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In “Kubla Khan” and its prose introduction, Colge offers repeated examples
of conscious efforts to gather up the loose endssibry, both globally and personally,
in political and spiritual contexts. “The PainsSiéep” depicts personal suffering as
inextricably linked with the act of constitutinglfsend others in relationships determined
by the act of representation itself after the mamxemplified in Coleridge’s
philosophical and poetic works. This depictioespecially important in light of the
convergence since Coleridge’s time of views asdiifit as Japanese Buddhism and
Continental philosophy. West or East, philosopégks to represent the human subject
as accounting for itself and all things with noide® of prior representation. Coleridge’s
work anticipates this convergence, particularlyhia spiritual concerns which dominate
his late works.

Coleridge’s attempt to represent himself in teah€hristian confession while
upholding his account of the human subject leanstbidiscuss the doctrine of original

sin at length irAids to Reflection This engagement broadens the conversation beyond



the parochially Christian or Western and exposextmplex problem of Coleridge’s
philosophical anthropology which persists in Calgg’s posthumously published
Confessions of an Inquiring SpiriDespite the formative role he attributes to [@are in
Christian confession, Coleridge is scandalizedneyttaditional doctrine of the inerrancy
of Scripture. Coleridge uses Scripture to exptaiginal sin inAids, but reads Scripture
in Confessionsinder a scheme of representation that implicatesmly readers and
writers, but the divine Author, in complicity wittriginal sin. This limits the
possibilities of those very resources upon whicltasvs in “A Nightly Prayer,” which
responds to “The Pains of Sleep” by elaboratingarhaps its simplest, most personal
form Coleridge’s Christian confession. UltimateBgleridge’s attempt to found a
Christian self-understanding on a Biblical doctraferiginal sin is incompatible with the
philosophical anthropology in which Coleridge grdarhis Biblical hermeneutics.
Coleridge’s corpus thus provides an extended exawiphe difficulties involved in
attempts to found a unified understanding of setiers, world, and God upon the

conscious experience of the human subject.
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CHAPTER ONE
History, Sources, and the Subject
| joy, that in these straits, | see my West;
For, though theire currants yeeld returne to none,
What shall my West hurt me? As West and East
In all flatt Maps (and | am one) are one,
So death doth touch the Resurrection.
Donne “Hymne” 11-15
As John Donne lay in bed, made “flatt” by illneke,also answered to the cries of
Samuel Taylor Coleridge, more than a century laesjng from horrifying dreams
caused by nervous disorder and withdrawal fromtepiaDonne did so in language
Coleridge would recognize: with the parenthetftam one,” Donne explicitly labels
the subject “Donne” in the poem as an exemplaryestibnot a cipher for the author and
not a transparent narrative voice. The “I” that ay” and “see” perceives approaching
death as “my West,” a representation of Europegqesiavhich at the time of Donne’s
writing already had mutually-reinforcing religioaad political dimensions as both “New
World” and “City on a Hill.” These hopes are repeated in Donne’s poetic language as
the text-inscribed images on “flatt Maps.” The tWho identifies himself as such a map,
in which “West and East . . . are one,” is the sabpf both “death” and “Resurrection”;
written in a poem, this same “I” serves as an exangepicting “Resurrection” as a
particular possibility of thought for humans facitagath.”
Coleridge’s poetic voices and the representatidhesubject “Coleridge” in his

prose works serve a similar exemplary functionctooems as “Kubla Khan” afithe

Rime of the Ancient Marinaiso represent even the political and religiouseshisions of



“West and East” as personal. The exemplary subjadhe poems “Kubla Khan” and
“The Pains of Sleep,” poems Coleridge describesaks of “psychological curiosity,”
provide the clearest poetntréeto Coleridge’s complex representation of the human
subject, the “self” which both represents and pgesented in every movement of
language. The example provided in “The Pains eéf1 stands in stark contrast to that
in Donne’s “Hymne to God, my God, in my Sicknes®bnne assimilates the
represented and representing “I” into his experenica more authoritative text,
representing himself as a faithful and responseaeler of Scripture:

And as to others soules | preach'd thy word,

Be this my Text, my Sermon to mine owne,
Therfore that he may raise the Lord throws do&8-30)

Coleridge’s very different exemplary “I” attemptsgecure himself by appealing beyond
text to an inarticulate “sense” which is, paradalig also a composition:

It hath not been my use to pray

With moving lips or bended knees;

But silently, by slow degrees,

My spirit | to Love compose. (2-5)
The contradictions intrinsic to this attempt to ffgmose” without admitting any prior text,
to pray with “no wish conceived, no thought expré€inly a sense” (8-9), suggest the
limitations of Coleridge’s theory of the human sdij “The Pains of Sleep,” then, is a
very personal example which nonetheless servesvasrang to others following
Coleridge’s path to understanding of self and ather

Further exemplary works, such as “Kubla Khan” #m@lprose introduction which

links it to “The Pains of Sleep” (to be examineddhapter Two), link this very personal

suffering still more clearly to the global politiand religious concerns bound up in

Coleridge’s philosophical and poetic works. Beydmelse works, Coleridge’s attempt to



represent himself in terms of orthodox Christianfegsion while maintaining his
philosophical account of the human subject leansthia protracted engagement with
the doctrine of original sin iAids to Reflectiofas discussed below in Chapter Three).
This engagement both broadens the conversatiombdeipe parochially Christian or
Western and exposes the complex problem of Cole'sdgpresentation of the human
subject which persists even in Coleridge’s posthushopublishedConfessions of an
Inquiring Spirit(as seen in Chapter Four). Ultimately, Coleridgdtempt to found a
Christian self-understanding on a Biblical doctraferiginal sin is incompatible with the
representation of the human subject that Coleniggs to explain his reading of
Scripture. Coleridge’s corpus thus provides mamngles, or one extended example, of
the difficulties involved in the effort to foundumified understanding of self, others,

world, and God within the conscious experiencéheftiuman subject.

Introduction: Examples, Method, and Focus

More than one commentator seeking to broadengplkcation of such examples
has found reason to compare Samuel Taylor Colesdgeeer with that of Wilhelm von
Humboldt. Stephen Prickett opens Werds and the Worlly contrasting Humboldt's
separation of theology from the liberal arts in thaversity of Berlin to the “fact that the
first generation of English Romantic poets, Blakirdsworth, Coleridge, and Southey,
so far from rejecting Christianity like Humboldteve devout Christians of one kind or
another” (1). Setting aside the question whether‘done kind or another” of religious
thought found in each of these can be made consisith any particular description of
“devout Christians,” Prickett seems clearly in tigdt when he claims that “current

problems of biblical hermeneutics are unlikely éodmlved” without an historical



understanding which brings into focus “not [. d¢velopment of theology or of literary
theory considered as separate disciplines” buerdtheir interaction and subsequent
separation in the late eighteenth and early nim¢teeenturies” (2). In a recent article
turning more specifically on the comparison of Ciolge to Humboldt, E. S. Shaffer
endeavors “to show the outlines of the shared apdlin the culminating projects of
these remarkable contemporaries (“ldeology”). f&imas particularly interested in the
persistent features of what, quoting Louis Dumofdlgective definition of ideology,”
she calls “attitudes that come spontaneously éonimds of people living in a given
cultural milieu.” [. . . which are] best revealeg domparison with other cultures.”
Shaffer follows Dumont’s reading of Humboldt's carenoting that Dumont “ranges
across disciplines and employs literary examplesrder to describe “Humboldt’s
founding of his own subject, comparative anthroggl|as a lifelong project of self-
development conceived in 1797.” The intellectual aocial project of “comparative
anthropology” thus reflects the personal “projdcself-development” which Shaffer,
Dumont, and most critics of Romanticism readilyogize as an example Bfldung
Shaffer also follows Dumont’s representation o Bildung “as an ‘institution™
in a sense which (like the word “constitution”)leslts the telescoping of personal and
global understandings that characterize the idgobddghe period, and of Romanticism
especially, “from social and intellectual formatsoto imaginative substitutes for
improved institutions that failed to materializdt’is precisely this “movement between
the individual pole and the social pole” that jfiss Shaffer’s attention to the
“illuminating parallels” between Coleridge and Huohdt, who “was almost exactly

Coleridge’s coeval.” This telescoping of the paaand the global makes Dumont’s



parallel examination of “the progress of Goetherging of Wilhelm Meisteias part of
the programme of mutual Bildung shown in his cqyoeslence with Schiller” especially
useful to Shaffer, whose goal is to describe Cdgis late works as unfolding in a
similar way from his early projects. It is predisat this thematic convergence of
Humboldt’'s career with Goethe’s works that Shalifeates Coleridge’€onfessions of
an Inquiring Spirit which ostensibly “had its immediate impetus fr@arlyle’s gift of
his translation of GoetheWilhelm Meisteiin June 1824,” as the key “characterization of
[Coleridge’s] own religious experience” which cahges “an example of ‘represented
Bildung’ in Dumont’s sense.” Such an understandaihBildung as “represented” in
particular projects which both exemplify and ddseriself-development” in terms of
“improved institutions” or their “imaginative sulitsites” provides considerable insight
into Coleridge’s corpus.

Thomas McFarland follows a similar strategy, takihe work of “the greatest of
all sociologists, Emile Durkheim,” as an exampledomparison (“Coleridge” 43).
Coleridge’s particular method of telescoping theigloand personal, arguing that each
represented a unique synthesis and not a meregagigre, “was so radical as not to be
understandable” according to McFarland, who argiias“the work of the French school
of sociologists, beginning in the 1890s,” was tingt to make widespread use of this
enabling “distinction.” Durkheim, himself a prodwaf I'Ecole normale supérieurét6),
is of course a key contributor to the emergenaaadern (and postmodern)
anthropology and sociology. Durkheim’s understagdif “conscience collectiveor
“conscience commuh@t4) is drawn from “Rousseau’s conception of tiadonté

générale’ and Durkheim himself argued that Montesquieu s first sociological



thinker,” but McFarland suggests that “neither Mestfuieu or Rousseau [. . .] even
comes close to matching the point and profundit¢€olieridge’s grasping of the bedrock
fundamental of sociological awareness” (43). Thedrock fundamental” is very similar
to Dumont’s definition of ideology, as used by Seaf McFarland describes this basic
understanding in Durkheim’s terms: “tr@hscience collectiver communegis ‘the set
of beliefs and sentiments common to the averagebaesof a single society and forms a
determinate system that has its own life”” (44)cHdrland does not only use Durkheim
as a parallel example to Coleridge in order to arfgu “Coleridge’s prescience,” though,
for the parallel becomes stronger as each manéecanoves toward a focus on religion.
McFarland argues that “Coleridge certainly undexdtthat the church wascanscience
collective not a gathering of discrete individuals; the Gre®rd ekklesiameans a
gathering of citizens, an assembly, not simplyavdl’ (44-5). Coleridge’s focus on the
intersubjective nature of religion finds a direetrgllel in Durkheim’s late work, as
McFarland points out:
Elementary Forms of the Religious Ljfe .] is not only his final and
greatest work, but is one of the truly significAobks in all of Western
culture. For irLes formes elementaires de la vie religieDsekheim
demonstrates, once and for all, what religionH& shows that religion
does not depend primarily on a belief in God—fansaeligions, such as
Buddhism, do not have such a belief—but on thesthwi of sacred from
profane; and that the substratum and regulatingrfad religion is always
social. (46)
Regardless of any evaluation of the essential daimare, about the teachings of any
particular religion (which sociological analysisitks to ignore) or the emergence of an

ontological claim (“what religion is”) from an emjmal premise through an enabling

structuralism, McFarland’s method of comparativaragles and the general nature of his



claims meshes neatly with those of Shaffer, anti daaws attention to the same
intersection of thought as Prickett mentions.

This is fitting, of course, as the relationshigoktics to the reading of Scripture
is Prickett’s chief concern iWords and the WordShaffer’s article about Coleridge’s
late works finishes its discussion of ideology wathexplicit argument about literary
theory and Scripture. Not only could Coleridgeddvance of Matthew Arnold) “be seen
to have founded the new discipline of English &tere (or even comparative literature),”
but in fact to have announced a cultural missigulieitly targeted to a post-Christian
age: “The fusty old poseur of Highgate had browfhthe most radical movement of
thought: the shift from religious to literary aulé, and with immense bravura he had
done it on the home ground of the text of the Bitdelf.” This statement seems too
broad; yet Shaffer is certainly right that Coleetgwork partakes of a milieu in which
historical criticism was often thought to have fraed the Bible beyond recognition, so
that “Religion—if it was to survive—must be refowat”

In hisColeridge and the Inspired Wardnthony John Harding has taken up the
task of explaining in some detail how this grourgdaf Biblical authority in the reader’s
experience was to be effected. Harding’s readmagvd attention to the determination of
Biblical hermeneutics by philosophical anthropolptiat is, by a theory of the human
subject. “The Romantics insisted on the uncompsechhumanity of the prophet” (5).
This humanity meant, for example, that “Jewish evat were privileged in the same way
that William Blake and William Wordsworth, and afteem Victorian culture as a
whole, famously privileged children: they weredsér to the sources of divine

inspiration” just as “the child was closer to thellsprings of creative genius than the



adult.” Harding argues that Coleridge’s readingofipture was an act of recovery,
seeking to restore “the authentic [. . .] clainroagé whole human being addressing
another whole human being” (7). Harding attributesch of the tension in Coleridge’s
poetry, particular his poetry of the supernatulthe anxieties attendant upon the poet
in a remote time and a strange land who tries tol&t@ the poets of ancient Israel” (8-9).
Harding seems to identify his critical stance disewith the Romantic view, which
treated the prophets primarily as “poets” and agsied European Christendom’s
historical distance from the composition of Scriptto the concept of “exile” found in
those prophets (8-9). Of course, in a very reassaeither literary theory nor Biblical
hermeneutics have ever thoroughly superseded theRic approach, as shown by
Harding’s citations ranging from Spinoza to J. @&hiBorn (1) to E. D. Hirsch, Jr. (11),
and Walter J. Ong (13), among many others—an adagmlspanning three centuries,
whose literary and Biblical hermeneutics inform ¢élag’'s Coleridgean reading.

Recent interest in Coleridge’s religious thoughini keeping with his influence in
his own time; as Daniel Hoffman observes in disitigs€oleridge’s part in nineteenth-
century debates over Scripture, Coleridge “is ofsmognized today only as a great
English romantic poet, but in the nineteenth cgnhe was better known as a theologian”
(55). Itis certainly worthy of note, then, thaawdd L. Jeffrey, in an address on the role
of Scripture in the Church of England, lists Calge side-by-side with the likes of F. D.
Maurice (whom Coleridge directly influenced) andtBp Spong as a contributor to a
modern revival of “the apostasy which Jesus ideatifvith the Sadduccees.” Jeffrey’s
brief mention of Coleridge points out an importprablem:

We need more vigilantly than ever to guard agdimet least fortunate
impulse of the logic of the Reformation by which the search for a



personal (individual) experience of authenticity@mpowerment,” we
find ourselves at last in a “church of one.”

This is the counter-epistemic path that has lechfPuritanism and
some experiential biblicism to the Romantics, fribra life authenticated
by Scripture (Bunyan, Baxter, Newton) to the ideat tScripture is rather
to be authenticated by life (Coleridge, F. D. MaariBishop Spong). [. . .]
the slippery slope from a well-intentioned subjatyican quickly
accelerate the ego [. . .] to the apostasy whesligidentified with the
Sadduccees.

The “slippery slope” Jeffrey describes begins wtaarthority in the reader becomes
individualized,” but its terminus lies in “apostasylhis concern is dealt with in a variety
of ways by critics of Coleridge, who may or may hetconcerned with the meaning of
Coleridge’s Christian confession, but Coleridge $ethwould not have regarded such a
charge with equanimity. Jeffrey acknowledges ithisis People of the Bogkn which

he points out that although Coleridge contributea precipitous fall toward “apostasy,”
the Coleridge o€onfessions of an Inquiring Spifitlearly wants to secure the Bible’s
continuing preeminence in the life of Christianatavould want Biblical “authority” to
be understood “in terms of an authenticity derifredh what he takes to be the
indisputable confirmations of experience” (303gffiey helpfully particularizes the
debate as it has continued to play out since Qigets time when he observes that
“Coleridge, in fact, is not an adherent of the doet of verbal inspiration of Scripture”
when that doctrine is understood to imply “a plgramd inerrant inspiration, guaranteed
in the texts which have come down to us” (304) it Coleridge nor Jeffrey, of
course, are referring to the myriad of minor preagon, transcription, and translation
issues which complicate interpretation for studefthe text, regardless of their

presuppositions; rather, Jeffrey points out thadefidge’s treatment of the history of

Christian interpretation of Scripture is, in thelehmited to the observation that



“eminent writers [. . .] too have been able togedhe authenticity of the Bible by inner
feelings of accord, or conformity to their own pmral experience” (306). This shift in
the meaning of the “authenticity” or “authority” tfe text of Scripture accords with the
outlines of the readings Shaffer, MacFarland, aaddithg have provided, and identifies
the center of the question of literary theory amoliBal hermeneutics Prickett also
addresses.

Despite the seeming remoteness of such concefpteasry and inerrant
inspiration” from contemporary discourse in litgréineory, or even religious studies, its
continuing significance for readers of the lateeCiolge is complemented by its currency
in the theological discourse, both academic andifaopof a vast swath of contemporary
Christianity. As Jeffrey says, “Coleridge [. .id fully a modern in his romantic
emphasis on the self”’; and perhaps more importdotithe American evangelicals most
likely to be attuned to this debate, Jeffrey camtmthat “more fully than the descendants
of the Puritans would like to think, he has follaé&e logic of the evangelical tradition’s
own defense of Scripture to get there” (306). dketa very recent example, in his 2008
bookThe Erosion of Inerrancy in Evangelicalis@@. K. Beale of Wheaton College takes
issue primarily with the view of Scripture set foliy Peter Enns of Westminster
Seminary (Philadelphia), a view Beale characterazesetting forth “an incognito genre
of divine accommodation to myth” in which “what a&aps to be a historical genre [. . .]
is really to be understood as myth” (43). Beal@waéns that Enns, despite claiming to
uphold the authority of Scripture, undermines “tloetrine of inerrancy” which “was
espoused as an orthodox notion long before thgBeinment and modernism, from the

time of the early fathers up through the Refornaed until the end of the twentieth

10



century” (42). For both Enns and Beale, both faltless to the meaning of the writers’
acts and the authority of God in the writing agngicant, as they would be for
Coleridge; what remains in dispute, as it did beitfnin Coleridge’s corpus and among
his milieu, is the relative significance of thesmcerns for the meaning of the text for the
reader.

Similarly, the uptake of Karl Barth’s work into Agrican evangelicalism has, in
all its variations, continually re-opened the giesbf whether “his reassertion of
biblical authority in the face of its erosion in dewn Protestantism” (Vanhoozer 26) can
succeed, given the “distanadigstasi$ that remains” in his work between “Bible” and
“Word of God” (40), a distance described in “Bastindirect identity thesis—according
to which the Bibldbecomeshe word of God” (26). Barth’s case is especiaitgresting
because, as a product of liberalism attemptingttoudate Biblical authority over against
that tradition, he stands as a sort of bookenddier@€ige and his cohort, whose efforts to
grapple with the problems of historical-criticalldy and the fragmentation of the
Reformation impulse into idiosyncratic sectarianemated classical liberalism. As
Vanhoozer reads him, in fact, several of Barth'g kmves with regard to the reading of
Scripture seem to have close parallels in Coleridgke Coleridge, Barth emphasizes
the primacy of divine volition (and, though withpaortant differences, also the co-
inherence of the human with the divine volitiorfaith) in the meaning of Scripture (41);
also like Coleridge, he does so over against agisienth-century Protestant doctrine of
verbal inspiration” which he thought “historicized ‘materialized’ revelation” and
therefore engages in “reformulation and rejectibthe doctrines of verbal inspiration

and inerrancy respectively.” The similarities di and there, but it is sufficient to note

11



the existence of these parallels, and to retuPrickett’s assertion that “current problems
of biblical hermeneutics are unlikely to be solvedthout thorough re-evaluation of the
history of interpretation of which Coleridge’s cagpforms an important part.
On an entirely different front, Jerome Christensegages a charge of “apostasy”
leveled by Frank Lentricchia, who argues that dstroitive critics have committed a
political form of apostasy from the radical agenfithe “heady days of political
enthusiasm during the war in Vietnam” (769). Ciemsen responds to the charge by
drawing a “philosophic analogl/between the Romantics, specifically Coleridge, tned
deconstructors. As he says,
The analogy exploits the similarity between theezignce of the
proponents of activism in the late 1960s and tBaglish predecessors in
the 1790s [. . .] . The analogy derives a spehiftorical gravity from the
notable intersection of the heyday of campus agtivin the late sixties
with the first enthusiastic reception of deconsinrcin America, |[. . .]
and with the aggressive revival of romanticism thawhas since become
known as the Yale school[,] [. . .] preceded byMbBn’s masterly essay
“The Rhetoric of Temporality” in 1969. If theressich a thing as
coincidence, this connection of political turmoikkvdeconstruction and
romanticism is not it. The dominant model of owrdarn understanding
of the relation between politics and poetry is dedi from romantic
experience and romantic practice. For the reldtigtaveen politics and
criticism it is possible to be even more precike: pattern is the career of
Samuel Taylor Coleridge. (771)

Christensen goes on to argue that “deconstructethod makes a neat fit with the

Coleridgean text—a fit so neat as to suggest arigtydor deconstruction in Coleridge”

(771). Christensen takes Coleridge as prototymitdeconstruction’s apparent departure

from sixties-style political activism in order togaie that a falling away, an apostasy

from one’s profession, is intrinsic to such actinisChristensen argues that such

'An idea he borrows from Edmund Burke, by way ofisgtup Burke as a foil to
Coleridge and a further precedent for Coleridgeltipal “apostasy.”

12



apostasy is part and parcel of Coleridge’s romamicjust as it was always already a
part of the campus politics of the last half of tiwentieth century in America (that is, the
move from the revolutionary rhetoric of the raditaft to the famous “march through
the institutions” of the New Left). As he says,t‘@ery point we examine him, even at
the beginning, Coleridge is already falling awaynfrevery principled commitment”
(772).

Given this critical background in both recent s#gdf Coleridge and the
contemporary discourse about Coleridge’s chief eams; it becomes possible to make an
inference to method and to focus. Regarding metth@dexplicit exemplarity of
Coleridge’s poetry and prose—its proposal of itsalqers, point-of-view characters,
authorial interventions, and even personified digjand hypostasized abstractions as
representations of the human subject—suggestategyrof comparison to other
examples which, by their patterns of similarity atifierence, may help to unfold the
implications of Coleridge’s works. To that end¢le@hapter in this work unfolds from a
prologue which serves as an example outside, huinrelated to, the Coleridgean
lineage (as the above, from Donne, prompts the ésavhexemplarity and restored unity
of “West and East” which continue to develop thiooigt this chapter). These prologues
themselves also respond to the suggestions (sutioses in Donne’s poem, and in
Coleridge’s “Kubla Khan” anéRime of the Ancient Marineamong many others) that the
nature of the claims here examined requires at &gaattempt, an exemplary effort, to
cross global political and religious boundaries dathonstrate that such claims are not
easily reducible to a merely English, or even Egeop discourse. Such a crossing is

effected, in this case, by the choice of exampias fJapanese Buddhism as well as
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European philosophy and Christianity for comparism@oleridge’s hermeneutical
efforts. This choice of examples has the advastafjbeing readily accessible, as both
Coleridge and the Kyoto School have easily analydts of contact with the main
tradition of Continental philosophy from Kant anédl through Husserl and Heidegger;
and especially informative, as in some respeasains easier to make Coleridge’s
hermeneutics intelligible in terms of Buddhism thanerms of orthodox Christian
confession.

Again, as the above sources demonstrate, it iBssacy that such a work as this
range across fields, as indeed Coleridge’s worlsdget such freedom need not mean
incoherence. Coleridge’s work constantly makesasgntations of subjects according to
a theory of the human subject, which Coleridge tatly refines on (indeed, his famous
idea of “symbol” and his pronouncements about “Imatjon” are just two of many
faces of this one developing idea). The attempixomine such representations is best
accomplished with the tools of literary criticisamd accordingly a reading of “Kubla
Khan” provides one of the first and most significaramples from Coleridge’s own
work. Perhaps more significant, however, onceettient of the project in “Kubla Khan”
is understood, the importance of a signal failarewghout the tradition of Coleridge
criticism can be better understood. Virtuallyrathjor studies of Coleridge’s work omit
“The Pains of Sleep” from readings of “Kubla Khadgspite the urgent importance of
this connection. “The Pains of Sleep” is dire@hnexed to “Kubla Khan,” yet very
clearly does not partake of anything like the apptly Paradisal delight which the more
popular poem depicts. Shaffer (among many otheeg)s “Kubla Khan” too much in the

light of Coleridge’s early views, treating the poampart of a consistent project to re-
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ground Christianity; Harding even notes the “tratimated in “Kubla Khan,” but fails

to mention “The Pains of Sleep.” Coleridge’s coltion of “The Pains of Sleep” with
“Kubla Khan” suggests one of the key claims of gtisdy: that Coleridge’s attempt to
effect a unity of all knowledge within the expemerof the human subject (as construed
by his Romantic philosophical anthropology) is umdi@ed from the very outset by the
very nature of that experience.

The method of this work, then, is first exemplagd then literary, beginning
with the problem of Coleridge’s many-layered repraation of the human subject. The
focus, as suggested by the work of Shaffer, McRdrl&larding, and others, is on
Coleridge’s outworking of this philosophical anthobogy in terms of his developing
Christian confession and his significant philosgphand religious output, works which
these authors have correctly reproved critics ofefidge for neglecting. Not only does
reading of these late works, perhaps especiallZthrdessions of an Inquiring Spirit
have profound consequences for interpretation ¢ér@lge’s poetry (and vice versa), but
the works themselves are examples of just suclitampt to grapple with the mutual
implications of literary theory and Biblical herneartics as Prickett calls for. Of course,
the direct influence ofonfessions of an Inquiring Spion the likes of F. D. Maurice
and J. C. Hare in England, and Ralph Waldo EmeasonJames Marsh in the States,
justifies the continuing interest in this work ohiwwh Harding’s book is perhaps the most
prominent example. When these concerns are filtdm@ugh the strategic arrangement
of examples around Coleridge’s representation @htliman subject in the mid-career
collocation of “Kubla Khan” with “The Pains of Sigkand the posthumously published

Confessionsan almost narrative progress of the argumentldsifo

15



In “Kubla Khan” and its prose introduction, Colige represents the equivocal
results of a poetic and philosophical effort tohgatup the loose ends of history both
globally and personally, in political and spiritu@ntexts. The poem, in its apparent
fragmentation and multiple layers of narration,a&jedly represents subjects in the act of
composing. These repetitions of the representatidhe human subject in the act of
composing directly reflect Coleridge’s explicit tmg of the human subject’s origination.
In “The Pains of Sleep,” the threat that dreamsrardous disorder pose to the speaker’s
ability to maintain self-composure also represémsthreat such dreams pose to the
philosophical project of abridging the subject/abjdifference.

Along a line from “The Pains of Sleep” to the véate devotional work “A
Nightly Prayer,” Coleridge’s career is marked bytlier attempts to cope with the moral
and spiritual challenges posed by his early woskgether by elaborating his
characteristic representation of the human suljeby appropriating the confessional
resources proper to his Christian faith. In hie$ to do so, however, Coleridge is
hampered by the incompatibility of his theory of thuman subject with his attempts to
represent himself as a Biblically orthodox believBrespite the formative role he
attributes to Scripture in Christian confessionle@idge is scandalized by the traditional
doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture. Coleridgms to Scripture to understand and
explain original sin irAids to Reflectionbut reads Scripture ifihe Confessions of
Inquiring Spiritunder a scheme of representation which implicat¢®nly the reader
and writer, but the divine Author, in complicity tioriginal sin. In so doing, he limits
the possibilities of those very resources upon Wwhie founds his petition in “A Nightly

Prayer,” which both responds to “The Pains of Slegyw elaborates in perhaps its
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simplest, most personal form the faith toward whidieridge makes such uneven
progress. The very theory of the human subjecttin which Coleridge attempts to
understand Christianity is undermined by ColeridgiEpendence on the resources of
Christian confession to cope with the failures isfrhilosophical anthropology, even as
Coleridge’s effort to appropriate Christian confesal resources is impeded by the
incompatibility of his representation of the hunsaject with the dependence of

Christian confession upon the text of Scripture.

Overview of Coleridge’s Explicit Theory of the Hunfaubject

One focus of this discussion, then, must be thm teubject” itself. Coleridge’s
work, following the German idealists he has ofteetbaccused of plagiariziAds
relentlessly concerned with what William S. Dawsns “the subject/object interaction
that makes the temporal | possible.” This condmus its religious expression in
Coleridge’s statement i@onfessionshat Christians ought to read and respond to
Scripture in a way which will “restore what ouglgver to have been removed—the
correspondent subjective” (335). In the text ofdfidge, whatever the ostensible
subject, both the primary subject matter and tih@any agent to be represented by the
linguistic subject are the self as representeeélation to God and others in the
exemplary act of Coleridgean writing.

James Cutsinger’Bhe Form of Transformed Visidraces this “Estecean effort to
make us grasp the meaning of unity” at considerksioigth (42). Dealing with the often

bewildering variety of ostensible subjects and nsoafediscourse in Coleridge’s works,

2 With some justice; but see “The Problem of Colgeid Plagiarisms” in Thomas
MacFarland’SColeridge and the Pantheist Traditig@xford: Oxford U P, 1969).
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Cutsinger chooses a passage from Chapter \Biajraphia Literariain which
Coleridge offers a preliminary description of “iniagtion” by use of analogies from
gravity, from the act of leaping, from the movemehta small water-insect,” and from
the “momentaryulcrumfor a further propulsion” which Coleridge see®ach of these
(41). This passage is especially appropriateanitforegrounds the process of
composition:

Now let a man watch his mind while he is composorgto take a still

more common case, while he is trying to recollecame; and he will find

the process completely analogous [to leaping Isy fesisting and then

making use of gravity]. [. . . the water-insectiejpulsion] is no unapt

emblem of the mind’s self-experience in the adhaofking. BL 174y
Within the passage, that is, Coleridge not onlysuke examples of gravity, leaping, and
water-bugs; he also offers the example of “a mahd ¢ in turn to represent himself to
himself as an example of the acts of compositiomemory. Cutsinger’s point is
sufficiently made when he describes the consistanoyng the diverse analogies
Coleridge offers for the mental process (whichpimlosophical language” is called
“imagination”) (41). As Cutsinger says, the passesgmost fully understood as
“theological,” but this understanding is only aadile “if one is prepared to agree that the
act of leaping is theological, too”—that is, if hgal acts and laws as well as those
governing “aesthetic or psychological” experienagkwto manifest “True oneness,
which is the form of transformation,” which Cutsergargues “is here as always the
primary focus” (42).

Working a very similar tack, J. Robert Barth a8k#at is there in Coleridge’s

view of reality that allows him to see ‘one Lifethin us and abroad,’ to assert implicitly

3 Cutsinger nods, and places this passagBitigraphia XII' (41).
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that a given reality—whether material or spirituas-essentially linked with all other
reality?” (“Symbol” 321) Barth then turns to Cabige’s early work on the Bibl&he
Statesman’s Manuglor it is in controversy over “the compositiontbe Scriptures” that
Coleridge supplies one of the key terms for Barthésussion of “Symbol as
Sacrament.” Barth focusses, as most have, oni@oées description of “symbols” as
“consubstantial with the truths of which they are tonductors” (322); but in discussing
the representation of the subject, the referentsetb-circling energies of the reason” in
the passage Barth quotes must be equally imporfm. “fulcrum” in the passage
Cutsinger discusses, the movement of language mhvtthe subject is represented in
“self-experience,” and these “self-circling enegjiall form the tacit structure of
Coleridge’s descriptions of “imagination.” Bartmphasizes Coleridge’s
“consubstantial” symbols, which are then “Potehtifil. .] unlimited in scope:
particular and universal, idea and image, new atdsabjective and objective” (322).
Yet the “consubstantial” symbols are what the “restiing and mediatory power [. . .]
gives birth to”; they are the objects of compositinot its subject. Barth tacitly admits
this on his way to another argument: “We areopflls, shapers of our experience of
what would otherwise appear a chaotic world arausdIn the Coleridgean ‘system,’
this instinctive movement is founded upon an impéct of faith” (“Theological” 23).
Barth’s use of “instinctive” and “implicit” to theide, it is important to see in the
“shapers” who “act” here what Coleridge would hawvasidered central: the active
agency of the human subject.

This activity of “shapers,” represented as “fouhd@on” yet another “act,” forms

and is informed by the composition of “symbols.’h @ccount of this participatory
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construction, such “symbols” are “consubstantiaithvihe subjects whose different roles
(such as writer/reader, artist/audience, prophepie® are secondary to the unity they
effect through “symbols.” As Cutsinger has it, €fmost important thing to realize
about Coleridge’s vision of unity is that it exciglattention to the particular elements
united” (34). The primary concern, for Coleridgethe active participation of the
subject in the “symbol” which accordingly servesaagpresentation of the subject in a
dual sense: it represents the subject mattereisé¢hvice of the subject whose
representative act it embodies. The subject iaydwepresenting itself as well as the
ostensible subject of its representation. In ffexml case of the explicitly self-
representing self—Donne’s “I am one” or Coleridgetetic speakers—the unity should
be nearly maximized; it is limited only by the dabie means of representation. This
limitation creates the dilemma between silenceartdal representation which
underwrites the economy of language. The “symhbthe level of poetic craftsmanship
is thus the mark of a prior act of representatanact repeated in the act of writing,
again in reading, and again in reflection.

It is thus important to engage Coleridge’s themfrthe human subject at the level
of Chapter Xl ofBiographia Literarig rather than its issue in the apparently fragmegnta
Chapter XllI, with its famous definition of “primgimagination.” Coleridge’s own
words justify this priority: in théocus classicusthe “repetition in the finite mind” of
“primary imagination” is itself repeated in “secamg imagination,” which is “an echo of
the former, co-existing with the conscious will4dl). Chapter Xll establishes that the
“conscious will” is only “conscious” as an act @jpresentation or affirmation. It is “not

a kind of being, but a kind of knowing” (133), “altdevelopment” which “we may
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abstract” and “reduce [. . .] to kind” to be délsed “by a metaphor” (134). Coleridge’s
development of human subjectivity, of the subjes€H-representation as “conscious
will,” is more phenomenological than Barth’s sctebia development of the symbolic
imagination allows for. Abstraction, classificatiand metaphor permit partial
representation of the subject, but only as thegaethe representation of “self-
consciousness” as the sole “predicate of self,dd@mned on an “identity of object and
of representation” (131). The language of “beirtgen, is the “echo” of an apparently
objectless representation, the self-assertingsseibper name. As Coleridge himself
puts it, “herein consists the essence of a st it is self-representative.”

This “self-consciousness” emerges from the netygsghich (as Coleridge
acknowledges) Descartes, Locke, and Kant wrestlddiwvdifferent ways, that
philosophy simultaneously treat things known aéitrea to be acknowledged and treat
knowledge as subject to human ascertainment. Blaridge, this dual exigence for
philosophy requires that self be “its own objeatlyoafter, as “an absolute subject”
(132), it constitutes itself as its own objectt rust therefore be an act,” an act which
forms “the most original union” of “finite” (as obg¢t) and “infinite” (as subject) in what
Coleridge characterizes as “a will, or primary afcself-duplication.” This use of
“original,” as also the subject’s being “originallye identity of [finite and infinite],”
does not have in view simply the most prior: ihds the “mystery” of “production and
life” (132), and it answers the demand for “the tmgginal construction or first
productive act for the inner sense” (122). Thus the “I AM” which Coleridge will
“indiscriminately express by the words spirit, salfid self-consciousness” which

originates in this “act of constructing itself otjiwely to itself” by which “a subject [. . .]
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becomes a subject” (130). Coleridge claims that“drct of self-duplication” by which
the subject becomes the object of representatisnlgect, fit alter et iden;’ is not
peculiar to his philosophical approach, but is “thediate or indirect principle of every
science” (132). This representation is commonverekind of knowing, characterizing
as it does the act of knowing; even the appearahadeginning, or a breach, in natural
causation is “but a shadow of our own casting,”aaror less accidental “reflection” of
“will” in its “power of originating an act or stat¢ Aids 176n).

Knowledge of the cosmos and knowledge of othbes tare representations of
the self in particular relations; every breachhia tcontinuous line” of causation, every
difference, represents the self-same subject aratireg things. Knowledge of God, as
suggested by the subject’s need to “manifest itedtie SUM or | AM” (BL 130), is a
special case of this representation. God’s beiayg be posited, according to Coleridge,
“in relation to the ground of [the thinker’s] easice, not to the ground of his knowledge
of that existence” (131); while with regard to “taksolute self, the great eternal | AM,”
that is, the originary act of self-consciousnéss,differences are collapsed: “the
principle of being, and of knowledge, of idea, afdeality, the ground of existence, and
the ground of the knowledge of existence, are ailbslylidentical, Sum quia suri.
Coleridge directly opposes this last “I am thai’d@o the Cartesian cogito, and in so
doing also argues that knowledge of God is notn(@escartes) a condition of self-
consciousness; rather, it is this self-same consaiess “elevated” (131) to
consciousness of itself in “perpetual self-duplmat (132). In considering the “I AM,”

then, the “finite mind” comes to consider—returninghelocus classicugn Chapter
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Xlll—that it is “a repetition [. . .] of the eteahact” (144), and thus to acknowledge
God.

While Coleridge’s confession concerning the natfr&od changes considerably
over the course of his life, as late as the “Essaffaith” and th&€onfessions of an
Inquiring Spiritthere is little question that his theorizing o€ tubject is still conditioned
on self-consciousness being a “self-representaficg”constituting subject and object as
antithetical. Indeed, it is this sense which uhdgithe description of “Revealed
Religion” in Confessionss “the union of the two [Subjective and Objedtitieat is, the
subjective and supernatural displayed objectivelytwardly and phenomenallyas
subjective and supernatural” (335). Parallel depelents in th&ogic, theOpus
Maximum and the notes demonstrate that this pattern ctegiizes Coleridge’s
representation of the subject.

In theLogic, for example, Coleridge describes “understandasgthat which
“gives and attributes substance” (239); reflectimg need for the subject to take itself as
its own object, and also the role of understandjimggment) in constituting perceptions
from stimuli, he says that

[giving substance] is its essential act, withoutahiht could not act at all;
there would be nothing for it to act on. It follsytherefore, that all
objects of the understanding must be likewise asdlipuslyentia logica
or logical entities, having their substance indhéerstanding itself; but it
does not follow that all logical entities agatia realig that is, having a
correspondence to realities out of the mind. (28p-4

This development of the understanding, Coleridgei@s, is the foundation of “universal

grammar as well as of logic.” Proceeding throughtivo “principlesf reasor’* which

* It is important to remember that Coleridge dealth Wnderstanding as a lapsed
Lockean; that is, where Locke described the hurn@gest in terms of Understanding

23



he calls “identity and incompatibility” (247), Coldge establishes that understanding
proceeds “by means of conceptions” (249). Theseaceptions” differ from

“perceptions” in being “nointuitive butdiscursivé; they do not appear as givens without
regard for the state of the understanding (as sgissonuli or hallucinations would), but
as “grounded” in “the functions of the understaigdinThis discourse of the
understanding proceeds from unity to unity by mesronceptions: the “‘antecedent’
unity” which is “the ground and productive prin@pdf the future whole” is discovered
from, or else suggests the possibility of, “thetyof totality, [. . .] the consequent or
resulting unity” (250). The correspondence of éesities in conceptual discourse is
inscribed in the “term ‘constitution”—and at th®int in the discourse Coleridge makes
a gesture familiar to readers of “Kubla Khan” arte Confessions of an Inquiring Spirit
citing “the somewhat unpoetic line of a philosoppeem accidentally lying open before
me” (250)° By this move, Coleridge indicates the relatiopsfi the poetic to the
philosophical (and implicitly theological) discoerke is conducting; and by the language
of “constitution,” he implicates the language dftbry and politics, as well. This

political connection is reinforced when he engagesn extended analogy of the

understanding as the “court exercising at diffetanes several different sorts and forms

entirely built up from Ideas of Sensation and IdeBReflection, all of which operate by
an associative logic of fitness or repugnance ratén by the pleasure principle,
Coleridge defines the Understanding as the paggadtition of the Reason. The “self-
circling energies” mentioned above characterizeRbason; the portions of these
movements of representation which include objeotsdentified as “self” are the
domain of Understanding. (see LockE'ssay Concerning Human Understanding

passim

® The lines read “the constitutive one / Preserailtthat doth make all one
whole.” The editors of th€omplete Workpoint out that the line, frorReligious
Musings differs from Coleridge’s quotation here. Thegaral reads “But 'tis God /
Diffused through all, that doth make all one wha[230n3).
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of judicial law,” yet doing so with “a given porticof that power” possessed by “the
mind” which is “the viceregent and representativehaf man or of the soul” (252-3). As
in “Kubla Khan” or any number of other exampleGafleridgean writing, the subject is
the human self as represented and representitigntsiescourse, whether in theology,

philosophy, politics, or poetry.

“Kubla Khan” Among its Sources

In order to understand the nature of the globstbhical and religious unity
Coleridge hopes to recover within the consciouserpce of the human subject, it is
important to understand how Coleridge actually dysber together these elements in
the poem. For this purpose, it would be hard tecs@ more obvious or fitting example
than “Kubla Khan.” Fully titled “Kubla Khan: A \éion in a Dream. A Fragment” as
published, the poem has become both Rorschaclatdbliodestone for readers of
Coleridge, as the sheer profusion of books andlestisolely or principally concerned
with “Kubla Khan” readily attests. The scene floe work is the famous “farm-house
between Porlock and Linton” in which, Coleridgetssa he “fell asleep [‘an anodyne had
been prescribed’] in his chair at the moment tleatvias reading [. . .] in ‘Purchas’s
Pilgrimage.” The date of composition of the poameventually published is almost
certainly 1798, though Coleridge refers the ingtincident to “summer of the year
1797” (43). The passage from Purchas which Calerjghraphrases reads, in the 1626
fourth edition, as follows:

In Xamdudid Cublai Canbuild a stately Palace, encompassing sixteene

miles of plaine ground with a wall, wherein aretiiferMeddowes, pleasant
Springs, delightfull Streames, and all sorts ofdteaf chase and game,
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and in the middest thereof a sumptuous house akpte, which may be
removed from place to place. (418)

The connection between the passage and the poeffrcmrse, explicitly indicated by
Coleridge, and has been explored in a bewilderargety of ways by readers and critics
ever since. The opening lines “IN Xanadu did Kukkan / A stately pleasure-dome
decree” are too manifestly paraphrases of Purahbe tong missed, in any case.

The relationship between “Kubla Khan” and Coled@gpromiscuous reading
and note-taking habits has been copiously explbyegbhn Livingston Lowes in his
Road to Xanaduwho takes note of several closely related passiagie immediate
context of the famous “Xamdu” sentence. Lowes sitiiat, upon reading the “Xamdu”
sentence, “a remarkable expression among the $artdine survival of the dead,”
Coleridge “had turned the page but once since Hedwd another statement of that
belief more striking still,” a passage in which €has relates the funerary customs of the
Tartars, who buried their chiefs sitting, with tefigiast, and a stuffed horse carcass (396-
7). Lowes goes on to note that Purchas’s desontf prophets who “foretell holy days,
and those which are unluckie [. . . so thdd] warres are begunne or made without their

word’ sets a precedent for Kubla’&hcestral voices prophesying wafemphasis in

® In deference to the text, | have not normalize¢tiagraphy; in deference to
readability, | have normalized typography, so tffiais not used for “s”; nor “i” for “j”;
nor “u” for “v” in my quotations from Purchas. Ntandard modern edition Burchas
his Pilgrimagehas come to my attention; a facsimile editionhef 1617 edition (in two
volumes) has been brought out by Kessinger Publysini July, 2003 (available online; |
cite it below for one obscure reference). Unlested otherwise, | have cited Purchas
from the digital facsimile (image files of each pagvailable from the Kraus Collection
of Sir Francis Drake in the Library of Congres$o prevent confusion, note that most
articles I have read follow other researchers wéedua different edition, in which the
“Xamdu” passage occurs on page 472. There isesr cbnsensus on which edition
Coleridge would have read, nor is there likely éodme; but see notes in Warne, “Prester

John in ‘Kubla Khan™).
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Lowes). For Lowes, this is the beginning of a cdesable tracery of other sources
which lay the groundwork for Coleridge’s compogitiof “Kubla Khan.”

The title of the chapter in which the “Xamdu” semte occurs is “Of the Religion
of the Tartars, and Cathayans” (415). The chayggens with Purchas, in turn, citing
other sources in an effort to establish a broadetext for understanding Tartar (the
group of tribes which included Mongols, and whinfthe time of Kublai Khan was
dominated by them) and Chinese culture. To dematesthat this is no mere curiosity,
but in fact the principal concern of Purchas’s wanke need only look at the full title:
Purchas his Pilgrimage: or Relations of the Waaltd the Religions Observed in all
Ages and places Discovered, from the Creation tmtoPresent The advertisement on
the title page continues, in fact,

Contayning a theologicall and geographicall Higtari Asia, Africa, and
America, with the llands adjacent. Declaring theiant Religions before
the Floud, the Heathenish, Jewish, and Saracemcall Ages since, in
those parts professed, with their severall opinitohads, Oracles,
Temples, Priests, Fasts, Feasts, Sacrifices, @rd Religious: Their
beginnings, Proceedings, Alterations, Sects, Or@&s Successions.
With brief Descriptions of the Countries, NatioSs$ates, Discoveries;
Private and publike Customes, and the most rembzlRdrities of Nature,
or Humane industrie, in the same.
Purchas is, in other words, attempting to comprehvethin the lines and leaves of his
volume all the spatial and temporal differenceschiiiave characterized the propagation
and diversification of the human race in the wdftdm the Creation,” specifically
beginning with “the ancient religions before thewd” and geographically and

ethnographically cataloguing variants of religidagdief and practice “in all Ages since,”

down “unto this Present.”
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Purchas is principally a collector of other acdsuoleridge not only
recapitulates that collection in his own work, blgo participates in the same effort to
recover the political and religious unity, or exbe possibility of continuous
communication, lost through ages of changing bekefd violent conflict. Coleridge is
in fact an important actor in that history of changoth in his efforts to recover that unity
and in the effects of his attempt to locate thatyunithin the conscious experience of the
human subject. Connected to his use of Purchémeibackground of “Kubla Khan,” for
example, is his earlier plan to compose a blankesezndition of th&elluris Theoria
Sacraof Thomas Burnet. Burnet's work describes a adojal universal cosmology and
geology roughly based on the Biblical account ef tood (Lowes 16). The geological
and hydrological fantasia in “Kubla Khan” suggdst possibility of a similar use of
Purchas: adding verse to create an epic from eouat Biblical in its stature and scope.
Whether any such epic was actually projected, tiggestion of one in both the prose
introduction and the language of the poem mustcbeunted for.

Such an accounting begins with the particular el@sjuxtaposed to create those
fantasia. Warne notes that “the background oltifenished poem seems to be ever
changing,” and draws attention to the diversityXdnadu” and “Kubla Khan,” the
“Abyssinian maid,” the quizzical “mount Abora,” afllph the sacred river” (55).

Given that the place “Xanadu” or “Xamdu” or “Shamttand a whole host of other
spellings in Marco Polo, William of Rubruck, Purshand others including modern

map-makers and explorers) is known to be just nairthodern Beijing (which was
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founded as the winter capital of the Khahg)is difficult to see how “Alph, the sacred
river,” which is (as Warne tentatively notes) altasiversally agreed to be the Nile,
could flow in “caverns measureless to man” ben&shmountain fastneslt seems
equally counterintuitive that a young woman frorhigpia, “an Abyssinian maid,” found
singing of a “mount Abora,” should have a placé¢ha thirteenth-century Khan'’s tent-
palace’

Lowes does an excellent job of demonstrating @wéridge’s reading provides
plenty of material to account for this juxtapositi373ff); and Warne supplies additional

possibilities, as have later schold?sln particular, Lowes’ explanation of the presente

’ See for example Lawrence Impey’s account of liystér the site, which he calls
“Shangtu,” which contains a small map and refersrnoearlier surveys, in “Shangtu, the
Summer Capital of Kublai KhanGeographical Review5.4 (Oct. 1925), 584-604. The
only map | have been able to find which clearly kseBhangtu is an old one, available at
<http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/historical/shepha@hgol_dominions.jpg>.

8 But see Lowes, 387ff, and his many sources, foy ireportant notes on this
identification, especially with regard to its subbémean flow.

® All sources are agreed that Kublai Khan's sumnagage was such that it could,
in Purchas’s words, “be removed from place to plaéarchas here (as in much of the
work) follows the account of Marco Polo, who detgend is corroborated by many other
travellers before and since, and by now-common kedge of East Asian culture) the
construction of a very elaborate residence afterfdshion of a large tent, but from
bamboo. For a searchable electronic texittad Travels of Marco Polsee
<http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/10636> and <htgpwiv.gutenberg.org/etext/12410>.
This, the most popular English version of Marcod®account, is the Yule edition,
which was not yet available in Coleridge’s lifetins® beware subtleties of translation
and interpretation.

19 Pramod K. Nayar, “Another Source for Coleridgelsa@ure-Dome in ‘Kubla
Khan™ in ANQ17.3 (Summer 2004), 33-35, offers the 1794 bblo& Travels of Dean
Mahometas a source for the “dome” otherwise hard to {thdugh Lowes manages it:
see pp. 386-387). Garland H. Cannon, “A New, Poteb&ource for ‘Kubla Khan' in
College EnglisHL7.3 (Dec 1955), 136-142, argues the importan&rddVilliam Jones;
while Pearce, 565-583, argues for some of Colelsdgen favorite landscapes and
haunts from childhood up. Each provides, as doynodimer studies, additional possible
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“Alph, the sacred river” in measureless cavernsciprovided the source of the waters
for Coleridge’s fantasy version of “Xamdu” or Shangublai Khan’s summer capital,
is convincing: it is tied to the ancient and mediespeculation concerning the four pre-
Flood rivers which, according to Genesis 2:10-1vided from the principal river which
“flowed out of Eden to water the garden” and aréidentifiable in the post-Flood world
(Lowes 387-396). Coleridge’s fondness for Burnattempt to describe a Biblical
geology of the world, his wide reading in similaféy-reaching accounts of religious and
cultural geography, and the context of Purchas’s ark (which begins, recall, with
“the ancient Religions before the Floud”) makeduitg understandable that “Kubla
Khan” should depict an ancient and subterraneaty imthe waters of “Alph, the sacred
river,” or that these waters should give rise tmtAstral voices prophesying war.”
Warne’s look at the “ever changing” setting of ‘ida Khan” reinforces the
fitness of “Kubla Khan” and the prose introductasanentréefor discussing
Coleridge’s representation of the human subjedsiglobal political and religious
dimensions. This fitness is strikingly evidendifarne’s discussion of the story of
“Prester John,” the hoped-for Christian king oealm beyond the Muslim threat that
dominated North Africa and the Middle East for ceigs, cutting off Europe from East
Asia. Although “Prester John” as known from th®A1165 letter in that name to the
Byzantine emperor is almost certainly a pastichd,the subsequent elaboration of his
fame is wildly varied and fabulous (Nowell 486passify Warne is almost certainly

right to note that the same juxtaposition of Mosgahd Ethiopians as in Coleridge’s

contributions; but it is probably fruitless to ty exhaust the possible contributions to,
for example, a love of greenery or mountain views.
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poem occurs throughout Purchas and his source®grong the legend of Prester Jafin.
Warne cites multiple instances in Purchas, refigcéilso the multiple sources Purchas
collated, in which the Mongol Khans (especially Kails ancestor “Cingis,” since better
known as “Genghis”) are thrust into dealings orfommtations with Prester John.
Especially convincing is Warne’s accumulation o$geges in which “Purchas, no less
than his sources, tends to make no distinction éetvthe rulers of Abyssinia (or
/Ethiopa, as he has it) and the Kings of Tenduc).(9he apparent confusion of locales
and place-names in “Kubla Khan” parallels that agt® sources, reinforcing the
relationship between the unifying, idealizing visithe poem initially purports to offer
and the religious and political histories the paessimilates and abridges.

This seeming confusion begins to make more sehea Wharles E. Nowell
recalls that, in the famous letter, “The Prestexcdbes himself as ruling in ‘India,” a
geographical expression that to Europeans in 1h@5vauch later meant nothing more

specific than a land lying to the east” (435). Wlhis observation is generally true,

1 «prester John” is generally taken to be a titte] aften known by writers such
as Purchas to be a European label which has bgdiecdifferently in various times and
places; for example, Warne cites Purchas refetaran Armenian account of a king “by
us vulgarly called PRESTER JOHN” (58). While ttesm has often been expanded
“Presbyter John,” the link if any has not yet beaown between the legendary king and
the controversial reference in a fragment of Pafm&dohn the presbyter” taken by some
(including Jerome) to be different from the Apostténn, though the best evidence
suggests they are one and the same. For the fraghBapias which mentions “John
the presbyter,” see <http://www.ccel.org/ccel/stlaaf01.vii.ii.i.ntml>; for a brief
discussion of the alleged difference between JbarApostle and “John the presbyter,”
see <http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/08492a.htm#Hor another plausible
derivation of the title “Prester John” see ChaBe&owell, “The Historical Prester
John,”Speculun8.3 (July 1953), 435-445 (esp. 438). SchafhigHistory of the
Christian Church follows an analysis similar to Nowell's (SchaffBuliu Tasha” or
“Coirchan” is the “Yeh-lu Ta-Shih” of Nowell andGurkhan” or “Yelu Dashi” of other
sources, with one being a personal name and tlee thté title “Great Khan”), but offers
a different derivation of the title.
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Nowell incidentally suggests a more specific megrior “to the east,” in this context,
when he points out that Yeh-lu Ta-Shih, a Mongofider who won an epochal battle
against the Seljuk Turks in 1141, “could be ideatifas a non-Moslem from beyond the
eastern frontier of Islam” (436). With the Silk &b—the connective tissue of Eurasian
civilization since before the Roman Republic haddmee an Empire—cut off by Islamic
aggression in the Near East, the continuity of comication among the peoples of
Europe and East Asia was breached; that Europeanaigce which subsequently
produced the fabulous Far East grew as a conseguéBeyond the eastern frontier of
Islam” lay the wide world from which Europe, in digsay since the fall of the Western
Roman Empire, was cut off. Europe was an armegdassieged by Islam from East
(Turkey and Eastern Europe) and West (Spain) amthdlorth Africa); it was too
completely at war with itself to effectively countbe millennium-long assault (as the ill-
fated Crusades proved); what remained was to lbelkdnd the eastern frontier of
Islam” for forces to lift the siege.

Nor, despite the fanciful form in which that hggayed out, was there any lack
of foundation for the belief that Christianity ebéd outside Europe, and had continuously
since the time of the Christ. Nowell very probabstablishes that the historical source
of the “Prester John” legend is the remarkableovicof Yeh-lu Ta-Shih, and corrects the
record where some have mistakenly assumed thatuy&a-Shih was himself a Christian
king; he was almost certainly Buddhist (442-4). tih&¢ same time, Nowell establishes the
credibility of the general impression in Europetthanighty king in the East fighting the
Turks might be Christian, when he points out that

Nestorianism [an Eastern branch of Christianitycalted because it did

not repudiate Nestorius, deemed an heretic in ttrad® and Eastern
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Orthodox churché§] survived and even grew in Mongolia and Turkestan.
We are informed by the Asiatic Christian historiBay Hebraeus, that in
1007 the powerful Mongol tribe of the Keraits waptseden massanto
the Nestorian faith, and other evidence existhtmsthat this people
remained Christian, at least in part, until thetdanth century. (443)
Purchas notes, in the chapter following that witichtains the “Xamdu” sentence, the
presence of observant Christian peoples and clargyblai Khan’s dominions:
WhenCublaihad overthrown&aiamhis uncle (as before is said)
understanding that the Christians observed theirghg soemnitie of
Easter, hee caused them all to come to him, abdrng the Booke of the
foure Gospels, which he incensed often with greae@onies, devoutly
kissing it, and caused his Barons to doe the liked this he observeth
always in the principall Feasts of the ChristiaasChristmasse and
Easter.
Kublai, of course, should not be mistaken (and rafrtbe principal sources do mistake
him) for a Christian; he was a religiously tolerghiralist, henotheistically honoring the
“one God” of any monotheistic religion as helpinmho be the one ruler of all his
dominions, even as he honored the many gods gdgbples he ruled. Purchas
continues, “The like he did in the chiefe FeastthefSaracens, Jewes, and Idolaters”
(420).
The “uncle” Purchas mentions is relevant, hetevais this uncle whom William
de Rubruquis (more conveniently known as WillianRoilbruck) associated to the
legend, when he was sent to find the “Prester J&dbiéd by the 1165 letter. This

fabrication was probably based (if Nowell is righy, an intentionally fabulous satire) on

the rumors about Yeh-lu Ta-Shih. Says William ime@ter 19 of his journal:

12 See Schaff'#istory of the Christian Churcts. v. “The Nestorians,” available
at <http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/hcc3.iii.xii.kixhtmI>; compare also the treatment in
Sir E. A. Wallis Budge’d'he Monks of Kublai Khan, Emperor of Chiftandon:
Religious Tract Society, 1928),a translation of @cholder Syriac account of the
westward journey and subsequent lives of two CleiMdsstorian monks, one of whom
became the head of the Asiatic Church at its gseatdent, in the latter $entury.
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[Nayman. Presbiter lohn.] And in a certaine plaaerntrey within those
Alpes, there inhabited a Nestorian shepheard, eeimgghty governour
over the people called [N]Jayman, which were Chaisdi following the
sect of Nestorius. After the death of Con Canstid Nestorian exalted
himselfe to the kingdome, and they called him Kio@n, reporting ten
times more of him then was true. For so the Nestasrivhich come out of
those parts, use to doe.
William continues to report with great frustratibis perception that the Nestorians have
exaggerated a minor Christian king into the greaster John; he seems completely
unaware that the exaggeration was almost certthelgreation of a European writer.
Marco Polo’s account has a similar, but similadynfusing, rendering of the history of
the early Khans and the “Prester John” story.

With the help of the Yule-Cordier annotations adéifgo Polo’s accounts,
however'* the following picture emerges: the Keraits andhiNas were among several
tribes who collectively converted to Nestorian Ghanity in the eleventh century.
Before their subjugation by Genghis Khan (KublaieKis grandfather), the Keraits were
ruled by one Toghrul, who had the title Wang Khearipusly spelled in antique

histories) after 1183. Toghrul was foster-fatleemT&mujin, later known as Genghis

13 | have here followed the same conventions of némation as | used earlier in
citing Purchas. | have also corrected the spetifffNayman” based on usage elsewhere
in this text and others. This text, like that off€has, is variously organized, translated,
and normalized in available editions. For this atiter matters, it is helpful to compare
the parallel passage in chapter 17 of Christoplaavddn’s modernized edition, “The
Journey of William of Rubruck,The Mongol MissioifNew York: Sheed and Ward,
1995), 121-123.

4 Notes at page 227, 237, 288passinin the edition cited. In sifting through
this history, | have been much aided by variousfidrand informal resources such as
Columbia University’s sitd’ he Mongols in World Historynade available at
<http://afe.easia.columbia.edu/mongols/figures/figub.htm>, and Per Inge Oestmoen’s
less official “Mongol history and chronology from@ent times” to be found at
<http://www.coldsiberia.org/webdoc3.htm>. | halsoshad recourse to Paul Buell's
Historical Dictionary of the Mongol World Empifganham, MD: Scarecrow, 2003) for
confirmation of names, dates, and places.
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Khan. As the ruthless and revenge-obsessed Gerogeisn power, however, Toghrul
(Wang Khan) agreed to allow Genghis to marry hisgtiéeras cover for a plot to have
Genghis assassinated. The plot backfired: Toghaslsent on the run, Genghis
abducted the daughter, and in short order the téeaad Naiman were absorbed among
the Mongols. Thus when William of Rubruck came renthan half a century later,
searching for the “Prester John” whose fame in geitvad grown following the 1165
letter based on the exploits of Yeh-lu Ta-Shihfdwend only the stories of the Kerait and
Naiman (as well as other Christian tribes absodmdng the Mongols). Such stories
were, to his frustration, rarely if ever connectath the name “John.” William, as seen
above, associated the title of Prester John tdl&hman king, while recounting how “At
the same time was the daughter of Vut taken, w@iagis married vnto one of his
sonnes, by whome she conceiued, and brought foetreat Can, Which now reigneth
called Mangu—Can.” William’s “Vut” (or “Uut”) is Viing Khan, the Christian Kerait
king Toghrul. Marco Polo, in chapters 46-48 of hiavels associates the monicker
“Prester John” with Wang Khan, and makes Genghegisiest for his daughter the
substance of their conflict, and Prester John'sise Despite the confusion, these
accounts do much to justify the medieval beliet thanilitarily powerful and

strategically significant Christian kingdom existgyond the eastern frontier of Islam,”

15 For further evidence and related accounts, seefHiistory under “Missions
among the Mongols,” available at <http://www.ccad/ocel/schaff/hcc5.ii.xi.iv.html>;
see also the extensive notes in “History of Chirfaseiety Liao, Transactions of the
American Philosophical Societiew Series, 46 (1946), 307 n52. Cf. referencdke
chronology (from the Chinese point of view) at fp8-9 of the same, where the battle in
the year 1208 is probably that at which the Keaad Naiman, among others, were
finally defeated; also 653 n31.
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if only the political and religious divisions whidtad led to weakness and division could
be overcome.

Coleridge’s “Kubla Khan,” then, emerges directigrfi these accounts whose
basic effort was to use history and geographydcsoever the unity of belief prior to the
fall into schism, idolatry, and separation. Itedevant to Coleridge’s work, then, as well
as to the history which lies behind it, to notet tNastorius, condemned for taking one
extreme (teaching the continuing separation of &€krdivine and human natures)
against another (the Monophysite teaching thats€afuman nature was obliterated by
His divine nature), was “dragged [. . .] from grlace of exile to another, first to Arabia,
then to Egypt” (Schafiflistory Il §138); and (as Wallis Budge continues thegtéwas
chased from one part of Egypt to another, [.to.jhe Oasis of Khargah in the Western
Desert,” and later to the ancient city of Panopal@minated by his Monophysite foes,
where he is believed to have died between A.D.at#6454 (26). The Syriac church,
alienated from the Latin church, and finding itseithout allies in Greek Antioch or
Constantinople (which were swayed by the Latin chisrarguments), or Alexandria
(where Monophysite theology ruled, and surviveajoamong Coptic and some Asian
churches), “continued to spread in all directiond aspecially in the countries east of
Edessa” (28). From the seventh to ninth centuNestorian Christianity was awarded
royal patronage by the T'ang emperors in Chinal petsecution from Buddhist
emperors pushed it into the margins of ChinesaiiliKlimkeit 46); its presence among
the Mongol and Tartar tribes has already been natedl it has been continuously
manifested in Syria, Chaldea, and Persia (Sch&®gIvherever Islamic persecution has

not driven it underground or exterminated it. ThAu#th-century schism among
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Christians over the metaphysics of Christ’'s naprezeded the invention of Islam, whose
conquests materially, politically, and geograpHicdemarcated the divisions of the
Christian world, forming the wall over which Eur@meChristendom came to look for
rescue from “Prester John.”

These multiple layers of alienation—of world rébigs from the postdiluvian
faith, of Christian East from Christian West, of East from Europe—take place again
in the speaker’s apparent incapacity to rememieecdmposition in “Kubla Khan.” Like
a universal history or a systematic theology, thie aarrative that “Kubla Khan”
purports to open should propose a structure tagbridese gaps, while also using
narrative technique and versification to abridgedtiferences by which they are
systematically inscribed as history. If the poemegiso, however, it does so by refraining
from, rather than achieving, epic inscription. ‘tda Khan” is, as Donald Pearce puts it,

a poemaboutsuspended powers. The unfinishedness of ‘KublanKisa
integral to the theme, not a deformation of itniBhability,” given such a
term, not failure to finish, but a longing to fihisor to have finished, is
what the poem is about. [. . .] Significance isqisely what is withheld.
If there is an action, it is that of pure expecatarrested, as in a dream,
by dread. (581)
Pearce’s description of the poem’s movement aséetgbion” whose fulfillment is
forestalled “as in a dream, by dread” comports wth Coleridge’s choice of “The
Pains of Sleep” as a companion poem to “Kubla Khasmwell as their joint publication
in theChristabelvolume.

As Pearce shows from Coleridge’s notebooks, tipagmt abridgment of

historical differences by such “arrested” moventirectly reflects Coleridge’s

construction of the subject: “The intuition of oess is the soul’s essential joy—the

visionary instant ‘in which the divisions betweemer and outer, between symbol and
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letter, between subject and object, and betweegctifhemselves vanish, and the lost

connections are suddenly recaptured™ (580-81)r islthis subjectivity merely personal,

as opposed to globally political and religious; reeacaptures the relationship of

Coleridge’s philosophical reflection to the apparaiure of “Kubla Khan” to become

an epic when he says that
Coleridge's thought was so subtly interwoven whig deepest thought of
his time that in wider perspective we can see tierpas imaging a much
vaster failure, of which Coleridge's was but a sionqatic part. The West
has far from succeeded in harmonizing heart and,ltessire and reason,
morality and science, imagination and reason. Nuw the wars
prophesied by the “ancestral voices” have finatlyjne about and the
stately pleasure dome of Western civilization appéalie in ruins,
“Kubla Khan” may come to seem less a personal eddgyt the failure of
S. T. C. than a prophetic elegy about the faildramoentire culture. That
is to say, the famous interruption of the poem imafact have been
inherent in the subject. (582)

By choosing the words “inherent in the subject,tofirse, Pearce implicates himself in a

critical discourse which has been much modifiedeih955; indeed, Coleridge’s

composition is such that “the subject” is almostaals plural, and lies at the intersection

of several chains of significance.

“Kubla Khan” and the History of Epic
Discussion of “Kubla Khan” in terms of the largaveep of history, and questions
of the relationship of historical to poetic repnetsgion, also requires some consideration
of the status of epic in Coleridge’s day. The lditlg “Kubla Khan: A Vision in a
Dream. A Fragment” combined with specific stateta@n the prose introduction
suggest that a much larger work was in view fromkiaginning. Whether this work was
ever actually projected for completion (the ovendth the projected blank verse

adaptation of Burnet suggests it may have beelly @d@es not matter; in its published
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form, “Kubla Khan” stands as part epic fragmentt pgeam-vision poem. Its
relationship to Coleridge’s theory of the humanjeabis not limited to the dream-vision
elements, though these are the most frequently @mted on. As an apparently
fragmentary epic, the poem describes, dramatiresrexenacts the problems intrinsic to
finishing a re-unifying work such as an epic poanit®historiographic counterpart, a
work of global history.

“Kubla Khan” serves as an excellent and early godarof what W. David Shaw
has called “an indeterminate genre,” a term he tesdescribe a broad range of poetry,
mostly Victorian (473). Shaw explains that “by gan indeterminacy | mean that a
reader is invited to treat a poem’s tenor and \Veldas examples of some wider concept
that cannot be named”; the term also refers to réldecal failure of a poem to satisfy the
expectations it sets out to raise.” His primargraple of this latter pattern is Tennyson’s
Idylls, in which

the road to generic certainty is constantly beiloghed by “no entry” or
“detour” signs placed on the route that should ledreader back from
the dualities of hope and despair, credulity arstidst, to the stable
conventions of epic poetry or Spenserian alleg@ay.3)
Shaw describes a relationship between developmepfsstemology and poetic genre
when he describes instances of “framed narratianh s Tennyson’s Arthurian works
as generic parallels to “Kant’s synthetigriori judgments” which “give knowledge of
an external world” but do so in a manner &agriori as the prophet’s or the seer’s”
(474). This indeterminacy of genre (not to be agefl with jumbled genres) idylls is
still “generically intelligible,” as Shaw analyzgésunderstanding the poem requires

understanding its relationship to the genres itdas to. Both with reference to the

Kantian backdrop (Coleridge’s “conceptions” areyveear kin to Kant's syntheti

39



priori) and the “radical failure” to achieve its ostetsipurpose, “Kubla Khan” alone
would demonstrate that Shaw’s model can be appliéehst a generation before the
leading Victorians came to prominente.

Contemplating the cultural forces which producembatics of “generic
indeterminacy” helps to link Coleridge’s fragmeatHerbert F. Tucker’s assertion that,
for a “firmly consensual line of Romantic theoriftsm J. G. Herder to Northrop Frye,”
the epic which “tells a culture-making story” mawn€tion in much the same way
“whether its inaugural action is offered as a higtar as a tale” because “the power of a
national story to hold its people together inhaénethe power of the people to hold their
story true” (701). Tucker notes that from the ¢dgimth century to the present, this
critical reception of epic has led to a preoccugraimong poets with “themes of cultural
conflict and definition” (701), while “by 1800 thredirection of emphasis toward
historicist and nationalist projects was if anythmore marked among the critics than
among the poets” (702). Using the example ofaaitdebates about Homer, Tucker
describes the “Enlightenment dialectic of formadlgmsis and cultural synthesis—a
double movement of critical destruction and hermwéingecuperation” by which critics
“rescued genius from deconstruction by puttingder the protection of consensus”
(702). As a consequence of this movement withencttncept of epic, Tucker says,
“creative responsibility was absorbed as publipoesiveness. The epic function of
teaching the nation its traditions looked more aratte like telling readers what they

were ready to hear” (703). The problem within plagadox lies not only in the ease with

18 Indeed, the generation which produced Wordswoght Coleridge’s yrical
Balladsand Charlotte Smith’Elegiac Sonnetgo name just two, should arguably
establish the paradigm for “generic indeterminacy.”
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which poetry so conceived can be suborned to vamationalistic perjuries, nor in the
increasingly solipsistic hero’s eventual reductionhe cult of celebrity, but in the
erasure of “responsibility” to the antecedentshef poet’s work and in its reduction to the
“responsiveness” of the audience as judged bydhsexjuences of its reception.

In any case, the force of this paradox is feltnkg@e Coleridge’s works. On one
hand, Coleridge’s theory of the subject preciselgrasses the difficulty of gaining
access to the sort of unified vision promised hbig @pd demanded by Burkean appeals
to the English “constitution.” It is no coincidenthat crucial passages on “symbols” and
“imagination” occur in works such d8$e Statesman’s Manyalhose overarching goal
is to find a unifying vision of politics and relmn in a particular construction of the
human subject’s relationship to God and King asasgnted in the Bible. In a manner
hinted at by Pearce’s discussion of “finishabiliggid Shaw’s of “generic
indeterminacy,” Coleridge in “Kubla Khan” delvegarthe deep problems of authority
which overflow the bounds of poetic form, callimga question the resources of authors
to provide what readers ask of them.

“Kubla Khan” thus enters into a poetic and critidescourse, well described by
Brian Vickers, concerning the nature and statusrmg narrative verse. Discussing the
role of the epideictic (concerning the praise @nté of actions in the present, or
presented as current concerns) rhetoric in the iBgarace conception of epic, Vickers
describes the effect of emerging modern historjolgyaon Renaissance poetics as
follows:

Plato’s acceptance of epideictic depended on itgylteue, praising gods

or men who deserved to be praised, and one ofefemses of panegyric
has always been that it was based on fact. Yétfas now the province
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of history, and the fiction of poetry was often tused by its opponents
with lies. (513)

One tension within the concept of authority, or tblated concept of poetic truth, thus
lies in the relation of works of history suchRwrchas his Pilgrimagéo works of poetry
such as “Kubla Khan.” The critical defense of po&uth as moral, rather than
historical, turns on the modification of classidatoric whereby “the poet, like the
orator, became the propagator of accepted mortdregs (502). As epideictic rhetoric,
Renaissance epic presents fictions about heroekiagsl as “true” in the sense of their
being worthy of emulation: “The characters [thefpa@reates must not only be, in
Aristotle’s terms, ‘good of their kind’ but must,lia Platonic terms, ideal, perfect”; the
consequence is “an elevation of art and a disvialuaif life, which cannot offer such
perfection” (521).

The tension between historic reportage and thriceof praise and blame, of
course, is not new. What is peculiarly modern, developing from then&ssance
forward, is the isolation of the ideal from thelre¢lae peculiarly strong emphasis of
history on its amorality and moral suasion onatklof ontology, its ideality as unreality.
Thus Vickers shows in Giraldo Cinthio an early mainen this trajectory:

Cinthio made the common Renaissance interpretafiémistotle, by

which the poet is said to show “not things as theybut as they ought to
be, for the ameliorizing of life.” Then, in his aveopy of the printed

book he added the following gloss: “The subjedhefwork was called
the fable because the poet . . . changes histaryreakes it become a
fabulous creation, of greater worth indeed thdreihad treated the
subject factually. Feigning or fabling is necegdarconvey an idea either

of a perfect man or of a perfect action since thdty of human nature
obstructs human perfection.” (521)

17 See, for example, the discussion of “music” in Btibof Plato’s Republic
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It is not very hard to see Coleridge’s theorizifigh® human subject foreshadowed in
Cinthio’s discussion of “fabulous creation” achidwarough the poet’s art, in which the
“subject” is treated by such artificial means ratthean “factually” in order to “convey an
idea” concerning “perfect man or [. . .] perfectian.” The word “subject” even appears
here in a similarly multiple usage: it refers getly to the ostensible subject matter of
the poem, its narrative. In the course of doing'sabject” again specifies the idealized
personal characteristic or behavior described astlject matter of that narrative. As it
is “an idea either of a perfect man or of a peréation” which cannot be “treated . . .
factually,” this “idea” must be the true “subjectl’ike the Romantic defense of poetry,
the Renaissance privileging of the poet over ag#neshistoriographer as a moral
authority provides a ready defense of poetry'diaudiity in the era when natural
philosophy, the expression of history under theiegigt realization that experience as
such belongs by definition to the past, threateegatal deflation of even such fictions as
Plato and Aristotle would have retained.

Such a preservation of poetry, however, has liofithe kind already suggested
by Tucker. Vickers mentions, as a stipulation ehRissance poetics, that “the fact that
praise of virtue can arouse men means that thereatoth capable and willing to
imitate the behavior praised” (510). If the poetighority is secured by the critic’s
valorization of the poet as “propagator of acceptedal systems,” then the poet’s
authority is limited by the degree to which sociatgepts such moral systems; the
consensus of the culture becomes the limit of thkaity possible within the culture,
and the failure of moral consensus is the vitiabbthe poet’s authority. This limitation

marks the gap between the ostensibly modern @habinceived in the Renaissance)
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rationale for poetry, especially epic, and the ptiom of works so conceived among
modern readers. As Vickers notes, “the Renaissagamier was accustomed . . . to seeing
each character not as a complex, autonomous pditgdna as an illustration of a

virtue” and “looked through [the character], agsing an X ray, to the moral quality and
ignored other, less essential aspects of his obéleavior” (522). As the “essential
aspects” of behavior came to be viewed increasimggmpirical and structural terms, the
isolation of the poetic as ideal, and ideal as alnaefended the moral authority of poetry
only within contracting and fragmenting regionscofisensus on morality.

Efforts to revive or constitute a national or giblmoral authority, such as
Coleridge’s and those of the other Romantics, osétof Hazlitt, or of Burke, continue to
find themselves involved in problems of religioulgolitical authority—problems
which occur quite predictably but paradoxicallyspite of their commitments to the
autonomy and self-determination of the human suabjecthe case of Coleridge, both the
nature of these efforts and their challenges firadr tfullest and most accessible early

expression in the poems “Kubla Khan” and “The PainSleep.”
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CHAPTER TWO
“Kubla Khan” and “The Pains of Sleep”

Our whole knowledge of art is at bottom illusorgemg that as mere

knowerswe can never be fused with that essential s@irithe same time

creator and spectator, who has prepared the conoédyt for his own

edification.

NietzscheBirth 42
Nietzsche’s concern for the difference betweenrgkaowers’ who try to

conceptualize the work of art, and the “essenpalts’ whose repetition as “creator and
spectator” is the origin of the work of art and twnposition of the self, closely reflects
Coleridge’s representation of the human subjette domposition of the creative subject
through “self-duplication,” as Coleridge descriliiess echoed in Nietzsche’s
representation of the work of art as originatingessential spirit, at the same time
creator and spectator, [. . .] for his own ediima.” The Coleridge oBiographia
Literaria andLogic, however, describes the process of representagithject’s self-
representation as producing an awareness of rigpetihich leads to a consciousness of
unity; this unity is not merely the product of expace, but is the “antecedent unity”
recovered in the subject, a totalizing conceptidmcv is both personal and global in
scope. For Nietzsche, however, this confidenaeadvering antecedent unity is no
longer available: “at bottom” the whole projecftasinded in the “illusory.” The history
of idealism and its decadence, of the developmititeohuman subject as the site of a
hoped-for reconciliation of representation’s divarge from experience, the fragmenting

moral consensus by which fanciful epic is heldeaore true than amoral

historiography, suggests that thinkers like Colggidre the rearguard of a retreating
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illusion (as famously imagined in Matthew ArnoldBover Beach”). In “Kubla Khan”
and “The Pains of Sleep,” as united by the progediction which collocates them in
the 1816Christabelvolume where they were first published, Coleridgepresentation
of the subject is offered in the exemplary formadpsychological curiosity”; but in the
challenges to memory and consciousness of ageagypttse, both poems also express
more than a little anxiety that (as Nietzsche waulguie) their own account of their
composition, and of the constitution of the humalbjact, is “at bottom illusory.” In
keeping with Pearce’s description of “Kubla Khais’about “finishability,” and further
illustrating the changing role of poetry discusbgdVickers, both of these poems offer a
case of the idealized human subject’s unrealitgtang a barrier to even the most
intensely imaginative scrutiny. The very imagiaatpotency which strives to constitute
subjects proof against historical criticism, itisee renders them insignificant for real
historical purposes (as in “Kubla Khan”), and tregts morally and spiritually
unintelligible (as in “The Pains of Sleep”). Adatvely early examples, published well
afterLyrical Balladsbut still beforeAids to Reflectiomnd beforeConfessions of an
Inquiring Spirithad begun its long odyssey as an unpublished cesiven piece, these
poems together form a reference point for the eratian to come of Coleridge’s
continued wrestling with the representation oftibenan subject, especially where that
subject is supposed to be Coleridge himself, imseof Christian orthodoxy as well as

philosophical anthropology.

Turns in “Kubla Khan”
In “Kubla Khan,” as in many of Coleridge’s otheofks, multiple layers of

expectation regarding the use of history and eptbink the possibility of a globally
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unified religious and political experience are neged in a series of “turns” in the
representation of the subject. These “turns” malikened to (and often actually are) the
turns of a sonnet or other poem whose significasmagormed by a shift in focus or
ostensible subject. In “Kubla Khan” the conscicssof repetition intrinsic to the self-
representing subject’s acts are represented iretagons of Khan, speaker, reader, and
poet to the same ostensible subjects, the objéetisemtion. The multiplication of
subjects also exposes the reader’s role in constouthe “romantic chasm” within the
mind more really than the “decree” or the poteritalisic’ have.
The representation of the human subject in “Kudditan” begins with the Khan

himself, at the very opening of the poem:

In Xanadu did Kubla Khan

A stately pleasure-dome decree:

Where Alph, the sacred river, ran

Through caverns measureless to man

Down to a sunless sea.

So twice five miles of fertile ground

With walls and towers were girdled round:

And there were gardens [...] (1-8)
The Khan's agency is initially brought into focuesseral ways. The powerfully rhythmic
arrangement of the first two lines, aside from@ssig “Xanadu” and “Kubla Khan”
prominence and accentuating the exotic sounds ghroepetition, also makes the
emphatic auxiliary verb “did” the fulcrum of thedt line. The sequence “Xanadu did”
comes very near to being a conjugation; it alspares the reader for the repeated “d” of
“dome decree” in the next line, allowing the “dexréo stand as the culmination of a pair
of lines in which nearly every stressed sound i®ed and reduplicated to a fulness.

Even the “ks” sound of “Xanadu” finds a dual echdhe “k” of “Kubla Khan” and the

“s” in “stately.”
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Throughout the opening sequence, down to “Enfgldinny spots of greenery”
(11), no human agency other than the Khan's isetidIn a display of godlike (or
poetic) creative force, the Khan “did [. . .] deet the “stately pleasure-dome,” and the
site appears prepared, with no intermediate ageanmed: the lands “were girdled
round” (7), and on them “were gardens” (8), anthimsame place “were forests” (10).
The boundaries of the Khan's agency blur as thassiyes fulfill his “decree,” for the
land’s arrangement and gardening are attributabilee Khan and his unnamed minions,
while the “forests ancient as the hills” would dyneredate the Khan’s involvement, as a
matter of literal history. With the exception aetparticipial adjective “Enfolding” and
the descriptive “blossomed” (9), only one othervier active voice is to be found in the
passage: “Alph, the sacred river, ran.” The ulyttey activity of the river partially
accounts for the blurring of the Khan’s agencytssontribution to the “fertile ground,”
the “gardens bright with sinuous rills,” and theré#sts” surely predates and acts with the
Khan’s works. That the river is “sacred,” and sutdnean (it “ran / Through caverns”),
suggests the antediluvian frame of reference (igermay have taken over from Burnet;
that the Khan is able to turn it to his purposesi$cto reinforce the appearance of divine
creative force suggested by the efficacy of histde.”
The first poetic turn comes at the ejaculationt‘B!” which introduces the

second section:

But oh! that deep romantic chasm which slanted

Down the green hill athwart a cedarn cover!

A savage place! as holy and enchanted

As e’er beneath a waning moon was haunted
By woman wailing for her demon-lover! (12-16)
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The multiple exclamations, breaking in on what lmega a straightforward narrative, are
just one class of marks that introduce a changeamepresentation of the subject. The
ostensible subject matter, the Khan's “decree’uitdithe “pleasure-dome,” has
apparently completely given way to new subject arattines 12-27 describe the breach
between the subterranean waterway and the suifagehat watered the gardens of
Xanadu. They do so, moreover, in terms which cotito complicate the relationship
between the subterranean “sacred river” and thenlisdecree.”

The Khan is represented as exercising creativae fahich, joined with the
already active river, brings forth the earthly Risa of Xanadu; but the “deep romantic
chasm” is not so placidly “sacred” as the rivert tvatered the “gardens bright” seemed
to be. The “romantic chasm” is a “holy” place, d&edchanted” may certainly suggest its
charm; but the place is also “savage” and “hauhtedj in this sense the word
“enchanted” may well also suggest illusion. Thitdb iambic pentameter lines in sets
of three rhymes, like the descent into a greeneptandd a garden of delights, may allude
to Spenser'saerie Queenand the dangers from dealers in illusion like Err®uessa,
and Archimago; the “mazy motion” at line 25 maynferce this allusion. Certainly, the
incubus imagery of “woman wailing for her demondovdoes not suggest anything
“sacred” within Christian context: it does, howew&iggest the Ancient Near Eastern
religious observance mentioned in Miltd?L(l.446ff) and Purchad>flgrimage
.xvii.89)," the “weeping for Tammuz” called an “abomination’Bzekiel 8:14. If the

imagery of Xanadu is Paradisal, as it has commbegn read, it is not the Paradise of

! This obscure reference can currently be fountiénktessenger reprint of the
1617 edition at <http://books.google.com/books?@FRdRid=ceyl4NxFHBsC>. Note
that this is a different edition than | have uskgwhere.
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Eden or the New Jerusalem; it is a place whoseaédamature is fraught with spiritual
danger, which is “savage” in a sense which reaaensed on Milton and Spenser would
recognize.

Still more significantly, though, this poetic tuonings an entirely new subject,
and an entirely new level of the poem’s discouirg®, view. Throughout the opening
section of the poem, the poetic speaker is thespam@nt narrator of epic or history. The
ejaculation “But oh!” frames what follows as the@rnal response of the poetic
speaker to the scene. The reader is now to cansidieonly the Khan’s “decree” and its
consequences, but also the relationship of the aliaed speaker to the Khan. When the
poem returns to “the dome of pleasure” (31), tlate” is represented in relation to two
subjects: speaker and Khan model the repetitidheosubject in the act of
representation even as they re-enact the compléxalance of historical and poetic
discourse. To the extent the Khan of the poenrépeesentation of the historical Kublai
Khan, the language of the poem which prompts thdees imagination of Xanadu is a
repetition of the Khan's “decree” and its effe@sd also of the account in Purchas). To
the extent the Khan of the poem is the “Kubla Khaha fictional Paradise, however, the
Khan's “decree” is itself a repetition within thegm of that utterance of the speaker
which prompts the Khan's appearance in the readeggination. Both readings find
specific support in the poem: the reference taras clearly roots the imaginary “Kubla
Khan” in historical accounts of Kublai Khan, whilee poem is clearly marked as fiction
by the transformation of the nature and dimensadrike “stately Palace, encompassing

sixteene miles of plaine ground” into a “pleasuocer@” on “twice five miles of fertile
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ground” and the omission of the key fact that Kuklaan’s bamboo summer palace
“may be removed from place to place.”

With the complicated historical situation of thpeaker and the Khan in view, the
poem’s self-referential moments become more igfiele. The poem establishes this
reflexivity through several patterns of repetiteamd internal allusion. The term
“measureless” is used repeatedly to describe taectns” where “Alph, the sacred river,
ran.” The Khan’s “decree” of a “stately” palacgugtaposed with the river’s
subterranean movement, which exceeds the limitiseofdecree” in both the “caverns
measureless” and in the river's engorgement irfsbeless sea.” Darkness,
immeasurable space, and the ocean are all key msarkéhe sublime in Coleridge’s
aesthetic milied. The subterranean space, which being “measurelesan” is
subjectively infinite, is immediately juxtaposedtiva surface of “twice five miles” not
merely laid out in a grid, but limited by “walls’epiodically marked by “towers”—a
space quintessentially finite and measured. Taeutory production of the river from
the “romantic chasm” takes place “in fast thick {3&1§18), a rhythm twice described as
“momently.” Neither an immeasurable subterrandéadity nor an architectural grid, the
“half-intermitted burst” (20) produces “dancing” iine boulders it flings about, and
produces the flow of the river “at once and ev@3)( It is important to notice that the
“fountain” in the “deep romantic chasm” is the soaiof “Alph, the sacred river,” which

flows “Down to a sunless sea” only after traversianadu:

2 In addition to Coleridge’s own writings, Burke’sovk on sublimity and beauty,
Kant's pre-critical work on the sublime, and Kar€stique of Judgmentvould all have
discussed this, though tiitique would not have been available to Coleridge as he
wrote “Kubla Khan.”
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Five miles meandering with a mazy motion

Through wood and dale the sacred river ran,

Then reached the caverns measureless to man,

And sank in tumult to a lifeless ocean. (25-28)
The confluence of the Khan's “decree” with the Alppre-existing flow is developed by
the speaker’s emotional description into a modetHat very description: poised
between the emotional and the grammatical, betwepjaculatory and the prosaic,
between the “measureless” and the “girdled,” theakpr’'s words and the Khan'’s “dome
of pleasure” appear as a “shadow” that “Floatedwaif (31-2). The “tumult” even
produces voices, and though only the Khan hear$Aheestral voices prophesying
war,” the speaker is able in these words to refheadstensible subject matter of their
speech (29-30). The self-referential poetic acbizssummated when the “mingled
measure / From the fountain and the caves” apaedine end of four lines of crisply
metrical ballad stanza, and immediately beforeupt=i in the rougher-hewn accentual
tetrameter Coleridge frequently preferred: “It veasiracle of rare device, / A sunny
pleasure-dome with caves of ice!” (35-6) The parad flow thick and fast: the
“miracle,” produced not by supernatural interpasitbut by “device” (whether in the
sense of schema or of trope), describes the ex¢rereated by the juxtaposition of
measured surface and measureless subterranearsexgdre “mingled measure” binds
these aurally, as the river’s watering the gardends them in the logic of narrative, to
the Khan’s “decree” and the speaker’s depictions.

The representations of the subject as speakeasKkthan thus provide a profound

echo of Coleridge’s explicit theory. The spea&avords and the Khan’s “decree” must

each sustain some definite but also profoundly aedént relationship to the reader’s

visions of Xanadu and the roles of Khan, speakust,“aacred river” in their production.
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As seen above, in Chapter Xl Bfographia LiterariaColeridge grounds the act of
knowing in a self-objectifying act of the human gadb, an act which forms “the most
original union” of “finite and infinite” in what Cleridge characterizes as the “primary act
of self-duplication” which unfolds the “mystery” §broduction and life” (132) and
which is “the most original construction or firgiogluctive act for the inner sense” (122).
That the Khan’s “decree” and the “caverns measssél@ppear first, but are only fitly
joined in “mingled measure” once the “fountain’tire “romantic chasm” has been
described, again reflects the similarity betweere@dge’s “conceptions” and Kant’s
“synthetica priori,” the movement of philosophical language that Shagues is
modeled by the poetics of “generic indeterminacy.”

The architectonics of the poem, then, are alréaqjace when the final poetic
turns come into play. The third poetic turn is ket by the introduction of a new human
subject, and by the explicit labeling of the pospeaker as the exemplary subject “I”:

A damsel with a dulcimer

In a vision once | saw:

It was an Abyssinian maid,

And on her dulcimer she played,

Singing of Mount Abora. (37-41)
The speaker, who has been describing the conflugitte Khan’s “decree” and the
“sacred river” in the production of the “pleasureatke” and its surroundings from the
“deep romantic chasm,” seems to have digressedhefdubject-predicate sequence “I
saw,” the subject “I” first acts explicitly as agemnt within the narrative which that same
subject, the poetic speaker, also voices.

Even before explicitly taking responsibility fdret narrative, though, the speaker

has already begun to enunciate a “vision” whicim®ia new body of subject matter, and
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a new level of the discourse. The inverted syofdXn a vision once | saw” not only fits
the meter but accentuates the reflexivity of “I $awd “vision” that is intrinsic to the
subject’s self-representation in a dream. Intlspect, it once again expresses the
kinship between Coleridge’s “conceptions” and tlentan “syntheti@ priori” as
discussed by Shaw. By “a” and “once” the visiom@rked out as taking place in the
past, and as distinct from the depiction of the iKb&decree” and the “sacred river” and
“pleasure dome”; the disrupted and restored serblahhistorical narrative, at first
threatened by this new digression, seems instebd teceiving a new level of
commentary.

As a matter of epic convention, the appearandkisfdream-borne musician
should denote an invocation of the muse. Her going the Khan’s “decree” and the
“mingled measure / From the fountain and the cat@sihich the poetic speaker has
been giving voice; but concerning the “damsel” speaker relates only her ethnicity, the
name of her instrument, and the topic of her soflge speaker claims to remember the
“damsel [. . .] Singing,” but within the poem lsang remains unsung. This reinforces
what the juxtaposition of Ethiopia and Inner Mongdias already suggested, and what
the allusion to Milton embedded in the referencéMount Abora” reinforces: the
Paradiseof “Kubla Khan” is already.ostto writer and reader alikg.For it is Milton’s
epic that warns the reader of “Kubla Khan” to avitid inviting error; the “True

Paradise” is not the “sweet Grove” or the “Nysdiai (4.272, 275),

% Garland H. Cannon argues for acceptacne of Aliog&r's note that “the
original expression in the ‘Kubla Khan’ manuscmss MountAmarg which was
crossed out and replaced Algord’ (139), though it forces him to qualify his argumte
that a “A Hymn to Ganga” by Sir William Jones i ttiirect source for much of
Coleridge’s language in “Kubla Khan.”
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Nor whereAbassinKings thir issue Guard,

Mount Amarg though this by som suppos’d

True Paradise under tlighiop Line

By Nilus head, enclosd with shining Rock,

A whole days journy high, but wide remote

From thisAssyrianGarden, where the Fiend

Saw undelighted all delight (4.280-6)
Milton is, of course, also working from Purchas ¢per 329), distinguishing various
claimants to the title of the Garden in Eden frams'/AssyrianGarden,” which on
Milton’s account was the true location of the priaeParadise. It seems unlikely to
have been lost on Coleridge that this passagehiohaLucifer views the Garden before
the Fall of Adam and Eve, contains some of the mosterful and memorable lines on
subjectivity ever penned, among them the richlypemous “Saw undelighted all
delight.”

The “symphony and song” which the speaker doesepresent, which that
selfsame “I” cannot remember, is nonetheless asdigrrole in the poem by the details
of place, time, and manner which the speaker l@mirged. Such a cipher, however,
cannot directly represent the “stately pleasure-@lpimaving depicted the “fertile
ground” and “sacred river” and “deep romantic chashe speaker seems to wish for the
music to bring “deep delight” so that

with music loud and long,
| would build that dome in air,
That sunny dome! those caves of ice! (45-47)
This is also the content of the Khan's “decree,ichialso goes unfulfilled within the
language of the poem. The poem mentions the “shadohe dome of pleasure,” the

“decree,” the preparation of the ground, and theakpr’s wish to “build that dome in

air”; at no point does the poem describe the ddsafi(except insofar as, being on the
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surface and not subterranean, it is “sunny”). alet,fonly the “deep romantic chasm,”
which is neither the “dome” of the “decree” nor tisacred river” which “ran,” yet is
spatially and temporally the origin of both, re@s\extensive description and response
from the speaker. The “deep delight” that the kpeauggests “I” would respond to is
parallel to the “deep romantic chasm” which, it tos remembered, has given rise to
the “mingled measure” and “dancing rocks” as welftamult” and “wailing”: like the
“fountain” that “flung up momently the sacred riyethe speaker expects that to “revive
within me / Her symphony and song” would prove ¢cthe origin of a musical creation.
The final poetic turn at the ejaculation “Bewai®éware!” depicts the response
of “all who heard” the speaker’s hypothetical “nukiud and long.” Specifically,
though, those who “heard” would “see [the sunny d@nd caves of ice] there”: the
representation of the subject “I,” the poetic spgakrned agent within the narrative, is
now almost identical to that of the Khan, whosectée” has been represented as
similarly efficacious. It is important to remembbe profound ambivalence of the
Khan’s status within the poem: as a representatiahe historical Kublai Khan, the
language which prompts the reader to imagine ttegely pleasure-dome” repeats the
Khan’s “decree” and its effects as found in Purchas the “Kubla Khan” of a fictional
Paradise, the Khan in speaking his “decree” repgbatsitterance of the speaker which
prompts the Khan’s appearance in the reader’s masign. This confluence of the roles
of speaker and Khan is especially significant is timal turn—for though it is the
“sunny dome” and “caves of ice” which the speakahes he could build, the projected
audience responds to a weakly defined “he,” who beagither the speaker who “would

build that dome in air” or the Khan evoked in th&hadu” thus built. The “he” to
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whom the projected audience responds with suchhi@afdrunk the milk of Paradise,” a
ritual recorded by Purchas on the very page wheter{dge found “Xanadu”:
[Kublai Khan] hath a Heard or Drove of Horses anaké4, about ten
thousand, as white as snow; of the milke whereakrnmay taste, except
hee bee of the bloud @fingis Can|. . . H]e on the eight and twentieth of
August aforesaid, spendeth and poureth forth wilotvne hands, the
milke of these Mares in the ayre, and on the etotgive drinke to the
Spirits and Idols which they worship, that they npagserve the men,
women, beasts, birds, corne, and other things gu@pwn the earth. (418)
The speaker’s agency having become so tightlyaelat the Khan's, it quickly becomes
apparent that a poem expressing the futile urgbuibd that dome in air” in response to
the forgotten music of the “Abyssinian maid” cowell be the sort of offering spilled
“in the ayre, and on the earth,” in the Khan’s admnitual. In any case, the speaker’s
taking the Khan’s place in the ritual only ambigslyuserves to “preserve” the “things
growing on the earth” of the poem. The reader roastinually represent the Khan, the
speaker, and “all” others to himself in order foem, ritual, and decree to be effective;
and yet the Khan, the speaker, the “all who hedhet'music of the “damsel with a
dulcimer,” and the “stately pleasure-dome” are \@gspicuously not described in the
poem. As Pearce says, “Significance is precisélgtws withheld” (581).

“Kubla Khan” thus represents an ambivalent efforthink the possibility and
desirability of founding a globally unified visiaf history and religion in the conscious
experience of the human subject. Of course, few tasie the glamorizing view of
Lowes, for whom the poem is throughout a dream:legadisal work; Pearce’s
perspective that the poem’s appearance as a fragsnetrinsic to its meaning seems

generally to have won out. Shaffer reminds reade@oleridge’s works that there really

is no place in reading Coleridge that is free fisuch considerations (“Ideologies”). The
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tension between philosophical anthropology and s@ian faith, however, is equally
ubiquitous in Coleridge’s corpus. Though rarelyageked outside of inquiries after
Coleridge’s sources and influences, the “Presten’Joontext of the Purchas allusion
and the absorption of Burnet’'s hydrological thesiigo the fantasia of “Kubla Khan”
help to represent this problem in personal andaildimensions. The “pleasure-dome”
is “decreed” as such a work of art, both repeating building upon an apparently natural
origination in the “romantic chasm”; but the viotenof this natural origin is represented
in “Ancestral voices prophesying war” among thantut” of erotic, erosive force

around the “mighty fountain.” The political uniéjiuded to under the historical figure of
the Khan is a history of violent conquest and déspy or else a wished-for reunification
of Christendom under the ultimately fictional “PisJohn.” The unity of thought
founded in the subject’s self-representing acts appear in the idea of “Paradise” only
insofar as it is insusceptible of realizationaikes place in history as a past and future of
violence and flux. The poem represents the efferexciting but fruitless: the imagined
Khan of “Kubla Khan,” like the poem’s speaker, sspessed of a power which is
Paradisal only insofar as it is inconsequential @meém-like, and which is effective only

insofar as it is born from and borne to violence.

The Prose Introduction
The prose introduction commonly associated withfla Khan” in anthologies
first appeared with “Kubla Khan” and “The PainsSkéep” in the 1816 collection of
poems headlined b@hristabel(itself apparently a fragment of a longer nar@apoem).
Ostensibly an apology for the appearance of arédpsychological curiosity” in the

collection, and tacitly an excuse to use Byron'siado counter Wordsworth’s refusal to
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include the poem ihyrical Ballads(and thus to continue the debate that had beerdar
on in successive prefacesliyrical Balladsand inBiographia Literarig, it is the prose
introduction which supplies much of the materiaivdmich readings and misreadings of
“Kubla Khan” have been based ever since its fitgiligation. Coleridge specifically
mentions the connection to Purchas, and suggestidiplans to write the longer poem
of which the opening lines of “Kubla Khan” are adment §elected!3-4). The prose
introduction does much more than merely frame “l&ubhan,” however; despite its
appearance above “Kubla Khan” on the printed pHmgeprose introduction continues to
add layers to the discourse of “Kubla Khan”; itogfmirs “Kubla Khan” with “The Pains
of Sleep,” a pairing crucial to understanding theresentation of the human subject in
either work.

Like the multi-layered subject in “Kubla Khan, d@lsubject Coleridge depicted in
the prose introduction is a composition. The phiag@duction first introduces the poetic
turn in the representation of the human subjetKabla Khan” to which Coleridge puts
his own name, and in so doing also introduces piheféund sleep” to which the subtitle
“A Vision in a Dream” refers. Practical, outwartdstorical experience as embodied by
the “person on business from Porlock” is represkateinterfering with efforts to
remember the inarticulate images which “arose leéfttre subject Coleridge. This
inability to remember reprises the lack of fruitiaineady represented in the creative acts
of Khan and speaker within the poem.

The effort to recover a presupposed unity in thgext, an apparent totality of
meaning (thgarousiaof presence in which “images rose up before hithiags), is

represented as dependent upon a removal from icetbeing (the social, political,
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practical life represented by the “person on bussrfeom Porlock”). Coleridge describes
this effort in the prose introduction and the pog¢hmsugh the figures of the Khan and of
the subject Coleridge, with his affinity for Pursh@nd Burnet and Spenser and Milton
expressed by reference and allusion. At the sane such unity is meaningful only
insofar as the historical (“such a unity did exigifompts the idea (“therefore such a
unity is conceivable”) which hopes for realizatisuch a unity may be recovered”).
Like the Khan's “decree” to build a “stately pleaswlome,” however, any such recovery
may be realized within the text only as the mafke@an ideal insusceptible of
realization. The “miracle of rare device” remamparadox, like the realization that one
is dreaming. Insofar as the Khan is a poetic suipgand his “decree” therefore unreal,
the “pleasure-dome” is inconsequential as a mafthrstory; and insofar as the Khan is
an historical subject, and his “decree” enforceathle “tumult” of natural violence is

also realized in the actual “war” by which alone trans-Eurasian unity of the Khanate
could take place.

The representation of the subject in “Kubla Khanthus repeated for the subject
Coleridge as depicted in the prose introductiod, @so for the “youth” in the included
fragment. The “youth” is offered as an exampléhefideal recovery of an apparent
totality of meaning, as his hope for the returritbat phantom-world so fair” is realized
when “the fragments dim of lovely form” return ahahite.” This apparent success,
however, is also deferred several times over fragnraal or possible historical event:
first, in its being retailed as an example; thentHe very language in which the
recovered unity is described. The hoped-for thyt@if meaning is a “charm” which is

broken, and a “phantom-world” that “Vanishes,” daigions” which are to return,
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visions moreover in a “stream” whose motion woudstantly disrupt the “smoothness”
in any real context. Even the returning visioftiembling,” and the “pool” (or was it a
“stream”?) at its most real is only a vision of g#df; it “becomes a mirror.”

Like the “decree” and the “music loud and longpé t'still surviving
recollections” and the “fragments dim of lovelyrws” are traces of what Jacques
Derrida calls “the invisible interior of poetic #dom”:

To grasp the operation of the creative imaginadibthhe greatest possible

proximity to it, one must turn oneself toward theisible interior of

poetic freedom. One must be separated from oniesettier to be

reunited with the blind origin of the work in itaikness. (“Force” 8)
The poetic turns characteristic of “Kubla Khan,tdagxtended by the prose introduction,
are characteristic of Coleridge’s efforts to “gragfnat he calls “the most original union”
(BL 132). As in these works, so in Coleridge’s exptiteorizing of the subject the
“elevated” consciousness is that which first tuinghe “ground” (BL 131). Coleridge
describes these movements of language in représentd the self “by a metaphor
borrowed from astronomy” as “centrifugal and cquedal forces” (134).

The problem of memory in “Kubla Khan” and the grastroduction, a problem
also treated ilChristabel is a problem for Coleridge’s philosophy (thougit his alone).
Erasure of the past is a characteristic move iahguage which constitutes modern
history and poetry, and is constitutive of modernihis erasure has a parallel movement
in philosophy of mind. What Coleridge describestes“act of self-duplication,” in
which the self becomes conscious of itself as stiltyg taking itself for its own object,
depends upon another act: “an absolute and datesitepticism to which the mind

voluntarily determines itself for the specific page of future certainty” (126). This

attempt to represent the mind as free from prequrmes exposes what Derrida calls
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“the willful sense of the will: freedom, break withe domain of empirical history, a
break whose aim is reconciliation with the hiddesemce of the empirical, with pure
historicity” (“Force” 13). Paul de Man suggesto#rer interpretation of this
reciprocating movement when he says that althoogigihiation is inconceivable on the
ontological level,” it is “the ease with which wewertheless accept it” which “is
indicative of our desire to forgetRpetoric5). Keiji Nishitani points out the “variety of
ethical, philosophical, and religious doubts, atigge and demands tied up with the
essence of the ego’s mode of being [. . .] siheeetemental ground of the ego has been
closed off to the understanding of the ego” by fagess implicit from the very start in
the origination of the ego itself” (15). Coleridgters a representation of these “doubts,
anxieties, and demands” directly related to thélemms of memory and the ontological
status of dreams in the poem collocated with “Kufit@n” by the prose introduction,

“The Pains of Sleep.”

“The Pains of Sleep”

“The Pains of Sleep” is the important but oftenidb@d companion poem to
“Kubla Khan” in the 1816Christabelvolume. In the prose introduction, Coleridge
presents it as a second “psychological curiosiye read alongside “Kubla Khan.” The
descent into the “romantic chasm” in “The PainSlgep,” however, is “of a very
different character”; the poem represents the stibjedergoing a profoundly personal
but also morally and spiritually significant suffeg, an awakening “in anguish and in
agony.” Given its confessional characteristicg (tiore pronounced for having been first
included in a letter to Southey), “The Pains ofepletempts a naive reading in terms of

Coleridge’s opium withdrawal symptoms; but one neetddismiss the personal pain
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expressed here to acknowledge the difference battteecomposition of a poem and the
scream that it mentions.

The representation of the subject in “The PainSleép” proceeds in two major
poetic turns. At first, the subject seeks paspaicipation in a meaningful totality
realized within the self, a submergence in whati®aalls “an invisible world that defies
direct description” (58):

It hath not been my use to pray

With moving lips or bended knees;

But silently, by slow degrees,

My spirit | to Love compose,

In humble trust mine eye-lids close,

With reverential resignation,

No wish conceived, no thought exprest,

Only a sense of supplication. (3-9)
Explicitly, the subject is the self composing: “Mpirit | to Love compose” well
summarizes the construction of the ideal self ilreGdge’s works. The grammatical
object of the sentence, “My spirit,” already imglithe “act of self-duplication” by which
the subject comes to be known as “spirit, self, sglkconsciousness.” The possibility of
“spirit” as an object possessed or conditionedhgygenitive in the pronoun “my”
represents the origin of the human subject thraagimg itself for its own object, even
before the use of “My spirit” as the direct objet€t| [. . .] compose” does. Through a
poetic inversion which also serves the purposebyihm (though “My spirit to Love |
compose” would reflect the natural stresses ofdhesrds better), the object not only
precedes the subject in the reader’s experientas mmediately juxtaposed to it. “My
spirit I” creates, in fact, an opportunity for falsyntactic closure: the reader’s eye is

tempted to stop before completing the grammatiod| untangling the possibility of

reading both “My” and “spirit” as modifying “I,” wich would then be the grammatical
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object, and not the subject. This reading, thdegh probable, is still possible: it
requires only that the infinitive “to pray” be pdttad to govern the reading of the verb
“‘compose,” so that the passage reads “It hath @&t Iny use to pray [. . .] But[. .. to]
compose [My spirit I].” The parallel “mine eye-iclose” in the next sentence offers
still further possibilities for reading of this ysemous “I” and at the same time makes it
much harder to avoid taking the word “I” as therngnaatical subject of the predicates
“compose” and “close.” The poem’s first sentertugstenacts for the reader the
formation of a synthetia priori judgment concerning the subject’s conception as a
subject, the experience of “I” taking “spirit” (cditioned as “My spirit”) as the object of
its efforts to “compose.”

This effort to “compose” is also explicitly repegded as inarticulate on every
level: with no “bended knees” or “moving lips, &lphysical and the verbal movements
associated with the verb “pray” are eliminatedas®the mental movements they would
typically signify, as there is “No wish conceiver) thought exprest.” The subject’s
composition in relation to God and other thing®tlyh a series of “conceptions” which
articulate the repetitions of the inarticulate gabj self-objectifying act is thus both
enacted in the words of the poem and denied ipdleen’s representation of the
speaker’s behavior as typical of the speaker’'sntaly habits and exemplifying a
possibility for general human behavior. The “aetint unity” possibly suggested in the
plurivocity of “My spirit I” is to be recovered ithe “resignation” of the inarticulate self
“to Love”; the “sense of supplication” still markeme distance, but this distance is never
measured. Instead, it is lost as a repetition fresdihe sense of “sense”:

A sense o'er all my soul imprest

That | am weak, yet not unblest,
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Since in me, round me, every where
Eternal Strength and Wisdom are. (10-13)

The distance from subject to object, from poinpdant on the globe, and from self to
another are abridged in the “sense” the speakg@oges to himself as “imprest” upon
“my soul.” By a probable apposition (which onlethbsence of a comma or emdash
declares to be a secondary reading), the nouneclaeginning “That | am weak” can
serve not only to define “sense” but also “soutie speaker’s “soul” would, after all, be
an echoing “I AM” in Coleridge’s theory. That “h@ which is peculiarly the speaker’s
is “weak, yet not unblest.” On the other handamsssertion the clause “I am weak, yet
not unblest” serves to define the “sense of suppba” without involving any personal
relation of supplicant and benefactor. Such aimlavould presuppose the distance
between self and other ostensibly abridged in thier@gean project of recovering
antecedent unity through the discovery of subsequties. As Davis says, the
“Contemplation, representation, and communicatwhich mark “the subject/object
interaction that makes the temporal | possible”éhaw place in “Coleridge’s non-
prayer”; he points out that this effort may be sasiColeridge’s adaptation of
Schelling’s philosophical efforts to transcend slibject/object dichotomy (57). The
subject is thus represented as in “Kubla Khan,gialbnder a more literal and more
explicitly spiritual schema, as sinking “down tg@nless sea.” From this inarticulate
(and therefore cognitively sublime) center, in sdterranean union of the primeval
rivers, the “mighty fountain” of his self-represeng being is forced: he descends into
the “deep romantic chasm.”

The speaker’s attempt to “compose” the inarti@ukslf, however, collapses into

a need for articulation and external resources:
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But yester-night | prayed aloud

In anguish and in agony,

Up-starting from the fiendish crowd

Of shapes and thoughts that tortured me. (14-17)
This is the first poetic turn in the representatiéthe subject in “The Pains of Sleep,”
and unlike even the implicit violence and ambivakeof “Kubla Khan” and the
disappointment of the prose introduction’s “Ala#é turn here is abrupt, an “Up-
starting.” The move from the typical to the partar example (the remembered incident
of “yester-night” and the articulate and persomedexh of “I prayed aloud”) suggests the
contrast between the effort to achieve self-compo#uough the “resignation” of the
self to inarticulate “sense” in sleep and the appaconsequences of that practice for
both dreaming and waking: as Davis says, the dseam“a perverted fulfillment of the
non-prayer’s aspirations” (57).

These “aspirations” apparently involve the speakdreathtaking moral and
spiritual difficulties. Davis points out that “TiMdiltonic moral universe is under attack,”
as the speaker in “The Pains of Sleep” even ecdeespeech of Satan on Mount
Niphates (59), a reference to the fourth booRafadise Lostvhich corresponds neatly
to the allusion in “Kubla Khan” to the introductianf that speech. In addition, of course,
the Cartesiagogitois directly challenged by the speaker’s “aspiraticto eliminate the
distinctness of theum The poem puts into play the sequence by whictclrtes
establishes the priority of the thinking subjeat Derrida says, Descartes

elaborates the hypothesis [the identity of wakindg dreaming sensation]
that will ruinall thesensoryfoundations of knowledge and will lay bare
only theintellectualfoundations of certainty. This hypothesis abadVe a

will not run from the possibility of an insanity—apistemological one—
much more serious than madness. (“Cogito” 51)
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The speaker’s inability to escape the doubt repitesieby the dream’s erosion of the
subject’s conscience of agency is, in terms ofctigto, not only barely indistinguishable
from madness—it may well pre-empt the fear of madnbespeaking a more profoundly
significant error or erasure at the foundation wilan consciousness, one that cannot be
neatly confined to the asylum. For the speakéh®fpoem, in any case, such efforts to
recover antecedent unity, risking as they do tligestis conscience of agency, lead to
“Life-stifling fear, soul-stifling shame”:
the powerless will
Still baffled, and yet burning still!
Desire with loathing strangely mixed
On wild or hateful objects fixed.
Fantastic passions! maddening brawl!
And shame and terror over all!
Deeds to be hid which were not hid,
Which all confused | could not know
Whether | suffered, or | did:
For all seemed guilt, remorse or woe,
My own or others still the same
Life-stifling fear, soul-stifling shame. (21-32)
Reft of the comforting distance which separates'tivalter et iden of “My spirit I”
from the “all confused” state in which “My own others” appear “still the same”
morally and spiritually, the speaker finds that pimdosophical effort to consciously
erase such differences risks a terminal descemtliet “maddening brawl.” As Davis
says, “this heightened subjectivity approachesissismm and paranoia” (59), as the “self-
conscious subject” struggles to restore the boueslarhich, as has already been
mentioned, Nishitani calls “the essence of the ggudde of being” (15).
As the poem continues, and on successive nights marrative time, the speaker

struggles to shake off “the fiendish dream,” toonesr the meaningful totality “in me,

round me, every where” that is lost when sleep var“the unfathomable hell within”
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(46) that overwhelms “the powerless will.” As atteaof natural causation, of course,
the result is inconclusive: it would be impossitdelemonstrate that the philosophical
and spiritual representations embedded in the postricture are the physiological roots
of the night terrors more likely attributable (apresentations of experiences in the
natural world) to Coleridge’s nervous condition apidum withdrawal symptoms. Just
the same, in the poem the speaker’s expectatiareouing his philosophical and poetic
practices and their outcomes, as a method of naoichkpiritual development, are shaken
to the core. The speaker continually expressegeafgally spiritual expectation of
meaning, believing that the sequence of events ha the syntax of a sentence,
articulate a judgment about the speaker’s moralspnitual state. The poem itself is an
attempt to read the series of events, to discdwentoral allegory in sleep broken by
dreams of “Deeds to be hid which were not hid."e3édreams seem to defeat such
reading, as he cannot even know “Whether | suffavetldid” these deeds that caused
“soul-stifling shame.”
The second “turn,” after the catastrophic failafehe initial descent into the

“deep romantic chasm,” comes on

The third night, when my own loud scream

Had waked me from the fiendish dream,

O'ercome with sufferings strange and wild,

| wept as | had been a child. (37-40)
The speaker “by tears” returns to a “milder moahti attempts to discover a system of
moral differences that will make it possible todehe allegory in the sequence of events.
In a sequence where the pursuit of enlightenmentitih philosophy and poetry leads to

the closed eyes of sleep, terrifying dreams, anavaakening “in anguish and in agony,”

however, the philosophical practice described engbem’s opening fails to clarify the
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meaning of the mortal terror which follows. Thaiticulate “resignation” and the
inarticulate “loud screams” and “tears” do ansveeone another, but they will not serve
to represent an antecedent and subsequent urdgtyytiiing, they seem to argue the
incommensurability of the discourse proper to prayad poems with the discourse of
philosophies and poetics scheming to compose aticulate self as such.

This effort to find the proper reading of thespenences, to uncover the moral
allegory which the narrative should provide, letdsspeaker to establish a hierarchy of
“sin” in which those “deepliest stained” may begead worthy of the suffering inflicted
by such dreams. Just the same, the representdtibis effort in the past tense (the
utterance of a past instance of the subject, witnetspeaker does not presently reaffirm),
and its collapse into querulonsn sequitiimake it plain that the reading is
unsatisfactory:

Such punishments, | said, were due

To natures deepliest stained with sin,—

For aye entempesting anew

The unfathomable hell within,

The horror of their deeds to view,

To know and loathe, yet wish and do!

Such griefs with such men well agree,

But wherefore, wherefore fall on me?

To be beloved is all | need,

And whom | love, | love indeed. (43-52)
Not only does the speaker here echo Milton withléinguage of “hell within”; he also
echoes the Apostle Paul, speaking in his letténeéacchurch at Rome, who also engaged
in an extended representation of the problem ofalragency in the sinful yet believing

soul. Paul’s representation of the conflict witewen ends with an exclamation and a

desperate query in much the same fashion:
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| do not understand my own actions. For | do nowthat | want, but | do
the very thing | hate. [. . .] | have the desoa@b what is right, but not the
ability to carry it out. For | do not do the gobdant, but the evil | do not
want is what | keep on doing. [. . .] Wretched ntizatt | am! Who will
deliver me from this body of death? (7:15-24)
For Paul, however, the question is not whethefWieetched man” is the fit subject of
suffering, but how to end it. Paul, unlike theage in “The Pains of Sleep,” does not
differentiate between “natures deepliest staingtl gin” and his own. Far from it: Paul
writes elsewhere that “Christ Jesus came into thdro save sinners, of whom | am the
foremost” (1 Timothy 1:15).

The theory and practice of the speaker in “Th@®af Sleep” turns on an
expectation that philosophical and poetic effostestablish a subsequent unity within the
subject will recover the unity which is lost in tHhissembling “act of self-duplication” by
which the subject represents itself in relatiotmd, the cosmos, and others. Such a
recovery should ideally constitute “Love” as theamiagful totality of all things
remembered within the subject, whether upon sleegpon the deeper sleep of deéth.
There is movement within the poem toward a new eepee of “Love”. the speaker’s
attempts to discover the difference between selfathers “stained with sin” displaces
the abstract noun “Love” with the predications b® beloved” and “I love indeed,” by
which the speaker introduces the relation “lovethim the realm of subjects and objects,

self and others. Absent, however, is the agentiogh the speaker will “be beloved”

and the object of the speaker’s “love indeed.”

* If it were possible that such a recovery shouktsed, it would achieve the
Christian rhetoricatlesideratunof the comprehension of all things in love setHdry
Augustine (see for example L.xxxv @n Christian Doctrineand throughout that work).
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The speaker in “The Pains of Sleep” thus remaaggpied in that dilemma which
led Hamlet to exclaim “O God, | could be bounded inut shell and count myself a king
of infinite space, were it not that | have bad dis’(11.2).> The speaker’s moral alarm
over “sin” and “hell within” reflects a larger spiral concern: that more serious than
terrifying dreams or even madness, damnation wditn voluntary commitments
diminish the subject’s capacity for moral agentinable to achieve the dissolution of
differences without making it impossible to findthe text the moral allegory of
philosophical and poetic experience the sentenggstfication he hopes to find, the
speaker clings to a self-justifying self-represeatawhose terms are, nevertheless, at
last of the love between the self and some otlwveler tenuous and elliptical.

The ambivalence in the representation of the husnéect “Kubla Khan,” the
prose introduction, and “The Pains of Sleep” beoracial in the last of these poems;
for not only religion as historical and culturalitiihe spiritual inwardness of the subject
as represented throughout, is here morally andesiially on trial. This deeply personal
approach to the problem seems to belie Shaffen'styfposeur” characterization, even as
it provides an example of a philosophically seriapproach to the difficulties of
representing the human subject in terms of Chrnist@anfession as well as those of
Coleridge’s philosophical anthropology. The attétogrecover antecedent unity through
the representation of the subject’s experienceibsexjuent unity is depicted in “The
Pains of Sleep” as a failure which, far beyond gativey ambivalently dangerous and
ephemeral beauties, risks madness and damnatieiothA “Kubla Khan” and the prose

introduction show, this representation is intimatnnected to the whole of Coleridge’s

® cited from the venerable MIT web editionTtie Complete Works of William
Shakespearat <http://shakespeare.mit.edu/hamlet/hamlet.@rit>h
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philosophical, religious, and poetic work. Probimgre deeply into the contradictory
nature of his efforts to integrate his theorizirigh® human subject with his Christian
confession as a response to the challenge posenss early works uncovers the link
between Coleridge’s work and the convergence ef lought in both East and West, a

convergence anticipated in Coleridge’s work onioagsin.
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CHAPTER THREE

Original Sin, Apostasy, anflpostasis

| say, to remake his anatomy.

Man is sick because he is badly constructed.

We must make up our minds to strip him bare in oraecrape off that
animalcule that itches him mortally,

god,
and with god
his organs.

For you can tie me up if you wish,
but there is nothing more useless than an organ.

When you will have made him a body without organs,
then you will have delivered him from all his austio reactions
and restored him to his true freedom.
ArtaudTo Have Done

When Antonin Artaud says that “Man is sick becawsés badly constructed,” he

not only reflects the history of Western philosophith its efforts to find the ideal

constitution of man (and occasionally woman) inrdggublic, and the republic in man;

nor does he merely rehearse the tragedy of subjgatssented and representing in that

tradition, in philosophy and politics as in drantde also amplifies the relationship

between the “Man” and “his anatomy” in the figufe‘god” who co-inheres in “his

organs” through a slippery play with the singulastuline pronoun in the third person.

Artaud seeks to purge himself of his creation atbgr, to experience the unity whose

submergence is implied in what Coleridge descrésethe “act of self-duplication”

which founds consciousness. Artaud’s work seeng®tfar beyond Coleridge’s

“absolute and scientific scepticism to which thedwoluntarily determines itself for the
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specific purpose of future certainty.” Even in tladical hollowing of Artaud’s corpus,
however, there is some “him” to be “delivered” drestored,” some “body” to be
“made.” Artaud, like Coleridge, seeks to exposatberrida calls “freedom, break with
the domain of empirical history, a break whose @imeconciliation with the hidden
essence of the empirical, with pure historicityF@tce” 13). Artaud’s call to “make up
our minds” recalls Coleridge’s “my spirit | to low®mpose,” allowing each to appear as
commentary and response to the other, and tortalljuestion the representation of the
human subject as “badly constructed.”

Derrida’s “La Parole Soufflée” provides a readoafcArtaud’s works which helps
to draw these two into conversation. Derrida’slieg is deeply concerned with the
propriety of taking Artaud as an example, given thidaud’s own explicit dramatic
theory and the apparent focus of his mental distueb is the problem of representation
itself. Specifically, Artaud’s work representsesponse to what Derrida calls the
“metaphysics of subjectivity (consciousness, uncimusness, or the individual body)”
(178). The problem continually confronted by saametaphysics is that

what is called the speaking subject is no longermprson himself, or the
person alone, who speaks. The speaking subjestiwatiss his irreducible
secondarity, his origin that is always already etlidor the origin is
always already eluded on the basis of an orgarfieketof speech in
which the speaking subject vainly seeks a placeishelways missing.
This problem is amply explored in Coleridge’s waokcourse, as the problem of how
the origin in the “I AM” and its “repetition” aretrelate, exactly, in practice and in
systematic philosophy. Derrida’s examination amnis by pointing out that Artaud’s

self-representation is not merely an example okeely theoretical point, however; first

because “Artaud does not exemplify it. He wantsxplode it” (179). Artaud intends to
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do so by replacing the “instantaneous and origghadion without which no speech could
ever catch its breatls¢uffld” (178) with a “good inspiration” of his own dews): “the
spirit-breath $oufflg of life, which will not take dictation becausedibes not read and
because it precedes all texts. It is the sgouffld that would take possession of itself
in a place where property would not yet be thef7q). Artaud’s works, on Derrida’s
reading, attempt to recover what Coleridge cakis“#ntecedent unity” of the concept,
particularly the originary concept of the self.

At least equally significantly, for Artaud as fGbleridge (and Nietzsche, and
even Donne), this problem is not a merely theaaébae; it is not a matter merely of
disembodied thoughts. Derrida points out the irtgyare of the real, bodily being of the
human subject in Artaud’s work:

Let us not be detained here by a possible resemdlarthe essence of the

mythic itself: the dream of a life without differee. Let us ask, rather,

what difference within the flesh might mean foraud. [. . .]

Ever since | have had a relation to my body, toeeg ever since

my birth, | no longer am my body. Ever since | @éad a body | am not

this body, hence | do not possess it. (180)
In all the talk of concepts and dreaming as absaleenents of systematic philosophy, or
as poetic tropes, it is possible to lose sight akiwg and sleeping as bodily functions.
Thought itself, it must be remembered, takes pilla@n organ: the brain. This is true
whether it is understood as a phenomenon or akepgmenal. Artaud’s work restores
to the foreground the conflicted relation betwewsn dubjective origin of the human
subject as a thinking being (as one of those Nibzsalls “meré&nowers) and the birth

of the body, two things which are only notionalygtsame yet can never be entirely

dissociated.
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For Artaud, as for the speaker in “The Pains eEf|” the turn to recover
antecedent unity is both driven by a danger (whiiches the subject seeks to achieve
self-composure) and driven to danger (which arfisas the subject’s attempt to
compose the inarticulate self). Artaud’s terroeothe loss of his body is moral and
spiritual, going far beyond the anticipation or nogynof physical pain or the fear of
death:

Death [. . .] is not what we believe we can apate as the termination of
the process or adventure that we (assuredly)itall Death is an
articulated form of our relationship to the Othédie onlyof the other:
through him, for him, in him. My death ispresentedlet one modify this
word as one will. And if | die by representatitimen at ‘the extreme
moment of death’ this representative theft hasamgtless shaped the
entirety of my existence, from its origin. (DewitlLa Parole” 180)
The human subject which desires its own self-pessesnust face the problem of bodily
death as the end of its possibilities for being;eothis end becomes apparent, however,
other limits of the self’s ability to representalisas fully present to itself and fully
realized in its own construction also become apgar&€he distance from the self to
another, the subject/object boundary, the consogassthat the “I AM” is a moment in
an endless “repetition,” even the fact of physhiah and the necessity that one inhale in
order to speak: all of these limits of the sedftslity to fulfill its longing for self-
composure, self-possession, and mastery take arhtlracter of death. The bodily
existence of the subject is thus trapped betweathdgin a cycle of death, as the turn to
recover the antecedent unity within the human suibjeist always proceed by

representation, and discover itself in repetitidie effort to compose the inarticulate

subject continually manifests itself as the actug-of a moribund desire.
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Not only is this effort not merely a matter of ade it also refuses to limit itself to
the span between the bodily birth and death ofpangicular person. As Joshua D.
Gonsalves reads him, Artaud’s works mark an ettonhscribe a global unity within this
inarticulate self, moving beyond “deliriously gldizad epistemic desire” to “the desire
to re-make the body through a displacement of tlestérn subject without reserve”
(1033). This project closely parallels Coleridgatsorption of Purchas into “Kubla
Khan.” In the crisis of Coleridge’s “The PainsSieep,” as in Artaud’s work, far more is
at stake than the author’s distress. It is a dorisinal crisis, personally; and insofar as
such works as “Kubla Khan” represent efforts tostitate a global religious and political
unity within the human subject, this constitutionasis reverberates globally, as well.
“The Miltonic moral universe is under attack” whitye forms of representation break
down: “the subject/object interaction that makestemporal | possible” is abrogated by
the philosophical and spiritual nescience of “Ciolge’s non-prayer” (Davis 57). Such a
“scientific scepticism” (as Coleridge calls itBiographia Literarig noted above)
appears in the self-representation of the subgdtas inarticulate, as either hollow or
divine in its ineffability.

The hoped-for “certainty,” the desire to produoe anaster “the hidden essence,”
and the “freedom” described by Coleridge, Artaut] Berrida all appear as freedom
from or power over “the empirical” and “historicity Thomas MacFarland goes so far in
tracing these developments as to suggest thattaicexpressions “Coleridge speaks the
language of twentieth-century phenomenology” arad @oleridge’s development of his
always to-be-completestagnum opuswould bear a close resemblance to the kind of

extended re-thinking of the implications of tt@yito that Husserl labors toward”
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(Coleridge236). Derrida, in turn, links Artaud to “the tradn of mad poets” including
Nietzsche and Holderlin (184), whose works havenlsgochal for Continental
philosophy and literary criticism, and whom read®rsh as Foucault, Heidegger,
Derrida, and de Man find crucial to understandimgarigin of the work of art.
Thorough reading of the discourse of origins amthwege writers, then, requires taking
stock of Coleridge’s interventichand of the moral and spiritual crisis to whichtbot

Coleridge and Artaud attend.

Coleridge’s Theology of Original Sin

The crux for understanding Coleridge’s represémntatf the human subject as an
intervention in the discourse of origins must béetldge’s development of “the
Scripturaldoctrineof Original Sin” Aids193). This is not merely a coincidence of the
language of philosophy and theology, though itaslass than that. Coleridge’s lengthy
engagement with this doctrine in tAels to Reflectiomlevelops his representation of the
human subject in terms of Coleridge’s increasiragthodox Christian confession. In a
typical Coleridgean move, the text of his engagdmati Jeremy Taylor’s controversial
writings on original sin in Aphorism X of the “Aphems on Spiritual Religion” is nearly
squeezed off the page by a dense footnote spdlyiftiacussing the sense of the term
“origin” in which “no natural thing or act can be called originant, or be tisdyd to have

anorigin in any other” (176). As though to reinforce titadss of the subjects in “Kubla

! In calling Coleridge’s work an “intervention” iheé discourse of origins among
writers such as Heidegger, Derrida, de Man, ieisassary to recall that their criticism of
the language of metaphysics is developed primaritgsponse to themes in Rousseau,
Hegel, Holderlin, and others whose lives and wgsioverlap Coleridge’s; and to notice
that themes developed in Continental thought h&es dween exported to contemporary
Anglo-American criticism with insufficient regardifthe history of that discourse in
English, a history for which Coleridge’s work hagngficant implications.
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Khan” as examples, it begins by doing so in terfrth® “metaphorical or figurative use”
of the term to describe ‘faver that [. . .] originatesin [. . .] afountairi’ (176n).

When Coleridge’s writing is focused on the persot@nscience of original sin
coincides with the origination of the conscious lamsubject because Coleridge
represents both strictly in terms of the subjeatsvity over against the passivity of an
object in natural causation. This overlapping espntation, however, is not merely a
preference in portrayal of the individual; Colerdg still interested in truth which is
both global and personal. Coleridge specificaffgrs examples from not only
Christianity but Islam, Hinduism, and Buddhism, amg@thers, to discover “in the usual
form of an historic solution [admixture]” the bdleverywhere that “a moral corruption
connatural with the human race” exists, a beliaf #iso pre-dates Christianity in the
Western tradition: “In the assertion of ORIGINAINSthe Greek Mythology rose and
set” (189). To understand Coleridge’s view of or@ion and original sin, then, is to
read it in the context of Christian confession bgltfbally and personally, and to
understand it both within and beyond the strictlyd@rn Western philosophical context
of his explicit theory of the human subject.

Coleridge derives the meaning of the theologieaht“Original Sin” as follows:

Sin is Evil having a®©rigin. But inasmuch as it svil, in God it cannot
originate; and yet in sonfepirit (that is, in somsupernaturalpower) it
must For inNaturethere is no origin. Sin therefore is spirituallExbut
the spiritual in man is the Will. Now when we dat mefer to any
particular sins, but to that state and constitutibthe Will, which is the
ground, condition, and common Cause of all Sind;\ahen we would
further express the truth, that this corropture of the Will must in some
sense or other be considered as its own act,iteatdrruption must have
been self-originated;—in this case and for thipppse we may, with no

less propriety than force, entitle this dire spaitevil and source of all
evil, that is absolutely such, Original Sin. | basaid, “the corruptature
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of the Will.” | might add, that the admission ohatureinto a spiritual
essence by its own act is a corruption. (180)

This is “the precise import of the Scriptudactrineof Original Sin,” according to
Coleridge; it is not unique to Scripture, but igrfid there “in common with every
philosophy, in which the reality of a responsibld\&hd theessentiadifference
between good and evil have been recognized” (198js definition, and the discussion
of the term “origin” to which it responds, is impant for two reasons: first, for the effort
to conform Coleridge’s theory of the human subjedChristian confession which it
represents; and second, for the sharp turn inrépaésentation constituted by the last
sentence.

Orthodoxy in confession, for Coleridge, is mosa@fically represented by the
Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England, tlghuhe would not characteristically
have simply quoted these articles. The Aphorisnteed, combine Coleridge’s
commentary with extensive reference to traditiokaglican sources such as Leighton,
Hooker, and Taylor to discuss the materials of §llam confession in an order
established by Coleridge’s philosophical and thgickal priorities. Nonetheless,
Coleridge’s concern for the Articles is expressechany places, as is his awareness of
the famouwia mediain the confession of “a Church which in the comstion of its
Liturgy and its Articles is known to have wordedtee passages for the purpose of
rendering them subscribable by both A and Z—thahis opposite parties as to the
points in controversy’Aids 255). Coleridge makes use of this leeway in what
Christopher S. Noble calls Coleridge’s “rhetorisalf-containment,” characterized by his
“complex forays into and retreats from the projgfigbhilosophical systematizing,” a

complexity which “pervades both Coleridge's poetind his understanding of religious
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orthodoxy” (29). The “self-containment” Noble dabes typically consists of a double
motion: “forward” steps represent efforts to urkfyowledge and defy what Coleridge
describes as facile dualisms or false dichotomibde “backward” steps are
characterized by a strong controlling bent bestrilesd as a Christian pragmatiém.
Whether “forward” and “backward” steps relativepfoilosophical systematics represents
progress on a personal or a global scale dependéetier one privileges movement
toward a totalizing understanding or toward comsisChristian confession. As
MacFarland extensively documents, Coleridge vefindely prioritized the Christian
purpose of his philosophical efforts, and did sthwicreasing clarity throughout his
career Coleridge202-3). Coleridge maintains this “self-containttievhile negotiating
the complexity of the Anglicamia mediain the context of his discussion of original sin:
The two great moments of the Christian Religion éneginal Sin and
Redemptionthat the Groundthis the Superstructure of our faith. The
former | have exhibited, first, according to théeme of the Westminster
Divines and the Synod of Dort; then, accordingi® $cheme of a
contemporary Arminian divine; and lastly, in costravith both schemes, |
have placed what | firmly believe to be t&eriptural sense of this article,
and vindicated its entire conformity with reasonl @xperience. Aids
206-7)
Coleridge’s rehearsal of this process of develogmesapitulates the mediating

procedure he describes in the Articles, while alsking no concessions against the

claims that both he and the Articles would makBitdical truth.

2 Other useful perspectives on Coleridge’s religidegelopment include
Anthony John Harding, "Coleridge, Scripture, anel Attive Reader,Christianity and
Literature 36.4 (Summer 1987): 33-42; John Beer, “Coleridgretigious Thought: the
Search for a Medium,The Interpretation of Belief: Coleridge, Schleiechar, and
RomanticismEd. David Jasper, New York: St. Martin’s, 1986;6b; and the chapter
“The Trinitarian Resolution” in MacFarland®oleridge and the Pantheist Tradition
Oxford: Oxford U P, 1969, 191-255.
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The key sentence from Chapter VI (“Of the FalM#n, of Sin, and the
Punishment thereof”) of the Westminster ConfessibRaith states that “[Adam and
Eve] being the root of all mankind, the guilt o&fimg the forbidden fruit] was imputed;
and the same death in sin, and corrupted natune@eged to all their posterity
descending from them by ordinary generation” (Yl.iiThe assertion that “guilt [. . .]
was imputed” based on the status of the first sgymather than on any predicate specific
to the guilty party, enforces the view of origiisah most particular to Westminster: the
federal theory by which Adam’s sin is held to be §in of every human, and Christ’s
righteousness the righteousness of every belieBgrconditioning both “imputed” and
“conveyed” on the first sinners’ roles as “rootadf mankind,” Westminster requires its
subscribers to uphold the realist interpretationrajinal sin as inhering in the “nature”
of humans as a metaphysical consequence of Adard’&ee’s sin, whether by a
supposed organic unity of human being or by sonysipél or spiritual inheritance
mechanism. The word “conveyed” further obligessitbscribers to hold to the
Traducian view that sinfulness is inherited fronmegyation to generatioh.The term
“corrupted nature” in this article of the Westmars€onfession (and use of the term
“nature” passim, as in the ultra-Calvinist canons of the Synodofdt (which state that
“Man brought forth children of the same nature iasself after the fall” so that

“corruption spread [. . .] by way of the propagatbf his perverted nature”), anticipates

® Traducianism, according to the OED, may be defmetthe doctrine of the
transmission of the soul from the parents”; in tbgg the term refers to a specific theory
of origin of the soul, but also to the general tdu®f theories which trace moral and
spiritual qualities through sexual reproductiorheTeaching is principally of interest in
the context of discussions of original sin.
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the significance of this term in both the ThirtyAiArticles and Coleridge’s derivation
of the meaning of original sin.

The Thirty-Nine Articles are, like Westminster addrdt, careful to avoid the
“Pelagian” doctrine into which Arminian teachergl® Church of England sometimes
lapsed. Article IX, “Of Original or Birth-Sin,” gxessly proscribes any such teaching in
which only actual sin (each person’s particulafidibehaviors) accounts for the whole
meaning of human sinfulness. Just the same, rgpthithe Thirty-Nine articles affirms
or denies a federal or realistic theory. The Acagli confession suggests a Traducian
theory of the origin of the human subject:

Original Sin standeth not in the following of Ada(as the Pelagians do
vainly talk), but it is the fault and corruption tbfe Nature of every man,
that naturally is ingendered of the offspring ofafat whereby man is
very far gone from original righteousness, andfisi® own nature
inclined to evil, so that the flesh lusteth alwagsitrary to the spirit; and
therefore in every person born into this worldjeserveth God's wrath
and damnation.
Such is the tact of the confession, however, thalewnaturally is ingendered of the
offspring of Adam” does suggest the Traducian thetbre structure of the clauses does
not enforce the obligation. The “fault and corrapt are indeed a matter of “Nature”
and apply to “every man, that naturally is ingerdér(thus using the Virgin Birth to
exclude Christ); yet the omission of any teachihgiw's being “conveyed” or the
manner of its “propagation,” along with the artislensistence that this “Nature” belongs
severally to “every man,” leaves significant rooon 6ther theories. The “mediate
imputation” theory preferred by many, including garminian theologians, by which

every human upon sinning is held guilty of Adamiis svould be acceptable under these

articles. Such a theory is even hinted in thedkgise, which attaches “wrath and
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damnation” to the “Original Sin” which is “in eveperson born into this world,” and not
to the persofi. Coleridge, concerned as he is with the probleftisature” and causal
necessity set over against “spirit” and freedongaiive agency, makes the most of this
opening.

The crucial clause in Coleridge’s initial derivatiof the meaning of original sin,
then, is that which says “iNaturethere is no origin.” This distinction is of a peawith
Coleridge’s rejection of the necessitarianism he isathe works of his early mentors and
associates David Hartley and Joseph PriestleyrigadWilliam Godwin (MacFarland
169-77), which in turn underlies the schism withMd&worth over “Coleridge’s rejection
of passive perception” in favor of “a creative ait$f” in which may be found “the
germinal potency of the theory of Imagination” (HiL). As Coleridge says in the
footnote on “origin,” under the continuity of catisa any such “creative activity” must
appear as a rupture in the natural order: “wheeectis no discontinuity there can be no
origination, and every appearance of originationatureis but a shadow of our own
casting. Itis a reflection from our own will goigt” (176n). Coleridge thus argues that
beginnings, the “original” in nature, are stricgiphenomenal. The human subject
projects the newness of its perception upon theabpijn the course of repeated acts of
self-composition, the phenomena are thus concetvee objects of perception.
Detecting a phenomenal description at work in th&essional language which makes

“Original Sin” to consist in a “Nature,” Coleridgesists that insofar as “Original Sin” is

* That is to say, the logic of the clause reads fuét and corruption [. . .]
deserveth God’s wrath and damnation,” and doeshamwt is found “in every person
born into this world.” The necessity of excludi@grist, who was certainly “born into
this world,” makes it necessary to treat the phessestablishing the scope within which
the claim may be true, rather than specifying tktergt of its actual truth.
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original (“the ground, condition, and common Caakall Sins”), it cannot be strictly
natural; yet it is describable as natural (“thisrapt natureof the Will"), and therefore
must be conceivable and perceived among the phareméthin the continuity of
causation in nature. The doctrine of original i@ says, describes the “state and
constitution of the Will” by which humans are ingtably and inevitably betrayed into
particular bad acts (and general aversion from Garj it does so by noting that such a
process being necessarily “of the Will,” it is etip@ecessary to affirm that “the
corruption must have been self-originated.”

Upon examination, Coleridge’s “Original Sin” turast to be the theologically
specific coloring of his representation of the sgbjn “Kubla Khan” and “The Pains of
Sleep,” as expounded in his theoretical writinffle human subject originates through a
“self-duplication,” taking itself as object in ondi® constitute itself as subject—to
become composed. It is important to notice thdefige’s descriptions of the
origination of the human subject and of original sorrelate exactly. What Coleridge
characterizes as “a will, or primary act of selpication” in Biographia Literarig he
also calls “original,” as well as describing thé&-sepresenting subject as “originally the
identity of [finite and infinite]”; in this act ofhe human subject lies the “mystery” of
“production and life” (132); it is “the most origahconstruction or first productive act for
the inner sense” (122). The “I AM” which Coleridgkeooses to “indiscriminately
express” as “spirit, self, and self-consciousnesgjinates in the “act of constructing
itself objectively to itself” by which “a subject [.] becomes a subject” (130).
Coleridge claims that this “act of self-duplicatios “the mediate or indirect principle of

every science” (132).
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Each of these claims is duplicated in the degonpaf “Original Sin” found in
Aids to Reflection As noted, original sin is “of the Will,” and noterely derivatively (as
in voluntary acts or “particular sins”) but as‘is¢ate and constitution.” This “state and
constitution of the Will” is not explicable in tesof natural causation: it “must be
considered as its own act,” as only the “self-oréged” could be “the ground condition,
and common cause” and the “source of all evil, thabsolutely such.” Later in the
same section, Coleridge bolsters his argumentiidion, not causation, is under
consideration in the teaching of original sin bgwing that religious and philosophical
thought from all over the globe acknowledge origsia, however the teaching may have
been redefined to suit various responses to oratseaf human sinfulness (188). At this
point Coleridge holds himself to have explainecke“frecise import of the Scriptural
doctrineof Original Sin; or rather of the Fact acknowledge all ages, and recognized
but not originating, in the Christian Scripture39().

To represent a human being as complicit in origsng then, is nothing other
than to say that such a human being sins. Originak the ontological inference, the
synthetica priori judgment concerning the human subject, requirethi® understanding
of human sinfulness as both human (originating Avitthe human subject) and sinful
(taking place phenomenally in bad acts). As examypbdf human nature, the bad acts or
“particular sins” are explicable and caused; theyrationally within the scope of human
being, though sinfulness is irrational with regevdsod and the cosmos. This possibility
of rationally caused local instances of the costiyicareasonable is the possibility of
sin, as opposed to dream-states or delusions. ofegi@ge puts it,

the phrase, original sin, is a pleonasm, the epitbeadding to the

thought, but only enforcing it. For if it be sibhmust beoriginal; and a
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state or act, that has not its origin in the wiley be calamity, deformity,
disease, or mischief; butsen it cannot be. It is not enough that the act
appears voluntary, or that it is intentional; cattht has the most hateful
passions or debasing appetite for its proximatseamd accompaniment.
All these may be found in a mad-house, where neldve nor humanity
permit us to condemn the actor of sin. (178)
This dramatic representation of the sinful selfid&rent from the delusional self, of
course, is acted out on the stage ofdbgita where the turn away from the
representation of the subject as possibly dreamirtglusional in favor of the subject’s
necessary rationality stands out as the founddtfmaciple of modern Western
philosophical discourse.Here, as elsewhere, Coleridge’s work investsepeesentation
of the individual human subject with global sigo#nce.

In representing original sin as the conceptiouiregl for the representation of the
human subject as sinful by nature, Coleridge thsehe needle neatly. He refuses to
reduce sinfulness to acts within the scope of hub®amg but accidental to it, mere
wrong behaviors which may be reformed or modifite@ Error historically known as
Pelagianism). At the same time, he also refusesdioce human being under the
continuity of natural causation (the fatalism imtbich many otherwise orthodox
formulations of the doctrine fall, and which Cotige had already rejected in the
necessitarianism of Hartley and Priestley). Cdiasserts original sin “with no less
propriety than force” as the origination of a slth that the phenomenon “bad act” has

the ontological character “sinful.” As he saysammouncing the topic, the primary

concern is

® Here see Descartadleditationsl.5, the whole of the first of theleditations on
First Philosophybeing the development of tisegitoas it has been continuously
discussed and revised from Descartes to Derrida.
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NOT the Origin of Evil, NOT th&€hronologyof Sin, or the chronicles of
the original Sinner; but Sin originant, underiveadnh without, and no
passive link in the adamantine chain of Effectsheat which is in its turn
aninstrumentof Causation, but no one of them a Cause;—NOT ®ith
inflicted, which would be a Calamity;—NOT with Sin (that & evil
tendency)mplanted for which let the planter be responsible; buégin
with Original Sin. (170)

That the last sentence could itself be taken “wiHess propriety than force” as a

believer’s confession is perhaps a coincidenceitlsino less significant for that.

Coleridge’s “Scriptural doctrine of Original Sin”

Coleridge insistently describes the teaching a@fioal sin as “Scriptural,” even in
the context of his argument that its recognitiore(ein denial) is universal and not
dependent on Christian teaching. This insisteroees both an apologetic and a tactical
function, reflecting the double purpose/fifis to Reflectioms a whole. The projected
audience of th&idsis Coleridge’s fellow believers among the Chur€lEngland;
Coleridge aims to provide “a febrifuge against agwscruples and horrors, the hectic of
the soul” (170). Once again, Coleridge’s work cdfto the world what the author of
“The Pains of Sleep” can easily represent as apersonal problem. The apologetic
task extends beyond encouraging the faithful, thougjven Coleridge’s reputation and
associates, like any work he published on religind philosophy it necessarily has in
view also the ferment of Spinozists, Socinians tatrans, and others that formed
Coleridge’s intellectual and spiritualilieu. Coleridge is explicitly concerned that the
rational-empiricist project will dead-end into apassy:

both Reason and Experience have convinced mentktia¢ greater
number of our ALOGI, who feed on the husks of Ciarsty, the disbelief

of the Trinity, the Divinity of Christ included, bats origin and support in
the assumed self-evidence of this Natural Theo(a§9).
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Given this apologetic project, Coleridge avoidsesive appeals outside the tradition,
attempting instead to present a propaedeutic visidhe internal consistency of the faith.
In addition, working within a Protestant traditiQoleridge is well-served by a tactical
emphasis on the authority of Scripture, which héiips to justify his exploitation of the
latitude allowed by the language of the Thirty-NAwicles.

Recognizing these rhetorical moves, however, doésecessarily justify E. S.
Shaffer’'s assertion that “The fusty old poseur ajltdate” used Scripture in pursuit of an
Arnoldian religiosity of culture, “a shift from nglious to literary culture [. . .] on the
home ground of the text of the Bible itself” (“lIdegies”). While there is some truth to
Shaffer’'s argument th&onfessions of an Inquiring Spigbntains the controversial
arguments about Scripture which would disrupt tkengple of “the reconstructive use of
the imagination in the religious sphere” foundiilds to Reflectionand while
Coleridge’s faith could scarcely be described adrdwire, Shaffer goes too far in
suggesting that treatments of Coleridge’s orthodmaty only “present a simulacrum of a
conventionally pious Coleridge” by suppressttgnfessiongn favor ofAids
MacFarland provides a much more satisfactory gtodeoleridge’s balancing act when
he concludes that “for Coleridge an act of faithlddn no sense by-pass the claims of
reason; it represented the utmost exertions obressthe quest for deity” (231). That
Coleridge’s “exertions of reason” with regard taifre did not have uniformly
orthodox results, or did not summarily excludeghgdosophical compeers from the
debate, hardly justifies a dismissive treatmerttisfappeals to Scripture as authority.

Coleridge explicitly refers to Scripture in a &y of modes and manners: for

example, he lists several references when disayifisenterm the old main (194), quotes
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the description of “Saul of Tarsus” (192), and addjpe parable of the “good Samaritan”
to further his argument (193). Coleridge evenriofgts a quotation from Taylor to
correct Taylor’'s quotation of Scripture (186). IFagrs the most important of these, in
examining the relationship between Coleridge’srjpprietation of original sin and his
theorizing of the subject in the discourse of arggiis a passing reference to Romans 6:
“if by an act, to which [the Will] had determinetdelf, it has subjected itself to the
determination of nature (in the language of StlRauhe law of the flesh), it receives a
nature into itself, and so far it becomes a nat(t80). Full evaluation of the
metaphysical statement Coleridge makes here (omshwbrresponds to the final
sentence of the derivation of the meaning of oabsin quoted above) requires some
examination of the Biblical language he invokes.

In the passage to which Coleridge refers, Paudrdeess complicity in sin as a
constraint on the future possibilities for humampeas part of his discussion of the
practical consequences of justification by f&ithDo you not know that if you present
yourselves to anyone as obedient slaves, you avessbf the one whom you obey, either
of sin, which leads to death, or of obedience, Wheads to righteousness?” (6:16)
Coleridge’s paraphrase of Paul compresses thetsteuaf the argument, including
language from the next chapter:

we know that the law is spiritual, but | am of flesh, sold under sin.
[. . .] Idelightin the law of God, in my inneeimg, but | see in my

members another law waging war against the lawyfmmd and making
me captive to the law of sin that dwells in my memnsh (7:14-23)

® Justification is described in Article XI the ThirNine Articles as follows: “We
are accounted righteous before God, only for thetrmeour Lord and Saviour Jesus
Christ by Faith, and not for our own works or desegs.”
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The aim of Paul’'s argument is to establish thdifjoation by faith (5:1) does not
support antinomianism (6:15), and that thereforeintence is done to God’s
redemptive-historical work when legalism is finadlgd fully declared obsolete on
account of Christ’s cross-work (8:3-5). The argutrterns on a use of the term “law”
which recasts its prescriptive function in termsheff ordering principle which it reveals
experientially, so that “law” in the passage meamsously a set of instructions and the
origin of the phenomena named “sin” and “obedience.

The radical incompatibility of “sin, which leads death,” with “obedience, which
leads to righteousness,” is traceable to the raditfarence of their origins. The “law”
as prescription enables the articulation of a stntla priori judgment about the
origination of sinfulness through moribund humaside(6:21)’ this judgment is
expressed as an explanation, the narrative of erc@ycausal law. Similarly, the
“obedience, which leads to righteousness” enabkesiticulation of a synthete priori
judgment about the origination of “sanctificatian”which the “obedience” mentioned
above takes place as a “free gift” (6:22-23yhe fulcrum of the passage is Paul’s
argument that “you are slaves of the one whom yaryb the causal continuity of
behavior (“law” as the revealed ordering principfeexperience, or what is traditionally
referred to akabitug originates in the individual through a volitioredquiescence to

some antecedent state of affairs, and particulaaiers and outcomes follow in causal

’ Origination through moribund human desire, butatmolutely origination as
such: the author of Hebrews (probably Paul) speékdhrist’'s work as defeating “him
who had the power of death, that is, the devill43: John in his First Epistle describes
the two origins by saying “We know that we are aldiand that the whole world lies in
the power of the evil one” (5:19).

8 The “obedience” here is more fully expressed asnigebecome obedient from
the heart to the standard of teaching to whichwete committed” (6:17).
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continuity. In saying, then, that “this corruptumea of the Will must in some sense or
other be considered as its own act,” Coleridgaiglmge closely reflects Paul’s.

Not only on this point but in the larger argumahbut the universality of original
sin’s intelligibility and appearance as a teachmogonly in Christianity but throughout
the world’s religion and philosophy, Coleridge’gament corresponds to Paul’s. At the
very beginning of his letter to the mixed assendflyewish and Gentile believers at
Rome, Paul establishes in both a global and a pafrsense the meaning of complicity in
sinful human being. This understanding of sirursdamental to his argument upholding
the justice of God in saving believers in Christhwut regard for their ethnic or
institutional relationship to Israel, despite tign#icant role of Israel in His redemptive-
historical work. Paul describes human “ungodlireass unrighteousness,” or sin, as an
active ignorance or aversion in which human befbggheir unrighteousness suppress
the truth” about God, truth which “can be known'tdis plain to them,” so that they are
“without excuse” because these things “have beearlgl perceived” (1:18-20).

Coleridge explicitly cites this passage in the eahbf a note on his distinction between
Reason and UnderstandingArds and in so doing also alludes to John’s Gospel and
Paul's second epistle to the Corinthians (156n).

Throughout this discussion in Romans, Paul corsceimself with the global and
personal history of the sinfulness of each indigldypeople who “knew God” refused to
acknowledge Him, and therefore “became futile mirtkhinking, and their foolish hearts
were darkened” (1:21); they proceeded to a vapétgolatries and social sins, “because
they exchanged the truth about God for a lie anskiped and served the creature rather

than the Creator” (1:22-25). Human sinfulness tmiginates both personally and
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globally as a voluntary suppression of availablghtiabout God; rather than respond to
“the Creator” as a Creator (with “obedience, whedds to righteousness”), humans
“worshiped and served the creature.” The pairemsyms “worshiped and served” here
have in view the moribund human desire which tasegs object the creature
specifically as opposed to the Creator, the beitigout God first and foremost of the
self. Paul emphasizes the law’s role in explicaas moribund the desire through which
the human subject constitutes itself: “Though tkegw God’s decree that those who
practice such things deserve to die, they not dalthem but give approval to those who
practice them” (1:32). This articulation thus cents not only the individual as the agent
of bad acts, but the complicity which founds theisty of such subjects.

The representation of sinful human being Paul lb@#in Romans, and to which
Coleridge appeals, is consistent with that developether parts of Scripture. In his
letter to scattered Jewish Christian communities Apostle James develops the distinct
origins of the created human being and the subjeginating through moribund desire:

Let no one say when he is tempted, "I am being tedhpy God," for God
cannot be tempted with evil, and he himself termpt®ne. But each
person is tempted when he is lured and enticedsgwin desire. Then
desire when it has conceived gives birth to sid, €in when it is fully
grown brings forth death. Do not be deceived, rip¥ed brothers.
Every good gift and every perfect gift is from abpeoming down from
the Father of lights with whom there is no variatar shadow due to
change. Of his own will he brought us forth by #erd of truth, that we
should be a kind of firstfruits of his creaturd4:13-185

James describes the origination of the sinful huswnject, differentiated from the

creation of the human being, in order to clear ae@yfusion or objections arising from

® In French, the last sentence begins “Il nous @edgs selon sa volonté, par la
parole de vérité,” which bears remembering in thietext of Derrida’s reading of Artaud
in “La Parole Soufflée.”
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his teaching that believers should accept incideits (“trials of various kinds”) as
“testing of your faith” (1:2). Though James hatenfbeen misunderstood as at least
implicitly contradicting Paul concerning the retaiship between the believer’s being
“steadfast under trial” and the promise that “hé# kmeiceive the crown of life” (1:12), this
development of the origin of sinful human beingvesrthe same purpose as in Paul’s
letter to the Romans. Establishing the radicded#ince between the origination of sin,
or moral evil, and the “good gift” which includdsetorigin of creatureliness, James
makes it possible for his readers to treat incialegwil as part of the “good gift” without
lapsing into the antinomianism, fatalism, or evealthreism which follow from
attributing moral evil to the Creator. James g@tsos Paul in attributing the violence of
society to the self-asserting nature of subjedtgrating through moribund desire:
“What causes quarrels and what causes fights aymuf® Is it not this, that your
passions are at war within you?” (4:1) Indeedgisding Artaud with Coleridge, the
translation “your lusts that war in your membefsgim the Authorized Version, seems
especially appropriate, as it suggests the orgatationship between the personal and
the global violence of the human subject’s selfimation through moribund desire
which all of these writers have in view.

It would be possible to multiply examples. Thegor of sinful human being
described by Paul and James, and its radical difter from the creation of human being,
recurs in the poetic language of Psalm 51, whexgoémitent David grapples with his
own guilt over adultery and murder: “Against ygou only, have | sinned and done
what is evil in your sight, so that you may beijust in your words and blameless in

your judgment. Behold, | was brought forth in mty, and in sin did my mother
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conceive me” (51:4-5). The first clause is hypéetiband it points to the radical
difference between the liminal discourse of sindsi# (the origination of the human
subject over against the Creator’s creature thregughbund human desire, a desire
whose articulation as moribund is made possiblthbytaw) and the medial discourse of
original sin’s consequences in human behaviorwhls the radical difference between
moral and incidental evil marked by James, in thaliA the difference between sin’s
being (in Coleridge’s words) “Evil having @rigin” and the contingency of the sinful
behaviors which directly affect human society makmssible to conceive the subject’s
originary aversion from God as the only sin whieghdbsolutely such.” The
synonymous parallelism concerning conception amstagien (51:5), itself frequently
read as though it occurred in a polemic for a Tcaatuinterpretation of original sin,

follows from this hyperbole in service of a radidifference’!

19 David's sins were clearly “against” others, fomexple the husband he
conspired with Joab to murder. See 2 Samuel 12:151for the background to Psalm
51.

X Even more radical hyperbole occurs in David’s aations against sinful
society in Psalm 58, where “you gods” who “devigengs” personally and also “deal
out violence on earth” globally are described adranged from the womb”: “they go
astray from birth, speaking lies. / They have verigmthe venom of a serpent” (58:3-4).
The Psalmist’s imprecations even reverse the iméget them be [. . .] like the stillborn
child who never sees the sun” (58:8). As bothhyygerbole and the reversibility of the
trope suggest, at stake here is the distance betiieeyou indeed decree what is right,
you gods?” (58:1) and “O God, break the teeth @rttnouths” (58:6), the difference
between the origin “in your hearts” (58:1) of idimias and social evils too radical to be
reduced to their phenomenal nature and the origiheoexpectation (represented as yet
unrealized, garousiahoped for but not apparent) that “there is a Gbd yudges on
earth” (58:11).
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As with Psalm 51, the interpretation of the otloeus classicu$or debates over
the teaching of original sin, Romans 5:12%21yrns on the law’s enabling the
articulation of the origin of sinful human beingtarms of the phenomena which
manifest the human subject’s origination throughribhwmd desire. Crucial to
understanding of the passage is the apparent pasesiof verses 13-17, in which Paul
uses the role of the law and the radical differdmet®veen the two origins to establish
limits for the interpretation of the parallel hists of fallen and redeemed human being,
histories in which “one trespass led to condemndto all men” and “one act of
righteousness leads to justification and life ibmeen” (5:18). The phenomena of death
and sinful behavior are described according tqttéern set forth in the Mosaic law, but
not restricted to it. That pattern serves to destrate the universality of a generally
revealed law which makes it possible to articutageorigin of sinful human beint.

This movement from the example of Mosaic law todbaeral case can be explicated by

12 For the most prominent example of the use ofgihssage in theological
debate, see Augustine®n the Merits and Forgiveness of Sins, and InfagtBm
conveniently available online at <http://www.ccefecel/schaff/npnf105.x.html>,
which as its title suggests treats as the fulcramnite argument against Pelagius the
notion that infants, unless baptized, are alreadgrted from birth: “as nothing else is
effected when infants are baptized except that #neyncorporated into the church, in
other words, that they are united with the body reaeinbers of Christ, unless this benefit
has been bestowed upon them, they are manifestlgriger of damnation. Damned,
however, they could not be if they really had mo 8low, since their tender age could
not possibly have contracted sin in its own litegimains for us, even if we are as yet
unable to understand, at least to believe thahtsfenherit original sin.” (111.7)
Augustine’s use of the passage “death reigned [even over those whose sinning was
not like the transgression of Adam” (Romans 5:d4ddrroborate his argument (1.13),
despite his infelicitous handling of the immedigtpteceding clause (1.12), is
paradigmatic of treatments of this passage by prepis of Traducian, realistic, or
federal theories of original sin.

13 This propaedeutic function of law is itself exjtlictaught by Paul in his letter
to the Galatians, where he says “the law was oardian until Christ came, in order that
we might be justified by faith” (3:24), and likewisn many places throughout.
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carefully reading the paradox that “sin indeed wahe world before the law was given,
but sin is not counted where there is no law” (%:18 naive reading might yield an
abrupt translation of the term “sin” here from theral and spiritual discourse of
“Justification and life” to the law-of-contracts otext of forensic discourse, so that some
sinful behaviors are simply never accounted fot;tba term being recast in this context
is “law.”

The Mosaic law, argues Paul, is the paradigmaiicpaopaedeutic instance, but
not the absolutely typical case, of the law whiohldes the articulation of the
moribundity of the desire through which the humahjsct constitutes itself over against
its creaturely being: “death reigned from AdanMoses” (5:14), even without the
Mosaic law’s prescriptions of death for covenargakers:* The presence of sin was
consistently articulated in the reign of death,g®ewver those whose sinning was not like
the transgression of Adam” in that the accidentsifulness were different. human sins
since Adam takes place even in the absence ofattieydar phenomena (the Garden, the
Tree, etc.) which marked the chronological anddgporigin of human sinfulness. It is
this generally revealed law, implicit in Adam’s sind implicated in sins “from Adam to
Moses,” which is of concern when Paul vindicatestification by faith in Christ from
claims that it abrogates the Mosaic law. The Mo&aw does not define absolutely, but
explicates, the law implicit in Adam’s sin; theregat is Adam “who was a type of the

one who was to come.” The relationship betweercses of Adam and Christ is not,

14 Again, the reign of death is not discussed measlgn hypostasized
abstraction, but as part of an economy antecedeahttorigin of sinful humans: as the
author of Hebrews (likely Paul) says, Christ’s sr@gork had as its purpose “that through
death he might destroy the one who has the poweeath, that is, the devil, and deliver
all those who through fear of death were subjetifétong slavery” (2:14-15).
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therefore, one of strict parallelism; nor is thetlsignificance of Adam'’s sin its being
the chronological and typical origin of human sinss™ Rather, Adam'’s sin and
Christ’s righteousness are alike (and Adam theeetigpical of Christ) in their being a
chronological and typical origin of human beingdaet unlike (and Adam therefore
typical of sinful humanity, and Christ unique) itmi@t's righteousness being united with
the “free gift” and therefore not merely typicaltlmonstitutive of the renewed possibility
of human being articulated as creatureliness gmeésented by the willing subjection of
the human self to an act of God.

Insofar then, as Coleridge’s treatment of origgialemphasizes the radical
difference between the origin of human sinfulness that of human creatureliness, his
language clearly parallels Biblical language concey the matter. Arguing that
“inasmuch as it igvil, in God it cannot originate,” he echoes Jamesth&aeextent that
“in Naturethere is no origin” means that original sin, as 8 specifically a human
contingency and not a natural necessity, Colerglggiguage is consistent with that of
James as well as that of Paul, whom he cites tirevhen he differentiates further
between “particular sins” and a “state and contituof the Will, which is the ground,
condition, and common Cause of all Sins,” he réfi¢lee radical difference between the
behaviors whose character as sin is marked byathehd the underlying active aversion
to God which Paul discusses literally and histdlyda Romans and David represents
poetically in the Psalms. Coleridge’s claim to é@wen a Biblical understanding of the
doctrine, despite making use of some leeway wittenAnglican confession to which he

subscribed, may thus far be asserted “with nopeggriety than force.”

15 |n fact, verses 15-17 list differences betweenttite and at verse 20, Paul
resumes describing the grace which surpasseswhgylavercoming sin.
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This claim, however, comes with a challenge hbailtColeridge’s characteristic
representation of the human subject as originatirag “act of self-duplication” is the
inscription of the self on the site of an erasuae: erasure whose deliberate retracing in
philosophy Coleridge terms an “absolute and sdiergcepticism.” This erasure
corresponds to the suppression Paul describeg ifirgh chapter of Romans as both
personal and global, and also to what Coleridgerde=ss as the “last and total apostacy
of the Pagan world, when the faith in the greaM, Ahe Creatorwas extinguished”; an
apostasy in which only “relics remain,” among théra acknowledgement of original sin
(Aids 188). Coleridge’s concern for this loss underdlesrepresentation of the Khan and
his “decree” in “Kubla Khan,” drawing upon his inést in writers such as Purchas and
Burnet whose works suggest the possibility of recing a totality of vision and
understanding through works of historiography gmecslative reconstruction.
Coleridge’s engagement with the philosophical amd@nal implications of founding the
possibility of knowing on the erasure of the knowrderlies his representation of the
subject responding to the loss of agency in draartiBhe Pains of Sleep.”

In a powerful irony which runs throughout his eattorpus, however,
Coleridge’s own confession of original sin impliesithis philosophical construction of
the human subject in the apostasy he seeks to.aVdieen he speaks of “scientific
scepticism to which the mind voluntarily determiitself for the specific purpose of
future certainty,” he incidentally invokes the Bdall precedent of the serpent’s words to
Eve, words involved in the historical and typicabo of human sinfulness: “You will
not surely die. For God knows that when you eat ydur eyes will be opened, and you

will be like God, knowing good and evil” (Genesigd-®). In Coleridge’s representation
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of the human subiject, there is a wide fissure betwes concern to escape “total
apostacy” through “faith in the great | AM, tkzeator,” on one hand; and his
representation of the act of self-representatidh be original sin and as the “repetition
in the finite mind of the eternal act of creatiorthe infinite | AM,” on the other. This

fissure is the aporetic abyss of which the “deepawotic chasm” is the allegorical figure.

The “move in the service of essence®pestasis

The challenge for Coleridge’s effort to articulate orthodox and Biblical
confession is contained in the very representatfdhe human subject by which he
defines the terms of his confession. At the enthefdescription of original sin cited
above, Coleridge makes a turn toward his charatiemetaphysics, a move which
should ameliorate the tension between his philogapld his confession. If anything,
however, the coda briefly restates the problemhatle said, ‘the corrupiatureof the
Will.” I might add, that the admission ofmatureinto a spiritual essence by its own act is
a corruption.” This addition, which seems to beffared tentatively, nonetheless defines
the terms under which Coleridge reads Paul’s treatraf the origin of sinful human
being: “if by an act, to which [the Will] had deteined itself, it has subjected itself to
the determination of nature (in the language oP&tll, to the law of the flesh), it
receives a nature into itself, and so far it becomeature” (190). Because Coleridge
represents the origination of the human who singi(@l sin) in the same terms as he
describes the unity of the “I AM” of the originatiomf the human subject with the “I
AM” of the Creator, he obscures the theologicaltlgessary difference between the
divine decree of Creation and the constitutionwhhan sinfulness at precisely the point

where it should be clearest.
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Coleridge’s representation of the human subje&srmaking original sin itself an
act of God, an unacceptable entailment which Caderis eager to avoid (hence his
engagement with Taylor, a critic of the teachingodinal sin as natural or inflicted;
hence also his insistence that he is discussingrgimot “Calamity” or “evil tendency”).
Coleridge’s recourse to metaphysics to solve tbhblpm, however, instead repeats it.
Where the Biblical language repeatedly treats #ldecal difference between the origin of
human sinfulness and the creation of human beimgflesting significantly
contradictory uses of the term “nature,” Coleridgaflates the two only to represent
“nature” as strictly secondary to “spiritual esseficThus he fundamentally alters the
representation of sinful human being (and useswisterms inconsistently) when he
speaks of it as “the universal Calamity of HunNature’ (180), for it is with the
reduction of volition under causation that Coleadg here concerned. Coleridge
attributes sin to the human subject’s having bestarchined as a “nature” by its choices
in the process of the very self-composing act tsedlees. On the one hand, Coleridge in
Aids to Reflectiofinds himself able to identify the confessionaaidcter of the descent
into the “deep romantic chasm” of “Kubla Khan” det“unfathomable hell within” of
“The Pains of Sleep,” and to do so with referemcthe development of that confession
from Scripture. On the other hand, his theorihthe subject inscribes original sin
itself within his effort to confess an orthodox dithlical Christianity. Coleridge’s
reading of his own confession of faith, of the TyNine Articles, and of Scripture itself

is complicit in the very apostasy it describes.
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Jeffrey’s use of Coleridge’s works as an examphka® sort of thinking which
leads back to “the apostasy which Jesus identifidld the Sadduccees,” already noted
above, is especially appropriate at this juncturehis talk, Jeffrey describes

the counter-epistemic path that has led from Pusta and some
experiential biblicism to the Romantics, from tife huthenticated by
Scripture (Bunyan, Baxter, Newton) to the idea ®aipture is rather to
be authenticated by life (Coleridge, F. D. MauriBeshop Spong).
The “slippery slope” Jeffrey describes begins wtaarthority in the reader becomes
individualized,” but its terminus lies in “apostasyChristensen’s engagement with
Lentricchia similarly turns on the idea of “apostaas exemplified in Coleridge’s
representation of himself in his works, though tivize the “apostasy” is political.

Christensen, of course, is not so troubled bydba of apostasy as Jeffrey, or
Coleridge himself, would be. However, in answettingl charge in the terms of radical
political discourse as conducted among the New &mdit the Yale School, Christensen
does valuable service to readers of Coleridge’®mpbphy and hermeneutics by
emphasizing Coleridge’s development of a notiohAgfostasis” as necessary to human
understanding. As Christensen says, “A metaphysiepostasy is explicitly
adumbrated by Coleridge [. . .] . Coleridge introed the technical term ‘apostasis’ as
part of his endeavor to employ Friedrich Schellngiiodel of dynamic polarity purged of
its pantheistic implications” (772-3). Acknowledgithat the current state of human
understanding can only be accounted for by a Balbmmon enough in both dogmatic
and philosophical theology; even the idea &l culpa while perplexing in its
providential logic, has ample precedent. The fe metaphysically necessary falling-

away from God, however, or the conflation of théotogical distinction between the

Creator and his human creatures with the morahdisbn between holy and sinful
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beings, is certain to cause theological problefs. Coleridge, specifically, the problem
is obvious; for this is another phase of the sappeapriation of Schelling which Davis
identifies with the philosophical and spiritual pfems posed by “The Pains of Sleep.”
Coleridge does seem to choose this thorny patinderstanding, however.
Christensen quotes Coleridge’s notes:
[There] must be the way downwards and the way ugsvdout this is
because there are two Spheres. . . . the Plerandl@ature—the way
downwards commencing with the Fall from God, Apsgtdhe path of
transit with the Chaos and tdescenof the Spirit—-the way upwards with
the genesis of Light. (773)
While Christensen does press Coleridge’s viewsihei#vone direction for polemical
purposes, it is difficult to avoid the conclusidrat Coleridge represents “Apostasy” as a
metaphysical necessity for the display of God'sdymss. Such a representation of
Creation “commencing with the Fall” casts “thescenbf the Spirit” in a light which
must be theological controversial, at least. Ichsierms, the Creator seems equally
active in the Spirit’'s hovering over the primevalters of Creation and in the origination
of humans as sinful. Christensen argues that olm awiew “The first move, apostasy is
also the essential move—a move in the servicesgine: for only the standing off
permits the manifestation of the godhead” (773g wérrants this conclusion from
Coleridge’s marginal notes on B6hme:
For in God the Prothesis is not manifested fotfitbeit only in the
Fountain which he is from all eternity because &een can subsist but
with the Light in the bosom of the Fountain, whepoeceeds the Spirit.
But in the Creation as conditioned by the Falltb& Prothesis is

manifested as the Hardness, the Austerity, theestaiteed of the
foundation, but likewise the Stone of offence. (4§3
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The theanthropic subject Christ, the “Prothessthus the ultimate example of the unity
of the human subject with the “I AM” which it refisan its self-representing act.

When “the way downwards” is taken to be a necessatgcedent of both Creation and
the standing forth of Christ, however, it beconmapassible to describe an act of God in
relation to any human being without simultaneowslgirging God with complicity in an
evil more original even than original sin in thenman being.

This perplexing need for “the way downwards” irtlb@reation and Fall is drawn
still more plainly by the depiction of God’s relai to humanity Coleridge alludes to
when he uses such terms as “Prothesis.” The $patiastructural representation of the
origination of the subject that Coleridge uses h&drawn from a recurrent spatial
metaphor in Coleridge’s notes and works. Most pn@mtly, the “Pentad of Operative
Christianity” prefaces Henry Nelson Coleridge’steuh of his uncle’sThe Confessions
of an Inquiring Spirit as it figures prominently in the discussion @ tble of Scripture
in Christian confession, and the nature of Scrgtas text, which that work carries
forward. The Pentad is found repeatedly througl@nleridge’s works, appearing in the
form published witiConfessionslso in his notes on Richard Baxter, John Donné, a
Irving’s Ben Ezra This recurrence suggests the persistence ofi@gées efforts to
draw his Biblical and philosophical hermeneutid® icorrespondence. The Pentad is
developed at length in a note in #iels to Reflectionvhich advocates the use of “the
termsobjective andsubjective. . .] to the exclusion of the false antithdsetweerreal

andideal’ in the context of a discussion of the meaninghef name “God” in natural

' The appearance in this note of the “Fountain” tred‘Light” and the metaphor
of building, and even “the Stone of offence,” sugjgmce again Coleridge’s tenacious
mining of the same imagery that yielded “Kubla Khan
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language (117). In th&idsit has a strictly metaphysical purpose, and najpety
theological development, but it is the form givarCionfessionsvhich represents the

most common and mature deployment of the Pentad:

THE PENTAD OF OPERATIVE CHRISTIANITY

Prothesis
Christ, the Word.

Thesis Mesothesier the Antithesis
Indifference
The Scriptures. The Holy Spirit. The Church.

Synthesis
The Preacher.

"This is God's Hand in the WorldCfnfession288)

Christensen exploits the political implicationstios metaphysical re-explaining of
apostasy as the necessary ground for reflefibnt Coleridge’s primary concern in the
note on Béhme is the space needed for the “Pratli@siGod’s eternal Word (see
diagram) to stand forth from the “Fountain,” théf-generating source of God’s being.
Only where there is such a space can it be maaedest such by the “Hardness” of the
Prothesis, the “stone indeed of the foundation.”

Though Coleridge alludes to Christ, in this cohtee “Hardness, [. . .] the stone
indeed of the foundation” more strongly resembies@reek temple in Heidegger’'s “The
Origin of the Work of Art.” The temple by its peasce serves to manifest its ground and
cause all things around it “to appear as what drey (41). The Prothesis is enabled to

be manifest as what it is because there exista@sp ground, which the Prothesis, in

contra Hazlitt's charge that Coleridge ®rice an Apostate and always an
Apostaté (772), and thus by analogy as an initial movethentricchia.
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the act of manifesting itself, makes manifest. afloa having fallen off from God
requires the standing-forth of the Eternal Woraider to be grounded as creation; thus,
in a similar manner to Heidegger’s descriptionha temple, “Towering up within itself,
the work opens upwaorld and keeps it abidingly in force” (43). As longthsse terms
are considered only as ciphers to be used for gyloical system-building, Coleridge
may seem to have successfully integrated his thiegrof the human subject with
Christ’s unity with both the human repetition ahd tivine origin of the “I AM” of the
self-representing self; but the systematic consecggof such a set of rhetorical moves
are nearly impossible to keep within their intendlets.

As Christensen says, “[Coleridge’s] apostasy mesgedly redeemed when
referred to the life of [his social and politicéfg, that ‘I am,” which is the finite
repetition of ‘the All-might, which God’s Will isand which he knoweth within himself
as the Abyss of his Being—the eterAat of self-constitution™ (774). By attending to the
inarticulate core from which understanding anddristlly determined being develop by
a fall from unity into distance, the Coleridgeaibjggt’s faith should found the subject’s
being. In that very act, however, the subjectsake a being necessarily conditioned by
apostasy, by that origination which is also origgia; the effort and its failure
recapitulate the problem represented in “The Paiir&eep.”

In this respect, while Coleridge maintains somgraximation of Christian
orthodoxy, he does so through a “sublimation” tivatites the intervention of the
deconstructionist” (774). Christensen briefly skets in the moves that would be used in
such an attempt “to problematize the authorityhefmetaphysical construct” underlying

Coleridge’s attempt to incorporate apostasy itse# broad affirmation of faith:
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They would consist of a criticism of the enablingtiehction between an
absolute stasis and a consequent but completalgalipolarity, a
disenfranchisement of the priority given to thenier over the latter, and a
challenge to the unity of the one as well as thvalbnce of the other.
There would follow an exploitation of the dependentthe system on a
difference (that between stasis and apostasis)hwhicot a polarity, a
probing of the infelicitous reliance of the abselon the fall for its very
manifestation. (774)
The “infelicitous reliance” Christensen mentionpiscisely the fissure in Coleridge’s
writings, the stutter-step in his movement towantthadox Christian confession. In
Coleridge’s thought “absolute stasis” is the etefolan of God; the “consequent but
distinct polarity” follows equally by the act of €tion and the fact of Apostasis,
manifesting the Prothesis; and “the infelicitouisarece of the absolute on the fall” proves
to be a fair restatement of Coleridge’s peculiasiom of thefelix culpa The Prothesis,
or Eternal Word, represents God’s fundamental isgto represent Himself among
others, as well as the particular representatios #ffected—what Coleridge calls “the
unity, that is, the identity or co-inherence, obffactive and Objective"Gonfessions
335) in the “Revealed Religion” of the Christiaméession of Christ’s work. Given the
contingency of the believer’s faith on God’s fidiglithe “reliance” of the Incarnate
Christ and (as the Thesis and Antithesis whichthieySpirit's actuation, manifest the
Prothesis) the Scriptures and the Church upon Aggdor their “very manifestation”
becomes very “infelicitous” indeed. This “infelicus reliance” also opens the question
whether, insofar as the “the precise import ofSle@pturaldoctrineof Original Sin” and
its remedy are understood in these terms, it isiptesto affirm, as Coleridge does, that
this confession of a Biblically orthodox Christignhas the unique “remedy and [. . .]

solution” for this universal moral ill of humanityAs Coleridge’s discussion of the

universal teaching or admission of original sin@pates, however, such a question is
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not of interest only among Christians, or withie ¥Western tradition. Taking the
measure of Coleridge’s work, reaching East and Wesither examples which converge
with his own multiplied representations, shows thatattempt to consolidate his
Christian confession with his philosophical antlology leads him at once to
acknowledge his dependence on Scripture in the tramitional terms and to explain
that dependence in terms which have more in commitbnthe Buddhism he repudiates

than the Christianity he embraces.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Being, Nothing, and the Text of Scripture

Absolute selfhood opens up as nonobjectifiableingtiess in the
conversion that takes place within personality roligh that conversion
every bodily, mental, and spiritual activity thaltngs to person displays
itself as a play of shadows moving across the stgethingness. . .]

It is the field commonly seen as “outermost” by peesonal self and
referred to as the external world actually presenthe here and now,
ever changing/. . .] The “outer world” emerges here as a self-
realization of nonobjectifiable nothingness, orthar, makes itself present
such as it is, in oneness with nothingness.

The field of true human existence opens up betrenduter and
the inner, at a point where the “shadowy man” isoimeness with absolute
selfhood. We have here an absolute self-identitynking, feeling, and
action are, on every occasion, entirely illusorypaprances with nothing
behind them, the shadowy heart and mind of theshpadnan.

Nishitani 73

It should, perhaps, be surprising that Zen piiacitr and philosopher Keiji
Nishitani, a chief representative of what has coonee called the Kyoto School of

Japanese philosophyso neatly retraces the quintessentially modernvdastern

! In the Translator’s Introduction ®Religion and Nothingnesdan Van Bragt says
that “Keiji Nishitani is universally recognized tee present ‘dean’ of the Kyoto School
and standard-bearer of the tradition that begah kg teacher and master, [Kitaro]
Nishida. [. . . Since his retirement in 1963] Kydi@s remained the center of his
apparently unflagging activities as a professqshifosophy and religion @tani
University, and as president of the Eastern Budd@usiety (founded by D. T. Suzuki),
of the International Institute for Japan Studidggtfa Christian Kanseigakuin University
in Nishinomiya), and of the Conference on Religimiodern Society (CORMOS).”
(xxxiv) Nishitani and Van Bragt cite as Nishitanformative influences Nietzsche,
Dostoyevsky, Emerson, Carlyle, the Bible, St. Fisn€ Assisi, Japanese noveligisgki
Natsume, Buddhist commentators Hakuin and Takuaiddgger, and Meister Eckhart—
and of course “Schelling, whose worke Essence of Human Freedbelater translated
into Japanese” (xxxiv-v). Emerson and Carlyle afeourse, prominent Coleridgeans
(more and less critical, respectively); and Niettesand Heidegger are principal

109



representation of the human subject as found ier@@lge’s corpus and the related
interventions of Nietzsche and Artaud, along wite tcomments of Heidegger, de Man,
and Derrida. Nishitani’s discussion of the “pldysbadows” by which humans perceive
as phenomenal the “bodily, mental, and spirituéiveg” which originates in the human
subject corresponds closely to Coleridge’s disaumssf origination. Going beyond
Nietzsche’s statement about art, Nishitani dessrdde*Thinking, feeling, and action” as
“lllusory” insofar as they are themselves phenomaitla regard to the “shadowy man.”
This “shadowy man” is another name for the sellasolute subject, prior to what
Coleridge calls the “act of self-duplication” whiébunds the conscious being of the
human subject. Nishitani describes a consciouaaieg of this origination as the
“conversion” which introduces “absolute selfhoodlice again into the consciousness.
Like Artaud, and with reference to Plato as welNastzsche, Nishitani’s practice is self-
consciously theatrical, taking as the goal of Bustdbractice and philosophy the
freedom of the human subject from prior represenat This convergence of thought
seems to be of just the sort predicted in Colergldescussion of the universal
philosophical and religious affirmation (even urigieig apparent denial) of original sin
in Aids to Reflection Nishitani’'s remark therefore serves as a furéx@ample of the
telescoping of global and social concerns at wor€oleridge’s thought. Perhaps more
importantly, it also serves as a step in examitinghat extent Coleridge’s
representation of the human subject and his dismuss$ original sin may actually reach

beyond a parochially Christian or Western discaurse

Continental contributors to the discourse of osgimo which Coleridge and Nishitani
write themselves, a century and a half apart.
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The correspondence of Nishitani’s text with Calga’s corpus is less surprising
than it might be, as NishitaniReligion and Nothingneghroughout represents his Zen
practice in terms intelligible to the Western ttaui, with special attention to
developments in Continental philosophy. Theraifact a steadily growing (though very
uneven) interaction of Western philosophy with Bliddh throughout the past two
centuries. NietzscheAntichristat one point addresses the relationship of Budadlis
Christianity under the very late Nietzsche’s caticeading of both religions.
Significantly, Nietzsche compares the two in teohthe relationship between
representation of the subject and the theologynof ‘Buddhism is the only really
positivereligion to be found in history, even in its episiology (which is strict
phenomenalism)—it no longer speaks of the ‘struggtk sin' but fully recognising the
true nature of reality it speaks of the ‘struggliéhvpain™” (17). Nietzsche (whose access
to Buddhist works would have been extremely limitdaely to poor translations of
derivative Sanskrit texts, and whose understandiri€astern thought principally comes
through Schopenhauer) does not have a particudbrde understanding of Buddhism,
but he does identify the difference in emphasigvbeh Western philosophy and
Buddhism reasonably wéll.

The case of Buddhism also occasions a considerafobement in Coleridge’s
analysis of the universality of original sin asefigious doctrine or philosophical
exigency. “In that most strangéaenomenaqrthe religious atheism of the Buddhists,” he

says inAids to Reflection

2 For an extensive attempt to correlate themes @tzehe’s writings with
significant Buddhist teachings, see Robert G. MomiNietzsche and Buddhism: A
Study in Nihilism and Ironic AffinitieNew York: Oxford U P, 1997.

111



with whom God is only universal matter considerbdteactedly from all
particular forms—the Fact [of original sin] is pegtamong the delusions
natural to man, which, together with other supgosts grounded on a
supposedassentiadifference between right and wrortge sages to
decompose and precipitate from thenstruunof his more refined
apprehensions! Thus in denying the Fact, theyaily acknowledge it.
(188-9)
Coleridge’s understanding of Buddhism is very inggge. What he grasps, along with
Nietzsche, is that Buddhism completes what Cole’gltyhetorical self-containment”
prevents in his representation of the human subj€lis added perspective, in fact, helps
to clarify the stakes in what Christensen call® ififelicitous reliance of the absolute on
the fall for its very manifestation,” and how Catkge’s abridgement of the difference

between creatureliness and fallenness complicaestrivings toward orthodoxy.

“Dependent Origination” and the Subject

The Zen-derived philosophy described by Nishitanthe somewhat different
Amida Buddhism (also called Jodo Shinshu) of Take¥oshinori, does begin with the
insight that the desire through which the humaha&inates is moribund—the same
insight encoded ambivalently in “Kubla Khan,” malearly and personally in “The
Pains of Sleep,” and confessed openly in Colerglgéort to articulate a Biblical
theology of original sin. Takeuchi criticizes “n&@ntianism—along with the liberal
theology based on it” for being “fettered to themamentism of human reason and hence
[. . .] onlyimpeding our view of that abyss ofadle and sin and nihility that opens up
under our very feet as the fate of being human=3y.2In Takeuchi’s writing, the “turn”
toward what Derrida calls the “invisible interiast Nishitani the “shadowy man” is
represented as the subject’'s becoming consciotdepéndent origination.” Takeuchi

suggests that this conversion is often describekarffundamental experience of artists

112



and poets,” who in their self-conscious acts ofeéspntation may “experience an
immediate embodiment of the dynamism of world aadyb other, and life prior to the
distinction of subject and object” (74). Takeudbscribes “dependent origination” as
follows:

the subject that, seen from the world, is parhefworld, constructs its

own being-in-the-world co-dependently and corrgkdi with the world,

and yet does so as its own activity. [. . .] Weyrikeen it to dreaming:

when we dream, we live in correlatedness with tbddwof the dream

and, through the phenomenal identity of dreamerdiadm, keep the

dream alive; but as soon as we become aware ofdhislatedness, we

have already awoken. (80-1)
Takeuchi extends this similitude of “dreaming,thsugh to accommodate reading with
Coleridge, when discussing the consequences ofelaped consciousness of
“dependent origination”: “at the moment one awakehe various sufferings that
troubled the world of sleep are awakened to inr¢ladization, ‘itwasonly a dream; was
sleeping™ (91). Takeuchi writes as though to segjga Buddhist solution to the problem
depicted in “The Pains of Sleep,” proposing that¢bnditions for the construction of
world and self “are only grasped in their primaeyse when their essential determination
is sought in terms of their extinction, when theg seen as past essences, as things that
were”

Coleridge’s expectation (which he shares withwhestern tradition in
metaphysics) is that the erasure he calls “scierstdepticism” has for its goal
“certainty’—just as Derrida suggests when descgliire metaphysical work as that
“break with the domain of empirical history [. . Whose aim is reconciliation with the

hidden essence of the empirical.” Takeuchi, orother hand, sets forth a Buddhist

practice whose retracing of the constitution of$bé has in view, not a recovery of
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antecedent unity, but its more complete erasuseeks to obliterate the trace, also, by
counting the subject, self, spirit, sin, all amadhg phenomena of causation. The subject
having awakened to the understanding that somethiing subject, the self, Coleridge’s
“I AM” both personally and globally, as self or dsity—has originated through
moribund desire, the practice of disassociatiomfeuch desire should cause, not a
return to that self, but a ceasing from those yengurbations of spirit which Coleridge
envisioned in the prose introduction to “Kubla Khas “images on the surface of a
stream into which a stone has been cast” (43). ré&/@eleridge exclaims “but, alas!
without the after restoration of the latter!” oves apparent incapacity to remember the
historical, religious, and poetic vision which th&am-vision represents, and is
tormented by the memory of dreams and his appareapacity to regain his self-
composure in “The Pains of Sleep,” Takeuchi’'s Buslahattempts to describe
everything except the present phenomenon not egnbriginating (conceived) within the

human subject but as therefore essentially illustorype awakened from and not to.

The Convergence: Coleridge, Artaud, Mishima

From Coleridge’s representation of the human sipje view of the unhappy
coincidence of original sin (the origin of the &illhuman) with origination through
repetition of the “I AM” (the unity of human andwuilne creativity), two paths forward
seem to become one: the Western path of Nietzstdidegger, and Derrida as
exemplified by Artaud converges with the Eastert @g marked by Buddhism, whose
singular distance from the Western metaphysicditican has yet to be rendered fully
intelligible. Japanese writer Yukio Mishima, a guat of the Shinto-Buddhist culture of

Imperial Japan whose postwar writings were amoaghbst read in the West, serves as
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a convenient reference point. Like Coleridge, 8ehe, and Artaud, Mishima’s works
place the self-representing work of the human suljethe foreground. I8un & Steel
Mishima seems to echo Artaud’s anxiety over hisytsobdeing stolen by the priority of
text:

Interestingly enough, my stubborn refusal to pereeny body was itself
due to a beautiful misconception in my idea of whatbody was. | did
not know that a man’s body never shows itself asstence.” But as |
saw things, it ought to have made itself appaagrly and
unequivocally, as existence. It naturally followtedt when it did show
itself unmistakably as a terrifying paradox of ésimee—as a form of
existence that rejected existence—I was as panaksh as though | had
come across some monster, and loathed it accoyditighever occurred
to me that other men—all men without exception—wheesame.

[...] Never dreaming that the body existingiform that rejected
existence was universal in the male, | set abonstcocting my ideal
hypothetical physical existence by investing ithaall the opposite
characteristics. And since my own, abnormal boeldistence was
doubtless a product of the intellectual corrosibwords, the ideal body—
the ideal existence—must, | told myself, be abstyuree from any
interference by words. (Mishima 11)

The “ideal body” in this passage corresponds th Botaud’s “body without organs” and
the “absolute subject” in ColeridgeBographia Literaria It represents the hoped-for
unity prior to the discursive formation of the séffe “act of self-duplication” which in
Coleridge’s work is both creation and fall. Théoefto construe the human subject in
this way, in Mishima as in Coleridge, leads toégitying paradox of existence” which
leaves him “panic-stricken” in the face of a unsadrfailing: “other men—all men
without exception—were the same.” Mishima’s resgmoto this, as revealed in his own
political and personal preoccupations, has the Bistighattern set out by Takeuchi. As
Shu Kuge has helpfully summarized,

The “body” in Mishima’s thought is a metonymy f@Xperience” that is

not yet translated into discursive language. Mishbnce clamored: Why
don’t people realize the importance of the deptthefsurface? The
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surface is the depth; in other words, the surfacet a representation or

reflection of what is hidden beneath. The surfaaverything. (Kuge

66)°
For Mishima, the “terrifying paradox” of “the bodxisting in a form that rejected
existence” (the very crux of Nietzsche’s assaulCbwmistianity, and his critique of
Buddhism, inThe Antichris} is ultimately resolved, beyond the naiveté ofden
oppositions, by an insistence on the surface—oweng skin itself—as the phenomenal
being, here, now, than which nothing else can banmegfully represented. This
ultimately meant, for Mishima, that only the actridfial suicide by cutting into the skin
with a sharp blade, only at the peak of physicalgation, and only at the historical
moment when he (vainly) hoped his public politiaet would lead to revolution, could
be meaningful.

The example of Mishima thus presses the urgentysoproblems which plague
Coleridge’s representation of the human subjettcollocating “Kubla Khan” and “The
Pains of Sleep,” and in classifying each as a “pslagical curiosity,” Coleridge
broaches the subject of madness and the more sgmioblem of damnation. The moral
and spiritual, as well as the epistemological, disiens of his theorizing of the human
subject are at stake. The discourse of Westeraphgsics from Coleridge’s time
forward is increasingly studded with what Derriddl<a “tradition of mad poets” such as
Holderlin, Nietzsche, and Artaud; and what is ppshaore significant (for, as Derrida
says, “Artaud is not the son of Nietzsche. Andnetess so of Holderlin.”) is the
exemplary significance which the interrogatorshattdiscourse have assigned to these

works. Nietzsche, Foucault, Heidegger, de Man,2@wtida, to name but a few, have

% The embedded quotation is printed thus in thermalglikely due to a difference
in Asian and American citation habits.
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extensive recourse to these “mad poets,” whosegpyirtistinction is the radical pressure
they bring to bear on the language of metaphysitkair efforts to represent the
“terrifying paradox” that Coleridge has also found.

For Coleridge, howeveseppukus not an option; neither is the extremity of
Artaud, for whom “God is [. . .] a sin against thgine” and “the essence of guilt is
scato-theological” (Derrida “La parole” 185). Cnatige’s representation of the
origination of the human subject through repetidithe “I AM” of God’s creation
creates a challenge for him, and for his readeesigely because it does clash with his
representation of the origination of the human ectogs sinful through moribund desire.
That is, whether in the context of the post-ChaistWest or of Shinto-Buddhist Japan, it
is possible to completely conflate the subject&saturely being with the subject’s
moribundity. At one extreme of the modern Westeadition, one may join Artaud in
rejecting the repetition intrinsic to the discuesformation of the self, especially as that
repetition comes to be the basis for knowledge @d &nd to be associated with the
moribundity of human desire. On the other hana, miay carefully disregard, as
Mishima does, “what is hidden beneath,” and attetmgignify only by and concerning
the surface, the flesh of human being. The twansiemeet, however, in the fulfillment
of the horrible expectations described in “The BaihSleep.” Coleridge, who makes an
intellectual effort to reconcile himself to a Bitdilly orthodox confession of Christianity,
continues to represent within his works the consaqges of conflating the
Creator/creature difference with the creature/fafléference, confusing the origination

of the human being as creature with the originatibtne fallen human self.
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Dependence on Scripture in the Late Coleridge

“A Nightly Prayer,” composed just three years lvefGoleridge’s death, well
attests to his increasingly articulate and orthoclmxfession of Christianity. It addresses
all three members of the Trinity, espouses an ddRkdChristology, treats the Spirit as a
person, confesses both original and actual sinfecagnizes God’s self-revelation “in
thy holy word as a God who answers prayer” (360+2also redefines the “humble
trust” that “The Pains of Sleep” associates withrticulate “reverential resignation.”

The text of the prayer, described as “my boundghtty sacrifice of praise and
thanksgiving,” is now to be offered “in humble truhat the fragrance of my Saviour’s
righteousness may remove from it the taint of mytaia@orruption.” The importance of
the act of self-representation has significanttei@in favor of a “reverential resignation”
to Christ’s representation of the believer. Calge directly addresses the concerns of
“The Pains of Sleep” when he prays specificallpéospared those same symptoms: “O
shield me this night from the assaults of disegssnt me refreshment of sleep unvexed
by evil and distempered dreams.” “A Nightly Prdyierthus the bookend and response
to “The Pains of Sleep,” the prophylactic articidatof what the younger Coleridge first
“prayed aloud” in terror.

The fissure in Coleridge’s representation of tambhn subject, though, is still
present in “A Nightly Prayer,” along with that fisg’s implications for Coleridge’s
conception of that God whose “I AM” the self remeatnd whose revelation in Scripture
is the substance of Coleridge’s hope that origsimakcan be clearly stated and remedied.
The petition which addresses the problem of “Thie$af Sleep” is only meaningful as

it attempts to bridge that gap, as Coleridge ask#hke help of “thou who hast revealed
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thyself in thy holy word as a God that hearest erdyThe prayer, dependent on the
character of God as willing to hear (and respoisdjrst dependent on a conclusion
drawn from the text, a conclusion which Coleridgesirtake as given in order to pray.
Coleridge’s prayer for a remedy to the problemsedf-representation, of the human
subject’s discursive formation, depends on theustat the text of Scripture itself as
representative of both God and the reader, amdreyt

When Coleridge writes about his Christian confassihen, the reading and
writing of Scripture take on special importances aready noted, it is with “the
Scripturaldoctrineof Original Sin” that Coleridge concerns himsealtihe passage
defining that teaching. At the very beginningloé t Aphorisms on Spiritual Religion,”
Coleridge quotes Henry More to the effect that sters must “make good every
sentence of the Bible to a rational inquirekids 96). While this admits of an
appropriate degree of hermeneutical flexibilitystitongly suggests the importance of
Scripture in Christian confession. Aphorism IMlins section likewise features More
inveighing against those (chiefly Quakers) who ssgghat a Light within’ can “support
the truth of Christianity” when they have allowdiselves to “judge concerning the
authenticity and uncorruptedness of the Gospetsitaanother sacred Scriptures” (98).
This is in keeping with the tradition whereby theicches are held to acknowledge, not

to ratify or construct, the canon of Scriptdre.

* As one twentieth-century confessional standard jiptThe Church's part was
to discern the canon which God had created, ndéwse one of its own.” Th€hicago
Statement on Biblical Inerraneyay conveniently be found at <http://www.bible-
researcher.com/chicagol.html>. The Westminstef&3sion has “The authority of the
Holy Scripture [. . .] depends not upon the testimof any man, or Church; [. . .]
therefore it is to be received, because it is tltrddf God” (l.iv). The Thirty-Nine
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Despite his own idealist philosophy, and in lighMore’s concern about those
who make a pastiche of Scripture through idiosytictaxtual strategies, Coleridge
shows considerable concern for the Biblical tetebd: he asks whether, given that “the
Letterwithout the Spirit killeth,” one must conclude ththe Spirit is to kill the Letter?”
(101) Coleridge goes so far as to propose an ékafrile of thumb, arguing that
“where [. . .] the plain sense of the Scriptusekeft undisturbed,” the “Believer” at
whatever risk of error is still better off than &&e who receive neither the Letter nor the
Spirit, turning the one into metaphor, and oriehtgderbole, in order to explain away the
other into the influence of motives suggested l@yrtbwn understandings, and realized
by their own strength.” In a later passagdéids discussing belief in the Trinity,
Coleridge objects vehemently to the idea of

a Christian, who accepts the Scriptures as the Wb@&bd, yet refuses his

assent to the plainest declarations of these Sceiptand explains away

the most express texts into metaphor and hyperbetgusehe literal

and obvious interpretation is (accordinghie notions) absurd and

contrary to reason (122).
Coleridge’s deployment of a traditional adherermcthe historical sense of the language
of Scripture here proceeds a step beyond his ctterawith More’s rebukes to Quakers
and other radically individualistic or irrationdliaders. Coleridge goes so far as to
suggest that even to reject “the literal and obwimtierpretation” because it appears
irrational from a particular point of view would la¢ odds with Christian confession.
Characteristically, what Coleridge here emphaszése unity and integrity of the

Scriptures as a whole. The constructive tensiongver, arises from his insistence that

reading of Scripture has confessional ends whicmagbe wholly comprehended within

Articles (in Article 6) asserts the same canonakyrig as “Holy Scripture” the texts
“whose authority was never in any doubt in the €hur
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either rational or irrational, literal or spirityaepresentations of the text as part of the
individual reader’s self-representing acts. Ihisiew of this understanding of the
Bible’s role in Christian confession that Coleridampears to depend upon the self-
revelation of God in Scripture during “A Nightlydrer” as proof against the moral and
spiritual trauma depicted in “The Pains of Sleajgspite the considerable inconsistency

of this confessional dependence with his theorioihthe human subject.

Scripture and the Representation of the Self infli&bn

The role of Scripture in Coleridge’s movement todvan orthodox confession of
Christianity coexists uneasily with his charact@risepresentation of the self. His
oscillation between these two commitments contigyabduces results like those most
clearly seen in his discussion of Original Sin, ven€oleridge’s differentiating “a
spiritual essence” from “aaturé’ marks the fissure in the groundwork Coleridgeksee
to lay. Specifically, despite and even within &fforts to avoid such a result, Coleridge’s
works perpetuate the conflation of the subject wh#hcreated human being, a conflation
common in the history of Western philosophy. Beeaof this tacit confusion of origins
with original sin, Coleridge’s works are betrayatbia preoccupation with distinguishing
a perfectible, recoverable “hidden essence” froenghenomenal being of the body in the
world of the continuity of causes, the “domain lod €mpirical.”

Just before the strong language concerning Scegited above, for example,
Coleridge refers to the “living (that is, self-sidtgg) soul” of the human creature dbée
manin the man” (4). Coleridge thus seeks to establistoee inward and “self-
subsisting” level of human being from which hisnegentation of the subject may be

more confidently articulated and more readily hanimed with his Christian confession.
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The opening of another section, titled “Element&efigious Philosophy, Preliminary to
the Aphorisms on Spiritual Religion” is similar:

If there be augh®piritual in Man, the Will must be such.

If there be a Will, there must be a Spirituality i

| suppose both positions granted. (88)
Coleridge maintains his fusion of philosophical @inelological understanding of the
human subject by asserting the identity of theettipf both in the active and self-
representing “Will” or “Spirituality.” Coleridgenoceeds to describe the “assertions” on
which “TheChristian|[. . .] groundshis philosophy” as “the Reality of the LAW OF
CONSCIENCE; the existence of a RESPONSIBLE WILL.]. and lastly, the existence
of EVIL—of Evil essentially such, not by accident [] nor from any cause, out of
itself” (91). Coleridge’s “LAW OF CONSCIENCE” arudls understanding of “Evil
essentially such” are consonant with the Paulimewat of law and original sin,
respectively, as the phenomenal being and theténas” (or “having a®rigin”) of sin
in the human subject. The “RESPONSIBLE WILL” isiaference from perceived
moral reality, conceived to be such under the afether in public prescriptions or in
the antecedent sense of such prescriptions catt@ustience”) which enables the
articulation of a judgment about the originatiorotigh moribund human desire of the
human who commits bad acts.

At the same time, this “WILL” is the self-consttive act which Coleridge’s

theory of the human subject’s origination unitethwthe “I AM” of the Creator.
Coleridge only partially succeeds in re-inscriburgler the figure of “repetition” the

difference between the “I AM” of the Creator ane ttet there be” by which the Creator
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constitutes creatures as stich light of his discussion of original sin asal into
natural causation all too easily paralleled toAlpestasisneeded for the Word to stand
forth in Creation, Coleridge’s philosophical anthotogy can fairly be seen as grounded
upon a redefinition of the Creator/creature diffexe as a Creator/creator difference, or
“repetition.” This redefinition responds to thergalimits in the representation of the
human creature as an autonomous subject as thosle @dmcerned Artaud; as seen in
Coleridge’s development of the “I AM” iBiographia Literarig discussed above, the
inference to the subject’s “I AM” as a “repetitionf the Creator’s “I AM” is warranted
by the unending sequence of representative actshvdoinstitute the subject’s conscious
experience. God’s “I AM” in turn must be undergdags exactly analogous to this
repeatable self-representation, that is, as rglatinhe being of God in the way that the
conceptualized human subject relates to the inscleiantecedent unity. Such a
representation of Creator and creator, howevetakas of the “infelicitous reliance”
Christensen notes in Coleridge’s philosophy: ftifelicitous reliance of the absolute on
the fall for its very manifestation.”
Anthony John Harding locates the nexus of thidlazinn the course of his

reading of “Kubla Khan” when he says that

the matter goes deeper than the inability of anmigly self-doubting

poet [. . .] to prolong or preserve a particulamnent of vision. The

understanding of supernatural inspiration withidako-Christian tradition

provides the essential elements of Coleridge’sipearisis (16).

Harding’s word “essential” is well chosen. Colgeds construction of the human

“understanding” in general becomes a “specificigti®r him in the manner described

® This “let there be” is, of course, quite differérim the “letting be” of which
Heidegger is prone to speak.
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by the juxtaposition of “Kubla Khan” with “The Parof Sleep.” It is, even then, a
problem not only of the discursive relation of theghor and the subject in the poem, or in
the text generally, but of the subject as an oagjirconstruction of the self: “My spirit I”
as the “mystery of production and life” which “I"ust “to Love compose.” Morally and
existentially, the speaker in “The Pains of Slepds reason to fear that such self-
composure cannot survive exposure to bad drearasa rAatter of philosophical
argument, it relies upon but also invalidates thet€sian strategy for establishing the
cogito by banishing all phenomenal difference betweenimgagand dreaming perception.
As a spiritual understanding of life, an attemptdad the moral allegory of phenomena,
its erasure of the subject-object boundary makesrménations of moral agency
impossible or inscrutable. As a personal resptms®uble, it puts forth mystifying
abstractions in place of the loving personal refeito which the speaker instinctively
turns in order to render the moral and spirituatkcape intelligible once again.

In response to these problems, Coleridge’s effortepresent himself in terms of
an orthodox, Biblical confession of Christianityctes on “the precise import of the
Scripturaldoctrineof Original Sin.” In its turn, “A Nightly Prayerfesults from this
effort and answers directly to the “I prayed aloofi*The Pains of Sleep,” but can do so
only on the basis of the Biblical attestation ofGad who hearest prayer.” Though in a
slightly different sense than the one Harding depel Coleridge’s “understanding of
supernatural inspiration” is indeed the crux of l€alge’s specific crisis.” By failing to
adequately account for the significance of “ThenBaif Sleep” as a representation of the
fatal flaw of Coleridge’s representation of the lamsubject, Harding like most

Coleridge critics misses just how thoroughly Calga has engaged this crisis as both a
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philosopher and a Biblical thinker. Harding istguiight, however, to set out to restore
Confessions of an Inquiring Spiriwhich he insists on calling by its manuscrigetit
“Letters Concerning the Inspiration of the Scrigf to the place in Coleridge’s corpus
that it occupied for Coleridge’s closest contempesaand successors.

As a late, posthumously published te&xtnfessiongrovides significant
perspective on Coleridge’s mature thought. Infitts¢ published edition, Henry Nelson
Coleridge calls it “a key to most of the Biblicaltism scattered throughout the
Author’s own writings” (286). It also, as an exgiiwork of Christian confession,
provides a late analogue to the confessionalistheofpsychological curiosity” in
“Kubla Khan,” the prose introduction, and “The Paof Sleep.” Shaffer argues that
“Coleridge had intended to publisG¢nfessionisas the preface tAids to Reflectionbut
did not do so” (“Ideologies”), and suggests that displacement dfonfessionserves to
market Coleridge as a “conservative defender ofxtherch.” Shaffer’'s observations
about the displacement Gbnfessionslovetail with Christensen’s representation of
Coleridge as always “already falling away from gwverincipled commitment” as an
essential part of his program; both fit neatly witbble’s description of Coleridge’s
“rhetorical self-containment.” What this analyseems to assume, of course, is that
Coleridge’s natural or intended movement is awaynfany Biblical orthodoxy in the
direction of a post-Christian philosophical and oz synthesis of radical subjectivism
and Arnoldian religiosity of culture (perhaps litteat of Rudolf Bultmann).

The evidence of Coleridge’s double movement, h@nesuts both ways: for
Coleridge’s Christian confession of original siemises that he is always already falling

away from the creature’s most fundamental commitiitbat apostasy is actual even
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before it is realized in behavior. Such a confasseven when expressed in terms of a
theory of the subject which is itself complicit vibriginal sin, commits Coleridge to a
representation of the human subject intrinsicallgdds with that which underlies his
philosophical and poetic projects. It is therefpossible that the late Coleridge has
reversed the telescope on Shaffer and Noble, atdpe Christensen; that Coleridge’s
approach to orthodoxy is “falling away” from apastatself. Confessions of an
Inquiring Spirit, which directly treats Coleridge’s view of Scripglby repeating his

representation of the subject, focuses the read#gation on just this possibility.

Goethe’s “Fair Saint” in Coleridge’s Confession

The representation of the subjecfianfessions of an Inquiring Spitias strong
parallels to the prose introduction to “Kubla Khaven in the first two sentences (291).
Coleridge weaves together the literary but litpratext of having just finished reading
“The Confessions of a fair SaintMr. Carlyle’s recent translation of th&ilhelm
Meister with the probably fictive pretext of having redtie concluding sentences of
your Letter” to create an “immediate occasion” @onfessions Just as the similar
mentions of Purchas, the “person from Porlock,” dredpoetic fragment about the
“youth” can significantly inform readings of “Kubkihan” and “The Pains of Sleep,” so
the early mention of Goethe’s “Confessions of a Baint” holds great potential
significance for critical readings @onfessions

The representations of the human subject withiat@s text and those in
Coleridge’s works, especially as regards the ogienauthors of each, are especially
closely related. The “fair Saint” or, as Coleridgyeggests, “Beautiful Soul,” is the author

of a fictional autobiography embedded in ChapteoflVilhelm Meister’s
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Apprenticeship Near the end of the chapter, as the narratiwe @f the account
approaches the time of writing, the “fair Saintdichs that her “health was feeble,” but
that she maintained “tolerable equilibrium” despéeling that “the weakness of my
body so obstructs me” (416). In the prose introidamcto “Kubla Khan,” the “profound
sleep” is attributed to “an anodyne” taken “in ceqgence of a slight indisposition” (43).
“The Pains of Sleep” is ostensibly concerned wehlth problems; and “A Nightly
Prayer” mentions not only the terrors describetlime Pains of Sleep” but the speaker’s
gratitude for “alleviation of my bodily sufferingsd languors” (361). Similarly, in
Confessionshe writer’s “severe indisposition” serves as dleeasion of writing (291).
The subjoined comment in Goethe that “In my maeggless nights, especially, | have
at times felt something which | cannot undertakdescribe” (416) is directly
reminiscent of the drama of sleep and sleeplessnéksibla Khan” and “The Pains of
Sleep,” and evokes a background of sublimity wigahallels the play of light and
darkness in the opening @bnfessions

The parallels between Goethe’s “fair Saint” anel $hbject of Coleridge’s
Confessionsire, in fact, throughout directed to the represt@m of the human subject in
the act of thinking. The “fair Saint” describesetationship between this “feeble”
constitution and a fragmented self-awareness fiay isoul were thinking separately
from the body” (417). Her doctor warns her thatessively indulged, such spiritual
sensations “tend as it were to excavate us, anddermine the foundation of our being.”
The subterranean metaphor for both body and conseess is also carried over to
Coleridge’sConfessions the speaker “loves Truth even for itself,” yetdis that such

love “withdraws the genial sap of his activity” downto the “labyrinthine way-winning”
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of “the deep root” (291). For Coleridge’s subjand Goethe’s “fair Saint,” the “soul

[. . .] thinking” is more truly oneself than thbddy.” This spiritual inwardness proves
to be architectonically unstable: as depictedhayitagery irConfessionand “Kubla
Khan,” the “labyrinthine way-winning” of the quefstr truth within takes the speaker
down the river “meandering with a mazy motion” tbé caverns measureless to man,”
recapitulating the origin of the human subject tigio conscious philosophical or poetic
efforts. At some point, however, the descent thio“deep romantic chasm” collapses
into morbid spiritual inwardness, the “unfathomalédl within” depicted in “The Pains

of Sleep.” The subject of ColeridgeZ®nfessionsreats these risks as the dangers to be
borne by one “who [. . .] loves Truth even foeits’ and therefore the marks of valorous
“way-winning.” Just the same, this subject woudd“a happier—at all events a more
useful—man if my mind were otherwise constitute2®1-2). This simultaneous
valorization and problematization of the writtenrwas an effort to “be separated from
oneself in order to be reunited with the blind origf the work in its darkness,” as
Derrida puts it (“Force” 8), could stand as a bsemmary of the crucial problem found
throughout Coleridge’s works. Coleridge’s effartite better “constituted” by grounding
all knowing including knowledge of God in the comss experience of the human
subject, while at the same time representing himnséérms of a Biblically orthodox
Christian confession, makes the status of thedeScripture in that effort a complex

dilemma for Coleridge.

The Complexity of Representationdonfessions of an Inquiring Spirit
Confessions of an Inquiring Spirg organized into seven Letters to a “Dear

Friend” who is cast in the role of a supporter dfaaitional teaching of the inspiration of
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the Scriptures, which here is taken to be more thariamiliar teaching of the Scriptures’
infallibility (with regard to their having divinelintended effects in faithful readers),
inspiration (with regard to the divine authority Which the human writers composed
them), and inerrancy (with regard to the possipiit error being in their composition,
rather than in the reading)The speaker interprets the traditional view, thement
among orthodox Anglicans, as not merely extendmipé fact but to a particular theory
of the inspiration of Scriptures:
the Doctrine in question requires me to believat tiot only what finds
me, but that all that exists in the sacred voluamg, which | am bound to
find therein, was—not alone inspired by, that @nposed by, men under
the actuating influence of the Holy Spirit, butdikise—dictated by an
Infallible Intelligence. (296)
The striking move in this passage is the equatfdmepired by” with “composed by” in
the description of how “men” produced the text bizer “influence” or dictation. By
treating “inspired” as a feature of the relatiopsbf the writer to the text, rather than the
relationship of the “actuating influence of the H&8pirit” to the act of writing the text,
the speaker covertly insists on Coleridge’s repregmn of the human subject.

The production of the text thus “composed” musalfendamentally human act

of representation of the self in relation to Gdt tosmos, and others. As Harding puts

® Though the exact meaning and extent of the dactfrthe inerrancy of
Scripture is widely discussed within and beyondGiheistian tradition, one brief
example from Augustine’®n Christian Doctrineshould help to indicate its traditional
nature and parameters. He says that “it is nepetisat we become meek through piety
so that we do not contradict Divine Scripture, @ithvhen it is understood and is seen to
attack some of our vices, or when it is not und&dtand we feel as though we are wiser
than it is and better able to give precepts. Baistwould rather think what is written to be
better and more true than anything which we cohilcktof by ourselves, even when it is
obscure” (ll.vii). That is, the doctrine of inen@y does not specify the exegetical or
hermeneutical method in detail, but it does reqtes the faithful reader accept reader
error and obscurity, but not error in the textpagcomes of interpretation.
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it, Coleridge’s hermeneutic of Scripture represétite deepseated belief that a person
reading a text, especially and pre-eminently tHaeBiis first and foremost a human
being called into relationship with another humamp” (58). Harding describes
Coleridge’s underlying project i@onfession light of the traditional teachings about
the inspiration of Scripture as follows:
To understand how certain human beings had trigiv®expression, in
human language, to the Word of God within them, tiosir words had
been recorded and transmitted to later generatanmshow the resulting
documents were credited in both the Jewish an€thistian churches
with a power that was of divine rather than of haroagin—this was no
denial of the divinity of Scripture, but rather amway of affirming its
divine power. (90-91)
The reader of such a text, then, proceeds accotditige principles of self-representation
and repetition which govern all acts of human krmagyion Coleridge’s account. On this
account, the meaning of the text is determinedhasdader’s repetition of the writer’s
creative act. The reader’s “I AM” and the writetlsAM,” like those of the human
subject and the divine spirit, are representetiénréader’s imagination as coinciding in
the act of representation.

Restricting the possibilities for meaning in Stuiie to the reader’s capacity to
represent himself as repeating each writer's acbofposition follows from Coleridge’s
principle, asserted in tH&ographia Literarig that the possibility “that self-
consciousness may be itself something explicalbbesomething, which must lie beyond
the possibility of our knowledge,” is to be discteohin the discourse of origins. The
logic of consciousness, founded in the human stibjeking itself for its own first

object, makes it impossible to acknowledge any guir representation, as Coleridge

argues: “without distinction conception cannots&x{Logic 250). As this tacit system
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of enabling distinctions gives birth to theritia logicd which “all objects of the
understanding must likewise and previously” be, m®aning in the text other than that
attributed to it by its reader is quite literalhconceivable. This understanding of the
discursive formation of the human subject is “tltdm of universal grammar as well as
of logic” (239-40). As Coleridge says in Chaptdt of Biographia Literarig the

meaning of representations of the subject priatstself-representing origin “does not at
all concern us as transcendental philosophers’usecaelf-consciousness” is the “kind
of knowing” which is “the highest and farthest tleatsts forus’ (133).

Insofar as Coleridge maintains this representatmsistently, the “somewhat
more” which the traditional view of the inspiratiand inerrancy of the canonical
Scriptures calls for is absolutely precluded. i same time, Coleridge does strive to
represent this work as upholding “the divinity afripture,” as Harding argues. There is
little evidence to support Shaffer’s picture ofétfusty old poseur of Highgate”
attempting to enforce “the shift from religiousliterary culture [. . .] on the home
ground of the text of the Bible itself” (“Ideolo@8; Shaffer seems to mistake
Coleridge’s persistence in revising his philosophanthropology for an across-the-
board retention of nearly all of his early philobagal and theological presuppositions.
On the contrary, Coleridge’s effort to find the fisewhat more” required by Christian
confession ensures that the metaphysical représentd the human subject remains
contested, both withi@onfessions of an Inquiring Spiand throughout Coleridge’s
corpus.

Coleridge represents the tension between the mmgdagal attempt to elude all

prior representations and the Christian acknowletiye of the priority of Biblical over
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personal representation by portraying the subje€omfessiongs maintaining a
dialogue with a “Friend” who provides arguments evhsupport the traditional
understanding of the inspiration and inerrancyhefd¢anonical Scriptures (3@t

passin), as well as by frequently representing the speiakihe act of persuading those
who dismiss the inspiration of Scripture altogethyuse of the same arguments which
the subject of ColeridgeBonfessionsnusters against his interpretation of the traddlo
view as dictation theory (316-¥f passim Tracing out Coleridge’s representation of
the exemplary subject Coleridge@onfessionseveals by turns a traditionalist whose
teaching very nearly approximates the actual deetoif inerrancy, an objector against an
almost parodic representation of that teaching,aandpologist whose confession of
Christianity and the role of Scripture in Christigaching reproduces within itself the
very tensions it claims to resolve. In each c&sderidge’s concern is for the efficacy of
such confession, but his philosophical anthropologysistently seems to complicate his
access to confessional resources—the ability tbftdly articulate his grounds for trust
in the means of grace offered by God in Christ—Whpooceed from the “somewhat

more” that seems to elude him.

The Traditionalist Coleridge: Approaching Inerranc
Coleridge’s discussion of original sin as a Biélidoctrine, taken with his
citations from More and other introductory commesScripture irAids to Reflection
demonstrate that Coleridge does emphasize thatgradithe text of Scripture in
Christian confession, at least in the context ofate arguments. Certainly one need not
read very far int@Confessions of an Inquiring Spiti conclude that Coleridge’s

dependence on Scripture has some strict limitsShaffer goes too far in suggesting that
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treatments of Coleridge’s religious thought carydpresent a simulacrum of a
conventionally pious Coleridge” by suppressttgnfessionsn favor ofAids
(“Ideologies”). Not only in its concessions (whigh farther than the Coleridge ©he
Statesman’s Manuatould have) but in its affirmation§onfessiongjives ample
evidence of Coleridge’s efforts to mate his phijgscal anthropology to his Christian
confession. At points, Coleridge’s position appnaeates inerrantism, even as he builds
his polemic against the misconstruction of the doetwhich he takes as his tardet.

To take an early example, Coleridge’s initial fivart exposition of his confession
in Letter |, which describes in fairly orthodoxes “my belief, [. . .] the full
acquiescence of my intellect, and the deep cortdeany conscience” (293), also takes
the traditional, early dates for the compositioihef New Testament books. Coleridge
describes the New Testament as “with one or twdtlobiexceptions, all the writings of
the followers of Christ within the space of ninggars from the date of the
Resurrection.” Since the writing Gonfessionsof course, many new first-century
manuscripts have been recovered or publicizedhaahe gesture toward historical
generality Coleridge attempts here would have teebenched into a more traditional

view of canon formatiofi. In the face of an even more aggressive tendenfragment

" In the era which produced Paley’s famously ovéestafforts in defense of
special revelation, of course, Coleridge alone dmgdear full responsibility for this
misconstruction.

8 Coleridge’s canon, of course, is the traditioretlyssix book pre-Tridentine and

Protestant canon, which may admit the historicademtagogical worth but not the
Scriptural status of the deuterocanonical wofksnfession295).
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historical writings than subsequent criticism wosigport. however, Coleridge still
affirms that “I do not myself think that any of geewritings were composed as late as
A.D. 120.” He allows “ninety years from the datetloé Resurrection” only to account,
presumably, for the idea which occurs early in chunristory that the Revelations may
have been written by a different John than the Apagho wrote the Gospel and Epistles
under that nam&.

To some extent Coleridge’s setting of his own vibat the New Testament
writings were completed within the lifetimes of @is Apostles over against the still
fairly conservative view that they may have beeoriposed as late as A.D. 120" is
rhetorical, allowing Coleridge to represent himsadftraditionally orthodox even as he
proposes a fairly radical revision of Christian arslanding of the Scriptures. Just the
same, unless one chooses to call Coleridge argbutrar (as Shaffer’s “fusty poseur”
characterization seems to do), it remains thati@lge accepts in its general outlines a
traditional understanding of the authorship, ddteoonposition, and canonization of the
Scriptures. Attending to this feature@bnfessionss important, because much of the
conflict within Coleridge’s view is erased, and akhthe whole ground of his continued

faith in the efficacy of Scripture under his rewsgew is cut away, if the reader is led to

® here see Daniel Hoffman, “S. T. Coleridge andAttack on Inerrancy, Trinity
Journaln.s. 7 (1986): 55-68.

19 Recall from the discussion of the legendary Prekibn and Coleridge’s poem
“Kubla Khan” the controversial reference in a fragrhof Papias to a “John the
presbyter” (as the author of John’s Epistles shynsself) differentiated from John the
Evangelist. Eusebius and Jerome, among othessthake to be different men named
“John,” though the best evidence suggests thegr@eand the same. For the fragment of
Papias, see <http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/anfidii.i.ntml>; for a brief but very
helpful discussion of the alleged difference betwée two Johns see
<http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/08492a.htm#l1>.
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ignore Coleridge’s confidence that even to graatrtiost radical available criticisms will
leave virtually the entire traditional canon stangi

Again, whether by concession or by affirmation]eZidge cannot begin the
thought-exercise (a portrayal of an exemplary stthrethe act of representing itself in
relation to Scripture) he has set out on, an effortead [this Book] for the first time as |
should read any other work” (294), without recogmizthe impossibility of such an
effort. He confesses that he “neither can, noe'tdaroceed without acknowledging “a
strong and awful prepossession in its favor” whitdms from his dependence on
Scripture. The very considerations which impel bkonmove away from a merely
parochial religiosity and attempt to read Scriptl@ieove the contagious blastments of
prejudice, and the fog-blight of selfish superstitiare part of the “living body of faith
and knowledge” Coleridge has already confessedds bf which “a large part” at least
“has been directly or indirectly derived to me fréims sacred volume.” Thus, while
Coleridge correctly realizes that the individuagperience of faith is never merely
derived from a naive reading of Scripture—whethi¢h & credulous or a critical eye—
he also acknowledges the priority of Scripturend within the individual’s experience
of faith, and that such experience is inextricdtmen its textual matrix, as Coleridge’s
exemplary reader is “unable to determine what hdbowe to its influences.” Indeed, it
is the divine authority in Scripture, on Coleridgi@ccount, which entertains the
possibility of human reasoning about Scripture, aotvice versa: it is “the sun” of
Scripture which “endures the occasional co-presehtee unsteady orb” of reason, and

significantly “seems to sanction the comparison™legpving it visible.” The evidence of
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human writing and reading in Scripture, Coleridpserves, warrants the efforts of
reading Scripture and writing about it which reaegrbeings undertake.

It is at this point that Coleridge, quite possilmlyspite of his own understanding
of the state of the question, very nearly takegthstion actually held in practice by
adherents of the inerrancy of Scripture. In atyemrentieth century work clearly
intended to reassure a lay audience of the clafrBempture (a work still used for that
purpose among some evangelicals today), W. Gral@mog§ie summons the marks of a
complex composition process as evidence of theiékeatial management of history
which makes the Bible available to the modern reade

We now know that writing was among the most ancidrrts, one
practiced from the very beginning. There is nsogeato doubt that Noah
took records with him into the ark; records whichsome form or
another, had been accumulating for a millenniumahdlf. These were
preserved from the flood, and constituted the bafsibe earliest of
writings. These, as they grew, were preservedlivipe Providence,
through all the changing fortunes of Israel—in Egyp the Wilderness,
in the Land, and in Babylonia. Collected during thter-Testamental
period, they were alike a record of the past anigian of the future,
greatly cherished by the Jews. (14-15)
Despite the differences in their positions elsewhat this point there is little to
distinguish Scroggie’s speculative reconstructibthe composition history of the
Hebrew Scriptures from Coleridge’s observation thatBible “contains the reliques of
the literature of the Hebrew people, while the Hebwas still the living language”
(293). Similarly, when William Varner of The MasteCollege provides a fresh
translation with critical analysis of thigidache a catechetical and liturgical guide written
during the Apostolic period, he follows Andre Tailiin tracing a complex composition

history for the Gospel of Matthew, the single tdw Didachist quotes more than any

other. Varner accepts Tuilier's suggestion thatghotations ilbidachecome from “a
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Greek translation of those Aramaagia [sayings of Christ]” (50), based on a proposed
composition history of Matthew in which “Matthewanged the logia of the Lord
around 45 C.E.; someone translated it into Greek®§0; and the Gospel of Matthew in
its finished form appeared by 65-70” (51). Like&®ygie’'s popular arguments, Varner’s
scholarly analysis takes into account a complexpmsition history, in this case multiple
stages of compilation, translation, and interpolatf a single book—all in service of an
inerrantist reading of Scripture. For both Colgadaind adherents of a traditional view of
Scripture, the Bible does indeed contain marksoofgex composition and historical
accretion which justify the use of human reasounderstanding them. Both also
acknowledge that Scripture is inextricable from i€an faith as historically realized,
and has its significance prior to the individuapexence of that faith; and though
Coleridge often seems to honor this realizatiothenbreach, he does join them in
acknowledging that this priority of Scripture hasmsequences for the use of human
reason.

Specifically, Coleridge actually seems to adopiremrantist view before he
misconstrues that position in pursuit of his Ronaapologia. In the same passage as he
appeals to “a Light higher than all, ewse Word that was in the beginnin@94), that
is, to the Son’s revealing the Father, as the asithe mutual intelligibility of the
representations in Scripture and those conceivéd lmiman reason, Coleridge takes the
step which logically follows from the priority ofc8pture over the individual human
reason in Christian confession. He proposes tigggension of inference, rather than
unreasonable assertion or denial of some partice&ating, is the appropriate response to

conflicts and uncertainties in the process of regdcripture:
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If between this Word and the written Letter | slally where seem to
myself to find a discrepance, | will not conclutiatt such there actually is;
nor on the other hand will | fall under the condetion of them that
would lie for God but seek as | may, be thankful for what | havel a
wait.
Again, though Coleridge and many other critics maythink so, this suspension of
inference is the usual practice of inerrantistshevé Scripture is understood as
inextricable from and prior to the reader’s conasiconfession, it follows that problems
discovered by reading will only be resolvable ims of the reader’s improved
understanding of the faith or the text. Readirggtéxt may correct the reader’s
understanding of the faith, and further individaakcorporate experience may correct the
reader’s understanding of the text, but as lonth@seader remains “unable to determine
what | do not owe to its influences” the text ifgalst remain an inappellable source of
Christian confession.
Thus, when (as mentioned in the introduction) Beainfronts Enns for holding
to a view of inspiration of Scriptures which undanes the inerrancy of Scripture, Beale
plainly argues that suspension of inference iptioper response to serious difficulties in
the reading:
| agree [with Enns] that when diversity appearssalvable on the literary
or biblical-theological level, then we let it starmhd we do not foist some
precarious harmonization onto the text. What wieopbphically label
such irresolvable diversity will differ with the gguppositions of the
individual interpreter: some will call @rror, somedifficulty, and some,
like Enns, justiversity (80)
What concerns Beale is that a critical predispasito provide new readings (such as
Enns’ “christotelic” approach) causes a rush t@laich instances which call for a

suspension of inference “errors” in the text, @tamces of “diversity” which can be read

coherently only under assumptions alien to theargiand the projected audience attested
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to within the text itself. Beale’s response taamges of “irresolvable diversity” clearly
matches Coleridge’s refusal to actually “find acdepance” in the text or tdié for
God”

The same approach is advocated in the Chicager&eat on Biblical Inerrancy,
which the Evangelical Theological society has (g8i8606) specifically referred to as
setting forth the view of Scripture to which its migers putatively subscribe (Beale 19).
This confessional standard holds, in Article XIthdt alleged errors and discrepancies
that have not yet been resolved” should not be nstaled to “vitiate the truth claims of
the Bible.” This need not be understood as afoellvhat Beale calls “precarious
harmonization,” however, for in the section offbsposition addressing “Infallibility,
Inerrancy, Interpretation” the Chicago Statemeguas that

Apparent inconsistencies should not be ignoredut®mi of them, where
this can be convincingly achieved, will encourage faith, and where for
the present no convincing solution is at hand vadl significantly honor
God by trusting His assurance that His Word is, tdéspite these
appearances, and by maintaining our confidenceotiatlay they will be
seen to have been illusions.
The Chicago Statement, in words which nearly ecbal®and Coleridge, argues for a
suspension of inference in favor of a presumptiat tHis Word is true.” To use
Coleridge’s words, such a reader “will not concliide.] there actually is” an ultimate
“discrepance” in any case “between this Word amdvhitten Letter.” This approach
follows from that used to discern the historicais® orsensus litteralisfrom which all
valid hermeneutical development proceeds, througtheuhistory of Christianity, at least
as far back as Augustine@®n Christian Doctrine In De Doctring Augustine says that
it is necessary that we become meek through peethia we do not

contradict Divine Scripture, either when it is ureteod and is seen to
attack some of our vices, or when it is not undedtand we feel as
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though we are wiser than it is and better ablauwe grecepts. But we
should rather think what is written to be betted amore true than
anything which we could think of by ourselves, ewdren it is obscure.
(1.vii)
Properly understood, that is, the traditional ustierding of the role of Scripture in
Christian confession, to which Coleridge’s speaitaims to adhere, allows for
considerable hermeneutical fluidity; but it doeguiee that the faithful reader accept
reader error and obscurity in the text, but nabrein the text, as outcomes of
interpretation.

Were Coleridge actually content to “seek as | nb@ythankful for what | have,
and wait,” it would be very hard to differentiatis iew from that of those Christians
who have confessed the inerrancy of Scripture gimout church history. Coleridge
himself cites that history at length, mentioningiagt his own default position that
“more than this was holden and required by the étatbf the Reformation, and by the
Churches collectively, since the Council of Nicdatst” (295). He finds that this
“somewhat more” persists across the differencesrad, place, and tradition which
separate “Jerome, Augustine, Luther, and Hooker,tHey “were of one and the same
judgment” in confessing the priority of ScriptureChristian confession, “less than
which not one of them would have tolerated.” Agaome of Coleridge’s own starting-
points lead him near to agreement with this comdess history; in the second Letter of
Confessionshaving reaffirmed his “Christian Faith,” he affis that “I receive willingly
also the truth of the history, namely, that the Wof the Lord did come to Samuel, to
Isaiah, to others;—and that the words which gateramce to the same are faithfully

recorded” (297). This mode of affirmation hintdla metaphysical misreading of the

significance of Christ’s being callecbgos Nonetheless, insofar as Coleridge here
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realizes that as a resource for Christian confag$ie prophetic witness is inextricable
from and dependent on its textual attestationyie accords with that of the tradition
he cites—the same tradition within which Christiaimece the Apostolic age have
received both the canon of Scripture and the tegdhat human understanding, but not

the text of Scripture, may be in error.

The Objector: Demanding Immediacy from the Medium

Coleridge’s representation of the “I” who readsif@are, confesses Christianity,
and writes the letters that make up @@nfessions of an Inquiring Spiraf course, could
by no means be fairly read as an attempt to dedenaditional view of Scripture. If, as
shown above, Coleridge’s admitted dependence dapt8e leads him much nearer to
confessing the inerrancy of Scripture than evemhg have realized, such affirmations
and concessions always appear as parameters atdr@msto a set of arguments much
more radical in their tendencies. It is the infloe of these arguments on thinkers such
as Maurice and Emerson that has made Coleridgelssvgenerally, an€onfessiongin
addition to such early works dfie Statesman’s Manuahd the Unitariahay Sermons
specifically, central to the classical liberal straf Anglo-American theology.
Coleridge’s influence makes his representationimikIf as an conscientious objector to
the traditional understanding of Scripture’s ralegdhristian confession of more than
merely literary or historical interest, for the plem of philosophical anthropology it

illustrates is of a piece with the problem of on@ji sin andApostasigiscussed above.

1t is to be understood, as every one of the almiteet adherents of a traditional
view of Scripture would affirm, that “obscurity” drerror on the side of the reader
include change in the text as a result of trar@atiranscription, or loss or destruction of
media, in addition to more obvious concerns liksividual misreading, motivated belief,
or obscuring traditional and institutional commitme

141



This can be most easily seen by observing cldbelyuxtaposition of Coleridge’s
nearly inerrantist concessions and affirmation$iwis strident objections to the doctrine
itself. As seen above, Coleridge accepts thaattestation in a Biblical text that God
spoke to the prophet is historically true; fronsthifollows that he accepts as true not
only passages where both the encounter and thedestwitness were “enjoined by the
special command of God” but also “others in which Words are by the sacred historian
declared to have been the Word of the Lord superal§¢ communicated” (297). The
general principle which undergirds this acceptaa@n acceptance of the historical sense
of the words of Scripture about itself: Coleridmpeepts such words “with a degree of
confidence proportioned to the confidence requakehe by the writer himself, and to
the claims he himself makes on my belief.” In orileproceed by such a method,
however, the canonicity and the historical sengd@text in which the declaration that
the prophet’s words were received from God mustaaly be established in the reader’s
mind. As seen above, if this be granted, and suspe of inference in doubtful cases be
adopted as a hermeneutical principle, there Is lififference between Coleridge’s
position and the traditional view.

On the very next page, however, as Coleridge at®to minimize the obstacle
posed to his theory by the Biblical attestationthe®general character of Scripture, he
represents the notion that one text could “dedlaeeplenary inspiration of all the rest” as
“involving [. . .] apetitio principii, namely, the supernatural dictation, word by waid,
the book in which the question is found,” specificaecause “until this is established,
the utmost that such a text can prove, is the ntlrelief of the writer's age and country

concerning the character of the books, then caéiledcriptures” (298). This argument is
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in direct conflict with Coleridge’s own standard fccepting some words as recorded
exactly; in fact, either this line of argument arl€ridge’s dependence on Scripture must
undermine the other. If only “dictation, word byrd,” can yield truth beyond “the
current belief of the writer's age and country,£mhnot even the prophet’s “Thus saith
the Lord” can be credited until the “dictation, \wdoy word,” of that text can be
independently verified. In a writer for whom théE’s authority is a dead question,
such an argument would be of no significance; fole€dge, who is not such a writer
(301), such self-defeating argumentation callsefqrlanation.

The explanation lies in the nature of the argusm€dleridge raises. As
developed above from Harding and others, Colerglgatticular theory of reading and
writing (including the writing of inspired Scripte)y actually prioritizes the autonomy of
the human subjects; only the reader’s ability fmeed, with the immediacy of the interior
acts of human consciousness, the experience dsepting himself in relation to God,
the cosmos, and others in terms of the text canssita text as meaningful to that reader.
Thus, when in the course of the second Letter @lgerre-visits those instances of
prophetic utterance and inscription to which hesdgrant full authority, he does so in
terms of a sharp dichotomy: “the Word of the Lotd'the prophet “did come” as an
“origin of the words” which is “supernatural” untilhe words [. . .] have taken their
place among thphaenomenaf the senses” (297). This “origin” which canmoatur in
nature, which is “supernatural” precisely insofaritas removed from the continuity of
causation conceived of by the human subject, is tha radically different ontological
order than the “words” which appear to lie (as sghalare “translucent”) on the

boundary between the merely conceivable and thereaisle, historical, and verifiable.
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This distancing of the “words” from their “origiridllows from a larger and still
more typical claim Coleridge makes during his alifirticulation of his Christian faith in
Confessions Speaking of the universal and public natureistionic truth-claims (that is,
with regard to the consensus available to valitteehistorical and pragmatic, as opposed
to the ideal but “unreal” moral and spiritual), €atige describes works of God “offered
to all” (293). It will be convenient, here, to rember Cutsinger’s dictum that
Coleridge’s interest in unity “excludes attentiorthe particular elements united” (34);
for Coleridge says, “Even when the Gospel is preddh a single individual, it is offered
to him as to one of a great Household” (293). Wltilis general call of the Gospel is
almost universally agreed upon, Coleridge defihes"Household” rather differently
than most Christian theology (where it refers ® Breople the Father intends the Son to
head, as described in Hebrews 2). He proceedsito @ conclusion directly related to
the discussion of original sin in tiAeds to Reflection

Not only Man, but, says St. Paul, the whole Cresisancluded in the
consequences of the Fall [. . .]; so also in thaidbe Change at the
Redemption [. . .]. We too shall be raised inBogly. Christianity is fact
no less than truth. It is spiritual, yet so abédhistorical; and between
these two poles there must likewise be a midpointhich the historical
and the spiritual meet.
Coleridge’s argument, here, is a mixture of diitdical citation (indeed, the ellipses
above omit words of Paul in Greek included as sutiigttion) and Coleridgean
structuring of the cosmos. In Romans 8:18-23ptesage Coleridge cites, the Apostle
Paul does distinguish believers and “the wholetmead Paul also emphasizes that
believers “wait eagerly for adoption as sons, #aemption of our bodies” while “the

whole creation” also waits to “be set free fromhsidage to corruption and obtain the

freedom of the glory of the children of God.” Pé&wither characterizes this “bondage to
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corruption” as being “subjected to futility” by Gpi is this “futility” from which the
creation will be “set free” by the “glory of theitdren of God.” In understanding that
the bodily resurrection and historical being of Gqgaktople are attested to by the
Scriptures and all Christian orthodoxy, Coleridgads Paul well.

There is a very significant difference betweenlBawriting and Coleridge’s
reading, however. Coleridge organizes the passagdescribing “Not only Man, but,

[. . .] the whole Creation”; Paul’s text discus&est only the creation, but we [believers]
ourselves.” Coleridge makes a metaphysical distindetween human being and the
world of causation; but Paul differentiates the #mand cosmos, including sinful human
being, from the “glory of the children of God,” tkesmos reshaped to suit the
resurrected and transformed believers. Paul’sldimig of the Creator/creature
difference, obscured by the aversion to God whafsttutes the conscious human
subject as sinful, uses the Law to reveal the aredtllen difference as distinct from the
Creator/creature difference. By doing so, Payldises the pursuit of understanding and
control of reality through metaphysics with subnasgo the transforming grace of God
as the central concern of fallen creatures.

Coleridge’s introduction of the idea that “the asision of anatureinto a spiritual
essence [. . .] is a corruptiorRifls 180) into his discussion of original sin conflaties
origin of sinful human being (as opposed to beiregated by God) with the origin of
human being (as a creature involved in network®aprocal causation with other
creatures and the Creator). Doing so enables i@geto conceive of human sinfulness
as basically a problem of metaphysics, to be sabyettheory; but by making the Fall a

requisite for Creation, this account representonbt humanity but God as complicit in
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original sin. In the passage above fr@onfessionsmisreading the creature/fallen
difference involved in Paul’s treatment of Creatiball, and Redemption as one of
“Man” and “the whole Creation” makes it possible €@oleridge to organize his
hermeneutics around a set of differences whidhiditepresentation of the human
subject: “Christianity” is to be described as bikbal “truth” within and historically
verifiable “fact” without; similarly, it is “spiritial, yet so as to be historical”; and religion
(including the text of Scripture) is then to be erstood as the “midpoint, in which the
historical and the spiritual meet” (293). Howewube need for an hermeneutical work to
bring the two to “meet” arises only as a consegeaaic¢spiritual” and “historical,” of
“truth” and “fact,” being arranged as “two polesiat religion must mediate “between.”
In Coleridge’s works, the conception of the hursahject as a “repetition” of the
“I AM” and of beginnings in nature as the “shadosf’the mind’s origination through a
“self-duplicating act” underlies the Khan'’s “dectesd the possibility of a Christianity
re-founded entirely within the conscious experieoiche human subject, but also
subjects the imagined “pleasure-dome” and the nisioGod’s creative activity to related
dilemmas of unreality or complicity in a historyablence following from original sin.
Coleridge’s attempt to develop a hermeneutics ap&ae (and a philosophy of religion)
along similar lines leads to a similar dilemma, ethieads Coleridge i@onfessionso
increasingly strident efforts to push past it. €mlge describes the traditional view of an
“unmodified and absolutdheopneustywhich our divines, in words at least, attribude t
the Canon collectively” as indistinguishable froth€ doctrine of the Cabbalists” whose

mystical and numerological treatments of the Ta=hwell-known (299). Having done
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so, he attempts to reinforce the metaphysical rdiffee which enables his hermeneutical
efforts, but proceeds to demonstrate the dilemnsaaibproach creates:
as long as the conceptions of the Revealing Woddtla@ Inspiring Spirit
are identified and confounded, | assert that wheatesys less than this
[the Cabbalistic mystical unity of Scripture], sdgde more than nothing.
For how can absolute infallibility be blended wi#tlibility? Where is the
infallible criterion? How can infallible truth befallibly conveyed in
defective and fallible expressions?
This series of rhetorical questions, if they achianything at all, achieve too much for
Coleridge’s purposes: if only “defective and flald expressions” are available, then
even Coleridge’s acceptance of the historical kodthe words of Christ or verbal
revelations to the prophets means “little more thatiing,” except as precisely the sort
of parochial or personal assertion Coleridge cldioise avoiding. If “infallible truth” is
divided from the possibilities for language by they nature of human being, then it is
inconceivable that even the Incarnate Christ, lltethe apostles and prophets and
historians, should have been able to enunciatelfibfe truth.”

Coleridge’s attempt to distinguish the “Revealfigrd” and the “Inspiring
Spirit,” of course, mark off another instance o thintecedent unity” and “subsequent
unity” discussed in thBiographia LiterariaandLogic. In this case, the movement of
“absolute infallibility” and “fallible expressionghrough text and through history, like
the text’'s mediation between “truth” and “fact” abetween “spiritual” and “historical”
being, are marked by the symbols and figures aported events that make up the text
itself. This appears all the more distinctly wi@wnleridge, attempting once more to

maintain his affirmation of the authority of explig declared prophetic utterances in

Scripture, launches another series of rhetoricastjons, culminating with
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Who more convinced than | am—who more anxious for@ss that
conviction on the minds of others—that the Law #r&Prophets speak
throughout of Christ? That all the intermediatelagations and
realizations of the words are but types and répast—translations, as it
were, from the language of letters and articulatends into the language
of events and symbolical persons? (303)
The entire system of Biblical language, then, $®d of currency exchange. The
“language of letters and articulate sounds” formeaonomy of transactions (such as
“types and repetitions”) which can be converted itthe language of events and
symbolical persons” and back again. The processpsatable and reversible because the
“persons” are, as Coleridgean subjects, “symbdlimatl exemplary. The “applications
and realizations” which take place in the humarjexits experience of reading the text
are “intermediate” between the antecedent unithénwriter’'s experience and the
subsequent unity in the reader’s experience ofRexealing Word,” experiences shaped
by the repeated “I AM” that Coleridge terms thesihiring Spirit.” The entire movement
of language between the origin of the words invitiéer’'s self-representation and the
reader’s repetition of that self-representatioreduced to a series of “translations”
among interchangeable vocabularies; meaning censndy in the repetitions of the same
act of self-representation within and among congnesses. On this account, the
relationship between writer and reader seems teisbim a strictly arbitrary assertion, an
immediate coincidence of will occurring among icteangeable media. When Coleridge
depreciates the actual phenomena of the writingr@ading of Scripture as “but types
and repetitions,” he establishes once again thigme of the immediate self-

representative act within the human subject ovemntiedia of representation, but in so

doing he invalidates precisely that prior repreggon which Christian confession takes
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Scripture to be, and which in “A Nightly Prayer” hamself takes as the basis for his
confidence in God’s intervention to protect himnfr6The Pains of Sleep.”

This increasing tension between the traditionalisind the objector “I” reaches
an early climax in the third Letter, when Coleritdg@creasingly dramatic speaker
follows up a long set of concessions to the traddal view by responding vehemently to
the question, “Why should I not believe the Scripsuthroughout dictated, in word and
thought, by an infallible Intelligence?”

Because the Doctrine in question petrifies at dheevhole body of Holy
Writ with all its harmonies and symmetrical gradas,—the flexible and
the rigid,—the supporting hard and the clothing,sethe bloodwhich is
the life—the intelligencing nerves, and the rudely woven] cellular
substance [. . .]. This breathing organism, thasigus panharmonicon
which | had seen stand on its feet like a man,vaitia man’s voice given
to it, the Doctrine in question turns at once iatoolossal Memnon’s
head, a hollow passage for a voice, a voice thaksthe voices of many
men, and speaks in their names, and yet is buvaige, and the same;—
and no man uttered it, and never in a human heastitxconceived. (305)
This extensive metaphorical representation of trg&ires in terms of a “body” which
is a “breathing organism” is voiced from the draimaerspective of an exemplary “I”
who has “seen [Scripture] stand on its feet likeamn.” This injection of the “I” into the
metaphor, like the turn marked with “But oh!” in tilla Khan,” serves to foreground the
role of that conscious human subject whichltbgic claims “gives and attributes
substance,” as discussed above. The play of ttarthand ideally significant
(“supporting” and “intelligencing” and “breathingggainst the outward and historically
realized (“clothing” and “substance” and “organigms repeated in a telescoping
pattern, as indeed the subject’s self-representaticsubject and object must be repeated

for every conception from self to the self's remmstion with regard to all things as the

repetition of God’s “I AM.”
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This play most strongly resembles that alreadydom “Kubla Khan” in the
phrase “the bloo#vhich is the lif& for unlike the metaphysical distinction of the
“intelligencing nerves” from the “cellular substatthis speaker’s deployment of “the
blood” transgresses the discourse it ostensiblyeserAs the italics primarily indicate,
the phrase is an allusion which becomes a quotafitve phrase is drawn from Genesis
9:1-6, where the drinking of animal blood is forthésh and the execution of murderers is
commanded; and this reference, of course, cannotaae in a Christian theological
context without drawing attention to the sheddih@brist’'s blood as the culmination of
His First Advent and the origin of the Body whosesRrrection is begun and figured in
Christ’'s own. In each of these cases, howevendlationship of “the blooavhich is the
life” has to do with the very concrete relationshipvimch the hemoglobulinous plasma
circulated throughout the human body stands tolibdy’s ability to live; if the blood
represents life, as also breath, or speech, or ment or eye contact may do, it does so
because even more than these it is present inealiving tissue, intermediating among
breath and digestion and metabolism and excredioth appearing first where a wound
threatens the physical integrity of the body. €tsiblood is important, first and
foremost, because by shedding it Christ died; ldbed is taboo because blood is
required for life.

The system of oppositions created in this pasdageever, in replicating
Coleridge’s philosophical anthropology, makes tleo8's inwardness, its hiddenness,
the true import. As life under thschemanmust be inward, and breath must be invisible,
SO must the subject, in its antecedent unity bafdekes itself for its own object and thus

receives “clothing” and “cellular substance” throu@e conceptions (thentia logicg or
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“intelligencing nerves,” in the assertion “I AM.The blood, then, by its integration with
each of these systems, becomes the symbol ofifinadfl the “I AM” as an active
principle—just as “Alph, the sacred river ran” thgh and beneath the Khan’s paradise,
most vitally in the “deep romantic chasm” and tlavierns measureless to man.” “The
bloodwhich is the lifé even more vividly than the “breathing organisnmidathe
“glorious panharmonicohrepresents the recovery of antecedent unity withe human
subject’s self-representing repetitions of the MA but also marks again the fissure
between his Christian confession of creaturelimessfallenness and his philosophical
anthropology. By alluding to the Biblical teachséngpncerning the importance of blood
as a matter of concrete life and death, includegtistorical event of Christ's death,
Coleridge allows his representation of the subfieete, Scripture as a metonymy for its
writers, as viewed by the “I” who takes the roleobjector) to be haunted by the
significance of the concrete history which mustriderchangeable “clothing” (“but types
and repetitions”) of the real event, the repetitdril AM” within.

Under these circumstances, then, representatitreaibjector as one who “had
seen” the living Scripture “stand on its feet aman” until “the Doctrine in question
turns [it] at once into a colossal Memnon’s Heatphow passage for a voice,” is more
than usually ironic. On Coleridge’s view, it islie remembered, “the Doctrine in
guestion” is not merely the priority of Scriptur@r its inerrancy, but its dictation. Itis
Coleridge’s philosophical anthropology, howeverjahhenforces a dichotomy between
“dictation, word by word” and texts which can oméveal “the current belief of the
writer's age and country.” It is that same philplsical anthropology which restricts the

significance of writing and reading to the repetitof one and the same “I AM” in a
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range of interchangeable vocabularies, and thwas Ieen to describe all the details of the
text as “types and repetitions—translations, ageite.” It is, in short, not the features of
the traditional view, even as represented witbamfessiongself, which make of the
Scriptures a “Memnon’s head.” It is Coleridge’srotheory of the human subject, in
which all knowledge and action and language amaaoy repetitions of one and the
same “| AM” within, which most clearly depicts Sgtire as “a voice that mocks the
voices of many men, and speaks in their namesyeing but one voice, and the same.”

It is important to notice the degree of hyperbwith which Coleridge’s
dramatized speaker voices his objections, thougtaudse although the materials and to a
great extent the arguments must belong to Coleritigedegree of latitude allowed to
first one and then another of these conflictingias in Coleridge’s thought is nearly
unparalleled in his prose works. The self-defeptiature of the objector’s arguments are
due, to some extent, to their being thoroughlydqies well as to the significant
concessions made in service of both a tacticabarmhfessional acknowledgement of the
traditional teachings about Scripture. Coleridgwarthan once characterizes the
arguments irConfessiongs “an attempt to delineate an arc of oscillati@91). This
“arc” encloses the “doubts and objections” whicisebetween the treatment of
Scriptures according to his philosophical anthrogg| where “I might have been content
to stand” as in the days of thay SermonandThe Statesman’s Manyalnd his turn
toward the “somewhat more” required of him by higi€tian confession (295).

In keeping with the radical tensions ColeridgewH to play themselves out in
Confessionsthe representation of the human subject soors @aétditional turns and

generates additional layers. After the “Memnoréadii’ passage in Letter Il and a
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lengthy exposition of theeductioto dictation theory in the opening of Letter IYet
argument ofConfessionss increasingly conducted in long dramatic monakgyor set
speeches, in which the Coleridge’s dramatizatiothasubject o€Confessionss again
dramatized as an apologist who clings to “the medisdencing, and the prospect of
convincing, an alienated brother” through the us8aiptures as read under Coleridge’s
theory of the human subject (316). This “aliendieather,” also called a “serious and
well-disposed Sceptic,” is also dramatized forreder (317-18), and rehearses the
arguments Coleridge has already presented, bdferapologist resumes, this time
addressing the skeptic in the same manner as kecsof Coleridge’€onfessions
addresses the projected audience, as “Friend!”)(319

This dramatized application of Coleridge’s philpkizal anthropology thus
brings together on the same ground the “Dear Ftiaddressed thus at the beginning of
each Letter irConfessionsdescribed here as “scrupulously orthodox,” amd‘8ceptic”
whom Coleridge’s speaker imagines as “studyingsteed volume in the light and in
the freedom of a faith already secured” (319)thimmanner described by Tucker above,
and responding to the same separation of thesgigtidealized from the historically
verifiable described in Vickers’ work on epic, Catlge thus appeals in both directions
for the establishment of a consensus. The valdleeofext of Scripture is to be affirmed
and secured under the seal of the “faith alreadyreel” of the former skeptic, reconciled
by an act of Coleridgean imagination with the ttatial believer, who is to agree that
such a reconciliation accomplishes the purposew/iiich Scripture was given by God.

This double address to the “scrupulously orthodand the “Sceptic” may reflect

still more than Coleridge’s unifying and reconajimethodology. Given the context of
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Goethe’s “Fair Saint” which is reproduced not omyhe opening but in the narratives of
the skeptic’s progress, it is significant that thair Saint” from first to last represents her
inward self, as well as the voice of God, as “miRd” (passim. Given the

considerable overlap between Coleridge’s understgraf the origination of the human
subject through self-representative acts whichatphe “I AM” of God and the German
Romantic consensus represented in Goethe, thkttteiseason to doubt that, at the very
least, Coleridge’s use of Goethe’s narrative tonfrdhisConfessionsuggests that the
projected audience represents a conflict of inlméres; it would even be possible to
suggest that the text represents a negotiation@atth Himself, in the person of the
Friend who contends with an inner skeptic. Howesteyng these possibilities may seem
to the reader, it remains the case that this tedyily edited but narrowly circulated for a
decade before Coleridge’s death, was never puldighdl after his death.

As a matter of theory, however, the argument naged throughout the fifth,
sixth, and seventh Letters simply rehearses Caleisdcharacteristic representation of
the human subject. Near the endCainfessionsColeridge says

| comprise and conclude the sum of my convictiothisa one sentence.
Revealed Religion (and | know of no religion notealed) is in its highest
contemplation the unity, that is, the identity orinherence, of Subjective
and Objective. ltis in itself, and irrelativelyt once inward Life and
Truth, and outward Fact and Luminary. But as alver manifests itself
in the harmony of correspondent Opposites, eacpasipg and
supporting the other,—so has religion its objegtaehistoric and
ecclesiastical pole, and its subjective, or spatiand individual pole. In
miracles, and miraculous parts of religion—botlthe first
communication of divine truths, and in the promtilga of the truths thus
communicated—we have the union of the two, thahis subjective and

supernatural displayed objectively—outwardly andmimenally—as
subjective and supernatural. (335)
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Coleridge’s “identity” and “union” are here achiey@nce again, by a representation of
the subject in which a spiritual inwardness, “tbbjsctive and supernatural,” finds it
possible to represent the antecedent unity ofltiselate subject as a “unity” or “co-
inherence” subsisting “in itself, and irrelativélyThis frequently cited passage provides
one of the most important and latest expressio@otéridge’s theory of the human
subject in the context of his developing thoughie effort to represent himself as an
orthodox believer continues, but it is overwhelnbgdhe language of metaphysics.
Coleridge the traditionalist refuses to acknowlettgégion not revealed” and maintains
the reality of “miracles,” including those which meest “divine truths,” but this
revelation is the repetition within the subject threator/creator difference here
inscribed under the term “identity or co-inhereicédust as the object gains significance
only as a conception enabling the self-represemtatf the subject in Coleridge’s
philosophical anthropology, so the “miraculous paftreligion,” including the giving of
the Scriptures, can be described as the “unioheotwo” only in a manner of speaking,
as a matter of interchangeable “translations” byctvlthe subjective and supernatural
[is] displayed” in the realm of natural causatiorhe historical, however, has only a
pragmatic and consensual function: “outwardly phdnomenally” it signifies reality

only when it signifies &s subjective and supernatural.”

Conclusion
Shortly after the famous passage about the “cerarice” of “Subjective and
Objective” which constitutes “Revealed Religion,6l€ridge closes the text with the
challenge which (like the insisteras’ in the “Revealed Religion” passage) marks the

continued contestation of this seeming resolutiBeturning to the language with which

155



he concluded Letter IV, in which the multiple speakdescribed the skeptic’s progress,
Coleridge leaves the matter still clouded: “I noonclude by repeating my request—
Correct me, or confirm me. Farewell” (337). Calge’s own corpus, however, refuses
to confirm his opinion. In deploying Coleridge’saracteristic representation of the
subject to resolve historical and theological peofs concerning the text of Scripture, the
subject of Coleridge’€onfessionsepeats the movement of “Kubla Khan” and the prose
introduction, dissolving the differences articuthtey Scripture into an effort to compose
an inarticulate “unity” entirely within the conscis experience of an individual self.
There is no gain even over the dictation theorygrasparticular language in which
revelation takes place is reduced to the humarer&saand writer’s self-representation, a
technology by which “spiritual and individual” meag may be “displayed” for purposes
of “communication” and “promulgation.” Coleridgeiseorizing of the subject continues
to deny the “somewhat more” which Coleridge’s Cimirs confession demands of him,
even while his understanding of original sin coresethe demand’s reality and
inevitability.

In “Kubla Khan” with its prose introduction, Coldge represents the equivocal
results of a poetic and philosophical effort tohgatup the loose ends of history both
globally and personally, in political and spiriti@ntexts. Representing the Khan, the
poetic speaker, and even the “Abyssinian maid"astucting a new vision of the
reconciliation of apparent oppositions and thedgement of differences, through
“decree” and “music loud and long,” Coleridge’s Wwdgads many to see only the
beauties of the “deep romantic chasm” into whighgbem’s speaker descends. The

poem, however, is not fragmentary by accident: “dleeree” concerns the one thing not
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described, the “stately pleasure-dome”; the “damaidl a dulcimer” is represented as
playing a music no one hears; the speaker himsgémdescribes the dome or tells the
tale. Instead, these images are of subjects iadhef composing, whether that act is
attributed to Coleridge, the youth in the proseadtiction, the speaker of the poem, the
damsel, or the Khan.

These repetitions of the representation of thedrusubject in the act of
composing directly reflect Coleridge’s explicit tmg of the human subject’s origination
through an “act of self-duplication” by which thebgect takes itself for its own object,
and thus constitutes itself as a represented gmdgenting being. In “The Pains of
Sleep,” Coleridge represents the catastrophicriaid philosophical and poetic attempts
(like those outlined in “Kubla Khan”) to construecsubsequent unity within this
subject’s consciousness which will discover theeadent unity, the absolute subject in
which all differences are dissolved. This centvalk is described in the crucial phrase
“My spirit | to Love compose.” The threat dreanmglanervous disorder pose to the
speaker’s ability to maintain self-composure isf@iced by the threat such dreams, with
their erasure of agency, pose to the philosoplpicgéct of abridging the subject/object
difference—to the “Miltonic moral order” and the i@ssiancogito alike.

Along a line from “The Pains of Sleep” to “A NidytPrayer,” and especially in
the passages examined above fids to ReflectiomndThe Confessions of an
Inquiring Spirit, Coleridge’s career is marked by attempts to des@nd remedy this
danger, whether by elaborating his characterispecasentation of the human subject or
by appropriating the confessional resources prapkis Christian faith. In his efforts to

do so, however, Coleridge is hampered by the comiinopposition of his theory of the
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human subject to his attempts to represent hinasedf Biblically orthodox believer. The
challenge plays out in two ways, both of which barexemplified from thdidsand
applied to theConfessions First, Coleridge confesses original sin in telmshimself
significantly calls “Biblical”; yet his descriptioaf the origination of the human subject
as sinful coincides exactly with the descriptiortted human subject’s origination as the
finite repetition of the “I AM” of God which is magully developed irBiographia
Literaria. The unity of God and man in human consciousisei$sis described as
complicit in original sin. Under this scheme opresentation, God participates in being
only throughApostasisa falling-off Coleridge himself connects to origl sin. Second,
Coleridge’s writings irAidsand “A Nightly Prayer,” among others, declare degend

on the truthfulness and reliability of Scripture,that its prophesies and promises reveal
to him “a God who hearest prayer.” Coleridge’s enstanding of Scripture according to
his characteristic representation of the subjextieveloped ilConfessionshowever,
severely restricts the possibilities of Scriptusgresentation. On this understanding,
Scripture can only be “inspired” to the extentlu teader’s ability to represent himself
in terms of the text as coinciding with the humaitev in the creative act.

The resources for answering the problem set fartithe Pains of Sleep” and
throughout Coleridge’s corpus are available, angbtoe extent availed of, in the very
works themselves. Coleridge’s understanding afioail sin, as already discussed above
in passages from th&ds recapitulates in part the Biblical accounts & tadically
distinct origins of the human creature and theutinfbman subject. The representation
of the human creature (given being by the Creattetghere be”) and the fallen human

being (originating through moribund desire) accsunot two differences which ought
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not to be conflated. The first is the Creator/tusadifference, a difference which need
not describe an opposition but may not merely refteaname of the Creator; the second
is the creature/fallen difference. This lattefetiénce founds the economy of violence
with which Western philosophy has been engagedt akiColeridge represents the
ambivalent relationship of warfare and human cvedrce in the Khan's “decree,” so
the history of philosophy from Descartes to Deryigldeast, has continually rediscovered
the totalitarian threat implicit in the attemptancompass all things both personally and
globally in theparousiaof the presence of the self to the self. In tbstyhristian
global West, it has become more evident even thaearidge could see that such
different ontological frameworks as the BuddhisniNeghitani or Takeuchi and the
theatrical radicalism of Nietzsche or Artaud comeeon this same goal. In every case,
the concern is to represent the human subjectadatshself-represented and representing
presence accounts for itself and all things withremdue of prior representation.
However, as Coleridge discovers repeatedly, rengléne subject inarticulate in
order to compose a self free from prior represenmtatefeats the purpose of turning to
the spiritual inwardness of the “deep romantic ahdsThe human subject, as a
discursive formation, is articulated in its origiilea. As Artaud discovers, the self
asserting its own propriety finds its very aspoasi depend on breath which seems to
have been stolen by the prior representations athan. Even when readers, like Artaud,
respond not with ordinary suppression but withealddefiance to the discovery, the
conduct of a truly liminal discourse always disaevéhe givenness of creaturely being
prior to the “act of self-duplication.” The distanfrom creaturely being thus described

is the creature/fallen difference called “sin” tiakes place in the human subject’s
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amour propreits desire for self-presence without residue.bAth Coleridge and the
Apostle Paul agree, and the broad center of Canigtadition between and beyond them
affirm, this condition is universal (and even Mista emphasizes that “every man” lives
in “a form that reject[s] existence”). Coleridgesmmitment to an originary
Creator/creator difference marked by “repetitionaftmlly re-inscribes and partially
obliterates the trace of the Creator/creature diffee. The Creator/creature difference is
already profoundly obscured by conflation with theature/fallen difference, as the
human subject for whom sin originates with/in hesng takes the fallen as the norm for
human being and thus mistakes the distance itdgélisom creatureliness for the space
between the limitation of being and the unlimitestdming of the absolute subject. This
“absolute subject” is imagined to be an inarticellaéing which cannot be expressed: the
self asserts itself to be ineffably hollow or diejnnvolving itself in a contradiction. This
contradiction, however, erases the prior represientaf creatureliness; despite the
cognitive dissonance, as de Man says, “the easewhiich we [. . .] accept” origination
“Iis indicative of our desire to forget.”

In “A Nightly Prayer” and the discussion of origirsin inAids to Reflection
among other places, Coleridge shows his convi¢hah“Peculiarto the Christian
religion are the remedy and [. . .] the solutiémr”original sin (193). If the attempt to
recover the subject’s origins from the perspeabivthe fallen creature leads to delusions
or delirium as in “The Pains of Sleep,” then therfyedy” must account for human
origins in terms of the creature/fallen differenisat must also make possible an account
of a new origination and composition of the humaljact. As Coleridge says:

Supposing him therefore, to know the meaning djioal sin, and to have

decided for himself on the fact of its actual exigte, as the antecedent
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ground and occasion of Christianity, we may nowcpeml to Christianity
itself, as the Edifice raised on this ground, ibato the great Constituent
Article of the Faith in Christ, as the Remedy af thisease—The Doctrine
of Redemption. Aids195)
On Coleridge’s account of the human subject, tharteto dwell in the “Edifice” gets lost
in the “labyrinthine way-winning,” the descent tet“deep romantic chasm.” His
Christian confession, however, suggests the ndgaegsa “somewhat more” which is
specifically textual and anterior to the self-reggnetation of the human subject. The
“Edifice” of “Christianity itself,” both personallyand globally, is a discursive formation
whose “Constituent Article” is a “Doctrine” by whic'the Faith in Christ” may be
construed to represent both Christ’'s work and #itbful reader’s responsiveness to that
work.

Despite his recognition of the textual and depehdature of his Christian
confession, and the importance he ascribes tot8ogigvithin it, though, Coleridge is
scandalized by the traditional doctrine of the iaecy of Scripture. Coleridge turns to
Scripture to discover the radical distinction begwéhe origin of the creature and
original sin, but reads Scripture in complicity vitriginal sin. In so doing, he denies
himself those very resources upon which he fourmglpétition in “A Nightly Prayer,”
failing to grasp the “somewhat more” he acknowledigel he Confessions of an
Inquiring Spiritbefore lapsing back into the same representafitimechuman subject
from which he appeared to turn. Given Coleridgefisience on the likes of F. D.
Maurice, J. C. Hare, and Ralph Waldo Emerson,imhjgortant to attend to the
theological implications of this “move in servickassence,” as Christiansen calls it

(above), and to allow the unraveling of the languafjmetaphysics which has worked

itself out in Continental philosophy to reveal thek of a center for Coleridge’s theory of
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the human subject. It is equally important toradteo those elements of Coleridge’s
Christian confession which, by acknowledging thienttly of articulate divine revelation
in Scripture, announce the possibility of an histlty realized “Remedy of the Disease.”
For if Coleridge ever wrote a poampropria personait must have been “The Pains of
Sleep”; and if Coleridge ever understood the ndedScripture whose authority is
conveyed in particular language and not dissolnetié “absolute subject” of the fallen
imagination, it was when he entrusted himself tm(t who hast revealed thyself in thy

holy word as a God that hearest prayer.”
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