné’ The constellation works, as Hannah Arendt
explains, with reference to Benjamin’s mosaic teghe of criticism, by ‘tearing
fragments out of their context and arranging thémesha in such a way that they
illustrate[d] one another and [are] able to prdwaitraison d’étrein a free-floating
state’> Thesess, of course, Benjamin’s meridian cultural sta¢em a critique of the
modern condition structured in the manner of a ndist historiographical record
offering, in both its form and content, a ‘revotutary chance to fight for the oppressed
past’ TPH, p. 254). As one of Benjamin’s final works, itrgas within it strong
influential lines of revolutionary political thinkg and, in its practical urgency, may be
considered to ‘articulate a politics, not an aeiithd...] of redemption® Nonetheless,
its theoretical heritage is rooted in Benjamin’dyearitical undertaking, not least in the
ambitiousHabilitation project, which sought to establish a new critfcainework that
would redeem lost works and revive their interas liberated cultural canon. This
thesis is concerned with Benjamin’s interest irsseating the influence of what may be
termed an underclass of literature by judging miamently, through its own artistic
references, rather than under the application @xa@rnal set of artistic rules inherited
from the literature of previous epochs. Therefdriocates, in Coleridge’s
experimentation with Romantic drama, a call to pitigs dramatic writing under its
own literary, historical and cultural conditionslowever, the thesis is not a purely New
Historicist reading of Coleridge’s work as | aimhighlight a literary engagement with
the historical in his dramatic writing of the kitltat Walter Benjamin advocatesThe

Origin of German Tragic DramaHugh Grady articulates the advantages of using

* Walter BenjaminTheses on the Philosophy of Histairyllluminations(see note to ‘The Storyteller’,
above), pp. 245-55 (p. 255). Further referencekitoedition are given after quotations in the t&sing
the abbreviatiomPH.

® Hannah Arendt, ‘Introduction’ to Walter Benjamlhuminations(see note to ‘The Storyteller’, above),
pp. 7-58 (p. 51).

® Graeme Gillochyalter Benjamin: Critical ConstellationCambridge: Polity Press, 2002), p. 247.
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Benjamin’s approach to drama as a way of returthegorm to critical analysis located

within literary, rather than historical and soctieory. He aims to

bring out other qualities of [Benjamin’s] metho@éevant to the

present conjuncture in Shakespeare studies agettieséarches for

methods that go beyond an almost exhausted Newrkdisim [...]

Benjamin's project has a historicizing dimensiaut, History for him

IS always a construct of our present moment, and akso deeply

interested in aesthetic issues of form and genexessions of

historical moments.
This Benjaminian methodology has recently becorfraitiul aspect of Shakespearean
studies as Andrew Benjamin and Luis-Martinez Zehaéwve joined Hugh Grady in
providing Benjaminian interpretations of Shakespiaplays® This thesis extends the
interest shown in applying Benjamin’s work on theuming play into the new territory

of nineteenth-century drama by highlighting itek&lnce to, and illumination of,

Coleridge’s dramatic theory and practice.

It is not surprising that both Coleridge and Benjaengaged with a cultural critique of
history, or the representation of historical eventeither Coleridge nor Benjamin
worked comfortably within the boundaries of thewrocultural epoch. Even
Coleridge’s most recognised works divided, andna¢$ eluded, his fellow writers, and
Benjamin’s arguably most scholarly work was rejddta aHabilitation (teaching
qualification)’ Not only were the two writers working outsideithmiltural moment,
but central to their work is also the theme of temapdislocation; it is this theme that

George Steiner touches upon with reference to Wwatkrs’ profound understanding,

" Hugh Grady, ‘Hamlet as a Mourning Play: A Benjaimimesque InterpretatiorGhakespeare Studje36
(2008), 135-65 (p. 137).

® Andrew Benjamin, ‘Benjamin and the Baroque: PosiregQuestion of Historical Time’, iRethinking
the Baroqueed. by Helen Hil{Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate, 2014p,. 161-183, and Luis-Martinez
Zernon, ‘Shakespeare’s Historical DramaTaauerspiel Richard Iland After’,ELH, 75 (2008), 673-706.
® For an introduction to the receptionTie Rime of the Ancient Marinir the nineteenth century, see
Richard Haven, ‘The Ancient Mariner in the Ninetde@entury’,Studies in Romanticisii1, 4 (1972),
360-374. For a brief introduction to the backgmwh Walter Benjamin'§ he Origin of German Tragic
Drama, see Gilloch, pp. 60-65.



and dextrous shaping, of language. Both ColeradgkBenjamin demonstrate the
ability to use and critique language in a way thférs their readers, to follow
Benjamin’s expression, a ‘unique experience withghst’ TPH, p. 254), and they do
this through the temporally conditioned linguigtiepes of symbol and allegory.
However, far from occupying a position of binarypopition, this thesis argues, with
close attention to drama, that these tropes fundiimilarly across Coleridge and
Benjamin’s critical engagement with drama. In songd, they furnish Coleridge’s
writing with a theoretical framework that pusheydred the boundaries of what we
accept to be Romanticism and they place renewedh@sigoon the Romantic influences
working within Benjamin’s modernisteuvre As a result, the Romantic Coleridge and
the modern Benjamin can be brought together imapaopative study that takes both
labels to their limits and fosters stronger linketvireen the two literary epochs. This
comparison, it is argued, turns on the form of dxaanform which Benjamin aims to
reassess imhe Origin of German Tragic Dramander a critically obscure tradition of

influence: the baroque theory of theauerspiel

In The Origin of German Tragic Dram&enjamin sets out to rescue the long-forgotten
and ignored genre of tAgauerspie] a Baroque drama of the court suffused with
intrigue and melancholy but lacking the rebelliow @ecisive action associated with
classical tragedy and its Elizabethan descendavenge tragedy. In doing this, he
rejects traditional modes of criticism based ugwnjtidgement of a work and
reconstructs the task of criticism as the actigitarranging works into a configuration
whereby they simultaneously illuminate and deswagh other in a moment of

revelation. Benjamin employs the imagery of firaggery that recurs throughout his



work as a way of explaining his view of effectivpresentation) to describe the

moment when a work reveals its truth, or its ‘meafiil image’*°

This [truth] content does not appear however bydpexposed; rather
it is revealed in a process which might be desdribetaphorically as
the burning up of a husk as it enters the realidesds, that is to say a
destruction of the work in which its external foathieves its most
brilliant degree of illumination.@GTD, 31)11

Here, Benjamin departs from the Romantic modektéctive critique to which the
term ‘additive’ can be applied and claims that‘theh content’ of an artwork is
revealed only when its outline is ignited by itasdd flashpoint with other work3 PH,

p. 254)* This supports Benjamin’s significant revisiontieé conventional
understanding of Romanticism according to two id#aes constellation and allegory.

In these two representative tropes, whereby th@aeah function of ‘assembl[ing]’
ideas within a stellar structure and the linguisiicction of allegory are reflected in one
another, Benjamin tracks a progress from the fotiowl@f his thesis in philosophy to
its application in literary (and cultural) criticis(OGTD, p. 35)** | elaborate upon

Benjaminian constellation and allegory in Chaptee(but here it is important to

19 Max PenskyMelancholy Dialectics: Walter Benjamin and the P&fyMourning(Amherst: University
of Massachusetts Press, 1993), p. 71 (quoted ladBjlp. 70).

! This imagery recurs throughout Benjamin’s engageméth the representation of truth. The idea of
illumination as burning iMhe Origin of German Tragic Dramia transferred to in ‘Th&8toryteller’ as a
‘gentle flame’ (S, p. 107) and then inftbeses on the Philosophy of Histaiyya quicker ‘flash’ and,
further, to a more violent ‘blast[ing] TPH, p. 247; p. 254).

12 Benjamin describes Historicism as additive in‘fteeses of the Philosophy of History’. It is arioof
documentation that simply ‘musters a mass of dafdl the homogenous, empty time’ and therefooe, f
Benjamin, it is a progressive method that doesanbteve meaningful representatidiP, p. 254).

13 Benjamin reassesses Romantic self-critique imlisisertation, ‘The Concept of Criticism in German
Romanticism’. Here he finds in the early Romastitiof Friedrich Schlegel and Novalis a possibitity
overcoming the progressive ideology proposed bytigarphilosophers such as Fichte, who see the
activity of infinite reflection as a way of achieg a final goal of transcendental knowledge. Bmijés
transformation of the Fichtean tendency towardsdimg and unfulfilled reflection (the philosophical
mirror image of Historicism) is based upon his rekirng of the concept of time, which he sees as
convoluted rather than successive. See Walterdd@nj ‘The Concept of Criticism in German
Romanticism’ inSelected Writingsed. by Marcus Bullock and Michael W. Jenningspé (Cambridge,
MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Prd$€96),1, pp. 116-200. For further commentary on
Benjamin’s ‘The Concept of Criticism in German Rartieism’, see Rebecca Comay, ‘Benjamin and the
Ambiguities of Romanticism’, iThe Cambridge Companion to Walter Benjaneid. by David Ferris
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004),1134-151.
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situateThe Origin of German Tragic Dramaithin the context of his own work and to
suggest its appropriateness for a reading of Qlgeis dramatic writings. In doing this,
and elaborating upon it throughout the thesis,pehtm show that, whilst the two
writers’ works often evidence a shared theoregalinding in early German Romantic
theory (with its backdrop of Kantian and Post-Kantphilosophy), it is the literary
function of drama and the application of this fawortheir own literary-critical thought
that offers the strongest connection between Benjamd Coleridge. Consequently,
Benjamin’s critical revision of the Romantic cormesness and the application of this to
a bypassed dramatic form becomes a highly suggdséisis for the analysis of

Coleridge’s dramatic imagination.

The titles chosen for Benjaminigauerspielstudy and its introduction reveal much
about the orientation of his study and stand agceoecosmic incorporation of some of
the key issues—such as naming, originary momertgranslation—within the study
and its critical afterlife. Benjamin’s choice dfé for the ‘Epistemo-Critical Prologue’
highlights the central position it holds within taetirety of his academic studies as it
stands not so much as a prologue toHhsbilitation but its hybrid grounding. This is
suggested in the hyphenated term ‘Epistemo-Critigddich acts itself as a hyphen
between his early and later work. As an epistegioéd piece, the Prologue looks back
towards the work of his doctoral thesis, ‘The Cquiad Criticism in German
Romanticism’, but it also stands as preparatiorBemjamin’s critical account of the
Trauerspie] which was set to move his interests from a pbpbsgcal engagement with
Romanticism towards a literary engagement withBaeque and modernity. The
ideas put forward in the ‘Epistemo-Critical Proleggive the reader of Benjamin’s
work an important link in the chain of his thouglstit is this preparatory section of his

Habilitation that acts as the pivot around which the sometseemingly disparate
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elements of the Romantic consciousness and moteamsciousness are collected.
Graeme Gilloch rightly points out that ‘tH@auerspielstudy concludes Benjamin’s
early writings just as it looks forward to its latmes: it is Janus-facetf’. However, to
sharpen the focus of Gilloch’s point further, itsring the ‘Epistemo-Ciritical
Prologue’ at the start dthe Origin of German Tragic Dranthat this Janus-faced
outlook occurs. The study is therefore balancedsoycorporation of Benjamin’s

preceding works on Romantic philosophy.

This contextual grounding of Benjamin’s ‘EpistemadtiCal Prologue’ feeds into, and
can be an illustrative example of, his notion agior, in which the term radically differs
from a genitive process. As Benjamin asserts, fEn@ origin is not intended to
describe the process by which the existent caneebi@ing, but rather to describe that
which emerges from the process of becoming angpesrance’@QGTD, p. 45). The
extension of the structure of Benjamin’s study agag of denoting its connection to,
and break away from, his other works comes to disfile characteristics of his
definition of origin. In the act of mining a litry ‘genealogy of Modernity’ out of the
study of Romantic modes of consciousness and cigimritical equality for its
historical temporality and its allegorical lingucstropes, the formal structure ©he
Origin of German Tragic Dramalso ghosts its theoretical content as it embadiiiss
conception of origirt> Since Benjamin’s view of time is spatial ratheartHinear, his
view of the origin cannot simply mark the startpmjnt of a chain of events. In fact, it
is this view of history as a chain of events witte@rigin that Benjamin hopes to
overthrow in hisTrauerspielstudy. Rather, a moment of Benjaminian origin inus

emerge from a structure that already exists oBesgamin states, ‘the eddy in the

 Gilloch, p. 87.
!> Samuel WebeBenjamin’s —abilitie{Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Rrez008),
p.141.



stream of becomingGTD, p. 45). This notion of an origin that emergesifra
continuous stream, and, further, as an interruptighis stream, offers the possibility of
capturing or preserving the material which is pdigedisappear in a suspension with

the material that is just emerging. Graeme Gillolehifies these qualities of origin:

A temporal disturbance...as time folded back upadfitsThus origin
is an historical moment in which the idea is repnted and
recognised and the phenomena which compose iedezmed.
Origin becomes thgoal of study, not its starting poift.

The study itself is focused on theauerspie] which, Benjamin argues, is just such an
example of this movement of origin. He relatesTheuerspielto his preferred way of
criticising work according to its ‘exemplary chat@c, which may materialise in the
‘merest fragment’ of the work and therefore oftee tritic a path towards analysing
works ‘outside the limits of genreOGTD, p. 44). This freedom from generic rules
allows Benjamin to assert that ‘a major work wither establish a genre or abolish it;
and a perfect work will do bothQGTD, p. 44). In this way, Benjamin’s work enacts
the same process of origin as he describes ifrdngerspielby establishing a new
genre or strategy of criticism with which to reaateworks that fall outside the
boundaries of genre and, as such, it becomes th@fancarnation of what its content
describes. This is perhaps one of the reasonghéhstudy was deemed to have fallen
short of the requirements oHabilitation: it was not easy to locate its philosophical or
literary content within a definite critical tradita. Ironically, therefore, it can only have
been a success, as this overturning of criticalrapsions in order to achieve the goal of

origin redeemed—th&rauerspielgenre—was exactly the driving force of the stiily.

'8 Gilloch, p. 73 (emphasis in original).

" Benjamin’s criticism of th@rauerspields intimately tied to his wider political theory @eultural
critique. Therefore, for him, it is necessary take a generic distinction betwe€ragsdie and
Trauerspielwhich does not always occur in German (whEnauerspielandTragsdie are accepted as
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The problem of correctly naming, or at least idgmig, theTrauerspielis the defining
reason, Benjamin suggests, for the need to redimedctivity of philosophy from a
search for knowledge to a revelation, through regméation, of truthBenjamin sets
out his departure from Romanticism and philosopmjyen the ‘Epistemo-Ciritical
Prologue’ and therefore he reasserts the ideasviedan his earlier work as both the
foundation and the discarded content of the custrty. The restoration of the focus
upon transcendentalism (or the critique of thiseen in ‘The Concept of Criticism in
German Romanticism’) is at the same time, to usgdein’s own phrase, ‘mortififed]’
(OGTD, p. 182) as th&rauerspielstudy has transformed the study of Romantic
reflection into a reassertion that philosophicatgtshould arise immanently from its

own representative function and force:

The alternative philosophical forms representethieyconcepts of the
doctrine and the esoteric essay are precisely thasgs which were
ignored by the nineteenth century, with its conadthe system.
Inasmuch as it is determined by this concept diesysphilosophy is
in danger of accommodating itself to a syncretignictv weaves a
spider's web between separate kinds of knowledge iattempt to
ensnare the truth as if it were something whicheclying in from
outside. But the universalism acquired by suchitgophy falls far
short of the didactic authority of doctrine. [fil@sophy is to remain
true to the law of its own form, as the represémadf truth and not
as the guide to the acquisition of knowledge, tthenexercise of this
form—rather than its anticipation on the system—nfngsaccorded
due importance GTD, p. 28)

Benjamin’s argument is that philosophical studyudsd@mbrace a more interpretative
mode of textual criticism that does not searctkfywledge as ‘knowledge is

possession’ but rather searches for ‘Truth, botbetth in the dance of represented

synonyms). The issue is perhaps magnified, angtsdenjamin’s argument better, on translationisf h
work into English as the terifrauerspielis taken to mean, more literally ‘a play of sadnesd

therefore the sense by which it is tragic may becetved as different from our understanding of
traditional tragedy. On the translation of the ev@rauerspie] and how the problem of this translation is
relevant to his project as a whole, see Samuel Wébenealogy of Modernity: History, Myth and
Allegory in Benjamin’sOrigin of the German Mourning Plgyin Weber,Benjamin’s —abilitiespp. 131-
163 (p. 143).
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ideas’ OGTD, p. 29). In a much simplified explanation, phdphy should not seek to
be scientific but should take a more theologicelwof textual representation. This
revision of the function of philosophy as a disitiplinvolved with representation rather
than one based in the pursuit of knowledge provgpleands of thought on which
Benjamin and Coleridge’s attitudes towards artisgfaresentation, based on their

theological understanding of philosophy, coincide.

At first, Benjamin’s point that objects or ideag &t realised ‘from a coherence
established in the consciousness’ but exist, ah#sdves, within ‘an essence’ that is
materialised only through representation seemsteautuitive to a study of Coleridge
(OGTD, p. 30). Coleridge’s poetry and critical theoawvh long been associated with
the (poetic) imagination’s transformation of theumal object into a corresponding idea.
However, his dramatic theory exhibits a differemet of creative theory precisely
because the dramatic form depends upon the vasoepf@osed to the text), the material
qualities of the stage and the momentariness afei@sented form. As Benjamin
states, with sensitivity towards the advantagesralfrepresentation in terms of his own
theory, inThe Origin of German Tragic Dram&he speaker [...can] produc[e] a bold
sketch in a single attemptOGTD, p. 29). Arising from this understanding of the
general and transitory nature of oral represemtajmpears to be a shared interest in
correct reading according to a sensitivity to harengical interpretation, the didactic
quality of texts, mysticism and doctrine. Simijatboth writers locate the Middle
Ages—the dramas of the Middle Ages specifically-aasarting point for their
understanding of dramatic forms that depart froassical drama. This link between
Benjamin and Coleridge offers the possibility akaised view of Coleridge’s dramatic
theory that distances it from traditional Romairttieory but preserves its status as a

theory of value. It does this partly becausefieisf a critical heritage but also because it
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resolves two of the central reasons for the mistgtdeding of Coleridge’s dramatic
work: the tendency towards contemplation rathen dramatic action and the
surprisingly large role the audience plays in thasoning of stage illusion (an idea
that counters the view normally associated withe@dgje of the creative supremacy of
the poet). This idea is discussed more fully im@br Two with regard to an emergent
dramatic theory that looked set to depart from Gaddge’s Romantic influences before
his reading of A.W. Schlegel, which drew him baglkards a more conventionally

Romantic elucidation of drama.

In the hermeneutical view of Coleridge’s work, lldav Jerome McGann’s reading of
The Rime of the Ancient Marinevhich is dedicated to an explanation of the paem
the light of Coleridge’s studies of the ScriptugkGann argues that this highlights
Coleridge’s historicised understanding of the iptetation of texts based in the fact that
‘the Scriptures are [...] a living and processiveamigm, one that comes into existence
in human time™® Putting aside the debate concerning how sucddssfpoem’s
symbolic structure may or may not be, and indeeetkdr or not it may be allegorical,
this reading reveals definite coincidences betweeleridge and Benjamin’s work on
historical representatiofl. As outlined above, these instances come fronagesh
interest in the qualities of oral representatiohdre galvanised by the view that written

texts that retain the didacticism and inconclugiwit oral representation—in short,

18 Jerome McGann, ‘The Ancient Mariner: The Meanifithe Meanings’, inThe Beauty of Inflections:
Literary Investigations in Historical Method and 8dry (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), pp. 135-172
(p. 145).

® This debate stems from the divided nature oRRimés contemporary critical reception. The opposing
views of the poem are usually summarised througtctintrasting comments of Charles Lamb, a
supporter of the poem on account of its imaginagjvalities, and Robert Southey, who declared litd@
poor attempt at ‘German sublimity’. See ‘Robertu®ey inCritical Review 1798’, inColeridge: The
Critical Heritage ed. by J. R. de J. Jackson, 2 vols (London: Baanel Noble, 1968), pp. 53-55 (p.
53). The classic reading of the poem as a wbFamnantic imagination is Robert Penn Warren’s ‘A
Poem of Pure Imagination: An Experiment in Readingelected Essaydlew York, 1951), pp. 198-
305. MH Abrams points out that ‘Thencient Marineris neither an allegorical fable nor a symbolist
poem’ (see Jerome McGann, ‘Romanticism and the Em&sments of Critical TraditionVodern
Philology, 70 (1973), pp. 243-257 (p. 272)).
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those that are open to a continuous process apnetation—allow for a vitality within
artistic representation, something that Benjaminldaescribe later as a ‘unique
experience with the pasfTPH, p. 254). | argue that the historically informadwpoint
that McGann recognises in his reading of Rimecomes from Coleridge’s earlier work
on drama in th&ectures on Literaturgn which he starts to build an understanding of
the dramatic form in its modern incarnation as shimg that requires an historical
model that is distinct from the classical modeldshs myth. Specifically, this relates
to the work Coleridge carried out on dramatic itlenssand his much cited phrase ‘the
willing suspension of disbelief® This phrase, it is not frequently acknowledged,
comes from his theory of dramatic illusion, expegkgitially as the ‘temporary Half-
Faith’! of the audience rather than the ‘poetic faiththef reader&L, 1. 6). Therefore,
through Coleridge’s return to ‘poetic faith’ in legplanation of thé&yrical Ballads
project inBiographia Literarig a link between his dramatic theory and his poetic
practice can be traced. The significance oRhmeas a document of historical or
cultural interpretation allows for a reading of {h@em that resists the repetition of
traditional interpretations focused upon its lirgjig framework of symbol conditioned
by the assumed synonymy of symbol and RomanticistoGann claims that this type
of reading forgets that the symbols within the pa@@mnot ‘mere “secular” or “natural”
facts’ but are already ‘pre-designed and pre-detexdhphenomend® The task of the
critic is to explain these already interpreted niegs as a history of interpretation and
not to try to divine any fixed or true sense of ploem’s original meaning. In short, the

critic’s task is to read the poem’s cultural higtaather than its symbolic language.

“Coleridge, Samuel Taylor, Biographia Literaria, e James Engell and Walter Jackson Bate, The
Bollingen Edition of the Collected Works of Samii@lylor Coleridge, 2 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1983), p. 6. Further references to this edition ar@gin parentheses after quotations
in the text using the abbreviati@t..

L Lectures 1808-1819 on Literatyred. by R. A. Foakes, The Bollingen Edition of @ellected Works

of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols (Princeton, Rdnceton University Press, 1969-2002), v (1987),
134.

2 McGann, ‘The Ancient Mariner’, p. 162.
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This analysis of th&®imeis important to my study as it highlights an altgive method
of reading Coleridge’s work that takes as the damirstructure of interpretation time
rather than language. Obviously temporality amgjleage are inextricably linked
within the question of representation (or rhetaiacfollow de Man) but a reading that
takes temporality as the starting point of intetatien and in which language is
considered as a result of this allows for Colerislgeork to be freed from the
dominance of his own later statements on symbolpaedic imaginatio>
Furthermore, it traces a perhaps surprising lingrafmatic and allegorical thought
throughout his poetic and symbolic works, all ofiethturns upon his rather
Benjaminian understanding of the representativiei@dince between classical-mythical

and modern-historical temporalities.

The key figures in this thesis, Coleridge’s Mariaad Benjamin’s Storyteller, are
central to an understanding of the historical cbadiof humankind and highlight the
suppressed nature of such a narrative method ifatieeof the cultural dominance of
classical temporality. Both figures are involvadisociety that recognises them yet
deems them to be out of their time. The Marina@rmsncanny figure desiring to return
to society from a displaced location on the exttemiof known history, geography and
mentality. The Storyteller uses an oral form afnoounication that does not offer his
listeners an explanation but instead gives themxgerience which, Benjamin argues,
is becoming lost to the incessant march of progaesisinformation. Crucially, these
are not universal figures that are easily comprdadrby all but are, as McGann states
of the Mariner, ‘transhistorica® The Mariner and the Storyteller are presentagsto

as representations of a barely understood worlith@peripheries of human structures

% For a deconstructive critique of Coleridgean symbee Paul de Man, ‘The Rhetoric of Temporality’,
in Blindness and InsighiMinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 197. 187-229.
24 McGann, ‘The Ancient Mariner’, p. 157.
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of consciousness, but, importantly, they are figuooted in history, not conjured from
myth. Both take their influence from the artisafishe Middle Ages rather than the
artists of the classical age: Coleridge encasellarmer’s ancient tale in a mediaeval
ballad and Benjamin aptly combines two ‘archaiaespntatives’ of storytellers, ‘the
resident tiller of the soil and the [...] trading s&’ to arrive at ‘the artisan class’ of

the Middle Ages from which his Storyteller origirat(S, p. 84):

If the peasants and seamen were past mastersyib#iing, the
artisan class was its university. In it was coralithe lore of faraway
places, such as a much-travelled man brings hoiitte e lore of the
past, as it best reveals itself to the nativeshee. (S, p. 84)

In the Mariner, it appears that the ‘lore of fargvpdaces’ and ‘the lore of the past’ are
combined (S, p. 84). Despite the fact that, aefige declares iBiographia

Literaria, his task is to ‘be directed to persons and charssupernatural’, it seems
clear that the Mariner is ancient but still disceinhuman BL, 1. 6). He is ‘in part at
least, supernatural’ but also therefore in part &wirand it is this insistently human,
even if uncannily ancient, element of him that éeslhis casting in, to borrow Weber’'s
term, Benjamin’s ‘genealogy of Modernity. The idea that Coleridge’s Mariner is
insistently human and that his tale is a commuitnadf human experience is arguably
to read theRimeagainst the grain of the prevailing (although diisining) critical
tradition. However, the similarities between Cmlge and Benjamin’s intended
renewal of poetry and criticism by breaking awapnirclassical and neoclassical
frameworks of authority lays the foundation for engaminian interpretation of
Coleridge based not in Romanticism but as patefBaroqueTrauerspie)
constellation. This constellation reaches badkéomediaeval, the early modern, the

German Romantics and forward into modernity. Gotgr's revised version dfhe

% Weber,Benjamin’s —abilitiesp.131.
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Rime of the Ancient Marindollows this path by taking a mediaeval balladvicand its
interpretation by a scholar living around the [B80s to the early 1700s, and pursuing
supernatural tropes that reference the mysticisBeofamin’s chosen German
Romantic writers. Crucially for this reading, Caflge’s poem was finished just five
months after the completion @fsorioand converges with his dramatic ideas once again
in 1817 with the publication d@iographia Literarig Sibylline Leavesnd the revival of
Remorse Drama stands at the centre of the connectiomdsgt Coleridge and
Benjamin and its radical potential to take Coleeidgvork into modernity is not, | will
argue, unnoticed by Coleridge. The ‘glittering eV, |, 13)of the Mariner in the
Rimebecomes the ‘commanding eye’ of AlvarRemorsereminding us of Coleridge’s
persistent theme of illusion across the two teasl it highlights Coleridge’s mindful
comparison between the mysterious protagonistofifama and his most famous
character, the Marinéf. The two are further twinned by ghostly appearance
suggestive of their states as revenants and teséties, | argue, provide a strong link
between Coleridge’s dramatic temporality and thidahe Trauerspielas elucidated by
Benjamin’s reading aflamlet Furthermore, drama’s role in providing commoougrd
between these two writers can be extended thrdbhghRime of the Ancient Mariner
and ‘The Storyteller’ by way of their shared in&tren counsel. The value of the
Storyteller’s tales rests in his ability to teagtpass down wisdom to his listener, and
this talent seems to resonate through the Mariméne@Wedding Guest leaves the poem
not only a ‘sadder’ but also a ‘wiser’ maf\(, |. 624). For both Benjamin and
Coleridge, this didactic ability of men to represemsdom through story comes from

the Middle Ages. This sensitivity towards didaisim comes, for both writers, from

%6 Samuel Taylor Coleridgd@he Rime of the Ancient Marinén Samuel Taylor Coleridg@oetical
Works: Poems (Reading Tex¢). by J. C. C. Mays, The Bollingen Edition of thellected Works of
Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols (Princeton, Ndnéaton University Press, 1969-2002), xvi (20Q]),
1, p. 372, 1. 13. Further references to this editire given in parentheses after quotations inetkte
using the abbreviatioAM; Samuel Taylor Coleridg&emorsgPrinted Version) ifPoetical Works:
Plays,ed. by J. C. C. Mays, The Bollingen Edition of tellected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge,
16 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Pra€6§9-2002), xvi (2001), pp. 1227-1326, 1V.2.55.
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their juxtaposition of theological investigatiomga truth on equal terms with the
philosophical investigation into knowledge. Thackground informs the thesis in
terms of the hermeneutical possibilities that ieseboth writers and emerge from their

interpretations of religious or mystical texts.

Links between Coleridge and modern critical thdwaye been suggested before. One
recent example, Paul HamiltorNetaromanticismcharacterises the nature of these
suggestions as being led by philosophy and agr#itige reference rather than
sustained extrapolation. To return to Steinerimie®nt at the start of this Introduction,
my study intends to return to Benjamin’s specificds upon representation—that
which characterises him as a ‘metaphysician of pteiaand translation'—in order to
investigate the links between the two writers tigtotheir literary constellation rather
than their philosophical lineadé. If their shared philosophical interests are takem
Kantian transcendentalism as the origin of a lihthought progressing through Fichte,
Hegel, Freidrich Schlegel, Nietzsche and Haberthas, their literary constellation
encompasses the mediaeval drama and ballads oé§yedee, Goethe and Lessing
amongst others. It is a particularly oral and daienconstellation which, it is hoped,
will redeem Coleridge’s dramatic theory and asierrelevance within studies of

Coleridge, the nineteenth century and literarydmisin its widest, Benjaminian, sense.

%" Steiner, p. 20.
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Chapter 1. Drama and the Dramatic in Samuel TaylorColeridge and
Walter Benjamin

1.1  The Debateable Romantics of Coleridge’s Drama

This thesis will explore Samuel Taylor Coleridgkferary interest in drama. A key
objective of the study is to review Coleridge’dical interest in this form and make
links between this significant area of his literbiggraphy and Walter Benjamin’s use
of drama and dramatic tropes. In doing so, | tog@ghlight the literary significance
of Coleridge’s engagement with dramatic forms, siing that has perhaps been
overlooked in spite of the desire to vindicate Rmmantic drama over the past three
decades. During the course of the thesis, | interadgue that Walter Benjamin’s
writing is key to an understanding of the recuritainh towards the dramatic in
Coleridge® However, my aim is not to offer a thorough anthptete study of
Coleridge’s proto-modernism, as exemplified throbghcoincidence with Benjamin,
but to suggest that, by rescuing his dramatic wondk® long years of subordination to
his poetic and philosophic activities (best accosmed by the New Historicist work
that started in the mid-1980s) a clearer antiogpatif Benjamin’s thought comes into
evidencé In short, the main focus of the thesis is toawet a better understanding of
Coleridge’s appreciation and use of the dramatimfonder the conditions of his own
social, political and literary context. In doirfgd, a secondary focus emerges, which is

concerned with a Benjaminian critique of historicgbresentation.

! The term ‘dramatic’ is used here to acknowledgef#iut that Coleridge wrote in many forms othentha
drama (indeed, only a small percentage of his wedtama) but a significant amount of this other
writing salutes the medium of drama in compellingya: For example, Coleridge’s poetry is often
described as having dramatic qualities (see KathWgheeler,The Creative Mind in Coleridge’s Poetry
(London: Heinemann, 1981)) but is not concerneth tie dramatic form. Similarly, a large proportion
of Coleridge’s critical theory is concerned witke ttheory of drama and the theatre.

% The term ‘proto-modernism’ has been used recdnytljulian Knox to highlight elements of Coleridge’s
work that can be seen to anticipate Walter Benjamodern theory. See Julian Knox, ‘Self-Porthait

a Concave Mirror: Samuel Taylor Coleridge and tieof Translation’ (unpublished doctoral thesis,
University of California, 2011).
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Coleridge’s theory of drama, although incompletarka him as a somewhat
compelling voice within the English Romantic litera&anon. However, the interest in
drama alone is not remarkable enough to set Cglergbart from his contemporaries,
as Wordsworth, Shelley and Byron all committed iodpicing material for the stage.
Terence Allan Hoagwood highlights the paradox withiir understanding of Romantic
drama and starts to re-evaluate the ‘declaratidhefailure of Romantic drama as an
art form’ by highlighting the fact that this assuop is ‘accompanied by a dissonant
evidence—a growing cultural preoccupation with thipposedly failed genré'.
Hoagwood challenges the assumption that Romantiocgpdrama was constricted by
the political climate of the era and consequerglietl as its writers were not able to
invent a style of drama that could overcome thistonical location. Instead, he claims
that Romantic dramas should not be judged agathst dramas produced under
different social and political conditions (Elizabah drama is the obvious example
here) but that Romantic writers were, in fact, gdiaditional dramatic techniques
differently from other, more successful, eras. ¢loaod’s assertion, that Romantic
dramatists often make a theme of ‘their own modeepfesentation’, which often,
itself, deals with historical events, gives thdays an historical awareness that he
describes as ‘the historicity of history itsélfHoagwood'’s theory of Romantic drama
therefore highlights the Romantic movement’s ineohent with its own social and

political historical context and a New Historicistcovering of this.

However, Coleridge’s engagement with drama, whesicered over the course of his
career, appears to indicate a more profound imyestin than Hoagwood implies into

the dichotomous relationship between drama andyo#t other words, his aesthetic

% Terence Allan Hoagwood, ‘Prolegomenon for a ThedriRomantic Drama'Wordsworth Circle 23

(1992), 49-64 (p. 50). Coleridge’s public ambigistirrounding drama is correctly highlighted by

Hoagwood as he explains, ‘Samuel Taylor Coleridgdiply deprecate[s] the state of theatrical art
[but...] continue[s] to writadlramas (p. 50; emphasis in original).

* Hoagwood, p. 54; p. 57.
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theory marks a clear distinction between the foofmsoetry and drama (both should
have their own theoretical framework) whilst alesisting the subordination of one
theory to the other. Coleridge’s interest in drassustained throughout his career,
from early experiments with the form such as hitaboration with Robert Southey on
The Fall of Robespierrél794) to his lectures in later years. The carthengagement
with dramatic forms and theory, although ostensdoitrcally subordinate to
Coleridge’s poetic and philosophic work, may foilme starting point of a study of the
importance of drama to his literary thought. Hoesewramatic forms and techniques
also assert their presence in other, perhaps neoteat, areas of his work. During the
course of the thesis, | investigate a dramaticadisse within two of Coleridge’s major
poems, ‘The Eolian Harp’ anthe Rime of the Ancient Marinérhis works to disrupt
the traditional understanding of him as a lyrictpo®f course, the revisions made by
Coleridge to his poetry (and especially these pdeathswv the reader to follow the
poet’s evolving mind and his theoretic or literasif-critique. As a general trend, the
dramatic mode is more assertive in the early vassad his poetry and becomes
overtaken by the poetic idealism of Germany inrlaggsions. Nevertheless, in the case
of theRime Coleridge seems to preserve within the poem maliia core—I argue that
he does this through the character of the Marineter¢hough he adds the argument,
the gloss and alters the diction of the piece. i#althlly, as Coleridge leaves behind
his early radicalism (which would naturally appeabe the point in time at which his
political ideals lend themselves to working witlaaha), his theoretical view of drama,
whilst he does not declare it in a comprehensivielty concluded statement, becomes
increasingly sophisticated. The ‘CritiqueRdrtranm navigates between Coleridge’s
discontent with popular theatre as a tool for dae#orm, a political deprecation of
revolutionary France and, most importantly but ppehless obviously, the declaration

that a shift in the generic and formal rules ofé&dy is required to support the
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continued status of the tragic genre in the Romage> The ‘Critique’ has often been
seen as an example of Coleridge’s rushed additomBsgraphia Literariaas a way of
balancing the length of the two volumes for pulilmaand, as a result, it is treated with
passing interest but has not been given the plglasal or critical importance afforded
to other chapters. Whilst not contesting the faat ‘The Critique’ was never originally
intended for inclusion into thBiographia a reading that considers its literary
undercurrent will add to the established vindiaatidbased upon Coleridge’s biography

and his views upon social reform—of its place ia wWork.

Coleridge’s use of dramatic tropes is often in tgeavidence at points at which he
confronts the theoretical complexities and artibtigtations of the Romantic
movement itself. For example, he may considestweal and philosophical
implications of transcendental philosophy by waynfimagined dialogue with Sara in
early versions of ‘The Eolian Harp’ and, throughiseons of theRimecontemplate,
among other things, the immediate, forceful anchenarific nature of speech to a
culture that was becoming increasingly accustorodgte written wordColeridge turns
to his theory of drama in more detail in thectureson Literature that start in 1808 and,
as | discuss in Chapter Two, it is possible toetisa theory of drama in these early
lectures that both evolves from his early poetigeginents (especially in ‘The Eolian
Harp’) and highlights an engagement with aesthiitision that is markedly

independent from August Wilhelm Schlegel’s thebry.

®| come to this conclusion by coupling ‘The Critéaf Bertram’ with Remorseather tharzapolya,
which has been the critical tendency. For an agtcoli'The Critique oBertrani that takes as context
Coleridge’s efforts to bringapolyato production, see Althea Hayter, ‘Coleridge, Matis Bertram and
Drury Lane’ inNew Approaches to Coleridge: Biographical and CetiEssaysed. by Donald Sultana
(London: Vision Press, 1981), pp. 17-37.

® Coleridge’s use of Schlegel’s ideas is, of coucsetroversial and will be discussed in more détail
Chapter Two. | do not want to suggest that Cotgridias not heavily influenced by Schlegel when he
read his work but that Schlegel's work refocuseddwn Lectures upon poetic language in the dramatic
form rather than allowing him to extend his otheneern with the visual nature of dramatic illusidn.
concentrate on the early lectures, especially 88 Eeries and certainly before Lecture 9 of thel182
series onwards, where it is generally acceptedhisatrork shows Schlegel’s influence.
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Therefore, Coleridge’s interest in drama does abhsn apart from his contemporary
writers, but it is perhaps the application of lisdry of drama within his works that
does. His disappointment with Byron (or at ledstDrury Lane Committee) stems
from a disappointment with what he perceived tehegr critical blind spot in
commissionin@ertramatfter he had apparently highlighted the impossjilf staging
such a revenge tragedy in his own pRgmorse Similarly, his disagreement with
Wordsworth about thRimewas based on his own theory of artistic illusiwvhjch was
informed by his earlier theory of dramatic illusiolm this sense, it seems reasonable to
propose that Coleridge’s dramatic theory set himesavay apart from his
contemporaries and, by extension, the ensuingaritinderstanding of Romantic
drama. It is the perceived notion that Coleridgk@matic work occupied a position
within the boundaries of the social and politicgitades of England in the nineteenth
century and, more specifically, within the critithkory of Romantic literature that this

thesis explores and, in some cases, challenges.

Here, three distinct aspects of our understandir@@oteridge emerge as points for
consideration. Firstly, and above all, Coleridgaigagement with drama has, since the
rise of New Historicism, been revived under thepaees of the social and political
significance of the form, but its value, | hopéhighlight, must also be explained
through its origin as a literary phenomenon. SdbgrColeridge’s dramatic techniques
or strategies—maost notably a tendency towards ogpltgion over action—stemmed
from his reassessment of Shakespeare and theuctrod of a new way of
understanding drama against the neoclassicalalrttieory of the eighteenth century.
This new approach clears the ground for an engagtewith Romantic drama that

considers its active involvement within a literagntext. Coleridge’s dramas and
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criticism of drama, therefore, go beyond other evatof the age who, as Hoagwood
rightly points out, turn to contemplative mode®mder to overcome the politically
subversive implications of their dramas in perfonge Coleridge’s acute and studied
awareness of the theories of stage illusion anohdtia character are not solely used to
propound a polemic or to circumvent the censoratuasosphere of the English stage,
but are used by Coleridge to engage directly withdramatic practices of his age and
provide a perhaps embryonic theory of this newéygtof representation. Finally,
Coleridge’s awareness of the cultural and litesdnijt experienced across Europe by the
Romantic movement and the consequences of thikdédragic genre furnished his own
dramatic consideration of this shiRemorsewith a rather radical undercurrent. The
shadowy identity of Coleridge’s central figure, Alythe harbinger of his reworked
tragic form for the Romantic age, shows Coleridgal@ing in advance of modernism
a form of artistic representation that in some waysot based on an idealist and
transcendental philosophy but extends towards gaBenian view of history and

language that takes as its focal point the inedigmaeaturely nature of mankind.

The lack of critical engagement with Coleridge’amias and dramatic theory, and the
ensuing reclamation of this aspect of his workasat and political commentary, has
contributed to a misconception of these works itictvime is seen to reveal a cogent
understanding of the link between art and (polificansciousness. It is for this reason
that Benjamin’s writing is appropriate to a readaighese areas of Coleridgessuvre

as he both reappraises Romantic theory in ‘On thec€pt of Critique in Early German
Romanticism’ and builds upon this reappraisal ieorto arrive at his own reworking
of the criticism of drama iffhe Origin of German Tragic DramaFurthermore, the
suitability of Benjamin for a reading of the momeat which Coleridge appears to be

working outside the limits of Romanticism is empbaity demonstrated in Benjamin’s
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study of German Tragic Drama as it is the poiwlaich Benjamin himself departs
from Romanticism and starts to formulate a thedmpodernity which aptly turns on

drama.

Similarly, attention to Coleridge’s dramatic wottkas tended to overlook the moments
in which his Romantic identity is questioned (somes by Coleridge himself) by
explaining the ultimate renunciation of his draro@xploits as a failure of the writer or
the genre, and not as a signal of the limits of Ratgism itself. In response to this, it
may be beneficial to look into Coleridge’s literayd philosophical work in light of his
willingness to confront the very conditions of steuctures within which he is working.
The combined presence of dramatic theory and tbaginfluence of German writers,
which is sustained throughout Coleridge’s litereayeer, sets him apart from other
English Romantic writers of the tinfePerhaps the best illustration of this is the
contrasting experiences of Wordsworth and Colertilgéng their trip to Germany in
1798. Neither the German literary culture notatsguage appeared to affect
Wordsworth and he actually wrote early drafts @& thucy’ poems and poetry that
would form sections of he Preludevhile in Germany. Coleridge, by contrast, threw
himself into learning the German language and predwexperimental poetry in
German hexameters. Although it did not materialsealso planned to write a book on
the German dramatist, Lessing. Robert Southeylskmewn review ofThe Rime of
the Ancient Marinehighlights the resistance to the German Gothicrigl&d and
attempts to mark Coleridge’s poem with the same kihmelodramatic qualitie’s.
Coleridge, however, would later, in the ‘CritiquieBertrami, display a subtle

understanding of the literary exchange between @eymand England that resulted in

" Rosemary Ashton provides a critically informeddsiphical account of Coleridge’s experience in
Germany inThe Life of Samuel Taylor Colerid¢®xford: Blackwell, 1996), pp. 145-178.

8 See ‘Robert Southey @ritical Review 1798’, inColeridge: The Critical Heritageed. by J. R. de J.
Jackson, 2 vols (London:; Barnes and Noble, 1968)p. 53-55 (p. 53).
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the misapplication of the Gothic into English dramavhat was to become a far more
nuanced critical understanding of the Gothic géhae Robert Southey achieved in his

criticism of theRime

In addition to this, it appears that a theory @&frda lies at the base of much of
Coleridge’s writing, and it may even occupy a positwithin key aspects of his poetic
and prose output. Kathleen Wheeler, for exampseudses what seems to be a
dramatically articulated inclination towards thewal in Coleridge’s own poetry, and
his thoughts on poetry. She declares that ‘thedraf the poem becomes the drama of
the reading mind as it seeks metaphors to idetitéliteral actions in the poetic context
with mental actions in the drama of the mind’s gtfle to apprehend some realify’.
Critical engagement with Coleridge’s theory of ilmagination correctly focuses on the
strong influence of German philosophy, but a cagrsition of his poetic imagination
which investigates his interpretation of this phdphy in terms of the visual space of
dramatic creativity, especially in his often dramatay of writing poetry, is less
forthcoming. Recurring points of interest suclde=ams, illusion, landscape, and the
visualisation of images all combine in Coleridgensting to produce a theoretical
language which is as dramatic and visual as ib&tip, and this is evidenced in the
considerable time Coleridge dedicates to dramautiirout his writing. From the
visually striking qualities of poems such®se Rime of the Ancient Marin@xhich,
again, dramatises deep psychological states) thrtuthe recurrent interest in dreams,
especially with regard to the illusionary aspecthafatre in his Lectures amiographia
Literaria; in the dramatic nature of some of his most ramevpoetry, the evidence of

his Lectureson Literature the ‘Critique ofBertranmi in Biographia Literaria(Chapter

°® Wheeler, p. 53.
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23), and even in his literary hopes, drama andheery of theatre seem to inhabit
Coleridge’s thoughts more than perhaps is acknayeédn Coleridge criticism.
The links between Coleridge and Benjamin througir tinutual interest in dramatic
modes of writing strengthens the case for a vie®aekridge as a writer who was
constantly aware of the historical significancexdfand who maintained an
involvement with its social influence. The connegtbetween these two writers
perhaps emerges through their initial interest @man Romanticism: whilst Coleridge
relies heavily upon A.W. Schlegel’s work in lisctures on LiteratureBenjamin’s
critical theory also originates from the Jena Roticamovement. My thesis will
concentrate on Benjamin’s writings on drama, egdgadn the Origin of German
Tragic Drama rather than his dissertation, ‘The Concept ofi€isim in German
Romanticism’, as the thesis engages primarily withilar issues to those within
Coleridge’s dramatic writing. However, before gedt comparison between Coleridge
and Benjamin can be made, it is necessary to siRamantic drama both within the
context of Romanticism and within the critical titawhs that have problematised the
form since. The two themes that emerge from aystfidcRomantic drama’s uneasy
identity refer to the dichotomy of theatre and daatimat emerged in the nineteenth
century, when the idea of a mental theatre wasdnired™® Criticism of Romantic
drama’s theatrical identity has often revolved abthe politics of visual artistic
representation, whereas criticism of internalisederhaps closeted forms of drama
often approach the theory of genre indirectly. dpsidering these two areas of
Romantic drama criticism in the following sectiarfghis introduction, I hope to

provide a contextual backdrop to show later intttesis how Coleridge’s dramatic

% The term ‘mental theatre’ was coined by Byrontovide an apt description of his poetic dramas. A
key study of this type of drama is Alan Richardsdmental Theatre: Poetic Drama and Consciousness
in the Romantic Agé_ondon: Pennsylvania University State Press, 19&®leridge’s work is not
considered in this study, highlighting the inconilpiéity of Coleridge’s dramatic writing with the @&h of

a purely mental theatre.
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criticism and practice can be viewed as engagirectdy with issues of the visual and

genre.

1.2 The Visual in Romantic Drama

The incongruity between the popular culture of seamntal and spectacular
performances that owe much to the Gothic and teegiing intellectual movement that
favoured internalisation and isolation has, from start, been noted as a major reason
for the decline of serious drama in the Romantg. abheatre has often been associated
with action and revolution whilst drama can be ustt®d in terms of reflection,
contemplation and something closer to a lyricateetent away from political realities.
A major example of this lies in Terry Otten’s stusfyfRomantic drama, in which he
concludes that the nineteenth century brought ath@utlesertion of the stage as the
leading poets chose to write ‘experimental dramakich were unsuitable for
performancé’ When he agrees with Allardyce Nicoll that ‘noedpoet] produced a
dramatic masterpiece which can be looked uponstarting point for further art
development,’ he fails to take Coleridge into cdesation*? As a result, Coleridge’s
greatest commercial success and perhaps the mustieced response to the
dislocation of Romanticism and drama seen in theteenth centuryRemorseis
overlooked. Otten reads the assumed failure ofifinomantic writers to produce
tragedies suitable for performance as the resuleshift in cultural and spiritual
values of the age and comes to the conclusiondtiagugh these poets were aware of
the need to accommodate this shift with a new dtanfam, their only answer was to

abandon the stage:

1 Terry OttenThe Deserted Stage: The Search for Form in thetbiémeh CenturgAthens: Ohio
University Press, 1972), p. 4.

12 Allardyce Nicoll, A History of English Drama 1660-1906 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1955), IV, p. 63 (quoted in Otten, p. 148).
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Indeed, only when the stage was deserted, emptisetoused
superficially and emptied of actions used merelgdwance a story,
only then could subjective drama occur in whichhibeo created the
set and the characters which mirror his inner statel conflicts?

Coleridge’s plays offer an alternative to this dasmn precisely because they envision
setting and action as an essential part of thagist). Of the four plays Coleridge
completed, onlyrhe Fall of Robespierr joint project with Robert Southey) can be
considered a verse drama. Neit@sorionor Zapolyafulfilled Coleridge’s aspirations
for their dramatic production but the revigédorio, Remorsegwas staged successfully
at Drury Lane in the provinces and was taken to Aeae Zapolyamissed reaching the
Drury Lane stage but it did run for ten nightshe Surrey Theatre. Coleridge certainly
did not abandon the stage, and this thesis propbaesistead he staged the era’s major
dramatic theme, the death of tragedy, as the Kestiaidea in his dramas. As a result,
Coleridge combines in his plays poetic contemptatiith a will to action and verbal
and imaginative representation with actual stageexy. Finally, he presents to his
audience the conflicting modes of tragic drama dasdéranscendental certainty and the

anxieties borne by a new subjective age represéytéd emergent modern drama.

In Remorseas | will discuss in greater detail in chaptarfdColeridge’s distinctly
reflexive and inactive character, Alvar, becomesuaubivalent force in the play when
we recognise that he is also attributed expressidetheatrical characteristics. His
‘commanding eye’R, 1V.ii.55) links him directly with a will to ‘impess [his]

preconceptions on the worltf. This commanding nature, the underlying potertial

13 Otten, pp. 148-9.

14 Coleridge Biographia Literarig ed. by James Engell and Walter Jackson BateBoHimgen Edition

of the Collected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridgeols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1983),1, p. 32. Further references to this edition avegiin parentheses after quotations in the textgusi
the abbreviatiomBL.

Coleridge’s formulation of the commanding and absogenius is an important factor in the
understanding of his theory of drama. It has ldiscussed at length, and with a focus on the pslif
spectacle, by Julie Carlsonlimthe Theatre of Romanticism: Coleridge, Natiosalj Women
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994).egb®onohue discusses it in terms of Coleridge’s
treatment of Macbeth’s fancy and imagination indgsount of analysis of Shakespeare’s characters in
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the character of Alvar to project his inner seltveards, is perhaps surprising as he is
seen as the poetic foil to his political brothed amti-hero of the play. However, it
reveals a key characteristic of Coleridge’s draocgory, one that also supports the
view that he did not ascribe to the practice ofeting drama and that he gave it equal
artistic value to that of poetry. Coleridge’s motiof a commanding genius, whilst it is
the more restless and uneasy type of genius, stexddo the ideal of the absolute
genius that is associated with poets such as Spe&esand Milton. In other words, a
commanding nature is the dramatic manifestatia@{Romantic) imagination and,
when writing about drama, Coleridge treats it as@pelling form of creativity in

itself.

Coleridge marks this commanding nature of charagtard their creators) as the
identifiable feature of dramatic creativity, sintalways works towards the realisation
of ideas. Whereas the absolute genius is giventoygoetic idealism that ‘rest[s]
content between thought and realitgl( I, p. 32) and is connected with aesthetics, the
commanding genius is connected to politics anddiydffairs. This connection
between politics and drama through the commandamiug has important implications
for Coleridge’s dramatic theory as he identifiesagpect of his theory of the
imagination that looks at drama in its own termd aat as the discarded literature of
Romantic aesthetics. The idea of commanding gdarss one part of Coleridge’s
critical writing that displays the characteristafsPaul Hamilton’s term,
metaromanticism, as it both occupies a positiohiwithe Romantic doctrine of
imagination and extends beyond this into a socidl@olitical milieu. The
commanding genius is just one aspect of Coleriddematic theory that sets it apart

from poetry. Coleridge’s engagement with draméitision, especially in the early

Dramatic Character in the English Romantic Aginceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 19%0).
analysis of the terms in Chapter Two will chareaitory between these commentaries.
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lectures, secures the variety of dramatic textsrbduced as part of a dramatic theory
that should be recognised as a distinctly separaieice to his poetic theory. |
elaborate on these themes in Chapters Two, Thiee€aur, but in the following
sections of this introduction, | aim to discuss tirorical and critical contexts that
support a reading of Coleridge’s dramatic workgygsortant to his body of work and,
more generally, to a better understanding of tdecadly modern nature of Romantic

drama.

The paucity of criticism of Coleridge’s dramatic ke and the more recent attempts to
reconcile these works within the context of the Ratrc tradition often support the
view of the artistic devaluation of Romantic dralmarhe intellectual desire to produce
works which stood in equal terms to Shakespeanrgged Romantic writers with a
compelling motivation for dramatic production, yee political and social conditions of
an increasingly middle class theatre-going pubitid e pressures of the French
Revolution, which owed much of its nature to thieatrsm, served to make these
writers wary of such an overtly political mediunihe physicality of the stage and its
actors added an uncontrollably real dimension ¢opibet’s drama which threatened to
transform his ‘self-sufficing’ thoughts into friginiing political realitiesgL, I, p. 31).
Therefore, the critical view of the dramatic idgntf the nineteenth century often gives
it two distinct faces: popular theatre, a low fasfrentertainment which held little
literary value and was reliant on spectacular sggand poetic drama, which was
written for contemplation rather than action andwat intended for performance. The

legacy of this assessment of Romantic drama hasedaan ellipsis in studies of the

!> The paradox between the nineteenth century’s jpojinterest in theatre and its intellectual intenes
this medium is laid out by Hoagwood in ‘Prologemeffior a Theory of Romantic Drama’. The troubled
identity of Romantic drama and the paradoxicalti@eship between Romantic drama and Romantic
theatre focuses much of the critical attention ote@dge’s dramatic work. See Julie Carlson, ‘An
Active Imagination: Coleridge and the Politics afahatic Reform’Modern Philology 86, (1988), 22-
33.
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nineteenth-century canonical poets’ dramas (pdatlyuthose of Coleridge) in favour
of their poetic and philosophical writing. Critisach as Julie Carlson, Jeffrey N. Cox,
Terence Allan Hoagwood and Frederick Burwick haoted this critical gap and have,
fairly recently, opened up research into dramalgsrary form that was taken seriously
by the Romantic poetdn doing so, these critics have emphasised thefgignce of
drama in Coleridge’s thought.

However, in spite of the resurgence of intere®Ramantic drama, critical reception of
Coleridge’s plays has changed emphasis only sligl@lontemporary attitudes towards
his plays judged them as unsuitable for the stagetal the fact that they lacked visual
spectacle and did not embrace the popular Gothiinsentality of the period® This
nineteenth-century tendency to categorise dranogpopular Gothic and closeted forms
of theatre respectively has prompted more recéetpretations of these plays as
evidencing an anxiety surrounding the effects efomantic imagination on stage.
The polarisation of theatre and drama that occurnréde nineteenth century—the
former of which seeks to visualise and externaheeight and the latter of which is
concerned with internalisation and imagination—fa simple explanation as to why
the canonical poets appeared to write poetic drah@ascontributed to rather than
arrest[ed] the decline’ of staged drama of thequeli A double reaction of the major
poets against the ‘sickly and stupid German traggdhat were becoming
commonplace in English theatres and the more coatporetical movement from the
neoclassical adherence to the formal rules of thage a modern framework of
subjective reality meant that both the social valaed literary consciousness of the

major poets became alienated from the thé§t®@tten explains this:

'® Remorsavas the only play of Coleridge’s to reach the staithout problemsOsoriowas rejected
(then becam®&emorsgandZapolya whilst it was performed, was haunted by the aitstance of its
rejection at Drury Lane and Coleridge’s controvar&Critique of Bertrami.

" Otten p. 3.

18 william Wordsworth, ‘Preface’ (1800) toyrical Ballads in Wordsworth and Coleridge Lyrical
Ballads ed. by R. L. Brett and A. R. Jone&’ &d, (London: Routledge, 1991), pp. 241-272 (p)249
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In rejecting eighteenth-century empiricism and pogithe self at the
centre of reality, nineteenth-century writers neeeity discarded
conventional artistic forms. Traditional modesuofierstanding were
no longer functional in the light of the intelleatand cultural
revolution taking placé&’

Otten rightly identifies the major reason for tresdrtion of the stage by major
Romantic poets as a conflict between Classical dtiamstructure conditioned by forces
that lie beyond the individual (in the play thigdentified as plot or fate) and the
emergent modern structural immanence of plot thatg out of the subjectivity of its
characterg? This structural conflict, | hope to argue durthg course of the thesis, is
recognised by Coleridge who, Remorsestages it through the conflicting attitudes of
the two brothers, Ordonio and Alvar. Ordonio ieganted as a character whose belief
system is conditioned by the classical framewor#igine retribution whilst Alvar is a
character of modern values as he constantly rabstsevenge format of Ordonio (and,
on a political level, The Inquisition) in searchreflemption, in Alvar’s case, through
the self-awareness that remorse brings. By ptiesgetie ideological tension between
the brothers as thematic, Coleridge makes visuatage the conflict between
vengeance and redemption—or revenge and remorsetraargfiorms it into an
exploration of the tragic genre. Through Alvar,anh the personification of a modern
and redemptive set of cultural values, Coleridges parward the potential for a new
Romantic tragic genre. Accordingly, Coleridg&smorseresents an innovative
examination of the Romantic turn to subjectivityldhe effects of this upon the form of
tragedy in the Romantic age. Crucially, this isiaged not only through critical theory

but also within the textual fabric of Coleridgewo dramatic creation. The awareness

9 Otten, p. 4.

% See Otten, pp. 7-10. Otten uses Coleridge’s #tieat analysis of the organic nature of Shakeszear
drama in the 1818 Lectures to highlight his poidbwever, he does not pursue this line of enquyry b
analysing how Coleridge started to apply and expent with this theoretical view of Romantic drama i
his own plays. Had he done so, he may have selemif@® as a poet who was aware of the position he
described and who, because of this, had the patettieast to circumvent it.
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Coleridge shows of the effects of the Romantic muoset upon the tragic genre and his
resulting incorporation of this artistic changeoihis own dramas means that his
dramatic work coincides with Benjamin’s explanatifrthe Germafrauerspief*
However, before considering the implications faigic genre of the Romantics’ ‘new
[subjective] concept of reality’ and Coleridge’sadratic attempts to resolve this
‘structural impasse’, a consideration of the effebad upon the concept of visual — or
theatrical — representation in general is requffe@ritics such as Mary Jacobus and
Julie Carlson have suggested that Romantic plagkjding those of Coleridge, stand
as part of an aesthetic treatise against the theathe Romantic period precisely due to
the fact that dramatic action in these plays evofvem the mind of the character rather
than the events of the plot.As a result of this, a greater consideratiorhefrmoral
integrity of the imagination, and how to corregblgsent the imagination’s ‘tide of

unlimited meaning’ in a visual medium that mostselly mimics reality, becomes a key

aspect of dramatic criticism in this peritid.

Mary Jacobus’ reading of the receptiorMdcbethand the anxieties around staging it
in nineteenth-century English theatres takes theei®f visual representation as its

central focus. The main direction of her argumesithat these anxieties became

2L perhaps the point at which Benjamin’s descriptibthe Trauerspielgenre and Coleridge’s dramatic
experimentation ilRemorsecoincide most strongly is the assertion that tttea of the play comes from
within characters of the play. This differs frontraditional concept of tragedy where an influe(siech
as fate or the Gods) initiates action from beydwdgarameters of the stage. However, it can bednot
that inThe PoeticsAristotle maintained that the tragic plot wagiated by a character through their
choice to act (or even not to act). This decisigon prohairesid is perhaps overlooked by traditional
interpretations of classical tragedy and thus seteenake the distinction between Romantic and mmode
\Z/Zersions of tragedy (such as Coleridge and Benjajnamd classical tragedy wider than first assumed.
Otten, p. 4.
2 |n particular, see Mary Jacobus, ‘That Great SWlpere Senators Perforitacbethand the Politics
of the Romantic TheaterStudies in Romanticisr22 (1983), 353-87, and Julie Carlsémthe Theatre of
RomanticismCarlson qualifies Jacobus’ view of a Romantic wittvdal from the stage and argues that
Romantic writers did consider stage performancenwidting their plays. Hoagwood extends the
argument against viewing Romantic plays as esdgrgialitary in their creation and reception by
transposing the distinction between (mental) drandh (staged) theatre into an opposition between the
private domain and the public domain. See Hoagwpo#3.
4 Robert Langbaunthe Poetry of Experience: The Dramatic MonologuBladern Literary Tradition
(New York: Random House, 1957), p. 227, quotedtiei®©p. 5.



33
symptomatic of the bias towards a presentatioronfemplative characters on the
nineteenth-century stage, which resulted in a realaf serious theatre in this age.
Jacobus locates anxieties of theatrical aesthetits a simple distinction between
performed actions in the theatre and the (in)aaticthought in the reading mind but in
the fact that these issues become inextricablytink the historical and literary
contexts of the French Revolution and Romantic draifhe theme of political
usurpation transposed into theatrical aesthetitseagsurpation of reality by a
character’s imagination within the play malkéacbetha particularly apt expression of
the dramatic issues playwrights struggled withhie mineteenth century. The play
traces the transformation of Macbeth’s aspirationsower into his transgressive deeds
and takes as its theme the ‘representation of@ldbirough an engagement with visual
illusion.® In one sense, Macbeth’s usurpation of Duncanaogous to dramatic
performance as it entails the externalisation otight, or the making real of imagined
potential, a point that Romantic dramatists anticsrfound problematic in the context
of the political upheaval in France. Macbeth exaéises his thoughts of regicide first
by way of the supernatural Weird Sisters and therthrough his own deluded
conjuring of the dagger which leads him to murdan&an. The structural framework
of this play, in which events are implemented ligeasupernatural force of the Weird
Sisters, prevents the play from crossing over feoolassical model to a Romantic
model of tragedy as Macbeth is still considereddacting in response to a force
beyond his own subjectivity. This supports Ottgresceptive assertion that ‘adopting
Elizabethan dramaturgy to express modern subjentatter’ was misguided as it was
‘too like grafting an alien myth onto a new visiéf’ Nonetheless, its theme of the
illusion of visual representation, most obviousha dagger scene, feeds directly into

Coleridge’s distinction between illusion and detursin his dramatic theory.

% Jacobus, p. 355.
% Otten, p. 7.
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The development of Macbeth’s desire from thinkimgagining himself as king) to
seeing (perceiving the dagger or being deceivetthéyotential it represents) to doing
(acting upon these delusions and performing Durscamirder) has a dual effect: his
unnatural act creates political corruption and alodecay but also the origin of the act
in illusion (or, as Coleridge distinguishes it,usbn) is recognised, as Jacobus points
out, even by Macbeth himself, as evidence of thupagion of imagination over reality.
In this sense, the visual representation of anidaehes a potentially catastrophic
climax as it threatens to overwhelm and cancetlmteality from which it came,
leaving only itself, which refers back to nothirige reality it has extinguished.
Macbeth’s final speech sees, in theatrical terhresnthilistic effects of an imagination

that is allowed to usurp reality:

Life’s but a walking shadow; a poor player,

That struts and frets his hour upon the stage,

And then is heard no more: it is a tale

Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury;

Signifying nothing?’
This theme of the usurpation of reality by repréaton and the political horror it
engenders, Jacobus argues, becomes ‘contempanzbd’ nineteenth-century theatre
as writers start to consider the ‘inherent thealitig of the imagination itsel?® As the
revolutionary desire of French citizens is playet ireality with similar catastrophic
results to Macbeth’s unnatural act of regicides transformation of the revolutionary
idea into practice seems to highlight also the dan staging imagined political action

to an audience that already has these ideas is.fdcady Macbeth brings this most

commanding aspect of theatrical representatiohdddre when she rejects the

2" William Shakespeardacbeth in The Oxford Shakespeare: The Complete Wattsby Stanley
Wells and Gary Taylor (Oxford: Clarendon Press,4)98p. 975-999 (p. 998), V.5.1l. 23-27. All fueth
references to this edition are given in parenthaftes quotations in the text using the abbreviakib

8 Jacobus, pp. 356-7.
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‘ignorant present’Nl, 1.4.55) and intervenes upon the work of ‘fate aretaphysical
aid [...] / to have [Macbeth] crowned withallA, 1.4.28-9). The unnatural
manipulation of time in order to ‘feel now / Thddee in the instant’ is a characteristic
trait of the usurper whose desires override realityrder to achieve his god¥i( 1.4.55-
6). To invoke the words of another of Shakespsgretential usurpers, the ‘strong
imagination’ displayed by Lady Macbeth and Mackatthe power to visualise their
desires, which results in delusory action, becoameallegory for the too strong
imagination of the theatre and its potential tatendelusory activity in its publit’ As
Jacobus states, ‘the conjunction of theatrical@oldical concerns in the French
Revolution (concerns figured also in the disorddredarchies oMacbeth) became for

Romantic writers a paradigm of their own uneaseaiatie power of the imaginatiory’.

This assessment of the Romantic attitude towaml$himatre provides a convincing
argument for interpreting the major poets’ expentsavith drama as an anti-theatrical
project which also highlights the limitations otttheatre as an aesthetic form that
favours representation above contemplation. AsyMacobus states, ‘the metaphysics
of presence might be said to constitute a diselenent in Romantic prejudice against
the theatre’ precisely because the act of reprasentin theatre ‘is itself a kind of
usurpation’ which overrides the absolute and ‘selfficing inner world’ of the poetic
imagination® In this context, the balance of interest in thelsg's has unfailingly been
weighted towards overarching Romantic ideologiegwBupport an anti-theatrical
lyricism intended to limit the imagination’s preseron stage, due to its troubling
potential to make real ideological possibilitieattehould remain theoretical.

Consequently, as Terence Allan Hoagwood intimakes view elevates the political

2 William Shakespeard@he Tempesh The Oxford Shakespeare: The Complete Wattsby Stanley
Wells and Gary Taylor (Oxford: Clarendon Press,4)9pp. 1167-1189 (p. 1176), 11.1.I. 213.

%0 Jacobus, p.357.

%1 Jacobus, p. 375.



36
considerations in producing theatre above the aBstpractices of the Romantic poets.
Hoagwood declares that the ‘central fact’ of Rorntadtama is the ‘displacement of
[contemporary] revolutionary socio-political contemhich is ‘displaced symbolically
[...] across exotic, magical, or historically remeohsurface content®. In other words,
contemporary political theory and historical eveats fictionalised or mythologised in
order to submerge a prevailing political ideologyhim the plays. Consequently, the
notion that common features of Romanticism (sucth@smagination and symbolic
language) are used in drama to serve political émraslering these plays inactive) and
not as formal devices in their own right is perpétd as experiments in dramatic
representation turn on historical events rathen tha writers’ theoretical engagements
with their epoch’s revolution in literary theoty. However, Hoagwood'’s essay
proposes an alternative view in which the act afing action into contemplation of
action on stage is connected more to a self-reffexiew of the historical condition of
Romantic theatre itself than a universal suspicibtihe aesthetics of theatrical

representation.

In order to make this argument, Hoagwood returr@gnai a point originally made by
George Steiner and articulated by Jeffrey Cox amduic philosophy’s project of
‘secularising the redemptive vision’ of classicalfedy*® Cox explains that Romantic
drama ‘arise[s] from the ashes of traditional tdagend it can therefore ‘no longer

draw its plots from myth®> An important consequence of this is that the Ruinaor

%2 Hoagwood, p. 51.

% A notable exception to this is Julie Carlson’sigtof Coleridge’s dramatic interestslimthe Theatre
of Romanticism Carlson identifies Coleridge’s dramatic theogsynat only conditioned by political
forces but also as a time at which he is direatlyagied with a theory of the imagination that can be
applied to drama. Important aspects of this theoeythe consideration of illusion and delusion toed
willing suspension of disbelief, both of which doeused upon the audience’s ability to understhed t
difference between feeling the artistic effectgli@ma whilst maintaining a knowledge that the drésna
an illusion.

3 Jeffrey CoxJn the Shadows of Romance: Romantic Tragic Dram@dmany, England and France
(Athens: Ohio University Press, 1987), p. 4.

% Cox, p. 22.
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modern, man ‘lives in historical time, where theufe seems uncharted, ready to be
shaped by the human wifl®. In applying this to Romantic drama, Hoagwood higtts
the idea that traditional dramatic representatafrfgstoric events present humanity
underneath the backdrop of a divine eternity thahivays beyond human knowledge
and therefore operates in the play as a symbotieaternal point of reference. He

explains this in relation tbhe Tempest
Prospero’s famous speeches of metadramatic metgphéocate his
(and “our”) temporality against a stable screeptefnity; the
mutability of the pageant proceeds across a stégsevdurability

outside the temporal frustrations of the play & world is asserted,
and more, assuméd.

In contrast, the Romantic ideals of perfectibibityd perception question and destabilise
this ‘stable screen of eternity’ by placing it alache creative mind of the individu&.

As a result, illusion (in this case the illusiontbé& pageant) becomes subject to its
creation by the human mind and not, as in the chSéakespeare’s drama, subject to
the ability or inability of the human mind to sée As a consequence of this, the
practice that Romantic dramatists undertook tadinzlise their own historical
circumstances is as much concerned with the comsecdf fiction or figurative devices
in historical representation as it is with a sulalied political agenda. Hoagwood

explains this:

Not only do Romantic dramas, for example, comestander the
condition of their own historicity; thethematizehistoricity as a
condition. What appears in the narrowly factuahdo of political
history as a dissolution of traditional (feudal andnarchical
hierarchies) replicates itself in epistemologieairis as a dissolution
of the categories of certitude and, in aesthesiggpblematizing of
the adequacy (or possibility) of representaffon.

% Cox, p. 22

3" Hoagwood, p. 60.
¥ Hoagwood, p. 60
% Hoagwood, p. 57.
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Jacobus’ assertion is repeated here, in that tihetgof taking history as a theme in
Romantic drama lays open the suggestion of theetarg representing historical
events on stage and proposes an anti-theatricdutes to the problem. However,
Hoagwood'’s interpretation also suggests that Roimdrmamatists did not simply recoil
from the stage but undertook the task of creatinagnés that considered the problem of
theatrical representation as part of their drangatat structure. The themes of the
truthful representation of events and the abilitgé¢e or hear historical truth lie at the
heart of bottRemorseandThe Rime of the Ancient Marinand become the central
focus of the modern turn in Coleridge’s dramatieaty, which makes ‘character rather

than plot the soul of actiofi’. As Jeffrey Cox states:

Romantic drama arose with the modern historicatsetine sense that
history involves not only the past but a continuwmning from the
long ago through the present and into the distanté, the sense that
this historical continuum might not follow a divimeder and that the
task of granting significance to history might fedlman himself*

In the following section, | will discuss the criictrend since the 1980s, which has
taken up this idea that Romanticism ‘grant[ed]reager ‘significance to history’ than
traditional Romantic scholarship has tended toreffd The re-examination of the
historical dimension of Romanticism that cuts tlgloits aesthetical dimension
(informed most notably by the theory of the imagjima has been underway for the
past thirty years and has provided new insightstiné social and political implications
of the literature of the era. This thesis intetadstilise this critical stance to revive
Coleridge’s Romantic drama against the backdragp siecific theory of the

representation of history in dramatic forms. Imiuby examining this element of

“0Otten, p. 5.
“L Cox, p. 25.
42 Cox, p. 25.
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Coleridge’s literary theory, | hope to strengthkis tcritical arena by rediscovering and

reasserting the most historical of Coleridge’sétg forms: drama.

1.3 The Generic in Romantic Drama

Mary Jacobus’ analysis of the Romantic receptioNlatbethrepresents traditional
scholarship that takes for granted the genericrgtmg of Romantic drama in classical
and Renaissance tragedy and subsequently highhglatgerformance became limited
under the thematic treatment of spectacle and uéeol Aware of this anxiety of
influence at work within Romantic period drama, Grucich summarizes the
ideological constraint placed upon the artistieffem of the English theatre, stating
that, ‘ever since Burke sparked the controversy tdwe French Revolution as theatrical
spectacle gone out of control [...] the playhouselfiffhecame epitomised] as the
revolutionary drama playing itself out on the wostdge of Europe*® Over the past
three decades there has been a critical movemeyt faem this (self-) limiting view of
Romantic drama that allows for a revival of it undéher such contexts as aesthetic

theory, social practices and the critical cultuféhe nineteenth centufy.

The rise of New Historicism in the 1980s seemsaweltleared the ground for an
increased interest in Romantic drama — and, mageisgally, offered an attempt to
arrive at a comprehensive theory of Romantic dra@atical examinations of

Romantic drama in the early 1990s began to highagbreviously unacknowledged

43 Greg Kucich, “A Haunted Ruin”: Romantic Drama, riRéssance Tradition and the Critical
Establishment’, iBBritish Romantic Drama: Historical and Critical Ezgs ed. by Terence Allan
Hoagwood and Daniel P. Watkins (London: Associdled/ersity Presses, 1998), pp. 56-83 (p. 72).

“4 Although all of the following consider all threentextual categories stated, see Frederick Burwick,
lllusion and the Drama: Critical Theory of the Egititenment and Romantic E(hiladelphia, PA: Penn
State University Press, 1991), Caxthe Shadows of Romand&rika Gottlieb Lost Angels of a Ruined
Paradise: Themes of Cosmic Strife in Romantic Tdgg@®ictoria, BC: Sono Nis Press, 1981) pp. 45-71;
for aesthetic theory; see Daniel P. Watkidyiaterialist Critique of English Romantic Drama
(Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida, 19%®d Hoagwood, ‘Prologemenon’ for social practices
and see Kucich, “A Haunted Ruin™ for critical dute.
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artistic engagement with the political and histakiconditions under which Romantic
era writers were writing. Perhaps more importaritigy attempted to call into question
Thomas Lovell Beddoes’ contemporary declaration, thast now the drama is a

haunted ruin!®®

This influenced ensuing critical thought up too@ge Steiner'she
Death of Tragedywhich suggested that the Romantic age did nqgi@tphe
production of serious drama. However, the incregstitical will to vindicate
Romantic drama was supported by two influentiadiigtsi of drama published in 1987:
Frederick Burwick'dllusion and the Dramand Jeffrey Cox’$n the Shadows of
RomanceBoth focus on Romantic dramas and their theafe®sthetics and illusion,
and have played an important role in highlighting tinique identity of this literary
form. Burwick’s study offers a sustained view adl€ridge’s original insight into

dramatic illusion and Cox’s considers the relogatbthe sense of the tragic from the

plot or action of the play to the character in Ratadrama.

With a sensitivity towards the material culturettod nineteenth century, New
Historicist practice returned Romantic drama tonitseeteenth-century social and
political contexts and freed it from the theoretizedels of both Romanticism (its
contemporary literary theory) and classicism (tsilelished critical formula for

drama), under which it has struggled to be undedsts a significant literary forff.

> Thomas Lovell BeddoeShe Letters of Thomas Lovell Beddaas by Edmund Gosse (London: Elkin
Matthews and John Lane, 1894), p.51 quoted in Gragch “A Haunted Ruin”; Romantic Drama,
Renaissance Tradition and the Critical EstablishtimenWordsworth Circle, 23, 11, 1992, pp. 64-78. (
64). The image of Romantic drama as a ‘ruin’ Isvant to this study as it coincides with a Benjaiam
consideration of the ruin as a form of representatiAppropriately, the image of Romantic dramd tha
has been propounded from the nineteenth centurnaasihas lent itself to an interpretation in teohs
Benjamin’s notion of the ruin that owes much to ¢higiinally Romantic conception of the fragment.

“6 Daniel P. Watkins argues that this type of crticican be taken to a more extreme position as
historical materialism. See Watkins Materialist Critique Watkins’ view is that historical materialism
should be the prevailing form of criticism througrhich to view Romantic drama because traditional
criticism (which favoured a view of Romanticismlasgely lyrical) failed to discover the ‘strong faees
of Romantic drama’ (p.3). His aim is to return Rottic drama to its historical significance, whitbrss
from new social and political ideologies, rathearthits literary significance as a working throudhhese
ideologies that Romantic writers used in a différgay to lyric forms. Whilst this is a persuasive
account of Romantic drama from a perspective thasgome way to highlighting the importance of
drama that has previously occupied a marginaligsitipn in Romantic studies, this type of reading
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Where traditional criticism cited social and pai#i forces as reasons for the lack of
interest and even poor quality of dramas in theonamal poets, it did not combine these
contextual considerations with accounts of howRlbenantic poets attempted to
overcome these forces in dramatic writing. As Khand others have highlighted,
Romantic writers showed a consistent interest amdr throughout the period. New
Historians and Historical Materialists have movee $tudy of Romantic drama on by
embedding it in social and political ideologiest budoing so they have continued to
downplay its literary significance through the eoyshent of these more sympathetic
alternative critical frameworks. However, with si@ regard to Coleridge (whose
Osorio/Remorses the only play to be considered across the bobeiner, Cox,
Burwick and Watkins) | want to build on the workrm#oby Cox and Burwick, who have
started to uncover a theory emerging in the nimgteeentury that treated the aesthetics
of drama as something separate to, but not ex@usivn, the poetic aesthetics of the
Romantic movement. Furthermore, the theory of dramerging within Coleridge’s
work placed some distance between the prevailisigphcal context of Romantic
aesthetics and the prevailing generic theory afsital tragedy. It is this
understanding of Romantic drama in terms of a nestheetic theory, which started to
accommodate the social and political dynamics efriimeteenth century, that | believe

is particularly relevant to Coleridge’s dramatiagices and criticism.

George Steiner’s landmark study of the declinehefttagic genre since the Elizabethan
age provides a thorough account of the limitatemsountered by Romantic writers in

their attempt to produce a second dramatic agegiaad. Unlike the more recent

serves to dislocate the form from its undenialtérdiry context, especially when we consider that th
Romantics themselves were grappling with a theédrama in order to reconcile the form within their
Romantic aesthetic ideology. Where Watkins doéslistinguish Cox and Burwick from the traditional
line of scholarship that views Romantic drama iiclyerms rather than in its own terms, | see thoeti
handling, in different ways, a dramatic theory ehge and illusion that connects with but also dispar
from the traditional view of Romantic egotism anthgination. | am in agreement with Watkins that
Richardson’sA Mental Theateis more closely in line with traditional scholaifsh
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studies cited above and throughout this thesisn&teloes not question the assumption
that the quality of drama in England had deterextagince the end of the Renaissance
period and, instead, offers a sensitive portraféhe reasons for this deterioration.
However, Steiner’s study is important not simplyite content but also for its specific
focus upon tragedy, rather than drama in genekalsuch, it serves as a perceptive
counterpoint to previous commentaries upon the ptade of the English drama. Greg
Kucich confirms the need for more precision in ¢hiéical explication of Romantic
drama during his discussion of the Romantics’wads towards the closeting of drama.
He notes that all the major writers who have bessmnilaed with an *antitheatrical
prejudice’ were, in fact, ‘passionately engagedulite life of the stage’; for example,
Lamb ‘was an enthusiastic spectator’ of many widelsied plays and Coleridge
‘concocted a staggering array of potential dram@atigects’ from a tragi-comedy to a
pantomime. This enthusiasm for stage performarmee two writers, despite their
commitment to the inwardness of the imaginatioggssts that they were tempted

towards ‘nonrepresentational’ drama only when ttmysidered tragedy.

Kucich’s focus upon the way in which the EnglismRissance dramatic tradition came
to be translated into Romantic dramatic practi#eaés a view of this practice that
reasserts its significance as a literary form.hAstates, the ‘radical shifts in material
culture, critical theory, and aesthetic practicethe nineteenth century gave rise to
‘increasingly sophisticated evocations of mentaifiict’ within Romantic drama and
also brought about the attempt to reconstruct thatgachievements of ‘traditional
drama’ within the Romantic ef&. Importantly, this shift of emphasis from natioaald
political associations of the English theatre viathince and revolution to the English

playwrights’ attempts to recreate the fertile tegé of the Renaissance dramatic

4" Kucich, p. 61.
“8 Kucich, p. 57.
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tradition under their new models of Romantic adstlteeory and practice suggests a
need to consider further the ways in which Romantiters were altering the
characteristics of the drama for aesthetic (as agepolitical) purposes. As Kucich’s
essay starts to conclude, to write drama in the &uaim age was to undertake the
‘impossibly divided assignment’ of taking the dramanodel of one cultural epoch and
recreating it in an era with entirely different wuhl characteristic§ This approach to
drama in the Romantic age explains certain paradmegarding Romantic writers’
dramatic practices, such as their simultaneouseece for and withdrawal from the
stage, their attempts to copy the language andtataiof Elizabethan drama when all
other Romantic forms were engaged with breaking frem the restrictive structures of
past literary epochs and the discrepancy betwesenrttical dismissal of closet drama
and the number of closet dramas produced. How&wmich also points out that the
strategy of closeting drama ‘became a way of imdiyanaintaining links with
England’s dramatic tradition while avoiding the eevpressures of confronting the
mighty dead on their own term¥. Again, this suggests the need for more focus upon
the use of nonrepresentational drama. More spatlfi it reveals a creative activity
used by the Romantics, which allowed them to expent with the form in order to
arrive at their own generic reclassification of Raontic tragic drama before returning it

to the stage as the reworked Renaissance trageédgiobwn time.

Steiner’s account of the decline of tragedy simeeElizabethan age and of the

conscious struggle to restore this genre to afbitsier glory in the Romantic age is a
good foundation on which to build this type of studdis argument turns on the idea
that ‘the Romantic vision of life is non-tragic’ stéatement that refers to the theme of

remorse that appears, he asserts, in works fromridge to Wagner as ‘an evasion of

9 Kucich, p.71.
% Kucich, p. 71.
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the tragic which is central to the Romantic tempkrHis analysis oRemorse
concludes with the point that even though Colerislyaws a perceptive understanding
of the artistic shortcomings of the ideal of reneanghen applied to tragedy, this tragedy
falters in the final scene as his tragic hero bexsimply a remorseful character, dying
with the cry of ‘atonementP? As Steiner states, even for Coleridge, who israwlat
‘the entire notion of redemptive remorse is sommghraudulent [...] the prevailing
mythology proved too strong’ and his play langussheea melodramatic state of ‘near
tragedy’> This conclusion that Romantic dramatic practiedisshort of the model of
tragedy rightly indicates the cultural shift awagrh divine judgement and towards
social justice. However, Steiner continues to vikis shift as a failing, in artistic
terms, to arrive at tragedy because of his empligsis the resolution of the play, in
which he highlights that Coleridge sticks doggediyis theme of remorse in order to
create a resolution that goes against the graineo$tructural unity of his revenge
tragedy. This reading can be qualified, howevertaking into account the fact that
Coleridge’s play embodies the warring ideals okreye and remorse through its
characters, themes and language. In fact, theiplastensibly Coleridge’s working
through of this problem as it has presented iisdlie Romantic Age. In terms of the
resolution, Ordonio dies at the hands of Alhadreharacter who represents the
traditional revenge format of tragedy. Not onlglshe personal reasons for vengeance
upon Ordonio, who killed her husband, but shess &ighting politically for the cause
of her oppressed brethren, the Moors. What appedrs at first victory for Alvar in
his quest for Ordonio’s remorse actually revealte@dge’s conscious choice to turn

his back on a remorseful outcome due to Alhadreti®as. Furthermore, it is revealed

*l George Steineffhe Death of Tragedy.ondon: Faber and Faber, 1961), p. 128; p. 133.

2 Samuel Taylor Coleridg&emorsdPrinted Version) ifPoetical Works: Playsd. by J. C. C. Mays,
The Bollingen Edition of the Collected Works of SaghTaylor Coleridge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1969-2002), xvi (20@}),1227-1326, V.1.254. Further references ® thi
edition are given as parentheses after quotatiotitei text using the abbreviati®n

*3 Steiner,The Death of Tragedyp. 131-33.
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that, throughout the play, Alvar was aware thathaipes would not come to fruition as
‘his word was pledged to [Alhadra]R(V.1.258). Under this light, Coleridge’s play can
be viewed as an experiment in dramatic form andegenthe modern Romantic age
and his conclusions, far from promoting the decbhé&aditional tragedy, reveal his
awareness of the complex challenges of bringingjdrdrama into a modern age.
Challenges which, ultimately, in the caséR&morseand Alhadra’s characteristically

tragic resolution, are unassailable.

Over the next paragraphs, | consider Coleridgessnof Romantic tragedy as part of a
larger artistic shift away from classical tragedpnd, furthermore, a revolt from the
rules of neoclassicism) and towards a new moddtrdgedy that attempts to build a
credible version of the tragic in the Romantic agéis type of tragedy focuses upon
the historical character of the individual andihsscapable subjectivity as opposed to
the classical framing of a tragic hero who, infaigful death, is at once punished and
released from subjectivity. In reframing tragedyhis way, it also appears that
Coleridge begins to distinguish between the twanof drama and poetry on the basis
that drama offers a vision of the individual asibjsctive character, bound to the earth,
and taking the form of creaturely life describedBgnjamin inThe Origin of German
Tragic Drama This opposes the poetic vision of the individwhbse creativity and
perception evidence a divine power, incarnate othgahich came to be expressed by
Coleridge famously as ‘the One Life within us abdomd’>* Here, Coleridge’s interest
in the notion of the heroic, through dramatic cloteg is not simply the aim of his
criticism but is a means of interrogating the repreation of the character as a

subjective individual as it is represented throttghdifferent discourses of drama and

>4 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ‘The Eolian Harp’,Roetical Works: Poems (Reading Tert), by J.C.C.
Mays, Samuel Taylor Coleridge: The Collected Wotk8 vols (New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
2001), XVI, p. 233 (line 26). Further referencedttis edition are given in parentheses in the tgsihg
the abbreviation EH.
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poetry. As will become clear in the following aysik, different artistic outcomes
emerge when the human mind is represented withetrpand drama respectively. The
noteworthy interest in dramatic character in then&otic age highlights the point that
Romantic writers identified the transition from besed upon myth to art based within
history as particularly pertinent to the represeoteof the self. Again, in poetry, the
poet’s mind becomes a powerful transforming foresighed to elevate both the poet
and the perceptive reader to a state of insight ominprehensible in the aesthetic
sphere, but, in drama, the focus upon the histiodieasts the form of an artistic
framework that reaches beyond the human sphehetditine. Both Coleridge and
Benjamin were aware, in different ways, that thieraative vision of human

subjectivity required a reworking of the idea o tinagic hero in dramatic theory.

Recent critical studies have already offered meagunlrconnections between some
Shakespearean drama and Walter Benjamin’s cramallysis of th@rauerspielgenre,
and Benjamin himself gives some thought in his wtaHamletandRichard 11.>°
Added to this is a well-established backgroundestarch on Coleridgelsectures on
Shakespearan which Coleridge’s psychological criticism ofi&espearean characters
is often a central element. Most critical focusmiphis aspect of Coleridge’s
Shakespeare criticism rests upon the course heededi in 1819, a number of years
after he read A. W. Schlegel’s lectures on ShalagpeWhile | elaborate further upon
Coleridge’s coincidence with Benjamin as an impartspect of his pre-Schlegel
thought in Chapter Two, his analysis of dramatiarelter as it applies specifically to
the dramatic mode is worthy of consideration imiof what it offers to Coleridge’s

reworking of the idea of the tragic hero. Hermlllow and build upon Joseph

% See Andrew Benjamin, ‘Benjamin and the BaroquesiiRpthe Question of Historical Time’, in
Rethinking the Baroqued. by Helen Hil(Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate, 201fp,. 161-183, and Luis-
Martinez Zewn, ‘Shakespeare’s Historical DramaTaauerspiel Richard Iland After’,ELH, 75 (2008),
673-706.
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Donohue’s view of Coleridge’s theory of the imadiaa as it relates to drama and the

dramatic imagination.

Donohue’s chapter on Coleridge and Lambmamatic Character in the English
Romantic Ages an essential grounding for this study as iksgeat first, to deliver a
‘Sense of the Dramatic’ in the work of Lamb and €mlge, making important
distinctions between the two writers as it doeshiCrucially, Donohue sources this
sense of the dramatic to the writers’ statements upe generally ideal condition of
poetry, but he observes that there must also beagnition of the difference between
‘dramatic and non-dramatic forms of the ide®Q, p. 285). Immediately, Donohue
observes that the broad categories of the drarmaatiche poetic are bound together
within Coleridge and Lamb’s critical theory but@lsold a paradoxical position of
distinction. Furthermore, Donohue remarks that timderstanding of the dramatic as it
works in and through the poetic is an importantindefined element of poetic
creativity:

A distinction is necessary between dramatic anddramatic forms

of the ideal. Unfortunately no clear discriminatiof this sort appears

in Romantic writing—witness Coleridge’s referenodtie poems of

Wordsworth “in which the author ieore or lesglramatic’—and the

problem is compounded by our lack of adequate wdeapp ©C, p.
285; emphasis in original)

Donohue points out that the dramatic element &f tliationship is most often revealed
through the poet’s use of characters as ‘humamdgyindependent of their creator’ and
the poetic element serves to maintain the idealraatif this form of representation,
denying its transgression into the rdal( p. 286). This weight of balance towards the
poetic, as we have already seen in Jacobus’ arabeived as the Romantic defence

mechanism against the potentially destructive ciipab of the imagination. Certainly,

% Donohue, p. 281. Further references to this@uliire given in parentheses after quotations iretkte
using the abbreviatioDC.
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for Donohue, it allows Coleridge and Lamb to replétee physical theatre with a notion
of the ‘theatre of the imaginatiorDC, p. 286). However, Donohue’s observations here
do more than simply repeat the common assumptidimeofise of poetry as an anti-
theatrical device in Romantic drama. They alssaguestions regarding the influence
of a dramatic character independent from the authpoetry, which has an effect upon
our understanding of Coleridge’s poetry. No lonigeghe author’s voice a unified
expression or working through of Coleridge’s intfesughts but, essentially, a dialogue
Is established between the author and the chaiaeteas projected outwards into the
poem or the drama. | focus upon these questioGhapter Three of this thesis in an
interpretation of Sara in ‘The Eolian Harp’, whishthe type of characterisation that
explores the tension between Coleridge’s sociatphcal and dramatic imagination
and his transcendent poetic imagination. The enitb®sening of authorial control
witnessed in Coleridge’s dramatic theory and higative use of it in poetry anticipates
Walter Benjamin’s more radical view of the artistigiect as independent from
authorial intention. In addition, Coleridge’s spfiecfocus upon the dramatization of
the human mind in Shakespeare’s plays and drame gemerally reveals significant
tensions between the structure of tragic dramalamaineteenth century’'s new
dramatic subject, the human mind. Against thikbeap, Donohue highlights
Coleridge’s distinction between Richard Ill and Math according to their character
traits which indicates the beginnings of a sepanatif the villain of historical tragedy

and the anti-hero of tragedy.

Donohue asserts that the ‘felt tension [...] betwee@man psychology and dramatic
form’ evidently recognised by Coleridge in his gons toOsorioand expanded as a
theme inRemorséhighlights that Coleridge’s dramatic work is aséwae portrayal of a

specific dramatic problem in his own epoch:
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Allowing for the fact thaRemorséelongs to a convention of poetic
drama which died in the course of the nineteentiurg despite
repeated attempts to prolong its life, we may rndess see in it one
of the most ambitious attempts in English dramgite new life to
time-worn theatrical traditions by infusing thenthwihe spirit of
fundamental conviction of man’s nature, both indisal and
regrettably real aspect®C, p. 300)

Donohue, then, places the ‘representation of maawgre’ at the centre of Coleridge’s
pursuit of a credible form of Romantic tragic drawtsich must present both the ideal
and the real. In this statement, he indicates#neful balance between ‘time-worn
theatrical traditions’ and the ‘spirit [...] of man‘gture’ that characterised a modern
aesthetic that emerged in the Romantic era. Thdysclaims that Coleridge was aware
of and engaged with this balance throughout himdte writing and, in the second part
of this chapter, I will turn to this sense of thedern in the dramatic, which is

expressed by Walter Benjamin in his study of then@a Trauerspiel

1.4  The Benjaminian Turn: Coleridge’s Drama and is Connection to
Modernity

In the afterword to her 1981 study of Coleridgdiedry of the mind, Kathleen Wheeler
makes links between Coleridge’s theoretical staamzkthat of ‘modern critical theory
such as that of [...] Walter Benjamin and other Afts’>” Whilst her own book deals
with Coleridge’s use of the imagination in poetiadguage, she nonetheless shows
awareness of the movement towards an historiaafibymed study of Coleridge that by
the end of the decade had taken hold. Her asséhat ‘Coleridge more than any other
Romantic except Blake was passionately concerntgdthe social and political

influences upon the artistic consciousness’ ardteip other major studies of the decade

that sought to consider Romantic writers as embeddihin the social and political

>"Wheeler, p. 162.
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culture of the er@ In effect, Wheeler's book is involved with theasment of a view
of the Romantic imagination as largely confinedh® aesthetic sphere in favour of, as
Nigel Leask’s opening to his 1988 study claims,‘tienand of Imagination that it be
returned to a position of accountability in theqti@al realm’® Leask’s statement here
Is perhaps the most forthright declaration amotigsnhew wave of historicist readings
that critical studies of Romanticism had reachéaraing point. The Romantic
imagination was to be embedded more deeply indhegs and society of the
nineteenth century and could no longer be treateghaaesthetic theory cut off from the
social and political milieu that fashioned it. Tjp@nt around which this New
Historicist reassessment of Romantic literaturephasted is the persistent force of
history as both context and, remembering Hoagwoestablishment of a theory of

Romantic drama, theme.

The thematic treatment of history within Romanéxkts is a key factor here as it imbues
Romantic literature with an immanent structure webgrhistorical context becomes also
the starting point of creativity by way of its imalisation into the creative fabric of the
text. This situating of the creative impulse withistory (rather than as a perceptive act
that deals with a location beyond human knowledgkhastory) also radically alters
one’s understanding of the aims and effects of Raimareativity. Whilst it cannot be
denied that the Romantic imagination seeks a toamsftion of the natural into the
divine through the power of creative language dnisally aware readings afford
Romantic texts a greater sociability than intergienhs based upon traditional
transcendental readings. The transcendental impaii®et with an immanent structure
that encourages an understanding of Romantic be&dsd upon their participation

within a network of other, equally historically-atitioned, texts. No longer exclusively

8 Wheeler, p. 163.
%9 Nigel Leask;The Politics of Imagination in Coleridge’s Critic@hought(Basingstoke: Macmillan
Press, 1988), p.1.
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creations of individually imaginative minds, Romiartexts produce meanings which
arise partly out of a dynamic interaction, or caisa¢ion, with other literary and non-
literary texts. The reassessment of Romanticisen the thirty years since Wheeler’'s
statement has indeed repositioned Romanticismterigal moment by moving its
critical theory away from what is traditionally gerved as ‘Romantic’ (a late-
eighteenth/early-nineteenth-century phenomenon)pastied it beyond its historical
limits towards modernity precisely due to the exateon of an immanent structure at
work within the texts. This unpicking of the Rontiag’ response to their own age of
revolution and social change has revealed in ‘Raim&exts [a] gesture toward
alternative kinds of social organization that neyeite come into focu$® a
representation of the changing face of history sedavithin what, Wheeler notes,
earlier decades of critical activity labelled thassorical and transcendental literature of

Romanticisnf?

Critical studies of the incongruity between thidifpcal reality that is both involved
within, and extends beyond, the ideology and liteeaof the Romantic era seems to
reach an appropriate climax in Paul Hamiltodstaromanticism At the basis of
Hamilton’s study lies the critical problem of howrieconcile historical reality within
the aesthetic theory of Romantic self-critique Ruinantic irony. Hamilton’s

identification of a metaromanticism running throoghRomanticism does not take

% Colin Jager, ‘Review of Paul HamiltoNetaromanticism: Aesthetics, Literature, Thépfomantic
Circles(2009) <http://www.rc.umd.edu/reviews-blog/?m=20091faecessed 12 January 2013] (para. 1
of 11). Whilst this view perhaps leaves Romanticigpen to the critical dissection of deconstructive
criticism, Tilottoma Rajan underlines the fact thahilst the Romantics were engaged with aspeets th
come into keener focus in later modern and postemogeriods, these encounters were ultimately turne
away more consciously than later periods have givedit for. As she states in the openin®aok
Interpreter, ‘Unlike the Romantics, who consented to be edactat illusion before they discovered its
limitations, | began with an automatic sense ofiyrtoward a group of poets who | assumed to be
sensitive only to daffodils. It took me some titngecognize that the Romantics were more modemn th
I had thought, and that their refusal to crossiineshold into modernism was a choice and notlaréal
Tilottama RajanDark Interpreter: The Discourse of Romanticigithaca and London: Cornell
University Press, 1980p,9.

1 Wheeler, p. 162.
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issue with the early Romantic ideology of selfigue, which later—most notably
Marxist—criticism has condemned as a falsehootian it ‘is notreal critique, but
rather a way to perpetuate itself while appearingrtgage in critical activity?> Rather,
metaromanticism is the enabling factor within Rotr@sm in which it immanently
‘recognises its owsusceptibilityto Romantic ideology’ and, in this recognition, it
highlights its own awareness of ‘a basic discontdttt its own habit of self-
reflection’®® In other words, Hamilton’s metaromanticism unasyeoints in the
Romantic cannon which struggle against its ownthafllusion and reveal an internal
materialism—or at least an attempt to break intitipal reality—which, though
perceptible, perhaps never quite comes to fruitida.Colin Jager states,
Metaromanticisncontributes to a growing list of studies whichrghan ‘abiding
interest in the political possibilities that adh&e history of lost chances, foreclosed
opportunities, and near missé8’Consequently, Hamilton’s study, as the title sisge
is concerned with reading an alternative (he aalieew’) Romanticism into established
Romantic thought. As he states, metaromanticigarth[es] out materialist
possibilities’ implied within Romantic literaturbdt are ‘different from the inversion of
idealist philosophy which Romanticism invited andi¥ism originally proclaimed®?
The choice of terminology is an apt portrayal ohtiléon’s project as unlike the term
metaphysics, which alludes to an indeterminateefavorking outside the physical
world, metaromanticism inverts this relationshies a philosophically-led theory, it
takes the indeterminancy of Romanticism and draw®bit a materialism which it at
first denies in order to anchor Romantic art (theai) to an historical foundation (the

real). Hamilton’s study is important becausent a way to proclaim a political and

%2 Jager, para. 3 of 11 (emphasis in original).
%3 Jager, para. 3 of 11 (emphasis in original).
® Jager, para. 3 of 11 (emphasis in original).
% paul HamiltonMetaromanticism(London and Chicago: University of Chicago Pr&§€3), p. 15.
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historical theory that has ghosted Romantic agsth&bm its inception: one that charts

a link between Romanticism and modern post-Marcasital theory.

Metaromanticisms significantly informed by Hamilton’s mapping afphilosophical
terrain of post-Kantian thinkers onto the literatand critical reception of Romantic
writing. Consequently, Hamilton’s interest liestie encounter with human
subjectivity and the representative possibilitiesescaping it in the textual activity of
Romantic self-critique. The immanence Hamiltonatiées at work in Romantic texts,
therefore, has more to do with self-consciousneds @& Hamilton states,
‘discontent[ment] with the immanence to which ignocritique is restricted’ than the
historical immanence described ab8%eAlthough inMetaromanticisnsteps towards a
more historical and communal understanding of Rdimiam are revealed, Hamilton
chooses to ‘recover [...] a neglected philosophacahive of a kind’ that works within
Romantic literatur&’ This philosophical aspect of the study highlighis way in

which Romanticism wrestles with the legacy of itgimal idealising tendencies and
aspires towards a translation of individual sulégtinto historical consciousness only
to shrink back and produce nothing but, in the warfdFriedrich Schlegel, a “poetry of
poetry”®® Consequently, the study is rooted within a plifical line that steadfastly
locates Romantic creativity within the artist’s soiobusness, as this Early German
philosophy is part of Romantic literature’s histaili context but it is also the aspect of
Romanticism that Benjamin sought radically to refptet. Whilst Hamilton

acknowledges the ‘radical possibilities for critit@nsformation open to the work of

% Hamilton, p. 1.

" Hamilton, p. 3.

® Hamilton, p.2. As Hamilton points out, Walter Bamjin adapts Schlegel’s phrase here to achieve the
historical proliferation it seems Romanticism isubhd up with yet ultimately denies by stating tttag’

idea of poetry is prose’. This statement has dtoeffect of translating one form into anothemfian
order to translate it out of itself, but, more imgamtly, it relies upon Benjamin’s formulation ¢fetidea,
which offers a fluid and spatial notion of tempatahsciousness in contrast to the linear progressio
reflective critique.
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art’ offered by Walter Benjamin’s interpretation ®thlegel (which emphasises the
continued creative process in the work’s critidéérife, free from its original authorial
intention), he remains sceptical of the length lictv Benjamin interprets Schlegel’s

socialising of poetry?

Hamilton’s engagement with Benjamin follows maiplyilosophical and political lines,
taking ‘On the Concept of Criticism in German Romtngsm’ as the foundation for his
engagement and referring to Benjamin’s later pmalltworks such as ‘The Work of Art
in a Mechanical Age of Reproduction’ amtleses on the Philosophy of Histofljaking
Benjamin’s political conclusions as the result ©f darlier work on German philosophy,
Hamilton reserves judgement on the appropriateoeBenjamin’s messianic
interpretation of Schlegel in terms of its applicatto Romantic literature. This is
because he characterises Benjamin’s ‘tiger’s Iadhe dark’ into the modern age as a

revolution too far, a complete break away from Roficatheory:

The messianic moment in which [Benjamin] conceitesshedding
of explanatory contexts [...] initially looks obscuaad apocryphal
[...] There is an unignorable historical differeneveeen Benjamin
and Schlegel [...] Benjamin is driven to messianitgsophical
exigencies by the attempt to conceive a proletaganlution
unprescribed by past Bourgeois or by deficient emmtorary
revolutionary example¥.

In contrast to Hamilton’s application of Benjami@arly philosophical and later
political writing to the interpretation of Romantonsciousness, | assert that
Benjamin’s work on German Tragic Drama plays armamole in charting a link,
through literary representation, between his argigf Romantic consciousness and his
politically motivated transformation of the histoal consciousness. Hamilton’s

assertion that the radical element of Benjamin’skvemtails the ‘shedding of

%9 Hamilton, p. 10.
O Hamilton, p. 243.
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explanatory contexts’ can be contested with refe¥eéaTheOrigin of German Tragic
Drama, which brings together philosophy and literaryicism in an effort to establish
a contextual basis for the literatures—and by esttenother modes of representation,
histories and cultures—that fall either side of titaglitional contextual lin& Hamilton
correctly describes ‘Walter Benjamin’s aesthetichistory’ by stating that it ‘imagines
strategies for blasting historical particulars oluthe progressive narratives in which
they have been embedded’ but, crucially, he doealhale to the fact that, in order to
be blasted out, the structure from which he coresetiriese narratives must first be
reconceived not as progressive but as spatial. theTheses on the Philosophy of
History, on which Hamilton’s interpretation is based, Benin describes this as part of

a thought process:

Thinking involves not only the flow of thoughts,thibeir arrest as
well. Where thinking suddenly stops in a confidioma pregnant with
tensions, it gives that configuration a shock, ol it crystallizes
into a monad?

The ‘configuration’ described here has its rootB@mjamin’s constellation, first
described inrhe Origin of German Tragic Dram& which it supported, in the same
way as the configuration ifhesesthe monad. Consequently, in line with Graeme
Gilloch’s assessment of tA@auerspielstudy, | see it as an important link between
Benjamin’s early philosophical engagement with Rotitgsm and his future
engagement with historical representation. Astages, ‘the conceptual repertoifiéhe
Origin of German Tragic Dranjadeveloped was to inform all Benjamin’s subsequent
writings’.”* Consequently, Hamilton’s study of the metaronwimtipulse within

Romanticism engaging with a materialism that Romcgamh denies discerns a new

" Hamilton, p. 243.

2 Hamilton, p. 243; p. 243.

3 Walter BenjaminTheses on the Philosophy of Histdryllluminationsed. and introd. by Hannah
Arendt, trans. by Harry Zorn (London: Pimlico, 1998p. 245-55 (p. 254). Further references to this
edition are given after quotations in the text gdime abbreviatiodm PH.

" Graeme Gillochyalter Benjamin: Critical ConstellationdCambridge: Polity Press, 2002), p. 87.
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reading of Romantic texts according to a desirextend beyond their self-conscious
framework. However, he stops short of a Benjamisi@lution to Romanticism’s
infinitely progressive framework of becoming whishocated in a reconceptualization
of history according to the constellation and @sgequent reworking of the notion of
origin. This reworking is borne out of Benjamimpplication of his philosophical
theories to a literary criticism of Baroque drama #éherefore does not ‘shed an
explanatory context’ but seeks to build a new amewsith it a new understanding of
the contextual heritage of works of &tBenjamin’s reassessment of Baroque drama,
the solution to the effects of self-critique thad, perceptively notes, Schlegelian
Romantic theory attempts to resolve, offers a ssiipggeinterpretive framework for a
form not considered by Hamilton: Romantic dramaisTramework supports
Romantic drama by ‘shedding’ the traditional ‘exy#ory contexts’ that present it as
unsuccessful and allowing it to connect with otb@mtextual references within an ever-
shifting mass of referencélt does so using two key concepts from Thauerspiel
study: the constellation and allegory. These tiwerpmena, the former pertaining to
the form, structure and genre of fhuerspieland the latter to its main linguistic

trope, provide Benjamin with the tools for a newdly of the tragic genre.

1.5 Genre and the Constellation imrhe Origin of German Tragic Drama

In the introduction to the Verso Edition ®he Origin of German Tragic Drama
George Steiner identifies the tension within Benpasndesire to produce his own
unique epistemological statement (Steiner godarsas to refer to it as ‘lyric’) upon
artistic representation and the need to encasanthisdispassionate’ academic study

that would fulfil the requirements of hiabilitationsscriftowing to its challenging

> Hamilton, p. 243.
® Hamilton, p. 243.



57
nature!’ Steiner declares that ‘the product of [Benjanjiirigentional and
methodological disparities is, undoubtedly, a majork. But it is also a work which is
flawed and difficult to place in focu$®. The personally important philosophical
standpoint of Benjamin’s ‘Epistemo-Critical Prol@jand its influence throughout the
rest of the thesis) is undoubtedly difficult anglgbnnection to the literary focus of the
work is not easy to keep in mind but it is alsowsy in which Benjamin can articulate
a groundbreaking understanding of historical regmetion and its interpretation

through the literary imaginatioff.

The central focus of the methodological elemerBarijamin’s study is to rescue
German Baroque Tragedy from critical, and theretmiéural, obscurity. In this aim,
the work is perhaps at its most accessible. Tloekey points of departure for
Benjamin’s vindication of the Germdmauerspielare, firstly, that the traditional
critical application of Aristotle’s theory of tradg to all tragic forms is inappropriate to
theTrauerspieland, secondly, that the traditional understanttiag these Baroque
plays should not be staged is misguided. As dssmligarlier in this chapter, the
difficulty of reconciling Romantic era drama to tlezognised stylistic template of
classical tragedy based upon Aristotolean theorgrieerates through Benjamin’s
claims, some sixty years later, for fhiauerspielform. In both cases, generic
difference from tragedy and the insistence of Vispactacle become their defining
aspects and relate to Benjamin’s models of thetebason and allegory, respectively.

Therefore, these defining elements of bothTreuerspieland Romantic drama provide

" Steiner, ‘Introduction’, in Walter Benjamifthe Origin of German Tragic Dramintrod. by George
Steiner, trans. by John Osborne (London: Verso8)19h. 7-24 (p. 15).

'8 Steiner, ‘Introduction’, p. 15.

" The thesis was submitted to the German Studiesfrapnt but was found inappropriate to this
discipline and sent to the department of aesthetigiilosophy of art (Steiner, ‘Introduction’, pl1).
Steiner appreciates Benjamin’s ability to applylhéary criticism to a philosophical field andaavs a
comparison between Coleridge and Benjamin in tleatdhey display as ‘philosophers of language’ or
‘metaphysician[s] of metaphor and translation’.e S¢einer, ‘Introduction’, p.20.
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the clearest way in to a reading of Coleridge’swdac identity following Benjamin’s

conclusions ifThe Origin of German Tragic Dranfd

Coleridge’s experiments with the form of revengmédy, its theoretical basis in his
interpretation of Shakespeare and his criticisroosftemporary Gothic drama suggest
that he was engaged in a reworking of tragic genkis experimental approach to the
form, although overshadowed by the contextual jesaof classical and Renaissance
tragic heritage and Romantic theory (which in thelmss work against each other),
may be illuminated through its participation wittBenjamin’s contextual
constellatiorf* Similarly, Coleridge’s understanding of dramatigsion (which is
initially radically different from that of his Geram counterpart, A.W. Schlegel) forms
the basis of his experiments with vision and sp#et® Remorsehat owe much to the
trope of allegory. Through a reconsideration afic drama according to the new
socio-literary requirements of Romanticism andubke of allegorical motifs in the
language and spectacular effectfkemorseColeridge highlights an awareness of his
own social, cultural and literary contexts thabate precludes and can be restored to a

fuller understanding by Benjamin®&auerspielstudy.

8 Although my study is concerned with offering lintkstween Coleridge and Benjamin’s ideas on drama
and showing how their dramatic theory shapes thaierstanding of historical representation, it is
important to acknowledge their theoretical diffases. There are obvious areas of incompatibility
between Coleridge (especially in his later yeab g poetic theory) and Benjamin. Possibly thestmo
significant and major example in relation to thisdy is that Coleridge, more unquestioningly acicept

of German transcendental philosophy and Romaméialiy theory, expounds a theory of symbol with
which Benjamin takes issue ihe Origins of German Tragic Dramd-or what is taken to be

Coleridge’s classic definition of symbol, see Sahiiay/lor Coleridgelay Sermonsed. by R. J. White,

The Bollingen Edition of the Collected Works of SsghTaylor Coleridge, 16 vols, (Princeton NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1969-2002), vi (1909),29-30, and for the classic deconstructive repdf
Coleridge’s work on symbol, see Paul de Man, ‘Tihetaric of Temporality’, irBlindness and Insight
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 19§8%), 187-228.

8. In the Introduction t&\ethenium Fragment§&riedrich Schlegel’s Romantic manifesto, Petectitw
notes the apparent unsuitability of drama for Raimam when he states that Schlegel ‘began to d&co
all sorts of “romantic” traits in even the mostsdaal writers [...] only the Greek tragedians were
excluded’. For a more detailed account of therdigancy between Romantic theory and Greek Tragedy,
see ‘Introduction’ td-riedrich Schlegel’s Lucinde and the Fragmemtans. and introd. by Peter Firchow
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1971,3-40 (p.20).
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This restoring to vision of a previously overlookedn is the very essence of
Benjamin’s critical project, which uses the contextbasis of the constellation as
opposed to influential lineage. Coleridge’s dramaiterest, of which the play
Remorsestands in the centre, may be misunderstood a®pisttraditional English
Romantic context but, taken out of this context amspbended within Benjamin’s
Trauerspielconstellation, it comes into fuller view. Throulis critical model of the
constellation, Benjamin is able to transform thenrmea in which individual artworks
are critically received and understood. The cdladten directly opposes the practice
of judging artworks according to a common set e@determined rules that are said to
constitute a certain type of art or to the ideaéifion of common traits running
throughout an artistic tyg®. These critical methods acknowledge neither thevidual
completeness of a work of art nor its vital conitibn to the overarching structure—
Benjamin calls it ‘configuration’—of truth that tii@re collected together to represent.
As Gilloch states, ‘The facile compilation of exdegpand the arrogant postulation of
rules should not be confused with the represematiaodeas, the true task of
criticism’.®® With dense economy of phrasing, Benjamin expléieselationship
between individual artworks and their contributtortheir idea in the statement ‘Ideas
are to objects as constellations are to st&@&TD, p. 34). Just as stars are fixed in an
arrangement that can only be perceived througlapipearance of all individual stars
that make up that constellation, so any idea céylmnrepresented in its most
illuminated form when individual objects (artworka)k collected together into a pattern
that allows for their meaningful representation.tiis way, individual artworks
become significant because, being both represeatatiand containing within them the

overarching idea to which they contribute, theyni@in as their truth content the idea

82 Benjamin describes the former method as ‘deducting the latter, ‘inductive’. For Benjamin’s full
account of this, seehe Origin of German Tragic Dramatrod. by George Steiner, trans. by John
Osborne (London: Verso, 1998), pp. 7-24 (p. 48)tlter references to this edition are given in
parentheses after quotations in the text usinglfeeviatiorOGTD.

8 Gilloch, p. 69.
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they compose® Another analogy Benjamin uses to explain thisamois the mosaic,
in which the tiles that compose the greater pateenndividual fragments arranged so
as to reveal their ‘meaningful imag&’.As Gilloch states, ‘Like each individual
tesserae of the mosaic, the work of art is a clutiste fragment of the idea, and
simultaneously derives its significance from itsdtion within it' % This view of
artworks as contributing to a constellation basgohnurepresentation of truth rather than
a formula which extracts meaning or knowledge atldar a form of criticism that not
only includes minor works and impoverished fornangkide canonical texts but also
allows for the interplay of otherwise apparentlggdirate and dislocated artworks.
Benjamin makes this point in the ‘Epistemo-CritiPablogue’ in his statement that ‘the
idea is the representation of the individual conteixhin which the unique and extreme
stands alongside its counterpaf@GTD, p. 35) and applies this to tiheauerspielin
the opening to the second section of his studydmyaging that research into this

dramatic form must not

look for schools of poets, epochs of treuvre or strata of individual
works [...] Rather, will it be guided by the assuroptihat what
seems diffuse and disparate will be found to beelihin the adequate
concepts as elements of a synthesis. And so tuiptions of lesser
writers, whose works frequently contain the moskeetric features,
will be valued no less than those of the greatenrfOGTD, p. 58)

This understanding of the German Baroque dramaitseeslue not in the contribution
it makes to a tradition or genre but in and throtighconnections the dramas make
with each other (and even other literatures) agngrtb their common ‘outline’

(OGTD, p. 48)%" In fact, it is only through the decay of the ati; when works of art

8 Gilloch, p. 70.

8 Max PenskyMelancholy Dialectics: Walter Benjamin and the PtfyMourning(Amherst: University
of Massachusetts Press, 1993), p. 71, quoted iadBjlp.71.

% Gilloch, p. 70.

87 The notion of the outline is important as it sugigea central point in Benjamin’s style of crititisthe
disappearance of essence in such ideas as thdicatidh of the artwork as the true act of critmoignd
the notion of allegory as a mask. For an accotiBenjamin’s understanding of the difference betwee
allegory and (Romantic) symbol in relation to tlot @f representation, see Bainard Cowan, ‘Walter
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are cast together in a moment of recognition timtisaneously illuminates and
destroys them, leaving only their outline, thatytihan be critically ‘redeemedOGTD,

p. 34). As individual points of a constellatiompnks of art are not invested with a
conclusive meaning by their creators, but theisactcontent is continually renewed
and revived through their critical reception in eegolving arrangements which,
paradoxically, result from the ‘ruinous action oticism’.®® Benjamin articulates this
action of criticism in a metaphor that will forncantral aspect of his later essay, ‘The

Storyteller’, when he describes revelation of tught of a work of art:

The burning up of a husk as it enters the realideds, that is to say a

destruction of the work in which its external foathieves the most

brilliant degree of illumination.@GTD,p. 31)
This is a crucial aspect of Benjamin’s conceptibordicism, in which he establishes
his opposition to Romantic reflection, which heiéets cannot achieve the aim it has
set itself of fulfilment through reflection. As Bamin states, with reference to his
doctoral thesis ‘On the Concept of Criticism in lg&erman Romanticism’, criticism
is a form of ‘mortification of the works’ and itgeires not the ‘awakening of the
consciousness in living works, but the settleméknowledge in dead onesDGTD,
p. 182). As aresult, the artwork is not invesiatth significance at the moment of its
creation by the author. Rather, Benjamin propdsasit is only at the point at which it
is finally recognised by the critic as part of aanegful constellation (which is also the

point of its destruction) that it becomes significaGilloch explains this:

Although individual works of art come into existenat a particular
moment, their meaning is not [thereby] fixed by &luthor, but is
instead continuously reconstituted in their afferlOrigin as the
recognition of the meaning of, and truth withire gthenomenon is

Benjamin’s Theory of Allegory’'New German Critique22 (1981), 109-122. Cowan explains that ‘truth
does not consist of a content to be possesseddidisting away the linguistic form of a philosogdi
inquiry; rather, as Benjamin insists, the trighhe form’ (p. 114; emphasis in original).

8 Gilloch, p. 72.
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not so much an occurrenpsor to the afterlife of the work of art as,
paradoxicallyjts final moment of mortificatiof?

Initially, this appears a radical break away fromieZidge’s privileging of the Romantic
ego, but | hope to show that, in terms of his drémeéeas on the role of the audience in
co-creating dramatic illusion, and in the suggestbthe critical afterlife oTheRime

of the Ancient Marinerit is an appropriate expression of his theorétidarest in the
possibilities of representation in its dramatict poetic, manifestation. These issues, as
they apply to Coleridge’s work, will be discussadjreater detail in the following
chapters, but it is necessary first to highlighteoof the defining features of the

Trauerspielgenre.

In The Origin of German Tragic DraméheTrauerspielconstellation ranges around
Medieval religion and drama, Baroque art theorygk&ispeare, Caldar, Novalis,
Goethe, Lessing, hieroglyphics and the Epic forraraoker to mobilize a network of
contextual literature that sustains rauerspielgenre from points of reference outside

the classical rules of tragedy.From this assembly, Benjamin embarks upon

8 Gilloch, pp. 72-3; emphasis in original. Theicst afterlife is a central element of Benjamin’s
revision of ‘criticism as a genre’ (Gilloch p. 1Briefly, Benjamin aimed to free works of art frahe
confines of authorial intention and aesthetic rulséch, as artificial and reductive boundaries toak’s
continually evolving significance, actually prevétstrealisation or moment of perception. Instehd,
work itself carries within it its own latent sigiw&nce, which may be translated through differemitexts
and its significance ‘redeemed’ when the work ithgeed together as part of an idea (constellaton)
‘revealed fulfilled, in the totality of its historyOGTD, pp. 45-6). For Benjamin, the afterlife also teta
to the idea of language and translation (see ‘Tdek Df the Translator’) and history as aura (sée ‘T
Work of Art on the Mechanical Age of ReproductionRor further explanation of the notion of aftex]i
see Gilloch, p.72-3.

% Benjamin draws on a wide range of sources to piegether the constellation ®he Origin of German
Tragic Drama All are essential components of the work and, way, it is not necessary to distinguish
between each of them as they together shape thefdbe project. Obviously, for the purposes of a
reading of Coleridge’s work (and indeed any wotkyjll draw more heavily on some influences than
others and some will not be considered. For exangd my study is focused upon the literary eleroént
both writers’ works (which is, to a certain exteinformed by their national identities, especiaty
relation to drama and Romanticism), | draw uponj8ein’s references to Shakespeare (but not
Caldenn) and the Jena Romantics (from whom, of coursejé®ein both takes inspiration and critiques).
While, due to the scope of the thesis, | do novigi®analysis of Germafrauerspiele Shakespeare
becomes a prominent figure in this area as Benjarasserts thdtlamletis a ‘great. Trauerspiel and he
also considerRichard Illin the studyQGTD, p. 136). Both Benjamin and Coleridge (whose msite
critical engagement with Shakespeare forms marhysdfectures on Literatuneidentify a strong
exchange of influence between England and Germtaough Shakespeare and Lessing. The
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introducing a new form into the literary canon, ¢hat ‘like “tragedy” and “comedy”
[is] a distinctive, legitimate dramatic form or &d” possessing its own distinguishing
features®* To establish the German mourning playTmauerspie) as a form in its
own right, Benjamin relies upon his reworked notidrthe origin, which invites an
alternative explanation to the traditional viewctdssical tragedy and comedy as the
sole sources of modern drama. By explaining orggira moment that breaks through or
out of an existing structure at a point at whictpdirate details move into a pattern that
Is significant to the critic, Benjamin frees dramdorms from the rules of genre as they
have become fixed by a critical predisposition tmiseClassical Greec8. Origin,
Benjamin states, ‘although an entirely historicategory, has, nevertheless, nothing to
do with genesis’ and, consequently, it is not ‘diggred by the examination of actual
findings, but it is related to their history andsaquent developmenOGTD, pp. 45-
6). In this way, origin does not, from a statiotranitiate a process, but simultaneously
embeds itself within and departs from its line d¢@ancement. Benjamin describes this
process in terms of the flow of a river: ‘Originaa eddy in the stream of becoming,
and in its current it swallows the material invalve the process of genesi©®GTD, p.
45). Just as an eddy breaks off from the mainsmaf the river to alter the flow of the
water, so the origin is a rupture in the materfatiee stream of becoming’ that both
takes from the material and re-establishes it age#iting new. To invoke Gilloch
again, ‘Origin is a temporal disturbance [...] asdifolded back upon itself’; its
structure is not of continual progression but & fshythm’ as it follows a ‘process of
restoration and reestablishmer®@&TD, p. 45)% Along the evolutionary line of tragic

drama, thel'rauerspielembodies Benjamin’s origin precisely becausennoca be

philosophical, ancient and theological constellaiofThe Origin of German Tragic Dramare used in
the thesis as explanatory context or brief illustraof overall points.

L Gilloch, p. 59.

92| have offered a general term ‘details’ here teaise Benjamin’s description of the assembly of
phenomena in an originary constellation as he d#fesent terms according to the differing conteats
his discussions. Other terms Benjamin uses aextdhjfragments, monads and phenomena.

% Gilloch, p. 73.
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counted as part of the generic chain that is soluoeek to tragedy, but it does contain
artistic elements that are understood to be traBenjamin explains this by stating that
the artistic moment of th€rauerspielis not found in a set of rules that lead towands o
determine a set of universal and ideal qualities $tand as ‘timeless’ aesthetic
categories® TheTrauerspie] Benjamin reminds the reader on a number of oonasi
is a purely historical form which does not transfdristorical events into abstract ideas
but offers up the historical condition as the St core’ of the plays themselves
(OGTD, p. 62). Therefore, whilst ‘Therauerspielof the German Baroque appeared to
be a caricature of classical tragedy’, Benjaminowecs its true state as a form set apart
from classical tragedyQGTD, p. 50). As a form of restoration, however, itb@es
classical tragedy’s other; its uncanny repetitio@a isecular world that has recognised its

severance from divinity. Gilloch explains:

Benjamin’s key insight into the content of theauerspielis the
recognition that it is concerned with the portrayawever
outlandish, absurd or grotesque, of fallen, humsatoty. [Its subject
was] The catastrophic downfall of princes and kjrigs sinister
machinations of the court, the bloody butchery igndminious ends
of tyrants, [and] the pitiful sufferings of martyts

A major difference between tragedy ah@uerspie] therefore, is the source of power
within the contrasting forms: tragedy is subjecatdivine and invisible force that
controls the progress of the play from outside latimanity and the structure of the
play, but at the heart of tAeauerspie] and at the heart of its staging, lie the power
struggles of its inalterably human characters.siMartinez Zenon declares this
structural distinctiveness of ti@auerspie)] which he believes to be a ‘powerful tool for
assessing the relations of history and tragedyhak&speare’s plays’ as the starting

point for his reading oRichardll:

% Gilloch, p. 74.
% Gilloch, p. 74.



65

“History” and “myth” address particular modes o¥@atvement of the
human subject in the course of dramatic actionthiMlythe mode of
classical Greek tragedy, and its essence lieghraogical
worldview that sanctions godly intervention in thie and death of its
heroes. Conversely, the historical mode engagébhéndecisive
confrontation between human-earthly perplexity pridcely-
hierarchical power®®

Tragedy is involved in the progression towards modement that envisions its hero’s
escape from the limitations of human consciousegpsessed in a moment of divine
fulfilment through death. Th€rauerspie] however, is a purely secular play which
shows to its audience the violence, intrigue arfteeng of human life as it is bound to
the Earth. This insight into the nature of Trauerspielas the creation of a fallen
mankind invests the plays with the qualities of &helley’sFrankenstein Devoid of
any notion of the divine but cast in the imageragedy, thélrauerspielhaunts the
surety of classic tragedy as a monstrous encroathoh¢he material in art. Hamilton
addresses the ‘degree of acceptance of a compfetgsrcal definition of our lives’ that
divided nineteenth-century writet.He notes that Coleridge resisted this ‘shocking’
acceptance of the body in writing due to its ‘ureggateble materialism and its atheistic
subversiveness® Whilst this may be true of the areas of Coleriglgeork in which his
metaphysical interest is most clear (in other wandsis poetic theory and philosophical
writing) and in his denouncement of the Gothictiarda, it does not always extend to
the entirety of his dramatic work. As | will arglager, the secular nature of Coleridge’s
Remorsealoes not focus the work upon a form of aestheieiam but rather aims to
consider the extent to which a play’s hero andhigracters can be cast within a
dramatic structure that reconciles tragedy withgheal ideals of the Romantic era.

However, in the concluding sections of this chaptas necessary to highlight some of

% Zenén, pp. 673-4.
" Hamilton, pp. 13-14.
% Hamilton, p. 13.
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the key aspects of Benjaminfsauerspielstudy, which influence my reading of

Coleridge’s dramatic theory and practice.

1.6  Trauerspiel and Tragedy in The Origin of German Tragic Drama

The second section @he Origin of German Tragic Drania devoted to Benjamin’s
elucidation of the distinction between the genrfesragedy and rauerspiel For
Benjamin, the classical model of tragedy seesgdit@ero who retains the potential to
transcend his corporeal self and become reconwiitda divine temporality. This is
open to the tragic hero as he inhabits a tempygrafimyth which operates beneath
divine temporality but above historical temporalitide is closer to the gods than
historical man as his identity is still informeddhgh the direct work of the gods upon
him. As Gilloch states, ‘Greek tragedy presengsititercourse of mortals, gods and
fantastical beings, locating them in an epoch datsidinary historical life”® The
tragic genre is associated with a literary traditid divine retribution which, translated
down the line from classical literature to Renamssaand Elizabethan articulations of
the genre, becomes a genre of the revenge of therfad or just sanctioned by divine
authority. Benjamin articulates this early in #ezond section afhe Origin of
German Tragic Dramavith reference to the ‘artistic core of theauerspiel, which is
based not upon ethics and ‘the conflict with God Bate, the representation of a
primordial past’ but upon politics and the ‘pringe@irtues [and] princely vices’ of the

earth-bound monarch:

For the object of [tragedy] is not history but mythd the tragic
structure of thelramatis personadoes not derive from rank—
absolute monarchy—nbut from the pre-historic epdctheir
existence- the past age of hero&G{TD, p. 62)

% Gilloch, p. 75.



67
The representative core of classical tragedy iamguled in the work of fate upon the
tragic hero to cause his obliteration from theldgythe human, and reconciliation with
the divine. As Benjamin states, ‘In classicism tdr@dency to the apotheosis of the
individual who is perfect [...] is clear enougl®GTD, p. 160). The classical model of
tragedy therefore progresses towards a momenntissis between the hero and a
divine order whose tragic moment is of effacement ia final. Furthermore, there is
one hero, one self, in tragedy that rises abovednsmunity as an archetypal human
and aspires to the gods. In contrast, the reptathes core of Baroqué&rauerspielis
based in the notion that historical man is ‘derdedct access to a beyon@GTD, p.
79). Consequently, his tragic moment is based @psgense of loss and the action of
repetition or return; the character of tragedyh@Trauerspielis sub-divided and
dispersed across courtly stereotypes: the mahgrtyrant and the intriguer. Classical
tragedy works upon decisive action and linguistevity wheread rauerspielwallows
in lamentation and verbosity. These artistic défeces point towards the generic

separation of tragedy afidauerspiel

TheTrauerspie] as a play of mourning and lamentation, documgn@sistorical
world’s expression of the loss of the prospectrafiscendence. This mournful gaze
upon the world, argues Benjamin, is the prime attarastic of the Baroque, which

‘knows no eschatology’:

For that very reason it possesses no mechanisnhighall earthly
things are gathered in together and exalted bdeirey consigned to
their end. The hereafter is emptied of everythitich contains the
slightest breath of this world, and from the bamgutracts a
profusion of things which customarily escaped trasp of artistic
formulation and, at its high point, brings themlgily into the light
of day, in order to clear an ultimate heaven, engbt as a vacuum,
one day to destroy the world with catastrophicefgle. OGTD, p.
66)
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The identification of th@rauerspielas a dramatic form that is specific to the Barogue
a key factor in Benjamin’s restoration of the fourder his new critical strategy. In
opposition to classical and Renaissance tragedickwh customarily judged according
to a set of rules), the Baroque era recognisedifappearance of the divine from the
world. As a result, its art does not promise a@oiu®f the human and the divine or the
fulfilment of knowledge within the individual. Itesad, Baroque art is concerned with
presenting mankind as the ‘merely creaturely’ aaling ‘the comprehensive
secularization of the historical in the state @atron’ OGTD, p. 132; p. 92). lain
Chambers sums up this disappearance of the dikone the historical, or the
secularization of the Baroque era: ‘Humankind firtdslf consigned to a permanent
exile, exposed to the raging sickness of the wavltere time, truth and the body are
ravaged by history and the error of its way/§'.As a result, Baroque art becomes
concerned with marking loss or, as articulated hgr@bers, ‘the art of testimony’, and,
as such, it becomes ‘the ornamental, the decoratidehe monumental®® Applied to
the Trauerspie] this mournful state results in the desire to ldigpl rauerspieleconsist
of grandiose processions, the amassing of objectsawritten word [that] tends

towards the visual@GTD, p. 176).

Benjamin confirms this point when he elaboratesuihe etymological significance of
the genre, which is crudely translated as ‘mourmpilay’. Benjamin states that ‘these
are not so much plays which cause mourning, as plagugh which mournfulness find
satisfaction: plays for the mournfuDGTD, p. 119). This is an important distinction as
it explains the excess and ornamentation of thgspldo reiterate the distinction made

by Benjamin, mourning plays do not engender mowgymrthe audience, but mourning

190 1ain Chambers, ‘History, the Baroque and the Juue of Angels’ inThe Actuality of Walter
Benjamin ed. by Laura Marcus and Lynda Nead (London: Laaeeand Wishart,1998), pp. 172-193 (p.
172).

101 Chambers, p. 172.
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is entwined within their action. As Zenon explaimourning becomes the focus of
these plays as they present humanity as ‘essgntiahturely and time-bound? The
resulting dramaturgy of thErauerspielis that it ‘'seldom stresses action; it is a drarha
memory brought to expression, of characters gregemorosely for the scars left by the
past upon the present, as well as on the unceesioft the future®® In the act of
mourning, these plays become characterised byvkddal and visual ostentation: they
are allegorical in language and emblematic in stidature and language no longer
point towards a transcendental afterlife but thatldenherent in nature and the endless
signification of allegory mark a loss of essenad th mourned by the characters of the

Trauerspiele

The central character of tAH@auerspie] the Prince, is presented as a melancholic
contemplator, who is racked by his historical ctiodiand ‘is almost incapable of
making a decision'@QGTD, p. 71). He is the ‘paradigm of the melancholynivahose
melancholy renders him contemplative rather thaiveand, like Hamlet, he is ‘a
spectator’, the antithesis to the decisive hercdadsical tragedydGTD, p. 142; p.

158). As a consequence of the stylistic inactibthe German Baroque plays,
Benjamin points out, ‘the older school of resegrelsisted in the view they were never
performed’, a view which, he states, is ‘certaimgorrect’ OGTD, p. 185). In

ascribing the German mourning play to a specifyc@hristian postlapsarian framework
that is borne out of the predominantly Europeatitipal theology of the Counter-
Reformation and the secular world of the Middle s\gg@enjamin demonstrates its
former contextualisation in classical antiquityb inappropriate. A potent illustration

of this emerges when he contrasts the Baroquereultith that of the Renaissance:

192 7enén, p. 674.
103 7enon, p. 674.
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In contrast to the baroque the Renaissance doegppetr as a
godless and heathen period but an epoch of préfeedom for the
life of the faith, while the Counter-Reformatioresehe hierarchical
strain of the middle ages assume authority in ddwshich was
denied direct access to a beyor@dG(TD, p. 79)

According to Benjamin, then, tHgauerspielis mistaken, at first, for an impoverished
example of tragedy due to its exaggeration of oegtylistic aspects of classical
tragedy: its characters, language and visual eff@a hyperbolic rather than ideal.
However, Benjamin warns, this is due to a critmahfusion between Baroque drama
and Renaissance drama. In a statement that sedrusaarry its full emphasis in
translation, Benjamin declares that ‘Older reseaeohmained unaware’ of the difference
between the dramatic style of the two epochs dulee@revailing ‘uncritical adherence
to baroque theory of drama [...] the theory of Arilto(OGTD, p. 49; p. 50%* This
critical application of Aristotle’s theory of tradg to theTrauerspie)] which stakes no
claim to Aristotolean theory, has caused a miswstdeding of th@ rauerspielin the
manner of the misunderstanding with which it waslftcharged under this type of

reading:

Commentators were all too ready to speak of distodnd
misunderstanding, without first trying to discovlee substantial
reasons for this variation, and from here it waistoo far to the
opinion that the dramatists of the period had l@isiclone no more
than apply respected precepts in an uncomprehemdigg The
Trauerspielof the baroque appeared to be a caricature adickds
tragedy [...TheTrauerspie] was seen as a distortion of the ancient
royal drama, the bombast as a distortion of thaifiegl pathos of the
Greeks, and the bloody finale as a distortion ajitr catastrophe.
TheTrauerspielthus took on the appearance of an incompetent
renaissance tragedy. And herewith arose a newifitation, which
necessarily thwarted any appreciation of the formuestion: viewed
as renaissance drama, fhauerspielstands condemned, its most
characteristic features denounced as so manytatydsortcomings.
(OGTD, p. 50)

194| take Benjamin’s statement to mean that critigsliad the theory of Aristotle to Baroque drama
without critically analysing the theory’s efficaayinterpreting the form, rather than in its litesanse,
which would suggest that Baroque theory was ureallii accepted by established research. In other
words, Benjamin implies that, rather than usingsfatiolean theory to highlight the shortcomingshaf t
Baroque tragedies, tAgauerspielform may show that the tragic form cannot alwagsbccessfully
interpreted or understood using this model, whiati been the case before Benjamin’s study.
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Here, Benjamin’s vindication of German Baroque dxansing the argument that it
entailed a deliberate amendment of the model skaal tragedy, articulates also the
specific problems encountered in a section of BhgRomantic era drama. In the same
way that German Baroque drama was judged accotditige classical model of
tragedy and compared with this model’s true inberiRenaissance Tragedy, the
dramas of Wordsworth, Coleridge, Byron and Shedlikgtruggled under their age’s
reverence of Shakespeare and his Elizabethan cpataries:® George Steiner
addresses this issue as a major factor in thedtifuality of nineteenth-century English
drama in his declaration that we find in canonkaglish writers’ bibliographies
‘tragedies which are [...] dismally bad’ even thoubhase writers entertained a ‘tragic
ideal’ in which they strove to produce a ‘work &t beside Sophocles or
Shakespearé® In addition to the provision of an analysis of #dverse social
conditions the Romantic dramatists were workingain8teiner points out that, under
the social theory of Rousseau, the very notiorgudf and fate became radically

altered:

The misery and injustice of man'’s fate were notseaby a primal
fall from grace. They were not the consequenceofe tragic,
immutable flaw in human nature. They arose froedhsurdities and
archaic inequalities built into the social fabricdgenerations of
tyrants and exploiters’

Here, Steiner describes a shift in focus upon guses of tragic suffering in Romantic
drama that, through its gesture towards the trsigucture of fate and its effect upon
character, delivers echoes of Benjamin’s appraistie Trauerspie) not least in the
identification of the emergence of the tyrant. INleger were Romantic dramas

concerned with the development of a plot that eelat singular instance of heroic

1% For a more in-depth account of this see Steiftee, Death of Tragedyp. 106-150. See also Greg
Kucich, ““A Haunted Ruin”: Romantic Drama, Renaissa Tradition and the Critical Establishment’, in
Wordsworth Circle23, 1, 1992, pp. 64-76.

1% sSteiner,The Death of Tragedypp. 122-3.

197 Steiner,The Death of Tragedyp. 125.
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transgression; instead, they were concerned withetdpacy of human suffering that this
primal revolt left behind. In his appraisal ofglshift in emphasis, Steiner highlights its
influence upon the notion of redemption, a majaiadheme of the Romantic
movement which, as he maps out, leads in drantzettheme of remorse. Steiner’s
conclusion here is that the theme of remorse througRomantic tragic drama can only
mean that it is a flawed version of tragedy, a frieggedy’ synonymous with the

inferior and sentimental ‘melodram=®

However, Benjamin’s interpretation of this replaesmof a fate conditioned by
transcendental forces with a fate conditioned Isyohical forces highlights a more
profound change in the artistic structure of th@sgs that is not merely thematic but is
also fundamentally generic. To invoke Zenon agaemjamin’s revival of the
Trauerspielinvolved a complete rethinking of its generic fdations based upon the

Baroque culture’s subjective and temporal revohsio

The kind of historical experience contained inbaeoqueTrauerspiel

relies on a genuinely dramatic conception of hisgraphy: rather

than the catastrophic event itself, history istf@Trauerspielthat

woeful web of experiences that captures the subjemmmerce with

his own temporality®®
Unlike Steiner’s view of Romantic tragedy, Benjardiacerns, in the Baroque, the
artistic effects of the recognition of the losgrainscendental potential within mankind
and the subsequent recognition of mankind as tinnatho With reference to a quotation
from the Early Modern German poet Martin Opitz, penin declares that what Steiner

sees as the ‘social fabric’ that caused the trageafi Romantic drama (or, for

Benjamin, the Germahrauerspie) was not simply what the plays were about, buegav

198 Steiner,The Death of Tragedyp. 133.
199 7enén, p. 674.
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rise to their creative foundatidn® As Benjamin states, ‘the incidents listed [werel
so much the subject-matter but the artistic cotheT rauerspiel (OGTD, p. 62). In
this statement lies Benjamin’s radical re-evaluabbdramatic genres on the basis of
their artistic source, which, in turn, has implioas for his conception of the
representative modes of classicism and moderii#y,is, in the blending of their
aesthetic and temporal structures. These stricaueeoften at their most noticeable in
and through the protagonists of tragedy @&ralierspiel the tragic hero and the
fragmentation and dispersal of this figure of umitghe Trauerspielacross the
respective characters of tyrant, martyr and ingrgul hese figures, | argue in Chapter
Four, can be discerned in tdeamatis personaef Remorsehrough the characters of
Alvar, Ordonio and Velez. It should be noted tltoatead Coleridge’s Romantic drama
as a German mourning play would be to misread Banja study of this form, which
he applies only to the specific artistic and cw@twonditions of th&rauerspieleof
Germany. However, Benjamin articulates that ofiteys, most notably those of
Shakespeare and Calderdn, appedrraserspieigenre plays. He makes a distinction
between Shakespeardguerspie] Hamlet and those of Germany on account of
Shakespeare’s ability to ‘strik[e] Christian spacks of the baroque rigidity of the
melancholic’ OGTD, p. 158). In this sense, Benjamin uncovers lght into
Shakespearean drama as he is able to discernity adiafluence within such a key
play asHamlet its form and some of its content resonate withBlaroque melancholic
tone, yet the play is still set against the valofes Renaissance dramatic tradition that
invokes divine retribution. Graeme Gilloch alludeBenjamin’s reading dflamletas
a signal of Benjamin’s overarching critical intamtj using the critical tool of the

constellation, in th&rauerspielstudy:

110 The quotation is as follows: ‘Tragedy is in eqomdjesty to heroic poetry, except that it seldom
suffers from the introduction of characters of Igwktate and ignoble matters: because it dealsvaittly
the demands of kings, killings, despair, infanticahd patricide, conflagrations, incest, war and
commotion, lamentation, weeping, sighing, and skeh(OGTD, p. 62).
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Hamlet is no tragic hero. He is instead the gsseatial melancholic
prince, paralysed by indecision, tormented by thresequences of his
folly, and slain in a final royal bloodbath [. Hamletastrauerspiel

— the play is uprooted from its conventional cofitexd repositioned

and illuminated afresh as a fragment of a diffeidaa’™*

It is this sensitivity towards Shakespeare as alRsance dramatist whose plays also
entail the ‘non-renaissance’, identified here @&sBharoque, that is particularly relevant
to Coleridge’s dramatic worlOGTD, p. 59). In this way, the traditional understagdi
of Shakespeare’s major, but ultimately unsuitainliéyence upon Romantic drama may
be debated, since his plays are identified as ibtrs to a Baroque secularisation of
the tragic that was also expressed in an Englishdtic context through the structural
emphasis upon redemption through remorse. Initiaé $ection of this chapter, I will
introduce the aspect of Benjamin’s work that isaapptly most at odds with

Coleridge’s Romantic outlook: allegory.

1.7  Allegory andTrauerspiel

Benjamin dedicates the third and final parfTae Origin of German Tragic Drama

the linguistic embodiment of the constellationegbry. As with his activity of

rescuing th&rauerspielfrom a critical obscurity based upon its misappiaifn into

the genre of tragedy, his aim is to rescue allegbriepresentation from the critical
dead-end it had endured since its comparison witibsl in the Romantic era. Gilloch
states with reference to the figurative intentibaltegory that it ‘aspires to neither
clarity nor grace, but lays itself bare as meamisglverbosity, as the broken, arbitrary
language of fallen humanity and mournful natdfé’ Benjamin reclaims allegory as the

figurative language of the postlapsarian world andloing this, he addresses what he

M Gilloch, p. 70.
12 Gilloch, p. 81.
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believes to be the mistaken opposition of symbdlafegory (and the false elevation
of the former above the latter) in the Romantic drashort, Benjamin aims to show
that ‘allegory is not failed symbol; it is the did symbol’s creaturely counterpart®
Benjamin’s overarching argument is based upon gtmoand wide-ranging
interweaving of theological, philosophical and @xttal considerations that come
together to underline his point that the Romangea&tion of symbol above allegory as
a representative device is both misplaced and dstradive of a misunderstanding of
their respective figurative functio! In the opening sentence of ‘Allegory and
Trauerspiel; he asserts his intention by declaring that, ®a@r a hundred years the
philosophy of art has been subject to the tyrarfreywsurper who came to power in the
chaos which followed in the wake of Romanticis@GTD, p. 159)**° His aim in this
final section of thedabilitation is clear: he hopes to rebalance the existing stato
under which aesthetic theory has operated sinceaRtbbasm adopted the symbol,

under false pretences, as the supreme form ofiamgpresentation.

Benjamin is particularly critical of what he fintls be a misrepresentation of the
expressive function of the symbol as it is adoftech both theology and classicism
into Romantic aesthetics. In the first instancenjmin declares that, in search of a
redemptive solution to the postlapsarian state arikind, Romantic philosophy took
‘the unity of the material and the transcendenitgéct, which constitutes the paradox of
the theological symbol, [and] distorted [it] intoedationship between appearance and

essence’@GTD, p. 160). The basis of this distortion, it appeday in the fact that

13 Gilloch, p. 81.

14 Howard Caygill offers an introduction to alleganyWalter Benjamin’s work in ‘Walter Benjamin’s
Concept of Allegory’, inThe Cambridge Companion to Allegped. by Rita Copeland and Peter T.
Struck (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 204p. 241-54. Here, Caygill agrees that
Benjamin’s conception of allegory is ‘rooted in @empt to bring together the approaches of
philosophy, aesthetics and cultural history’ (p1R4

115 For a more detailed account of approaches toaljeig the Romantic era, see Theresa M. Kelley,
‘Romanticism’s Errant Allegory’, ifThe Cambridge Companion to Allegdsee note to Caygill, above),
pp. 211-29.
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‘romantic aestheticians’ adopted the symbol ag@ fof representation that promised a
fleeting incarnation of the artistic image or, eegged in Benjamin’s terminology, the
realisation of an ideaOGTD, p. 159). Itis a form of ‘momentary totality’ @fhich
Benjamin is suspicious precisely because it off@rsincomplicated path towards the
reconciliation of the divine and the human, whiehdelieves is not available to
historical manQGTD, p. 165). The theological promise of the symisoaddorm of
representation that could be invested with a dieleenent was augmented by its
transposition into the artistic representationhef heroic individual in classicism.
Benjamin states that, ‘in classicism, the tenddndhe apotheosis of existence in the
individual who is perfect [...] is clear enough’, buts this elevation of the individual
to a divine status that he sees as the delusiatigion of Romanticism, precisely
because classical man’s ‘radius of culture’ washieyand therefore supported the ‘thus
perfected beautiful individual’ in ‘the circle die “symbolic”(OGTD, p. 160). Itis
helpful at this point to refer back to Benjaminarleer essay, Trauerspieland
Tragedy’, in which he states that the tragic hediste in a ‘magic circle’ in that he is
isolated from the rest of his community as a restitis ideal status® Here, he
contrasts the classical hero who is isolated frercommunity with the Baroque
characters whose historical identity embeds thethimvtheir community: their
projection is not upwards or beyond but outward$@among. This historical quality of
the Baroque drama relies upon a representative tallegory, which deals with the

earth-bound state of postlapsarian man:

The Baroque apotheosis is a dialectical one. dt®mplished in the
movement between extremes. In this eccentric &idatical process
the harmonious inwardness of classicism plays & for the reason
that the immediate problems of the baroque, benligign-religious
problems, did not so much affect the individual aidethics as his
religious community. Simultaneously with its proéaconcept of the

118 Walter Benjamin, Trauerspieland Tragedy’ irSelected Writingsed. by Marcus Bullock and Michael
W. Jennings, 4 vols (Cambridge, MA: The BelknapsBref Harvard University Press, 1996)pp. 55-58

(p.56).
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symbol, classicism develops its speculative coparerthat of the
allegorical. OGTD, pp. 160-1)

Here, Benjamin cuts a path through theology anssaém that progresses towards his
theory of Baroque drama and introduces what wowdshieially be understood as his
theory of modernity!’ Crucially, he divorces the ‘radius’ of classi@allture’ from

the ‘radius’ of Baroque culture, as the formeragmected with the individual’s
relationship with the divine and the latter witle gholitical and religious machinations
of a community QGTD, p. 160). As Samuel Weber states, he ‘soughstibéish a
radical discontinuity separating the Greek epoomfthe Christian one, including their
respective theatre$'® The result of Benjamin’s assertion that Barodeatre bears no
evolutionary relationship with Greek theatre unas\weekey point of Benjamin’s wider
generic theory. As counterparts to Greek tragemlysymbolic expression,
Trauerspieleand allegorical expression are not failing distor$ of an apparent but
illusionary artistic ability to ‘embod[y] the ide§OGTD, p. 164). Instead, they give
rise to an alternative, purely secular, form ofresgion that is based upon signification

and the loss of meaning:

Whereas in symbol destruction is idealized andrdnesfigured face
of nature is fleetingly revealed in the light ofleenption, in allegory,
the observer is confronted with tfeeies hippocraticaf history as a
petrified, primordial landscapeOGTD, p. 166).

Benjamin uses the notion of the landscape, or roftem nature, as a bond between
Trauerspieland allegory which, again, repeats his overarchimggment that the

philosophical and literary canons have overlookedexpressive richness of both in

17 Asja Lacis recalled in her memoirs that, in a désgon about his study with her, Benjamin had dtate
that, ‘his investigation was not merely academitditectly related to current problems of contenapgr
literature [...] Back then in Capri [she] did not ligayrasp the connection between allegory and moder
poetics. Retrospectively [she] now underst[oody fwacisively Walter Benjamin had penetrated modern
problems of form’. Quoted in Samuel WebEhgeatricality as MediunfNew York: Fordham University
Press, 2004), p. 161. Benjamin’s most expliciérefice to modernity iihe Origin of German Tragic
Dramais in the section ‘Baroque and Expressionism’,5$:56.

118\weber,Theatricality as Mediunp. 163.
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favour of the synthesising action of tragedy analsgl. In this, he reminds the reader
that nature and language, in their fallen statetaio within them not a divine
coherence but only the markings of loss and theedssal of meaning. He states that
from the end of the Middle Ages to the start of Begoque era, the attitude towards
nature as it was represented in art followed the &if thought that, ‘the imitation of
nature mean(t] the imitation of nature as shape&Gog’ (OGTD, p. 180). This
Romantic impulse towards the expressive power wit®y} would appear to overcome
the divides of the historical and linguistic comasness of fallen mankind. As Bainard
Cowan articulates, ‘time seems to stop for thisgmrmoment, and problems of
communication are annulled® By contrast, Benjamin transposes the historical
condition of man into language in which, just atunais rendered a landscape without
essence—‘a face - or rather [...] a death’s head'—nimgais ‘hollowed out’ in

language @GTD, p. 166)**° In other words, the reconciliation between madkind
consciousness claimed by symbol is nowhere in@aliggvhich does not signify

essence but simply signifies further signification.

The suspicion of symbolic redemption refers bactheophilosophical debate between
knowledge and representation established in thist&mo-Critical Prologue’ and
Benjamin’s initial redeployment of philosophy towarthe ‘representation of truth’
rather than ‘the acquisition of knowledg®GTD, p. 28). The key point here is
Benjamin’s assertion that, unlike knowledge, whtdy be ‘a spontaneous product of
the intellect’, truth is associated with ideas whare ‘simply given to be reflected upon
[...they are] pre-existent@GTD, p. 30). An activity concerned with the

representation of truth must therefore see reptaten as a gathering together and

119 Cowan, p. 111.
120 Gilloch, p. 83.
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arranging of ideas so as to allow for their redilisathrough a configuration rather than

the realisation of an idea through its represeoati

The striving on the part of the Romantic aesthatisiafter a
resplendent but ultimately non-committal knowledf@n absolute
has secured a place in the most elementary theardébates about
art for a notion of the symbol which has nothingenthan the name
in common with the genuine notion [...] For this aboscurs
wherever in the work of art the ‘manifestation’asf ‘idea’ is declared
a symbol. OGTDp. 159; p. 160)

The function of allegory, therefore, is importamtBenjamin’s understanding of
representation for two reasons. Firstly, as opphdsesymbol, it stands as a purely
representative device as it makes no pretentidinetancarnation of an idea.

Benjamin’s quotation from Creuzer highlights thghe comparison between the two
tropes, in which allegory ‘signifies merely a gealaroncept or an idea which is
different from itself’ as opposed to symbol, whishHthe very incarnation and
embodiment of the ideaOGTD, p. 164). In this sense, allegory is highly appiate

to the ornamentation of the Baroque era as itmeemed only with signs and
signification and does not strive towards ‘its abst meaning’ QGTD, p. 162).
Secondly, it becomes the chosen representative tvtba secularised world, which is
declined ‘direct access to a beyon@QGTD, p. 79) exactly because it marks the loss of
that ‘abstract meaning’ in human language. In sgjmm to the ‘fleeting’ revelation of
nature in ‘the light of redemption’ that symbol aaffer, allegory is concerned with ‘the
burning up of a husk as it enters the realm ofsd#wat is to say the destruction of a
work in which its external form achieves its moslilant degree of illumination’

(OGTD, p. 31). lItis the suggestion of this allegorigigw of communication that, |
argue, appears in Coleridge’s dramatic theory aadtige as a counterbalance to his
better established endorsement of symbol. This isiperhaps best realised in the most
famous dramatic scene of Coleridge’s works as Abid&emorseaunveils a picture,

revealing, for a brief moment, the truth of histbhey’s attempt on his life before the
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picture is consumed by flames. The image can hsidered a striking dramatization of
Benjamin’s description of the effect of allegoryti®lvar’'s act gains further
significance in the context of the play as the @rdtruggle between sound and vision
becomes a key aspect of Coleridge’s dramatic thaodypractice. While this aspect of
Remorsevill be considered in the final chapter of thisdise | turn in the following

chapter to an analysis of Coleridge’s dramatic theo
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Chapter 2. Dramatic lllusion and Remorse in Colerlge’s Early
Lectureson Literature

2.1 Introduction: ‘The True Theory of Stage Illusion’

The true theory of stage illusion [is] equally dist from the French
critics, who ground their principles on the prestiompof Delusion,
and of Dr. Johnson who would persuade us thatwilgements are as
broad awake during the most masterly representafitiee deepest
scenes of Othelld.

The letter in which Coleridge declares his prineipf stage illusion as a genuine
theoretical basis for drama contains, in bothlitericy and tone, a sense of genuine
satisfaction upon the arrival of a theory he haghnbefining for years. It sees him
settling upon a means of defining and judging tifece of theatrical productions upon
an audience that is not only comprehensive butradsel. Furthermore, although this
theory is composed of many ideas prevalent atithe, in its close analysis of the
relationship between art and psychology, it isidistvely Coleridgean. The statement
contained within the letter on ‘the true theorystdge illusion’ comes just fourteen
months before the publication Bfographia Literariaand therefore, in spite of its
confidence and original argument, it assumes ardiraie position in the history of
Coleridge’s theory to the statement upon poetith faith which it is intimately linked.
Nevertheless, Coleridge’s efforts to theorise thge specifically by offering up a
model of dramatic illusion that he found more datigory than the opposing views of
the French theorists and Samuel Johnson, bothedkefiem neoclassical rules of
judgement, offers an incisive and profound studg the modern experience of
(dramatic) art. As such, it highlights the impoxta of drama as a departure point for

some of his most celebrated critical and poetickwor

! Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ‘Letter to Daniel Stua816’, inCollected Letters of Samuel Taylor
Coleridge,ed. by Earl Leslie Griggs, 6 vols (Oxford: Oxforaildersity Press, 1956-711), pp. 641-2.
2 Coleridge, ‘Letter to Daniel Stuart’, pp. 641-2.
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Addressing the first point of reference for muchhag criticism of Coleridge’s theory of
dramatic illusion, the ‘tortured question [of higlagiarism™, Richard Harter Fogle
sums up the argument for his originality and platesthe context of its fundamental
importance for other areas of his wdrkHe observes that ‘the vitality, subtlety, and
concreteness of Coleridge’s treatment of drambtision is self-validating; it is
organically alive both in itself and in its clos#ationship with Coleridge’s whole way
of thinking’.* This regard for Coleridge’s dramatic illusion asently been developed
by Julian Knox in his doctoral thesis, ‘Self-Poittia a Concave Mirror: Coleridge and
the Art of Translation’. Knox takes the trope loé tmirror, used persistently by
Coleridge throughout his critical work, and expbtke link it makes between visual
representation—not just in ‘visual art’ but alse thctivecreation of images'—and the
poetic representation of spiritual timen this, Knox sees Coleridge as ‘proto-
Benjaminian’ because his use of the mirror tropeaionect the organic creativity of the
human mind with a divine temporality that is, ictfaatemporal anticipates Benjamin’s
philosophy of history. Coleridge’s conception of time, when Knox considéthrough
the mirror trope, is not chronologically progressbut becomes rather a version of pure
experience. In other words, time as chronologysdua# condition human experience

but human consciousness as fluid and organic asgaihistorical time:

For Coleridge, time is not the mirror of historytlmiinstead the focal
point in the concave mirror of poetic consciousnelih explodes
time’s homogeneity by projecting from it imagestthay no heed to
chronology [...] and hence assume dimensions of Bbajamin
would call “messianic time” or something closett6 i

% Richard Harter Fogle, ‘Coleridge on Dramatic liars, The Tulane Drama Review (1960), 33-44 (p.
36).
* Fogle, p.37.
® Julian Knox, ‘Self-Portrait in a Concave Mirrorof@éridge and the Art of Translation’ (unpublished
doctoral thesis, University of California, Los Agg, 2011), p. 66; p. 65 (emphasis in original).
6
Knox, p. 69.
"Knox, p. 66.
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In the following account of the 1808 Lectures,rhap make further links between
Coleridge’s emerging but inconclusive theory ofrdaaand Benjamin’s more forceful
assertion of the dramatic form as the form whictitdéhe modern condition of man.
Whilst this view of Coleridge’s ‘proto-Benjaminianharacter offers a fresh
understanding of him as a Romantic writer, | aragneement with Knox when he
resists projecting a theory of modernity onto Gdige, emphasising that, ‘While it
would be misleading to label Coleridge a “historiveterialist”, it is a testament to the
originality of his historical philosophy that itslees may be felt in the work of Walter
Benjamin’® Coleridge addresses the issue of history (amthet historical
representation) in his work, but is also willinguse his creative work to present
conceptions of time other than a simple chronolalgicode as a way of confronting the
sense of loss inherent in attempting to recordebgiterience in writing. However, the
dividing line that inhibits an amalgamation betw@&smjamin’s modernism and
Coleridge’s Romanticism is drawn when history aamtluage converge within nature
as the focal point for truthful representation.r Eoleridge, nature is the living and
tangible link to the divine by way of its expressiaf symbolic language, but Benjamin
pulls nature in the opposite direction, into higtdhrough his identification of it not
with life but with death and its corresponding eegsive trope, allegory.Where some,
most notably Paul de Man, have addressed Colesdg&mpts to overcome the

constraints of time and language through the el@vaif the conscious self in symbolic

8 Knox, p. 69. | want to qualify my accord with ifud Knox by stating that, in certain areas, my &m
precisely to draw parallels between Benjamin’sdnisal materialism and the historical materialigratt
can be drawn out of Coleridge’s work, especiallyalation to the character of the Ancient Marinér.
address the point, in Chapter Three, that althdtiglcorrect that Coleridge cannot be described as
historical materialist, the Mariner can be desaibreterms of a Benjaminian character who is aohical
materialist, the Storyteller.

® In The Origin of German Tragic Dram&enjamin calls this ‘natural history’ and here rsfeo history
that takes its identity from nature which is subjecthe decaying process, rather than the morerezm
term of natural history which refers to an epocfolehuman time (although the latter meaning
complements the former in the context of his workhe key point is that Benjamin uses this form of
history as a counterargument to the Romantic viemature as a timeless element of the world: ‘The
nature of the creation which absorbs history batk itself is quite different from the nature of
Rousseau’. Benjamiff,he Origin of German Tragic Dram#&ans. by John Osborne and introd. by
George Steiner (London and New York: Verso, 19p847; p. 9. Further references to this edition wil
be given in parentheses in the text, using theealdtionOGTD.
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language, and others are now starting to compare@ntrast Romantic symbol with
Benjamin’s revival of allegory, my aim is to foreks between the two writers under
the spotlight of the dramatic forffl. The issue of symbol versus allegory remains a
fertile source of interest in relation to both wrg’ work, but the complexities of this
language-based inquiry, although always in minedne be put aside so as to highlight
an alternative comparison between the two writ@itsis comparison, based in their
formal interest in drama, may in some ways overctreeapparent incongruity between

Benjamin’s allegory and Coleridge’s symbol.

The following chapter, which examines Coleridgesdimition of dramatic illusion,
focuses on an emerging network of ideas that wieaevary early stage in the 1808
Lectures. The records surviving from this lectseees are more fragmentary than later
series such as the 1811-12 and 1818-19 LecturesetNeless, for the purpose of this
study, the 1808 Lectures have important featurasstighlight their distinct
contribution to the analysis of Coleridge’s dramdtieory. First and foremost, these
Lectures were given before the earliest date opthidication of A. W. Schlegel’'&lber
dramatische Kunst und Literatum 1809 and therefore the complication of Schlsgel
influence upon Coleridge’s thought is not a conce®econdly, a consideration of the
meaning of remorse in the context of human guidt laistory that forms most of the
undelivered Lecture Three is an important precuts@oleridge’s revised plag)sorio
(the title of the play was later amendedRemorsg'* Although this is an undeveloped

concept in a set of notes for a lecture that Caégriprobably never gave, it does show

1%1n addition to Knox, Hugh Grady considers Benjaminon-organic unity’ located in allegory. See
Hugh Grady, ‘Hamlet as a Mourning Play: A Benjarmimgésque InterpretatiorBhakespeare Studje36
(2008), 135-65. Paul Hamilton departs from denldaeading of Romantic irony by highlighting the
dramatic, and hence, communal nature of Friedridfi€gel’s understanding of irony as ‘permanent
parabasis’. See Paul Hamiltdvietaromanticisnm(Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2003), pp2Q9-
"2 The rewriting ofRemorsavas completed in 1813 but it could be as earlyagl that Coleridge had the
new title for the play in mind. For a more detdikccount of Coleridge’s attitude @sorio and the
process of its revision, see Jibon Krishna BaneEeamatic Works of Wordsworth, Coleridge and
SoutheyNew Delhi: Atlantic Publishers and Distributoif94), pp. 144-163.
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his tendency to theorise drama as an historicatig@menon. Finally, of the lecture
notes that survive from this series, none are ameckwith any one of Shakespeare’s
dramas specifically. Coleridge tended to introdoisdecture series with a historical
description of the dramatic form and then movem8hakespeare by arguing that he
should be considered a poet rather than a dramdtiss general introduction would
lead Coleridge into more detailed analysis of Shpkare’s individual plays. The
surviving documents of the 1808 Lecture series isbo$ material from lectures one to
four, which means that analysis of this serieoi#fioed to Coleridge’s introduction to
the dramatic form as it evolved in England andisor&asoning as to why Shakespeare
should be termed a poet, not a dramatist. Asudtreise reader of these lectures is
focused not upon Coleridge’s analysis of Shakegf®tanguage and the psychology of
his characters (as is the case with the 1818 Lestinut upon Coleridge’s
understanding of the dramatic form itsélfAdded to this is the fact that the
Supplementary Records attributed to this seriesiden more independently of the
poetic than do other lecture series, the stagevasial art form. As a result of these
features, the 1808 Lectures show Coleridge thewyifie dramatic in and of itself and

not bound by the complexities of its intertextualitith poetry+>

The specific importance of Coleridge’s 1808 lecsurehighlighted by Charles
Mahoney. Stating that these lectures ‘establishedh of the critical lexicon and many
of the general principles to which Coleridge wordturn for the next eleven years’, he

presents them as the enabling foundation and desisie enunciation of Coleridge’s

12 Obviously, this is not to say that Coleridge’s 88@ctures did not become increasingly concerned
with Shakespeare’s plays and poetic language httfir the reader or critic of these lectures,vinigten
text that survives becomes focused more clearly tipe establishment of his dramatic theory.

13 Again, | do not want to suggest that Coleridge waisconcerned with the poetic in these lectures,
especially as evidence of the lectures that deuntive suggests that the poetic was a key point of
consideration. What | propose is that, as eadiukes, the 1808 Lectures are uncomplicated by
Coleridge’s close following of Schlegel’'s dramatieory that refined and added body to his own
emerging stance. In this instance, Coleridge s t@ work unfettered by a theory that, although i
defined his own argument, also served to supprtss tacets of his independently forged ideas.
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singular voice in Romantic Shakespeare critictmErom these lectures, Coleridge
establishes his position as a critic of Shakespeareerently poetic identity, a position
upon which he builds in later lectures to produsetéchnique of close reading of
Shakespeare’s poetic language. Whilst this cam@akisputed, surfacing in 1808 is also
a hidden critical lexicon that shadows many ofdubsequent works. In the following
account of dramatic illusion in the lectures, | dordraw attention to an undercurrent of
ideas within Coleridge’s dramatic criticism thaglhlights his sensitivity towards drama
as a staged form that is more immediately connegtiédits social and historical
milieu. Further to this, | aim to highlight how [éadge’s theory of drama up to the
nineteenth century shows an awareness that draaratiepresents the secular identity
of man (although, unlike Benjamin, Coleridge doesaonsciously assert this notion).
In short, | aim to demonstrate that Coleridge’si@l engagement with drama is based
on two main premises: firstly, that the combinatidmpoetic dialogue and the visual
realisation of images on stage made drama a céptyartistic medium but also one
that must be closely regulated; secondly, that dtemfiorm and genre are conditioned
by our representation of mankind and the experiehoeankind in either a classical
framework or a modern one, but fail if the two eo&fused in one play, a point that

perhaps Coleridge was in the process of estabgishihis dramatic theory and practice.

The second issue considered in this chapter ikitherical character of Coleridge’s
dramatic motif, remorse. Remorse is considere@digridge firstly (and briefly) in the
1808Lectures on the Principles of Poetimd he returns to it in Lecture Xll of his
1818-19 series. Other than these two referenserily point at which he considers
remorse is through the title and themes of his reostessful play. Itis, therefore,

ostensibly a minor point of reflection in the coxitef his significant dramatic output

14 Charles Mahoney, ‘Coleridge and Shakespear&him Oxford Handbook to Samuel Taylor Coleridge
ed. by Frederick Burwick (Oxford: Oxford Universi®ress, 2009), pp. 498-514 (p. 499).
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but, as a motif, it becomes a key aspect of himdte work, especially when it is
studied in the light of his theory of illusion antihis account of the human wifi. The
idea of remorse, and its association with the walimost evident and most important in
Coleridge’sLectures on Literaturbefore he encounters Schlegdlser dramatische
Kunst und Literatur® After he reads Schlegel’s work, his own theorgiamatic
illusion is brought into line with early German Ranticism and feeds more smoothly
into his later account of poetic faith in tBeographia This realignment of dramatic
illusion as an aspect of poetic theory serves trride the nascent theory of remorse, as
it serves Coleridge as an emotional and histoscaltce of dramatic imagination. A
key moment in Coleridge’s consideration of drameuog when he links Shakespeare to
the poetic rather than the dramdtic.This innovative view, however, has not only
impacted upon the critical view of Shakespearealsd upon the critical view of
Coleridge. Whilst Coleridge’s criticism of Shakeape brings to light qualities of
Shakespeare’s plays that were neglected by treatwhémem under neoclassical rules

and gives us a fuller understanding of his playlsas equally served to conceal some

!> The idea of the will was common ground for crititeeory in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
Briefly, it was conceived as the instrument usedbyndividual to enable him to enter into an iitus

In an analysis of the will in Schlegel’s accountofmatic illusion as compared with that of Colgad
Burwick highlights Coleridge’s original input inthis field by making the will the decisive elemerft

the spectator’s choice to see the illusion. Unfledlegel, who views the will as something to be
suspended in order to allow for the effect of itusupon the individual, Coleridge claims that the
individual chooses to activate his will to suspémidisbelief in the illusion before him. In Scidg, the
will is merely a marker of the difference betweba teal and the illusory: it must be suspendedior
illusion to have effect. For Coleridge, by contralse will evidences the spectator’s powers of
imagination. The will, for Coleridge, becomes K&y ground for aesthetic interaction between aatist
spectator. For a full account of Coleridge’s mimdifion of Schlegel’s concept of illusion, see Fnéck
Burwick, lllusion and the DramdPhiladelphia, PA: Penn State University Pres§1)9op. 191-231.

181t is accepted that the influence of A. W. Schlagmn Coleridge’s lectures is marked at Lectuod 9
his 1811-12 course. Coleridge’s 1808 Lecturesatre8chlegel’s, which were delivered between 1809
and 1811. For a detailed account of the timingath lecture series and a considered approacteto th
extent of Coleridge’s use of Schlegel, see Foakesbunt in Samuel Taylor Coleriddesctures 1808-
1819 on Literaturged. by R. A. Foakes, The Bollingen Edition of ©allected Works of Samuel Taylor
Coleridge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton UrsitgrPress, 1969-2002), v (1987) pp. liii-Ixiv; @pr2-
175. Further references to this edition are giveparentheses in the text, using the abbreviation

7 Coleridge’s distinction between Shakespeare aamhar(and his realignment of Shakespeare with
poetry) comes into view initially through the tilef his lecture series. Of the twelve series Wee

given between 1808 and 1819, five included ‘Lectuoe Shakespeare’ in their title (none of these
proposed a commentary on drama). Only one ser&¥2]) was dedicated to drama specifically, and this
was split into two courses: ‘Lectures on Europeaania’ and ‘Lectures on Shakespeare’. The 1808
lectures in which Coleridge first makes the digimt between drama and Shakespeare are entitled
‘Lectures on the Principles of Poetry’.
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aspects of Coleridge’s dramatic criticism that ramed distinct from his analysis of
Shakespeare’s poetic plays. As a result, aspéstste of Coleridge’s dramatic theory
such as the motif of remorse, the commanding geaiudthe use of personification
and allegory in English drama from medieval playShakespeare remain undeveloped
and tend to be overlooked by critical resedfcin the following pages, | offer an
interpretation of Coleridge’s working definition dfamatic illusion and its vehicle, the
will, as it precedes the stage at which Coleridgg tmave been influenced by
Schlegel’s lectures. | aim to draw attention tdefidge’s awareness of the separate
theoretical foundations of the dramatic form arel petic form through a consideration
of drama as an emotional and historical rather #ramtellectual and mythical medium.
By analysing these elements of Coleridge’s eadjules, | aim to uncover an
interpretation of drama in Coleridge’s work thasgees towards the themes and motifs
that Benjamin explores initially in his revival tife German mourning plays and later in

essays such d8heses on the Philosophy of Histanyd ‘The Storyteller’.

Finally in this chapter, | apply my findings to ansideration of how the controversial
premise of the ‘Critique dBertram may have been misread as an attack on its author,
Charles Maturin, and, to a lesser extent, the Duarye committee. Here, | want to
argue that the ‘Critique’ can be understood asrmgiay to theBiographiamuch more
than has previously been appreciated. Critics ednsider the book an
autobiographical piece have gone some way towamndscating these chapters,
therefore, as extension to this, it seems apprgpteaconsider them also in line with
Coleridge’s literary criticism. As Julie Carlsoashsuggested, the focus upon

Romanticism’s inability to overcome both an aesthéew of the imagination as

18 A notable exception to this is Julie Carlson, wias commented extensively on commanding genius
and maintains that drama plays a key role in odiewstanding of Coleridge. See Julie Carldorihe
Theatre of Romanticism: Coleridge, Nationalism, WoiiCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994).
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primarily reflective and its fear of the empiricmalitical philosophies seen in France
have contributed to a view of a British Romantientty that privileges mental theatre
over practical dramaturgy. This ‘entrenched’ viefra ‘withdraw[al] from the stage’ of
the British canonical writers, at least, has led tdearth of critical engagement with the
dramatic literature and theory of the British Rotn@ar-and particularly Coleridgean—
oeuvre™ In ‘An Active Imagination: Coleridge and the Rinl$ of Dramatic Reform’,
Carlson repositions Coleridge’s theory of imagioativithin a dramatic (rather than
poetic) context of active and collective participatin the play. She argues that
Coleridge’s specifically dramatic theory of imagdioa, which is based on his model of
dramatic illusion (most thoroughly discussed inlbigures), puts forward the view that
the aesthetic vision of a play may only come tdatifsa through the audience’s will to
experience it through the ‘temporary Half-Faitlibtus upon in my understanding of
his theory of illusion (L, I, p. 134). In this way, it becomes clear thate@idge’s
theory of imagination is not a fixed and univereory but one that may be adjusted to
suit the two different forms of poetry and dran@arlson’s interest in Coleridge’s
formulation of a dramatic imagination is based oleTidge’s interest in the theatre as a
tool for social reform, particularly in oppositiom the political philosophies of reason
and sense coming from revolutionary France. Howeeel will argue in the final
section of this chapter, her reassessment of @gle's use of the ‘temporary Half-
Faith’ of dramatic illusion has important implicatis for his literary theory concerning
drama as much as his political theory concerniramée (L, I, p. 134). Therefore, |
hope to re-establish a literary critical engagemtit this text that is glossed over in
the New Historicist movement and move towardsetsval as an important piece of
Coleridge’s output. The literary engagement witie@idge’s dramatic theory must

start, however, with his own historical understagddf modern drama as a form that

19 Julie Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination: Coleridgedathe Politics of Dramatic Reforn¥jodern
Philology, 86 (1988), 22-33 (p.22).
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emerges under different circumstances to class@gédy and it is, accordingly, here

that | begin in the following analysis of the 180&ctures.

2.2 The Significance of the Middle Ages in Coleridgand Benjamin’s

Understanding of the Dramatic

The source of both Coleridge and Benjamin’s versiointhe modern dramatic form
begin not in a mythical age described by the otassiuthors but in the tangibly
historical setting of the Middle Ages. Both wriddake medieval mystery plays as the
point at which drama was restored to the Europestition as a new form, distinct
from its classical predecessor. Coleridge intredumoth the 1808 Lectures and the
1811-12 Lectures with an explanation of the develept of the drama and, in these
lectures, he comments on the specific nature ofiindrama?’ The commentary on
the evolution of the drama in both Ancient Greeae Bngland shows Coleridge
working out a considered distinction between the tinamatic forms according to their
cultural and dramaturgical contexts, and the Midelies stands as the break between
them. In a description of the evolution of dram&ngland, the flow of Coleridge’s
argument appears to silhouette the process ofnongich forms the discursive
foundation of Benjamin’3he Origin of German Tragic Dramadt is a process of
interruption and restoration whereby, out of thenstaeam of the established form, a
new form erupts and establishes itself in its oighty paradoxically maintaining within
its structure a continuation of the initial flowhis type of movement is also described

by Coleridge in the notes for Lecture Two, whickeasthat the dramatic form has been

? There was a sense, in both lecture series, tHatifge spent too much time on these topics andldho
have moved more swiftly onto the subjects as athegt{namely Shakespeare’s plays and other
literature). Henry Crabbe Robinson commented ltbature Two of the 1811-12 series contained ‘too
much repetition in the definition, etc., of poefry] and Greek theatre which might have been spared’
(LL, I, p. 214). Foakes notes that Coleridge’s inasteon these topics highlights their importance to
him (LL, I, p. 215).
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through ‘a State of Chaos, out of which it was dawhile, at least> to proceed anew,
as if there had been none beforelit_ (I, p. 48). This point is qualified, however, by
the suggestion that the ‘chain’ back to ancieetditure ‘was never wholly brokerl(,

I, p. 48). Consequently, Coleridge builds up aagmof the dramatic form having
passed through an epoch under which it has becooheupdly altered. The imagery
used suggests a process of alchemy whereby theadiestnucture of the form is
permanently altered, but, in this case, the propesgresses from a precious metal to a
‘baser metal’ (L, I, p. 48). The language Coleridge employs is thescription of the
evolution of the dramatic form is suggestive of $esisitivity towards what Benjamin
more openly terms the ‘secular drama’, which isceoned only with the historical
identity of mankind QGTD, p. 49). The culture upon which the modern dr&éna
created contrasts with the classical structureasfScendence and is now a ‘baser’
reference point grounded in earthly form and canfieln, I, p. 48). Benjamin makes his
assertion of this clear in a sub-sectiormbé Origin of German Tragic Dramentitled

‘Immanence of Baroque Drama’:
Whereas the painters of the Renaissance know h&eeio their skies
high, in the paintings of the baroque the cloud espwarkly or
radiantly, down towards the earth. In contragh®wbaroque the
Renaissance does not appear as a godless andrhpetiuel, but as
an epoch of profane freedom for the life of théhfaivhile the
Counter-Reformation sees the hierarchical strath@iniddle ages

assume authority in a world which was denied diaecess to a
beyond. OGTD, p. 79)

Coleridge’s description of a contrasting artistiedo the Renaissance is by no means
as polemically organised, but it does draw uporgeng of light, used in a way that is
strikingly similar to Benjamin’s application ofiit his observations upon the

contrasting cultural inheritance of the Baroquenthiaand the Renaissance drama. Here,
Coleridge describes the period between classteahture and the Renaissance in

Europe:
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A dark cloud, like another Sky, covered the whotg€ of Heaven,
but here it thinned away, & white Stains of Lightsved a Star
behind it, and [h]ere it was rent, and a Star haseoss in all its
brightness, and vanished [...] The ignorance of tleatgnass of our
countrymen was the efficient cause of the repradodaif the Drama;
& the preceding Darkness equally with the returrifght was
necessary in order to the productiorttiakspere— (LL, |, p. 48)

In the quotations above, Benjamin and Coleridgetesige different epochs or
timescales for their own distinct arguments. Bemjadescribes the Baroque era as a
period which contrasts culturally, but shares mis&d context, with the Renaissance; he
uses it specifically as a critically overlooked @resor to the modernity of his era. In
contrast, Coleridge comments more generally upergép between classicism and the
Renaissance as a period of literary darknesspita ef these differences, which mark
the distinctive nature of each writer's argumente-brmer polemical and the latter
more generally pedagogical—both Benjamin and Cadgridescribe the history of the
dramatic form as passing through an age in whickszcto the divine was cut off and
emerging from it was a new, historical, creativeédhaColeridge goes on, in this lecture,
to state that stock characters of the English stagk as ‘Harlequin and the clown’
found their ‘genuine Antecessors’ in allegorichhacters such as ‘the Vice and the
Devil’ of the medieval morality playd.(, I, p. 49). Clearly, here, in spite of
Coleridge’s later commitment to the imaginative powf symbol in language, his
historical account of the English stage shows aisieity to the allegorical and historic

roots of the dramatic form as it has evolved siheeclassical age.

Before describing this historical foundation of mhatic creativity, it is worth
commenting upon the way in which the notes mad€digridge for this lecture appear
to mimic the rhythm of the Benjaminian origin. Tpa&ssage quoted above, in which
Coleridge allows his argument to crescendo towardmtroduction of Shakespeare,

breaks off at the point at which the idea of Shpkase is announced. The flow of the
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lecture as it is recorded is subject to a cessatnohis then restored in the ensuing
paragraph with the statement that, ‘The drama nercenced in England as it first
began in Greece—in religionLL, I, p. 49). Here, Coleridge’s argument, whiclrtsta
by mapping out the evolution of drama from a clealsio a Shakespearean mode,
moves laterally to a consideration of the origihthe English stage as it begins,
historically, in the Mystery plays of the Middle g1 The overlapping structure of
Coleridge’s notes effects a displacement and r@béshment of thought similar to that
which is defined by Benjamin as a moment of orighereby an ‘original phenomenon’
comes into being only through a ‘dual insight’ titas both ‘a process of restoration
and re-establishment’ and ‘something imperfectiandmplete’ OGTD, p. 45).
Coleridge’s working out of the historical evolutiohthe English stage seems to cohere
with Benjamin’s understanding of origin, which fist intended to describe the process
by which the existent came into being, but ratbetdscribe that which emerges from
the process of becoming and disappearar@&TD, p. 45). Shakespeare is placed at
the centre of this process both in terms of higtion in the notes and as partaking of
both sides of Coleridge’s historical evolution lbétdrama. For Coleridge, Shakespeare
emerges from the disappearance of the classicaradjéhe becoming of the modern
historical age as his dramas take on both a calésight’ that is inherently classical
but also contains darker, more allegorical refeesnoherited from the Mystery plays of
the Middle Agesl(L, I, p. 48). Thomas de Quincey illustrates Colgeid success in

highlighting Shakespeare’s unique character:

[The Lecture’s] general purport was to clear theugd for a just
estimate of Shakespeare by separating what hendaddually from
what he had as a member of a particular natiornparticular age: in
order to which the progress of the drama was tr&oed the
mysterieddownwards to Shakespeare; and it was shewn thdtabl
and the Clown were a bequest to the Shakespeagednom the
mysteries—being representatives of the Vice andtal degraded
into secondary parts; that these parts of Shakespesae therefore to
be considered as the necessary concessions abepart of the
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audience; but that, even out of this bad metahdtewrought
excellent workmanshipLL, I, p. 56; emphasis in original)

Overall, to identify the structure of Coleridgeigament with Benjamin’s description
of a moment of origin pinpoints the moment at whichdramatic criticism may reach
its most original form. Both Benjamin and Coledattempt to provide an alternative
template for dramatic theory to that of Aristotl®setics which cannot be applied to
the new historical identity of drama, and they blottate the emergence of a
specifically European form of drama in the medidvgktery plays. Important, here, is
that Benjamin sets out to declare the ‘seculanpabif the mystery-play’, which
becomes a vital precursor to his later approadiet@ry theory, in which he aims to
‘recreate criticism as a genr®GTD, p. 79)** The studied objective to revolutionise
dramatic criticism inThe Origin of German Tragic Dramzan be applied to
Coleridge’s more discursive approach to the histdrgrama in thé.ecturesin order to
reveal a similar reassessment of the form that bddg to Coleridge’s critical views

and uncovers a modern dramatic subtext in his work.

Considering the evolution of the modern Englislystiurther, Coleridge pursues the
idea that the entry into a historically conditiortechporality has altered the chemical
structure of the form of drama or, more specifigallagedy in Lecture Two of the 1808
course. In this lecture, he marks a clear lindistinction between ‘the Greek and the
English Theatre’ and offers English theatre a hyentity relating to both classical

Tragedy and the Mystery plays of the Middle Ages:

However this may be the necessity of at once in8trg and

gratifying the people produced the great distinctietween the Greek
and the English Theatre — to this we must attrilbleorigin of
Tragi-comedy, or a representation of human Evemi®rively, more
near the truth, & permitting a larger field of mbirsstruction, a more
ample exhibition of the recesses of the human Hewater all the trials

L Graeme Gillochyalter Benjamin: Critical ConstellationCambridge: Polity Press, 2002), p. 1.
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& circumstances that most concern us, than we hadk or guessed
at [in the classical model of the stagé] (I, p. 52)

Here, Coleridge recognises that the English thekparts from the classical
temporality of a Greek theatre based in the ‘Tradél Hero’ as it takes as its subject
‘human Events’ and ‘the human HealttL( I, p. 43; p. 52). This is a key assumption as
it highlights Coleridge’s understanding that theaept of the heroic is no longer a
unified concept in post-classical English dramathr, exhibiting a point of view
similar to Benjamin’s assertion of tAeauerspielthat it has ‘no individual hero, only
constellations of heroes’, Coleridge asserts thadib qualities can be disseminated
throughout a play’'slramatis personadeaving no clear-cut heroic struggle between
man and the gods but often ambivalent strugglesdsst warring lead characters
(OGTD, p. 132). The coincidence with Benjamin’s viewtlod Trauerspielis clear as
Coleridge, in laying the foundations for his Igb@int that Shakespeare should not be
judged according to the classical rules of tragéigrces ancient Greek theatre from
the modern English theatre. This action resuttsCloleridge as it does for Benjamin,
in the creation of a new form of drama that takestotality of mankind—and not just
its most elevated examples—as its subject. Thdthighs perhaps more traditionally
conceived and articulated by Coleridge as the fofrthe tragi-comedy, both writers
allow the purely tragic to be infused with a huneamotion upon the genre’s adaptation
into an historical context. Whilst Coleridge’s seas for this adaptation of classical
tragedy do not display the modern theoretical aelfireness of Benjamin’s explanation
of theTrauerspie] they do lead him to draw similar observationsualibe nature of
modern drama in general. Benjamin’s exploratiomofirning in thélrauerspielis
bound to a complex interweaving of philosophical #meoretical factors that will
eventually form his theory of modernity, whereadefidge explains that the blending

of tragedy and comedy came about due to the neleel ot only instructive, but
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entertaining’ LL, I, p. 49). The dual identity of the drama, asds understood by
Coleridge, would eventually become the focal poirtis struggle to reconcile its
artistic merits with this secondary purpose of gatement that became the
predominant concern of popular theatre in the eigreth century. Already, in 1808, he
had identified the tension felt within the moderama between the combination of the
tragic and comic:

A useful rivalry commenced between the Metropdlis, residence of
(independent of the Court & Nobles) the most aciv&irring Spirits
who had not been regularly educated [...] & the Ursitees — the
Latter prided themselves in their closer approxiomato the ancient
rules, & ancient regularity, taking the Theatreé=séece [...] as a
perfect Ideal without any critical collation of thenes, origin &
circumstances — in the mean time the popular Witer] could not
and would not abandon what they had found to detlugir
countrymen sincerelyL(, I, pp. 53-4)

Here, Coleridge offers both an insightful critiquiethe rigid adherence to the rules of
classical tragedy, which took no account of theural movement from dramatic art
based in myth to the same based in history (amgrimled to the devaluation of
Shakespeare in the eighteenth century) and a simges$ his own devaluation of the
modern stage in writings such as the ‘Critiqueftrani. The problem of the stage
resided in the copy: the intellectual elite werenpelled to repeat the classical mode of
representing time, place and action within the drasreal, and sensational plays
drawing in the crowds went to elaborate lengthsnjoress the audience with the
visions and effects that made the stage an exagtaithe chosen setting. For
Coleridge, however, reality was not the point afrda: the Unities of time and place
were not essential to the drama’ because ‘it ignbelieved tde real but, equally, the
drama should not simply descend into ‘nothing buj [okes and what was externally
ludicrous’ L, I, p. 227; p. 229; emphasis in original). To maéel between these two
poles of English theatre, Coleridge built his tlyeair drama around his own rendering

of Shakespeare’s unique creativity and his accongipgrdescription of the theatrical
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conditions of the Elizabethan age, which suppo8kdkespeare’s imagination through
the disregard for (and less technologically advednedure of) stage scenery. However,
as already noted in Chapter One, the result of tbhisibined with the established
political context of suspicion of the visual quigg of the stage, has caused Coleridge’s
dramatic theory to languish under the general apomof its resistance to
performance under the common label of anti-thedtritn the following section, | hope
to question this assumption regarding Coleridgeésrtic theory (and, more widely,
his interest in the dramatic form) by reassertitnde@dge’s original interest in illusion
as concerned with drama and, more specificallyatiteence’s handling of the visual in
drama. By tracing Coleridge’s term dramatic ‘Ha#ith’ from his 1808 Lecture&l(,

[, p. 134) through to his revision of this into tpeetic faith’ of theBiographia | hope
to show that Coleridge’s early theory was not adeh by his later, ‘more polished’
theory?? Rather, | find that Coleridge’s half-faith of dnatic illusion maintains an
independence from, and an influence upon, his fadetic faith in the poet’s

imagination.

2.3  Coleridge’s Theory of Dramatic Illusion

Research concerned with Coleridge’s efforts torsefiramatic illusion has often
addressed, since Coleridge himself highlightedsbee, the extent and importance of
his indebtedness to Schled@l. Against the backdrop of research from suchasridis

René Wellek and Norman Fruman, who sought to kormght Coleridge’s

22 Coleridge, Samuel TayloBiographia Literarig ed. by James Engell and Walter Jackson Bate, The
Bollingen Edition of the Collected Works of Samii@lylor Coleridge, 2 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1983, p.6. Further references to this edition are migiter quotations in the text
using the abbreviatioBL.

% Coleridge drew attention to the fact that hisuees were very close in nature to A. W. Schlegel’s
lectures on Shakespeare in an effort to defentiValter Scott from accusations that he had plagidris
from Christabel The issue of the coincidence of Coleridge arndegel’'s work has, from this admission
onwards, jeopardised the authority of Coleridg&algsis of Shakespeare’s plays as the originafity o
these lectures has been brought into question.
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unacknowledged borrowings, the question of hisiple&gm has grown into a more
nuanced consideration of the particular timing cfi8gel’s influence upon him and its
effect upon his theoretical wofk. R.A. Foakes draws our attention to this in his
Introduction to the Bollingen edition of tli&808-1819 Lectures on Literatyrstating
that although, within the context of criticism, €otige’s indebtedness may not be
serious, it ‘does matter in as far as a knowledgelelps to mark out the extent of his
originality’.?> Frederick Burwick has taken up this point andemtisignificant detail to
the variance between the theories of ColeridgeSaidegel, placing Coleridge’s
formation of dramatic illusion into a wider contektit draws upon other workS.Both
Foakes and Burwick locate Coleridge’s early dafmitof stage illusion in the 1808
Lectures, in which Coleridge connects it with tletion of the waking dream. This
concept is regarded as a strong theme runningdhrouneteenth-century critical
theory, but Burwick goes on to point out that Ciolge’s original input to this field of
inquiry is his considerable emphasis upon the aglthe active element of the waking
dream and the primary vehicle for illusion—a sigraht departure from Schlegel. It is
Coleridge’s understanding and application of thik iwihis theory of aesthetic illusion
that ‘marks out the extent of his originality’ asiands as the lynchpin between his
early thoughts on dramatic illusion in the 1808 tuees and his later explanation of
poetic illusion inBiographia Literaria®’ However, whilst it is clear that Coleridge’s
early dramatic work on the will as a mechanismilfasion laid the foundations for his
celebrated definition of ‘poetic faith’, there am@fficient differences between the two

versions to support the view that the latter d&fnidoes not simply supersede the

4 René Wellek, ‘Coleridge’, ir History of Modern CriticisnfNew Haven: Yale University Press,
1995), Il, pp. 151-87, and Norm&numan,Coleridge the Damaged Archandébndon: George Allen
and Unwin, 1972), pp. 141-165.

% Foakes, ‘Editor’s Introduction’ thectures 1808-1819 on Literatyrg. liv.

% Here, Burwick follows Elisabeth Schneider who agthat Erasmus DarwinEhe Botanic Garden
and Lord Kame’'€lements of Criticistboth influenced the content of Coleridge’s lectseeies. See
Elisabeth SchneideGoleridge, Opium and Kubla KhafChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953),
pp. 91-109.

" Foakes, ‘Editor’s Introduction’ thectures 1808-1819 on Literatyrg. liv.
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former and that both theories can and should ruallpito one anotheB(, Il, p. 6).
In fact, the distinctiveness of the two theories lin Coleridge’s perception that the
dramatic is an essentially interpretative mediurnantrast to the essentially creative
medium of poetry. As the dramatic writer must n@mee a certain amount of creative
power to his audience, it is of paramount imporéatmat this audience is offered

dramas that are composed, chosen and performede@sthetic and moral integrity.

Perhaps the most notable aspect of the 1808 coasateof dramatic illusion is that it
sets Coleridge’s analysis of illusion firmly in swal and theatrical setting through the
discussion of imitation and copy in terms of stagenery. Coleridge does not analyse
imitation in the Shakespearean sense of the meditatind but stresses the ways in
which it is practically revealed through the visdatoration of the stage. This act of
transforming the theory of drama from a copy ofitg#éthe three unities) to a
representation of experience (dramatic illusiompases a new understanding of both
the form of drama and of the efficacy of historiogpresentation. Where the classical
model of tragic drama was built upon a fidelitythhe idea of history as a
chronologically progressive phenomenon, Coleridggbgsantic model of drama
suggests a more fluid understanding of the trutevehts in the individual’s experience.
These comments on the nature of illusion in 18Q&apin the Supplementary Records
to the lectures and are concerned with the cons@#fart of the spectator of a drama to
‘encourage by [their] own Will' a ‘temporary Faithi the visual suggestion of the
drama as an apparent reality_( I, p. 130). The analysis is specifically applted
illusion in drama, that which ‘relates to the thieand the art of acting’ and the
‘imitat[ion] of reality under a semblance of regliand Coleridge’s focus here is upon
the artifice of scenent(, I, p. 129, n. 15; p. 130). As a result, whilsi€?idge’s

comments on illusion and the will can be seen asyssors to later commentary on the
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nature of illusion in art, which, Foakes assedmerge pared down and more polished
in expression’ in later lectures and in Biegraphia Literarig they are considered here
with sole emphasis upon a specific requirementaima: the visual aspect of stage
sceneryl(L, I, p. 128). Setting the context of this accound@amatic illusion against
the backdrop of the potential moral ambivalenctheftheatre, which stems from its
nature as arahalogonof deception’ (L, I, p.130; emphasis in original), or its
appearance as reality, Coleridge accentuates fhariance of the spectator’s will in the
creation of stage illusion:

Stage Presentations are to produce a sort of templdalf-Faith,
which the Spectator encourages in himself & supgpoyta voluntary
contribution on his own part, because he knowsithsfat all times in
his power to see the thing as it really I4.,(I, p. 134)

In this conception of stage illusion, each memljehe audience views a production
that offers the effect of partial belief in the ateeand characters portrayed on stage.
The spectator is given the power to choose to eémtethis illusion by actively
encouraging his belief in the production on thesse@ance that, in full control of his
judgemental powers, he can turn away from the sgmtation at any time. This
commentary appears as markedly distinct from Cdder's later remarks concerning the
task of the poet who draws from his own imaginatmitations of nature in order to
affect the reader so that he may partake fulljheauthor’s illusion. The key point of
difference lies in Coleridge’s awareness of thei@igjualities of the theatre, and he
therefore simultaneously strengthens the abilitthefspectator of the drama to
‘voluntarf[ily] contribut[e] to the illusion whilsweakening the strength of his faith in
the illusion to a ‘temporary Half-FaithL[, I, p. 134). Here, the visual force of the
theatre as a potential screen of deception maladistite more important that an
audience is furnished with its own interpretatigeulty, described by Coleridge as a
half-faith and therefore approaching the fully thed poetic faith that the poet is

allowed to produce in his reader. Imagination,\nsion, is the main aesthetic trait of
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poetry and it therefore offers Coleridge a solutmithe problematic tension between
illusion and delusion caused by the visual natfitaged theatre. However, in drama,
Coleridge must emphasise the will as a judgemeiataktce held by the audience as a
way of ensuring their correct enjoyment of the pkgthey are given the power to
recognise illusion and to turn away from ‘see[itigg thing as it really is’ whenever
they choosel(, I, p. 134). In this way, Coleridge’s conceptmfithe stage revolves
around the playwright’s responsible employmentefitisual props of the play and the
audience’s willingness to understand and accepetbeops as features that support the
play’s illusory hiatus from reality. Inasmuch asmbers of the audience are required
to activate their judgement in order to defend tbelnes against the usurping effect of
visual devices within the play, the playwright égjuired to provide the correct
environment for the audience to activate this judgetal will. This understanding of
dramatic illusion influences Coleridge’s later cdaipts about Gothic drama and sets
the theoretical backdrop for his ‘Critique Bértrami. In a more intricate argument
than perhaps first appears, Coleridge sees thedafBertramin the apparently
irresponsible production and staging of a play tdasiformed neither to the fictitious
distance achieved by successful dramatic illusimmtime transformation of the ideal of
the hero that was occurring in the Romantic en&séhting the characters and actions
of the play as caricatures of reality (intensifaegblications rather than distanced
imitations), so-called popular playwrights denibd audience the artistic conditions
through which they might separate the play frontityealn other words, a spectator of
the English Georgian theatre was prevented frorornéty a version of the ideal reader
extolled by writers such as Coleridge and Charkeslh. precisely because all their time

was spent reacting instinctively to the visiong thaerwhelmed them in the pl&S.

%8 Joseph Donohue gives a good account of both @glernd Lamb’s understanding of the ideal as it
should relate specifically to the form of dramdiramatic Character in the English Romantic Age
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Pr&830), pp. 280-312.



101
Turning his theory towards the poetic, Coleridgplegs the qualities of the will to
Shakespeare, whose work is again based on theitsajoaicidge, but offers a different
effect. Here, Coleridge claims Shakespeare tabdéer the command bis ownWill’
in order to argue that he is an artist of judgenfiebt I, p. 80; emphasis in original).
This point is made by Coleridge to show that Shp&arge need not be confined to the
classical rules of the three unities due to thetfzet his dramas were not meant to be
true copies of reality but instead ‘exemplif[iedrgral truths about mankint®. The
distancing of Shakespeare from classical drameasmpanied by a movement towards
an aesthetic theory that appears to be based mitieeof the poet rather than the vision

of the audience:

[Shakespeare] projected his mind out of his owigdar being, &
felt and made others feel, on subjects no way adedeawith himself,
except by force of Contemplation — & that subliraedlty, by which
a great mind becomes that which it meditatesldn, I( pp. 80-1)

According to Coleridge, Shakespeare’s ability foresent a true image of reality that is
not merely a copy of real events but is a reflecobthese events as filtered through his
imaginative and philosophical mind places him poatic rather than a dramatic
context. Here, the visual is subordinate to, artdadly appears only through, the
writer’'s imagination; it is not real but ideal. Bjacing the will as a faculty of
judgement in Shakespeare’s creative identity amtbusas the controlling device of his
imaginative meditations, Coleridge achieves his trprove that [Shakespeare] had
shewn himself @oet previously to his appearance, as a dramatic gokt’l, p. 80;
emphasis in original). In an important move, Cidige relocates the will as a device
used to safeguard against the dangers of the anguppwer of the visual on stage from
the audience to the dramatist, and in so doingdweshifts focus from the visual reality

of stage presentations to the ideal nature of pakeima, which focuses upon the

% Foakes, irLectures 1808-1819 on Literatyne. 126 (note 7).
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‘Nakedness of the stage’ and is at its most thesdtanly as a verbal mediurhal(, I, p.
83). Coleridge expresses his view of the qualitgrama that should be aimed for as
‘something betwixt a Recitation & d&epresentation’l(L, |, p. 83; emphasis in

original).

This is an important shift in Coleridge’s thougbkthas dramatic theory of illusion has
now been interwoven, and, to a certain extent,used with the illusory effect that is
achieved in poetic creativity. The former is cameel with the audience’s reception of
a play as it is staged and presented under thalasaditions of the theatre, while the
latter is bound up with a more complex mobilisatodrelements of this initial theory
(such as the will and copy versus imitation) tcoresider the special qualities of
Shakespeare’s plays as owing to the dramatiststiggamagination. Consequently,
Coleridge’s theory of dramatic illusion is ofterkéa to span both of these areas of his
criticism, and their significant overlap is fixed & somewhat circular argument that
starts with his declaration that an audience catuhtarily [...] suspen [d their] Act of
Comparison [...which is] assisted by the Will', away of tempering the potential
limitlessness of the imagination made visual oget@L, I, pp. 134-5). The use of the
will is then carried over to a vindication of Shageare’s poetic creativity on the
grounds that he is in ‘command’ of his own ‘wilfainst the suggestion of his own
uncontrollable creativity. It is finally broughidgether, much later, in a clarified
statement on the nature of illusion that come®s$b in poetry as the ‘willing suspension
of disbelief for the moment which constitutes podaith’ (BL, 1l, p. 6). The
extrapolation of dramatic illusion, therefore, sdand ends with the human will as a
device which simultaneously enables and limitsiouolvement with illusion.
Significantly, Coleridge’s engagement with it is looth a dramatic and a poetic level

and, although this has not always been recognitede arenas remain distinct
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throughout his theory of illusion, in spite of theonfusion within Coleridge’s view of
Shakespear®. Even in 1816, a year before his key statememtoatic faith was
published inBiographia Literarig Coleridge was still considering the ‘true theofy
stage illusion’ that remained embedded in ‘imadleat appear in the theatre in a similar
way as they do in dream5.Although never far away from Coleridge’s defente
Shakespeare as a poetic playwright, his theoryagfesillusion is always bound up with
a visual illusion that is not intuitive in the what poetic faith is, but is more closely

aligned with human psychology and the unconscious:

It is not strictly accurate to say, that we beliewe dreams to be
actual while we are dreaming [...] with the will tbemparing power
is suspended, and without the comparing power angfaludgement,
whether affirmation or denial, is impossible. TH@ms and Thoughts
act merely by their own inherent power: and thergjrfeelings at
times apparently connected with them are in fadilp@ensations,
which are the causes or occasions of the Imagégasevhen we are
awake) the effects of them. Add to this a voluntanding of the

Will [...] and you have the true theory of stagesion — equally
distant from the French critics, who ground theingiples on the
presumption oDelusion, and of Dr. Johnson who would persuade us
that our Judgements are as broad awake duringdbemasterly
representation of the deepest scenes of Otffello.

Coleridge uses his theory of illusion here, inntdest sense, to counter the neoclassical
theory of the unities and to emphasise the fadtttieaspectator of the drama must
always voluntarily—that is, freely—choose to acciyat drama’s illusion. In this sense,

Coleridge also offers a theory that not only argagainst established dramatic theory

% See Earl Leslie Griggs, ‘The Willing SuspensiorDigbelief, inElizabethan Studies and Other Essays
in Honour of George F. Reynoldsd. by E. J. West (Boulder, COL: University ofl@ado Press, 1945),
p. 243 and Dorothy Morrill, ‘Coleridge’s Theory Bfamatic Illusion’,Modern Language Noted2, 7
(1927), pp. 436-44. Morrill draws together varigaterences made by Coleridge to dramatic illusiod
asserts that his theory becomes focused only uisare&ding of German theorists such as Herder and
Schlegel, declaring that his statement on theiwglsuspension of disbelief’ Biographia Literariawas
probably ‘the application to an earlier piece ofrkvof a theory which was evolved later’ (p. 443).
Michael Tomko prefers to view Coleridge’s finaltst@ment on poetic faith as a synthesizing tendency i
Coleridge and he therefore reads Coleridge’s viewstage illusion as a preliminary stage of hisrale
theory of illusion as it is expressedBingraphia Literaria See Michael Tomko, ‘Politics, Performance
and Coleridge’s “Suspension of Disbelief¥jctorian Studies49, 2 (2007), pp. 241-50. My views
coincide more with J. R. de J. Jackson in ‘Colezidg Dramatic lllusion and Spectacle in the
Performance of Shakespeare’s Plajgdern Philology 62, 1 (1964), 13-21. Although less explicit than
my argument, Jackson tends to separate spectatleatre and the dramatic in Shakespeare.

3L Coleridge, ‘Letter to Daniel Stuart’, pp. 641-2.

%2 Coleridge, ‘Letter to Daniel Stuart’, pp. 641-2.
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but also takes issue with the dramatic practicgeoation and spectacle in his own day.
It is this stretching of the theory of illusion bdbwards an alternative to classical
dramatic theory that is fit for a Romantic age amgy from the theatrical spectacle of
this Romantic age that causes Coleridge’s reconaépation of Shakespeare as a
dramatic poet, and it does this by reducing theoirtgmce of the spectator’s will in
reading visual illusion. Now, it is not the speot& ability to ‘see the thing as it really
IS’ but the ‘consciousness of the Poet’s mind’, athis ‘diffused over the Reader or
spectator’, that allows for the correct receptibillosion (LL, I, p. 134; p. 86). As
Coleridge states, the poet’s ‘Genius, elevateg U being always in keeping prevents
us from perceiving any strangeness, tho’ we feeegd exaltation’ (L, I, p. 86). From
this revision of Shakespeare from a dramatistfoet or ‘dramatic poetL(, I, p. 80),
Coleridge transposes his theory of dramatic illasido his poetic theory and practice,

the most famous example of which is in Chapter flh@Biographia Literaria

The excellence aimed at was to consist in theastarg of the
emotions, as would naturally accompany such s@natisupposing
them real [...] my endeavour [was to...] transfer froor inward
nature a human interest and a semblance of tréfibisat to procure
for these shadows of imagination that willing suspen of disbelief
for the moment which constitutes poetic faitBL(1l, p.6)

It is clear, now, that Coleridge’s theory of illasiis located within the imagination and
that, accordingly, the aesthetic effect upon tlaelee is fixed securely in the creative
mind of the poet. However, the connection withnalaas not lost entirely in this
consideration of poetic creativity and, in factegs significant influence upon
Coleridge’s view of himself as a poet. Coleridge'sk in the_yrical Balladswas to
convey to his readers the ‘dramatic truth’ of ‘suaural incidents and agents’ so as to
encourage the reader to ‘suppos|e] them r&l; (I, p. 6). This was to complement
Wordsworth’s task as a poet who possessed a ‘nigditand feeling mind’, whereby

he would
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Give the charm of novelty to things of every dayd & excite a
feeling analogous to the supernatural, by awaketmagnind’s
attention from the lethargy of custom, and diregiirto the loveliness
and the wonders of the world before B (Il, p. 7)

Clearly, Coleridge furnished Wordsworth with a poéculty close to that of
Shakespeare, as his imaginative representationeoy@ay characters and events
reflects Shakespeare’s ability to ‘fe[el] and makieers feel’ (L, I, p. 80). Coleridge’s
poems, however, appear to be more visually foraguhey are cast outwards as
‘shadows of the imagination’ and, as they are corextwith the supernatural, they can
be seen to draw upon his recurring interest in gharsd apparitions in his dramatic
theory BL, I, p. 6). In this explanation, Coleridge brirtgs own poetry closer to his
view of drama in the 1808 Lectures precisely beedhis type of poetry carries with it
a greater danger for the reader to slip into & sthtdelusion’ upon ‘supposing’ the
‘incidents and agents’ of his poems ‘re®81( Il, p. 6). Consequently, Coleridge’s
poems in the.yrical Balladsmaintain a link with his early dramatic theoryt oaly in
the fact that both appear to be based in a coraiderof visual effects, but also in their
joint concern with a specifically human psycholdlggt deals with the supernatural as
opposed to the apparently more divine energy ofipfeth. Again, the strong
influence of the supernatural in Coleridge’s wahgd his willingness to use it in a
dramatic context, indicates the aptness of consigdris dramatic interest in line with
Benjamin’s theory of the mourning play. The notafrperpetual return and repetition
identified by Benjamin irHamletis a quintessential feature of the secular Baroque
drama and, as | will highlight in Chapters Thred &our, this can be drawn out of

Coleridge’s lead characters such as the Ancientidaand Alvar irRemorse

Therefore, at this point in his critical theory,|@@dge’s understanding of the generic

problems within Romantic tragedy starts to emecgeating a connection with
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Benjamin’s later theory of thErauerspielgenre. Coleridge’s attempts to give greater
definition to Romantic drama through his theorylcdmatic illusion release important
implications regarding his claim that illusion i®ated by the human mind. Coleridge’s
theory radically breaks away from the classicaiwibat drama should be created and
judged according to an external set of criteriaosgzl upon the structure of the drama
in order to delude the audience into a false sehfee reality of the play. As a result,
he lays his theory open to a greater sense of hsoigectivity that casts mankind as
both historically material and spiritually imaginet. Here, poems that are invested
with the feeling of ‘dramatic truth’ are given ouerthe supernatural as a device of
return rather than the divine as a device of trandenceBL, II, p. 6). As | will argue
in Chapter Three, this is particularly applicaldd he Rime of the Ancient Marinand
coincides with Benjamin’s opposition of the tratgenporality of transcendence and the

inescapable immanence of theauerspiel

Dreams, ghostly apparitions, the terrors of the[enHall of these are
part of the stock-in-trade of [the] basic form, Trauerspiel All of
these are more or less closely orientated arowsrddtof death, and in
the baroque they are fully developed, being tram$eetal phenomena
whose dimension is temporaDGTD, p. 134)

At this point, Benjamin offers a clear differencatWween the supernatural, as it
conditions the dramatic form of tA@auerspie] and the function of the divine as one of
the controlling mechanism of classical tragedy® plevelopment. As already
mentioned, th@ rauerspielform becomes a distinct genre against tragedyrunde
Benjamin’s charge. This establishment of Tnauerspielas a form sufficiently

different from classical tragedy is motivated bynienin’s emerging cultural critique, a
critique that overspills the limits of higbilitation. Therefore, the generic features he
draws from thél'rauerspielform, whilst reflective of thdrauerspielehemselves, may
not always be as distinct from the conventionsla$sical tragedy (or its descendants

such as Renaissance and Revenge tragedy) as Bemjapties. For example, although
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Benjamin count$lamletas aTrauerspie] other Shakespearean plays that are harder to
conceive of in terms of the mournful baroduauerspiel(such asMacbethandJulius
Caesayj also contain strong supernatural elements. Nesless, Benjamin’s desire to
yolk the supernatural to thigauerspielform may offer a useful insight into Coleridge’s
view of the supernatural, as it can be used in drand writing that aims to achieve a
‘dramatic truth’ that arises from the historicallymanent identity of modern culture
(BL, I, p. 6). Coleridge’s Shakespeare criticisns, tnvn dramatic work and key
aspects of his poetry signal a self-conscious avem®of the weakening of the divine,
transcendental aesthetic framework of classiaaiditire in the face of the increasing
subjectivity of modern man. As such, human psyatppland supernatural mystery take
over as the source of creativity in his dramatiagmation. Although this reading of
Coleridge goes against the grain of areas of his avtical theory and well-established
critical movements that interpret his work accogdio his metaphysical and
transcendental ideas, it nonetheless features sittmthis criticism to highlight the
multifaceted nature of Coleridge’s ide&sTo give a brief example of Coleridge’s
ability to draw upon these two apparently opposirtgstic sources in one work, one
need only considerhe Rimewhich is traditionally viewed as a poem built ugon
strong sense of Christian or at least divine judgigtm However, it can also be
considered in line with the ‘the theme of death&apressed in th€rauerspie] as it is
built upon layers of supernatural machinery andMilaginer’s voyage of terrol@GTD,
p. 134). Further to this, upon the Mariner’s ratto civilisation, he is treated as an
abject being, an uncanny creature, part-human,gblaer. These dramatic motifs all
coincide with Benjamin’s anti-transcendental theofyhe mourning play, which is

founded upon the idea that the fallen state of mity& inescapably subjective. The

% The most significant area of Coleridge’s work tbpposes this view is his view of symbol as setiout
The Statesman’s ManuaBee Samuel Taylor Coleriddsgy Sermonsed. by R. J. White, The Bollingen
Edition of the Collected Works of Samuel Taylor €idge, 16 vols, (Princeton NJ: Princeton Univgrsit
Press, 1969-2002), vi (1972), pp. 29-30.
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duality of Coleridge’s critical theory, and an iodiion of where Benjamin’s modernist
theory of drama becomes appropriate to Coleriddematic theory, is brought into
clearer view through the analysis of the distinttioade by Coleridge between two
forms of artistic genius, which is outlinedBnographia Literaria The distinction
between the commanding genius and the absolutegena significant, if small in

size, aspect of his dramatic theory.

2.4  Coleridge’s Commanding Genius and Benjamin’s limiguer

Throughout Coleridge’s dramatic theory, motifs ogpc expression and motifs of
dramatic expression are maintained in a parallatiomship that enables him to
consider the ‘absolutenius’of the poetic mind as distinct from th@edmmanding
genius’ of the dramatic mind, yet, as | have argalealve, they are also employed
within and have influence upon the opposing foBh, (I, p. 31; p. 32; emphases in
original). For example, Shakespeare’s poetic imatghin means that his dramas
maintain a ‘self-sufficing power’ that gives thedeal qualitiesBL, I, p. 31).
Conversely, Coleridge’s self-proclaimed dramatiagimation means that his poetry
may be thought of as dramatic as it deals withattteof projecting his thoughts as
visions that extend into reality. This view of timerchange between the poetic and the
dramatic in Romantic forms of writing opens up &rdgon of the poetic drama that
has often been synonymous with Byron’s ‘mental tifeéd* In the same way that
poetry can invade the commanding structure of dranterender it contemplative, the

dramatic involvement with turning thought into actican also affect poetry. The

% The phrase ‘mental theatre’ was coined by LordoByto describe his dramatic poetry. However, |
have taken the term from Alan Richardson’s genataedduction to dramatic and poetic genres in the
Romantic age in Alan Richardsoh,Mental Theatre: Poetic Drama and ConsciousneseérRomantic
Age,(London: Pensylvania State University Press, 1998)-19 (p. 1).
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influence of drama upon Coleridge’s thought therefcauses a rupture that is not
always recognised in his Romantic aesthetics,tdeaat, has remained a problematic
aspect of his poetry, especially the Mystery Poelnis an issue that Kathleen Wheeler
considers in her analysis of Coleridge’s use oftéhe ‘thingifying’ when he
contemplates the relationship between thought djett™® Although Wheeler
interrogates this idea over a number of Coleridgeasms, crucially, folhe Rime of
The Ancient Marinerit highlights Coleridge’s tendency towards théward expression
as a form of dramatisation of the mind in his ppeWheeler qualifies the extent to
which Coleridge allows the dramatic to invadee Rimeby considering the gloss and
the verse as two distinct aspects of the poem lamdees the gloss as a foil for, or
perhaps even a distraction from, the poem’s reatem with the imagination.
Nonetheless, she underlines that the presence gidlss does highlight Coleridge’s
employment in his poetry of ‘time sequence, catysald spatial determinations’ that
are part of a subjective, historical and dramatjgegience that ‘seem(s] contrary to the
imaginative spirit [...] both as it is exemplified ihe verse’s imaginative language, and
as the imagination is elsewhere described by Gigjet® | consider this contradiction
between poetic internalisation and dramatic exteai#on in greater detail in Chapter
Three, but Coleridge’s willingness to admit ints poetry features that externalise
thought and allow a dramatic quality to the fornamsimportant aspect in the revival of

his dramatic theory.

With this view in mind, it is possible to locate IEadge’s dramatic work outside the
Romantic tradition with which Benjamin takes is&uéhe Origin of German Tragic

Drama Although it may be true of Coleridge’s poetiedny and practice, the

% Kathleen WheeleiThe Creative Mind in Coleridge’s Poetfiyondon: Heinemann, 1981), pp. 30-33; p.
31. Wheeler uses the term to describe the effatiecaddition of the preface Kubla Khanas this
addition serves to make the poem not only a poegicbut also an ‘artifact’ (p. 30). The same pifte
occurs inThe Rime of the Ancient Marineiith the gloss.

% Wheeler, p. 52.
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assumption that Coleridge mobilises the imaginati®ian egotistical and transforming
power that is engaged with the task of achievifgria of anti-self-consciousness is
obscured by Coleridge’s understanding of the dreamdthis is exemplified by the fact
that Coleridge divides the faculty of genius inkmtcategories: the absolute genius,
which is aligned with aspects of the imaginatioat tten be termed as poetic, and the
commanding genius, which emerges as a dramatipalitctal facet of the imagination.
Clearly, Coleridge’s preferred model of creativgythat of the absolute genius, as he
declares that the commanding nature of men ‘whegssmore than metaent but
whose creativity is ‘restless’ qualifies the extemtvhich they display geniu8L, I, p.

31; emphasis in original). However, as Coleridige aakes clear in his explanation,
the genius of commanding men remains a type ofugdhiat is presumably imaginative
as opposed to the mere talent of those who potmesg The effect of this division of
genius into commanding and absolute can be sdidjhdight Coleridge’s acceptance of
a form of artistic expression that is not solelpoerned with thought and the ideal but
penetrates reality, as it is created for the veagon of its participation in society,
politics and history. As Coleridge states, comniag@eniuses ‘must impress their
preconception on the world without, in order togene them back to their own view’
(BL, I, p. 32). The notion of Romantic reflectionaasinfinite process of thought
transforming thought is challenged in this statetnas Coleridge allows for the process
of reflection or thoughts ‘present[ed] back’ tod®chored to the ‘world without’ rather
than the internal mindB(, I, p. 32). As a result, Coleridge’s dramaticaheis not
based solely upon the search for a ‘resplendentlbatately non-committal knowledge
of an absolute’@GTD, p. 159), which was criticised by Benjamin, anthkes him into
a more historically conditioned territory in whiafen of ‘vivid’ thoughts assume the
task of ‘realising them’BL, I, p. 31). Coleridge’s account of the commandiegius,

therefore, stands as an example of the hiddewrarigxicon of his dramatic work
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referred to in the introduction to this chapteis dignificance lies in the fact that it
highlights not only his attempts to theorise draaman artistic form of equal
importance to poetry but also his willingness tpafé from Romantic aesthetics in

order to accommodate the real and historical natbideamatic expression.

In its visual and historico-political nature, thentmanding genius allows for a
comparison between Coleridge and Benjamin’s viedrama as a historically
conditioned form of representation. However, timk can also be extended by
considering further the commanding genius as aachartype. Here, it is apparent that
Coleridge’s description of historical figures whancbhe termed commanding geniuses
foreshadows Benjamin’s description of the intrigfigure in his study of the mourning
play. Moreover, the characteristics of both thenowmnding genius and the intriguer
also offer a way of interpreting both writers’ @dl engagement with the formal
evolution of the tragic genre, since the introductof the intriguer figure into tragedy is
a key way in which classical tragedy is modifiedlhoth Coleridge’s Romantic drama
and Benjamin’s Baroque-modefnauerspiele This comparison between the two
writers’ dramatic figures emerges in the way inethipoth writers conceive them as
embedded in politics. Although Coleridge states th ‘tranquil times’ characters of
commanding genius are employed with an inert fofrere@ativity akin to those of
absolute genius in which they ‘exhibit a perfeceiq]...or] a tale of romance’, in

‘times of tumult’, these men reveal themselves as

The shaping spirit of Ruin, to destroy the wisddmages in order to
substitute the fancies of a day, and to changeskamgl kingdoms, as
the wind shifts and shapes the cloud., (, pp. 32-3)

This type of character, capable of using his sigarft powers of reasoning to bring
down monarchic dynasties, emerges in Benjamindystdi theTrauerspielas the

intriguer, who is ‘all intellect and will-powerQGTD, p. 95). A key figure in the court



112
of theTrauerspie] the intriguer orchestrates the downfall of theéeicisive monarch and
his scheming is the driving force of the plot deyehent of thelrauerspiel
Coleridge’s description of the commanding geniug whconcerned with ‘kings and
kingdoms’ BL, I, p. 33) and who is rooted firmly to the eartimes close to
Benjamin’s intriguer character, who inhabits thert@f theTrauerspieland
understands this court as a secularised world buailtank [and] absolute monarchy’
(OGTD, p. 62). Just as the commanding genius comdeettte during times of
political instability to cause the downfall of thetablished monarchical order, so does
the intriguer operate within a framework of ‘kilgjs, despair [...] war and commotion’

(OGTD, note to p. 62).

Here, Benjamin’s literary critical model, based npbe constellation, offers an
appropriate avenue for the disclosure of Coleriggieamatic critical lexicon. Both
Benjamin and Coleridge considered Shakespearegjedras in their own critical
projects, and it is through their engagement whibk&speare that they can be brought
together in a dramatic constellation that eaclinefthree writers’ ‘own era[s have]
formed with a definite [other] oné”. Although Benjamin distinguishes between the
GermanTrauerspieland the plays of Shakespeare that he attributdeitrauerspiel
genre, he also draws out the innately historictineeof Shakespeare’s tragedies, which
are set against the backdrop of the cdti®enjamin’s application of thErauerspiel
genre to Shakespeare can be extended, as Hugh @reudy out, to other

Shakespearean tragedies, especially those thaasatkeir backdrop an historical

3" Walter BenjaminTheses on the Philosophy of Histaryllluminations ed. and introd. by Hannah
Arendt, trans. By Harry Zorn (London: Pimlico, 1998p. 245-255 (p. 255). Further references to thi
edition are given after quotations in the text gdime abbreviatio PH.

% The most notable example of this is ‘the gfE@iuerspielHamlet, which Benjamin takes time to
analyse inThe Origin of German Tragic Dram@®GTD, p. 136). There is a growing interest in reading
Shakespeare’s plays according to Walter Benjanhiis®rical framework. In addition to Andrew
Benjamin’s Benjaminian interpretation Gthello, discussed here, see Hugh Grady, ‘Hamlet as a
Mourning Play’ and Luis-Martinez Zenén, ‘ShakesgeaHistorical Drama as Trauerspiel: Richard Il —
And After’, ELH, 75 (2000) pp. 673-705.
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representation of the court. As he states, ‘Fadees of Shakespeare [.he Origin of
German Tragic Dramppresents ideas and analysis little discussedgligh about
Shakespeare's relation to his historical momentauide dramatic form in which he
wrote his noncomic plays® This idea can be extended further to considentgs in
which Shakespeare has been read and what thisisaysthe relation of readers of
Shakespeare to their own historical contexts aathdtic theories. By opening up
Benjamin’s dramatic critical framework, which isesjfic to theTrauerspie] to other
dramatic genres and theories, a new understandisigamatic ideas throughout
successive cultural moments emerges. This Benjamhermeneutical position offers
a compelling methodology for literary criticism preely due to Benjamin’s insistence
that it is immanent. In other words, the form’sative foundation lies within the
historical rather than the divine, and a Benjanmraaalysis of an individual play must
take its tools of analysis from within the playeifs The two writers’ approaches to
dramatic criticism come close together here as tt@sen techniques resist a rule-
based formula for judging, in Benjamin’s case, Tineuerspie) or, in Coleridge’s case,

Shakespearean drama.

The character of lago becomes a key figure througbkh to make the connection
between Benjamin’s view of thrauerspieland elements of Coleridge’s work which
lend themselves to an interpretation based upojaBen's model. Recently, Andrew
Benjamin has contributed to this field of Shakespaa studies by showing how the
machinations of lago, the plotter or intriguer@thello lends this play to a
Benjaminian reading’ Here, Andrew Benjamin explores Benjamin’s conaxiate
and guilt and applies it to an analysis of ShakasgeOthello. The key point Andrew

Benjamin makes is that fate Tmauerspielplays does not operate in the same manner as

% Grady, p. 135.
40 Andrew Benjamin, ‘Benjamin and the Baroque: PosirgQuestion of Historical Time’, iRethinking
the Baroqueed. by Helen Hil(Surrey: Ashgate, 2011pp. 161-183.
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tragic fate. As th@rauerspielis the representative form of the fallen statenahkind,
it is concerned with the world of ‘Historical lifé¢hat renders all individuals unable to
escape the ‘abject condition of profane human emi’ OGTD, p. 62)** Fate,
therefore, as a structural device within the pldyss not operate from beyond the
individual or the play as it does in tragedy butstrassume a position within the world,
or the world of the play. Again, Benjamin frames bnderstanding of the structural
difference between the tragedy and Tnauerspielin the religious uncertainties of the
Baroque era, in which the natural world is cutfafin the eternal only to reflect the
death and decay of the historical process. Bemainserves that Baroque art is not
based in ‘the antithesis of history and naturetbetcomprehensive secularization of the
historical in the state of creation’ and, as a ltethwe natural world and historical life
come to reflect each otheddGTD, p. 92). Benjamin links this to tAgauerspielgenre
through his comparison between the tone of mouranmdycommemoration in the
Trauerspieland a similar use of landscape as a memorial eévipastoral plays. In
both cases, the physicality of the natural worldsed as a place where historical life
and events can be inscribed and collected. This that ‘History merges into the
setting’ counteracts the understanding of natuth@gvidence of an external creative
force and Benjamin reiterates his divergence fraamBnticism by stating that ‘The
nature of the creation which absorbs history batk itself, is quite different from the
nature of RousseauOGTD, p. 92; p. 91). Relating this structural treatinaristory
and nature to the main characters of tragedyTaaderspie] Graeme Gilloch points out
that this idea marks a key difference betweenwloegenres. Where the death of the
most elevated character in theauerspielis a death bound to the earth, the death of the

tragic hero is tied precisely to the possibilityti@ginscendence. As Gilloch states of the

“L Gilloch, p. 75. For a detailed account of thasition from tragic time and its association witlthmto
the historical temporality of th€rauerspielewhich places significant emphasis upon the tragio’s
character, fate and legacy, see Samuel Weber,GEmealogy of Modernity: History, Myth and Allegory
in Benjamin’sThe Origin of the German Mourning Plag Benjamin’s —AbilitiefCambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2008), pp. 131-163.
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Trauerspielgenre, ‘The final death of the sovereign does oaitgo the prospect of
everlasting life in the hereafter’ but rather com the ‘separation between divine and
profane realms*? As such, fate in th€rauerspielcannot be seen as the culmination of
a chain of events designed to bring an individadlis final destination, his destiny.
This is due to the fact that the controlling foofehis fate, the divine realm, no longer
maintains a connection with mankind; instead, feteomes grounded on earth and its
power is contested between all creaturely indivisi{fa The sovereign of the mourning
play is subject to a fate that lies dormant inwloeld around him; it is not the gods who
hold sway over his final outcome but an unknowreobfhat will one day gain an
overwhelming significance in his life. The intrigguof the mourning play knows how to

identify and use this object in order to lead theeseign to his catastrophic death.

By applying this idea of fate in natural objectsfaie as revealed through the historical
setting, to the dramatic action of the mourning/pl@8enjamin highlights the fact that
the tragic element of these plays does not conma the confident assertion that
transgressive action will result in divine judgernkuat from the essentially meaningless
transference of power between human beings. Bemjaragresses his distinction
between Rousseauean landscape and pastoral oruBdergiscape by introducing the
notion that, in th@rauerspielethe ‘court is the settingar excellence(OGTD, p. 92).
This serves to introduce a distinctly political angman element into the creative

architecture of the plays as the plot developmedtdramatic action become controlled

“2Gilloch, p. 76. Here, Gilloch emphasises a pertirpoint regarding the difference between the
Baroque and its ancestor, the medieval mystery, phetyrat the Baroque does not recognise redemption
as the end point of death in the way that the nvatlidrama does. This is an important distinction t
keep in mind as it highlights the divide Benjamilu@es to between the Germarauerspieland the
Shakespeareafrauerspie) which traces these ‘Christian sparks’ and therefeveals a redemptive
framework in a way that the Germarauerspieldoes notQGTD, p. 158). For Benjamin’s full
commentary on this, s@ée Origin of German Tragic Dramap. 157-8.

3 Put more generally, Walter Benjamin’s point istttnagic time progresses, through action, towards a
sense of final realisation whereas in Thauerspieltime does not march forwards but instead deals with
intensification. In th&@rauerspie] ‘fate is the entelechy of events within the fiefdguilt’ (OGTD, p.

129).
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from within their internal structure. As the limgaogression of these plays is rejected
(due to the disappearance of anywhere to go) thenas correspondingly slowed down
as repetition and circular movement in the ploetaker. As Benjamin states, ‘In
contrast to the spasmodic chronological progressidragedy, th@rauerspieltakes
place in a spatial continuum, which one might dégcas choreographicOGTD, p.

95). This focus upon the effect of placing humalbjectivity at the centre of dramatic
creativity highlights a link between German moughptays and Romantic tragedies as,
despite clear differences between their view ofiregtboth genres place human
uncertainty at their centre. Whether it is the méul human or the contemplative
human, the action of the play is halted, not iraat-theatrical resistance to dramatic
representation, but in a way that conceives humpasitnherently theatrical. Unlike the
Romantic tragedy, however, self-conscious disptdybeatricality are key to the
mourning plays. In contrast to Coleridge’s comnagiwh of the ‘NakednessL(, I, p.
83) of Shakespeare’s stage, Benjamin views imadesatentation as the main figures
of representation in thErauerspiel A key aspect of th€rauerspielis the fact that

fate, no longer served upon humans from a diviagnremust be summoned from
within the play and it therefore falls to signifitaobjects of the ‘stage property’ to

reveal the fate of a character:

Destiny is [...] present among the objects [...] Focehuman life
has sunk into the merely creaturely, even thedfifapparently dead
objects secures power over it. The effectivenéfiseoobject where
guilt has been incurred is a sign of the approdateath. The
passionate stirrings of creaturely life in man —aiword, passion
itself — bring the fatal property into the actian]in so many
German tragedies of fate, some trivial stage-pitygerars down on
the victim. OGTD, p. 132)

For Andrew Benjamin, this is the key aspect ofrélationship between the intriguer
and the sovereign as the intriguer has an intim&@erjamin terms it ‘anthropological,

even physiological'—knowledge of the sovereign’sgans and he recognises the
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sovereign’s fate in significant objec®GTD, p. 95). As Benjamin states, ‘the intriguer
Is the master of meanings’ and he becomes thernaegaof [the play’s] plot’ in order

to bring the sovereign to his dea®GTD, p. 210; p. 95). This is the case in the
relationship between Othello and lago, as lagogeises Desdemona’s handkerchief as
the object through which Othello’s nature will b@lght to its fate. If lago here is the
embodiment of Benjamin’s intriguer, his languagdoeties Coleridge’s concept of the
commanding genius as he aims to ‘bring [his] manstbirth to the world’s light*?

This view of the play radically transforms our viewvOthello, turning him from a

tragic hero whose fatal flaw is punished by thegimtlo a sovereign creature who is
both a tyrant and a martyr. Briefly, Benjamin’siception of this character type is
explained and put into the broader context of tudysin George Steiner’s introduction

to The Origin of German Tragic Drama

TheTrauerspielis counter-transcendental; it celebrates the
immanence of existence even where this existengasised in
torment. It is emphatically ‘mundane’, earth-boucorporeal. It is
not the tragic hero who occupies the centre obthge, but the Janus-
faced composite of tyrant and martyr, of the Sagererho incarnates
the mystery of absolute will and of its victim (sften himself).
(OGTD, p. 16)

Othello’s fate rises up from within his own natared is brought to painful significance
through the cruel manipulation of a meaningful abjey lago. lago is the self-
appointed antagonist and a creaturely twin to @ihelho thrives in the backdrop of
‘war and commotion’ QGTD, note to p. 62), and fulfils Othello’s early pretibn that
‘Chaos [will] come again’ in the course of the Msodownfall O, Ill. 3. 93). In short,
the tragic outcome of lago’s plot does not lie icaghartic moment of purification and

insight for Othello but in a hellish fall into aeaturely abyss. The analogy Benjamin

“ william Shakespear@thello, in The Oxford Shakespeare: The Complete Weartksby Stanley Wells
and Gary Taylor (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994)839-853 (p. 827), Il, i, Il. 395-6. All further
references to this edition are given in parenthafies quotations in the text using the abbrevia@o
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draws between the intriguer and the devil througlhdgistudy aptly expresses this

hellish outcome oBthella

If one thinks here of the intriguer and visualifes tyrant, then the
image of the court is not so different from the gaaf hell [as
reacting to the Intriguer’'s manipulations the tyfdloses his senses
while his body remains alive, for he no longer saes hears the
world in which he lives and moves about him, buydhe lies which
the devil plants into his brain and blows into &ss, until in the end
he begins to rave and sinks into despal@G{ D, p. 145)

In general terms, this passage confronts exaatlyiteme of illusion and delusion that
is present throughout Coleridge’s consideratiothefstage, although Coleridge
chooses to make sight the sense that can be dbt@and deluded where sound remains
resistant to delusion. This idea is revealed endistinction between Othello’s true
identity as a figure of sound and lago’s distortidrthis, which deludes him into
believing his sight. The success of lago’s malisiplan lies in his powerful
manipulation of vision as, in spite of himself, &b falls victim to the heavy
suggestion of the ‘ocular proof’ of Desdemona’spaged infidelity with which lago
presents him@, Ill. 3. 365). Had Othello remained true to hvgnoidentity as a
character of sound, he would, like Teresa and Alv&emorsehave overcome visual
deception and averted the tragedy. The tragiceatiOthellois located not in
Roderigo’s jealousy at the start of the play aralititention to ‘poison [Brabantio’s]
delight’ against Othello through reports of his &@wsdemona’s love affair, but is
brought out at the end of the play as we realiaeltygo is able to ‘poiso[n] sightQ 1.
1. 68;0, V. 2. 374). Coleridge also makes use of the thefirsound and vision, but
inverts the outcome seen@thelloby investing the characters of virtueRemorse
with the ability to ‘see the thing as it really rsitther than acting upon images which

they either think they see or which present onl+tnaths (LL, I, p. 134).
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The conclusion oDthello, however, balances itself between the tragic risio
humanity and the vision of thierauerspie] and it, in fact, becomes the battleground for
these two representative modes. If lago’s defe@tloello indicates the status of
mankind as a mournful and creaturely existencey @thello’s attempts to reclaim his
heroic status signal also the continued existehtigearagic on the Renaissance stage.
As he kills himself, Othello attempts to reasséstfarmer identity as the ‘noble Moor’
(O, IV.1. 266), returning again to recounting a stofyhe kind he told to Desdemona

when he held his esteemed position in society:

in Aleppo once,

Where a malignant and turbaned Turk
Beat a Venetian and traduced the state,
| took by th’'throat the circumcised dog
And smote him thus, V. 1. 361-5)

In this act, Othello is revealed to match lago asramanding figure because he is able
to bring his ideas into reality as he turns hisgdagn himself. The act serves to steal
the commanding and active identity from the demamtigguer and offer it back to his
victim, who the audience recognise again as Oth@i‘valiant Moor’ O, |, iii, 47)

whose reputation was intact at the start of thg.pla

Coleridge’s theory of the commanding genius isethabling foundation of a similar

kind of character-led dramatic structure that eregligRemorsealthough the final

effect of this structure in Coleridge’s play istlefore open to account for his reluctance
to draw conclusions about the dramatic form that e@nditioned by his view of theatre
in the nineteenth century. The commanding idemgityjore mobile throughout
Remorses it can be discerned equally in Alvar and Ordpbut it nevertheless
emerges, as it does @thellg, through both the vision and sight themes andéslun

the manipulation of the play’s objects, providingaatrast to the concern with

imaginative recital and storytelling throughout filay. Whilst | investigate this idea in
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Remorsen Chapter Four, it is necessary, here, to prdseefly the way in which the
roles of the intriguer and the commanding genilmnafor a comparison between a
Benjaminian interpretation @thelloand a similar interpretation &emorsehat
highlights the two plays’ differences inasmuchtasghlights their similarities, yet also
shows how they both engage with dramatic featurasBenjamin will later identify as
pertaining to his new theory of dramatic genre expgressed in his analysis of the
GermanTrauerspiel The similarities lie in both Benjamin and Cotlgre’s (and even
Shakespeare’s) awareness that the post-classarabtic form is a specifically
historical phenomenon, but Coleridge shows morptsiem in relation to the moral
uses of this type of drama and therefore he tenthersommanding influence of any
one character so that no character expands his aoding identity to assume the status

of an intriguer.

The relationships between the lead characterstbf $loakespeareBthelloand
Coleridge’sRemorseéhighlight the difficulty inherent in navigatingeéHine line between
sight and vision when making the choice as to whatbe considered authentic
representation. In Othello’s final speech, Shakasp allows the imagery of race and
colour used throughout the play simultaneouslyio and to distinguish between lago
and Othello, and to confuse what is understoocetthb traditional tragic ending.
Benjamin’s notion of the creaturely state of madkineeps into the play’s ending
through the dismal sight and persistent presencgaye of lago, who deals the
remaining characters (and the extended communitiyeodudience) a final insult
through his resolve to hold continued power oventtby declaring that ‘from this time
forth I will never speak a wordQ, V, 1. 310). This is testament to his enduring
understanding that the visual is more open to demepnd that truthful representation

arises more frequently from a verbal narrativeheDo, on the other hand, uses his
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speech to restore honourable qualities within hihasel to finally extinguish the
‘turbaned Turk’ that the audience initially assumesides within him as he ‘smote him
thus’ when killing himself©, V. 1. 362; 365). Although this serves to doubtéello
as both a villainous Turk and a heroic Venetiaseitves equally to double lago’s
identity. Othello, in killing himself, claims to Helling only the ‘circumcised dog’,
although his Venetian persona inevitably must the &, V. 1. 364). What remains,
however, as Lodovico declares with sensitivitytte tloubling of the two characters’
identities, is lago, the ‘Spartan do@®,(V. 1. 372). Here, lago’s almost oxymoronic
identity in the context of the play is brought be fore: a classical figure, the ancient
Greek trained in war who, as a dog, is also th®eys of the creaturely state.
Important here is the idea that although Othellgeisn as the protagonist, his position
within the play is shared equally with lago; bottaacters vie for the power and the
status of the lead role and the significance of@arenot be separated from the
significance of the other. Crucially, lago is aot antihero but a ‘hellish villain’ who
invites Benjamin’s theory of thErauerspielinto the otherwise tragic structure of the
play (O, V. 1. 378)%° Upon the conclusion of the play he remains, disedingly, a
character the surviving community must deal witd,ahough incarcerated, he lives on
within the community in the aftermath of the traged a figure reminding them

constantly of their inescapably creaturely identity

The relationship between Alvar and Ordonio mairdairsimilar chiasmic structure to
that between lago and Othello. Although Ordonis tnaditionally been taken as the

antihero of the play, his brother, Alvar, may bers& exert equal significance in the

“5 See Beatrice HanssaWalter Benjamin’s other history: of stones, animalsman beings, and anggls
(Berkeley: University of California Press, c1998)54.

“¢ Coleridge’s 1818 assessment of lago as a chamicimotiveless malignity’ can be taken as an apt
example of where his dramatic criticism anticipa@esjamin’s description of the intriguer figureThe
Origin of German Tragic Dramé_L, 315). In both cases, these characters act,cand bthers to act,
not in reaction to external circumstances but dat ®eemingly irrational will to satisfy their own
intellectual superiority and their desire for power
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play’s characterisation and plot development. Tim®, however, Coleridge gives the
amoral Ordonio over to the structure and form afjgdy. The ostensibly more virtuous
Alvar becomes the shadowy reformer, a politicatig aulturally ambivalent figure who
understands history not so much as a progressivearlity but one that is organised

much more fluidly:

Time, as he courses onward, still unrolls

The volume of concealment. In the FUTURE,
As in the optician’s glassy cylinder,

The indistinguishable blots and colours

Of the dim PAST collect and shape themselves,
Upstarting in their own completed image,

To scare or to rewardR(Il. 2. 9-15)

Alvar’s point that events of the past are not irestably lost as time moves on but can
be reserved to reach a greater significance uggnrdmctivation in the future
anticipates Benjamin’s later conception of timeaasontinuum’ from which a
meaningful moment can be ‘blast[ed] out’ at anynp@tithin its trajectory TPH, p.
253). This understanding of history as the totalitexperience rather than the
precursor to transcendence makes Alvar represeatattithe immanentrauerspiel
structure. This is a reversal of the lago/Othetlationship, as Alvar is able to use his
understanding of the mournful state of mankinddodyeffect in order to suppress
Ordonio’s attempts to deceive characters such ess@e Furthermore, the role reversal
serves to remove the problems associated with trally ambiguous legacy of
Othellds ending, as the commanding and amoral Ordonilefsated, allowing for
contemplation and idealism to triumph in an appéyenon-tragic’ ending®’

Contrary to Steiner’s assessment of the non-traiging ofRemorsethis view of the
play as engaged with Shakespearean drama pertsapesat from claims of its
unsatisfactory denouement, as it sees Coleridgepting to manipulate the dramatic

form to create a new dramatic genre capable oih@ltog the tragic with the Romantic

4" George Steineflhe Death of Traged{tondon: Faber and Faber, 1961), p. 128.
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modes of divine retribution and forgiven repentan€ensequently, Andrew
Benjamin’s view ofOthellounder a Benjaminian model becomes helpful in resasg
Coleridge’s attempts to rework tragedy for the Rotitaage, which brought the divine
down into mankind. As Andrew Benjamin clain®helloworks according to the
‘interiorization of fate’ and therefore, the struicl features of classical tragedy are
confronted and challenged by theauerspielgenre*® However, as | have attempted to
show above, Andrew Benjamin’s argument can be hpitin by considering
Benjamin’s intriguer figure—or Coleridge’s commamgligenius—as a character who is
used to manipulate these dramatic genres. Taatstehe assertion of this thesis is that
Coleridge’s dramatic theory approaches a Benjaminiew of the secularisation of the
dramatic form that distinguishes itself from thasdical structure of drama. In the
following section, | want to highlight another aspef Coleridge’s dramatic theory, the
concept of remorse, as a key element within hisnmegptualisation of dramatic form

and genre.

2.5 The Dramatic Motif of Remorse

The image of Coleridge’s dramatic theory | havedtrio build up in this chapter is one
that, though intimately connected with his poetiedry, remains distinct from it. As a
historical, emotional and communal theory, it seandtside the Romantic theory of
imagination, which is built upon the premise of Huditary and perceptive mind. It
cannot be disputed that, in the history of Colezid@esthetic theory and practice,
dramatic theory is secondary to his poetic thearty équally, no matter how
fragmented and incomplete it remains, it is noreea promising indication of

Coleridge’s most innovative foresight into modeyniThe theory comes to a head in

8 Andrew Benjamin, p. 178, n. 27.
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Coleridge’s extrapolation of remorse, a concept, thargue, is used by Coleridge as a
dramatic motif that anticipates Benjamin’s use @lancholy inThe Origin of German
Tragic Drama My starting point for this final analysis of @oidge’s lectures, a
fragment thought to be used in preparation for lwecT hree, is ambiguous in that
Coleridge’s exact intention for its use is uncertéiut, if Foakes is correct in declaring
it as part of the preparation for Lecture Threesitbject matter becomes significant in
the fuller context of his dramatic writing due heetfact that this fragment considers

what was to become the title and theme of Colersdgmst celebrated dram@emorse

The records available for Lecture Three come irféhe of two separate sets of notes
collected together. The first is a fragment ingam&ation for a lecture which was not
given but had been intended to follow Lecture TWwoakes suggests that ‘the notes
were probably never used’ and the second settekrave speculated to have been used
as preparation for Lecture Three given after anvemth breakl(L, I, p. 60)*° The
fragment is of interest because, if it does tagesition between the account of the
evolution of drama in Lecture Two and the reconsitien of Shakespeare as a poet of
judgement in Lecture Four, it frames the lectusesl(Coleridge’s work on drama) in a
context that is not immediately artistic but confest, from human feeling and
communal history. In this fragment, Coleridge #ssinat the feeling of remorse comes
upon us as a ‘Fact, meant to make us sensibla [@§tant effect of something moraly
[sic] wrong in our own past actiond’I(, I, p. 64). Furthermore, it also considers
remorse as a feeling that intrudes upon our fegl{p§regret) whether or not we will it

to do so:

9 Foakes points out that placing locating thesenfiexgts in the 1808 series and as part of preparftion
Lecture Three is speculative due to the fact thegre is so little external evidence to indicateatv@
talked about in most of these lectures, and, manedkie dating of the entries is itself doubtfllL( I, p.
60).
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In cases [...] not only independent of our will but of ourselves, we
find no difficulty in distinguishing Regret from R®rse — and what
regards our own selves, yet which is not voluntdrg,same
distinction, one would think ought rationally to bede. Yet here
commences a difference [...] however unconsciousiafiB we may
feel ourselves yet a certain something more thagrdRevill haunt and
sadden the heart, which if not Remorse is howeraamtom and
Counterfeit of RemorseLL, I, p. 64)

Coleridge was at this time struggling to fulfil iessponsibility of delivering the lectures
and seems to have written this piece during a twotmbreak he took due to iliness.
His own struggles were compounded by thoughtshadtimself had replaced Humphry
Davy (who had contracted a serious illness) amgldtatement articulates attempts to
reason and explain his feelings of guilt regardhng situation. The statement seeks to
desynonymise regret and remorse, citing the kdgreice to be the self-reflexive
capacity of remorse to ‘haunt and sadden the h@arf’l, p. 64). While regret can be
felt for others and does not cause the regrettlividual to feel aggrieved, it is,
‘perhaps in a majority of instances’, accompaniga Ionore imposing feeling of
remorse that troubles the individuaL( I, p. 64). Furthermore, the feeling of remorse
assumes an almost primal position within the irdirail’'s subconscious as a ‘phantom’,
which originates in ‘a distant effect of the guftages past'L(L, I, p. 64). Remorse,
therefore, becomes an example of mankind’s fallate sa relic from an original

transgression and the fall into historical subjatti

Coleridge’s definition also suggests that the feebf remorse operates beyond the
control of the will of the individual. As a funotn that is ‘not voluntary’, it becomes, in
a sense, an unavoidable condition of mankind, atamous reality’ that is ‘a distant
effect of something moralysic] wrong in our own past ActionsL(, I, p. 64). This
attempt to define remorse in terms of the individuasychology within a wider
framework of cultural guilt sees Coleridge linkiregorse, his defining concept of the

dramatic, to an historical consciousness rather shperceptive form of creativity
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associated with poetry. In contrast to his latatesnent on the willing suspension of
disbelief which he associates with ‘shadows of imagon’ (BL, I, p. 6) and the
creative process in poetry, Coleridge’s first cdesation of the will as a voluntary or
involuntary mechanism, which he would very sooerdis statement use as the
creative basis of dramatic illusion, actually enesrérom the ‘phantom and Counterfeit
of Remorse’ (L, I, p 64). Associated with the heart and humaitirig, remorse has a
melancholic effect upon the individual preciselg@ese he cannot choose to invoke or
revoke it according to his wi® Consequently, Coleridge’s focus upon remorseiwith
his lectures on drama links his understanding afrdtic creativity to a historical
sensibility of the graceless state of mankind anteincholic vision that pertains to the
generic foundation of the Baroque mourning plag@sosed to the classical tragedy.

Benjamin would later highlight this difference:

The theory of mourning, which emerged unmistakaisiapendantto
the theory of tragedy, can only be developed irdieription of that
world which is revealed under the gaze of the nataly man.
(OGTD, p. 139)

As outlined in Chapter One, the key difference leetwtragedy andrauerspiellies in
their temporal structure, the former taking itsisture from myth and the latter from
history. Benjamin reasserts this idea in the olgpgiages of the middle section of his
study, Trauerspieland Tragedy’, by declaring that the melancholis ha vision of ‘a
beyond’ but ‘the inspirations of mother earth ddvam the night of contemplation like
treasures from the interior of the earth; the Igig flash of intuition is unknown to
him’ (OGTD, p. 79; pp. 152-3). According to Benjamin, ongha central characters of
the mourning play, the prince, embodies the sthteatancholia and displays the

characteristics of contemplation and indecisiohisTigure can be located within both

* This understanding of remorse has definite revatimns inThe Rime of the Ancient Marinem a
way, the Mariner is presented as the human embadiofieemorse who affects the Wedding Guest to
the extent that he is compelled to listen to theiMa’s story and, consequently, emerges fromaleds
both a ‘sadder’AM, I. 587) and ‘wiser’ AM, |. 624) individual.
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the Trauerspieland the dramas of the Romantic period as a cleratteflection rather
than action. However, Benjamin’s understandinthefTrauerspielallows for a similar
reassessment of other such inactive dramatic fagr®omantic drama, which have
become misunderstood against the theory of clddsazpedy precisely because their
structure deals with the historical basis of hurearotion and remorse, not divine

retribution and revenge.

Hugh Grady’s reading dlamletas a mourning play, already cited in this chapter,
elaborates upon the connection between Benjanhe@y and Shakespeare’s play
according to their shared departure from classiagedy. A key point raised by Grady
is the dramatic conceit of the play-within-a-plased inHamletto reveal Claudius’

guilt, and this can be applied to Coleridge’s tlysamfrRomantic drama as a remorseful
form. This is because, as in the reassessméithaflo that Andrew Benjamin draws
out from a Benjaminian interpretation of the pl&yady’s identification oHamletas a
mourning play also invites an understanding of 8spkarean drama which lies outside
its traditional Renaissance or Elizabethan (geheoatexts. The use of the play-
within-the play confirms Claudius’ guilt but theaging of his guilt as a play with two
audiences—the audience of the court and the awgliertbe theatre—also serves to
confuse the boundaries between the court and #ye pi the play has communicated
the truth that Hamlet aims to reveal, it has abgothe end, revealed its own
insubstantiality, its artifice. Members of the doare shown the truth, but this truth is
represented as a work of fiction. Of course, putential for the theatrical aesthetic to
‘overflow[...] the boundaries of its own fictionalitgnd make a fiction of reality is
exactly the characteristic of theatre that Colezidgeks to tempét. This vision of the

insubstantiality of the human condition runs thriooigt Shakespeare’s plays and the

1 Hugh Grady, ‘Hamlet as a Mourning Play: A Benjaimiresque Interpretation’, Bhakespeare
Studies 36 (2008), pp. 135-65 (p. 148).
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unsettling metaphor of the world as nothing moréueimg than the stage is repeated
over again. George Steiner notes this repetithadagy in Shakespeare, which
‘identifies the earth with the stage in the notadrthetheatrum mundi(OGTD, p. 18).
This is an important identification as the conagfpthetheatrum mundserves to unite
Shakespeare, Coleridge and Benjamin under a conmterest in the Barogue as an
artistic style that is aware of the problematiatienship between truth and visual
illusion. Of course, Benjamin is most prominenthis as he gives his study of the
Trauerspielplays over to an investigation of the melanchaig the allegorical
tendency of Baroque-period German mourning pl&mucially, he offers a fresh
classification of certain elements of Shakespeargvhich we can use the term he
offers inThe Origin of German Tragic Dram&on-RenaissanceQGTD, p. 59). In
turn, this new classification of Shakespeare hpsrreissions for our view of
Coleridge’s dramatic theory, which draws so heauppn Shakespeare and, as pointed
out in this chapter, anticipates Benjaminian maugrwith the sentiment of remorse
whilst also attempting to deal with the dramaticdency towards the historical and the
visual. Under Benjamin’s critical theory, Shakemgan tragedy is lifted from its
Renaissance context and classical genealogy assessed according to a robust and
vigorously argued Baroque world view of secular@athat helps to place such aspects
of the drama as the supernatural, a resistancgitmand the staging of objects within
a generic framework of the Baroque. The alteratibtime generic pattern of
Shakespearean tragedy to be read more in lineanitburning play paves the way for a
reassessment of Coleridge’s sensitivity towardsdhmeotifs in Shakespeare’s and his

own dramatic works.
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2.6  The ‘Critique of Bertram’: Literary Anti-Jacobinism

Both the correct use of visual representation aecetfect of the Romantic world view
upon dramatic genre are persistent themes in dgkes engagement with drama.
These themes come to the fore upon the inclusioheoiCritique ofBertrami in
Biographia Literaria However, the intricacy and depth of Coleridgaitical
involvement with drama—anBertramas representative of Romantic drama in
general—has been clouded by the very image of dthatdne attempted to break in
this critique. The popular taste for visually gaealar, Gothic genre dramas attacked
by Coleridge in the ‘Critique’ left him open to sibntial criticism. The analogy he
drew between popular Gothic drama and politicabBagsm has been most commonly
viewed as an argument weakened by the fact thdtdves upon the Gothic for
Remorse Since Hazlitt’'s unbridled criticism regardinggtieritique, it has been difficult
to separate the piece from Coleridge’s chequerétigab history and his increasingly
elitist view of art. Nevertheless, the justificatiof these two assumptions lies in the
guestion of their precision. Both Coleridge’s n$¢he term ‘Jacobinism’ and the issue
of his duplicitous use of the Gothic can be readasd by placing the ‘Critique of
Bertrami into the wider context of his dramatic theory aigo by considering the full
version of the ‘Critique’ itself, not just that wih appeared in thBiographia This
allows for a more sympathetic understanding of aneas of Coleridge’s attack on the
popular Gothic. Firstly, it claims for him a cost&ncy that arises out of his enduring
opposition to the Gothic genre against his own eypknt of a similarly spectacular
but inherently different Baroque style akin to tbatlined in Benjamin’§ he Origin of
German Tragic Drama In addition, his choice of political terminolegydacobinism—

can be considered on a more nuanced level thatsrpiditics and literature within the
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same idea and therefore counteracts the view thiari@ge was drawing a rather

simplistic analogy between popular spectacle irthieatre and political extremism.

The design of th8iographia Literarig in which the ‘Critique oBertrani appears, has
been a long-considered feature of its criticaltage. It is common to regard the
structure of thdiographiaas a mirror of the view that, for Coleridge, thefiding form
of literature was poetry, since the work build$he ‘outstandingly important’ chapters
dedicated to his reading of Wordsworth’s poetrygftiers 17-20 and 22), which, ‘in
length, detail nuanced sensitivity, and theoreticaiciples [was] unprecedented [...] in
English letters®® However, thdiographiadoes not finish with these chapters; instead,
for a variety of reasons, not least driven by trecpcalities of filling the second
volume, the reader is offered a coda of miscellasewiting. The two insertions
preceding th@&iographia’sConclusion, ‘Satyrane’s Letters’ and the ‘Critiqufe
Bertram’, return the reader from Coleridge’s better kn@whjects such as poetry and
the Romantic imagination to the more prosaic andekiic world of letter writing,
journalistic criticism and social reform in a sificant turn towards the form of drama.
Indeed, these chapters, which are concerned watlm@more than poetry, are often
considered as awkward insertions into Biegraphiaand seem to be at odds with the
structure and aesthetic thrust of the work. Catledvliles Wallace notes that these
sections would, ‘in sprit and content’, befit Cheqpten (concerned with Coleridge’s

religious and political opinions):

The lively and amusing Letters complement the Watnh anecdotes
in displaying the speaker’s delight in observatamd his self-ironic
humour. The critique dBertram like the earlier commentary on
Jacobinism, asserts the dangers and depravityliitpbfanaticism>®

°2 James EngellBiographia Literarid in The Cambridge Companion to Coleridgel. by Lucy Newlyn
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002) 5974 (p. 64).

°3 Catherine Miles Wallac&he Design of Biographia Literarid.ondon: George Allen and Unwin,
1983), p. 141.
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The juxtaposition of the final chapters and thdieaphilosophical theories and
innovative literary criticism (which accounts ftretgreater proportion of the
Biographig has often contributed to the less favourableengsiand criticism of the
work. However, with an awareness of the gathemognentum of interest in Romantic
drama in the later decades of the twentieth cenWryd. Bate offers a balance of
opinion about the inclusion of the two pieces. ddes not deny that the ‘Critique’
seems misplaced when taking into account the wihiol& as ‘[the] discussion [of the
play] seems especially out of place in a book ehsmagnitude of mind* However,

he does point out that if we look beyond this appamismatch, it nevertheless
contributes ‘often perceptive, even profound intsdnto] poetry and drama that had
been in Coleridge’s mind for years’. Bate mentitass about ‘Satyrane’s Letters’ as,
in his view, ‘their intellectual significance isvited’, but he finds them an interesting
inclusion from an autobiographical angle as thexak‘the experiences of [such a great
writer] on a trip that proved an important turnipgint in his life’>® In a sense, as
BiographialLiteraria did genuinely evolve into Coleridge’s autobiographrough
writing, it would be more surprising if these seas had been omitted. ‘Satyrane’s
Letters’ account for the significant influence abl€ridge’s trip to Germany and the
informal, but nonetheless consistently percepsigde of a confirmed letter writer and
the ‘Critique’ represents the significant time Galge gave over to both examining and
writing drama. Following Bate, | focus the fina@csion of this chapter upon the

‘Critique of Bertram as the dramatic aspect of tBeographiathat commands the key

> W.J. Bate, ‘Editors’ Introduction’ to Samuel TaylBoleridge Biographia Literaria(see note to
Coleridge Biographia Literarig above), |, pp. xli-cxxxvi (p. Ixiv). Bate's assesent of these insertions
is fairly scathing. He prefers their insertiorthat ofZapolya which, he suggests, Coleridge was
considering ‘shoving into the breach’, but he nbeégss sees ‘Satyrane’s Letters’ as ‘limited’ iaith
‘intellectual significance’ and finds that thereeaseveral things’ in the ‘Critique’ that ‘we coujdstly
complain, especially when we are considering pas of what we regard as one of the master-wofks o
literary criticism’ (pp. Ixiii-Ixiv).

% Bate, p. Ixiv; p. Ixiii.
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intellectual insights of the two pieces and staasla studied conception of the problems
concerning drama in Coleridge’s historical andunalk context.

Other than Coleridge’s innovative appraisal of Wevdrth’s poetry in th&iographia
the best examples of his close reading of liteeatue to be found in his lecture series
on drama, and he is well known as a critic of Sepkare. M. M. Badawi’s study of
Coleridge as a Shakespeare critic suggests thacthdty of reviewing his dramatic
writing in order to understand what it reveals f theory of art highlights the
‘profoundly systematic nature’ of Coleridge’s mi$ém. Badawi asserts that the
systematic approach to critical analysis propourtme@oleridge sets the foundation for
his criticism of Shakespeare and, in his own sty attempt[s] to relate [Coleridge’s]
aesthetic theory to his actual practice as a Spalkesan critic®® Badawi is interested
in highlighting Coleridge’s innovation in literagyiticism, which sees him elevate his
style of drama criticism above that of the eightbezentury critics and therefore the
natural focus of the study is the Shakespearetiniem in theLectures However,
Coleridge was more far-reaching in his dramatitazsim than on the subject of
Shakespeare and, on a practical level, was jusiuat engaged with the practices of
his contemporary writers as he was with those efiterary epoch before him.
Consequently, in its aim to provide continuity beem Coleridge’s dramatic theory and
his critical practice, Badawi’'s study is an appra starting point for a further
investigation into the impact of Coleridge’s aesththeory upon his dramataeuvre

as a whole. In light of this, the commentary oanda in theBiographiais an important
aspect of his dramatic writing and contributes siggntly to the study of his view of
drama. As Carlson emphasises, ‘the disregard @Efige’s] dramatic discussions in
the much-rea@iographial...] is a telling instance of critical blind spot®garding the

significance of Coleridge’s plays and his extenshaorising of drama, and the

%6 M.M. Badawi,Coleridge: Critic of Shakespea(€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19p3}.
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following analysis of the ‘Critique’ attempts tagoCarlson in rebalancing this critical
anomaly>’ In agreement with Badawi’s point that ‘Coleridugd a theory of poetry
which calls for serious analysis, and is not taisenissed as mere rhetoric’, | hope to
extend the link between aesthetic theory and hygpaactice found in Coleridge’s
Shakespearean criticism into what seems to bégiBibgraphia an emerging
consideration of the crisis of dramatic genre im ftomantic ag&® The ‘Critique of
Bertram’ plays a key role in this consideration as thecka’s supposed political
rhetoric, intended by Coleridge to emphasise higahmutrage at the public’s taste in
drama, also reveals his keen awareness of Ronantgstruggles to recognise, and
come to terms with, the decline of traditional &dg. Here, | focus upon Coleridge’s
attempts to theorise the dramatic identity of M @ge, which in turn focus upon his
perception of a fault-line between the liberatidgals of Romanticism and the closed
world of traditional tragedy. In the ‘Critique’,deridge acknowledges that this literary
crisis, played out against the social and politiadkdrop of revolution, has equally

brought about a departure from tradition in litgreepresentation.

As a poet of the Romantic movement, Coleridgeisual towards the imagination in
poetry and criticism is assumed to be unswervibgiynd up with a predisposition to
internalise, or to turn the external world intoulgbt. This association with the
internalising force of the imagination in Romargimetry has led to the long-held
critical view that Romantic drama could not workpasduction in the theatre as it
resists the active and outward capacity requiredtige representation. As a critic
who challenges this position, Carlson highlightsafiarnative view of the assumed link
between the Romantic imagination and the limitatiohRomantic drama. To do this,

she puts forward the view that Coleridge distingagsbetween imagination’s ‘timeless

" Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, p. 23.
*8 Badawi, p. 4.
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and universalizing features’ and its ‘historicatladeological content? The former
was associated with poetry and the individual’'sanwiereas the latter became the
domain of drama and the nation’s collective midg. a result, the notion of
imagination, for Coleridge, is divided. Poetic giraation and dramatic imagination
operate under different conditions and it is Colge’'s conception of dramatic
imagination that calls for the acknowledgement dfsdogue between the Romantic
imagination (in its Coleridgean dramatic manifastatand its engagement with the

political concerns of the day. Carlson articuladtes viewpoint:

Because we are in the habit of viewing [Romantia}p as artistic
failures, we neglect to take seriously the serieasiwith which these
poets wrote and theorized about drama. Worse wadamk the
degree to which their conception of drama worksresjahe
compartmentalizing of aesthetic and political cansd...] That
[Coleridge’'s]RemorseandZapolyaare less well known than his
‘Ancient Mariner’ and ‘Kubla Kahn’ can be explainagdpart by
criticism’s tendency to measure ‘success’ on aéistbateria alone.
But the disregard of his dramatic discussion inrtlueh-read
Biographig for example, is a more telling instance of caitiblind
spots®

The failure to distinguish between the Romanticgmation and Coleridge’s
conception of a dramatic imagination that is disectvolved with the social and
political sphere has led to the critical neglectni$ aspect of Coleridge’s ‘Critique of
Bertram. Carlson underlines this point throughout heicé, linking ‘the Coleridgean
theory of imagination’ to his interest in the ‘refo of politics and the modern stagé"’.
Here, she modifies the established understanditizeahcompatibility of the Romantic
imagination’s tendency towards the absolute andh&atre’s commanding status by
highlighting Coleridge’s insistence that, thoughgmtially problematic, the ideal may
be represented on stage upon a fine balance oigtitesocial conditions and the correct

aesthetic conditions. In order to do this, Carlsomts out that Coleridge’s view of

% Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, p. 23.
¢ Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, pp. 22-3.
¢ Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, p. 23.
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Hamletdemonstrates an important variation from Jacopadrayal of Romantic
theatre, in whiciMacbethis employed as the Shakespearean play most repatge of
the anti-theatrical impetus of the Romantic moveimdacobus’ view of the Romantic
stage as conditioned by the Romantic readingadbethreaches the conclusion that
‘the more the poet is credited with a self-suffgcinner world’, as is the case in
Romantic poetic theory, the more problematic aedggrm of representation (that

seeks to project images outwards) will become:

The metaphysics of presence might be said to ¢otest distinct
element in romantic prejudice against the theatrgrpmantic
criticism of Shakespeare — the type of myriad-mthdesgatively-
capable, and God-like creator — tends to suborédigtzge to page
and actors to texXt.

The counterargument to this critical analysis ef Romantic stage, which emerges in
Carlson’s assessment of Coleridge’s viewdamlet highlights Coleridge’s willingness

to employ dramatic representation if it is usedectty. In hisLectures Coleridge is
careful not to present Hamlet's indecision and latckction as virtues, preferring

instead to consider his inaction as a ffdwColeridge praises Shakespeare’s creation of
Hamlet's character in terms of its consistencyraspite of opportunities laid before

him to act, he never does and he remains througheyilay a contemplative character.
Nevertheless, this praise is specific to Hamleb'sststent character and does not extend
to the extreme nature of his inactive charactdre donclusion to John Payne Collier’s
notes on this subject in Lecture 12 of the 181Tdirse eloquently communicates this

distinction:

%2 Mary Jacobus, ‘That Great Stage Where SenatoferfeMacbethand the Politics of the Romantic
Theater’,Studies in Romanticisr22 (1983), pp. 353-387 (p. 375).

%3 A related point is made by Coleridge when he ihies his comparison between men of commanding
genius and those of absolute genius inBlograpahia Literaria Here, he warns that an extreme version
of either type of person (excessively inward orriveutwards) is undesirable as ‘The sanity ofthiad
[should rest] between superstition with fanaticismthe one hand, and enthusiasm with indifferemce a

a diseased slowness to action on the otlidr, [, p. 31)
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Shakespeare wished to impress upon us the trutlhdtian is the
great end of existence — that no faculties of thellect however
brilliant can be considered valuable, or otherwisa as misfortunes,
if they withdraw us from or render us repugnaradtion, and lead us
to think and think of doing, until the time has &sed when we ought
to have acted. In enforcing this truth Shakespkaseshewn us the
fulness, and force of his powers: all that is abtéaand excellent in
nature is combined in Hamlet, with the exceptiothid one quality:
he is a man living in meditation, called upon <t¢t>aby every motive
human & divine but the great purpose of life dedddty continually
resolving to do, yet doing nothing but resolue.,(l, p. 390)

Coleridge’s view of Hamlet, therefore, contradiitts implication of Jacobus’
assessment of Romantic stage theory, which is hgsauthe premise that the
commanding medium of the stage, analogous to Matbhebmmanding character,
should be controlled and limited by the closetihgmma. For Carlson, Coleridge’s
consideration of the theatre as a place wheredted could be cast outwards is not a
simple dismissal of it either on political grourfds its sensory subversiveness or on
aesthetic grounds for its sensory limitations.tdad, she sees Coleridge attempting to
piece together a finely balanced view of theatrazalwhich, precisely through its
appeal to the senses, offers the possibility ohgimg the nation’s public (or at least the
theatre-going public) in an aesthetically motivapedject of social reform. Dramatic
art has the advantage over poetry of ‘reach[ing] vader audience [and achieves a]
more direct access to the hearts of the peopleilseit is both a communal aesthetic
and it elicits an immediate emotional responsééoimages it presents.As such, it

has a powerful capacity to teach audiences howve golod citizens by supporting them
through their responses to represented eventsaaga and guiding and directing their
imaginative response to the play. This is thelided of the drama and is achieved
only when a play is of an artistic quality thatvgécure its audience to be under a
‘willing suspension of disbeliefBL, Il, p. 6). As Carlson points out in relationthe

theoretical discrepancy betwektacbethandHamlet

% Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, p. 28.
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Unlike other romantics, then, Coleridge considbesreal question to

be not whether imagination can make something happewhether

imagination ‘impregnates’ understanding or is oeavpred by sense.

This is the concern which underlies Coleridge’svitc theory,

criticism and practicé
This is exactly the point at which Coleridge’s dgation of his contemporary stage
productions comes into view. The problem with R@mnantic stage was not borne from
the medium itself (although, as Carlson highligttig, reliance of theatre on the
material renders it a challenging medium) but fribw irresponsible use of the medium
by playwrights and theatres that wrote to satia¢eaudience’s demands rather than
attempting to cultivate their taste and judgemeiti weforming dramas. Too often,
Coleridge was witness to sensational plays thabérgd the stage’s sensory attributes
in order to please the public’s ever-growing agpdtr sentiment, shock and spectacle.
Consequently, he comes to the conclusion thatrdm@atic imagination cannot be
supported under the contemporary conditions of drdrat involves only the senses.
The frustration that he is unable to hide whercalditing the failure of the theatre of his
contemporaries to achieve the reforming potentadd clearly perceives within
dramatic art reaches its climax in the analogyraevd between the kind of unthinking
political extremism of Jacobinism and the publgdtacious appetite for insensitive

dramatic production. It is this that comes to thiefin the controversial claims he

makes in his review ddertram

Coleridge’s analysis dertramgives warning that the malaise of modern dransitie
the fact that it presents the real world in thegmaf the ideal world of traditional
tragedy. In doing so, Coleridge draws a comparissiwveerBertramand an ‘elder

production’,Atheista FulminatdBL, I, p. 212). As with his praise of Hamlet’s

% Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, p. 30.
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character, Coleridge’s key point of comparison leetwthe plays regards consistency.
He praises\theista Fulminat@s a model of a play documenting the decadence and
wickedness of its protagonist but nonethelessmgt@imoral integrity because it is
‘throughout imaginative’ and it results in the fipadgement of the characteBl, 11, p.
213). Drawing upon Aristotle’s claim that the pshbuld ‘prefer probable
impossibilities to improbable possibilities’, Cdbige maintains that the characters and
events of a play should be permitted to be impdessibreal life—and can be as
demonic as required—nbut it is essential that, e@wtlorld of the play, their actions and
their outcomes are appropriate and conceivdlilel( p. 218, n. 1). In other words,
Atheista Fulminat® antihero and his actions are of impossible conoagiut, in the
world of the play, they can be seen as probablarogsces. In this way, the aesthetics
of the play override the social and moral implioas of the character or world of the
play as the character and the events of the plagirerepresentative and always treated
with consistency. This works #itheista Fulminatpbecause the play conforms to the
generic conventions of traditional tragedy in thanh John, a human who has raised
himself to sublime proportions, is ultimately ‘sweated up in a cloud of fire’ in a final
act of divine retributiongL, I, p. 219). However, this model is invertedtbe
Romantic stage, which represents possible chasagtaipable in real life, in
improbable circumstances or performing improbabteoas. Furthermore, these
tangibly human characters are also cast in a pestutionary, republican society,
which signals the loss of a divine framework asaigloy the divine right of kings.
Consequently, tragedy in the Romantic age suffaressis of identity: formal rules of
traditional tragedy (such as a divine framework mledlised characters) were
transgressed, but this was not acknowledged ige¢heric classification or stylistic

conventions of the plays that were being written.
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This style of play, therefore, in its blurring dietline between the real and the ideal, or
politics and art, becomes a generic manifestatiddoteridge’s definition of
Jacobinism as it displays ‘the confusion and subwarof the natural order of things in
their causes and effectBI(, I, p. 221). In terms of content, Romantic [@ayesented
a view of the world cut off from a greater divineler and, regarding characterisation,
their heroes were not ‘impersonated abstractionsiristead were given fallible and
human characteristicBL, Il, p. 213; emphasis in original). The styletloése plays,
however, was not revised in order to accommodagestitularisation of content and the
plays are eventually revealed to ‘displa[y] holl@ss’ and become merely copies of the
classical styleBL, Il, p. 221). This idea is articulated in the itiGyue of Bertrani as

Coleridge analyses Don John’s lively hospitalitywaods the governor’'s ghost:

[This scene] is susceptible likewise of a soundahaf a moral that
has more than common claims to on the notice ohtooerous class,
who are ready to receive the qualities of gentldynemurage, and
scrupulous honour [...] as the substitutes of ®irtinstead of its
ornaments.gL, II, p. 220)

Here Coleridge’s argument, as it is applied tostyée of modern dramatists, converges
with his complaint against the legacy of the eightd century’s neoclassicist poetic
style which prompted thieyrical Ballads Effectively, Coleridge reiterates here his
distaste for the embellishment of language andeimptation towards the decorous in
art, which simply ‘display[s] their [own] hollowns's(BL, II, p. 221). As a result, the
link drawn by Coleridge between Don John’s charaatel the ‘moral value of the play’
portrayed in the character (and his eventual densseot only applicable to the
morality of society but also to the integrity diliature BL, I, p. 220). When

Coleridge complains of the ‘spirit of modern jaaubm’ he does so first on the

aesthetic ground that this spirit is a ‘clumsy ¢dpdf the spirit of plays such as
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AtheistaFulminatq which prompts a secondary social and politicedatfof ‘vice and
want of principle’ BL, Il, p. 221). This is in clear evidence in Collgye’s opening
remark orBertram as he takes issue with the purely spectaculacele¥ the

shipwreck, which bears no relation to the eventhefplay:

But what was there to account for the prodigy eftdmpest as
Bertram’sshipwreck? It is a mere supernatural effect withewen a
hint of any supernatural agency; a prodigy withemy circumstance
mentioned that is prodigious; and a miracle intaztbwithout a
ground, and ending without a result. Every evenrgescene of the
play might have taken place as welBiértramand his vessel had
been driven in by a common hard gale, or from veduptrovisions.
(BL, I, p. 222)

Coleridge himself avoided using the device of thi@wreck to reintroduce Alvar to his
native country, choosing instead to present hintheastart of the play, as having
returned to Granada with no explanation as to hewrhived there. Indeed, his use of
the supernatural iRemorsas limited mainly to verbal imagery and, in ternis o
spectacular display, it is confined to the incantascene where Coleridge grounds it in
a thorough consideration of the play’s key dichaesof vision and voice and classical
tragic genre against modern Romantic drama. Waeleridge sees his use of the
supernatural ilRemorseaas justified on account of its importance to tley@s a whole,
he finds the supernatural Bertramsimply a self-serving device used to achieve
unconsidered effect. This complaint agaBsttramtraces the systematic use of part of
his aesthetic theory of drama (in particular theams of copy and imitation and
dramatic illusion) from its employment in termstbé poetic imagination into an
engagement with the social impact of the evolutibthe genre of tragedy. In his
dramatic practice, Coleridge takes the genre ofaélienge tragedy and attempts to play
out its transformation into a tragedy of remorsetii®@ Romantic age in order to
reconcile this discrepancy between the spirit aff@oticism and the spirit of tragedy. |

analyse Coleridge’s willingness to work within b&glenres’ of revenge and remorse in
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my critical focus upon Coleridge’s play in Chapf@ur. In the closing remarks of this
chapter, | want to consider how Coleridge’s oppossito Bertramlies not in the
rejection ofZapolyabut in his acrimony thdertramcould be staged in the wake of
Remorsea play whose literary considerations should tsagealled the outright
rejection ofBertram The attack upoBertram therefore, was not so much a
professional attack upon its playwright or everattack upon popular nineteenth-
century spectacular drama (even at its worst)ahudttack upon those at Drury Lane
who had either not understood or not heeded thieatenessage dRemorsethat
traditional revenge tragedy and the Romantic tradpedsed within a guilt framed by the
sentiment of remorse (identified by Coleridge ia tacture he failed to deliver on the
subject in 1808) must remain distinct in order ¢opetuate the value of the tragic in a

modern, post-revolutionary climate.

The inclusion of the ‘Critique dBertram’in theBiographiahas often been accounted
for by the claim that Coleridge needed to fill thmok’s second volume and that this
piece, ready for print, was a relatively convenieay to fulfil his contract.
Additionally, critics often account for the comptomn of the ‘Critique oBertram as
emanating from something approaching a professjea&usy on Coleridge’s part
after the Drury Lane Committee reject@apolyain favour ofBertram and its
inclusion inBiographiaon the basis of his desire to identify himselftees author of the
piece (he had first published it anonymously irraes of letters to the editor to the
Courier). In defence of the inclusion, it is acknowleddledt the material forms a
significant part of Coleridge’s literary biography in it he confronts what he considers
to be the defects of modern drama against the lpaplaf Germany. However, it
appears that Coleridge gave more thought to thgtiasl than is generally assumed.

One reason for this is that he considered ugaqgplyato fill the available space but
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rejected it in favour of the letters. This higlilig that Coleridge had, above all other
forms, drama in mind when choosing his additionsl, ihalso reinforces the
autobiographical and critical nature of the wolkore importantly, this decision
indicates that Coleridge’s aim was to theorise draather than simply ‘shove
[Zapolyd into the breach®® Here, the collecting together of material speaifiy
focused upon drama implies that, although constthby time, he was starting to do
with drama in the final sections of tBeographiawhat he had done more thoroughly in
the previous chapters with poetry. Although thergton to detail displayed in
Biographids theory of the poetic imagination is perhaps iagkn the assembly of
‘Satyrane’s Letters’, the ‘Critique d&ertram and also in his consideration Bapolya
as part of this section of his literary autobiodmgpat nonetheless highlights his view of

the dramatic imagination as a theory that requilistinction from poetry.

In the case of the ‘Critique’, Coleridge startdayp the foundations for a systematic
appraisal of modern drama. In structure, the iQu#’ starts by placingertraminto a
literary and historical context, thereby attackihg Drury Lane committee’s
management of the theatre and countering the assmipat the popular plays of the
time came from Germany. Coleridge then departs frontextualising and, to establish
the reasons for his vehement distaste of the EHngbgular drama, he throws himself
into an analysis oAtheistaFulminatq a play he describes as ‘throughout imaginative’
(BL, I, p. 213). Finally, Coleridge turns back t® ldieparture point and performs a
dissection oBertram through comparison witAtheistaFulmanitq in which he reveals
the former as an example of the English ‘brat’lack-grace’: a drama originating in
the eighteenth-century confusion of Shakespeaneticistn and Gothic novel which

was then placed on stage in Germany and copiedgldh dramatistsgEL, Il, p. 212).

% Bate, p. Ixiv.
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This style of criticism, therefore, appears to basidered and systematic, using
strategies that bring together a selection of nedtfar consideration and analyse it
according to literary and historical principlesewrtheless, since Hazlitt's
condemnation of it, the ‘Critique &ertrami has come under attack as an example of
Coleridge’s worst writing: a personally-motivateége created for the self-serving end
of covering up his own political inconsistencies attacking a play that became more
successful than his own. The reasons for thigemsmncy between Coleridge’s attempts
to show a consistent and comprehensive efforté¢ortbe the Romantic stage and the
unfavourable reception of this attempt merit attenif only because they highlight the

problematic and contentious nature of drama irRbmantic period.

Firstly, the appraisal of drama in the late-eightbeand early-nineteenth centuries was
more difficult to achieve in public than a commewtapon poetry. Of all the literary
forms in the Romantic period, drama suffered thetfrom contextual forces. From a
literary-philosophical standpoint, the Romantic gimation was incompatible with the
material qualities and action of stage represamtathe political state of Europe added
to an artistic reluctance to portray political aotion stage, while the economic
backdrop of the theatres called for popularity caistic merit, as did the social
makeup of the theatre-going public. The subsequentaway from theatre by the
canonical writers, and the gap filled by populisegperimental writers, made it
difficult to write about the form in a universaltyitical manner. As a result, Coleridge
and his fellow writers were presented with a compégationship between drama and
their post-revolutionary political climate. Witegard taBertram it is important to
remember that, in Coleridge’s view, the play cafmeore significance than its status as
a rival to his own play. For him, the play wasxombly linked to a greater issue of

reform of the British stage. It was the first plagitten by a modern playwright chosen
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by the new Drury Lane Committee, which intende@ubinto motion this cultural
reform. It must, therefore, have been a disappwnt—Coleridge goes further and
claims it was a ‘weight of lead upon [his] hearte-witness a Gothic drama designed to
fulfil the public demand for shock and specta@eg,(ll, p. 229). At this point in the
‘Critique’, the combined factors of the Drury LaGemmittee’s failure to stick to its
aspiration to revive the moral and artistic purpolsess of Shakespearean drama by
stagingBertramand the ‘thunder of applause’ that the audienee ¢@athis sensational
play prompt Coleridge to politicise his reactiorttte dramaBL, II, p. 229). The play
itself becomes ‘proof of the depravation of thelpuimind’ and therefore comparable
to the ‘shocking spirit of Jacobinism’ that becatine legacy of the French Revolution
(BL, I, p. 229). The negative reception of the ‘@i’ shows that Coleridge failed to
convince his readership, and subsequent crities thie term Jacobinism could be
applied to the drama, perhaps precisely due téatttehat it was such a politically
loaded word. However, in order to consider furt@Geteridge’s views on nineteenth-
century gothic drama and to bring them into linéwhis much praised Shakespearean
criticism, an appraisal of Coleridge’s use of tlert is worth looking into. By
considering the notion of literary Jacobinism ag p&his dramatic theory rather than
his political ideals (as Coleridge perhaps aimedimoen pointing out that this
consideration of drama had been in his mind forg)eave begin to account for
Coleridge’s apparent mishandling of the term ‘Jazisin’ or the misunderstanding by
others of his employment of the term. | would likeargue that, although it may not
have been the correct choice of word given the meancarried, Coleridge used
‘jacobinical’ to identify modern drama and givechtaracteristics more than simply
‘modern’. Itis therefore apt that, as part of Gatique of Bertrami, its place within

BiographialLiteraria is vindicated, or at least, explained.
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The issue of Jacobinism, which casts a shadowtbeeCritique ofBertram, is further
complicated by Coleridge’s attempt to substantédans of ideological consistency by
anchoring his complaint against modern theatresddetters he wrote from Germany
in 1798. His claim that ‘Eighteen years ago [Heerved that the whole secret of the
modern jacobinical drama [...] consists in the agidn and subversion of the natural
order of things’ is misleading: the letters to whiColeridge refers did not consider
modern drama in line with Jacobinism, and it isyaomhen Coleridge returns to these
letters in 1809 (as ‘Satyrane’s Letters’) thatdma$ his argument towards the issBe,(
II, p. 221). This unreliable claim, as Alethea kaypoints out, did much harm to the
overarching argument about modern drama put forlvgr@oleridge in the ‘Critique’.
Hayter describes Coleridge’s act of cross-refereponodern drama with political
Jacobinism as a ‘red herring’, which he tracesdssihis hunt after the truth of modern
drama’®’ In doing so, she advances the critical viewpmgarding the appearance of
the ‘Critique’ in theBiographiaby specifying, in greater detail, the reason fer i
general reception as something as a dead-end eri@ge’'s otherwise important work.
This reason goes back to the original conceptianttie inclusion of the ‘Critique’ was
simply an expedient method of filling content foetsecond volume. Whilst not
denying the fact that the conditions surroundirgyghinting of the book required a
‘hasty gathering-up of material to fill the secaralume’, she departs from the received
viewpoint that the essay was inserted mainly fordxaunt and had not commanded
inclusion on account of its own literary valtfelnstead, she identifies the fact that
whilst Coleridge perhaps misguidedly placed hisraispl of modern drama in a
personal context relating to the recent rejectibhi® play and an impulse to use the
‘Critique’ as evidence of his political steadfastsethe detailed consideration of

modern drama possesses a gravity befitting itsignch in theBiographia

%7 Alethea Hayter, ‘Coleridge, MaturinBertram and Drury Lane’, ilNew Approaches to Coleridge:
Biographical and Critical Essay®d. by Donald Sultana (London: Vision Press, 1984. 17-38 (p. 29).
% Hayter, p. 29.
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The whole incident of Drury Lane’s rejection£dpolyais really
irrelevant to the permanent interest of the poiole@dge was making
in the ‘Critique’, and they might never have beiekdd at all [...] if
the hasty gathering-up of material to fill the set@olume of
BiographiaLiteraria had not brought together in fatal juxtaposition
several discrete and unrelated fragméhts.

As Hayter shows, the idea of Jacobinism seems thébground on which Coleridge’s
life and his literary views collide. Hayter consid the term in the light of Coleridge’s
social preoccupations with drama as a tool forrrafand therefore regrets his
substitution of the term ‘modern drama’ for ‘Jacobal drama’. Nevertheless, it is
apparent that the critical confusion of life, la&ire and politics fed through the issue of
Jacobinism in the ‘Critique’ can be acknowledged also extended beyond its original
critical understanding as a peculiarly personal spetific document. As already
argued, rather than as an act of ‘envy and callessrdirected towards one playwright,
Coleridge tries to employ the term ‘jacobinicalybead the scope of its political
meaning’® In the first letter to the editor @he Courier much of which is cut from the
‘Critique’ in theBiographig Coleridge seems to indicate this by employingténm

‘extra political jacobinism’ as the third point bis consideration d8ertram(BL, I, p.
260). The fact that Coleridge qualifies the temworder to extrapolate its original
meaning beyond that of politics adds weight toadbsumption that he intended to use it
in a literary context, which, it seems, was for plugpose of theorising drama. In
support of this, Coleridge claims his intentiorbtold up to a transference of
Jacobinism into literary terminology by groundingni a discussion of the ‘phrase
German Dramawhich he argues is a ‘misnomer’, and a criticalgsis of the play

AtheistaFulmanito(BL, II, p. 260; emphasis in origindl) By both qualifying the term

% Hayter, p. 29.

O Hayter, p. 30.

" This play was adopted by Shadwell, who reworkesfthe Libertine and it was performed in England
in 1676. The fact that the play was first perfodne post-revolutionary Restoration England musteha



147
in his use of it beyond its own meaning and thengug within a specifically dramatic
context, Coleridge appears to point his readetBardirection of a new meaning that is
bound to his conviction that drama should mediatg & fact, patrol the boundary
between the two extremes of ideal and real. Toistps underscored through the
language of Coleridge’s criticism of Act IV &ertram To support his view that ‘the
shocking spirit of jacobinism seemed no longer cwd to politics’, Coleridge
describes the audience’s rapturous reaction toetlemtry of Bertram on stage as ‘the
melancholy proof of the depravation of the publiodh (BL, I, p. 229). Coleridge,
here, does not describe Bertram as a charactastaithuman being’ and therefore
confuses (as the audience do) the boundary betwesgined character and real figure
(BL, Il, p. 229). The fact that the audience fordbtt Bertram is in fact a character
causes Coleridge to forget that the audience ishwad a play and he interprets this
reaction in real terms. He declares that, infeEdldcommotion of this act, the play’s
artifice, the *actor, author and tragedy would haeen forgotten’ and even he would
have suffered under a delusidi( I, p. 229). However, he was shaken out of this
deception as his neighbour commented on the eweétite play as if they were real and
Coleridge was able to scorn him for this resporiséts representation of a spectator
observing spectators, this layering of interpretafigures is reminiscent of the effect of
thetheatrum mundand recalls precisely the usurping tendency tresttical
performance, when it is not correctly monitoredhyiages. Coleridge, here, is warning
against the delusory effect of theatrical displaifthupon the misguided conviction that
drama is a copy of reality, not an imitation. histsense, Coleridge traces his aesthetic
misgivings about Georgian theatre to France (adoles in his ‘True Theory of Stage
lllusion’) and not to the Gothic influence of Gemmigerature. This complaint against

the French style of dramatic illusion as delusiendmes also a complaint against the

served Coleridge’s political viewpoint well, degpihe fact that his main focus for analysis wadalae
that he could identify it as ‘throughout imaginativ
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vogue for sensation as the content of Georgiarsplakiereby the presentation of
violence and extreme characters is reflective efJacobinism of the French
Revolution. Consequently, Coleridge’s employmdntazobinism is not simply a
crude description of a style of play that he fiddstasteful, but reveals a more complex
consideration of the interdependency between puldiality and dramatic
achievement. As Carlson states, ‘Coleridge conddertranis presence on stage
[because] its immorality and appeal to the sensgsgpuate the Jacobinism that ideal
drama is intended to comb&f’. The problem for Coleridge lies in the fact thetrdatic
Jacobinism is self-perpetuating unless the audisaeking popular plays is replaced by
an audience seeking imaginative plays. As wilsbewn in Chapter Four, Coleridge
himself offered a solution to this problem in higrostage playlRemorsein which the

iIssues involving dramatic illusion come under cansscrutiny.

To conclude, the complex relationship between theal politics of Georgian theatre
and the employment of the Gothic genre within theags must be reviewed under
Coleridge’s dramatic theory. He has long been@atad with a straightforward
resistance of the use of Gothic tropes such asupernatural and critics have suggested
that his own employment of the supernatural siguladl weakness of his practice and
discredited his critical reputation. Nevertheldhs, problematic nature of the
representation of the supernatural on stage guiseminantly for Coleridge when it is
used for sensational effect. Coleridge drawsstrdition between imaginative plays, in
which the supernatural contributes to the consisteh a character, and sensational
plays, in which the supernatural contributes nghothe content of the play and
becomes nothing other than a means of excitingyes of the audience. As has been

discussed, Coleridge’s discontent wartramalso lay in the fact that its use of the

2 Carlson, ‘An Active Imagination’, p. 31.
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supernatural functioned for the purpose of enteirtgithe audience rather than as an
integral element to the play. Again, Hayter matkes point, referring to the suggestion
that Maturin had been advised to remove from thg tiie Dark Knight figure, whose
influence upon Bertram made his ‘later villaniesdiae, not more pardonable but at
least a consistent developmen? .She states, with an understanding of Coleridge’s
complaint against the inconsistencies inherentiwiertram that ‘[tjhe physical
embodiment on stage of the psychological processnoptation, or at least description
of such an embodiment [...] seems a perfectly legitentheatrical devic€” Hayter's
view that Coleridge may not have criticisedrtramto the extent that he did if Maturin
had in fact retained his supernatural figure isngportant factor in understanding
Coleridge’s attitude towards the supernatural. flined two chapters of the thesis
follow this assumption of Coleridge’s view of th@pernatural by locating it in a
dramatic context, and | argue that this aspectadé@ige’s work may also reveal a
dramatic undercurrent in his poetic work. HowevVdregin Chapter Three by
identifying the dramatic themes of correct intetatien and the social responsibility of
the imagination in ‘The Eolian Harp’. The ideagltlighted in this analysis form the
foundation of my reading dfhe Rime of the Ancient Marinaccording to the themes

of vision, genre and Coleridge’s controversial akthe supernatural in this poem.

3 Hayter, p. 32.
" Hayter, p. 32.
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Chapter 3. The Dramatic Turn in Coleridge’s Poetry

3.1 Introduction

The problem of vision arrives in Coleridge’s poetngh equal thematic force as in his
dramatic theory and practice. In two of the majmvements of his poetic creativity—
the ‘Conversation Poems’ and the ‘Mystery Poems’H{e€dge affords himself the
freedom to create ‘footless and wild’ images, wisele him attempting to deliver his
reader to an ideal condition of ‘a willing suspemsof disbelief for the moment, which
constitutes poetic faithi> However, as argued in the previous chapter pibégic faith

is rooted in Coleridge’s attempts to reconcilettstons of the imagination with the
materiality of the stage and it therefore referartts earlier reservations surrounding
the borderline between illusion and delusi®rin this chapter, | aim to uncover the way
in which Coleridge draws on his dramatic theory arploits the dramatization of
situations and characters in order to reveal hiponmg reservations of the poetic image

and its translation into social reality.

In both ‘The Eolian Harp’ an@he Rime of the Ancient Marinétoleridge presents the
reader with two characters engaged in a convers@ithough one assumes the role of
listener and the other dominates the speech) iohwéoivision is developed and

questioned. Both Sara in ‘The Eolian Harp’ and\Wedding Guest iThe Rimeshow

> Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ‘The Eolian Harp’,Roetical Works: Poems (Reading Tert), by J.C.C.
Mays,Samuel Taylor Coleridge: The Collected Work8 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2001), XVI, p. 233 (line 24). Further referes to this edition are given in parenthesesanext,
using the abbreviation EH. Samuel Taylor Coleriddjegraphia Literarig ed. by James Engell and
Walter Jackson Bate, The Bollingen Edition of thalé€rted Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 196020vii (1983),1, p.6. Further references to this
edition are given after quotations in the textngghe abbreviatioBL.

"® The first publication of ‘The Eolian Harp’ (1798hdThe Rime of the Ancient Maringk797) predate
Coleridge’s theory of the willing suspension oftgifief, which first emerges in the 1808 Lectured &n
developed in th8iographia Literaria(1817), and both these poems were revised aftef 48d also
after Coleridge can be considered to have been emgstged with drama. Nonetheless, both the first
publications and the ensuing revisions often forpagallel line with Coleridge’s dramatic interestda
their alterations can be seen to mirror the chaimghs dramatic theory as it becomes increasingly
defined.
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suspicion and even fear of their speakers’ ‘untdmeabrie and are positioned such that
they encourage the reader to question the visidrcantrol their own absorption within
it (EH, I. 25). At points in both poems, thesedreers break into the flow of the
narrative stream to convey a suspicion or feahefrtarrator’s eye. This anxiety
surrounding the speaker’s desire to bring an insumtigl vision into reality forms the
basis of the paradox that Coleridge identified tigtwout his literary work and which is
clearly articulated in his dramatic theory: imagdiva representation seeks to present
that which is absent, but if the speaker succeedsiflying his vision, it would signal
simply his deluded state. Tilottama Rajan addsetisie paradox in Coleridge’s
conversation poems and suggests that the poeesreatself as a figure doubled in the
reverie of ‘The Eolian Harp’ in order to take irdocount the fact that artistic
representation always assumes the status of usurp&he conceives Coleridge’s

reverie persona as a double of the persona teaeeking to Sara:

It is as though the experience is not possess&dllif, and as though
there is a latent recognition that poetry cannobbee the unequivocal
reappropriation of presence. This existence afreogate self,
through whom the poet must represent himself itaegowhere he is
not, points in turn to the surrogate status ofditg signs, which also
seek to take the place of the absent and to rayiresmething which
they cannot recaptur@é.

This anxiety surrounding the receiving of imagesfra character who is simply an
image himself, or from the projection of a self wh@lsewhere, returns the Rime of
the Ancient Marinethrough the suggestion of the Mariner as a revienagain
Coleridge delivers to the reader an image of areepce that demands to be
guestioned in order for the reader not to fall iatstate of delusion that threatens to
damage both the security of his reason and, ordangicale, the stability of society.

Rajan’s assessment of image and reality in the@asation poems rests upon the

" Tillottoma RajanDark Interpreter TheDiscourseof Romanticisnflthaca: Cornell University Press,
1980), p. 129.
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centrality of the poet who takes the insubstaryialf figurative language as his theme.
However, my reading of this poem andldéfe Rimeseeks to consider how Coleridge
uses the representation of others in order bo#méble and to limit figurative language.
This view sees his dramatic theory utilised ingogtic practice to offer a possibility of
overcoming the problems posed by the idealism gritdn Romantic poetry and
Romantic theory. Rajan’s assessment of Coleridgatspoetry leads her to conclude
that, although Coleridge’s poetry maintains an intgot position in the canon because
he was the ‘only practicing poet who studied ancktgouted to the theory of
Romanticism’, it loses impact due to the fact ih& not part of an organised

biographical structure:

These lyrics [...] are occasional poems and laclclingactic
authority that they would have if they were thengimlation of a
sequence or planned collection [...Coleridge’s idedkese poems]
remain rehearsed rather than performed, [his rdenlis] one that
[he] reflects on in the privacy of lyric but newasts out in the more
public mode of narrative or dram&.

By presenting a dramatic theme in Coleridge’s potitat predates, but also seems to
influence, his dramatic output, Rajan’s view carbbkanced at least by asserting a more
sequential development of his ideas than she affoAdthough Coleridge’s dramatic
voice maintains a strong sense of lyricism, by apghis lyric poetry into his dramatic
theory, a stronger line of thought throughout Qdige’s work can be perceived, as can
the attempt to make this thought public, albe# iimited sense. This chapter aims to
show that both ‘The Eolian Harp’ afdhe Rime of the Ancient Marineecome

important manifestations of Coleridge’s dramatiedty as he mobilises dramatic

motifs such as the will, community and the roldéhef emotions, especially remorse, to
press forward a greater acknowledgement of theidiviof the Romantic imagination

according to the poetic and the dramatic, respelgtiv

8 Rajan, p. 259.
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3.2  Symbol and Sociability in ‘The Eolian Harp’

In 1928, George McLean Harper coined the term ‘@osation Poem’ to describe and
classify a group of Coleridge’s poems dating fréva $econd half of the 1790s which,
Harper observes, achieve a certain uniformity aoawt of their ‘qualities of style no
less than of subject® Harper's essay brought together eight poemsenrttty

Coleridge between 1795 and 1807 that shared aasistiucture and style and could be
given a new generic label, itself borrowed fromtitle of one of the poems, ‘The
Nightingale. A Conversation Poem’. As he points, ¢his is a poetic form that can be
structured around the natural and communal fora @jnversation and, consequently,
it invites the view that ‘the poet of the Friendtieces lingers among U¥.In his
introduction, Harper makes an impassioned casthépoems to be considered in
contradistinction to the mystery poems, which a of this world nor founded on
history or circumstance’ and, as such, he imphes these poems are practical rather
than ideaf' Nonetheless, ‘The Conversation Poem’ is most conyrjudged
according to Romantic conventions of the solitavgtpand his imaginative union with
God and nature: in short, according to its lyrid &eal nature. Certainly, the
figurative language of the conversation poems atmeous, flowing and allows for a
symbolic relationship between the human and theraktand this has lent it to the type
of language-based criticism that has fixed Colexislgdentity throughout most of the
twentieth century as a poet of the imaginations #&n opinion argued convincingly by
M. H. Abrams, who sees the poet’s ability to meditgpon—and thus vivify—nature

as the quintessential feature of the conversatb@ms (although he refers to them as

" George McLean Harper, ‘Coleridge’s Conversatiorrs, inEnglish Romantic Poets: Modern
Essays in Criticismed. by M. H. Abrams (Oxford: Oxford Universitye®s, 1975), pp. 144-157 (p.147).
8 Harper, p.146.

8 Harper, p. 145. Whilst | use Harper's distinctlmetween the conversation poems and the mystery
poems to underline my point that the conversatimengs extend into community and the social world, as
will become clear in the second half of this chaptelo not agree with Harper that the mystery pepene
unequivocally located in a ‘magic realm’ or ‘unfathable space’ (p. 145).
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part of his wider definition of the Greater Romarityric). His view is based upon the
assertion that Romantic writers were concernedvahbd, with the idea that the poetic

imagination defined mankind:

In the extended lyrics, the visual report is inahly the occasion for a
meditation which turns out to constitute tiaéson d’étreof the poem.
Romantic writers, though nature poets, were hunaaisove all, for
they dealt with the non-human only insofar as thes occasion for the
activity which defines man: thought, the process of
intellectualisatiorf?

This ‘process of intellectualisation’ is an unddatygprominent feature of Romantic
writing and Abrams’ account of it here and in hisey works must be considered as an
exemplary and essential critical account of Ronestti®®> However, to return to
Harper's earlier account of Coleridge’s conversapoems, a balance is struck in these
poems between the language of thought and thetsteuaf talk. As such, the identity

of man in these poems emerges as a contested goetmden the imaginative self,
which can be said to be concerned with the intglband the sociable community, which
is concerned with the other feature that defines:ramotion. As Harper presses, ‘these
are [Coleridge’s] Poems of Friendship’ and theydmee examples of ‘the expression of
his feelings which were occasioned by quite defieitents®* This view of friendship

in the conversation poems conceives it not as atraadted or fictional device for the
sake of poetic effect but a very real attempt j@weae in verse the relationships
Coleridge enjoyed with ‘the golden inner circlehig friends® In other words, the
structure of the poem that is involved with Abranpsbcess of intellectualisation’ is

also encased within a structural form that mustrenlise this thought due to the

8 M. H. Abrams, ‘Structure and Style in the Gre®emantic Lyric’, inFrom Sensibility to
Romanticism: Essays Presented to Frederick A. €attl. by Frederick W. Hilles and Harold Bloom
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1965), pp. 5289 (p. 528).

8 Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 528.

8 Harper, p.145.

% Harper, p. 145.
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constant presence of an assumed other to whono# js addresséed. It is in this
structural aspect of the poem, and its relatiomuman feeling as a source of creativity
equal to that of the intellect, in which Coleridgeframatic theory becomes manifest

and serves to counteract the conventional vievm®pbems as exclusively lyrical.

The dramatic nature of the conversation poems ftas been noted, but it has rarely
been the source of extensive commentary. Colehdygself preferred to describe this
poetry as more suited to prose, as the motto teéBteons on Having Left a Place of
Retirement’ §ermoni proprioraimplies, and the prosaic style of conversatios ha
brought about more critical attention than the dracndevices at work within the
poems. Nevertheless, Coleridge’s propensity togvdrd dramatic becomes an
underlying theme of critical analysis of the poeasscritics use the language of drama
as a means of commenting on these poems. Eadingsaof the poems tended to
highlight the innovation in their ‘out-in-out’ stcture, which relies on an assumed
listener and in which the narrator-poet can desailsetting which, in turn, prompts a
meditation on his inner thoughts, always returrimthe initial setting to bring him
back into his society Harper claims that the conversation poems aténas,
‘soliloquies’; Abrams echoes this interpretationdbgiming that “The Eolian Harp’ is,
‘in the dramatic mode of intimate talk to an unaesng auditor in easy blank-verse
paragraphs®® Criticism of the 1980s extends these interpretetiby detailing the
symbolic language of the poems to elucidate therpaty between the landscape or
nature of the descriptive passages and the poesiginative meditations in the central

section of the poems, thereby making the imageryudward display of the internal

8 Abrams,’Structure and Style’, p. 528.

8" This structure has been termed as a systolic mstbtic arrangement, which further connects
Coleridge’s practice in these poems with the battythe emotions. See Albert Gérard, ‘The Systolic
Rhythm: The Structure of Coleridge’s Conversatioeis’ inColeridge: A Collection of Critical Essays
ed. by Kathleen Coburn (Englewood Cliffs, NJ.: RieHall, 1967), pp. 78-87.

8 Harper, p. 145; Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’51.
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mind. Kathleen Wheeler draws out Coleridge’s @olghical considerations of reason,
understanding and imagination, and the subjectebbgationship, to provide a reading
of ‘The Eolian Harp’. This reading focuses on #ative mind; there is the interplay
between the poet’'s mind and the external objectatfre and the harp, and also the

contrast between his mind and that of Sara:

A censorious, reductionist, literal-minded, and-@neinently passive
observer seems to be contrasted with the creagiraeption of the
speaker. The contrast may be seen as a charatitarinf the conflict
within the mind between the reason and the undedstg, the active
and the passive faculties [...] Fundamentally,niired is creative
even in its perception, and experience is the oogcof that initial
activity

The key point here lies in Wheeler’s identificatiointhe strategy employed by
Coleridge to come to an understanding of the mintEsitivity as a dramatic one based
in characterization. Emerging within Coleridgetsiaty of ‘characteri[sing...] the
conflict within the mind between [...] the activiedapassive faculties’ is the theoretical
framework he would apply to drama in thectures on Literaturand theBiographia
Literaria.®® By using a dramatic form of blank verse, imagid@dogue or soliloquy to
encase figurative language and a theoretical frasrlethat deals with the creative
powers of the imagination, Coleridge introducesranfof action through interaction
into his poetry. The desire to externalise thowghpart of a conversation reveals a
commanding, and thus dramatic, aspect of his pagtdycomplements his dramatic
creations, which have said to have been anti-tiseatrecause they foreground passive,
or inactive, characters. The technique of draraatia in this poetry therefore
complements Coleridge’s technique of poetic contatigm given to some of the main

characters of his dramas.

8 Kathleen WheeleiThe Creative Mind in Coleridge’s Poetfiyondon: Heinemann, 1981), p. 68.
% Wheeler, p. 68.
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In connection with this idea of a dramatic elemamining throughout the conversation
poems, the psychological element of these poemsaalicipates Coleridge’s
understanding of the dramatic form as engaging thigthuman community rather than
a spirituality of nature that we also see inltkeetures on Literature As Scott Simpkins
points out, Coleridge uses the conversation poem fo ‘dramatize his thought
processes under the guise of intersubjective corimation’®* This is an important
restatement of Abrams’ earlier definition of thengersation poems, as it locates the
narrator-poet’s outward projection of his thougbt mto nature but into the

community:

[Romantic lyrics] present a determinate speakerparticularized,
and usually a localized, outdoor setting, whom werbear as he
carries on, in a fluent vernacular which riseslgdsia more formal
speech, a sustained colloquy, sometimes with hfroselith the outer
scene, but more frequently with a silent humantaudbresent or
absent. The speaker begins with a descriptioneofathdscape; an
aspect or change of aspect in the landscape eaokased but
integral process of memory, thought, anticipatanmg feeling which
remains closely intervolved with the outer scendahk course of this
meditation the lyric speaker achieves an insigitte$ up to a tragic
loss, comes to a moral decision, or resolves artienab problem.
Often the poem rounds upon itself to end wheregam, at the outer
scene, but with an altered mood and deepened taddnsg which is
the result of the intervening meditatith.

For Abrams, the ‘silent human auditor’ is secondarthe ‘outer scene’ in terms of the
change effected upon the narrator throughout thesecof the poertt It is the
narrator’s interaction with the landscape and heslimative description of it that results
in the outcome of his ‘altered mood’ or ‘deepenadarstanding’ by the end of the
poem?* In this way, the listener becomes simply a coimrjustification for the
narrator’s verbalisation of his experience. Howef@ Simpkins, the listener is key

precisely because s/he maintains the effect ofealisation, even when the narrator is

1 Scott Simpkins, ‘Coleridge’s “Conversation Poeras"Speech Genreemiotic{1995), 242-9 (p.
244).

92 Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 527.

9 Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 527.

% Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 527.
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most deeply meditative. Here, Simpkins’ point se& the view of an out-in-out
structure by transforming the stage of the poetslitations (the ‘in’ phase) into a
contemplative stage that is intended to be voidkslia result, the conversational style
of the poem is more concerned with the dramatia mfehe commanding genius who
‘must impress their preconceptions on the worldauit, in order to present them back
to their own view with the satisfying degree ofasieess, distinctness, and individuality’
than of the absolute, or poetic, geniB&,(I, p. 32). This dramatization of a character’s
(in this case the character is the narrator-pbet)ght process is a key point in
Coleridge’s thought and, as already argued in Gmdpto, whilst it may be considered
to contribute to Coleridge’s continued interesthia tension between sense and

imagination, it is also intricately entwined witkslviews on social reform.

The conversation poems, therefore, appear to leaudy creative utterance of
Coleridge’s emerging aesthetic theory, which waaddupy his thought and work
throughout the intermediate period of his life. discussed in the introduction, drama
and the dramatic take up a considerable amounbleridge’s theoretical thought in
these years and therefore mark Coleridge’s deaftom the recognised canon of
British Romantic writers. Julie Carlson correqtlyints out that the period between
1807 and 1816 is when Coleridge fully commits t@img drama and uses it for his
theories of art and social reform. However, dutimg preceding ten years, Coleridge
does much of the groundwork for this dramatic pladas career through his creative
output, which include®sorioandThe Rime of the Ancient Marinbut also, vitally,
through his experiments with form, the emergingnbef the relationship between art
and society and his evolving theory of the imagorain the conversation poems. In
the following section, | analyse Coleridge’s ficsinversation poem, ‘The Eolian Harp’,

in order to discuss a philosophical and theoretioakext for the poem that runs parallel
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to his figurative and metaphysical insights and loarconsidered to anticipate and
illuminate his dramatic theory. In doing so, | ledp suggest Coleridge’s unique
position in the Romantic canon as a writer of doitityg as much as the solitary and one
who represents a human creativity that is basedmi tradition of human interaction
and historical interpretation as much as it is aée@ in and through the intellectual

identity of mankind.

3.3  The Sociability of “The Eolian Harp’: Sound, Synbolism and Sara

AlthoughHarper identifies ‘The Eolian Harp’ as the firsihwersation poem, he does
not spend much time analysing it. The poem ieadiused to reiterate his point that
the style of the conversation poems allowed forpbet to ‘step down from [his]
intellectual throne at the bidding of lov&.Here, Harper again balances Abrams’
intellectual definition of man with an emotionaleonReferring to the tension between
Coleridge’s flight of imagination in the ‘One Lif@assage and his soon-to-be wife’'s
warning against becoming subservient to the ‘umregte mind’, Harper touches upon
a dramatic sense running throughout the poem thla¢nwverge later in the two themes
of Coleridge’s dramatic theory (EH, I. 55). Thélsemes are remorse, or a feeling of
penitence for a rash or unjustified action (in ¢ase it is the poet’s willingness to
isolate himself and fall under the spell of an urtoalled vision) and the usurpation of
the real by the ideal. It is the interplay betw#envisions of the imagination and the
correct interpretation of these visions as regdlateeither the intellect or a communal,
emotional instinct that emerges in a dramatic mgadf his poem upon which | wish to

elaborate here.

% Harper, p. 148.
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The identification of this dramatic discourse withihe poem is complicated by two
related factors. Firstly, the poem underwent nwugrevisions between 1796 and
1828, and these revisions reflect Coleridge’s slgfaesthetic, theoretical and political
views. Secondly, the conception of the poem pexjdity some thirteen years,
Coleridge’s most significant effort to theorise mha@in theLectures Therefore, whilst
it is possible to identify themes and motifs of €alge’s emerging dramatic theory and
experimentation with the dramatic form in the po@minvolvement with drama must
be considered to remain at the service of Colersdgeler involvement with poetry,
philosophy and theory. ‘The Eolian Harp’ was fipsiblished in 1796 under the title of
‘Effusion XXXV. Composed August 2) 1795 at Clevedon, SomersetshiteThe
final version of the poem was published in 1828r €oleridge, lines 21-29 appeared
to be the lines which carried a great significatacthe success of his poem and the
history of the poem highlights his philosophicatMations through the additions and
deletions of the lines of this section. The magificant revision to the poem occurred
in 1817 with the addition of lines 26-29, whichrstaith perhaps the most famous line
of the poem: ‘O! the One Life, within us and abro@H, |. 26). This passage, as has
been noted by many critics, finally pulls togetmieridge’s theory of imagination as a
synthesising power that allows the self-consciaundn a moment of perception as he
is unified with the unself-conscious, spiritual Yebas it is manifested in the nature
around hin?’ This final reworking was done at a time when @dlge’s theory of
imagination was reaching its maturity. The inflaerof German philosophy had helped

to define Coleridge’s views on the imaginationcas be seen in the lectures of 1808

% For a full account of the poem in its numeroussiens, see Jack StillingeEoleridge and Textual
Instability: The Multiple Versions of the Major Fae(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 26-
41,

" See Paul A. Magnuson, ‘The Dead Calm in the Caatim PoemsThe Wordsworth Circle3

(1972), pp. 53-60. Magnuson believes that Coleridgver fully attained a unity of mind and natuue d
to the fact that his central symbol, the harp, Whscultimately passive in the face of the bredwezd t
animates it. Part of his evidence for this isfdm that Coleridge revised the poem so many tirthes
signalling his dissatisfaction with it (pp. 54-58)Vheeler also provides an in depth commentaryhen t
passive and active mind in this poem in a moretjpedsight in The Creative Mind in Coleridge’s Poetry
(pp. 65-82).
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and 1811-12, and his most comprehensive and pipitosally-argued account of it
came inBiographia Literarig which was published in 1817, the same year iichvh
these new lines were inserted. Important to mgirgpof this poem is the fact that, in
its earliest publication (1796), the poem contdineslines relating his vision of ‘Fairy-
Land’ but this vision is not balanced by the ‘Ongelpassage until 1817 (EH, I. 22).
Coleridge acknowledged this between 1797 and 18h&n he chose to omit lines 21-

25, and he finally reinstated them in 1817.

By 1817, then, the poem had become an expressiGolefidge’s later philosophical
views on language, which Abrams, representing tedgminant school of thought on
Coleridge’s poetry, considers its identifying faatuAs Wheeler explains, the inserted
lines (Il. 26-33) ‘effectively express the part-vidaoelation that became such a central
part of [his] philosophy, and the essence of hiind®n of symbol’?® In the poem,
Coleridge confronts the tensions between individuahtivity and the social
configurations that define humanity. On the onedhahe poet as narrator dares to
allow the boundaries between nature and mind diedoto ‘the One Life within us and
abroad’ through figurative language, which bothreates nature and allows the poet’s
mind to ‘disengage from the physical locale’ in ament that appears to overcome the
divided consciousness of post-lapsarian man (EEE)*° Yet Coleridge also tempers
this by holding ‘these shapings of the unregeneratel’ in a poetic structure of social
interaction through a poem that starts and finish&brect conversation with another
character, and, by extension, represents a dratiatiof his conversation with this
character (EH, I. 55). Certainly, as Wheeler stabg the time the poem reaches its
final shape, it becomes a worked example of Cajer&lphilosophical commitment to

the active imagination whereby a union betweemtreator's mind and the nature

% Wheeler, p. 81.
% Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 532. Abramsehisrcommenting upofrost at Midnight but the
term is appropriate for all the conversation poems.
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around him is ascertained through ‘a gradual pssjoa [...] from a state of relative
passive observation to a highly responsive, aateulevel of appreciatiort’

However, this view of the poem only accounts fa timderstanding of Coleridge’s
active mind in the context of his theory of the fpoenagination and it pertains mainly
to the conventional view of Coleridge as a themistymbolic language whose aim was
the unity of mind, body and spirit. Much of théticism that promotes this view
dismisses the conversational element of the poemdsalthe fact that ‘the dramatic
mode of address [is] to an unanswering listened, decause of the lack of
conversational exchange, this subordinates itsmadising structure to the internalising
activity of the poet’s mind®* In support of this idea, George Watson declares t

identification of the poems as a conversation ta b@snomer:

The name is both convenient and misleading. A ewsation is an
exchange; and these poems, a dozen or fewer tstrgttom The
Eolian Harp' [...] to 'To William Wordsworth’ [..4nd perhaps further,
are plainly monologues. Those who met Coleridgaisrater life, it is
true, were inclined to find his conversation aiiregy one-sided, but
this will hardly serve as an explanation of whatappening her®?

The identification of the poems as monologues ratien conversations here is
interesting as, although Watson'’s point may dowyplarper’'s sympathetic
appropriation the word Coleridge himself employeddentify his poetry, it still
reasserts the fact that the conversation poemssamntially outward expressions. In
other words, the poems remain steadfastly connectéte verbal medium rather than
the act of reading; their recitative qualities foardefinite connection with Coleridge’s
view of ideal stage productions as ‘something bdt®iecitation & arkRe

103

presentation”.” Consequently, the poem makes use of two ext&voales for

1% Wheeler, p. 67. For an extended commentary oadtiee mind as opposed to mechanical philosophy
in Coleridge’s poetry and philosophy, see Wheel@ti®duction, pp. 1-17.

191 Aprams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 533.

192 George WatsorGoleridge the Poefiondon: Routledge, 1966), p. 61.

193 samuel Taylor Coleridgéectures 1808-1819 on Literatured. by R. A. Foakes, The Bollingen
Edition of the Collected Works of Samuel Taylor €idge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univgrsit
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contrasting effects within the poem. The extenalral landscape as subject to the
poet’s meditative and perceptive mind can be undedsin terms of Coleridge’s
symbolic language and metaphysical preoccupatiahslalso balanced and controlled
by another form of externality in the form of hum@mmunity. In ‘The Eolian Harp’,
Sara emerges as a figure of love and communitigaeacter who is the focus of a form
of externalisation that runs in the opposite dicecto the external landscape. She is
connected with Coleridge’s renunciation of hisatsat the end of the poem and her
dramatic role as a listener who is able to inta@rpoerectly the poet’'s outpourings seems
to indicate a rather surprising limitation on thegly poetic visions of Coleridge’s
meditative transformation of the landscape surrouqdim. Consequently, the poem
can be viewed as an early account of issues limk#dthe correct enabling and
limitation of aesthetic power and how this may efffine social, political and moral

identity of a country’s populace.

Whilst it took until 1817 for Coleridge to comeh@s most conclusive formulation of a
‘synthesis of feeling and thought [...] embodiedha troublesome symbol of the harp’,
the earlier ‘Effusion XXXV’ gives important insigimto Coleridge’s early
philosophical vacillations between Hartlean Assticrasm, where the mind is
mechanical and passive, and a Berkeleyan philosopthe active mind®* This period
of philosophical uncertainty which is, in turn,lesfted through Coleridge’s creative
exploits, is therefore an important starting pdantColeridge’s middle-phase
philosophical and creative activity, which sees leimbrace drama as a way of
reconciling the tension between the active andiypassind in his early poetry and,

more importantly, the potentially boundless uncolfdbility of the imagination. The

Press, 1969-2002), v (1987), |, p. 83 (emphasiiginal). Further references to this edition aireg in
parentheses in the text, using the abbrevidtlan

194 Magnuson, p. 54. See also ‘The Struggle with Aisgionism’, in WheelerThe Creative Mingd pp. 1-
16. Wheeler notes that Coleridge started to dbialotiey from 1796 but only turned away completely
from his philosophy in 1801 (p. 2).
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1796 version of the poem is of particular inteteghis idea as it anticipates
Coleridge’s more fully realised notions of symbotlanterpretation in the 1817 ‘The
Eolian Harp’ and they refer to them, respectivefydditionally, it is precisely the
thematic consideration of the correct form of iptetation based upon sound and vision
which recur inOsorioandRemorseand distinguish between the moral, the misguided

and the immoral characters of the play.

The structure of ‘The Eolian Harp’, as has beenwdised, moves from a description of
the setting to a flight of the imagination and ragithe poet to his initial setting, which
is now infused with the moralising tone of Sararsld reproof’ (EH, I. 49). Therefore,
the poem (and the poet’s imagination) is firmlytexbwithin a social framework.
Sara’s presence in the poem has been the focusdaf amitical attention, both positive
and negative. On the whole, critics who interpinet 1796 poem place her in a more
domestic context and therefore highlight her repasopart of a playful disagreement
between lovers® On the other hand, those considering the 181siorenf the poem
with the ‘One Life’ lines inserted see Sara’s presein the poem as much more
dogmatic thus limiting Coleridge’s imagination amihging the poem to a rather
prosaic and confrontational eh. Not only does Sara function in the poem to remind
Coleridge to ‘walk humbly with [his] God’ as conw@mnal Christianity teaches but she
also represents the ‘family of Christ’ thereby reding Coleridge that he exists within
a social framework which is based upon the noticthe family (EH, Il. 52-3).
Coleridge started the poem around the time of igmgement to Sara, a biographical

point which underscores his keen sense of commantityis time, and marriage, as a

19 For example Stillinger, pp. 26-41. See also Magnuwvho reads the poem as Coleridge’s failure to
achieve the ideals of ‘innocent love and wisdom5@) because of his own inability to overcome the
limitations of the symbol of the harp as it evided@ passive, not active, mind. Consequentlyehens
himself to Sara’s ‘hearthside humility’ (p. 56).

1% 5ee Wheeler, ‘The Radiating Imagination and thesBeous Reason in “The Eolian Harp™, Tine
Creative Mind pp. 65-91.
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socially recognised institution, can be determimed he Eolian Harp’ to support its
context of love and community. It is an idea tletirns even in the mystery poems
through the setting of the wedding partylime Rime of The Ancient Marinefhe early
‘Effusion’, therefore, is an outpouring of both lieg and imagination which is
grounded comfortably within a domestic and inhdyeortdinary setting. Consequently,
Coleridge is able to indulge in solitary and liregs reveries of ‘Fairy Land[s] as he
knows he will always be returned to his community ‘Peace, and [his] Cot, and [Sara
his] heart-honour'd Maid! (EH, I. 22; I. 64). &ses function in the poem is therefore
linked to the theme of interpretation seen througimouch of Coleridge’s work. She is
the foil to the poet-narrator and represents cotweal interpretations of Christian life
(from which she criticises her soon-to-be husbamaiéparting) and her function as a

character in the poem allows the reader more irg&pve options.

The contrasting structural arrangements of the Br@51817 versions certainly imply a
change in attitude towards Sara’s reproof for Gdégr himself, and this is paralleled by
his advancing ability to reconcile mind and natilm®ugh the harp imagery. This
attitude towards Sara relies upon Coleridge’s fatti|on with his own ability to unify
the two of them, through the ‘imaginative synthegisensation, intellectual insight and
faith’ using the symbol of the hatp’ The key difference between the two versions of
the poem is the later insertion of lines 26-33,'@wee Life’ passage, which goes some
way to overcoming Coleridge’s earlier problem ddifig the harp with the human mind
which, at this stage in the poem’s life simplyeftrble[s] into thought’ as an
‘intellectual breeze’ awakens it (EH, I. 46; |. 47)herefore, in 1796, the human mind is
portrayed as passive and subject to the randonmiessintellectual breeze, a point that

has alarming moral implications: as the intensftthe narrator’'s imaginative

197 Magnuson, p. 54.
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experience increases, so does his isolation. AgnMEon explains, in the second verse
paragraph of the poem, the breeze, which had puslidbeen associated with the force
of love [...] becomes the “intellectual breeze™ ialin prompts the narrator to climb a hill
alone in order to indulge his ‘wild’ , ‘various’ drirandom’ fantasies (EH, I. 43%°
Consequently, the narrator must return this pasgaély to Sara, which not only
reinforces his relationship with others but alseltpuithe growing sense of Romantic
egotism and returns him to a more ‘humbl[e] st&#, |. 51). However, by 1817,
Sara’s influence is disconnected from Coleridgkght of imagination and consigned
to the final verse paragraph. Itis replaced endbcond verse paragraph by the ‘One

Life’ passage:

O the One Life within us and abroad,

Which meets all motion and becomes its soul,

A light in sound and, a sound-like power in light
Rhythm in all thought, and joyance everywhere—
Methinks, it should have been impossible

Not to love all things in a world so filled. (EH, 26-31)

Crucially, Coleridge is able to achieve a senseoohectedness with the world again
through the ‘force of love’; this time it is a maueiversal ‘love [of] all things’ and he
has been rescued from the morally dangerous expangiego witnessed through his
hill-top experiencé?® This is mainly due to the fact that he has bdsea @ invert the
harp-mind dichotomy through a blending of sound iamaige, a point used by Coleridge
later in the identification of the morally seculeacacters irRemorse With the
introduction of this passage, Coleridge allows Halin® break off from the extended
metaphor of the harp as a symbol of the (passiwedl enimated by some kind of
‘Plastic and vast’ external power and starts tdarghe harp’s musicality in terms of
the much more elevated notion of the ‘sound-likevg@o living within the soul (EH, I.

47;1.28). In this sense, the sounds of the poem befondamentally more important

1% Magnuson, p. 55.
199 Magnuson, p. 55.
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than the images as it is the ‘rhythm in all thougjt connects humanity with the
divine, and mind with nature, thus replacing thetegjcal intellect (attached to vision)

with a force of love common to all (attached torsu(EH, I. 29). Wheeler explains:

The first two lines of this [stanza], referringttee ‘One Life’ theme,
raise the lute to the stature of life through aeagbstract,
philosophical gesture [...] It attempts to overcdime chasm between
mind and nature, subject and object, life and ‘desdter... The
‘sound-like power in light’ may further indicateatheven the parts of
the poem where the imagery predominates, the niitgioathe
language still deepens the effects of the lingdbeg reach into pre-
linguistic experiences and feelings [...] the uitmoutcome of the
‘One Life’ theme seems to be knowledge of ‘joyaagerywhere’,
and the ‘love [of] all things’, since all things life are one?®

The central idea of interconnected life here ap#éi@s, and is remarkably similar to, the
moral climax ofThe Rime of the Ancient Marinevhich again is clarified by the gloss
of 1817. Just as the narrator of ‘The Eolian Hasble to ‘love all things’ in the

world through the union he feels between self aatdne so the Ancient Mariner breaks
free from his curse as ‘a spring of love gushedfthis] heart / And [he] blessed [the
water snakes] unawarg” In both cases, the characters reach their monoénts
revelation within a landscape that is made indeteate by the still, calm atmosphere of
twilight. The fading light around Coleridge’s cage produces a ‘world so hushed’ that
he becomes receptive to the sounds of the imagmatich that ‘twilight Elfins make,
when they at eve / Voyage on gentle gales’ (EHOQ].Il. 21-2), whereas the gloss to the
Ancient Marinermakes it clear that ‘By the light of the moon [tariner] beholdeth
God'’s creatures of the great calm’, which the Marinimself describes as ‘elfish light’

(AM, gloss |. 285; I. 275). Although this twilight tnois often associated with the free

10\wWheeler, p. 77. The critical language of Wheslgassage here is distinctively modern or post-
structuralist, and she uses it to bolster the \6é®@oleridge’s theory of unity. However, Coleridge
reliance on sound and musicality also forms a cotiore with Walter Benjamin’s view that music, or
rhythm, is the most expressive form of human comoation. In this way, the lute is not so much give
life but the human mind is returned to ‘dead mattheeler, quoted above).

1 samuel Taylor Coleridg&he Rime of the Ancient Marinén Poetical Works: Poems (Reading Text),
ed. by J. C. C. Mays, The Bollingen Edition of tbellected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 196020xvi (2001), pp. 365-419 (. 285). All further
references to this work will be given in parentlsegsing the abbreviatiohM.
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flowing workings of the imagination, it is also regentative of an intermediary state of
mind that recalls the waking dream and the stateilbhg suspension of disbelief,
which are both crucial requirements for the cornetdrpretation of stage plays and
which Coleridge theorises and calls upon duringakismpts to reform the Romantic
stage. The interplay between light and sound alighy allows Coleridge to negotiate
the territory between the active and the passivealrto produce characters who can
avoid submitting to their egotistical dream imagasd instead enter into a state of active
passivity in order to receive the ‘sound-like pouvelight’ (EH, I. 28). This
momentary, paradoxical state in which ‘the mutdl,at / Is Music’ (EH, Il. 32-3) is
aligned with the fundamental human quality of lowdijch is the true source of the

fusion of mind and nature:

The speaker himself brings to life the music oflbheeze as warbling
as if it were a bird. His genius then interpréis imute still air’ as
nevertheless alive as well, but simply momentaailyest, potentiality
instead of absence [...] Even emptiness is humdnae a theoretical
statement about imagination is also implied: sieaond absence are
only the moments before conscious awakening; theyet loss,
emptiness or vacancy, but, at a conscious levatl!'fe

Overall, the insertion of the ‘One Life’ theme atslencasement within a social
framework that allows for verbal expression, alldaeridge to overcome the division
between mind and nature and the division betweerdnscious and unconscious self.
Crucially, this overcoming occurs only ‘for the ment’ (BL, I, p. 6) and the
‘unregenerate’ (EH, I. 55) qualities of the miné &rought back into line with the
admittedly Christian, but more importantly commuyreghos of the poem’s structure.
As a result, Coleridge is able to remind the readl@nan’s guilty state but he also
warns against the misguided, almost Prometheampts of an unchecked faith in the

‘process of intellectualization’, which actuallympound this guilt through man’s

Y“2\Wheeler, p. 77. For a full analysis of Coleridgehagery of sound as it relates to Romantic egoism
see Jill Rubenstein, ‘Sound and Silence in ColergEl@onversation Poem$£nglish 21 (1972), pp. 54-
60.
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transgressive ambition to raise himself, in isolatito a divine state of the undivided
self!*® Instead, Sara’s presence, and the poet's reqeirefor her to be present, gives
the poem a balancing feature based upon sociaactien and marital love that is not
always recognised but may be articulated as a tretsgeen Harper and Abrams’ views
of the poem as the second ‘activity which definesmhas friendship, the ‘process’ of

feeling or lovet**

3.4 Sound and Vision in ‘Effusion XXXV’: Coleridge’s Dramatic Theory in

Waiting

Coleridge does not achieve the same satisfactaopme in the 1796 version of the
poem as the breeze’s effect on the harp is onexafad union rather than innocent love,
and the poem therefore becomes an expression drihgmilt rather than naive
innocence. The lute is ‘caress’d, / Like some Blayd half-yielding to her lover’ but
not only this, the language of the passage becamessuous ‘witchery of sound’ as
Coleridge makes full use of sibilance to give thdible impression of a dreamy
blending of lovers who are ‘tempt[ed] to repeatwhreng’ (EH, Il. 14-15; I. 20; I. 17).
Further sibilance is added with the words ‘sequagiiand ‘delicious’ (EH, Il. 18-19)
and, by the end of the passage, the setting afdbple’s garden, which at first mirrored
the innocence of the Garden of Eden through itdlems of innocence and love’ has
become a ‘footless and wild’ paradise that is mpmlbious (EH, I. 5; |. 24). As
Magnuson states, ‘Ironically [Coleridge] fails tst@&blish innocence and discovers

115

instead his guilt.™ At this point, the narrator-poet of the ‘Effusi@eems to have

become dangerously beguiled by his ‘idle flittingaptasies’ and is at risk of allowing

113 Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 528.

114 Abrams, ‘Structure and Style’, p. 528; In fRime this guilt is manifested in the Mariner’s killirag
the albatross and in ‘Effusion XXXV’ in the overthgxual imagery associated with the lute.

115 Magnuson, p. 55.
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himself to become lost in the reverie (EH, I. 480 turns back to his ‘love’ in order to
wake himself from this insubstantial illusion tlsgems to have been allowed to float
into his ‘indolent and passive brain’ (EH, |. 344ll). The passage has often been the
focus of critical attention in studies focusing©aleridge’s philosophical concerns with
the passive and active brain, since the poem weitewwhen he was revising his
attitude towards the Hartleian systéth.This is obviously the case, but the passage
also appears to be an early manifestation of Gilgers later concerns with illusion in

drama.

This concern with illusion stems from the interptEfysound and vision imagery in the
poem and also the way in which the structure ofEfieision’ legitimises Sara’s
response to Coleridge’s ‘phantasies’ in a way dlwats not occur in the 1817 version of
the poem (EH, I. 40). Coleridge makes it cleathm second verse paragraph, that the
reverie is little more than a state of delusiomwhrich the passive brain is transfixed by
the sound of the breeze running over the harpisgstr The blending of sound and
vision in the 1817 version of the poem is not yeiaved here as Coleridge declares
that the sound that instigates his visions atgbist is a ‘witchery’ (EH, I. 20). This
type of sound, with its clear associations withghpernatural, does not carry with it
associations with humanity, love and the abilityni@rpret the visual but instead with
the insubstantiality of visions. Consequently, tlaerator-poet is lulled into a semi-
conscious state in which, ‘thro’ [his] half-closeggielids [he] behold[s] / The sunbeams
dance, like diamonds on the main’ (EH, Il. 36-The primary function of the sound of
the harp in the ‘Effusion’ is to induce the narrgpoet to see visions of Faery Land and
dancing sunbeams (which presumably also producesalsf tricks of the light). In this

sense, whilst the poet has been seduced by thehevit of sound’ produced by the

118 \Wheeler dates Coleridge’s initial doubts concagritartley’s system to around 1796 but
acknowledges that he does not fully abandon thsgesy until 1801. For a detailed discussion of, thée
‘Introduction: The Struggle with Associationism’ Tine Creative Mindpp. 1-17 (p. 2).
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harp, the qualities of sound quickly become subiaidi to the images they have
produced within his ‘half-clos’d eyelids’ (EH, I102I. 36) In this case, Coleridge’s
harp image has achieved nothing but a suspensitire gfoet-narrator’'s conscious state
and a series of enthralling but insubstantial visjan short, the poet is subject to a
visual delusion. Jill Rubenstein’s analysis of foem as a working through of sound
and silence in terms of Coleridge’s attempts testeébe Romantic egoism that such
personal poetry would indicate supports this viéihe elfin passage as full of sound

but ‘essentially without substance’:

Coleridge’s diction implies clearly that his betseif, at least,
disapproves of the wind-harp. Its notes are ‘seigua’, a vaguely
pejorative term suggesting servility and a lacknaividuality; and the
‘witchery of sound’ is basically illusory like tH@rd of paradise,
nowhere rooted in the earth. This noise catalffsepersona’s mind
to the projection of its own supernatural fantasied destroys the
receptive state that he had previously enjoyéd.

The problem Coleridge encounters here in the coctsbn of his harp image is the
conflict between illusion and delusion that heraliscusses in terms of the theatre
audience. The deluded audience is one that teleesiuch on visual effects and
therefore loses the ability to judge what is trod what is purely fabricated. This
audience has, in effect, fallen victim to the metbal philosophy of the passive mind,
about which Coleridge expressed his doubts throlghmagery of this poem and, just
as the narrator-poet has been here, they are thrdwa deluded state whereby they are
not in control of their own thoughts, which havetme ‘uncall’d and undetain’d’ (EH,
l. 39). In short, (dramatic) delusion requires thied to be passive. Throughout the
theory of drama that Coleridge developed inLl@sturesand in sections of the
Biographia Literarig he warned of the social and moral dangers ofitiaisility to

submit to the imagination willingly and only ‘foné moment’ and he attempted to offer

a theory of illusion that supported the active liptetation of imagesB(, I, p. 6). In

117 Rubenstein, p. 55.
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fact, his initial dramatic conception of this dedermechanism against the usurping
power of the image was conceived rather more defelythan his ‘poetic faith’ of the
imagination as a ‘temporary Half-Faith’ of visuaterpretationl(L, I, p. 134). ltis
precisely the controlling mechanism of the willttsaems to be lacking in the narrator
of the ‘Effusion’, and the first verse paragraplted poem ends as sound is overtaken
by image. Whereas illusion always returns the @éead audience to reality, delusion

reveals its own insubstantiality:

It is unfortunately clear that the elfins passag s indulgent blend
of the marvellous with the whimsical, cannot reddisgd anywhere;
the lines display an intricate musicality of dictizvhich is rather
wasted on their essentially irrelevant status wetteping the poer™®

However, whilst the image may not lead anywherdHernarrator-poet himself, it does
return the poem back to Sams the second verse paragraph opens with the rather
affectionate exclamation of ‘And thus my Love! etheader is immediately reminded
that this poem is not simply a poem but also a ewsation, or at least a monologue,
with a definite listener (EH, I. 34). This is sificant as it appears that Sara has become
the substitute for the narrator’s own will, assishe who pulls him from his overactive,
and somewhat deluded, imaginary state. Hereapparent that before Coleridge
develops in his dramatic theory the view of thd a8 the controlling mechanism for
illusion, this poem conceives of the enabling andting action of the willing
suspension of disbelief over two people (the poadt@ara). This is developed further
within the stanza as he returns to her ‘more sereye’ after having allowed himself to
imagine that all of ‘animated nature’ may be coliéibby ‘one intellectual Breeze’, an

external power that divests the mind of activitgd @ontrol (EH, . 49; |. 44; |. 47}°

118 Kelvin EverestColeridge’s Secret Ministry: The Context of the Gensation Poems 1795-1798
(Sussex: Harvester Press, 1979), p. 219.

119 As Magnuson states, ‘The obvious problem is thidts mind is like an eolian harp, it is completely
passive, and its products do not depend upon tihvegmowers of the mind itself. [...] An additional
problem in the use of the symbol of the harp i$ ifidae soul, the ‘I, is like a tune, then, asiftpears in
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Here, Sara’s ‘more serious eye’ is invested withesaning supplementary to that which
implies her serious or even pious nature (EH, ). 38is, in effect, an eye that can
identify the deluded imagination of her partner @naimpt her to act in place of his as
yet undeveloped (or undiscovered) will. As suddr, ‘Berious eye’, which represents
marital love, human communion and ‘the family ofriSti can be contrasted with the
intellectual eye Coleridge constructs for himsslfyain Philosophy’s aye-babbling
spring’ (EH, I. 53; I. 57) In this sense, Sara’s presence in the ‘Effus®not simply
required as the silent listener, but she becomeop&oleridge’s emerging dramatic
theory, in that her controlling power ultimatelyoals him momentarily to suspend his
disbelief and submit to the ‘shapings of [his] \g&aeerate mind’ as her controlling will

can always return him to, ‘PEACE, and this COT Hret]’ (EH, |. 55; |. 64)%°

In the 1796 version of the poem, then, Sara funstas a silent audience for Coleridge,
but nonetheless also controls the narrator’s inagin through her stronger will, or
reason, which rejects ‘vain Philosophy’'s aye-batipBpring’ and returns Coleridge to a
more humble relationship with his surroundings (EF,7). The pun on ‘aye'—is it
‘aye’, ‘eye’ or ‘I'?—also suggests that Sara hagesbColeridge from a rather
destructive and isolating expansion of the egogctviaigain results in (or stems from)
the dissonant sounds of a ‘babbling’ philosophfieathan a loving ‘Faith that inly
feels’ (EH, I. 57; I. 60) As Rubenstein states, ‘Destructive egoism invdhe habit of
projecting one’s own feelings or fancies onto thesme world. This projection of

selfhood often results in interfering noise whiehders accurate perception or the

the poem, the mind has no control over itself. [Coleridge recognised that his speculations ougheto
wrong because the ‘I’ would be irrationally and gejpusly constructed’ (pp. 55-6).

120 sara’s function in the poem has often been viemesghtively as many critical readings follow the
1817 version of the poem, which separates her fh@nimaginative and speculative passages, confining
her to the final stanza. This invests her repwitti a more dogmatic and moralizing tone which is
mirrored by the lack of musicality in the stanzap@cially in the plodding sounds of the alliteratia’s

in lines 50-3). See Wheeler for an account of. tl8tllinger, on the other hand, reads the ‘Effasiof

1796 and sees a much more familiar and even comnéinent of the relationship between Coleridge
and his future wife. The changing relationshipamstn the two must have had an impact upon
Coleridge’s portrayal of Sara between the year$Bf@l 1817.
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awareness of beauty impossible’ and, as Coleriddegce of title for the poem
implies, the narrator of the ‘Effusion’ must be yeated from indulging in such
uninhibited outpouring&?! Again, much later, iBiographia the issues of the
supernatural and the commanding and absolute gemdshe effects of these on the
individual’'s ability to interpret images in a mdgahware manner, become central
components of Coleridge’s dramatic theory. Astags, men of absolute genius, ‘rest
content between thought and reality, as it wer@nimtermundium of which their own
living spirit supplies the substance, and theirgination the ever-varying form’, a state
which the narrator of the 1817 version of the p@gpears to achieve more completely
than that of the ‘Effusion’BL, I, p. 172). The narrator of the ‘Effusion’, hovee, is
the man of commanding genius, who ‘must impres§ firieconceptions on the world
without, in order to present them back to their omew with the satisfying degree of
clearness, distinctness and individuali$L( I, p. 172). Again, this links to the contrast
between sound and image as the commanding geninside to attain a state of mind
that is paradoxically passive yet active and hiesan seeing, or viewing, their

‘preconceptions on the world withouB(, |, p. 172)%

3.5 TheRime of the Ancient Mariner: Imagination and Interpretation

The two aspects of ‘The Eolian Harp’ discussed abewvnagination and
interpretation—are central to the critical focusToke Rime of the Ancient Maringr

the twentieth century. For many, the poem cakiigls it a sense of the uncanny. ltis a
poem that seems to extend beyond the boundartbe plge; it beguiles its readers and
evades the language of objective criticism. Thetpihe Mariner and the poem all

communicate through a ‘strange power of speech’dharacterises them, itself having

121 Rubenstein, p. 54.
122 Rubenstein calls this, ‘wise passiveness’, p. 56.
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a profound effect on the Wedding Guest, who becddeadder and wiser man’ by the
end AM, |. 587; I. 624). As Richard Haven states, therpgossesses ‘something of
the effect of its main character. It confronts tbader like an apparition whose
presence is undeniable but whose nature and pugpesantalizing and uncertaitf®
Here, Haven alludes to the idea that the mutualomirg of the Mariner and the poem
seem to create its magical effect and their conmtbfoeces givelrhe Rimets endlessly
beguiling identity. We perceive the Mariner in {hgem and the poem in the Mariner
and, as readers, we see ourselves in bbtleRime however, appears to be an
apparition that is not fixed in the past but opesgiroleptically to confuse a number of
boundaries: past, present and future; history amchony; the real and the imagined. In
this way, Coleridge presents reader3 bé Rimewith a poetic experience that is
remarkably close to the modern experience of fragat®n and alienation and asks
them to interpret their way out of it, always adgtheir own experience to the layers of
the poem. Barbara Everett's essay on the poemsddfiicid understanding of this

feature of the three mystery poems:

The three poems all share a degree of the dreansciousness that
makes them so startlingly foreshadow the modefrthely lodge like
an arrow in the creative memory, it is because ttietyat some
archaic work of Modernism, in which a writer writesnself or
herself, a reader reads herself or himself [...$ through a
transformed art of narrative—a narrative which \\sovdrth
scornfully complained, nothing coherent happens+dueridge
found a remembered pastness, a use of historyelgritis own. And
it made him one of the great progenitors not meoétid" and 28
century verse, but of fiction tdd?

In the following section, | consider the form oéthoem and the character of the
Mariner separately in order to understand bettey thhir interplay within the poem

produces such a stunning effect on its readers effiect, | will argue, is concerned

123 Richard Haven, ‘The Ancient Mariner in the Ninet#eCentury,'Studies in Romanticism1 (1972),
pp. 360-374 (p. 373).

124 Barbara Everett, ‘Alphabetted’ondon Review of Book&5 (2003)
<http://www.Irb.co.uk/v25/n15/barbara-everett/alpbed> [accessed 20 January 2012], p. 11 of 12.
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with the collision of the competing forces of histand memory and the manner in
which these phenomena were coming to be read clisty in the nineteenth century.
In doing so, | hope to show how Coleridge’s dramtteory, in which the role of
interpretation is a key aspect, comes to a headsinonstruction of this poem. In
addition, the interest in German Romantic philogophd historical representation
shared by Coleridge and Walter Benjamin allowsafoeading of the poem that both
reveals what Everett refers to as its modern consoiess and also underscores its
surprisingly material identity. At this point,ig worth remembering Coleridge’s choice
of form for the poem, the lyrical ballad. The laallform is not associated with the
poetic but with voice, song and community and, essalt, it is a style that is depleted
of ornament (as Wordsworth and Coleridge intendddhis oral tale that is
communicated in plain and simple language is b&dnperhaps most strikingly by
Coleridge, through its novel application to thergry, not in the sense of adding to it a
figurative language but rather by treating it agriiten document that has been
interpreted through successive generations. Aaritieetypal literary ballad;he
Rimeés form is a collection of fragmented cultural ingeetations and translations of the
Mariner’s story; it enacts an historical processnagh as it reveals the memory of the
Mariner and the creative mind of Coleridg@.In choosing to represent this historical
evolution of his poem, Coleridge takes the poemyainanm the Romantic tradition of
using the imagination to engage with universahtiand places it firmly in a human
context, in which memory and interpretation becahgekey factors of its
communicative make up. Coleridge’s characterMhener, is a figure whose
experience places him outside history but he issawdth memory and he offers those
who can listen to him the experience within his mgm His memory, though, is

arrestingly present. He himself is trapped inwiseon when retelling the story and the

125 Jerome McGann uses this term in ‘The Ancient MariiThe Meaning of the Meanings’ The Beauty
of Inflections: Literary Investigations in HistoatMethod and TheorfOxford: Clarendon Press, 1985),
pp. 135-172.
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poem’s visual force presses on the reader. Indeeth act of dramatic interpretation,
the Wedding Guest becomes most troubled when mme$$ conscious of the Mariner’s
association with delusion, as rather than fearegstory in the 1798 version of the
poem, the Wedding Guest fears ‘that which come®bjihe Mariner’'s] eye’ AM, I.

372). The dramatic qualities of the poem and tisestence of memory in the Mariner
makeTheRimean example of Romantic literature that spills dmés modernity and it
is with this understanding of the poem that | htppargue the Mariner can be seen as a

version of Walter Benjamin’s anachronistic Storgel

Since the publication of the poem, there have ara® broad ways of interpreting it:
there are readers who attempt to appreciate itidtional terms (applying a formal
critical system) and those who attempt to expeadhe poem, thereby submitting to a
more personal, subjective response. Richard Hawssay outlines these two separate
critical lines by observing the evolution of integfations throughout the nineteenth
century. The essay traces a line from contempanays critical of the fact that
Coleridge did not give his readers enough famtlyaot language, character or form to
allow for critical examination. The most outspokeew of this kind comes from
Southey’s claim that ‘many of the stanzas are lialgty beautifuj but in connection
they are absurd or unintelligible [...] We do noffgiently understand the story to
analyse it. It is a Dutch attempt at German subjinéenius has here been employed
in producing a poem of little merit?® The opposing contemporary idea was that the
poem possessed a magic that need not be analysskduld simply be felt. The best-
known defence of Coleridge’s poem comes from Chkdréenb, who wrote to both

Southey (1798) and Wordsworth (1801) defendinghg.John Spencer Hill points out

126:Robert Southey irCritical Review 1798’, inColeridge: The Critical Heritagep. 53. Wordsworth
also complained of the lack of character in thei@ncMariner in his introduction to the 1801 versiof
theLyrical Ballads
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in A Coleridge CompanigrLamb’s comments were ‘acute[ly] percept[ive]’ ahd
would argue, are as relevant to mode&ncient Marinercriticism as they were in the
late-eighteenth or early-nineteenth centuries.HAlspoints out, ‘Lamb was
instinctively aware that Coleridge had struck a mete in English poetry*?” This
awareness of the poem’s national identity is ap@wpt, which anticipates New
Historicist readings of the poem from the 1980s amds and allows, as Jerome
McGann argues, for a ‘thoroughly revisionist viefsttte poem [where] “The Rime”
will once again begin to discover its futufé®. Haven loosely argues that the poem’s
most successful interpretations arise from those allow themselves to use a
‘different kind of criticism’ and experience thegn, feeling it rather than analysing it
(he gives Lockhart’s 1819 essay as the best exanfiptes)'*® However, as he draws
his work to a conclusion, Haven points us towahdsfact that interpretations from the
twentieth century onwards have returned to a foerttal language with more
success, partly due to the fact that we can now the poem through different

historical and cultural periods of its criticism:

It is easy, | think, to see how such [symbolickmiretations arose. It
is also easy to see that such interpretations septaot so much the
discovery of ‘meaning’ inherent in the poem as dapsation of the
experience of the poem to the language and belfdfe reader and
critic. And much contemporary interpretation se¢onsie to reveal
not so much an increase in understanding as a ehangnguage and
beliefs. Coleridge, Mather wrote, was ‘familiartkvthe avenues of
the soul.” Those avenues may be otherwise descibtedms of
Coleridge’s metaphysics or of ours, or of Victorthrology, but the
history of criticism might suggest that ‘The Andidhariner’
discloses rather than explains th&fh.

Haven’s point seems to be tiidteRimeis a poem whose language and configuration is

adaptable to, and ever-evolving with, the comingitierent ages. In accommodating

127 John Spencer HillThe Cambridge Companion to Coleridge’s Poetry: mindduction to the Major
Poems and the Biographia Literarillondon: Macmillan, 1984), p. 153.

128 McGann, p.172.

129 Haven, p. 368.

130 Haven, p. 373.
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each epoch in the history of its criticism, it does reveal itself entirely to any

interpretative strategy but, instead, it takesdhstgategies into its textual fabric.

It is this transparency of cultural interpretatitms filtering of the poem through the
different lenses of cultural epochs that allowsrtiedern critic to view the poem as a
poem based in historical reality rather than onpadgtic idealism. The poem’s
representation of the process of critical intergiet brings Coleridge’s interest in
German Romantic literary critique to the fore afoather, it opens up a link between
himself and the modern (Marxist) critical theoryB#njamin. This is due to the fact
that the poem’s form exposes symbolic discourdasdsrically conditioned and, as far
as the poem and not the story is concerned, ifiglgs man’s tendency towards infinite
reflective critique. Rather than guiding the reatieough the text to a moral, it gives
the suggestion of a meaning whilst continually diglg it. It is the combination of this
literary mimesis of history in the form of the poevith the earthly, earth-bound
Mariner (who, rather than escaping subjectivitptigh death, returns to remind others
of his experience) that confirms the link betweemjfamin and Coleridge. Whilst the
poem is aligned with history and the notion ofiqut, the Mariner is a truly material
and human force of memory, a character createtféolas listener ‘a unique

experience with the pasfTPH, 254).

The following sections consider two very differemdws of Coleridge’s poem. Robert
Penn Warren’'s essay examifdge Rimean terms of the more traditionally accepted
notions of symbol and imagination. As I highlighis essay recognises, but does not
develop, the underlying historical and interpre®tiliscourse in the poem’s subtext.

However, Jerome McGann offers a revisionist readintpe poem which focuses on
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The Rime’sextual history and uncovers Coleridge’s engagemghtthe issue of
interpretation. Although there are significantfeliénces between the two essays in
terms of critical technique and focus, both aghe¢ The Rimé&s foundation is
Coleridge’s Christian faith and that, from thise fhoem considers how mankind uses
imagination in order to better understand, and eegaal, its own humanity. At the
heart of these analyses, as at the heart of tha,ands a consideration of how the

poem’s meaning unfolds through its interpretations.

3.6 Robert Penn Warren: ‘A Poem of Pure Imagination

In one of the keystone essays of criticism in tixentieth century, ‘A Poem of Pure
Imagination: An Experiment in Reading’, Robert P&darren notes that, since Anna
Barbauld’s claim thaThe Rime of the Ancient Maringvas improbable and had no
moral’, critical analyses of the poem have strudgteoffer a unified response to the
two central aspects of its identity: its internapsrnatural machinery and its human
relevance (the moral meaning), which Warren tersnha theme of the poeht
Warren proposes to overcome this problem by offeaimeading of the poem’s
symbolism that allows for the ‘vital integratiorf the supernatural and the human
whilst recognising that this is an elusive and &reending process?? His final
comments on the poem succinctly conclude his eftorread it as a work of ‘pure

imagination’:

| cannot admit that our experience, even our agstbeperience, is ineluctably
and vindictively divided into the “magical” and thational, with an abyss

131 Samuel Taylor Coleridgdable Talked. by Carl Woodring, The Bollinge®ollected Works of
Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols, (Princeton, Ninéeton University Press, 1969-2002), xiv (1990),
149.

132 Robert Penn Warren, ‘A Poem of Pure Imaginatiom:Experiment in Reading’ iNew and Selected
EssaygqToronto: Random House, 1989), pp. 335-423 (p; p9398).
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between. If poetry does anything for us, it redesc by its symbolical reading
of experience (for by its very nature it is in lfsemyth of the unity of being),
the self-divisive internecine malices which ariséha superficial level on
which we conduct most of our living.

And The Ancient Marineis a poem on this subject.

The critical activity of the essay is centred upen themes and Warren articulates
these as the sacramental vision and the imaginafibe primary theme, sacramental
vision, is concerned with the interpretative pr@cas much as it is concerned with
religion. The secondary theme, imagination, is/ad at through the exposition of
symbol and therefore links back to how languagevegs meaning. At the centre of
these themes stand ideas surrounding the morawvalithe poet's employment of his
creative imagination and the moral values in tlaglreg public’s interpretative abilities.
The themes are fused through symbol, he saysptiupe ‘a document [that stands as]
the very central and crucial issue of the peribd:firoblem of truth and poetr{??
Therefore, Warren’s reading ®he Rimas one that concentrates on figurative language
and the poetic devices within Coleridge’s Romatdéxt. However, Warren pays as
much attention to the Mariner’s fable as he doegtbem. The fable is verbal, not
textual, and conceivably relates to experiencetheaanemory of experience as much as
it does to the imagination. As a result, whilstiYéa’s reading comes from a critical
tradition of understanding Coleridge as a poepafé imagination’, within his essay, it
is possible to discern allusions (which may notlblberate) to Coleridge’s specifically
dramatic imagination. This is revealed throughdssertion that ‘imagination not only
puts man in tune with the universe but puts hirtuire with other men, with society; it
provides the great discipline of sympath$. This statement accords with Harper's

view of the conversation poems discussed earligy fanther, it carries with it echoes of

133 Warren, p. 399.
134 Warren, p. 380.
1% Warren, p. 384.
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Coleridge’s views upon the dramatic form, espegiallrelation to Shakespeare, in his

1808 Lectures.

In his primary theme, Warren investigates the padiable, that is, its ‘story of crime
and punishment and repentance and reconciliatibrchw at first, points his
interpretation of the poem towards an orthodox €fam reading of man’s guilt,
punishment and redemptidff. Subsequent critics have given their own integiiens

of this Christian reading by highlighting competitignensions the poem’s religious
meaning. Whether the Mariner’s crime is viewedvdh or without motive, the
punishment emanating from a benevolent or capric®ad, the Mariner’s blessing of
the water snakes as conscious or unconscious areémntual state of redemption as
complete or incomplete, a Christian reading is ati@rised by the acceptance that
Coleridge’s poem has a definite meaning to be iateand a transcendent force that is
signified through the text. Warren’s essay, howgegeessentially (and
characteristically) a lesson in reading or intetipgepoetry. In it he stresses that
Coleridge’s poem is not allegorical but is builoapsymbol, which, ‘in Coleridge’s
view, is not arbitrary, but musbntain itself...] it must participate in the unity of which
it is representativeand therefore, the Christian or moral story cdrb@separated from
its aesthetic value or function within the poene Mariner's moral fable is part of
Coleridge’s poem but it is also representativehefriature of the poem, or poetry,
itself.®*" In this sense, the primary theme is not so muciterned with the religious
considerations of the ‘One Life’ or ‘Sacramentasign’ but with the poetic vision of
Warren’s secondary theme, the imagination, whigx@essed through the sacramental

symbols of the albatross and the water snakesa r&sult, a Christian reading of the

1% Warren, p. 355.
137Warren, p. 356 (emphasis in original).
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poem is transformed as the Mariner’s crime is myéy against God but is, instead,
brought down to a human level as ‘a crime agalmsirnagination®® The symbolic
structure of the poem becomes immanent rathertthascendent as the Mariner’s tale

unfolds within the poem:

We find the idea that the truth is impligitthe poetic act as such, that
the moral concern and the aesthetic concern areetspof the same
activity, the creative activity, and that this afty is expressive of the
whole mind...] As a poem written out of this belieftie Rime of the
Ancient Marinef aims to interfuse as completely as possible its
elements, that is, to present its materials syrobtbi, or implicitly as
an absorbed import held in suspension, ratherdheagorically or
overtly. As a poem written about this belief,ifha to present a fable
in which the moral values and the aesthetic vadmeshown to
merge. In other words, the poem is, in generaluathe unity of
mindgyd the final unity of values, and in partaouhbout poetry
itself.

The story held within the poem of the Mariner’s fraloexperience’ is a, ‘statement of
Coleridge’s conception of the poéf® In other words, at the heart of Warren’s
interpretation is the idea that Coleridge’s poerarisexperiment in writing poetry, or in
transmitting meaning to a listener, a reader, ahesge. In this, Warren focuses on the
task of the (Romantic) poet who uses symbolic lagguas a type of divine code. ‘A
Poem of Pure Imagination’ highlights the use ofgimnbolic language in the poem to
make it a poem written about writing poetry, ofegtst a poem that considers how the
imagination can transmit meaning. The story otefabat underlies the form of the
poem, however, also makes it a poem which consttierdistinction between a poem
which is read and interpreted as a poem and theepsof listening or being able to
hear a story. Warren’s argument is sensitivehé@wtay that Coleridge’s poem is

sensitive, to the temporal conditions of the ckeafirocess; the poem and its reception

138 Warren, p. 370.
139 Warren, pp. 384-5; emphasis in original.
1OWarren, p. 387.
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throughout history work both within time and outtimhe, and this is why the Mariner
and the poet are such compelling figures: theylspaly to those who understand the

language of symbol and it is they who, ‘cannot ehlist hear’ AM, |. 18).

3.7  Jerome McGann: Coleridge’s Literary Ballad

In his influential essay, ‘The Ancient Mariner: TRkeaning of the Meanings’ (1981),
Jerome McGann reorganises the traditional symltézpretative model ofhe Rime
to shed new light on its system of significatiordena historically conditioned process
that was ‘licensed and underwritten by Coleridgedgslf *** Highlighting what he
terms the ‘transhistorical’ rather than universahlgy of the poem, McGann identifies
its ‘textual layers’ and thereby shows how Colegidgcreative activity is involved with
(re)imagining the story and the poem through caltapochs prior to himself, the

poet!#?

Consequently, McGann'’s interest takes the cfifmzus away from the
figurative language and the assumed symbolisnsdliristian, or at least superstitious,
framework, which has long been proclaimed as thtife through which the meaning
of the poem is to be divined. Instead, McGann&ufois upon the competing and
complementary cultural narratives that are revetdeslighout the course of the history,
and the interpretations, constructed by Coleridgetfis poem. The events and story of
the ballad arrive at the reader’s text as a caotlaatr collage which has been either

experienced, created or interpreted (and in sorsescall three) by the Mariner, the

Wedding Guest, and even the Hermit, through to dieval balladeer, a poet

I McGann, p. 138.

12 McGann, p. 157; 153. Here, McGann is referrinth®poem’s ideological make up: ‘three
fundamental ideologies: pagan superstition ancbpbphy, Catholic legend and theology and Broad-
Church Protestantism’ but the layering can be dgaalplied to narrative strategy.
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(Coleridge) and, finally, beyond the poet, an esghth-century editor. Further, as
McGann points out, both the written text and thikog® marginal gloss must also
reveal in their culturally loaded diction ‘pagarpsusitions, Catholic theology,
Aristotelean science, and contemporary theologiery, to name only a few of the
work’s ostentatiously present materidi&’. In this layering of a narrative that Coleridge
fictitiously passes through the minds and voicesieh before it is finally (re)imagined
by him, he invests it with both a sense of the modendition and a persistent presence
of the ancient identified also by Benjamin in #rauerspiel It is a view of the poem
that is supported by Barbara Everett when sheiitEnit as ‘hint[ing] at some archaic
work of Modernism’ and she offers this as one @edsr its haunting qualities as it
‘becomes a past within a past within the memonhefself'1** This can be taken
further under McGann’s assertion that Coleridgeceored this poem against the

backdrop of his hermeneutical theory of the Scrggu

The Bible comes to us bearing with it the history®criticism; it is a
writing which also contains its own readings andotgenerates the
cumulative history of its own further retransmiss@nd
reinterpretation$®

Crucially, McGann'’s reading afhe Rimehelps to redress some of the poem’s most
negative criticism as the improbable and superabfspects of the poem are not read
as symbols but become part of a system of symladsqal on through historical
cultures. Essentially, Coleridge’s formal struetéwr the poem indicates to the

historically-aware reader that she cannot and shoot attempt to divine the meaning

1%3McGann, p. 153.

144 Everett, p. 11.

15 McGann, p. 159. Coleridge’s application of hikgieus theory, especially in his textual interesthe
Bible (presented ifhe Statesman’s Manyato politics and social reform offers anotheraaoé his work
that can be related to the themes | follow in hisoal engagement with drama. However, this arlais
work deserves more detailed attention than thisishean afford and, therefore, | refer to McGand an
Julian Knox for interesting and related analysefeafures of Coleridge’s religiow®uvrethat resonate
throughout the themes of this thesis.
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of the poem’s symbolism as it comes to her thrauftagmented layering of other
interpretations. What the reader can do, McGagues, is interpret the meaning of
those meanings. In essence, the reader readaddsdo, the historical extrapolations
of the poem, which, in a revolutionary way for ankntic text, means that the poem is
not a ‘Dutch attempt at German sublimity’ (Soutlaépve), or any sublimity at all, but
is, ‘instead, a human—a social and a historical-euwese’**® As a result,
Wordsworth’s view thalhe Rimavas not human is counteracted as it appearsds us
the most human of texts when it is considered utitewriew that it was created through
a shared historical process and not by one mardgimation. The implication of this is
that Coleridge, who intended to produce a kindeaiuar Bible or ‘English national
Scripture’ was also involved with the act of re¢ireg or reconceiving himself, the poet,
as part of the textual history of the po&th.Through a self-conscious activity which
anticipates the poem’s life in future (re)incaroat beyond Coleridge’s own cultural
age, Coleridge was involved with the rather Benjaam act of renouncing the authority
of the author to the authority of the artwork inl@r to renounce meaning in favour of

truth:

In terms of the ‘Rime’, Coleridge’s ideological contment to a
preconditioned ground of processive truth sanctiorits readers a
diversity of interpretations based upon their paittr lights. Because
‘the whole truth’, recognized or not, subsuragxiori all the
interpretations, readers are encouraged to formtitair particular
expressions of the truth. Coleridge’s much-disedssymbolic
method in the poem is nothing more (or less) thamhetorical
machinery for producing such interpretative resulisColeridge’s
terms, the symbolically grounded interpretatioresamts of witness
rather than definitions, human events which drarali testify to the
desire to know and continually create the truth e always set men

freel*®

18 McGann, p. 172. McGann does qualify this by addirat the poem still retains Coleridge’s Christian
ideology, as his definition of symbol is not purelysthetic but it is a ‘sacramental and Christiam\of
symbols in which history itself is revealed as eramental and Christian symbol’ (p. 164).
147

McGann, p. 160.
18 McGann, p. 154.
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As has been suggested throughout this thesis, i@géeremained committed to the idea
that, whether it be drama, prose or poetry, lite@must be created in a way that
supports and directs its correct interpretatiohis;Tof course, is achieved by a poet
who is ‘in command ofisown Will (LL, I, p. 80; emphasis in original). However, the
surprisingly modern element ®he Rimas Coleridge’s ability to conceive of it as a
piece that will be interpreted, differently, thrdwgit future epochs; that it is a piece that
is ‘in a perpetual process of becomifi§}. In this way, authorial control of the poem is
loosened in order to accommodate an interpretatevef the poem in the future.
Although this feature of Romantic theory, rootedha early German philosophy of
Friedrich Schlegel, is utilised in the modern catitheory of Walter Benjamin to claim
a democratization of art, its unqualified applioatto Romanticism is often limited due
to the fact that it goes against the grain of fleeaion of the poet as a figure of

meditative creativity in Romanticism. Paul Hammiltarticulates this point:

Is the romantic aesthetic open enough to reprocripinssibility to be
able to part company with its particular authooetasion and survive
only in the self-criticism it has given rise toarCthat original
specificity be historicized as mere ‘aura’, and taensuing
democratization of the image [...] be accomplisheithait incurring

a critical loss as well a ‘messianic’ interruptiGii?

ThroughoutMetaromanticismHamilton remains sceptical of linking the will of
Romanticism to step outside its borders into theleno critical theory of Walter
Benjamin, despite strong suggestions in this doactNevertheless, throughout the
history of Coleridge criticism, there is an opeiingness to link his work with
elements of the modern, which often takes the naatly progressive notion of art first

conceived by the Jena Romantics as a starting.pdims is perhaps most directly

19 McGann, p. 154.
130 paul HamiltonMetaromanticism: Aesthetics, Literature, The¢@hicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2003), p. 10.



188
acknowledged by Kathleen Wheeler in the ‘Afterwaaher study of Coleridge’s

poetry:

The basic concept in Romantic aesthetics of th&wbart as an object of
constantly progressing and changing significan¢keanost immediate and
obvious connection with modern critical thedry.

As Hamilton implies but refrains from developingetbasic premise of the perpetual
becoming of art locates a theoretical ground thahared by Walter Benjamin and
Coleridge. Whilst Benjamin found that, by reachbagk through the history of
Germany to the Romantics, he could identify a fatiwh for his notion of the aura of
the work of art, Coleridge looked across to theesgnoup, his German contemporaries,
to validate the mystical effects of some of hicpgthat were, nonetheless, concerned
with the notion of human, historical interpretatiolm the final section of this chapter, |
base my understanding of this shared concern Witlpérpetual state of interpretation
(and, within this, the contested notions of trutll aneaning) between Coleridge and
Benjamin on an interpretation of tReme of the Ancient Marindrased upon

Benjamin’s essay ‘The Storyteller’.

3.8  The Ancient Mariner and Storytelling: Historical Materialism and Drama

in The Rime

The history ofThe Rimé&s textual revisions is well-known and has prompdecdrse
readings of Coleridge’s motivations to revise tbemp and much debate as to the extent

of their success or failure. Whether or not theual revisions are significant the

*1Wheeler, p. 162.
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Rimés impact as a poem, what they have done is adtkzia dimension to the
distinction between each formal layer of the po#ra:story, the ballad and the poem.
McGann draws attention to this when he writes tizemb’s disappointment with the
1800 version of the poem came from ‘the distanceehvthe 1800 changes enforced
between the “mariner’s ballad” and “Coleridge’s pe**? However, it is apparent
that the separation of these two narratives sitjreastart of Coleridge’s more ‘complex
effort to represent (if also to methodize) his paesa literary ballad™?® In this way,
what came out of thieyrical Balladsexperiment for Coleridge was not a lyrical ballad
of a ‘man speaking to men’ but a literature pagbealigh, and amended by, ensuing
historical epochs: men speaking to nighin other words, Coleridge’s 1798 imitation
of the ballad form and his subsequent reworkinthefpoem highlight his ‘explicitly
historicized theoretical view’ of textual creatii&nd criticism througffheRime a

literary ballad of cultures speaking to cultut&s.

One of Wordsworth’s chief complaints abdiite Rime of the Ancyent Marindter98)
was that its protagonist was not sufficiently redsgble as a man. This ‘lack of
distinct character [...] as a human being’ ran ¢teuto Wordsworth’s ‘principal object’
for the volume, which was to ‘make the incidentsa@inmon life interesting by tracing
in them truly [...] the primary laws of our naturé® This complaint, perhaps prompted
by the negative reception from some toligecal Ballads(and, in particularThe

Rim@, was not opposed by Coleridge, who instead maelelistinction in Chapter XIV
of Biographia Literariabetween his and Wordsworth’s aims for the coltecof

poetry. Coleridge makes it clear that it is n& khariner as a figure that needs to, or

192 McGann, p. 141.

133 McGann, p. 141.

34 Wwilliam Wordsworth, ‘Preface’ (1800) toyrical Ballads,in Wordsworth and Coleridge Lyrical
Ballads ed. by R. L. Brett and A. R. Jone&’ &d, (London: Routledge, 1991), pp. 241-272 (p)255
1% McGann, p. 149.

1% \Wordsworth and Coleridgéyrical Ballads p. 276; pp. 244-5.
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even should, resemble a human, but only his fegliag Coleridge’s task in the project
‘consist[ed] in the interesting of the affectionsthe dramatic truth of such emotions,
as would naturally accompany such situations, ssipgadhem real’BL, II, p. 6). This
is an important distinction as Coleridge’s aimagjive ordinary humans an
extraordinary experience through ‘dramatic truthd gooetic faith’ and in doing so
allow them to explore the ‘shadows of imaginati@L, I, p. 6). Charles Lamb’s
defence ofThe Rimavas an exemplary contemporary assessment of the fiae read
it according to this claimed intention. Cruciallamb focuses upon the tale as distinct
from the poem and, within his praise, there is ewsense that it is distinct from poetry.
When he states that he ‘was never so affectedamythuman Tale’ and that he was
‘totally possessed with it for many days’, it beastlear that his experience of the
poem is not based in an intellectual relationskepveen himself and Coleridge, the
poet, but in a relationship of feeling between hathand the character of the Mariner.
Lamb is able to overcome the textual distance @fgtbem and speak directly with the
Mariner, whose ‘feelings under the operation ofhspmiraculous] scenery dragged
[him] along like Tom Piper's magic Whistl®’ In this sense, Lamb appears to have
been in tune with Coleridge’s conception of thempaad, as John Spencer Hill points

out, he ‘admires the poem, he is moved by it—buiddwes not attempt to interpret 12

Returning to Coleridge’s objective, the Marinensi@nt and oral ballad, which is the
source of the poem, is the creation of a mind ‘that whatever source of delusion has
believed himself under supernatural agency’ andhisrreason it is vivid and

compelling but does not invite interpretation taehs to divine a meaning or even a

157 Charles LambThe Letters of Charles and Mary Anne Lamth, E.W. Marrs, Jr, 5 vols (Ithaca, NY,
and London: Cornell University Press, 1975), vagb1266 quoted in John Spencer Hilijl, A Coleridge
Companion: an Introduction to the Major Poems ane Biographia LiterarigLondon: Macmillan,
1984), p.153.

38 Hill, A Coleridge Companigmp. 153.
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moral from it BL, I, 6). This is precisely because it originafi@sn the Mariner’'s
delusion and this inhibits a critical responsegfésctive criticism can only come from
readers or audiences that maintain a state ofahusColeridge’s poem, however, gives
the reader access to the effects of this balladhmough delusion but through the
aesthetic experience of ‘the willing suspensiodisbelief for the moment'BL, II, p.

6). This is the proper form of aesthetic illuseomd a poetic experience that is designed
to be interpreted, as Coleridge goes on to shosudir the gradual intensification of
internal interpretation within the poem itself, indhe Wedding Guest'’s initial
misgivings about hearing the tale, through to tiestrel’s authorship and onto the
editor’'s gloss>° Consequently, the poem’s form is made up of caltterpretations

of an original story which are, all along the wagncerned with how different
individuals from different epochs have understond Become implicated within the
tale as figures of its future dissemination, yet dhiginal story itself cannot be broken

into.

In The Rime of the Ancient Maringherefore, it is possible to identify a tensiamitar

to that constructed by Coleridge in ‘The Eolian pldretween the language of isolation
and a formal concern with community. Both poemtilgikthe poetic language of an
isolated character who is both the creator andestibff the poem, yet these characters
and their ‘pure imagination’ are set firmly withehcommunity that resists surrendering
fully to their poetic visions®® In the same way that ‘The Eolian Harp’ becomes a
battleground for the competing forces of soundasidn, soThe Rime of the Ancient

Mariner becomes a more complex, and perhaps inconclusomjng through of these

139 See Huntington Brown, ‘The Gloss to the Ancientrier’ in ModernLanguageQuartlerly 1V, 1945,
pp. 319-324 (pp. 319-20) and McGann p. 142 andp. 1

10 The phrase ‘pure Imagination’ originates in Calge’sTable Talk See Samuel Taylor Coleridge,
Table Talked. by Carl Woodring, The Bollinge®ollected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 yols
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 196020xiv (1990), p. 149.
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modes of interpretation. In the final sectiontostchapter, | focus upon the poem’s
human characters, predominantly the Mariner and\tbdding Guest, but also the
ship’s crew, the triumvirate who receive the Mariog his return and, even more
distantly, the wedding party, to support the vidvwthis poem as a human and historical
text. The collection of characters builds up axthtic quality to the poem, the focus
upon the Mariner’s confessional story to the WeddBuest is reminiscent of
Coleridge’s conversation poems and at the heahteopoem lies the Mariner’'s
rendition of his own metaphysical experience, whscbommunicated as a form of
experience about whose significance those heareng ifree to draw their own
conclusions. This layering is based upon Coletglge/n concern with formal and
generic experimentation, which sees Coleridge agamfronting the dichotomous
relationship between the dramatic imagination dedpoetic imagination and reveals in

his work an almost prophetic outlook towards thedera writing of Benjamin.

This anticipation of Benjamin is seen most clearlyhe figure of the Ancient Mariner
and in the oral account of his tale, that is, hisysas opposed to the poem. In his 1936
essay, ‘The Storyteller’, Benjamin outlines the letion of the narrative strategies of
mankind. By contrasting different forms of ‘humammmunication’, of which
storytelling and information make up opposing eofdthe spectrum, Benjamin
highlights the increasing distance between thdioglaf personal experience and a
presentation of experience through informatin.Benjamin’s essay, though unrelated
to concerns with Romanticism, brings to the foeshme anxiety evident in Lamb’s

ardent defence of the 1798 versiormoe Rime

The art of storytelling is coming to an end. Lasd less frequently
do we encounter people with the ability to telaketproperly. More

181 Walter Benjamin, ‘The Storyteller’ illuminations ed. and introd. by Hannah Arendt, trans. by Harry
Zorn (London: Pimlico, 1999), pp. 83-108 (p. 8&urther references to this edition are given in
parentheses after quotations in the text, usingltheeviation S
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and more often there is embarrassment all arourah e wish to
hear a story is expressed. It is as if somettiaggeemed inalienable
to us, the securest among our possessions, wexe fiahn us: the
ability to exchange experiences. (S, p. 83)

The Mariner, once so securely part of a commuhigy tcheered’ the ship as it left the
harbour AM, |. 21), ostensibly returns to the same commuiity experience having
rendered him an outcast or, to borrow Benjaminiagh, he is ‘something remote’ (S,
p. 83). His ‘ability to tell a tale’, it appeatsas become a ‘strange power of speech’ and
what appears to have been inalienable within timensonity that he left is now alien to
the community to which he returns after his jour(@W, |. 586). In this sense, the
Ancient Mariner is not simply an ancient man hiridalit he represents the ancient
modes of communication, of which storytelling stsuodit in direct contrast with
modern representations of experience. Alludintpgocompeting requirements of
ancient and modern experiential accounts, Benjamoies that whereas the modern
desire for information requires narrative to beotstinrough with explanation [...] half
the art of storytelling is to keep a story freenfrexplanation’ (S, p. 89). In their
response td@’he Rime of the Ancient MarineZoleridge’s friends and critics are divided
along just these lines: those such as WordswodhAzma Barbauld who look for a
way of explaining the poem or moulding it into attesith meaning, and those such as

Lamb who do not demand that the poem or the pqaaexanything.

Like the Wedding Guest in the poem, receptive resadee sunk into a state of
mesmerism by the Mariner and his tale. They becih@éone of three’ who ‘cannot
chuse but hear’ the storgl, I. 2; 1. 18). This recalls Lamb’s style of reagj whereby
he does not expect the poem itself to create alaeaton or reason for its existence,

but he does listen to the tale and therefore resdig significance from his own
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experience of it. In a manner that echoes Lamixsant of the effect of the Mariner’s
tale, Benjamin describes the effect a story shaaldeve when he declares that ‘The
most extraordinary things, marvellous things, atated with the greatest accuracy, but
the psychological connection of the events is aatdd on the reader. It is left up to
him to interpret things the way he understands tteerd thus the narrative achieves an
amplitude that information lacks’ (S, p. 89). Thimplitude is achieved, precisely,
through distance, as Benjamin states that stoirygeltombines the lore of faraway
places, such as a much travelled man brings honttethe lore of the past as it best
reveals itself to the natives of a place’ (S, p- 85oleridge’s Ancient Mariner, it seems,
blends these two components precisely. He is enrirawelled man whose experience
at sea seems to change him and he returns to anlavtdch he seems to have been lost
to time, an ancient relic of a past age, whichugiodiscernible to the new modern
community, is relegated to lore, superstition aadition: in contrast to information, the
story contains nothing that can be checked witbrigst verifiability’ (S, p. 88). The
Mariner returns to his own country to be receivgdhe natives as an embodiment of
their past and, to rework Everett's wider underdtiag of the poem as a document of
modernity, as the Mariner returns to his ‘own Coéet he and his tale become a ‘past
within a past’ in which the inhabitant can see‘themory’ of his former ‘self’ AM, .

570)1°

As in their dramatic theories, both Benjamin ande@idge make use of the Middle
Ages to offer a form of literature that validathsit attempts to offer a form of
representation that deals with the immediacy aerlinfg of experience as opposed to
the fragmentation and infinite piling up of explathmeanings. Benjamin’s comparison

of the modern historian with the medieval chroniclarifies his position:

182 Everett, p. 11.
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The historian is bound to explain in one way orthapothe
happenings with which he deals; under no circuntgtsucan he
content himself with displaying them as modelshef tourse of the
world. But this is precisely what the chroniclered, especially in his
classical representatives, the chroniclers of tiddhM Ages, the
precursors of the historians today. By basing thistorical tales on a
divine plan of salvation—an inscrutable one—theyehfrom the very
start lifted the burden of demonstrable explanafiiom their own
shoulders. Its place is taken by interpretatiomictvis not concerned
with an accurate concatenation of definite eventsaith the way
these are embedded in the great inscrutable cotitke world. (S, p.
95)

Here, Benjamin draws attention to the differendsveen interpretation and
explanation. Where the act of interpretation do@sneed to be based in language and
Is involved with the evolution and spiritual impeawent of mankind, explanation deals
only with language, allowing information or langea¢self to be added t&d infinitum
This is a view expressed by Benjamin when he talkke practicability of the story

and its pedagogic usefulness. He declares thaty‘sontains [...] something useful
[...] the storyteller is a man who has counsel ferieaders [but...] counsel is less an
answer to a question than a proposal concerningahgnuation of a story which is just
unfolding [...] Counsel woven into the fabric of rdi& is wisdom’ (S, p. 86). Implied
here is the notion that the Storyteller equipsaidience with the ability to retell a tale,
which is based upon the same understanding offtiutarrative representation as he
himself enjoys. This, again, reverberates strotfylgugh Coleridge’s poem in

different ways. Firstly, and most obviously, ittisnnected with the declaration that the
Ancient Mariner ‘pass[es] like night from land tmb/[He] knows the man must hear
[him]/[and] to him [his] tale must teachAM, I. 586; I. 589; I. 590). The Mariner, with
a weight of experience pressing upon him, featedessary to pass on counsel to others
and, aptly, the effect of this teaching on the Weegd@uest is that he goes away ‘a

sadder and wiser marRAM, |. 624). However, the effect described by Benjarainot
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limited in The Rime&o a superficial coincidence of didactic outconaher, the effect
in the poem is fully realised as the ‘continuatadrjthe Mariner’s] story which is just
unfolding’ (S, p. 86) by way of the almost circutdfect of the narrative trajectory of
the poem. This can be explained by treating thesrpas a narrative of the Wedding

Guest’'s memory in the same way as the story isratnge of the Mariner’'s memory.

This view of TheRime of the Ancient Marineonsiders it to approach a metafictional
structure, but, in this, it does not, as Romamtay conventionally does, raise the issue
of its own artifice; essentially, it documents fassing of experience into memory and
memory back into experience in order to intendiiy tentral effect of this experience
upon the reader. In other words, Coleridge’s esl¢he poet—and the creator of the
piece—is radically negated due to the fact thak#hecreative force of the poem
becomes memory rather than intellect. To reiteB@@amin’s view, the creativity of
the Storyteller comes from the fact that ‘he takést he tells from experience and
makes it the experience of others’ (S, p. 87). itleatities of the Mariner and the
Wedding Guest at the start and the end of the pernonfused to the point that the
Wedding Guest can be conceived as the double didmtmer. As | will show, the
structure ofThe Rimamplies that the Wedding Guest takes on the manfittetelling

the story and thereby implies that the Wedding Gwékpass this responsibility on to
the reader. Therefore, rather than questionindeiiiémacy or truthfulness of the
Mariner’s tale, the doubling of the characters iegpthe reader’s own fall into the
experience of the poem. This metafictional monoecurs in the intimation of a
circular narrative built up in the interplay betwe®e final stanzas and the initial
stanzas of the poem, which become a confusionroditinge voices. This reading of the
poem considers similar issues to Susan Eilenbsggignal reading of the ‘strange

power of speech’ in the poem but it suggests alsatgr links with Coleridge’s
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dramatic theoryAM, |. 587). Susan Eilenberg considers ‘quotationksgas] the
strangely unreliable indices of the borders of shewithin her wider account of the
tale as exhibiting a variety of manifestationstbg*voice of the past®® Specifically
applied to Coleridge’s returning interest in dramhgs distortion of the boundary
between different narrative voices again confr@ateridge’s theorising of dramatic
genre based upon characterisation, and by extetwsitis, a different perspective upon

the use of the supernaturallihe Rime

Read without punctuation, three characters, alindisfrom the poet, can be discerned
in the opening stanzas: the narrator (most oftéerned to as the minstrel), the Wedding
Guest and the Mariner. However, the speech putictudelineates only two speakers:
the narrator must double as either the Wedding Gurebe Mariner. The Wedding
Guest’s lines are clearly delineated in these apgesianzas by speech marks, so it may
be assumed that the Mariner narrates the scendwisthnza six (1798) or seven
(1800), embarks upon his tale. In this sensegfi@ming scene is presented as either a
conversation, a dramatic exchange between MarimGalest, or as a dramatic
monologue spoken by the Mariner (assuming thatihéast out’ the Wedding Guest’'s
speech).The title of the poem supports this assumptiois. Tihe Rime of the Ancient
Mariner, the Ancient Mariner’s rime. However, this asstiombecomes complicated
as the story of the poem unfolds, because paheofale’s function is that it becomes
the experience of the Wedding Guest. The Marir@r®st mesmeric storytelling skill
forces the Wedding Guest to ‘listen [...] like a #angear’s child’ and, by the end of the
poem, he is ‘stunn’d’, going away a ‘sadder andsewman’ AM, I. 15; |. 622; |. 624).

The connection with Benjamin’s Storyteller is olyschere as the Mariner exchanges

183 Susan Eilenbergstrange Power of Speech: Wordsworth, Coleridgelatedary PossessioOxford:
Oxford University Press, 1992), p. 35.
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his experience and makes it part of the experiehtlee Wedding Guest. However, the
connection also operates at a more profound levaifféct the narrative structure of the
entire poem. At this point, the result of the taleevealed as the states of mind of the
Mariner and the Wedding Guest have become indisishgble, as have the states of
mind of the receptive readers of the tale, like bamho was ‘possessed’ by the poem
for many days after. This psychological blendifighe two characters is paralleled by
a narrative blending as, upon the Mariner’s deparfitom the action of the poem, the
narrator reverts to referring to him in the thiergon. Indeed, the departure of the
Mariner is emphasised by placing the declaratian tiie Mariner ‘Is gone;[:]’ through
the enjambment of the line and also through thewaecreated by the semi-colon (in
the 1800 version it is a colon) placed directlgnthe statement. The effect of this line
is further heightened by a sense of immediacy astditement ‘and now’ locates the
narrator and the poem insistently in the presedtthe departed Mariner firmly in the
past AM, I. 620). The reader is not told where the Marimes gone but, perhaps more
importantly, the final line of the poem, which refeo the Wedding Guest, resists
conclusion, and the man who now matches the psyghaf the Mariner in his
inexplicable state of sadness, or remorse, ismetlimto the past tense and ‘rose the
morrow morn’ AM, |. 625). Effectively, the whole narrative thrudgtthese final
stanzas propels the reader back to the start gddbm, which, as mentioned, confuses
the boundaries between speakers. This cyclicabracti the poem suggests a revised
view that it is the Wedding Guest who narratespibem. As a result, Coleridge
achieves the storytelling feat of making one maxgerience the experience of all

those—or at least all those receptive to this siflearration—reading the poem.

The effect of this manipulation of narration betwelee start and end of the poem

recalls the key themes of Coleridge’s dramaticrege In an important revision to
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Wordsworth’s drafts of his own poeffihe Ruined Cottag¢he Wedding Guest is not
‘better and wiser’ but ‘sadder and wiser’ as iftas taken a share in the Mariner’s
crime and its resulting guildM, |. 624)** This reading opens up a clear connection
with Coleridge’s working through of the idea of r@rse in the notes believed to have
been prepared for Lecture Three of his 1808 seagesemorse is defined here as the
‘guilt of ages past’ and it is given distinctly hding propertiesl(L, I, p. 64). As
Eilenberg asserts, this haunting appears as adapanent of the ‘strange power of
speech’ attributed to the Mariner and, by implicatiextended to the Wedding Guest
and indeed any reader receptive to the staM, (. 587). The notion of remorse at
work within the poem becomes more significant, hesvewhen it is considered as an
uninterrupted theme running through Coleridge’stioegnd dramatioeuvre The
attempt to theorise remorse as a motor of creptpaes Coleridge cross-referencing
generic styles and motifs in both poetry and dran@der to attempt to theorise drama
for the Romantic age and, as highlighted in Chaptew, this is directly involved with
the characterisation of the tragic hero. At themp it is important to remember that
Coleridge completed his first full length stageypl@sorio, in October 1797 and started
The Rimean November of the same year. In the same waithiea The Eolian Harp’
can be considered to be a poetic rehearsal ossues that would concern Coleridge
over a decade later in his theory of draiftae Rime of The Ancient Marinassumes a
close relationship with the themes of guilt, renecaisd penitence in Coleridge’s
dramatic theory and practice. Ordonio, the protggjafOsorig, is presented as a
figure who vehemently resists the feeling of rerae@sd in fact scorns those who place
significance on the feeling, and he dies as hisdenaus crime is finally avenged
through Alhadra’s action, which is made to looKateful and unavoidable as possible

in the context of the unfolding of the final scer@sorio (and his later incarnation,

184 For information on this, see Mays’ note to linet@ The Rime of the Ancient Maringr. 419.
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Ordonio inRemorsg therefore, becomes Coleridge’s dramatic embodirokthe
classical tragic framework whereby the protagop#sts for his crime with his life and,
further, the memory of his character is dissolvedleed Osorio/Ordonio craves
oblivion and it is this desire for his death toule#n the erasure of his identity from
earth and assumed transcendence against his bsatfferts to guard his life so that he
may feel remorse and remain within the communigy tloincides with Benjamin’s

distinction between the tragic hero and the ‘cdlaten of heroes’ in th@ rauerspiei

Whereas the tragic hero, in his ‘immortality’, does save his life,
but only his name, in death the characters offtiagerspiellose only
the name-bearing individuality, and not the vitabf their role. This
survives undiminished in the spirit-worlf.

The Mariner is a direct reversal of Osorio as hisaspective narrative indicates that the
‘hellish thing’ he had done, although perhaps motsciously recognised at the time,
immediately plunged him into a static state of melwlic repentance reflected by the
physical inanimation of the ship as a ‘painted 8hgon a painted oceanAM, I. 91; II.
117-18). Therefore, since the Mariner’s crimaas punished by death but by an
experience designed to bring him to remorse, tladitguof his tragic figure becomes
remorse, not retribution. As such, the Mariner lbartonceived as a mournful figure
who comes to represent ‘the very estate of mamezgure’ and befits the
characterisation of th€rauerspiel(OGTD, p. 89). This idea is further strengthened by
the ambivalence of the punishment served on theéniarthe prize won by Life-in-
Death in the dice game. This suggestion that tharr in fact becomes, as Eilenberg
suggests, ‘a zombie’, strikes at the heart of theety surrounding the reception of the

poem and, since the poem’s publication, this idesalimked it with the Gothic

185 Walter BenjaminThe Origin of German Tragic Dramé#&ans. by John Osborne and introd. by George
Steiner (London and New York: Verso, 1998), p. 1Rfrither references to this edition will be givan i
parentheses in the text, using the abbreviai@TD.
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supernatural®® It is a strong suggestion in the poem as itdstfeough many layers of
the narrative structure through the notion thatMiaginer’s voice is resonant through
the Wedding Guest, within the poem as the Herimé ftilot and the boy meet him with
abject horror, and through the Mariner’s own uraiaty on the subject. Even though
he assures the Wedding Guest that his ‘body drapdown’ with the rest of the crew,
he does admit that, at one point, he ‘thought[thelthad died in sleep/And was a
blessed ghostAM, I. 231; Il. 307-8). Added to this is the facattnis ‘glittering eye’
(AM, I. 13) is matched by those of the deceased Miaimeho depart the earth as their
‘stony eyeballs glitter'd on’AM, 1798 version, p. 475, 1.17). The Mariner, it is
suggested (most strongly in the 1798 version) lealsgps died, but the experience of
his punishment and his resulting remorseful sthtaind fulfils the generic code of a
Trauerspieltype play in which the characters are ‘denied sste a beyonddGTD,

p. 79). The Ancient Mariner adheres to Benjamd@scription of the ‘spirit world’,
which, in death, does not transcend but remainsgbdine earth as ‘transcendental
phenomena whose dimension is temporal’; examplegath are ‘dreams, ghostly
apparitions, the terrors of the en@GTD, p. 134; p. 135). By the end of the poem, the
reader has confirmation that the Mariner has gps of identity. Not only does he
appear as a ghostly figure of the past who infictéghtmarish tale upon the Wedding
Guest, he also ‘pass|es] like night, from landated’ to tell others his stornAi\, I.

586). As aresult, the Mariner appears in the siameframe of th@rauerspie] which
‘stand[s] in the narrow frame of midnight, an op®nin the passage of time’ and he is
‘the same ghostly image [which] constantly reappdarthose who listen to his tale

(OGTD, p. 135).

1% Ejlenberg, p. 37.
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However, if the Mariner can be treated as a revemara spirit, that cannot transcend
the earth, he is not the only earthly spirit in floem. The polar spirit is, as the 1834
gloss states, ‘one of the invisible inhabitantshes planet’ and his ‘fellow daemons’
follow the boat after the Mariner’s crime has beemmitted AM, Il. 131-4; |. 393).
Therefore, as Everett cogently points out, Colexisigmployment of the supernatural
stands as a reversal of the decisively Gothic warksnd him at the time. This is due
to the fact that his work originates from withilefinite sense of community and
religious—Christian—certainty in which the Gothgcnot employed as a ‘flight from
the real’ or even a commitment to intellectual ai@n but is, instead, based in a desire
to represent history truthfulfl’ In the case ofhe RimeEverett argues that ‘the true’
for Coleridge was the painful history of the voya@é discovery in which his poem and
its supernatural elements help him to work towaadsnd of exorcism and expiation’

of the fraught historical reality of these voyages:

The process of regret and redress can be carrtday@uwriter only as
an act of communication, of sharing, an openingfugympathy. A
poet cannot open up continents but he can makenrgain in his
solitude and shame, bringing about a kind of chuoctpleasure-
dome’, of sympathetic conjunct attention. It isrrthis expiatory
element, probably, that this darkness cortfés.

This ‘darkness’, an alternative Gothic, seemsdillgth the sentiment of remorse that
maintains its strongest links with drama. In timalf chapter of this thesis, | turn to
Coleridge’s most successful play, and perhaps & rmmediately successful work he

producedRemorsewhich, as | have already suggested with referémtiee ‘Critique

157 Everett, p. 11.
188 Everett, p. 10; p. 11.
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of Bertram, sees him conceiving the theatre as exactly‘iuadl of church [...] of

sympathetic conjunct attention’ to which his draimgteory should be best appli&d.

189 Everett, p. 10.
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Chapter 4. ‘To the Avenger | leave Vengeance ancegart!

The Competing Discourses of Tragedy andirauerspiel in Remorse

4.1 Introduction

Throughout this study, it has been maintained Neat Historicist criticism emerges as
the standard bearer of the revival of Romantic dramd it has paved the way for a
better understanding of the form’s overlooked positvithin Romanticism. By
returning the form to the social, political andtbrgcal roots of the late-eighteenth and
early-nineteenth centuries, New Historicism freesmh, the most material of the major
Romantic forms, from what can be understood, padsiadtly, as the ideal constraints of
the Romantic movement. The New Historicist critredurn to history considers
Romantic drama to be largely concerned with théipal impact of the theatre upon
society and society upon the theatre and, on thraeyh supports the view that
Romantic dramatists had definite reservations amicg the representative qualities of
theatrical display. At the heart of the New Higtmt revival of Romantic drama is a
thematic approach to the historical context of plaagm this period, in which stage
illusion comes to underpin Romantic playwrightstraersiasm for, and misgivings
about, the stage. However, it is the argumentisfthesis that the theoretical location
of the creativity of Romantic drama purely in ite®l and political milieu inevitably
conceives the imaginative capacity of the playwrighbe used at the service of
specifically political requirements. A singulatistoricist reading of Romantic drama,
therefore, risks repeating the established viethisfform as subordinate to others
(namely poetry and the novel) simply because thaddic imagination cannot be
applied to drama in the same manner as it can aertore inactive and isolated form of
creativity. Whilst Coleridge’s dramaturgical stgtes may be read, as Julie Carlson

has shown to great effect, as being directly ingdlwith the social and political
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conditions of his era, they are also engaged witloiking through of the imaginative
potential of this form of literature in the Romanéira. The following study d&emorse
seeks to offer a ‘more nuanced understanding’ déi@tge’s use of the literary
imagination in drama and to show how he may ‘mdateudramatic and literary
conventions’ in order to represent two inextricalbtked problems of drama in the
Romantic agé. In Coleridge’s play, the social dangers of thagination made visual
on stage are considered alongside a related gemebtem of the apparent impasse
between the tragic genre and the Romantic egoh Bsties collide in the Gothic

zeitgeistof the Romantic age, which is a central focushdf final chapter.

First, it is necessary to provide a brief plot susnyof the play and highlight the key
points of revision betwee@sorioandRemorse The evolution of Coleridge’s play
from Osorioto Remorses evidence of his commitment to the dramatic famd,
crucially, to the ideas within the play that de@édtly with dramatic representation and
dramatic illusion. My reading, therefore, takeshatistic view rather than treating
OsorioandRemorseas two distinct texts and is concerned with tlegrtes that emerge
across the both texts. The play opens as Alvahansgervant, Zulimez, return to
Granada after having spent seven years abroadar Ahdisguised on his return and his
political links are ambiguous: he appears to hawuglt for the protestant Low
Countries against catholic Spain and he is linkeithé oppressed Moors in Granada
through a pledge he has given to Alhadra, a Moamisiman. The opening scene of
Remorses dedicated to Alvar’'s account of his brothe@sdonio) attempt on his life in
order that he can usurp the love of Teresa, AMarer. This is a major structural
revision toOsorioas it replaces the scene in which Velez (Valdée2eamorsgpresses

Maria (Teresa ilRemorsgto forget Albert (Alvar irRemorsgand marry Osorio

! George Erving, ‘Coleridge as Playwright’, Tihe Oxford Handbook of Samuel Taylor Colerideg: by
Frederick Burwick (Oxford: Oxford University Pre09), pp. 392-411 (p. 393; p. 394).
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(Ordonio inRemorsg As such, this scene focudgemorseaupon the Albert/Alvar
character’'s ambiguious identity and places the thehthe returning past only upon
him rather than sharing it between himself and Bfarin both plays, Albert/Alvar is
not vengeful in the face of his brother’s actidmst instead wants Ordonio to show
remorse. However, failing to recognise Alvar, Qridoemploys him to evidence his
own death and give Maria/Teresa reason to giveoye lof his return and marry
Ordonio. Albert/Alvar agrees to prove beyond dahlat he has died by acting as a
conjurer who will produce the locket that Maria/@ss had given to Albert/Alvar as a
token of their enduring love. However, in the aoirjg scene, he uncovers a painting
which reveals the true circumstances of the attempn his life. InOsorio, Maria sees
the painting and therefore her faith and hope inefis safe return is thrown into
guestion. However, iRemorseTeresa refuses to be duped by the supernatural
spectacle and she leaves before the picture iglexie Again, whereas Maria shares the
burden of the theme of illusion with Albert (as stees with the theme of the returning
past), Teresa is shielded from the confusion batweality and appearance, and
represents, more clearly than Maria, an ideal faitinuthful representation. Finally, the
revelation of the picture brings together the m@ot and the sub-plot as it prompts
Ordonio to have his Moorish assassin, and husbBAthadra, killed. Alhadra is bent
on revenge and does not rest until Ordonio is dea@sorio he is taken off stage by
the Moors and iflRemorsehe dies at the hand of Alhadra). Alvar has &htleignite
remorse in his brother, but maintains that he fié#ines conclusion whilst also

reminding us of the pledge he had made to the areA¢hadra.

% This is supported by the removal of the ‘The FeMether’s Tale’ in which Maria’s Foster-Mother
recounts a story of past generations of the Veteséhold and served involve Maria more firmly with
the ancestral theme.
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4.2 Coleridge and the Gothic Vision of the Georgiaitheatre

When Coleridge started his second plagorio, in 1797, he was writing for an epoch
steeped in theatricality and a city in which theatne absorbed all manner of the
socially diverse populace. Theatres such as Cdwarden and Drury Lane had
undergone drastic restructuring during the 178@s1at90s in order to increase their
capacity to make best use of the public’s thirstheatrical display, which could
scarcely be contained within the walls of the thesat As Gillian Russell points out,

‘the discourse, practices and images of the the&treaded all aspects of [the] culture’
and theatre’s effect upon the social stabilityh&f eighteenth and nineteenth centuries is
a complex issue that remains open to debdtethe Romantic age, theatre in both its
forms—imaginative liberation and uncontrollablesktion—permeated the social and
political arenas of life, where it promised freedand threatened deluded violence but,
perhaps above all and certainly most practicabipade the business of theatre an
especially lucrative occupation. The economic fienkcreating large theatres was
obvious to the owners of the playhouses, but fos¢hwishing to write plays it was a
double-edged sword. A play capable of entertaitinogisands of spectators at a time
was compromised by the very fact that it had toeapjo the spectrum of society and
also to be intelligible to the thousand-strong ande. In short, serious playwrights
found themselves caught in a vicious circle: ndefore had the theatre offered the
opportunity of reaching so many and such diverskemges, but this number and
diversity would only fill the theatres if they fodrin them something worth seeing. The

volume of theatres also came at the cost of tHe atyd quality of the dramas

3 Gillian Russell, ‘Theatre’, it\n Oxford Companion to the Romantic Age: Britistit@e 1776-1832,
ed. lain McCalman (Oxford: Oxford University Pre$999), p.223. For further detail on the social an
cultural role of the theatre in the Romantic perieek Russell’s article. Drury Lane Theatre helero
three thousand spectators at the time that Cok'sd®Remorsevas playing there (1813). See Samuel
Taylor ColeridgePoetical Works: Playssd. by J. C. C. Mays, The Bollingen Edition of tbellected
Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols (PrincetdJ: Princeton University Press, 1969-2002), xvi
(2001), pp. 1027-1028.
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performed. Allardyce Nicoll states that ‘the inged seating accommodation [meant
that] the distance of the stage from the pit arltbges rendered subtle acting
impossible and forced the performers to indulgeaitt and bombast’. The financial
motivation to increase theatre capacity and accodateoa greater number of spectators
gave rise to a social and aesthetic contradictidhe theatre of which, as highlighted in
Chapter Two, Coleridge was well aware. The theaffiered great potential to support
the social and moral security of the country by nseaf producing accomplished and
thoughtful drama, but this was frustrated by thet that spectators demanded theatrical
spectacle. As theatres became larger, so GotHmdnagna began to increase in

popularity.

This sensational form of theatre became ever mareaable with the gathering
momentum of innovations in stage technology accaonagkby a reliance upon
stereotyped characters and often uncomplicated }pltitis for this reason that Nicoll
suggests that ‘nearly all [poets of the time] wengulsed’ by the inferior quality of
literature afforded by theatre and therefore bagagroduce drama that was intended
for reading rather than performarftéNicoll offers a clear-cut division in drama: piay
that were ‘acted’ and those that were ‘unacted fhe]former becoming, with the
passage of the years, more and more trivial, titerlenore and more divorced from
theatrical needs’. Criticism of Romantic drama from the 1920s to 1#980s takes
Nicoll's assertion as a central assumption. Howea® has been argued throughout this
study, whilst the distinction between theatre arahh is useful as a way of defining

the popular culture of the theatre, it is a lessueate representation of the activity of

* Allardyce Nicoll,British Drama: An Historical Survey from the Begings to the Present Time
(London: Harrap and Co., 1925), p. 301.

® For a detailed account of the techniques employeuioduce stage spectacles, see Paul Ranger, ‘The
Stage Spectacle’, ifferror and Pity Reign in Every Breast’: Gothic Dre in the London Patent
Theatres, 1750-182Q.ondon: The Society for Theatre Research, 1994.)69-89.

® Nicoll, p. 303.

" Nicoll, p. 305.
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writing drama. Poets may have been repelled byatemal theatrical productions, but,
though they often lamented the state of the theatiney were not put off from
experimenting with dramatic forms intended for @eorgian stage. In a letter to
William Lisle Bowles, Coleridge reflects Nicoll'ssertion that the sensational nature
of the recent output of Gothic literature was batlerwhelming in quantity and
distasteful, but this is balanced by the enthusiasrahows for his own play in this

style:

[Osorig is romantic & wild & somewhat terrible—& | shallave
Siddons and Kemble in my mind—indeed | am almostrywef the
terrible, having been an hireling in the CriticaRew for the last six
or eight months—I have been lately reviewing Thenkldhe Italian,
Hubert de Severac, & & ¢ & & c—in all of which dusgns, & old
castles, & solitary Houses by the Sea Side, & awye% woods, &
extraordinary character, & all tribe of Horror a¥igstery, have
crowded on me—even to surfeiting?—

Coleridge’s view of the melodramatic here is mardavalent than Nicoll suggests as,
whilst he is ‘almost weary of the terrible’ he adsnwith a degree of enthusiasm, that
Osoriois precisely that: ‘romantic & wild & somewhattiete’.® This duality in
Coleridge’s attitude towards Romantic theatre, Whécbolstered by his persistent
engagement with dramatic forms and theory, offaralternative insight to Nicoll's
distinction between plays written for theatricatfpemance and dramas intended for
contemplation. Rather than evidencing the ‘evedening gulf between the men of
letters and the theatre’, Coleridge’s criticisntlug content of the plays did not prevent
him from writing a play that made full use of Gathiopes and visual effect$.This
apparent mismatch between his staunchly anti-sensétritical position and his
dramatic practice is a discrepancy in Coleridgesskithat is worth investigating. In

view of his outspoken criticism of the rise of fBethic in England (most notably

8 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Letter to William Lisle®les, 18 March, 1797, inThe Collected Letters of
Samuel Taylor Coleridgeed. by Earl Leslie Griggs, 6 vols (Oxford: Oxfddaiversity Press, 1956-
1971), | (1956), p. 318.

° Coleridge, ‘Letter to William Lisle Bowles’, p. 81

% Nicoll, p. 303.
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through his reviews of the Gothic novels he citesva) and also of the public’s
appetite for productions that played to their sendee evidence of Coleridge’s apparent
turn to these features Remorsénas often prompted the view that the successsof hi
drama is borne out of an *‘act of hypocrisy’ and,tfos reason, it stands as a
compromised piecE. A more empathetic view of Coleridge’s appareniduyisy may
termRemorsean act of expediency against the backdrop ofigtely-regulated
conditions of the theatres and a limiting combimaif public demand and financially-
motivated theatre owners. Nevertheless, the dregairitical view ofRemorsdails to
reconcile Coleridge’s activity as a critic with ltiseative endeavours in drama and most
often concludes that he became prepared to forsgartistic integrity and the

convictions of his dramatic theory in order for play to succeed on the London stage.

This view is exacerbated by the fact that, perh@fsthe exception of Byron,
Coleridge emerges as the canonical Romantic wntest involved with drama in its
public form. Wordsworth, Shelley and Byron all ermented to different degrees with
drama, but none of them matched Coleridge eithbrsextensive theatre criticism or
in the intensity with which he studied the Gothenge through the intricate path of its
evolution from England to Germany and back ontoBhglish stage. The interplay
between the spectacle of visual theatricality dredsfpectacle of the Gothic genre,
though not as consistently argued as other asp&Cisleridge’s theory, certainly
emerges as a significant and unique contributidhecsocial, aesthetic and political
understanding of the English Romantic movementipety because it is involved with
the dramatic form. This fertile area of Coleridgeéuvreis becoming the focus of
increased critical attention, which, drawing upbe &stablished view of the distinction

between Romantic theatre and drama, is seekingrtioeir define this dichotomy with

1 Erving, p. 403.
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specific reference to Coleridge’s contradictorytadie towards the Gothic genre on
stage. A recent important contribution to the gtafithis aspect of Coleridge’s
dramatic work is George Erving’s chaptefTine Oxford Handbook of Samuel Taylor
Coleridge Erving bases his study of the four major playsipleted by Coleridge on

one central assumption:

Critical research must [also] attempt to accountlie apparent

conflict between Coleridge’s dramatic practice dramatic criticism.

In the 1790s for example, he inveighs against tb&iG as a low-

class art form imported from Germany yet he sciierioas a

Gothic melodrama explicitly indebted to Schille@sthic dramarhe

Robbersand ghost storper GeisterseherIn the 1810s, he condemns

Gothic drama as ‘Jacobinal’ yet retaldsorids Gothic features as he

positionedRemorsdor the London stagé.
In the course of his analysis, Erving opens uggbkee of Coleridge’s hypocrisy by
reading botlOsorioandRemorseas reflective of his overall evolution in thoudigm
politically radical and theologically Unitarian &ttogether more conservative. The key
point of Erving’s argument is that Coleridge suders the more politically, and
especially theologically, radical aspects of Allsepersona irDsorioas he becomes
increasingly conservative after 1805. The omissiamm Remorsgof these radical
elements irDsorio, however, also heightens the Gothic effect ofplagy as key scenes
of contemplation such as the ‘Foster Mother’s Tated ‘The Dungeon’ are taken out,
which increases the ratio of spectacle to contetigplan the play. Furthermore, these
deletions imbue Alvar’s character with increaseadsiwy and mysterious overtones on
account of the fact that his identification witsg@ritualised nature is abandoned. The
deletion of Coleridge’s Unitarian ideals from tHayrefocuses the use of nature and
Alvar's magical powers, but, as Erving points dileridge maintains thematic

consistency with the earlier, more radically comediplay. BotlOsorioandRemorse

are based on the thematic struggle between jubafighority and its usurpation, correct

2 Erving, p. 394.
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interpretation and false recognition. These aeeipely the issues at the heart of his
dramatic theory, which, | have tried to argue, confs the revolution in culture and art
from the classical to the modern. Recalling theligts of Otten, Cox, Steiner and
Gottleib, it can be argued that Coleridge’s plgyesents the practice of a writer who
had identified this ‘structural impasse’ of theggaf his era and who was attempting to
propose its resolutiol. The question therefore is not, as is often suggdetiow does
Coleridge’s use of the Gothic evidence his politarad aesthetic hypocrisy, but how is
the generic status and purpose of the Gothic toams&fd under Coleridge’s changing
theological ideas? The answer, | propose, comesigh Coleridge’s presentation of
Alvar’'s character irRemorse In the manner of the Ancient Mariner, Alvar metsito
his ‘own countree’ in order to instigate the maetbrm of his society, a society which
is both unknowingly estranged from divine influeracel has become seduced by a
form of representation that is reliant on visioritie exclusion of sound (or voice) and

holds them in a state of delusith.

This view of Alvar proposes that Coleridge’s in@ieg withdrawal into religious
conservatism rather counter-intuitively also ingigecloser connection with modernity,
precisely because it conceives of mankind as odogmygraceless existence of the
kind that Walter Benjamin identified in the Baroqueurning plays. Erving's view of
OsorioandRemorsas based on Coleridge’s changing political anekbgical views in

general but, applied to Coleridge’s specific ins¢iia the problems presented by drama

13 Terry OttenThe Deserted Stage: The Search for Dramatic Foriiireteenth-Century England
(Athens, OH: Ohio University Press, 1972), p. 4héD works that analyse Coleridge’s dramatic works
according to this theme are: George Steifbg Death of Tragedff.ondon: Faber and Faber, 1961), pp.
106-150; Jeffrey N. Coxn the Shadows of Romance: Romantic Tragic Dram@armany, England and
France (Athens, OH: Ohio University Press, 1987), pp.51Rrika Gottliebl ost Angels of a Ruined
Paradise: Themes of Cosmic Strife in Romantic Tadgg@®ictoria, BC: Sono Nis Press, 1981), pp. 45-66.
4 Samuel Taylor Coleridg&he Rime of the Ancient Marinén Poetical Works: Poems (Reading Text),
ed. by J. C. C. Mays, The Bollingen Edition of tbellected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, 16 vols
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 196020xvi (2001), pp. 372-419 (line 570). Further
references to this edition will be given in parersis in the text, using the abbreviatiivi.
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in the Romantic era, it becomes a literary engagenvih the representation of the
divine as an organising principle in Romantic tidygeErving intimates this when he
identifies the thematic consistency of Coleridgese of the Gothic acro§3sorioand
Remorseas more important than his political inconstaneg Bnks this to the
representation of the hero. Whilst Erving reld@ederidge’s revisions to ‘the elements
in British society he assigns to the roles of hand villain’, | would argue that this
view can be taken further and sees Coleridge engagih the transformation of the
identity of the hero, at which point classical &ldabethan tragic ideals founded upon
divine authority give way to Romantic tragic ideb&sed in the representation of the
self.’® As argued throughout this thesis, the two ovéiagschallenges to Romantic
drama in performance were its potential to createladed audience (and thus affect
the social integrity of the country) and its strlegtp achieve a theoretically strong
model of tragedy that was capable of reconcilirgsical rules with Romantic ideals.
Albert’s heroic status, sanctioned by a naturdtspiised inOsorig, is substituted for
Alvar’s heroism, which, while still associated witie supernatural, magic and the
secular, struggles to make strong links with angdatature, science and, most notably,
the divine. Across both plays, the warring broshean be seen to represent the
opposing forms of the traditional revenge tragealy @oleridge’s new Romantic tragic

drama based in remorse.

By keeping Erving’s observations regarding the ntdiaracter’s heroic status in mind,

a revised understanding of the Gothic in Coleridgiamatic practice comes into view.
This revised view situates the hero, rather thaexaernal and divine controlling force,

as the creative source of drama. The hero alsonbes the figure who sanctions the

interpretative ability of the play’s audience. €uadge himself mobilises the Gothic

' Erving, p. 394.
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specifically when considering the interpretativdigbof an audience or reader and the
apparent coincidences betwelme Rime of the Ancient MarinandRemorsesignal
Coleridge’s interest in this theme across botlpbstic and dramatic theories. The
‘glittering eye’ (AM, I. 13) of the Mariner is replaced by Alvar’s ‘camanding eye’, and
these descriptions serve to link the two charaderaccount of their dramatic
involvement with the visudf Equally, both the poem and the play experimettt ttie
earthly supernatural through an acknowledgemefthefinvisible [...] Beings in the
Universe’, which forms the basis of their repreaémaé strategy involving the
supernatural’ Whilst, as has been argued with referencEhm Rime of the Ancient
Mariner, this is not exclusively tied to Coleridge’s drdimanterests, it comes into play
in Remorseahrough the thematic distinction between soundwasidn and the way in
which these interpretative features can lead tallil&@on or delusion of an audience or
reader. The point that emerges here is that, larldge’s criticism, his reference to the
Gothic can be taken at face value as he descrdmesigonal popular effects that
certainly did dull the interpretative facultiesroheteenth-century theatre-goers. The
traditional Gothic is based in sensation and visind is enjoyed to the detriment of the
imagination. Nonetheless, in his own dramatic ficache transforms Gothic tropes to
create devices that an audience must themselvesateagpon in order to arrive at a

critical stance that engenders a morally sound fofrartistic interpretation.

This positioning of Coleridge’s Gothic practicetangential to the Gothic of the
popular stage identifies his dramatic practice—aneed his ‘true theory of stage

illusion’—as entirely against the grain of the paéwg stage productions of his era,

16 Samuel Taylor Coleridg&emorsePrinted Version) iPoetical Works: Playsd. by J. C. C. Mays,
The Bollingen Edition of the Collected Works of SaghTaylor Coleridge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1969-2002), xvi (20@p),1227-1326, 1V.2.52. Further references to this
edition will be given in parentheses in the tesing the abbreviatoR.

" Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ‘Epigraph’ The Rime of the Ancient Marinén Poetical Works(see note
to The Rimeabove)xvi (1987), p. 371.
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which may be the reason for his critical outbutgha staging oBertram®® Even the
New Historicist revival of Romantic drama contindedind only a conventional use of
the Gothic as a strategic concealment of poliidahls within the plays of the period, as
Hoagwood has shown in his article, ‘Prolegomenarafdheory of Romantic Drama’.
Certainly, the fictional strategies used by ColgeidnOsorio (such as the setting in
inquisitorial Spain, the employment of storytelliag an inactive mode of drama and the
famous incantation scene) accord with Hoagwoodpgsal for a robust theory of
Romantic drama as they served Coleridge’s neegji@sent symbolically his radical
politics in 1797. However, by the tin@soriowas revised and took the form of
RemorseColeridge’s political ideals had altered andotigh his burgeoning theory of
imagination, his interest in aesthetic represemattas strengthening. This is shown
through the passages he chose to cut fdmorio and the increased concern with vision
in Remorse Both these factors signal a more complex thexaledrive in the later play
as Coleridge’s concern with the efficacy and intggf artistic means of representing
historical truth becomes a significantly more proemt feature. In this sense,
Coleridge’s revisions t@sorio change the identity of the play from a commentgrgn
the politics of eighteenth and nineteenth-centurgolee and the tyrannical obsessions
of the antihero, Osorio, to an exploration of teationship between aesthetic
representation and historical authenticity. Ashsdamiliar Gothic thematic territory of
patriarchal authority and its link with the radicalse against an autocratic patriarch
(which reaches its fullest conclusion as the réifbecof an arbitrary divine power) is
replaced by a more unsettling Gothic supernatwaterned, at a generic level, with the
retreat of the divine assurance of classical trage&drhe very fact that the title of the

play was altered from the eponymddsorioto Remorsewhich refers to a key aspect

'8 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Letter to Daniel Stua]6, inCollected Letters of Samuel Taylor
Coleridge(see note to Letter to William Lisle Bowles, abgue) pp. 641-2.

9n this way, Coleridge can be said to anticipatedecond generation Romantics, especially Mary
Shelley’sFrankenstein or The Modern Prometheus
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of Coleridge’s dramatic theory, highlights this nbae in his thoughts about the play.
Crucially, it is Alvar, not the antihero Ordoniohw emerges as both a figure of
imaginative and political freedom and, more amtawndly, the dramatic embodiment of
the secularisation of tragedy that Walter Benjamauld later identify in the

Trauerspiel

Finally, the identity of th@rauerspielpervadefRemorsen dramatic form and

character alike. It has already been argued tbajain’s defence of the staging of the
Trauerspielcan be applied to the vindication of Coleridgdaypas a drama written for
the stagé® In much the same way as in fiuerspie] the source of theatricalism

may not appear in the actionRémorsebut arises, instead, ‘most certainly in its
theatrical representation’, and this emerges moh fthe cumulative action of the plot

but from more isolated moments in the course ofitlaena OGTD, p. 51). As

Benjamin argues, ‘the quality tieatrespeaks with particular emphasis in those violent
actions with their eminently visual appedDGTD, p. 51; emphasis in original).
Although the violent nature of Coleridge’s playm®stly relegated to off-stage
occurrences and encased within contemplations m@nusubjectivity, the visual appeal
of the play, mostly revolving around the conjursagne (which actually does depict a
violent act but in static pictorial form), seemdve sealed its favourable reception. In
a contemporary review of the play, Thomas Barnessihat the theatrical effects of

the play contributed in no small part to it success

We never saw more interest excited in a theatne wes expressed in
the sorcery scene in the third act. The altarifignm the distance,
the solemn invocation, the pealing music of thetinysong,
altogether produced a combination so awful, aslyéaover-power

% See Walter Benjamiffhe Origin of German Tragic Dramintrod. by George Steiner, trans. by John
Osborne (London: Verso, 1998), p.51; p. 185. Furthferences to this edition are given in paresgbe
in the text using the abbreviati@GTD.
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reality, and make one half believe the enchantwhith delighted
our senses.

Here, the effect of the conjuring scene upon Bammasstriking example of its
‘dramatic truth’ and it sees Coleridge producinghvi his audience members exactly
the ‘Half-Faith’ that his theory of stage illusipnoposesBL, I, p. 6, LL, I, p. 134).

By considering the drama as an art-form that pléteserbal alongside the visual and
maintains an immediate relationship with its audesrboth Coleridge and Benjamin
consider what it means for experience to be presemmider the aesthetic conditions of
drama. Both writers break down the generic expiects of an audience that only
knows Greek tragedy. George Steiner notes inntneduction tor'he Origin of

German Tragic Dramahat tragedy is a mythic creation which ‘acts auite of heroic
sacrifice’, whereas th€rauerspielis ‘not rooted in myth but in history> The
difference here is that the two genres comply wiimpeting temporalities: the tragedy
is transcendent and concerned with divine time ed®thel rauerspielis ‘earth-bound,
corporeal’” As already noted, the distinction made by Beijaetween tragedy and
Trauerspielcan be applied to a reading of Coleridge&morseespecially in relation to
the brothers, Alvar and Ordonio, and their respecaittitudes towards retribution for
Ordonio’s wrongdoings. Alvar, a kind of revenamhbelf, views time as a repetitive,
historical phenomenon in which ‘the past lives @gain / In its effects, and to the
guilty spirit / The ever-frowning Present is itsage’ R, 1.2.267-9). Here, Alvar’'s
conception of time is strikingly similar to Benjam's view of time in thelrauerspiel

plays. InRemorsehowever, the brothers are presented as foiledoh other on the

! Thomas Barnes, ‘Review of Samuel Coleridgemorse The Examingr266 (31 January 1813), 73-
4, reprinted inThe Broadview Anthology of Romantic Drarad, by Jeffrey N. Cox and Michael Gamer
(Peterborough: Broadview Press, 2003), p 392.

2 George Steiner, ‘Introduction’ to Walter Benjam@n the Origins of German Tragic Drangaondon:
Verso, 1998), p.16; p.17.

% George Steiner, ‘Introduction’ fbhe Origin of German Tragic Drama. 16. Walter Benjamin
elaborates upon the issues of temporality and ggin two essays that precéide Origin of German
Tragic Drama See Walter BenjaminT fauerspieland Tragedy’ and ‘The Role of Language in
Trauerspieland Tragedy’ irSelected Writingsed. by Marcus Bullock and Michael W. Jenningso
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996pp. 55-58; pp. 59-61.



218
issue of temporality and genre, as Ordonio opersdesrely in the realm of tragedy.
He insists that his guilt should be paid for beytimel human world and he dies yearning
for oblivion, wishing that Alvar could ‘forget’ hin(R, V.1.265). As he states just
before Alhadra satisfies her quest for vengeanoa tnim, ‘Let the Eternal Justice /
Prepare my punishment in the obscure woiR}’\(.1.228-9). Ordonio’s character is
clearly framed in the structure of classical trageHle hires Isidore to kill Alvar but his
more significant crime lies in his own act of murdgainst Isidore. For this, and, in
spite of Alvar’s attempts to make his brother achia state of remorse in the final
scene, Ordonio meets a cathartic resolution asdseedclaiming ‘AtonementR,
V.1.254). His final speech reiterates the senselddf he feels as he has resisted the
purgatory he finds in his brother’surse of ‘forgiveness’ as he openly invites
Alhadra’s vengeance for her husband whom he adpeeédsurder’d most foully’ R,
V.1.215; 235; emphasis in original). Dying, heldegs:

[Alhadra] hath aveng'd the blood of Isidore!
| stood in silence like a slave before her
That | might taste the wormwood and the gall

And satiate this self-accusing heart
With bitterer agonies than death can giv.\(.1.260-4)

Through Ordonio, classical tragedy and the visespécially the notion of the visual as
a form of delusion) are fused and opposed to thiemof the ‘imperative voice within’
(R, 1.1.72) which is associated with Alvar and theasphere of melancholy that
surrounds him. It is an atmosphere of melanchady finds its zenith in the conjuring
scene that Ordonio instinctively feels is ‘too nmelaoly’ for his tragic pretentions and
in which Alvar is most directly associated with theuerspiel(R, I11.1.1). In this

scene, Alvar employs all of his theatrical powecoonpel his audience—both within
and outside the play—to follow him to the cruciadmment, whereupon his picture is

staged for the characters of the play and the aadialike. The picture stands as the
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flash point for Coleridge’s exploration of dramatlasion and, as Sophie Thomas
explains, ‘as an agent of past action, and withieg [it] is [...] extremely complex®?

Its complexity derives from the fact that, withslgainting, Coleridge transforms the
familiar notion of the play-within-a-play, a welkhkwn dramatic device that perpetuates
illusion whilst also calling to our attention thesubstantiality of the audience. Thomas
proposes that the revelation of the painting mafaat work as a double negative in
terms of Coleridge’s understanding of the visuadriama as it actually shocks the
viewer out of his ‘temporary Half Faitf®. In the midst of the dramatic spell of the
conjuring scene, this gives the viewer an oppotyuini understand the truth of the

attempt on Alvar’s life, or to see Alvar’s storys‘d really is’ CL, I, p. 134):

What happens, then, when a painting becomes patagé
presentation, when pictures, as pictures, becomepthe fabric of
dramatic illusion? Is the picture of the assasgnaattempt only a
painting, or does it provide the means to ‘see soimg as it really
is'? Arguably, the insertion of the painting digtsiillusion by
foregrounding, among other things the act of seaiagvell as of
creating, illusiorf®

Thomas’s view of the painting is based upon Cotgrigl well-known comparison
between a picture and a stage presentation in8di$-12L ectures on Literatureand

she draws key comparisons between Coleridge’saiidySchiller'sThe Robbers

which affected Coleridge profoundly. As a ressitte locates her study in the ‘rhetoric
of vision [and] the veiled and the illusory natafethe very truths [both plays] are
driven by’?” However, she also suggests that the paintingrieans of enabling the
accurate representation of past actions, as #ad by Alvar to break through Ordonio’s

constructed and delusory image of the past. Gdytahe painting replaces the locket

24 Sophie Thomas, ‘Seeing Things ("As They Are"):&imlge, Schiller and the Play of Semblance’,
Studies in Romanticis3 (2004), 537-557 (p. 539).

% Samuel Taylor Coleridgéectures 1808-1819 on Literatureg. by R. A. Foakes, The Bollingen
Edition of the Collected Works of Samuel Taylor €idge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univgrsit
Press, 1969-2002), v (1987), |, p. 134. Furthezreafces to this edition will be given in parentlsese
using the abbreviatiobL.

% Thomas, p. 539.

?"Thomas, p. 541.
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as the source of truth and sees both main chasagarg for the supremacy of their
version of the truth. Alvar uses the paintinghe tonjuring scene not only as a means
of conveying truth but, more specifically, as a mseaf conveying the experience of
truth. Effectively, the painting acts within Cobige’s play as a Benjaminian form of
truth, which, in the moment of its revelation, sltaneously marks destruction. As
Benjamin asserts ihe Origin of Tragic Dramathe ‘truth content’ of a work is
brought about by ‘the destruction of the work inieththe external form achieves its
most brilliant degree of illuminationQGTD, p. 31). The painting is the vehicle
through which Alvar overcomes the delusion of tiseial and momentarily brings
poetic illusion, or the ideal, into the real. the truthful representation of Alvar’s
story, the painting is an object that Alvar canta®s As an object, the painting arrests
the infinite trajectory of illusion upon illusiorr,cas it may be termed, the Romantic
notion of infinite reflection. Instead, it confrisnthe audience with a form of
representation that attains a Benjaminian effeetipely due to the fact that it has
become an object. In fact, the image of the olgéatne that Benjamin employs in
bothThe Origin of German Tragic Dramand ‘The Storyteller’ to convey how truth is

best revealed is played out on Coleridge’s stagrutih his stage directions:

(The incense on the alter takes fire suddenly,aandluminated
picture of Alvar's assassination is discovered, aagling remained a
few seconds is then hidden by ascending fla(fe$)l.1.134)

This vision on stage of Alvar’s revelation of thesassination offers a dramatic
representation of the storyteller figure, describgdenjamin much later, who ‘is the
man who could let the wick of his life be consunbgctthe gentle flame of his stor$f.
By claiming for Alvar the ability to represent tegperience of his story truthfully,

Coleridge again makes links between this charactdrithe Ancient Mariner, as both

28 Walter Benjamin, ‘The Storyteller’ illuminations ed. and introd. by Hannah Arendt, trans. by Harry
Zorn (London: Pimlico, 1999), pp. 83-108 (p. 107).
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can be seen as agents through which the past spéhksts full force. The Mariner

and Alvar use forms of representation (the oratysémd the picture as object,
respectively) that cannot be broken down and, eir tompleteness, they resist
reflection in or translation into other forms. Alhimself is well aware of this fact and
relates it to his own faith in the redemptive pb#y of remorse, in which time is
understood, to draw upon Benjamin’s vocabularynassianic rather than linear:

Time as he courses onward, still unrolls

The volume of concealment. In the FUTURE

As in the optician’s glassy cylinder,

The indistinguishable blots and colours

Of the dim PAST collect and shape themselves,

Upstarting in their own completed image

To scare or to rewardR( 11.2.8-15)
This view of bothRemorsend its main character represents a departuretfiem
consensus of opinion that the later version ofollag came to the stage as an altogether
less radical and theoretically compromised worlkawidver, in spite of the fact that
Coleridge certainly did remove key sections oftlegy that voiced his own early radical
politics, | aim to show in the following sectioratithe radical nature of Alvar’s
character was not reduced but instead became |lmiiegith politics but with the

literary. In order to do this, it is first necessto turn back to the play’s earlier

incarnation Qsorig) in which the Alvar character is named Albert.

4.3 Albert /Alvar

Following George Erving’s suggestion that the rewis toOsorio affect the political
identities of each play ‘to a greater degree thaslieen recognized’, it seems
appropriate to position Albert/Alvar’'s dramatic fiffon within the context of

Coleridge’s political and theological radicaliéhAs has already been noted, Albert

2 Erving, p. 404.
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represents religious heterodoxy as his ambiguodsian-conformist identity shows: he
Is a wronged brother, sympathiser to the ‘Belgatest’, a ‘lover’ who ‘school’'d [Maria]
in some newer nonsense’ and a ‘Wizard’ in Moorbess who can ‘bring the dead to
life again’® He is also the character who incites two passtggsjuestion, and
provide alternatives to, the moral codes governethé established Church. The first
of these passages, ‘The Foster-Mother’s Tale’ gsriogether Albert’s various
personae in a suggestive tale, the meaning of wdoofehow remains infuriatingly
elusive to both Maria and the audience. Firstlis Albert as the sorcerer—in the
words of the Foster-Mother, ‘who’er he be’—who $elllaria to go to their Foster-
Mother Os, 1V.2.6). The Foster-Mother then confirms theestcal links between
Albert (the wronged brother) and Maria, his lowgho share this ‘common Foster-
Mother’ (Os 1V.2.5). Finally, the tale provides an imaginaticonnection between its
protagonist and the mysterious sorcerer himsetiudpn his links with ‘the late Lord
Velez', his affinity with nature, his time in a dgeon and his journey to ‘golden lands’
and the ‘new World' Qs, 1V.2.50; 75; 78). In this sense, the tale alldles audience to
perceive the sorcerer and Albert as one and the.s@® Erving states, ‘in addition to
its structural function, the passage associatesrAlbith the tale’s nature-boy
protagonist and thus reinforces Albert’s heterodaigjious identity as a votary of
nature and as the victim of political and religipessecution®* Consequently, ‘The
Foster-Mother’s Tale’ brings out the non-confornvigws suggested by the play
through the persecution of the nature-boy at tmeldaf the Anglican Church, and, in
its links with the characters of the main plotyéicomes a more directly radical (and
therefore unacceptable) feature of the play. ‘Fbster-Mother’s Tale’, however,

affects Albert in more than just a political seaseif he is indeed the nature-boy of the

%0 samuel Taylor Coleridg€&soria, in Poetical Works: Playsed. by J. C. C. Mays, The Bollingen
Edition of the Collected Works of Samuel Taylor €idge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univgrsit
Press, 1969-2002), xvi (2001), pp. 61-148 (11.1B888; 140). Further references to this edition |
given in parentheses in the text, using the abatieviOs

3L Erving, p. 404.
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tale, his identity becomes inextricably linked w@bleridge’s literary radicalism
through thd_yrical Ballads As | have discussed in relationTtbe Rime of the Ancient
Mariner, Coleridge unearthed, in his Mariner, an almosgdtten manner of
communication that allowed for the past to appésgcahcertingly present. Bofthe
Rimeand ‘The Tale’ are concerned with the return of@ressed past and revolve
around themes of human guilt and redemption anciaty they both appear in the
Lyrical Balladsas poems concerning the listener’s ability tororiet the real.
Coleridge’s statement upon the purpose of his paertigs collection reinforces this

interplay between the supernatural, the human laability to interpret:

The incidents and agents were to be, in part aat |supernatural; and
the excellence aimed at was to consist in theastarg of the
affections by the dramatic truth of such emoti@sswould naturally
accompany such situations, supposing them reatl réal inthis
sense they have been to every human being, whovittatever
source of delusion, has at any time believed hiims®ler
supernatural agency.

The identity of Albert, however, is never fixed fhie audience and Coleridge does not
resolve the truth of the sorcerer’s identity asudieas is often assumed. The ambiguity
of Albert/Alvar’s identity and the sorcerer’s idéptis an issue that runs across both
plays. Therefore Coleridge’s presentation of tleeahsuperiority of spiritualized

nature above the established Church becomes sormewh@ ambiguous in both plays
as it is not confirmed whether the character ogesta unquestionably the original

figure of Albert/Alvar or is another in the shadetlre original. InOsorio, we assume
that Maria has drawn a similar instinctive respaiasihe Foster-Mother’s tale as the
audience because she follows the Wizard into tingelon to find out what he ‘knows’t

of Albert’ (Os V.2.125) and irRemorseTl eresa resolves to ‘bend [her] course’ to Alvar,

%2 Coleridge, Samuel TayloBiographia Literarig ed. by James Engell and Walter Jackson Bate, The
Bollingen Edition of the Collected Works of Samuia@lylor Coleridge, 2 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1983), II, p. 6 (emphasis inioad). Further references to this edition will beem in
parentheses, using the abbreviafitin
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finally arriving at the dungeon where he is helg@ner R, 111.2.53). Nevertheless, her
character is given no lines that would confirm gésumption. Furthermore, it is
interesting that in her final recognition of Alb&dvar in the dungeon, she only goes so
far as to declare that she ‘will call [the sorcgAdbert/Alvar’; he is now the sorcerer
with her lover's name(s V.2.128 /R, V.1.88). This refusal to allow the sorcerer’s
identity to merge fully with that of Albert/Alvards the double effect of maintaining the
sorcerer’s status as an outcast and signallinghleatrue Albert/Alvar has not returned.
This has two key implications for Coleridge’s raaism and his theory of illusion.
Firstly, it uncovers Coleridge’s doubts about theegptability of heterodox religion and
at least acknowledges the fact that these non-omigbbeliefs will remain on the
margins of established religion in England. Howeitealso signals Coleridge’s doubts
about his own aesthetic theory in terms of illusids Maria/Teresa is the character
who represents Coleridge’s formulation of poetithfas the ideal form of
representation, her inability to fully accept AlBivar as her lost lover highlights the
limitations of this use of imagination in (dramatiepresentation as it resists
completion or it cannot be assimilated fully witlat@rial reality. Maria/Teresa’s status
in the play is somewhat a reversal of Sara’s stattiEhe Eolian Harp’, as she stands as
the figure who invites the sentiments of the ‘afe passage in the poem into the
dramatic discourse of the play. Nonetheless, MEgi@sa’'s association with poetic
faith and the ‘One life’ perception it may achiewaintains important differences to
those of the poet-narrator in ‘The Eolian Harpirsty, the influence of this discourse
upon the play is made more benign than it is inpibem as it is given to a secondary
character who, as a woman, represents love antnidedage rather than intellectual

creativity®® Secondly, the ambiguous blending of sound aridwvis ‘The Eolian

33 Whilst both Teresa and Sara represent marriatfeeasocial valorisation of the bond of love, they d
so in significantly different ways. Sara is comesl more prosaically as a figure of down-to-earth
domesticity and a pious conformist to establistedidion. However, Teresa is associated more freely
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Harp’ is rejected in the representation of Maria€Ba who is clearly aligned with the
ability to hear and a suspicion of the visual. sTimakes Maria/Teresa into a form of
Coleridge’s ideal audience as she can reject tlhgas of delusion that usurp reality in
order to construct imaginatively a truthful andatieeality through a poetic meditation
upon the dialogue of herself and others. In Bukigiterms, Maria/Teresa is the
manifestation of Coleridge’s distinction betwedme'language of nature and the
language of symbols. The former refers to objebts)atter appropriates the former but
shifts the reference to feelings or ide¥sMaria/Teresa’s reluctance to accept the
image of the sorcerer as her beloved Albert/AhesassColeridge bringing his theory of
dramatic illusion to its final uncertain conclusias he presents Maria/Teresa’s
complete resistance to delusion as a potentiagfofaelusion, or at least error, itself as
she fails to accept the reappearance of the logidar. Although she represents
Coleridge’s theoretical solution to the problentle# theatre’s dangerous usurpation of
reality, she also represents Coleridge’s endumsgnvations regarding the contradiction
inherent in a singularly poetic imagination as Atb&lvar’s ideal and real personas are
never fully reconciled by her. This doubling ofo&ft/Alvar conceives him as a
representative of Coleridge’s dramatic imaginatiwhich is not concerned with the
reconciliation of the ideal (the divine) and thalr@he human), as in the poetic
imagination, but positions the creative sourcenefdramatic in the fallen state of
humanity. It is this understanding of Albert/Alvas a representative of the
unbridgeable severance of mankind from the divimits ensuing impact upon
aesthetic representation that conn&ssorseso convincingly with th@rauerspiel

genre.

with the notion of ideal love, which maintains gufative position above Sara’s mundane and
unimaginative adherence to her church.

3 Frederick Burwick]llusion and the Drama: Critical Theory of the Egiitenment and Romantic Era
(Philadelphia, PA: Penn State University Press;,11.99. 218.
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As a rather uncanny figure himself, Alvar’s langeag the play at times reflects the
spectral repetition of time, in which ‘the narrosarmhe of midnight, an opening in the
passage of time, [allows] the same ghostly imagjecfinstantly reappearOGTD, p.
135). The most obvious example of this occurssrcbhnfrontation with Ordonio

during the conjuring scene, in which, disguisethasmystic, he asks his brother:

What if his [Alvar’s] spirit
Re-entered its cold corse, and came upon thee
With many a stab from a murderer’s poniarg?I{l.1.87-90)

In this rhetorical question, Alvar does not simp@peat the spirit of th€rauerspiel
through a baroque dwelling on violence and the ghysorror of the body. Alvar's
words here reflect precisely the generic conventiotimne Trauerspie] which is
governed by ‘the world of spiritsQGTD, p. 134). This world of spirits, in both
Benjamin’s theory and Alvar’s rhetoric, does notngdy with a classical model of
tragedy as it figures death as transcendence xflaia this, Benjamin cites the words
of the Germarrauerspielplaywright, Gryphius, who declares that he dodshring
forth a God from the machine, like the ancients,rbther, a spirit from the grave’, and
it is precisely this that Alvar is asked to do g brother OGTD, note to p. 134¥° In a
sense, Alvar acts as the figureRemorsevho embodies Coleridge’s dramatic
imagination, which may be considered to reachuile$t conclusion in the discourse of
theTrauerspie] and it is Alvar who highlights the play’s repeftg framework and
rather anti-classical temporality. As Beatrice bkan succinctly declares:

Ruled by spectral time, the time of phantoms, tleeming play did

not display the temporality of discrete, singulacidions typical of
tragedy. Instead, it fell privy to a temporalitiyrepetition, whose

% The fulfilment of this request makes up the contgrihe conjuring scene. As the creative forcthim
play, or at least the scene, Alvar takes on the dekcribed by Gryphius and cited by Benjamin as he
agrees to ‘bring the dead to life agaiR'I{.1.163; 11.2.70). Although this is actually doary to what
Alvar actually does, which is to ‘call up past deeand make them live / On the blank canvals’ (
11.2.43-44).
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operations announced themselves in the play’s segyrmrnamental
repetition of scenes.

AlthoughRemorsaloes not present a repetition of scenes, it dodsté climax in the
heavily ostentatious conjuring scene, which itsedfudesTrauerspielelements of

procession, music, repetition and objects.

Alvar’s repeated questioning of Ordonio in the ecwimg scene mirrors the structure of
theTrauerspieland, in doing so, illuminates a flood of gene&atfires which lie
dormant, waiting to be activated in the rest ofgleg). Alvar’s simple dwelling on the
potential outcomes of Ordonio’s situation in tharoof ‘what if?” is both dramatically
powerful and temporally significanR( 111.1.87). In the same way that Benjamin
highlights the fact that in the hour of midnightrie stands still like the tongues of a
scale’, Alvar pulls back the progression of theegeby the rhythmical repetition of his
questionsQGTD, p. 135). Furthermore, the content of his questi@fers each time to
a somewhat macabre representation of his potestéils as a revenant, his ghostly
form and his ghastly appearance. ltis as if Alwaitds up an image of the spiritual
world of theTrauerspielthat stands in ‘an opening in the passage of imehich the
same ghostly image constantly reappedd$5{D, p. 135). To both Ordonio and
Valdez, this is incomprehensible and horrifyingftasy deal only with a formula of
tragedy. Valdez, appalled by Alvar’'s suggestioaacts to the earthbound imagery
associated with the physical return of the spiyifdaming Ordonio as a tragic hero. He
declares that the ‘unholy fancies’ described byailare incorrect and that Ordonio
stands alone as his only son and ‘Don Alvar’s dmbyther [...who is] most virtuous’

(R, 111.1.94; 99; 101). In this sense, Valdez presédnrdonio as the tragic hero who is

justified by ‘a father’s blessing’ but, for the aedce who know Alvar’s story, this

% Beatrice HanssefWalter Benjamin’s Other History: of Stones, Animalsman Beings, and Angels
(Berkeley: University of California Press, c1998)54.



228
conception of classical temporality is now powdyfaliscredited by the very fact that
Alvar the sorcerer lays claim to the hero’s virara Ordonio is confirmed as a villain

(R, 111.1.100).

The conjuring scene, as it is presented by Alvamesponds with Benjamin’s
characteristically aphoristic comment (which aleeerses established wisdom) at the
end of the first section of ‘Trauerspiel and Traged The Origin of German Tragic
Drama Drawing on an often-used emblem in his work—ghscession—Benjamin
declares that ‘Ancient tragedy is the fetteredelan the triumphal car of the baroque
Trauerspiel (OGTD, p. 100). The elaborate atmosphere of the corgwscene, which

is set in ‘A Hall of Armory, with an Altar at thealbk of the stage [and] Soft Music from
an Instrument of Glass or Steel’ provides a baragieng for just this juxtaposition of
the temporalities of tragedy aidauerspiel(R, stage direction to Ill.1). Furthermore,
Alvar’'s confrontation with Ordonio highlights howe two versions of time are
presented in Coleridge’s drama. Ordonio’s attittadeards the scene pertains purely to
tragedy. When it becomes apparent that Alvar’atspill not ‘Pass visible before [the
party’s] mortal senseR, 111.1.64), Ordonio immediately frames this absenta

system of transcendence. He claims his ‘brother ieaven’ and his language serves
to idealise Alvar whose ‘sainted spirit’ he asksarst on [his] sight’ R, 111.1.83-4)
again. This dichotomy between the two brothersetian the opposition between
Romantic and classical tragic temporalities, i$ gree of a number of dualistic
relationships that Coleridge establishes aroundiiagacter of Alvar. In the final
section, | return to the issue of the tragic gehreugh a comparison between Alvar and
Alhadra. However, in the following section, | wiliscuss the relationship between
Alvar and Teresa as representative of Coleridgeisudation of the divide within the

(Romantic) imagination between a dramatic imagamatind a poetic imagination.



229

4.4 Teresa: The Heroine of Poetic Faith

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the removdhe more contemplative passages of
Osorioto createRemorsesuggests Coleridge’s compliance with the sensaltion
trappings of the Georgian theatre. However, & thiso, Coleridge’s emphasis upon
Teresa’s role, especially in reading his most tiegltscene—the conjuring scene—
becomes an important counterpart to the suggestaiiRemorsesurrenders to Gothic
conventions and visual trickery. Teresa is an irtgya figure inRemorsenot least
because her role extends beyond her presentatiie @sire and powerless victim of
male patriarchy in Gothic fiction, an identity thetmuch more apparent in the Maria of
Osorio. To explain, Maria, though resistant to the pattal line of Velez and his son,
Osorio, lives under constant pressure to marryihispite of her love for Alvar; a point
which is highlighted in the opening scene of theeyms, under the emotional weight of

Velez's persistent appeals, she conceives herselfider the oppression of Osorio:

Press me no more—I have no power to love him!
His proud forbidding eye, and his dark brow

Chill me like dew-damps of the unwholesome night.
My Love, like a timorous and tender flower,

Closes beneath his touckq 1.1.79-83)

However, inRemorsethis representation of male tyranny, a conveuti@othic motif,

is demoted to Act Il in favour of the presentatadrihe returning Alvar. The Gothic
picture of the opening scene is perhaps unfaniia@n audience well-practised in
traditional Gothic conventions. Alvar's openinguees darker overtones of a Gothic
supernatural which, although they may not be imatety apparent, are certainly built
up over the course of the play and can be saitlyffitmbecome present to the audience
with a revenant, reborn from the sea, intent onintgpamends for past deeds. Although

Reeve Parker opines that this earthly supernaquiaity is reduced ilRemorsethe
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ambivalence surrounding the (attempted) murderle@Ais preserved in the revised
play and we can again perceive that the figurelb&A/Alvar who returns at the start of
the play onto the coast of Granada may be ‘a bolkghited by the “spirit” of [the]
assassinated man: a wandering sh&d&he suggested link between Alvar and the
Ancient Mariner is a compelling insight into theleenptive potential Coleridge
discerns within these melancholic, archaic and dtanfigures. Both undergo
profound psychological and bodily suffering at aed return, unrecognisable, to their
former communities. Recounting his experiencedme$a, Alvar echoes the Mariner’'s
declaration that he ‘thought [he] had diedM, I. 307) as he states that he remained on
the rock the assassins left him on ‘as though tue bf death were pass'dR(1.2.291).
This tale has a similar effect upon Teresa as theridr’s tale has upon the Wedding
Guest as it ‘perplex’d [her] / With obscure memofysomething past / Which still
escaped [her] efforts’ to fully comprehendR (.2.318-20). Consequently, it is
implied that Alvar has the same ‘strange powerpaesh’ as the Mariner and, further,
Teresa may be seen as the guardian of correcpratation as the ‘one of three’ who

‘cannot chuse but hear’ the truth of Alvar’s ta#dV, I. 587; . 2; |. 18).

Furthermore, the wrongs of the past are placedmih ancestral framework
whereupon Alvar returns with ‘filial awe’ in ordes secure the remorse of his brother
(R, 1.1.9). Consequentlygemorsaundergoes a generic transformation as the popular
Gothic opening oOsoriois replaced with a Gothic sense of the returniast pvhich
emphasises the dramatic discourse and emotionghina remorse; or as Coleridge
terms it, ‘the guilt of ages past'l(, I, p. 64). As such, the play maintains much
stronger links with the concept of dramatic illusihat ghosts Coleridge’s early

lectures and emerges, at times, in his poetic \@erltn aesthetics of fallen

3" Reeve ParkerOsorids Dark Employments: Tricking Out Coleridgean Trage®tudies in
Romanticism33 (1994) pp. 119-160 (p. 137).
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representation which finds resonance in the sesatawn of the dramatic proposed in
Walter Benjamin’s revival of the mourning playsheldemotion of Teresa’s struggle
with Valdez is important as it, first and foremasinfirms that Coleridge did not aim to
employ the popular format of Gothic sensationalisirRemorsebut, rather, hoped to
alter it from within. Inasmuch as Alvar heralde #ntrance of a new form of Gothic
supernatural that is concerned with his abilityegoord the events of the past truthfully,
Teresa represents a different way of envisioniegdieal femininity of the Gothic
heroine®® No longer located in her identity as a womang$elis ideal form is now
located in her interpretative abilities and heioasgtion with the absolute aesthetics of
poetic faith. Here, her role as the ideal reasl@onfirmed as it is she who must
navigate her way through Osorio’s attempts to ‘wapcher fancy’ and identify Alvar

precisely R, 11.1.41).

To consider this in more detail, it is necessargralyse Teresa’s role in the context of
Coleridge’s concern with the visual culture of theatre. Teresa is Coleridge’s ideal
reader in that she eschews the deceitful imagéshbaisual culture of Georgian
theatre both thirsted for and was deluded by, motbly in her choice to turn away
from the ‘mockery’ of the conjuring scen®, (11.1.20). This revolves around the
thematic struggle between vision and voice inheirettie relationship between Teresa

and Valdez. Coleridge allows this battle to beygthout between Teresa and Valdez on

3 Erving’s discussion of Coleridge’s subversiontu titerary strategy of the ‘explained supernatural
seen in the popular novels of writers such as ARadcliffe offers a thorough account of Coleridge’s
transformation of the Gothic genre for the purpaxfdsis own literary enterprises. See Erving, 3§0-
402. Teresa may be compared to Ophelidamletas she is the focus of the familial power struggle
through the male line in the house of Velez. SHerd from Ophelia, however, in the fact that sheot
prepared to obey unreservedly her father's wishdsshe is asked to go further than Ophelia by
remaining faithful to her lover who is widely acteg to have died. Although Alvar questions her
constancy in a similar though less excessive matonid¥at of Hamlet's questioning of Ophelia, she is
afforded the opportunity in the play to prove hdefity. Consequently, Teresa is given more agemcy
independence than Ophelia, a point which is draneut attention by Coleridge’s replacement of
Hamlet's ‘get thee to a nunnery’ speech with Vedaneffective demand that Teresa marry Ordonio ‘or
to a convent’. The innocent victim of Hamlet'sgimdownfall is replaced with a woman of agency and
personal independence who has a (limited) involvemith the outcome of the play.
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the grounds of the proof, or truth, of Alvar’s fatthe hands of the assassins. It
becomes defined most directly after the conjuriceng as, in a structural repetition of
the first act, Valdez, again victim to Ordonio’scdé, reports what he thinks has been
an act of witness to his son Alvar’'s death. Thieet Valdez believes he has seen the
proof himself through the picture of the assasg&nat-in the first act, Ordonio simply
tells Valdez that Alvar has been ‘captured in sghand’ R, 1.2.67)—but Coleridge’s
employment of dramatic irony emphasises this mdaladed state by making him, in
his opening sentence, confess to a ‘father’s blsdhQ, 111.2.9). The irony continues
through Teresa’s insistence that the ‘voice [...]Hig% whispers to [her] soul [...]/
Speaks yet the truthR( 111.2.28-31) and Teresa’s association with po#dith is

confirmed in Valdez’s rather condescending judgemé&her conviction:

My child, we must not give religious faith
To every voice which makes the heart a listener
To its own wish. R, 111.2.34-6)

The implication in the exchange between Valdez Berésa (in which Valdez’s
comments are laid open to rejection through Coderislframing of them in dramatic
irony) is that Teresa’s interpretative strategysdshwithin the religiously validated
poetic faith, provides her with an unquestionatdstain path to ‘the Truth’'R,

[11.2.31). However, looking back at the progressad Coleridge’s theory towards his
notion of poetic faith, the certainty of this fowhimaginative (re)creation of the truth is
not as simple as may first appear. Recalling Gigers final, much revised, version of
‘The Eolian Harp’, the restfulness of the poet-ator's final achievement of a ‘faith
that inly feels’ comes only when his own poetidtias connected with his lover's much

more prosaic—or historic—ability to will him out dfe illusions he creates for
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himself*® In the same way, in boBiographia Literariaand Lecture Nine of the 1811-
12 series, Coleridge compares poetic faith (thktpabahead of time, to conjure an ideal
‘truth’ from the imagination) to ‘historic faithpresumably, the ability to understand
the past in a truthful manner) but he is carefdltoa@mppose the twd.(, I, p. 363).
Rather, poetic faith ‘transcends even historicdfe{BL, II, p. 134) and is ‘much
stronger than historic faithL(, I, p. 363) but it does not defeat or replacdnteed,
the implication of the comparison is that poetithfand historic faith are two sides of
the same coin. This connection between the paaticthe historical is a crucial point
to remember in the case of Teresa as her stamp@a®ly ideal character in a
predominantly historical form limits her impact ¢(atherefore the impact of Coleridge’s
most prized form of representation) within the pl&n her own, her status Remorse
is barely more important than Maria’s conventioBathic identity inOsorioas she is

at worst overlooked and at best questioned by atheracters.

Nevertheless, the force of Teresa’s role becomengthened by the fact that she is
twinned with Alvar, who is the representative chmhatic illusion. As a result, Alvar
and Teresa can be seen as the guardians of tro¢ipisentation: the poetic and
imaginative powers of Teresa are combined withhietric and dramatic powers of
Alvar in order to envision a ‘completed image’ béir experienceR, 11.2.14). The
fusion of the dramatic imagination and the poatiagination in these two characters
who were ‘born in one day, like twins of the sanaegnt’ R, 1.2.99) is a clear reminder
that Coleridge’s concept of poetic faith can beedhto its roots in the ‘temporary Half-
Faith’ of his dramatic theonL(, I, p. 134). Albert/Alvar is the character thrbug
which Coleridge considers visual illusion as a wayepresenting or re-visioning past

action to an audience who will sit in judgemenhis brother and he is the character in

%9 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ‘The Eolian Harp’,Roetical Works: Poems (Reading Tert), by J.C.C.
Mays, Samuel Taylor Coleridge: The Collected Work8 vols (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2001), XVI, p. 233 (line 60).
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the play charged with the task of making otherses@ats as they are, or to ‘see the
thing as it really is’I(L, I, p. 134). In this sense, Albert/Alvar’s retatship with

illusion is split: he needs to revive past actionerder to repair the corrupted images of
the present (such as the shocking assassinatiotingeand Maria/Teresa’s locket,

fallen into the wrong hands) but in dealing witlesgk unstable images, he also needs to
listen to his moral ‘imperative voice withinR(1.1.72). Therefore, Albert’s stories
emanate from his memory. His creative retellinghese stories is grounded in an
original historical occurrence and they are usedgdide images of guilt; they are, in
short, the example of the dramatic imagination Whscgrounded in the remorseful

state of human guilt. Zulimez points out that Alsalmost magical talents as a painter
can ‘call up past deeds, and make them live / @btank canvassR| 11.2.43-4). In

this way, Alvar’s powers as an artist who can rewive past are bound to his role as the
sorcerer who ‘will uncover all concealed guilt’ aage combined in his sole aim to
‘rouse within’ Ordonio ‘REMORSE! That [he] can sg¥@rdonio] from himself’ R,

111.1.33; 1.1.18-19). As Sophie Thomas argues:

The ‘magic mirror’ that Alvar wishes to hold up [.lihks Ordonio’s
particular lack of remorse to a general historazaidition, in which
aesthetic completion is a metaphor for human redienig®

However, Maria/Teresa’s role in the theme of vistomes through her imaginatively
constructed narratives. This becomes apparent wieesompare Maria’s opening
speech to Albert’s initial conversation with Massa he returns to GranadaQsorio.
Maria’s first long speech is concerned with how stay navigate the truth of Albert’s
apparent disappearance and remain faithful to higpite of the news that he may be
dead. This debate between Maria and Velez edt&isli€oleridge’s opposition between

illusion and delusion throughout the play (where tfope of dreaming is often

“*Thomas, p. 547.
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exploited), an opposition which rests upon the mxte which the character (and, by
extension, the audience) is in control of the ibnsbefore it. As Burwick states, ‘the
power of illusion secured by volitional controltble imagination is a major concern of
Coleridge’s tragedy*’ Maria is keen to point out that, no matter hontéatical her
‘sweet visions’ may be, she is the one who ‘shdpafsl ‘frame[s] them and she is
therefore in full control of thens 1.1.24; 28). Consequently, she is able to snstai
her fidelity to Albert and the hope of his retuwhich enables her to avoid a tragic
outcome to their love story. As she states, itldidae ‘horrible’ if, ‘in a most assur’'d
reality / [Albert] should return, and see a brothanfant / smile at him from [her] arms’
(Os 1.1.51; 47-9). Furthermore, she uses these éayals (or, in Coleridge’s terms,
these waking dreams) to defeat the delusions that heen fed to Velez and by which
he has been deceived. Velez's deluded state éaley by his willingness to believe an
image that has been fed to him, over which he baontrol as his subconscious, or
sleeping dream, impresses upon him disturbing isafjiesswarthy faces’ and the
capture of Albert@s 1.1.65). The dream itself is an example of aigien as it is
given to, not conjured by, Velez, and even morassit is a falsehood created by the
antihero, Osorio. Consequently, Maria stands adigjure able to negotiate the
territory of illusion and delusion within the plajt is she who offers the audience an
example of how to use correctly Coleridge’s twondaic theories, the willing
suspension of disbelief and poetic faith, withallifig into the trap of believing that,
‘the picture [is] the Reality’l(L, I, p. 134). Maria succumbs only to her own visi@f
the truth and therefore remains in full controboly image she perceives (in fact she
actively rejects all of the play’s pictorial repegsations). It is her rejection of the

visual and her faith in the voice as a way of dateing the truth of the past that set her

“1 Burwick, p. 269.
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apart from the other characters in the pfayds a result, she becomes the figure
through which Coleridge expresses the most advapord of his theory of drama (as
it crosses into his poetic theory), as she is ablenderstand the power of language to

activate the listener’s imagination.

However, Maria/Teresa also displays limitations] @oleridge resolves these through
the double bond of an imagined family connectiod her romantic love with
Albert/Alvar. To Maria/Teresa, the visual is somag to be viewed with suspicion and
distrust as it turns imagination into reality armhfronts the eye with ‘some trick’ that is
so compelling that the spectator will be deluded igiv[ing] substance to the shadow’
(Os Il1.1.112; 114). This notion is carried furtiarRemorses Teresa is not prepared
to take part in the ‘lawless mysteries’ of the mizdion scene and she leaves the scene
before the assassination picture is revedRedl(1.116). Unlike Albert/Alvar,
Maria/Teresa does not carry the burden of reposdier shoulders and she is at liberty
to create tales which are conjured from her imagnaconsequently she becomes
linked with Coleridge’s concept of poetic fafth.In short, Albert/Alvar uses illusion to
recreate the past: his dealings are with memoryecr@ating the true picture of the
past which, though contested, has existed andawknMaria/Teresa, on the other
hand, refuses to deal in images. For her, truthesoonly from a form of creative
illusion that is free from any restrictions basedwhat has been known and she
distrusts any visual replication of this past. Rer, the only form of illusion that is

trustworthy is a highly personal form of imagina&tinarrative, such as the Foster-

“2|n his deluded state, Velez claims that Marial{dpt] forgett'st a tale / [She] ne’er did wish tearn!’
(Os 1.1.70-1), but, as we learn, she is right toliie &s it is a tale of deception. Coleridge builgen

the theme of image versus narrative by linking lllgand Albert) with the idea of the voice wherersbu
plays as much of a role as the narrative. Indaise, Coleridge appears to be opposing visiors@unad
within the play where the different modes of imagetjon and report are secondary to these
fundamentally philosophical concepts.

43 Coleridge outlines poetic faith in Lecture 9 of hi811-12 ectures on Shakespeasich sees him
departing from his notion of dramatic half-Faittdenlly embracing A. W. Schelegel’s dramatic theory
Perhaps Coleridge’s most famous use of the terowtip faith’ is inBiographia Literarig ‘that willing
suspension of disbelief for the moment, which citutets poetic faith’, BL, 1l, 6).
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Mother’s ‘sweet tale’, which creates an idealiseife and targets the heart of what is
true even if it bypasses what is re@k(1V.2.70). This inability of Teresa to
comprehend fully the visual aspects of the plays{asdeals only in those images that
are evident in the reader or listener’'s mind asoayect of poetry) has significant
implications for the scope of Coleridge’s dramaieory. Teresa is cast as the ideal,
she is the character who represents his idea diicdaéh in its purest form. However,
her character, and by extension, the notion ofipd&th as it works in the drama of
Remorseis never fully assimilated into the resolutiortioé play. Even in the
resolution of the play, the audience is reminded #e is an outsider as she requests
the other characters to include her in the reuniovialdez and his son, Alvar. When
Valdez finally recognises Alvar exclaiming, ‘My ddvly Alvar! bless, Oh bless him,
heaven!, Teresa asks rather feebly, ‘me too, nhei®’ R, V.1.278; 269). Almost
forgotten in this final scene, Teresa’s poetidfappears to be overruled by the
dramatic action of a plot that is finally resolviedAlhadra’s act of vengeance. Indeed,
Coleridge’s choice of resolution for the play bsrtggether the parallel theories of
vision and (tragic) genre upon which the charasétion of Teresa, Alvar, Valdez and
Ordonio in the main plot have been developed.hénfinal section of this chapter, | will
turn to the characters of the sub-plot in orddrighlight the way in which Coleridge
delivers his final statement on these themes ashtiacters of the main plot and those

of the sub-plot are finally reunited in the clossggne of the play.

4.5  The Competing Narratives of Remorse and Revenge

The sub-plot oRemorsas free from the complexities of Coleridge’s comcwith

aesthetic illusion and is clearly aligned with agmmal and cultural struggle for justice.

Alhadra, the driving force of this sub-plot, islaar foil to Alvar’s drive for remorse in
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the main plot, as upon hearing the story of thenapit on his life she asks, ‘Dreamt you
of no revenge?’R, 1.2.306). In addition, she displays no interaghe imaginative
activity of Teresa and Alvar, claiming that ‘theseno room in [her] heart for puling
love tales’ R, 1.2.313). Therefore, Alhadra is a central figure¢he play not simply
because she can be identified as the characterephnesents those suffering under
political and religious oppression but also becalseholds revolutionary faith in, and
is the bearer of, revenge in a plot that is driegranother character’s aspirations for
remorse. Whilst her stage presence is reducBgimorseher influence overall is
significantly increased by Coleridge’s augmentatbthe bond between herself and
Alvar. As has already been pointed out, ‘The FeBtether’'s Tale’ assumes a status in
Coleridge’s aesthetic theory beyond that of aréitnf the play’s moral concern with
the correct use of power and reform as he isothtesxtract fronDsorioand alters its
formal identity by placing it inLyrical Ballads Indeed, Reeve Parker’s description of
the tale’s ‘ghostly genealogy’ as the basis of maintye archaic echoes (presented in
the drama as generational prolepsis) that haurlttef Osorio brings to light the
same kind of temporal dissolution discussed witeresnce to the Ancient Mariner’s
identity in Chapter Thre? The fact that Coleridge identified ‘The Foster-Mertk
Tale’ as an extract worthy of taking its placehie same volume ahe Rimehighlights
the fact that Coleridge identified the figurativélgunting qualities of the tale as
thematically consistent with, and, in terms ofdtamatic origin, an especially apt
complementary piece, to aspects of his literariadal Arising from these revisions to
Osorig, therefore, appears to be a considered interabgbmeen classical and
Romantic tragic genres and, through the relocaifairamatic extracts into poetry, a
connected consideration of the influence of Roneathiéory upon poetry and drama

respectively. In investigating these revisionsighlight the fact that Coleridge does

“ Parker, p. 148.
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not, as Erving suggests, tudsoriointo the ‘less religiously heterodox politically
radical and altogether less complex dramaReforse® Rather, whilsRemorse
certainly does she@sorids radical elements, perhaps in favour of a mongupar and
accessible (stage) version, it also refocusesdah®plexity inherent in both plays away
from a questioning of the legitimacy of politicaéharchy and towards a consideration

of how the ideals of a society may be reflectedhimiiramatic genre.

Much of the focus on the revision of this play ceatupon the deletions of extracts
from Osorig, but of equal importance are the lineRiemorsehat are added, and
especially the effect of these additions upon tidirey of the play. Coleridge noted
that the play struggled under the weight of thé flaat it ‘presupposea long story; and
this long story, which yet is necessary to the detepunderstanding of the play, is not
half told’.*® Clearly, the central figure of this long stonyAbert/Alvar, whose past is
delivered to the audience through descriptions,esminscure’ and others more defined,
of his former life as a Maria’s lover, Osorio’s vaged brother and a political activfst.

In these stories, his motivation for the pursuihisf brother’'s remorse is clear, but,
crucially, inOsorig, this motivation for remorse is confused by hisntification with
another long story that is reported from even frrteyond the boundaries of the play’s
timeframe in the sketchy identification of himsaifd the nature-boy protagonist of
‘The Foster-Mother’s Tale’. As such, Albert tal@sovertones of revenge precisely
because his personal motivation for remorse is dhixigh a sense of cultural
oppression associated with the punishment of tiggiaes waywardness and cultural
difference of the ‘pretty boy’ of the tale ‘who researnt a prayer, nor told a Bead’

(Os IV.2.30; 32). ‘The Foster Mother’s Tale’, it seg, is Coleridge’s first attempt to

4> Erving, pp. 404-5.

46 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ‘Preface’ @soria, in Poetical Works: Play¢see note t®sorio, above),
pp. 149-50; emphasis in original.

" Coleridge, ‘Preface’ t®sorio, p. 149.
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start to impart the narrative of the long storyt fhi@cedes the action of his play and, in
terms of the play’s structure, it is introducedhgsastoral relief from the murderous
cavern scene. However, both these aspects cdlihare problematic, not only because
its identification of Albert with the boy of theléaserves to proliferate his supernatural
status as a returning spectre of past generationslso because Albert’s influence
upon the tale inverts its pastoral and absolutditgyueendering it more troublingly
Gothic. As Reeve Parker states, ‘The Tale’s ghagthealogy is embedded in a Gothic
anti-pastoral’ that is not contained within thegraeters of the tale but encroaches,
disturbingly upon its denouement, into the actibthe play*® In fact, the tale
effectively repeats the cavern scene’s commandingefas just as Ordonio’s story is
finally acted out in his murder of Ferdinand so yoeath on the boat can be considered
to have returned to ‘the land of his fathers’ ®)gtart the play as Albert. Parker
explains: ‘From just such a rumoured fate abodrdat, also narrated by a younger
brother, Albert returns, disguised at the beginmifithe play’?® This identification of
Alvar with the wronged nature-boy confuses Alvatésire for a moral revolution based
in the notions of remorse and forgiveness by besio@ating him with an unchanneled
wildness and augmenting his personal motivationséngeance. Reeve-Parker
highlights this point through his discussion of thgers of haunting that pervade

Albert’s character ifDsorio

The inseparability in Albert of motives to virtuachvengeance
constitutes much of what Coleridgean drama istkadlua[...] Osorio’s
‘harmony’ consists in the repeated effects of smeliaphors as
‘haunt’ [...] They tease the reader across the barderghostly
impossibilities that generate the drama of vengedwwsering
throughout the play’

“8 parker, p. 148.
49 Parker, p. 150.
0 parker, pp. 143-4.
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However, the omission of ‘The Foster-Mother's Tdfem Remorsalisassociates
Alvar from the spirit of natural wildness and veagee that defines the ‘poor mad
youth’ of the tale Qs 1V.2.79). Whilst this does play down the radiaatbitions
belyingOsorioand deletes a key moment of contemplative stdirygethat counters the
Gothic intensity of the play (two aspects that ofie at the heart of the critical
disappointment ilRemorsg it has the double effect of strengthening treothtical
distinctiveness of the later play. Here, Coleridggaces the ‘long storyhat rests
solely upon Alvar with stronger intimations of aface to the play that lies in the
relationship between Alvar and AlhadfaColeridge maintains a sense of Alvar’s
spectral identity irRemorsehrough the continued suggestion of the doubletitieof
Alvar and the sorcerer, which comes into clearestn the conjuring scene and
Teresa'’s attitude towards him at the end of thg, @aoint which offers a stronger
sense of consistency regarding Coleridge’s employmoiethe Gothic than has been
acknowledged. However, important to the overamgloonsideration of remorse and
revenge that acts as the driving force of the igltihe disassociation of Alvar with any
personal motivation for revenge. To achieve tGleridge does not complicate his
Gothic play with a pastoral narrative that suffensler the supernatural associations of
its protagonist but maintains a formal consistenii his protagonist by suggesting an
ancestral link between him and the purveyor of ngee Alhadra. Drawing on the trope
of the dungeon, Coleridge creates a doubling obA&nd Alhadra through their
language that describes their time in confinemémthe shadows of the play’s past, it
is possible to ascertain that Alvar and Alhadraehaet before in the dungeon. This
link between the two starts with Alvar’'s metaphaor liis hope in the first act:

My long captivity
Left me no choice; the velyishtoo languish'd

With the fondHopethat nurs’d it; the sick babe
Droop’d at the bosom of its famish’d mothdRr, (.1.34-7; emphasis in original)

*L Coleridge, ‘Preface’ t®sorio, p. 150.
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The nursing imagery is then repeated in Alhadre¢erd of her time spent in the
dungeon, but this time, the reality is that she ssfamish’d mother’ who was

nursing her ‘sick babeR;, 1.1.36-7):

| was a Moresco!

They cast me, then a young and nursing mother,

Into a dungeon of their prison house]...]

My infant quarrelling with the coarse hard bread

Brought daily: for the little wretch was sickly—

My rage had dried away its natural fooR, [.2.200-3; 210-12)
The interplay between Alvar’'s metaphor for his dvape and Alhadra’s despair at the
thoughts of failing in her maternal duties as tbargian of her child, essentially the
hopeful future of her race, forms a bond betweenwo characters before the
timeframe of the play. The meeting of the twoas mnreservedly confirmed but is

definitely implied through Alhadra’s description thie ‘one human countenance’ she

met in the dungeon:

when the door,
Slow opening at the appointed hour, disclosed
One human countenance, the lamp’s red flame
Cower’d as it entered and at once sunk downl.2.205-8)
The suggestion, here, of a meeting arranged féa@pointed hour’ seems to connect

Alvar’s political radicalism to this meeting andh@dra intimates in a later meeting that

she recognises him:

If what thou seem’st thou art
The oppresses brethren of thy blood have need
Of such a leaderR( 11.2.3-5)

The link between the two characters is then brotmits fullest point on stage when

Alvar claims that there has been a pact betweetwh@f them. Alvar, it seems, has
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returned to his country to identify his brothertsyee against him. However, Ordonio is
not simply identified with this crime but also, dlugh his strong links with the
Inquisition, can be seen as a figure of culturgrepsion. Ordonio’s guilt is doubled
and, although Alvar cannot bring his brother tdigeshimself (presumably because he
feels he should protect Teresa from any repercassrom his actions), he concludes

that Ordonio will have to face the vengeance ofaflifa and her race:

| sought the guilty,

And what | sought | found: but ere the spear

Flew from my hand, there rose an angel from

Betwixt me and my aim. With baffled purpose

To the Avenger | leave vengeance, and depart!
Whate’er betide, if aught my arm may aid,

Or power protect, my word is pledged to thee!l{.2.15-21)

By now, it has become clear that Alvar is absolegdny personal link with revenge in
this play and that his quest for the remorse obhigher has become inextricably linked
with the thirst of Alhadra for vengeance upon tppressors of her race. Consequently,
whilst Alhadra is given a central role with@sorio, her independence from the familial
genealogy of the characters in the main plot, gdi@d by ‘The Foster-Mother’s Tale’,
renders her role in the play that of an uncompdidaepresentative of political
oppression. She features thematically as the Mefac personal and cultural revenge
and, whilst her attitude towards vengeance wawugpeiats, her role is more or less
straightforward in terms of bringing Osorio, theatyt, to justice. Alhadra’s dramatic
status as the vehicle for revenge has importaniicatpns as the counterbalance to
Albert/Alvar’s connections with remorse. UltimateAlhadra provides Coleridge with
a way of clearly demarcating the line between remand revenge as tropes of
competing tragic genres Remorse-something which does not happerGsorio—
precisely because he links her more strongly witraAin the timeframe preceding the
action ofRemorse However, Coleridge takes this further by inchglin the play a

second turn in the dungeon for Alvar whereby hagiain the ‘one human face’ that
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‘sustain[s] a female counterpart; this time, Terds V.1.43). Alvar, here, emerges as
the support for both Alhadra’s political realitychieresa’s poetic imagination as he
rescues both from the inhuman depths of the dung&berefore, the character of Alvar
stands directly between Coleridge’s active sub-giat his inactive main plot and the
death of his brother finally reveals the connecbetween the two through his link with
Alhadra. Whilst Ordonio’s death is ultimately legiised as an act of vengeance for the
only realised crime that takes place in the plagton (the murder of
Isidore/Ferdinand), Alhadra’s personally motivaéet also brings about the play’s
cathartic resolution. The death of Alvar's dreamemnorse arrives not only at the point
at which the play’s reality finally overpowers itsagined potential through Alhadra’s
action, but also at the conclusionRemorsetself: the point at which the audience is
awakened from the dream of the play. This is $icgmt because, at this point, Alvar’s
connection with the revenge plot through his path Wlhadra, and the effects of this,
are at their most apparent. As Alvar points ouadn Il, he has ‘fought’ a ‘long time
against oppression / And for the native libertyaoth / [he has] bled and suffered
bonds’ R, 11.2.6-8). Although Alvar has ‘dreamt [...] obmevenge’ against Ordonio
for the personal suffering he has endured, histgoe§ouse within [Ordonio] /
REMORSE! becomes inextricably tied to the politipbot attached to Alhadra’s
Moorish identity precisely because he fights fa tippressedy 1.2.307; 1.1.19-9).
The inevitable progress of the plot has not ongrbeealised by the end of the play but
is also fully acknowledged in Alhadra’s parting wsr As she stabs Ordonio, she
shows a clear understanding of the machine ofgeistirough the atonement in which
she is taking part, exclaiming ‘The deed be ming) [Now takemylife! (R, V.1.254-5;
emphasis in original). Similarly, although Alvasgears throughout the play as the

figure who offers the audience an alternative fofrsocial justice to that of reactive



245
punishment, he too concedes that even Heavenagetates according to punitive

laws:

Arm of avenging Heaven!
Thou hast snatch’d from me my most cheris’d hope —
But go! My word was pledged to [AlhadraR,(V.1.256-8)

In a mirror of Alvar’s relationship with Teresajstapparent that the two characters
work only at their most effective when they aretedias one. Just as the union of
Alvar’'s dramatic imagination and Teresa’s poetithfaelivers the most faithful
representation of (past) experience, so Alvar alihdya’s ambitions for their particular
form of justice are dependent on one another agid itidividual hopes may only be
reified in their association with the other. Asancluding statement, Alvar’s words
upon the death of his brother appear to bring aBalgridge’s final judgement on the
dramatic vision of the Romantic era. Coleridgasjgct of the dramatic representation
of remorse has envisioned his self-appointed Hek@r, taking the ‘non tragic’ vision
of Romanticism to the brink of dramatic realisatidnYet, Coleridge concedes,
perhaps his ‘most cherish’d hog®&,V.1.257) the hope of restoring the English stage to
its former Elizabethan glory is, in the Romantie agn unattainable vision and his
remorseful play finds its conclusion, once agairthee retributive mode of classical

tragedy.

%2 Steiner,The Death of Tragedy. 128.
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Conclusion

Throughout this thesis | have argued that a pradeieind illuminating connection can
be made between the works of Samuel Taylor Coleradgl Walter Benjamin. A

fruitful starting point for addressing this linktise attempt of both writers to rescue the
form of drama from what they perceived to be theegie stranglehold held over it by
the classical age. However, | have demonstratedyisuccessive chapters that the link
between the two writers becomes more profoundeisttieories of drama and dramatic
genre unfold. Benjamin’s understanding of Trauerspielas an immanent, that is,
self-contained, form referring to nothing beyorseit focuses the critic upon drama as a
material and ‘counter-transcendental’ fotnin other words, the ‘formal language’ of
the mourning play concentrates not upon poeticesgion but upon its ‘content’, its
history? As a result, the visual aspect of the mourniraypand the significance of the
objects on stage, become the focus of meaningh Betnotion of divine authority that
the hero must challenge, and the notion of an eateystem by which a play can be
judged, are replaced in the mourning play with@&gme community whose expressive
ability comes from what lies within their historicatuation. This secularised vision of
the modern dramatic form emerges most notably iler@ye’s dramatic theory, as |
have demonstrated, in his attempt to define hisdte motif of remorse, the purely
historical element of the dramatic imaginatiorhalre traced this idea through aspects
of his poetry and critical theory, and argued thatiiminates in the portrayal of the
warring ideals of remorse and revenge in the tvadhiars of his plajRemorse As
Ordonio acts upon the classical vision of divinggement and Alvar attempts to rescue

him from his inevitable destruction by ‘rous[ingjtiin him REMORSE’ so Coleridge

! George Steiner, ‘Introduction’ to Walter Benjaniline Origin of German Tragic Dramé#&ans. by John
Osborne and introd. by George Steiner, (LondonNewt York: Verso, 1998), pp. 7-24 (p. 16).
2 Walter BenjaminThe Origin of German Tragic Dram@aee note to Steiner, above), p. 44.
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presents the increasing tension between the gemdei of classical tragedy and the

attempt to stage a Romantic ideal of human redempis the modern tragic vision.

My linking of Coleridge and Benjamin implies thaete is a fluidity between the
literary movements of Romanticism and modernisomonnect this in turn to a
conscious movement, which becomes increasinglyeetiflom the Romantic age,
towards the resistance to the definition of categofThis is particularly insistent in
Benjamin’sThe Origin of German Tragic DramaAs this study has outlined, a number
of key critics, including Kathleen Wheeler, Paulniiion, Jerome McGann and Julian
Knox have gestured towards and even proposed lsrigegsveen Coleridge and the
modern, and my study builds upon the connectioatttiey propose. However, in
spite of a revival of interest in Coleridge’s drdimmavork following New Historicist
attention to the plays, the modern turn in thisigigant area of his writing remains
overshadowed by more established criticism thasde#h his Romantic and classical
genealogy. Although Julie Carlson has revivedregein the dramatic features of
Coleridge’s work, such as the concept of the contmangenius, which lie beyond
mainstream critical interest, her work remainsddydNew Historicist and does not
consider the strength of Coleridge’s dramatic edgeimn formal or generic context.
Similarly, Chris Murray’s recent publicatiomragic Coleridge is another example of
the revived interest in Coleridge’s drama. Muraagues that Coleridge’s dramatic
work was securely located within a Romantic idegl¢ig spite of the problematic
reconciliation between Romanticism and the dranfatim) and he also finds classical
influences running throughout Coleridge’s dramagavre Whilst | do not contest that
these are strong elements of Coleridge’s dramasiatity, my aim is to juxtapose his

Romantic identity with intimations towards modeyrtihat are best found in his

3 Samuel Taylor Coleridg&emorsdPrinted Version) ifPoetical Works: Playsed. by J. C. C. Mays,
The BollingenEdition of the Collected Works of Samuel Taylor €adge, 16 vols (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1969-2002), xvi (20@}), 1227-1326, I. 1. 18-19.
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dramatic writing and, in a way, establish a dualigision of the dramatic form under
the guardianship of Coleridge. Throughout thesth, my aim has been to uncover the
dramatic significance of Coleridge’s work, argueifs contribution to the proto-
modernist elements that lie within his literary i@sflements and underwrite his own
(Romantic) theory. | have interrogated the waywlmch this new understanding of
Coleridge’s dramatic theory can be consideredftaence some of his major poetic
works and théiographia Literaria These include a detailed understanding of Hge u
of the will as it appears in his poetry as welhasdramas, the motif of remorse and the
identification of Coleridge’s dramatic supernatuaalbaroque rather than Gothic. | see
these aspects of Coleridg@suvreas some of his most original work in one of the
most problematic areas of Romantic literature.esehareas of his dramatic work
demand further investigation in order to highligidleridge as a unique figure whose
work spilled over the boundaries of Romanticisno imodernism and whose poetic and

dramatic works overlap in a more significant marthan has been recognised.

In Chapter One, | established the critical and tbiecal links between Coleridge and
Benjamin based upon their shared interest in di@mdathe suitability of Benjamin’s
critical concept of the constellation to Coleridgdramatic work. A key point of this
Chapter was to rescue Coleridge’s dramatic theodypaactice from its assumed
location within Romantic drama’s resistance toacand withdrawal from theatrical
spectacle. To do this, | introduced Benjamin’slieg of the German mourning play in
order to offer an alternative view of Coleridgeisderstanding of dramatic form and
genre. A key assumption ®he Origin of German Tragic Drama that the drama of
the German baroque age is a secularised form, wimiehparticularly anti-tragic
manner, acknowledges the severed links betweeninthakd the divine. This notion

underscored my argument in Chapter Two, which sette common themes between
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Benjamin’sTrauerspielstudy, Coleridge’s 1808 Lectures and the latematac writing
in Biographia Literaria This chapter connected Coleridge’s portraydahefevolution
of the English stage to Benjamin’s descriptionha secularised drama through the two
writers’ shared interest in the Middle Ages. Bahimed to reassert the significance of
certain dramatic motifs in Coleridge’s work, suchtlae commanding genius and the
idea of remorse. My closing account of Coleridg€stique of Bertrami sought to re-
establish the importance of this work to Biegraphiaas a literary critical piece that
highlights Coleridge’s inherently perceptive idénttion of the problems encountered
by serious drama in the Georgian age. A key assampf this closing account in
Chapter Two is that the supernatural in Coleridgegsnatic work may be revealed to
act as a more complex engagement with the Gatagination that was commonly

placed on stage in this period.

Chapters Three and Four were focussed upon a retaiged analysis of Coleridge’s
creative output. My reading of the dramatic in €mwmige’s poetry started with the
identification of the philosophical vacillations ‘e Eolian Harp’ as a reflection of
the working through of the dramatic notion of thid.wThis initial analysis of
Coleridge’s poetry under his dramatic theory invitereassessment of the much-
contested poenihe Rime of the Ancient Marinen which | reconsidered the
controversial use of the supernatural by framing the dramatic context of remorse.
Here, the Benjaminian analysis of the dramatic ahe€dge’s work became most
suggestive as | was able to interpret the Ancieatiher and Alvar as figures
reminiscent of the dramatis personae offtheuerspiel uncanny and troubling
revenants who return to their home communitieggasts of an ancient padtiowever,
a central aspect of my readingRémorsen Chapter Four became also to highlight the

limitations of this type of reading of Coleridgei®rk. Through his attempt to revive
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the serious drama upon the Romantic stage, Cokebdth offers a vision of a new
genre and turns away from it upon the dénouemehisdfagship playRemorse In
this way, the importance of Coleridge’s journeyiRomantic drama may be seen to
approach Benjamin’s description of the ‘perfect kijoas Remorséoth establishes and
abolishes a serious dramatic genre for the Rompatiod? However, Coleridge’s
play is resolved in a retributive manner with tleath of the villain and, as a result, it
offers a vision of a modern dramatic genre buttbia¢is not taken to a final
conclusion. Critics have traditionally seen thiperimentation with the (Romantic)
tragic genre as evidence of the failure of the forthe Romantic age, but | hope that
this thesis has offered an alternative accountaié and the dramatic in Coleridge’s
writings. Through his perceptive engagement vhghgroblems of dramatic form and
style in the Georgian era and his anticipation ofadern dramatic framework,
Coleridge offers a dramatic theory and practicecwimhay be viewed as a significant
aspect of his literary canon. | hope that myighkas revived areas of Coleridge’s
oeuvrein which his perception of the modern is clear trat, equally, his turn away
from it has been shown to signal not a failuredutillingness to work across literary
and historic boundaries. At its fullest, Colerigdgeillingness to reshape the dramatic,
and more specifically the tragic, reveals a patmfRomantic drama to Benjamin’s
account of modernity imhe Origin of German Tragic Dramend beyond. Coleridge’s
dramatic theory operates as a constellation, digatagether elements of Shakespeare,
the medieval, contemporary Gothic drama, Germamadtiats and German theorists.
The constellation as an organising structure fdeflige’s dramatic work, which
included translating and reviewing as well as wgtinot only offers a form of
coherence to a writer whose lack of logical progi@s has been cited as a major

weakness but also enables him to theorise andiggatrtma against the backdrop of a

* Walter BenjaminThe Origin of German Tragic Drama. 44.



251
non-dramatic age. The Benjaminian interpretatib@aleridge’s drama | have
attempted here overcomes the constraints of hestorg and literary periodicity in
order to illuminate the lost dramatic achievemeafitsne of the most remarkable

thinkers of our literary heritage.
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