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Abstract

Between June 1816 and August 1817, William Hazlitt wrote seven
anonymous and harshly oppositional reviews of Coleridge's writings
during this period. These reviews have been traditionally rejected
as personally motivated and even "malignant” in intent, but this
thesis finds them instead to be fundamentally public and political
in motivation and emphasis, and in fact to offer an indispensable
critique of Coleridge's response to the socio-political crisis known
as the "Distresses of the Country" (1816-1817). Indeed, by
recovering Hazlitt's side of a pivotal literary-political debate,
these writings are found to epitomize a larger contest for cultural
authority between two formations within bourgeois ideology: between
Hazlitt's post-enlightenment romanticism of libertarian protest,
rooted in the democratic force of "common sense" and "publiic
opinion," and Coleridge's withdrawal into visionary idealism, rooted
in the autonomous subjectivity of "Poetic Genius."

Hazlitt's reviews of Coleridge are taken up in chronological
order, from his Examiner review of the Christabel volume, through
his four separate reviews of The Statesman's Manual in the Examiner

and the Edinburgh Review, to his Examiner review of Coleridge's
Courier essays on Wat Tyler, and finally his review-essay of the
Biographia Literaria in the Edinburgh Review. A separate chapter is
devoted to a reappraisal of Coleridge's little-read Statesman's
Manual. In each case, the text in question is situated as a product
of three overlapping discursive contexts: the arena of political
debate, the volatile marketplace for literature and literary
criticism, and the shifting hierarchy of genres and modes by which
discursive authority was performed within the public sphere. 1In
this way, the public struggle between British Romanticism's two
foremost critics comes to epitomize a distinct moment in British
cultural history. Once resituated within the contexts of political,
commercial, and generic struggle, Hazlitt's reviews of Coleridge
bring to light some of the most important discursive and ideological
conflicts unfolding within middle-class culture at a critical moment
in what Raymond Williams has called "the long revolution."
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Introduction
Vigilant "AUDITOR":

Hazlitt's Reviews of Coleridge, 1816-17

On August 14, 1819, just two days before the "Peterloo”
massacre, a collection of boldly dissident Political Essays
appeared from the house of the radical polemicist, William Hone.
These were not Hone's writings, however; nor were they published
anonymously, as one might have expected in the thickening
atmosphere of repression that marked the summer of 1819. Instead,
they appeared under the name of William Hazlitt, widely respected
arbiter of literary taste among the British reading public.
Hazlitt was ranked at this time alongside Francis Jeffrey of The

Edinburgh Review as "one of the two most eminent speculators on

literary topics"l; indeed, as a public lecturer and as author of

such books as Characters of Shakespeare's Plays and Lectures on

the English Poets, he had earned a reputation as "one of the
ablest and most eloquent critics of [the] nation."2 But now, as
the political crisis that had divided the nation since Waterloo
rose again to the forefront of public debate, and as the movement
for radical reform once again raised fears of either revolution or
heightened repression, Hazlitt was putting at serious risk the

cultural authority that had accrued to his name. For in this new

l"Hazlitt and Jeffrey," Blackwood's Magazine (June 1818).
Hazlitt's very eminence induced a campaign of satire against him

in the same magazine, beginning in August 1818.
2Morning Chronicle, quoted in Cook, Introduction xlvi.



volume he had gathered together all his most outspoken (yet
anonymous) journal articles from the previous six years and was
republishing them under his own name from the house of the
dissident Hone, thus proving himself, indeed, to be one of the
most "eloquent critics of [his] nation.” "I am no politician,”

his preface begins,

... and still less can I be said to be a party-man: but I
have a hatred of tyranny, and a contempt for its tools; and
this feeling I have expressed as often and as strongly as I
could. I cannot sit quietly down under the claims of
barefaced power, and I have tried to expose the little arts

of sophistry by which they are defended. (Works 7: 7)3

Two days later, of course, the brutal massacre at Manchester,
and the repressive aftermath of the "Six Acts,"4 brought to an
end the brief period of British history that E. P. Thompson has
called "the heroic age of popular Radicalism" (603). No doubt for
this reason, the "second edition" of Hazlitt's Political Essays,
brought out in 1822, consisted of no more than the unsold copies

of the first (7: 2). Even today, Hazlitt's Political Essays

remain among the least-read of his voluminous writings. Because
he is regarded primarily as a literary (rather than political)
essayist, these articles, so clearly entangled in the violently
divisive struggles of the post-revolutionary period, have seemed

well beyond—or beneath—the purview of strictly literary studies.

3unless otherwise indicated, all further reference to
Hazlitt's works will be by volume and page number in the Howe
edition.

4The most important of the "Six Acts" for the radical press
were the final two, which authorized seizure of any newspaper or
pamphlet deemed seditious or blasphemous, and subjected all
pamphlets commenting on news to newspaper duty if they cost less
than sixpence (Woodward 65, Johnson 441).



This is true despite the fact that the book's sub-title, "With
Sketches of Public Characters," announces many of the essays to be
generically akin to Hazlitt's most securely canonized work, The

Spirit of the Age: Or, Contemporary Portraits (1825). It is a

book marginalized, moreover, despite the fact that it contains a
number of articles originally published as "Literary Notices" in

Leigh and John Hunt's innovative journal of opinion, The Examiner.

These review-essays, written during the "Distresses of the
Country" crisis in 1816-17,°> combine experiments in style with
trenchant cultural criticism to take sharp aim at "the little arts
of sophistry" by which "barefaced power" was defended at this time
by literary as well as political figures. And amidst these in
turn lies a cluster of articles focussed intently on the writings
of Samuel Taylor Coleridge. Here we find three different essays
devoted to a critique of Coleridge's first lay sermon on the

"Distresses of the Country," The Statesman's Manual (1816), while

yet another challenges Coleridge's anonymous writings in the

Courier during the sensational "Wat Tyler affair" of 1817.
These reviews of Coleridge at the heart of Hazlitt's

Political Essays present one of the most striking—and

instructive—anomalies in the literary history of British

5The years 1815-1819 comprise a period of more or less
continuous crisis, but the years 1816-17 were particularly acute,
as the euphoria of victory gave way to an unprecedented collapse
of the coal, iron, and textile industries. In addition,
widespread agricultural foreclosures in early 1816 lead to what
Parliament then named "the Distresses of the Country," even as the
unusually wet summer of 1816 ruined crops all over Europe,
creating what Post has called "the Last Great Subsistence Crisis
in the Western World." See below pages 24-5, 78-83, 109-110, and
188; White, Waterloo to Peterloo passim; Thompson 603-40; Evans 7-
27; Woodward 62-5, and Post passim.




romanticism. On the one hand, they are recognized to be the work
of an author celebrated for his achievements as a prose stylist,
and as the co-founder, along with Coleridge himself, of the
tradition of British romantic criticism. In Walter Jackson Bate's
words, Hazlitt is "easily the most representative critic in
English romanticism" (Criticism 282). Yet on the other hand, and
in marked contrast to the canonical status of his literary
criticism in general, Hazlitt's criticism of Coleridge in
particular has been marginalized. In a process made especially
apparent by the ascendency of Coleridge within the canon, these
"political essays" have been relegated, on both generic and moral
grounds, to a virtually invisible niche in the apocrypha of
romantic prose. Though readily available in P. P. Howe's

handsome, standard edition, these writings—along with Hazlitt's

other essays on Coleridge at this time in both The Examiner and
The Edinburgh Review®—are routinely dismissed (again in Bate's
words) as "strangely cruel and indiscriminate attacks," ranked
among the most notorious examples of the moral and discursive
degeneracy of anonymous review criticism in the Regency

(Introduction lxiv).’ Thus when they are read at all, it is

6r.e., his Examiner review of the Christabel volume (1816)
(19: 32-4); and his reviews of The Statesman's Manual (1816) and
the Biographia Literaria (1817) in The Edinburgh Review (1l6: 99-
114; 115-138).

7The influence of Coleridge's most prominent editors and
biographers cannot be underestimated in this process. Griggs, for
example, writing in 1959, reduces these reviews to a "veritable
campaign of hate" (668); Jackson in 1970 presents a subtler view,
but nevertheless remarks that "the treatment of Coleridge's
writing during this period [the years 1816 and 1817] is one of the
sorriest performances in the history of reviewing ... [and]
William Hazlitt played a disproportionately large part in the
hostilities" (9, 11).




rarely for their critical insight into Coleridge's writings, but
only for their value in the construction of romantic biography.
Placed alongside Hazlitt's later, more comfortably celebratory
essays about his erstwhile mentor, these so-called "slashing"”
reviews8 are thought to provide evidence of the psychological
depths such a relationship seemed destined to plumb—and thus to
document the uncanny power of what one recent critical anthology
has dubbed "The Coleridge Connection" (Gravil).

This standard approach to Hazlitt's Regency reviews of
Coleridge clearly demands reconsideration, especially when we
recognize its obvious source in Coleridge's own, scarcely
impartial view of the matter. Marked as it is by an unquestioned
repudiation of anonymous review criticism in general, and by a
strong emphasis on the personal and psychological dimensions of
Hazlitt's reviews in particular, this reading is readily traceable
to two sources in Coleridge's own oceuvre: to the outpouring of
"bitterness and sorrow" in his voluminous (and meticulously
edited) correspondence on the subject,9 and, more importantly,
to the final chapter of his massively influential Biographia
Literaria. Here, in the only chapter of this book written after
the appearance of Hazlitt's reviews, Coleridge reflects with
winning pathos on the impact such criticism has had on his person

and on his career. "Three years ago," he declares, referring to

8Rooke lxxx; see also Griggs 668 ("vicious"), Campbell 225n
("cruel"), Marrs 226n ("poisonous"), White, Editor's Introduction
xxxn ("malicious"), Holmes 179n ("with a personal
vindictiveness").

9Letters, 4: 668; see also Letters 4: 669-70, 685-86, 692-93,
699-701, 716.



the point at which he began writing the Biographia, "I did not
know or believe that I had an enemy in the world: and now ... I
reproach myself for being too often disposed to ask,—Have I one
friend?" (Coburn 7.2: 238).10 coleridge then justifies this
query with his famous account of the reception of Christabel, in
which he is aware of Hazlitt's role as an early reviewer of the
poem in The Examiner, and of the influence this review exerted on
Moore's later "quizzing" of the poem in The Edinburgh.ll
Repeating therefore his "warning to authors” in the opening
chapters of the Biographia regarding "personal enmity behind the
mask of anonymous criticism," and "the necessity of a certain
portion of abuse and ridicule in a Review, in order to make it
saleable," Coleridge continues with an account of Hazlitt's

reviews of The Statesman's Manual:

I had the additional misfortune of having been gossiped
about, as devoted to metaphysics ... [and] as therefore my
character as a writer could not easily be more injured by an
overt act than it was already in consequence of the report, I
published a work, a large portion of which was professedly
metaphysical. A long delay occurred between its first
annunciation and its appearance; it was reviewed therefore by
anticipation with a malignity, so avowedly and exclusively
personal, as is, I believe, unprecedented even in the present
contempt of all common humanity that disgraces and endangers
the liberty of the press. After its appearance, the author
of this lampoon was chosen to review it in the Edinburgh
Review: and under the single condition, that he should have

10ynless otherwise indicated, all further references to
Coleridge's writings will be by volume and page number only of the
Coburn edition of the Collected Works.

llsee schneider passim, and Coburn, "Who Killed Christabel?,”
for convincing evidence that Thomas Moore (and not Hazlitt) wrote
the Edinburgh's notorious satire of Christabel.




written what he himself really thought, and have criticized
the work as he would have done if the author had been
indifferent to him, I should have chosen that man myself both
from the vigour and the originality of his mind, and from his
particular acuteness in speculative reasoning. (7.2: 239-42)

This is an emotionally persuasive account, in which Coleridge's
generous testimony to Hazlitt's critical powers serves to make all
the more appalling his apparent breach of "all common humanity."
As a result, however, this passage has become the ethical standard
by which each of Hazlitt's reviews of Coleridge during the Regency
has been judged by literary history. A striking example of the
pervasiveness of this influence is found in the work of one of
Hazlitt's own most respected biographers, Herschel Baker, for whom

the reviews of The Statesman's Manual are not simply "a deplorable

performance, " but an instance of "motiveless malignity" (355-6).
With this phrase, of course, Baker echoes Coleridge's use of the
word "malignity" both in this passage and in the more famous
description of Shakespeare's Iago, thus reinforcing Coleridge's
characterization of Hazlitt as an evil intelligence bent only on
the inexplicable betrayal of intimate friendship. In this and
similar ways, the eminently public dimensions and contexts of
Hazlitt's "political essays" are reduced to those of "exclusively
personal” significance, while the complex range of culturally-
specific practices and circumstances involved in anonymous review
criticism are collapsed into the timeless "closet drama" of
Coleridge's agonistic authorship—with Hazlitt cast as the
romantically inscrutable villain.

The result is a very clear instance of the way "the



scholarship ... of Romanticism," in Jerome McGann's words, has
been "... dominated by an uncritical absorption in Romanticism's
own self-representations” (1). One of these "self-
representations, " of course, is the familiar trope of afflicted
genius; another is the related notion that romantic discourse can—
—or should—ideally transcend not only the circumstances of its
production and reception, but ideology itself, grounded as it is
in the self-evident truths of "Nature" and the "Imagination”
(McGann 70 and passim). In this instance, faced with the
awkwardness of a confrontation between two of its foremost
critics, a romanticized literary history has turned to passages
like the one quoted above to justify the relegation of Hazlitt's
"political essays" to obscurity, in order at the same time to
facilitate the detachment of Coleridge's own writings from their
actual roots in political, commercial, and, more broadly, cultural
contestation.

This thesis, therefore, undertakes a re-examination of
Hazlitt's reviews of Coleridge during the years 1816 and 1817,
based on the initial premiss that in them can be found the best
possible contemporary analysis of precisely these roots of
Coleridge's work in cultural struggle. These essays, after all,
are written by "the most representative critic in English
romanticism," essays which Hazlitt himself considered important
enough to republish under his own name at the very climax of the
post-war crisis (Bate Criticism 282). They promise, therefore, at

once to be skilfully written and to offer crucial insight into



some of the key texts of "the Romantic Ideology." Yet for this
very reason, the recovery of these reviews must proceed well
beyond the mere amendment of a romanticized literary history.
This thesis aims instead to contribute to the more comprehensive
project of a cultural history of the post-revolutionary period.12
Under this broader rubric, the conflict between Hazlitt and
Coleridge can no longer be dismissed as a "motiveless" or
"exclusively personal"” skirmish on the margins of literary
production. Once relocated within the context of public debate
over the "Distresses of the Country," this encounter emerges by
contrast as an instructive epitome of those larger patterns of

struggle that E.P. Thompson recognized as pivotal in The Making of

the English Working Class, and Jon Klancher has more recently

shown to have been crucial in The Making of English Reading

Audiences. It is a confrontation that takes the form of a contest
for cultural authority between the representatives of two
fundamentally opposed, but equally influential formations within
bourgeois ideology. On the one hand, Hazlitt aligns a politicized
romanticism of radical protest with the skilful articulation of
the collective voice of "public opinion" and "common sense,” a
projection into nineteenth-century print culture of the
universalizing and democratizing ideals of the coffee-house

culture of the eighteenth-century "public sphere."13 Coleridge,

12ror a succinct definition of the "Theory and Practice" of
"cultural history" in the sense in which I use the term in this
study, see Belsey passim; for a seminal application of this
methodology to the period in question, see Klancher.

13see Habermas passim and Eagleton 8-9 and passim on the
eighteenth-century "public sphere.”
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on the other hand, articulates a romanticism of withdrawal into
visionary idealism that locates cultural authority in the trope of
the poet-prophet. This trope is in turn a product of the more
generalized ideology of individual "sensibility," drawing in this
instance on the emergent tradition of bardolatry with its
celebration of the power of autonomous "Poetic Genius."14

This contest for cultural authority is played out across a
remarkable variety of texts and counter-texts written by Hazlitt
and Coleridge in the brief two years of the "Distresses” crisis,

1816-17. On Coleridge's part, these include his prefaces to

"Christabel" and "Kubla Khan" (Poetical Works 213-15, 295-7), his

premature newspaper advertisement of "A Layman's Sermon ... on the
present Distresses of the Country"” (Courier 12 Aug 1816), and
later his two Lay Sermons themselves (Coburn vol. 6); his series
of anonymous political essays in The Courier in defense of the
Poet Laureate during the "Wat Tyler affair" (3.2: 449-78); and the
final polemical chapter of the Biographia Literaria (7.2: 234-48).
Hazlitt's responses to these texts themselves comprise a wide
spectrum of textual strategies and discursive contexts. The
following study is organized chronologically around each of these
responses in turn, beginning (in chapter one) with the inaugural

number in The Examiner's "Literary Notice" series in review of

Christabel (19: 32-4), and then turning (in chapter two) to the
similarly sensational review "by anticipation” of "Mr Coleridge's

Lay Sermon," later republished in Political Essays (7: 114-18).

l4gee Barker-Benfield passim on the eighteenth-century
"culture of sensibility"; see Colerige 7.1: 38; 7.2: 15, 19-28 on
"POETIC GENIUS" (7.2: 132).
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After a re-examination in chapter three of The Statesman's Manual

itself, chapters four and five turn to a comparison of Hazlitt's
two more conventional (though quite distinct) reviews of this book

in The Examiner and The Edinburgh Review respectively (7: 119-28;

16: 99-114). At the very height of the crisis, the paradigmatic
"Wat Tyler affair" erupted at the forefront of public debate, to
which Coleridge and Hazlitt both made significant—but now little-
known—contributions. Chapter six therefore takes a new look at
this closely-followed journalistic duel in the columns of The

Courier and The Examiner (7: 176-86), while chapter seven

reconsiders Hazlitt's influential extension of this debate into

the Edinburgh Review in the form of his full-length review-essay

of the Biographia Literaria (16: 115-38). An epilogue looks
briefly at Hazlitt's more familiar writings about Coleridge in the
years after the crisis of 1816-17: his remarks at the conclusion

of Lectures on the English Poets (1818), "My First Acquaintance

With Poets" in The Liberal (1823), and his article on "Mr.

Coleridge" in The Spirit of the Age (1825) (5: 165-8; 17: 106-22;

11: 28-38).

In order to resituate Hazlitt's reviews of Coleridge within
the particular historical moment of the "Distresses” crisis, they
will be considered each in turn as the products of three, broadly
overlapping and culturally-specific discursive contexts: viz. the
arena of public political debate, the volatile and competitive
marketplace for literature, and the shifting hierarchy of genres

and modes by which authority was constructed within public
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discourse. The first two such contexts, of course, correspond to
the double classification of many of these reviews as "political
essays" and "literary notices." BAs we shall see, political and
literary practice became virtually indistinguishable at the height
of the "Distresses" crisis, yet we can nevertheless discern in the
context of political debate an engagement with the wider issues of
ideological agency, while the context of literary production
involves a focussing of these issues in an economic struggle for
the media of that agency. These literary "media" were in turn
marked by a tendency toward generic fusion, the defining feature
of the third context, in which the discursive performance of
authority ranged across such opposed genres and modes as satire
and lyric, irony and "sincerity," invective and encomium,
political oratory and lay-sermon, journalistic "banter" and
learned monologue, "[Auto-] Biographical Sketches" and "Sketches
of Public Characters, " each vying for ascendency between—and
within—the texts of both Hazlitt and Coleridge.

To illustrate this methodology—and to demonstrate at the
outset the anomalous position of Hazlitt's review-criticism within
traditional literary history—we may begin by turning to the
briefest and perhaps most rhetorically efficient of Hazlitt's
Political Essays, a letter entitled "To the Editor of the
Examiner" (7: 128-9). This epistolary review first appeared in

The Examiner on January 12, 1817 under the pseudonym "SEMPER EGO

AUDITOR," just as the post-war "distresses" reached their point of

greatest intensity prior to Peterloo.l5 To its first readers,

15severe food shortages through the winter had quickly turned
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this letter would have stood out for a number of reasons: for its

apparently bitter objection to The Examiner's recent review of The

Statesman's Manual, for the ironic contrast it develops between

the correspondent's self-characterization as "a man of a plain,
dull, dry understanding, without flights or fancies," and his
exuberant experiment in style, at once eclectic and rhetorically
pointed. Indeed, in the sharp juxtaposition of such opposing
modes as lyrical reminiscence and journalistic satire, "AUDITOR"
dramatizes a moment of painful disillusionment which he suggests
will be shared by many of The Examiner's readers.

First, however, the attention of such readers would have been
seized by the letter's long opening sequence—a rhetorical
"flight" that, in a slightly altered version, has since gone on to
become one of the most famous passages in the canon of British

romantic prose:

SIR,

Your last Sunday's 'Literary Notice' has given me some
uneasiness on two points.

It was in January, 1798, just 19 years ago, that I got
up one morning before day-light to walk 10 miles in the mud,
and went to hear a poet and a philosopher preach. It was the
author of the 'Lay-Sermon.' Never, Sir, the longest day I
have to live, shall I have such another walk as this cold,
raw, comfortless one in the winter of the year 1798. Mr
Examiner, Il y a des impressions que ni les tems ni les
circonstances peuvent effacer. Dusse-je vivre des siécles
entiers, le doux tems de ma jeunnesse ni peut renaitre pour

an economic crisis into a political one. The huge "Spa Fields"
meetlngs in November and December (one of which erupted in violent
rioting and arrests), and the arrival in London of reformist
delegates from all over England to the "Crown & Anchor Convention"
(scheduled to coincide with the re-opening of Parliament) served
to create an atmosphere of intensified confrontation and crisis.
See 109-110, 188 below.
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moi, ni s'effacer jamais dans ma mémoire. When I got there,
Sir, the organ was playing the 100th psalm, and when it was
done, Mr. C. rose and gave out his text, 'And he went up into
the mountain to pray, HIMSELF, ALONE[']. As he gave out this
text, his voice 'rose like a steam of rich distill'd
perfumes,' and when he came to the last two words, which he
pronounced loud, deep, and distinct, it seemed to me, Sir,
who was then young, as if the sounds had echoed from the
bottom of the human heart, and as if that prayer might have
floated in solemn silence through the universe. The idea of
St. John came into my mind, 'of one crying in the wilderness,
who had his loins girt about, and whose food was locusts and
wild honey.' The preacher then launched into his subject,
like an eagle dallying with the wind. That sermon, like
this sermon, was upon peace and war; upon church and state—
not their alliance, but their separation—on the spirit of
the world and the spirit of Christianity, not as the same,
but as opposed to one another. He talked of those who had
'inscribed the cross of Christ on banners dripping with human
gore.' He made a poetical and pastoral excursion,—and to
shew the fatal effects of war, drew a striking contrast
between the simple shepherd boy, driving his team afield, or
sitting under the hawthorn, piping to his flock, as though he
should never be old, and the same poor country-lad, crimped,
kidnapped, brought into town, made drunk at an alehouse,
turned into a wretched drummer-boy, with his hair sticking on
end with powder and pomatum, a long cue at this back, and
tricked out in the loathsome finery of the profession of
blood.

'Such were the notes our once-lov'd poet sung,’
And for myself, Sir, I could not have been more delighted if
I had heard the music of the spheres. Poetry and Philosophy
had met together, Truth and Genius had embraced, under the
eye and with the sanction of Religion. This was even beyond
my hopes. I returned home well satisfied. The sun that was
still labouring pale and wan through the sky, obscured by
thick mists, seemed an emblem of the good cause: and the cold
dank drops of dew that hung half melted on the beard of the
thistle, had something genial and refreshing in them; for
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there was a spirit of hope and youth in all nature, that
turned everything into good. The face of nature had not then

the brand of JUS DIVINUM on it;
'Like to that sanguine flower inscrib'd with woe.'

(7: 128-9)
This memorable portrait of Coleridge in the annus mirabilis

of British romanticism will, of course, be recognized as part of
the widely-anthologized essay "My First Acquaintance With Poets"
that first appeared in Byron and Hunt's The Liberal in 1823 (17:
106-122). Modern readers, however, are unlikely ever to have
focussed on the political dimensions of this passage, left muted
and implicit in the 1823 essay by the removal of explicit
references to Coleridge's most recent lay sermon. Yet in both
versions, the passage itself is clearly "inscrib'd with woe," not
merely from the aestheticized pain of romantic nostalgia, but from
the distinctly political imprint of "JUS DIVINUM," a phrase taken

directly from Coleridge's Statesman's Manual and used by The

Examiner as a sarcastic euphemism for the reactionary doctrine of
"the divine right of kings"—a doctrine used in turn by government
writers to sanctify the Regent's policy of repressing the movement
for democratic reform.

Few readers will therefore be aware that, in its original
context, this moving tribute to Coleridge's discursive authority
in 1798, in which "Poetry and Philosophy ... Truth and Genius ...
Religion ... and the good cause" converge with millennial
transformative power, was in fact an image thus conjured by

Hazlitt to make all the more forceful its exposure as an illusion:

Now, Sir, what I have to complain of is this, that from
reading your account of the 'Lay-Sermon,' I begin to suspect
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that my notions formerly must have been little better than a
deception: that my faith in Mr. Coleridge's great powers must
have been a vision of my youth, that, like other such
visions, must pass away from me; and that all his genius and
eloquence is vox et preteria nihil: for otherwise how is it
so lost to all common sense upon paper?

Again, Sir, I ask Mr. Coleridge, why, having preached
such a sermon as I have described, he has published such a
sermon as you have described? What right, Sir, has he or any
man to make a fool of me or any man? I am naturally, Sir, a
man of a plain, dull, dry understanding, without flights or
fancies, and can just contrive to plod on, if left to myself:
what right, then, has Mr. C., who is going to ascend in a
balloon, to offer me a seat in the parachute, only to throw
me from the height of his career upon the ground, and dash me
to pieces? Or again, what right has he to invite me to a
feast of poets and philosophers, fruits and flowers
intermixed,—immortal fruits and amaranthine flowers,—and
then to tell me it is all vapour, and, like Timon, to throw
his empty dishes in my face? No, Sir, I must and will say it
is hard. I hope, between ourselves, there is no breach of
confidence in all this; nor do I well understand how men's
opinions on moral, political, and religious subjects can be
kept a secret, except by putting them in The Correspondent.

SEMPER EGO AUDITOR. (7: 129)

For this "AUDITOR," then, the "vision" of "Mr. Coleridge's great
powers" was contingent upon the poet-preacher's espousal of "the
good cause," and Coleridge's evident abandonment of that cause for
a politics of pious conformism serves to nullify his authority in
this area as mere "vox et preterea nihil." Moreover, into the
vacuum of authority suddenly created by "AUDITOR"'s recognition of

this loss flows the authority of The Examiner itself, on which its

correspondent frankly admits he depends for his entire knowledge

of Coleridge's text.
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Yet there are practical reasons for this transfer of
authority: Coleridge's tract, after all, was addressed exclusively
to "THE HIGHER CLASSES OF SOCIETY," and in the straightened
economic circumstances of a severe, nation-wide depression, such
readers as "AUDITOR" were forced increasingly to rely on review
criticism for their knowledge of books as deliberately
exclusionary in their prices as in their sub-titles. "AUDITOR,"
of course, represents for Hazlitt the ideal consumer of his own
essays within a rapidly evolving marketplace for literature. At
once a vigilant and attentive "auditor" of the minute movements of
public debate, he is a man of "common sense" and "a plain, dull,
dry understanding," who, at the very nadir of the depression, "can
just contrive to plod on, if left to [him]self."” Added to his
vivid memory of Coleridge's Unitarian sermon, these
characteristics make him typical of that sector of the reading
public shaped by what Gary Kelly calls the "Nonconformist
Enlightenment" and made up of a large and diverse group of
"artisans and petty bourgeois reformers" (159-60). Moreover,
these characteristics situate "AUDITOR" at the very intersection-
point of three of the "reading audiences" designated by Jon
Klancher as "middle-class," "mass," and "radical," that Klancher
demonstrates to have "crystallized" into mutual counter-definition
at precisely this moment under pressure of the "Distresses” crisis
(16).

This unique positioning of Hazlitt's critical persona is

evident in turn in the very stylistic eclecticism that marks his
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correspondent's prose. The pseudonym assumes importance in this
context, alluding as it does to the opening line of Juvenal's
Satires, "Semper ego auditor tantum?"—"Must I always be a
listener only?"16 This letter clearly indicates otherwise.

Though "AUDITOR" declares himself to be "without flights or
fancies," his letter nevertheless opens with a breath-taking
"flight" of lyricized memoir, comparable in rhetorical effect to a

Wordsworthian "spot of time," (or, via the allusion to La Nouvelle

Heloise, to Rousseau's Confessions), and is thus designed to

appeal to the introspective tastes of the newly self-isolating
"middle class" reading audience (Klancher 47-57). Yet, as we have
seen, this prose experiment in the epiphanic sublime is then
subordinated to the iconoclastic satire of the letter's concluding
"fancies." Such images as Coleridge's newfangled "balloon" and
his misanthropic "empty dishes" reach out to the growing market
for the graphic and the sensational in the emergent "mass public"
(Klancher 76-97), while they function at the same time as vivid
allegories of the political grievances of William Cobbett's
"radical" readership, at once newly enfranchised by literacy and
left "empty" by the brusque rejection of political reform
(Klancher 99-133).

By republishing this letter among his Political Essays on the
brink of the "Peterloo" massacre, Hazlitt clearly foregrounds his
appeal to this latter, "radical"” readership, as well as the
discursive context of political debate that helped to define his

critical practice. Yet this letter makes equally clear the

16puff 1; Rudd 3.
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interpenetration of this context with the struggle over the
"reading audiences" in the literary marketplace, and the
conflicted use of genre as a vehicle for cultural authority. Thus
while "AUDITOR"'s letter enacts a moment of poignant
disillusionment in Coleridge's political authority, the immediacy
of this representation is underscored by the personification of a
reader willing to move beyond mere passive consumption to join the
dialectical process by which "public opinion" is formed. As the
pseudonym suggests, this "AUDITOR" is not content toC remain "a
listener only." From being provoked by a piece of journalism
("Your last Sunday's 'Literary Notice' has given me some
uneasiness on two points"), he moves to take issue with his editor
on the subject ("Now, Sir, what I have to complain of is this"),
experiences a raising of consciousness ("I begin to suspect that
my notions formerly must have been little better than a
deception"), and turns finally to a direct public challenge to the
literary producer: "Again, Sir, I ask Mr. Coleridge, why, after
having preached such a sermon as I have described, he has
published such a sermon as you have described?" And this
awakening to activism is at the same time underscored by the
subversion of lyric by satire, of encomium by invective, of
"sincerity" by irony.

Needless to say, for this very reason the literary history of
romanticism has taken a rather different approach to this letter.
When it is recalled from the apocrypha of romantic prose, it is

customarily assigned two roles, both in negative relation to the
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securely-canonized 1823 essay "My First Acquaintance With Poets.”
First, it is presented as the flawed, "primitive" draft of a
subsequent masterpiece of romantic prose, and therefore as a
telling demonstration of the innate ascendency of lyric over
satiric modes (Jones, "First Flight" 35, 36). Second, this
"embryonic" text (Jones 40) represents for biographical criticism
a hopeful turning-point in the writing career of William Hazlitt,
an early sign of his progressive liberation from what is held to
be his brutalizing apprenticeship in political journalism, and his
emergence to become one of the major prose stylists of British
romanticism.

These remarks may be substantiated by reference to a recent
and representative treatment by Bill Ruddick in his article
"Recollecting Coleridge: the Internalization of Radical Energies
in Hazlitt's Political Prose." Here Ruddick notes the "harsh,
impetuous, paradoxical manner of [Hazlitt's] political essays,"
which, in the case of the 1817 letter causes it to devolve into "a
series of bitter reproaches" (251, 253). This is contrasted with
Hazlitt's "most mature manner of treating revolutionary and
radical themes," that in the 1823 essay manifests itself as "a
joy-suffused rediscovery of the past, rapturous from beginning to
end" (248, 251). Nevertheless, Ruddick regards Hazlitt's writings
on Coleridge during the "Distresses" debate as containing "the
germ" of this more "mature manner,"” and his 1817 letter is singled
out as "the most significant" of these writings (249). It is
recognized as a pivotal text, however, not in terms of the

momentous events taking place in the cultural environment which
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gave rise to it, but rather in terms of the personal,
developmental process by which Hazlitt had to "internalize" his

"radical energies." Thus,

[t]he moment of breakthrough seems to have come when Hazlitt
returned to his January 1817 account of Coleridge in the
pulpit, detached it from its original context as part of an
attack on a particular text, and used it as the key passage
which energizes the entire recreation and dramatization of
the most important period in his own early life in "My First
Acquaintance With Poets." Removed from a 'then and now'
relationship with Coleridge's later political thought ...
Hazlitt's reminiscence proves to possess a dynamism which is
far more potent than he can have realized when he published
it in its original context. (250-51)

Here again, we find a particularly clear instance of the way the
study of romanticism in general, and of the texts of the
"Distresses" crisis in particular, have been "dominated ... by
Romanticism's own self-representations" (McGann l1). First, we
note the emphasis on evaluation, both critical and moral, founded
on norms which posit lyric as the highest standard for literary
discourse. Thus the "harsh" and "bitter" discourse of the
political essay is contrasted unfavourably with the "Jjoy-
suffused," "rapturous," and more "mature" lyrical mode, which
"proves to possess a dynamism which is far more potent" than
either satire or invective. Second, as Clifford Siskin has shown

in The Historicity of Romantic Discourse, such discourse is

preoccupied with narratives of development and "progress"-—generic
as well as biographical—principally articulated in paradigmatic
moments of "revision" (39 and passim). In Ruddick's analysis, the

"moment of breakthrough" for both text and author is also a moment
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of "recreation" which in turn serves a process of
"internalization"—a development away from the public and
politically engaged satiric "attack" toward the formation of a
"mature" and complex interiority assisted by lyric "reminiscence.”
Thus the canonical value of the 1823 essay is clearly reinforced
by its disengagement from the atmosphere of discursive and
ideological struggle that constituted "its original context as an
attack on a particular text," and, perhaps most tellingly, to its
removal from a "relationship with Coleridge's later political
thought" (Ruddick 251).

As noted at the outset, this thesis locates the value of
Hazlitt's Regency reviews precisely in their contestatory
relationship with Coleridge's later political thought. As such,
they offer an indispensable vehicle by which to re-examine the
ideological implications of this thought for the subsequent
"scholarship and criticism of Romanticism" (McGann 1). More than
this, however, once resituated within culturally-specific contexts
of political, commercial, and generic struggle, these reviews, in
their very engagement with Coleridge's works, come to epitomize a
distinct moment in British cultural history. In them can be read
some of the most important discursive and ideological conflicts
unfolding within middle-class culture at a critical moment in what

Raymond Williams has called "the long revolution" (X).



Chapter One
"Common Sense" and "Humanity":

Hazlitt's Review of the Christabel Volume

Hazlitt's review of the Christabel volume appeared in The
Examiner on June 2, 1816, the first of five such articles on
Coleridge and his works to appear in the Hunt brothers'’ weekly
political journal over the next nine months.l Unlike his other
Examiner reviews of Coleridge, however, Hazlitt's "Literary

Notice" of Christabel; Kubla Khan, A Vision; [and] The Pains of

Sleep was not republished among his Political Essays in August
1819. Perhaps for this very reason, it has retained a higher
profile within traditional literary history than any of Hazlitt's
other writings on Coleridge during the "Distresses" period.
Classified by Howe as an "Uncollected Literary Essay," and
focussed as it is on a volume of seemingly apolitical romantic
fragments, it has certainly never been stigmatized as an "attack"
(in Ruddick's words) on Coleridge's "later political thought”
(251). At the same time, however, it has attracted attention to
itself as one of the most harshly oppositional reviews by a known
author of a text that contains two of the most warmly canonized
poems in the English language. Out of this sharp discrepancy of

interpretation, Hazlitt's review of the Christabel volume has come

to epitomize the scandalous misrecognition of Coleridge's poetic

genius at the bar of anonymous review criticism.

lvpiterary Notices. No. 1," Examiner 2 June 1816: 348-9;
Howe Works 19: 32-34; Reiman A: 530-32.

23
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Yet this article, though never specifically reclassified by
Hazlitt as a "political essay," was nevertheless written within
the context of events in May and June 1816 that clearly prefigure
the "Peterloo" massacre of August 1819, and it bears the imprint
of these events as discernibly as any of Hazlitt's more explicitly
politicized reviews. A week before its appearance, for example,

The Examiner of May 26, 1816 featured an article entitled "The

Riots," in which it gathered accounts of the violent uprisings
that had broken out "in various parts of the country" throughout
the previous month.2 The article reports that under such

banners as "BREAD OR BLOOD, " houses and barns had been set aflame
in a number of "disturbed districts" until in almost every case
the rioters had been suppressed by detachments of the standing
army. "Want of work and want of bread," The Examiner writes, "are
indeed dreadful stimulants to outrage; and it must be confessed
these are fearful signs of national suffering" (328). Though
"want of bread" was familiar enough, the "want of work" in May
1816 was a virtually unprecedented phenomenon. The end of the war
had brought home hundreds of thousands of discharged soldiers,
most of whom returned to Britain only to swell the ranks of those
already thrown out of work by the collapse of the armament and
textile industries—a mass unemployment that was indeed a "fearful
sign" of the vicissitudes of a newly industialized economy
(Woodward 63, Evans 15). And like the Manchester yeomanry three

years later, the response of the Regent's Tory Ministry to the

2vThe Riots," Examiner 26 May 1816: 328-9.
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resulting dissidence was to employ force, a strategy duly
applauded by such "Ministerial" journals as The Courier and The

Times. Thus The Courier of May 25:

The most prompt and decisive measures have been adopted by
Government to suppress the riotous proceedings which have
lately taken place, and which unfortunately continue in
Norfolk, Suffolk, and Cambridgeshire.... —It is now becoming
evident that the military force, which some persons have
pronounced inconsistent with the liberties of the country, is
not more than sufficient for its internal security.3

Five days later, The Times adds this report:

The decisive measures taken at Littleport had universally
spread intimidation among the rioters. The coroner's jury
had sate on the two persons killed at Littleport, and brought
in a verdict of Justifiable Homicide : besides which, three
troops of dragoons, with some infantry, and two pieces of
light artillery, had arrived, and been distributed so as to

act, if necessary, at a moment's notice.4

Little more than a year after Waterloo, then, and in anticipation
of events three years later at "Peterloo," the British army was
engaged in a new form of "Justifiable Homicide." And while there
were "some persons" (most notably in the non-governmental press)
willing to pronounce this tactic "inconsistent with the liberties
of the country," it is likely that the majority of citizens within
the tiny enclave of the ruling classes felt that universal
"intimidation" was in this instance an appropriate response to
"national suffering."”

Simultaneously with these events, and in apparent isolation
from them, Coleridge's collection of romantic fragments

Christabel:; Kubla Khan, A Vision; [and] The Pains of Sleep was

3guoted by Examiner in "The Riots," 26 May 1816, 329.
4(untitled editorial], Times 30 May 1816.



26

published on May 10, 1816,° and quickly became "the standing
enigma that puzzles the curiosity of literary circles” (Reiman A:
268). One measure of its success within such "circles" was the
appearance of a rare review in the conservative Times on May 20,
hailing Coleridge's book as a "singular monument of genius," and
predicting that "its publication in its present imperfect state
may not improbably give an additional zest to public curiosity"”
(Reiman A: 890-1). This prediction proved correct, for one week
later the liberal Champion records the ensuing stir of voices and
of questions "alternately heard and put” in the clubs, theatres,
and drawing rooms of the bourgeois public sphere: "What is it all
about? What is the idea? Is Lady Geraldine a sorceress? Or a
vampire? or a man? or what is she, or he, or it?" (Reiman A: 268).
As The Times had suggested in its article, the "irresistible”
appeal of the leading poem in Coleridge's collection lay not only
in the "thought-suspending awe" inspired by Geraldine, but also in
its story, that is "like a dream of lovely forms, mixed with
strange and indescribable terrors. The scene, the personages, are
those of old, romantic superstition; but we feel intimate with
them, as if they were of our own day, and of our own
neighbourhood” (Reiman A: 890).

Thus when Hazlitt came to write his review of Christabel for

The Examiner in early June, it was in the context of this uncanny

SThough Griggs (4: 634) gives May 25 as the publication
date for the book, Jones records May 10 (Hazlitt 222-3), and the
volume is indeed advertised as "published this day" in the Morning
Chronicle on that date. Moreover, The Champion review (see below
p. 42-44), which appeared May 26, suggests a public discussion of
the book that had lasted longer than a mere twenty-four hours.
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juxtaposition in the daily and weekly newspapers of a "zest" for
"strange and indescribable terrors" on the one hand, and alarm
over "fearful signs of national suffering" on the other. On the
one hand was the phenomenon of a reading public engrossed by
Coleridge's fragments of "old, romantic superstition,” in which
Gothic "terrors" are made to feel "intimate"—"as if they were of
our own day, and of our own neighbourhood"—and, on the other, of
alarming descriptions of events actually unfolding in the
"neighbourhood" of London, in which the performance of both
political resistance and political authority involved recourse to
actual violence and bloodshed.

Given these circumstances, Hazlitt's review is in turn unique
among the many contemporary articles on Christabel for its
intuition of a link between these otherwise unrelated phenomena,
and for its attempt to work out this connection in a politically
inflected reading of the title poem. From its opening paragraph,

in which The Examiner's readership is reminded that the author of

Christabel doubles as a political writer for the reactionary

Courier ("his mind hangs suspended between poetry and prose, truth
and falsehood"), through to its final, approving quotation of
lines that represent the "one genuine outburst of humanity, worthy
of the author," Hazlitt's review attempts to hold Christabel
accountable to a norm of "common sense," against which its various
strategies of mystification appear ideologically pointed (19: 32,
34, 33). In the following passage, for example, Hazlitt answers

the enthusiasm of The Times by acknowledging the aesthetic appeal



28

of Coleridge's experiment in the Gothic sublime, in order all the

more emphatically to refute it:

In parts of Christabel there is a great deal of beauty, both
of thought, imagery, and versification; but the effect of the
general story is dim, obscure, and visionary. It is more
like a dream than a reality. The mind, in reading it, is
spell-bound. The sorceress seems to act without power—
Christabel to yield without resistance. The faculties are
thrown into a state of metaphysical suspense and theoretical
imbecility. The poet, like the witch in Spenser, is
evidently

'Busied about some wicked gin.'—
But we do not foresee what he will make of it. There is
something disgusting at the bottom of his subject, which is
but ill glossed over by a veil of Della Cruscan sentiment and
fine writing—1like moon-beams playing on a charnel house, or
flowers strewed on a dead body. Mr. Coleridge's style is
essentially superficial, pretty, ornamental, and he has
forced it into the service of a story which is petrific.
(19: 33)

It is the "effect" of such a story that Hazlitt is most concerned
with here, particularly when this "dream" is measured against the
"reality" of other concurrent events in June of 1816. Thus it is
the very "beauty" and discursive power of the poem that dictate
its rejection, for these work to nullify and transfix the
enlightenment norms of clarity and distinctness with a story that
is "dim, obscure, and visionary." 1In calling the poem "more like
a dream than a reality," Hazlitt clearly picks up the defining
term of the Times review, but deploys the word "dream" to
precisely opposite rhetorical ends. In the Times, Coleridge's
"dream of lovely forms" is praised for its capacity to make us
"feel intimate" with the forms of "old, romantic superstition.”

Yet these are "forms" that in adjacent columns of the same
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newspaper—and in spite of a century of debate seeking to
undermine or discard them—continue to function as agents of
"universal intimidation" within society at large. The poem
itself, we recall, speaks of Sir Leoline's "world of death,”
represented in Hazlitt's review by the deliberately polemical
images of a "charnel-house" and a "dead body." It is the poetic
impulse to aestheticize such a world that Hazlitt declares to be
"disqusting," a disgust extended by implication to the eager
market for such Gothic refinements among writers of the
conservative press at precisely the moment that "Justifiable
Homicide," in defense of an effete social order, was being revived
within the borders of Britain itself.

As we shall see, these political overtones in the review's
central passage are reinforced by other elements of the review,
but first it is important to note how differently this particular
passage has been interpreted by previous commentators on it. From
the response of Coleridge himself, through to Karen Swann's
feminist re-reading of the Christabel controversy, the phrase
"something disgusting at the bottom of his subject" has been
seized upon as a sign of Hazlitt's attempt to insinuate a
salacious misreading of Coleridge's title poem. The authority of
this approach is once again a function of the innate priority
assigned by tradition to both the poet and the poem, resulting on
the one hand in the virtually unquestioned influence of
Coleridge's own tendentious account of the reception of his poem,

and on the other, in the attractiveness of a companion narrative
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by which Christabel requires chivalrous rescue by scholarly
posterity from the ruffian grip of anonymous critics like William
Hazlitt. The combined result, moreoever, is that Hazlitt's review
has never been read in the context of the historical events of May
1816, nor in terms of its dialogical engagement with other,
equally polemical reviews of the same text.

Coleridge's account of the reception of Christabel, of
course, reinforces this tendency, and three elements of it in
particular may be isolated for their long-term influence on
literary scholarship. First, Coleridge claims in the Biographia

that Christabel was "assailed with a malignity and a spirit of

personal hatred" by "a man," later identified in his private
correspondence as Hazlitt (2: 239; Letters 4: 918). By invoking
the shibboleth "personal," Coleridge attempts to preclude the
possibility of any other—especially political—motivation for
this review. Second, "with very few exceptions," Coleridge claims
to have "heard nothing but abuse" of Christabel from the
periodical press (2: 237), and for him Hazlitt epitomizes this
"abuse" because he was the author of both the Examiner review and
also (it seemed to him) of the later, more sensationally hostile

"quizz" of Christabel in the Edinburgh (Letters 4: 692). Third,

based on this latter (and mistaken) attribution, Coleridge holds
Hazlitt responsible for the "rumour" that Geraldine was actually a

man in disguise.6 The Edinburgh's satire of Christabel famously

6letters 4: 917-18. As we have seen, however (page 26
above), the early Champion review makes clear that public
discussion of the poem included from the very outset the
possibility that Geraldine was a man: "Is Lady Geraldine a
sorceress? or a vampire? or a man? or what is she, or he, or it2"
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contains a number of variously explicit sexual innuendos, and
these for Coleridge not only provide an interpretative key to the
earlier Examiner review, but are further explained in his letters
with a series of sensational counter-rumours about Hazlitt's
alleged propensity to "vices too disgusting to be named" (4:
693).7

Each of these claims, of course, has been challenged from
within even the most traditional forms of literary research. John
Beer, for example, in his article "Coleridge, Hazlitt, and
‘Christabel,'" uses biographical evidence to interrogate the
"conviction of a strong malevolence on Hazlitt's part," reminding
us that "one searches the records of Hazlitt's life in vain for
evidence which warrants [such a conviction]" (42). David Erdman's
discovery in 1958 of The Times review—and of its reprint two

weeks later in The Courier—demonstrated that Coleridge's book was

greeted with enthusiasm as well as "abuse" (54). Indeed, as
Erdman makes clear, when the total circulation of this

Times/Courier review is taken into account and then added to other

similarly appreciative articles in The Critical Review and The

European Magazine, the Christabel volume is found to have
attracted as many influentially "positive" reviews as "negative"

ones. Coleridge's protestations to the contrary,8 Christabel

(Reiman A: 268).

7see also 4: 670, 735, and see Beer passim for a useful
summary of Coleridge's "highly-coloured" counter-rumours,
including an unpublished annotation in a copy of Christabel given
to his son, Derwent.

8see Letters 5: 162, for example, where Coleridge asserts
that the Christabel volume "fell almost dead-born from the press.”



32

was in fact a market success, selling out three editions by the
end of 1816 alone (Jackson 199n). Meanwhile, in the late 1950s,
Elisabeth Schneider proved convincingly that the Edinburgh's late
review was written by Thomas Moore, not by Hazlitt,9 thus
effectively dissociating Hazlitt from both this article’s
legendary hostility and its salacious innuendos regarding

Geraldine's identity and intentions. Taken together, such studies

open up the possibility that Hazlitt's approach to Christabel was
shaped by quite other concerns than those Coleridge imagined.

Yet the overall impression created by Coleridge's account of
this event has lingered long after its individual details have
been refuted. We may take as typical Geoffrey Yarlott's brief

summary of the reception of Christabel in Coleridge and the

Abyssinian Maid (1967):

The critics (Hazlitt particularly) pilloried these poems,

especially Christabel, whose sexual features induced one

pamphleteer to describe it as 'the most obscene Poem in the

English Language.' The Examiner, of 2 June 1816, objected:
There is something disgusting at the bottom of his
subject, which is but ill glossed over by a veil of
Della Cruscan sentiment and fine writing—1like moon-
beams playing on a charnel house, or flowers strewed on
a dead body.

Hazlitt, the author, probably, of this review, even spread

the rumour apparently that Geraldine was actually a man in

disguise. 1In reacting against the poem's 'obscenity,' these

reviewers proved remarkably blind to its other merits....

(181)

Like other similarly traditional narratives of the event, Yarlott

9schneider's original article ("The Unknown Reviewer of
Christabel," PMLA 70.3 [June 1955]) proved controversial, but was
followed by "Tom Moore and the Edinburgh Review of Christabel"
(PMLA 77.2 [March 1962]), and was further corroborated by Coburn
in "Who Killed Christabel?" (TLS [20 May 1965]).
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locates Hazlitt's review at the very centre of a uniformly hostile
response to Coleridge's book, with Hazlitt himself personally
orchestrating a wilful and salacious distortion of the title poem.
Even in more recent, "post-romantic" criticism, Coleridge's
influence ironically persists. Here we may take Karen Swann's
otherwise radical re-reading of the "The Debate on the Character
of Christabel" as typical: while Swann offers crucial insights
into the discursive context of the literary marketplace into which
both Coleridge and Hazlitt made competing and controversial
interventions, her article is nevertheless premissed on the
surprisingly unexamined notion that the reviews of Christabel were
"universally scathing" (404). Moreover, while Swann works to
relativize the authority of Coleridge's own critical discourse on
the poem, and in so doing to recover a broad range of
"problematically invested literary relations, including those
between writers and other writers, and among authors, readers, and
books," she nevertheless reduces the intensity of these relations
to masculinist "hysteria" in the face of the "fantastic [female]
exchanges of Geraldine and Christabel" (398). Once again,
Hazlitt's review is held up as the epitome of this "hysteria," and
his reference to "something disgusting at the bottom of
[Coleridge's] subject" is thus routinely interpreted as an attempt
to "reduc{e]" the poem's power "to its sexual content."” Swann
goes so far as to impute a prurient pun: "Hazlitt contains this
power in the 'bottom' and invites us to declare it female" (407).

Like all previous commentators on this text, Swann is
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concerned to locate the source of its evident polemical intensity,
and in this case she falls back on a traditional (Coleridgean)
impression of Hazlitt's character (with its "vices too disgusting
to be named") in order to find in his review an especially
virulent example of patriarchal chauvinism. Thus she too
overlooks the fact that the rhetorical strategies of these
"literary gentlemen" were also—and more decisively—shaped by
complex political, commercial, and stylistic rivalries, patterns
of contestation further intensified by the advent of "national
suffering." One crucial feature of Hazlitt's review, for example,
that clearly invites us to locate it within these broader
discursive contexts, but which has so far gone completely
unnoticed in previous commentary, is its original title in The
Examiner for June 2, 1816. Where Howe assigns the provisional
title "Mr. Coleridge's Christabel" for the standard edition,
Hazlitt's review actually appeared under the title "Literary
Notices. No. 1" (19: 338). Such a title introduces far more than
an isolated critique of Christabel motivated by personal feelings;
it announces instead an article fully integrated into the larger
journalistic agenda of The Examiner, launching in this case a new
and sustained venture into literary criticism on the part of one
of the most outspoken, free-thinking journals of political opinion
in the British public sphere.lo The announcement of a "Literary

Notices" series in The Examiner takes on even greater significance

when we recall that literary criticism was at this time still

10see Blunden passim, Wallins 150-1. On the liberal
politics implied by The Examiner's status as a Sunday newspaper,
see Morison 227-35 and Aspinall, Politics 13-16.
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considered the sole province of the established monthly and
quarterly reviews, rarely appearing in the columns of daily and
weekly political journals (Reiman A: 890; Hayden xviii). Yet, as

we have seen, the Christabel volume was controversial enough to

have already broken down this protocol, quickly attracting two
reviews in the newspaper press: the first, the unexpected foray of
the daily Times into literary criticism; and the second, a sharp
retort in the liberal weekly Champion in its trend-setting
"Literature" column. "Literary Notices. No. 1" was thus the third

review of Christabel to appear, an article clearly designed in

competitive response to these two previous reviews, and appearing
in a Sunday newspaper with a strong reputation for both dissident
politics and journalistic innovation. Far from an autonomous
expression of "personal hatred," then, "Literary Notices. No. 1"

announces a review primarily motivated by The Examiner's

engagement in the broader contexts of public debate: the arena of
political struggle, the competitive marketplace for literature and
literary criticism, and the shifting hierarchy of genres and modes
by which discursive authority was most effectively performed
within the public sphere.

Hazlitt's review of the Christabel volume therefore deserves
reconsideration within each of these contexts in turn, in order

both to clarify its role within the Christabel controversy as a

whole, and to recover its perspective on Coleridge's own evolving
bid for cultural authority within each of these areas. We may

begin by returning to the environment of political debate, where
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the polemical tone and approach of this review reflect an
underlying structure of political rivalry established over years
of intense journalistic "duelling" within the London newspaper
press.ll Perhaps the clearest evidence for this lies in the

immediate response of The Courier to The Examiner's review. In

its very next issue (of June 4, 1816), The Courier closed ranks
with its political ally The Times by reprinting substantial
portions of the enthusiastic Times review (Erdman 33). With this
gesture, The Courier answered the criticism of its foremost

political adversary, The Examiner, while defending the work of its

own long-term contributor of political essays, Samuel Taylor
Coleridge. In so doing, of course, it ironically confirmed the
validity of Hazlitt's attempt to suggest thematic links between
Coleridge's Gothic poetry and his political prose, while at the
same time it reinforced the implicit alignment of positive and
negative responses to the book along the deepening ideological
divisions of the British public sphere. The appearance of this

reprint in The Courier, moreover, brought to an unprecedented

total of four the number of reviews in the London newspaper press

attracted by the Christabel volume, all within three weeks of its

publication, and thus before any of the established monthly or
quarterly reviews had had a chance to join the debate. 1In this
way, Coleridge's collection of romantic fragments became the
catalyst of a marked convergence of literary and political

practice, a trend in turn epitomized by The Examiner's review,

llgee Jones, Hazlitt 106-12 for an excellent account of this
practice, and of Hazlitt's early apprenticeship in it.
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which uses the occasion of the Christabel volume to announce a

permanent series of such politicized "Notices." This was a trend
clearly accelerated by the thickening atmosphere of political

crisis: within just two months, The Examiner would be using its

"Literary Notices" column to review "Speeches in Parliament on the
Distresses of the Country," and by March 1817, at the height of
the crisis, the "Wat Tyler affair" would bring literary and
political opinion into inseparable conjunction in Parliament and
in the Court of Chancery, as well as in the periodical press.

Back in the spring of 1816, however, the convergence of
literary and political discourse was apparent only in less overt

forms and contexts. The Christabel volume, for example, shared

many of the same features that would eventually make Southey's
play Wat Tyler the catalyst of political controversy: both were
literary works held over from the 1790s, written by former
republicans now active in the reactionary press. But the
underlying issue in the case of Coleridge's book was the telling
absence, rather than the glaring presence, of an explicit politics
in the work itself. Like Gothic fiction in general, the leading
poem was thus susceptible to multiple and even contradictory
political appropriations. Lord Byron's patronage of the poem, for
example, was one reminder that Gothic fiction could be assimilated
to free-thinking liberalism, as the writings of Beckford and Lewis
had been in the 1790s (Sage 14). In Byron's pre-publication

"puff" of Christabel in The Siege of Corinth, he calls it "that

wild, and singularly original and beautiful poem" (901). In an
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ultimately telling coincidence, this phrase was taken up as the
advertising slogan for Coleridge's bookl2 at the very moment that
Byron became embroiled in the sensational public scandal that
transformed him from Britain's most universally admired poet into
a Gothic villain seeking haughty self-exile in the sultry land of
Radcliffe's Montoni. In these circumstances, then, Byron's
epithet "wild" became more than a merely decorous foretaste of
sublimity in the poem, but rather an index of scandalous
transgression—at once literary, moral, and by association with

Byron's liberalism, political.

Yet Byron's intervention also meant that the Christabel
volume emerged from the highly respected house of John Murray,
better known as the publisher of The Quarterly Review, bastion of
Tory moral and political opinion. Hence the swift endorsement of
the Quarterly's political ally, The Times, producing a reminder
that a taste for Gothic romance was just as easily assimilated to
a reactionary as to a libertarian politics (Sage 13, 16). Such an
appropriation, however, required a careful erasure of the
political by emphasizing the sublime transcendence of social
reality on the part of both Gothic poet and reader. Something of
this kind may well have motivated Coleridge's own composition of
the poem in the late 1790s, as Andrea Henderson has pointed out in
a recent article entitled "Revolution, Response, and
'Christabel.'" Amid what Coleridge himself called "the hubbub of
revolutions" in the 1790s, and alongside such contemporaneous

poems as "Fire, Famine, and Slaughter" and "France: an Ode, "

12Morning Chronicle 10 May 1816.



39

Henderson notes that Coleridge's "decision not to treat the

political explicitly [in Christabel] was itself politically
meaningful” (88l1). She then proceeds to demonstrate how the
differences between the first and second parts of the poem reflect
"Coleridge's mounting resistance to sensibility" between 1797 and
1800, a resistance which in turn "can best be understood in the
context of his own desire to become less immediately responsive to
Revolutionary enthusiasm” (887). Henderson does not, however, go
on to trace the effect of finally publishing such a poem amid the
"hubbub" of rioting in 1816, though certainly in Coleridge's

preface to Christabel, written at the time of publication, can be

found a corroborating elision of the political. In an effort to
reconstruct "the impression of its originality," for example, and
thus to "preclud[e] charges of plagiarism," Coleridge is forced to
draw elaborate attention to the years in which the poem was

composed (Poetical Works 213-24). To do so, of course, was to

risk reviving the link between literary "originality" and radical
sensibility that pertained in the revolutionary decade—a link
that governed Coleridge's other, more explicitly political poetry
of that period, and would no doubt therefore have ensured the

brisk rejection of Christabel by the governmental press had it

been published at that time. Thus Coleridge in 1816 shrouds these
dates in ornate formality, spelling out "the year one thousand
seven hundred and ninety seven" and "the year one thousand eight
hundred" as if to suggest the poem's provenance in an even more

remote and exotic era than the simple numbers might otherwise
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indicate, reinforcing this impression with the striking Gothicism
of his "poetic powers" being held since that time in a mysterious

"state of suspended animation" (Poetical Works 213n). Similarly,

the preface to "Kubla Khan" presents the poet of sensibility as a
passive visionary rather than as a political activist. This
fragmentary "vision"—in spite of its ominous "ancestral voices
prophesying war," and in modest defiance of Byron's
recommendation—is here passed off as a harmless "psychological
curiosity" (295).

The Times in turn follows Coleridge's lead by celebrating the
Christabel volume as a "singular monument of genius" that by its
very nature transcends the political (Reiman A: 890). As we have

seen, the very appearance of the Times review itself was a

political gesture. Yet in the opening lines of the review this is
made into an occasion for the dramatic suspension of the
newspaper's "customary track"—in deference to a timeless epiphany

of poetic power:
It is not often that we venture to notice the poetical
compositions of the day; they have their appropriate sphere
of criticism, which, indeed, is for the most part very
debatable: but when a work appears of indisputable
originality, forming almost a class by itself—attractive no
less by its beauty than by its singularity, we may be
pardoned for deviating a little from our customary track.
(A: 890)

By this account, then, The Times is inspired to introduce poetical
criticism into the (admittedly inappropriate) sphere of political
journalism, not, apparently, out of partisan loyalty to a Courier

writer and to the publishing house of The Quarterly Review, but




41

out of startled respect for the "originality," "beauty," and
"singularity" of Coleridge's new work. We note, however, that the
article pauses just long enough to lay down a broad challenge to
the "debatable" sphere of conventional criticism dominated by the
monthlies and quarterlies of the Opposition press. We note, too,
that the terms of praise here are all adapted directly from
Byron's "puff," as quoted in Murray's advertisements for the poem—
—with the important exception of the key word "wild." When this
politically-sensitive word does in fact surface later in the
review, it is with telling ambiguity: "...what we have principally
to remark, with respect to the tale, is, that wild, and romantic,
and visionary as it is, it has a truth of its own that seizes on
and masters the imagination from the beginning to the end" (A:
891). Now whether the tale bears this powerful "truth" in spite
of, or because of, the fact that it is "wild, and romantic, and
visionary," The Times carefully leaves up to its readers to
decide. Either way—whether these terms are being appropriated or
set aside for the purpose—the review makes quite clear that this
"truth" is a function of the poem's fundamental detachment from
political and social realities. Christabel is in "a class by
itself," and it is the "originality" and "singularity" of both
poem and poet that in this case guarantee their cultural authority
over the imagination of the reading public.

Among the many responses within the Opposition press to the
challenge laid down by this Times review, "Literary Notices, No.

1" stands out for a number of reasons. One of these is its
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attempt to hold "wild and romantic" genius accountable to the
political and social realities of 1816. Another is its
willingness to complicate a politicized response to the Christabel
volume by alluding to Coleridge's former political authority
within enlightenment nonconformism at the time the Christabel
poems were written. Thus by comparison, for example, with the
anti-aristocratic rhetoric of the liberal Champion, or with the

one-dimensional hostility of the Whig Edinburgh Review, The

Examiner turns to such devices as wit, irony, and even allegory to
register some of the manifest complexities and contradictions
engendered by Coleridge's experiment in the Gothic sublime.

The Champion's review presents an important and initial point
of reference in this regard because it preceded "Literary Notices.
No. 1" by one week, and appeared in the only other Sunday weekly
political journal of anti-Ministerial opinion (Courtney 98-9). It
had therefore already taken up the position of pure negation, an

approach to Christabel governed at once by The Champion's partisan

antipathy to the Times, and by a middle-class liberalism so
strongly grounded in anti-aristocratic politics that it translated
(somewhat ironically) into virulent anti-Byronism (Courtney 99-
100). Indeed, The Champion had recently played a decisive role in
escalating the Byron scandal, and thus the word "wild" in Murray's
advertisement conjured for it only a corrupt libertinism coming to
the aid of a manifest product of anachronistic Toryism. It is

therefore with regret that The Champion records in its opening

sequence that "Mr. Coleridge's Poem is at present the standing

enigma that puzzles the curiosity of literary circles” (Reiman A:
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268). In addition to the many questions "alternately heard and
put," the article goes on to record the views of its "friend[s],"

one of which suggests that Christabel is a "mere hoax,” while

another declares "that the poem has just the same effect upon his
temper as if a man were to salute him on the street with a box on
the ear, and walk away" (A: 268). The wildness of the poem thus
becomes a form of cynical, dandyesque violence; far from romantic
or visionary, it is said to produce only a "maze of impenetrable
mystery" that is "nothing more nor less than the evasive and
unsatisfactory resource of conceited negligence and perverseness”
(A: 268).

It is the phrase "conceited negligence and perverseness” that

draws The Champion's political and literary agendas together,

linking Coleridge's poetry with Byron's, and both by implication
to the corrupt practices of an effete ruling class. More
important even than Byron's promotion of the poem, it is
Coleridge's use of the fragment form to produce mystery that
implicates it in this sort of cultural corruption, a literary
genre most recently popularized by such best-selling fragments as

Byron's The Giaour. "The principle of producing effect by means

of obscurity, is very admissible ... in the subordinate and
incidental points and circumstance in the progress of a story,"

The Champion concedes,

—but here the line must be drawn, and the licence must never
be applied to the main thread of the narrative. It must not
be made the excuse for the utter lack of perspicuity and
connexion in the main fable, or of definiteness in the
characters, the passions, and the situations. The abuse of
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talents and the abuse of poetical principles, appear to us to
have been, if not Mr. Coleridge's chief object, certainly his
chief effect in this Poem. [...] In diction, in numbers, in
short in everything appertaining to the Poem, Mr. Coleridge's
licentiousness out-Herods Herod. (A: 269)

With this remarkable assertion, The Champion brings to a head the
political undertones of its review, as poetic "licence” becomes a
metaphor for the worst form of despotic tyranny. What The Times
had called "a singular monument of genius" with "a truth all its

own," The Champion exposes as a "mere hoax," a wilful "enigma"

designed to "puzzle[] the curiosity" of the reading public by
deliberately mystifying an "abuse of principles"—whether these be
"poetical," moral, or, by strong metaphorical extension,
political.

Appearing the Sunday following The Champion's review,

"Literary Notices. No. 1" was clearly conceived as much in
competitive response to this article as it was in partisan retort

to The Times and in critical review of Christabel. The Examiner's

politics were more a product of eighteenth-century intellectual
radicalism than of the emergent bourgeois moralism of The
Champion, and thus, for example, it was predisposed to respect the

opinion of the liberal Byron about Christabel (in spite of his

class and lifestyle) while yet remaining suspicious of anything
that emerged alongside the Quarterly Review from the house of John
Murray (Courtney 98-9; Sullivan viii). Hazlitt's review,
therefore, attempts to register as accurately as possible the

uncanny ambivalence of the Christabel volume in political terms,

while at the same time holding both Coleridge and his first two
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reviewers strictly accountable to such enlightenment norms as
"common sense" and "humanity." In its opening paragraph, this
translates into a witty paradox that at once appropriates and

supersedes the opposing views of both The Times and The Champion:

THE fault of Mr. Coleridge is, that he comes to no
conclusion. He is a man of that universality of genius, that
his mind hangs suspended between poetry and prose, truth and
falsehood, and an infinity of other things, and from an
excess of capacity, he does little or nothing. Here are two
unfinished poems, and a fragment. Christabel, which has been
much read and admired in manuscript, is now for the first
time confided to the public. The Vision of Kubla Khan still
remains a profound secret; for only a few lines of it were
ever written. (19: 32)

Taking up Coleridge's own metaphor of "suspended animation,"
Hazlitt produces the figure of a "genius" so capacious as to be
incapacitated, tragicomically "suspended" from meaningful agency
by his own urge to "universality." With this figure he is able to

upbraid The Champion for its overly simplistic denial of "genius"

in Coleridge's work, while at the same time challenging The Times'
premature ascription of truth-value to Coleridge's "unfinished
poems." In the most direct reference of any of these early
reviews to the environment of political debate, Hazlitt finds
Coleridge suspended in particular between the binaries of "poetry
and prose, truth and falsehood." The syntactical alignment of
"poetry" with "truth," and of "prose" with "falsehood," produces
an allusion to the provenance of these poems in the period of
Coleridge's radicalism, and to his subsequent (and apparently

incapacitating) turn to writing reactionary "prose" for The
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Courier. At the same time, however, the ambivalence of the
Christabel volume is reflected in the fact that the four
categories of "poetry and prose, truth and falsehood" are in fact

left strategically unfixed in their referents. The equation of

"truth” and "poetry" in Christabel, for example, is clearly
undermined by the fact that it "comes to no conclusion," by
contrast with Coleridge's more explicitly political poetry—and
prose—of the 1790s. As we have seen, moreover, this review goes
on to measure the "dim" and fictive "dream" of Christabel against
empirical "reality," using a metaphor of military impressment to
suggest that Coleridge's poetry—again like his prose—has now
been "forced ... into the service of a story which is petrific"—a
story, in other words, that is the precise opposite of the
empowering narratives of enlightenment.

Meanwhile, of course, the critical "prose" of the review
itself assumes its own manifest alignment with "truth," evident in
the brisk enumeration of empirical fact ("Here are two unfinished
poems, and a fragment"), and in an opening line that asserts with
witty emphasis the superior capacity of review criticism to reach

conclusions—and to publish them quickly. Further, as the review

proceeds it becomes clear that The Examiner's aim in selecting the
Christabel volume to launch its new series of politicized reviews
was more than simply to expose Coleridge's "suspen[sion] between
truth and falsehood," but to reprimand his recent and apparent
leaning toward the latter. When the norm of "common sense” is
introduced, for example, it is in the context of examining a key

revision made to Christabel at the time of its Regency
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publication. Here The Examiner intends to supersede the findings

of The Champion, which based its negative verdict on the mere fact

of "impenetrable mystery" in Christabel, symbolized by the

"enigma" of Geraldine's identity: "Is Lady Geraldine a sorceress?
or a vampire? or a man? or what is she, or he, or it?," The

Champion asks (Reiman A: 268). The Examiner, by contrast, is able

to prove progressive intentionality in Coleridge's use of mystery
by producing knowledge of a line in the original manuscript—now
missing from the poem—that fixed Geraldine's identity as "a

witch" (19: 33, 338n). This line, in The Examiner's view, is

"absolutely necessary to the understanding of the story" (19: 32),
and therefore its deletion at the point of publication takes on

heightened ideological significance:

The manuscript runs thus, or nearly thus:—

'Behold her bosom and half her side—

Hideous, deformed, and pale of hue.'
This line is necessary to make common sense of the first and
second part [of the poem.] 'It is the keystone that makes up
the arch.' For that reason Mr. Coleridge left it out. Now
this is a greater psychological curiosity than even the
fragment of Kubla Khan. (19: 33)

Thus The Examiner demonstrates what The Champion could only

assert: that Coleridge's sole revision of the poem in 1816 is a
deliberate act of mystification, a turning away from "common
sense" toward the "dim" and "obscure," a suspension of "truth"
even more telling than the opacity of "Kubla Khan," precisely
because it is active rather than passive. In naming this
phenomenon a "psychological curiosity,” Hazlitt once again borrows

Coleridge's own terms to arch, ironic effect, in this case to
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suggest that the construction of an absence at the centre of the
poem by removing its "keystone" is continuous with those
strategies of mystification by which Coleridge constructs
authority in the (new) prefaces to the volume, a form of authority
in turn sustained within society at large by such voices as The
Times.

As noted earlier, however, it is not Hazlitt's aim in this
review simply to negate Coleridge's present authority, but rather

to hold the Christabel volume accountable to a former authority

grounded in both "common sense" and "humanity"” (19: 34). This
approach becomes most evident toward the end of the review, where
a severe critique of the political implications of the Gothic mode
is balanced by a quoted passage held up as a vestige of
Coleridge's former discursive authority, and as one of those parts

of Christabel said to contain "a great deal of beauty, both of

thought, imagery and versification."” What Hazlitt finds to
approve, however, is certainly not what the liberal Byron promoted
as "wild, and singularly original." Hazlitt's commitment to
enlightenment ideology means that whatever subversive potential
may be thought to inhere in the wildness of the Gothic mode is
offset, in his view, by its "spell-bound" fascination for the
institutions of Medieval repression. By taking up the "petrific"”
story of Christabel, therefore, Coleridge drives an unwelcome
wedge between the "visionary" and the politically progressive, and
once his romanticization of Sir Leoline's "world of death" is

found to align itself readily with contemporary forms of
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repression, the story is rejected outright as "disgusting."

What Hazlitt finds to approve, by contrast, is a passage that
stands out for its "humanity"—a passage, that is, on the margins
of the main plot that focuses more on human "reality" than
supernatural "dream," and in this case on a brief moment of
affection that springs up in defiance of the relentlessly tragic
landscape of human relations depicted in the poem. Within the
political context invoked by the review, moreover, it is clear
that this passage also offers itself as an efficient allegory of
the history of division and alienation among men of the British
public sphere, a history conjured up by the sudden appearance of

these poems of the 1790s amid the post-war "distresses” of the

Regency:
In the midst of moon-light, and fluttering ringlets, and
flitting clouds, and enchanted echoes, and airy abstractions
of all sorts, there is one genuine outburst of humanity,
worthy of the author, when no dream oppresses him, no spell
binds him. We give the passage entire:—

But when he heard the lady's tale,
And when she told her father's name,
Why waxed Sir Leoline so pale,
Murmuring o'er the name again,

Lord Roland de Vaux of Tryermaine?

Alas! they had been friends in youth;
But whispering tongues can poison truth;
And constancy lives in realms above;
And life is thorny; and youth is vain;
And to be wroth with one we love

Doth work like madness in the brain.
And thus it chanced, as I divine,

With Roland and Sir Leoline.
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Each spake words of high disdain

And insult to his heart's best brother:
They parted—ne'er to meet again!

But never either found another

To free the hollow heart from paining—
They stood aloof, the scars remaining,
Like cliffs which had been rent asunder;
A dreary sea now flows between.

But neither heat, nor frost, nor thunder,
Shall wholly do away, I ween,

The marks of that which once hath been.

Sir Leoline, a moment's space,
Stood gazing in the damsel's face:
And the youthful Lord of Tryermaine
Came back upon his heart again.'

Why does does not Mr. Coleridge always write in this
manner, that we might always read him? The description of
the Dream of Bracy the bard is also very beautiful and full
of power. (19:34)

No doubt Hazlitt's appropriation of this tale of personal
estrangement and recollected love functions in part as an allegory
of his own relationship with the author of these lines—"Alas!
they had been friends in youth." Yet strangely enough, this
reading has been almost completely overlooked in previous
commentary on the review,13 perhaps because the message conveyed
is one of abiding (if nevertheless frustrated) love and respect,
thus refuting the notion of Hazlitt's pure "malignity” on this
occasion. Yet the poignant rhetorical question that sustains such
a reading—"Why does not Mr. Coleridge always write in this manner

that we might always read him?"—is nevertheless framed in the

134owe notes the personal allegory, but only in his notes to
Hazlitt's Lectures on the English Poets (5: 399).
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first-person plural, a reminder that within the context of
corporate journalism, a biographical reading is always superseded
by the conventions of anonymity, which in this case posit the
reviewer first and foremost as a metonymy for the editorial staff

of The Examiner, and, by extension, for its entire readership.

Thus the primary allegorical function of the "friends in youth"
passage is to articulate a desire on the part of such readers to
recall, if not to recover, the political authority Coleridge once
held as an eloquent voice of enlightenment nonconformism. At the
same time, the passage works efficiently to conjure the
collective, even national experience of painful ideological
rupture, an experience particularly acute among middle-class
intellectuals, whose shared nostalgia for an original and
underlying commonality is now permanently threatened by the
emergent paradox of being at once an oppressed, and an oppressing
class.

The extent of this rupture would become increasingly apparent
as the "Distresses of the Country" crisis deepened, and as the
convergence of literary and political opinion become more
explicit. As a final point of reference within this context of
political debate, we may look ahead to the Edinburgh's late review

of Christabel, the only other article after The Examiner to refer

directly to Coleridge's "prose." But in Moore's review (which
appeared in November 1816),14 the subtle structure of implication
and allusion produced by Hazlitt through such devices as irony and

allegory is thrown aside in favour of the blunt invective of

l4schneider, "Tom Moore" 72.
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partisan infighting. In addition to the rough "quizzing" of
Christabel for which this article has become notorious—in which
the poem is declared to be "utterly destitute of value, " with "not
a ray of genius"—the final lines of the review offer this telling
summary of the political dynamics that underlie the entire

Christabel controversy:

Must we then be doomed to hear such a mixture of raving and
driv'ling, extolled as the work of a 'wild and original’
genius, simply because Mr Coleridge has now and then written
fine verses, and a brother poet chooses, in his milder mood,
to laud him from courtesy or interest? And are such
panegyrics to be echoed by the mean tools of a political
faction, because they relate to one whose daily prose is
understood to be dedicated to the support of all that
courtiers think should be supported? If it be true that the
author has thus earned the patronage of those liberal
dispensers of bounty, we can have no objection that they
should give him proper proofs of their gratitude; but we
cannot help wishing, for his sake, as well as our own, that
they would pay in solid pudding instead of empty praise; and
adhere, at least in this instance, to the good old system of
rewarding their champions with places and pensions, instead
of puffing their bad poetry, and endeavouring to cram their
nonsense down the throats of all the loyal and well affected.
(Reiman A: 473; Jackson 235-6)

Thus the Edinburgh lays bare the politics of its literary
criticism. As the leading organ of the anti-court party, it
attacks a writer for The Courier, whose "daily prose" is therefore
"understood to be dedicated to the support of all that courtiers
think should be supported,” and whose poetry, because it is

published by John Murray and praised by The Times and The Courier,

is implicated in the system of patronage by which the Tory
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Ministry sustains its authority within the public sphere. By
contrast with Hazlitt's review, however, the fact that "Mr
Coleridge has now and then written fine verses," and that the
present verses have been praised by Moore's own "brother poet”
Byron, are all but lost as complicating factors in this analysis.
In the discursive violence of such images as "cram[ming] ...
nonsense down the throats of all the loyal and well-affected," and
in the gratuitous excess of the phrase "raving and driv'ling,"” is
conveyed instead a one-dimensional enmity that Terry Eagleton has
described as a "refraction" within the bourgeois public sphere of
the violence of rising class struggle in society at large (37).

The slogan "BREAD OR BLOOD" is a reminder that such class
struggle was (and is) as much a matter of economics as politics,
and indeed such events as the riots of May 1816 were focussed more
on the immediate economic causes of "distress" than on the long-
term political effects of violent insurgency. Within the public
sphere, the corresponding "refraction" of the these bloody
confrontations over "want of work and want of bread" took the form
of increasingly aggressive marketplace competition. The very

appearance of "Literary Notices. No 1" in The Examiner is ample

evidence of this, presenting as it does a bold challenge on three
fronts: to the market share of rival journals, to the established
parameters of review criticism, and to the authority—and
therefore profitability—of the latest best-seller. And though
this review also shows that political and commercial rivalry were
virtually indistinguishable, it is nevertheless significant that

at this early point in the "Distresses" crisis, the sort of
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discursive violence seen above in the Edinburgh is found in The
Examiner's review not so much in its finely-tuned structure of
political implications, but rather in those passages that reflect
the harsh economics of a volatile marketplace. Resituated within
this second discursive context, "Literary Notices. No. 1" proves
once again to be a remarkably efficient index of change.

The literary marketplace in June of 1816 was in the process
of radical transformation, not only under the immediate impact of
a severe, post-war depression, but also via such long-term trends
as the commercialization of authorship and the emergence of a mass
"Reading Public." Exponential population growth and the success
of literacy programmes were thus creating a rapidly expanding
consumer base just as consumer spending was being sharply
curtailed (Altick 82-3, 100). To survive, writers and publishers
were forced to adapt and to innovate in the face of considerable
uncertainty, with sometimes unexpected results. As the Edinburgh

publisher Archibald Constable notes in August 1816:

Trade in the South is generally speaking very dull and of
course the book trade is affected by the stagnation. Books
of first-rate merit however sell better now than at any
former period; those of a middle walk of literature do not
sell at all, and almost all periodical works of talent
increase in circulation. ([1])

Constable identifies two growth markets in the midst of economic
"stagnation": "Books of first-rate merit" and "periodical works of

talent." The appearance of the Christabel volume from the house

of John Murray (64 pages octavo, at four shillings, sixpence) was

clearly designed for the first of these; the appearance of
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"Literary Notices. No. 1" in The Examiner, adding new value (at
tenpence an issue) to one of London's most closely-monitored
"periodical works of talent," was an unmistakable sign of the

latter. Yet where the Christabel volume aimed to intercept the

purchasing power of those either profiting by the depression, or

insulated from its effects by inherited wealth, The Examiner could

gather readers hurt by the depression, especially those in the
"middle walks" who wished to keep pace with literary fashion, but
who could afford only the time and money for entertaining reviews

of exclusively priced books.

Hazlitt's review of the Christabel volume shows itself

acutely conscious of these changes. In the opening paragraphs of
the review, for example, following the paradox of Coleridge's
"suspended" genius, it moves quickly to locate the publication of

Christabel within the dynamics of marketplace competition.

Hazlitt begins with an analysis comparable to Constable's, though

rather more graphic:

The poem of Christabel sets out in the following manner:
''7is the middle of the night by the castle clock,
And the owls have awaken'd the crowing cock;
Tu—whit! Tu—whoo!

And hark again! the crowing cock,

How drowsily it crew.

Sir Leoline, the Baron rich,

Hath a toothless mastiff bitch;

From her kennel beneath the rock

She makes answer to the clock,

Four for the quarters and twelve for the hour;
Ever and aye, moonshine or shower,

Sixteen short howls, not over loud;

Some say, she sees my lady's shroud.’
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We wonder that Mr. Murray, who has an eye for things, should
suffer this 'mastiff bitch' to come into his shop. Is she a
sort of Cerberus to fright away the critics? But—gentlemen,
she is toothless. (19: 32)

With this jest, we are given a kind of Cruikshank cartoon of the
literary marketplace in 1816. On the one side we are given the
first-rate "shop" of "Mr. Murray," defended by the howling mastiff

of Christabel, and on the other we have "the critics," a growing

cluster of "gentlemen" from the various periodicals, addressed on
this occasion by the newest talent among them. One striking
feature of this scene is that it is the publisher, not the poet,
who is the immediate target of witty attack, a foregrounding of
literary commerce that is in part traceable to the convergence of
politics and literature: the mastiff is "a sort of Cerberus,”
after all, because she guards the entrance to a corresponding

Hades of Tory ideology, well stocked with issues of The Quarterly

Review. Yet in this way Hazlitt correctly identifies Murray's
profits—in manuscripts already purchased outright from the
poetl>—as the commodity that requires unusual measures of
protection in a marketplace subject to the increasingly violent
(and telling) attacks of "the critics." Murray is caricatured as
the savvy capitalist "who has an eye for things," whose shop
already contains the lucrative works of Byron and the well-funded
Quarterly, but who in the case of Christabel may well have
seriously misjudged. For on Byron's recommendation, he has
allowed this "wild, and singularly original" infraction of the

norms of poetic diction to enter his shop, and to attract the

15gate, "Editor's Introduction" lxi.
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scorn of "the critics" with its howling rather than "to fright
[them] away."

These critics, meanwhile, are interpellated as fellow
"gentlemen," a significant gendering of the institution of review
criticism (as Swann has noted, passim), but an equally important
designation of the intended readership of the review itself. By
addressing the punchline of his jest to a familiar coterie of
"gentlemen," Hazlitt implicitly aligns his readers with the
practice of criticism, thus invoking the ideal interchangeability
of critic and reader carried over from the coffee-house culture of
the eighteenth-century public sphere. This context is crucial to
the construction of authority in the review, as the speaker
himself is an entrepreneurial voice among "the critics," standing
forth boldly in the unfettered discursive space opened up by the
enlightenment to offer what seems the only plausible—if pointedly
satiric—explanation for the anomaly of the "mastiff bitch" in
Murray's shop. At the same time, the term "gentlemen" associates
the practice of review criticism with the cultural authority once
accorded gentility, now appropriated as a measure of bourgeois
respectability, and in defiance of the low social status still
accorded those known to be "mere" journalists.16 "Mr. Murray,"
in marked contrast, though well-known as one of the great captains
of the industry, is reduced to the merest shopkeeper.

Hazlitt pursues his analysis of the marketplace into the next

léaspinall, in "The Social Status of Journalists at the
Beginning of the Nineteenth Century" describes the prevailing
"assumption that no one connected with the newspaper Press was fit
for the society of gentlemen" (217 and passim).
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paragraph, where the poet re-enters the picture. Like Murray,
Coleridge is found to have made a grave error in allowing the
image of the "mastiff bitch" to enter and to dominate the opening
lines of his poem. No longer a defensive measure, however, these
lines are now interpreted as deliberately offensive, as a sign of

the poet's "contempt" for the new protocols of literary commerce:

There is dishonesty as well as affectation in all this.
The secret of this pretended contempt for the opinion of the
public, is that it is a sorry subterfuge for our self-love.
The poet, uncertain of the approbation of his readers, thinks
he shews his superiority to it by shocking their feelings at
the outset, as a clown, who is at a loss how to behave
himself, begins by affronting the company. This is what is
called throwing a crust to the critics. If the beauties of
Christabel should not be sufficiently admired, Mr. Coleridge
may lay it all to two lines which he had too much manliness
to omit in complaisance to the bad taste of his
contemporaries. (19: 32)

Now it is "the critics" who are figured as dogs—at least in the
eyes of the supercilious poet, as he throws them the opening lines
of the poem like a "crust" over which to bark and snarl, leaving
the rest of his poem unmolested. Hazlitt's use of italics here
underscores the latent violence in the tone, diction, as well as
imagery of this passage, a discursive intensity that in turn
reflects the cultural and historic significance of the
confrontation described. On the one hand we have the poet, cast
out of the patronage system onto the open market and thus "at a
loss how to behave himself," forced to court "the approbation of
his readers" even as he rejects "the bad taste of his

contemporaries.” On the other hand, his new patron, "the opinion
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of the public," is now frankly identified with "the critics,”
whose ascendent authority is based on their long experience in the
art of embodying—even as they create—the opinions of an
anonymous readership. On this occasion especially, as the critic
himself debuts as the voice of public opinion, the authority of
review criticism must be asserted with particular intensity. Thus
in addition to the obvious flourish of penetrating the "secret" of
the poet's "sorry subterfuge,"” the critic demonstrates his
superior familiarity with the shifting protocols of public
entertainment by appropriating to witty effect the very lines he
criticizes as an affront. In this way he ironically earns "the
approbation of his readers" precisely by "shocking their feelings
at the outset.”

More than a merely gratuitous flaunting of authority,
however, lies behind the intensity of Hazlitt's focus on these

opening lines of Christabel. Several other factors are at play

here as well: Coleridge's own attack on the critics in his preface

to Christabel; the impact of Byron and the recent Byron scandal on

public attitudes toward "poetic genius"; and The Examiner's own

struggle for market share with its closest commercial rivals,

principally The Champion. If the image of Sir Leoline's

"toothless mastiff bitch" is a "crust" thrown to Coleridge's

tasteless contemporaries, then the preface to Christabel might be

figured as a full gauntlet, thrown down in rather more explicit
challenge to the opinions of Coleridge’s critics-as-readers.
Here, in the context of anxiously "precluding charges of

plagiarism," Coleridge lashes out at his projected accusers:
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For there is amongst us a set of critics, who seem to hold,
that every possible thought and image is traditional; who
have no notion that there are fountains in the world, small
as well as great; and who would therefore charitably derive
every rill they behold flowing, from a perforation made in
some other man's tank. (Poetical Works 214-5)

Coleridge's obtrusive concern with his property rights in
Christabel, fostered in part by the unusual circumstances of its
manuscript transmission, is nevertheless another sign of the new
uncertainties of commercialized authorship on an open market.

From his perspective, "the set of critics" pose a double threat to
creative genius. Misguided by a false notion of the collective
and anonymous, they undermine the moral integrity of genius by
reducing the poet's claims to originality to mere thefts from
tradition. In so doing, they also elide the very sources of his
power, a power figured here in the strikingly "traditional" image

of the providential "fountain." Whether Christabel is intended in

these terms to be a mere "rill" proceeding from one of the "small"
fountains is a question better answered later in the volume, when
this image reappears as the "mighty fountain" that erupts in the
midst of the "Vision" of "Kubla Khan" (Poetical Works 297).

One effect of this prefatory challenge, of course, is to
focus critical attention on the very opening "image" of
Christabel. Given the prevailing norms of poetic decorum, the
image of the "toothless mastiff bitch" becomes in these terms an
arresting attempt to exceed the boundaries of the "traditional"”
and to demonstrate the presence of a new and mysteriously fresh

"fountain" of creative originality. Hence Hazlitt's use of the
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term "affectation": Coleridge's evident willingness to edit the
poem (as proven later in the review) lends this image an
additional aura of deliberation, and within the contestatory
atmosphere of 1816, it is thus magnified into a bizarre weapon
with which the poet asserts the singularity of his creative genius
in defiance of the levelling criticism of "common sense."”

This increasing polarisation of poets and critics was the
result in part of Byron's recent struggle with "the opinion of the
[British] public."” We have already seen how this scandal over
the private life of Britain's most high-profile creative genius

dictated the terms of The Champion's review. Echoes of this event

are also heard in this passage of Hazlitt's review in such phrases
as the poet's "pretended contempt for the opinion of the public,”
by which he "thinks he shews his superiority" to his readers by
retaining "two lines which he had too much manliness to omit in
complaisance to the bad taste of his contemporaries."” The heavy
irony of the word "manliness," depicting the false authority of
patrician "contempt," imaginary "superiority," and withheld
"complaisance," all sketch a portrait of Coleridge in Byron's
clothing, awkwardly mimicking the Gothic hauteur of his now
disgraced and self-exiled benefactor. Of course, one source of
discursive intensity in these lines is the very strength of such a
bid for cultural authority: Byron's popularity had indeed
succeeded in forging a strong link between the notions of sublime
autonomy and poetic genius, a link only partially undone by his

spectacular fall from public grace. Thus we see both Coleridge
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and Hazlitt pressing their advantage in these circumstances:
Coleridge in presenting himself in possession of "poetic powers"
that make him one of the world's mysterious "fountains" of
"originality," and Hazlitt in decrying such rhetoric for its
"dishonesty," insofar as it mingles the gestures of class
privilege with the emergent cult of genius.

On this point, The Examiner fully concurs with the anti-
aristocratic politics of London's other Sunday weekly, The

Champion. Yet for this very reason, The Examiner's analysis of

the opening lines of Christabel is further animated by the
dynamics of direct marketplace competition. On closer
examination, we find that The Champion also quotes the opening
lines of the poem, but it does so merely in passing, as one
example of the poem's "most objectionable parts" (the words
"mastiff bitch" are underscored with italics), and as the sort of
passage in which the poets' "coterie of ardent admirers ... may
discover,—(though God knows, we cannot),—a great deal of
undefinable sublimity..." (Reiman A: 269). In following up this

lead, The Examiner is nevertheless challenged to distinguish its

new contribution to review criticism by outmatching its closest
commercial rival in both the wit and incisiveness of its treatment

of these lines. Thus what The Champion merely indicates with

italics to be "objectionable," The Examiner seizes on and holds up

as a trenchant symbol of emergent patterns of conflict and
authority within an otherwise chaotic marketplace, an explanatory

device that clarifies, among other things, the new role to be
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played by the politicized criticism of Sunday weekly newspapers.
One feature of such a role is to go well beyond simply charging a

poem with "undefinable sublimity"” as The Champion had done;

instead, The Examiner makes a point of penetrating the poet's

rhetorical "secret," in this case uncovering Coleridge's "sorry
subterfuge" for the authority of review criticism. As we have
seen, this competitive strategy recurs on a larger scale when The

Examiner goes on to solve what The Champion was content to dismiss

as "a maze of impenetrable mystery," producing knowledge of the
missing line "necessary to make common sense" of Christabel as a
whole (19: 33). By thus substantiating the bombastic assertions

of The Champion with empirical proofs, The Examiner gives point

and force to its own use of invective. Discursive intensity
becomes a sharp tool with which to demonstrate and denounce
strategies of mystification and "subterfuge" rather than merely
the blunt instrument of factional enmity.

Such a discursive tool, of course, was considerably sharpened
by wit. After all, subtlety of analysis alone would not be enough
to draw a sufficient audience for this new series of reviews from
a reading public as anxious to be inexpensively entertained as
intellectually edified. "Literary Notices. No. 1" thus introduces
a form of criticism designed to stand out for its style as well as
its content, supplementing the analytical and referential
modalities of the traditional review with performative gestures
that seek "literary notice" in their own right. The Examiner had
already proven itself innovative in this regard with its eclectic

and loquacious series of "Round Table" essays. Building on this



64

precedent, it now promises to distinguish itself in the field of
literary criticism by forging in effect a new genre of review,
characterized by an intense fusion of such elements as paradox,
irony, invective, and caricature, laced with literary allusion,
and gathered under the bantering, colloquial idiom of Regency
"table-talk."” In so doing, it impinges upon a third discursive
context: the hierarchy of genres by which cultural authority was
most effectively invoked—or contested—within the British public
sphere of 1816. And here too, pressured by the evolving dynamics
of both political debate and marketplace competition, "Literary
Notices. No. 1" emerges as a paradigmatic innovation in genre.
One measure of its impact within the institution of review
criticism, for example, may be found in the format adopted by the

mighty Edinburgh Review for its late intervention in the

Christabel controversy. In a rare abandonment of its customary
full-length review—essay, the Edinburgh condescends on this
occasion to imitate the brief, bantering style of the The
Examiner's "Literary Notices" series for its famous "quizzing" of
the poem. As we have already seen in another context, however,
the differences between the Edinburgh and the Examiner reviews of
Christabel are as important as their similarities. Here we may
simply note that when Peacock came to satirize this genre of
"Fashionable Literature" two years later, he took as his example
the Edinburgh's less felicitous experiment in it, while making an
important—and rarely noted—exception in favour of "one or two

weekly publications" (100). Unlike the general run of
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periodicals, such weeklies as The Examiner, in Peacock's view, lie

outside the "legatur of corruption," and therefore "have the
courage to push enquiry to its limits" (100).

The Examiner was nevertheless determined to seek a viable
audience for such courageous "enquiry." To the extent therefore
that it strove to incorporate what Peacock calls "the faculty of
amusing” into its new genre of review, its "Literary Notices"”
series clearly falls well within Peacock's pejorative category of
"Fashionable Literature" (94). Yet by the same token, one of the
most attractive features of the opening number in the series was
the fact that the inaugural book selected for review was equally
"fashionable" in precisely these terms. In Peacock's view, "the
newspaper of the day, the favourite magazine of the month, the
review of the quarter, the tour, the novel, and the poem which are
most recent in date and most fashionable in name furnish forth the
morning table of the literary dilletante" (94, emphasis added).
And in the spring of 1816, there can be no doubt that Christabel
was "the poem ... most recent in date and most fashionable in

name." As even The Champion ruefully admitted, the Christabel

volume was at this time "the standing enigma that puzzles the
curiosity of literary circles," rising on what Peacock calls "the
spring tide of metropolitan favour," and passing quickly through
three editions (Reiman A: 268; Peacock 94).

Even more significant in this context was the fact that the
success of this volume—and the controversy it raised—can be

attributed to Coleridge's own turn to generic innovation as a
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vehicle for cultural authority. 1In this instance, he supplements
the otherwise declining appeal of the Gothic ballad by
capitalizing on a rising interest in the poetic "fragment.” ‘The

phenomenal popularity of Byron's The Giaour two years earlier had

created what Francis Jeffrey had at that time named "The Taste for
Fragments."1l?7 Byron's influence is in turn clearly visible in

the publication of Christabel as an incomplete poem, for which

"the whole" is nevertheless said to be "present" to the mind of
the poet (according to the preface) "with the wholeness, no less
than the liveliness of a vision"—a vision that (analogous to the
successive editions of The Giaour) he promises "to embody in verse

... in the course of the present year" (Poetical Works 213n). At

the same time, the status of this poem as a self-contained
fragment is reinforced by its inclusion in a volume with two other
poems distinctly classified, in the preface to "Kubla Khan," as
"fragments" (295, 297). Anne Janowitz, in her article entitled
"Coleridge's 1816 Volume: Fragment as Rubric," demonstrates
convincingly how Coleridge's strategy on this occasion makes him
at once "a reader of the fashion, and a shaper of the genre" (28).
This becomes most apparent in his odd designation of the third,
and highly finished poem, "The Pains of Sleep," as a "fragment.”
Where the prefaces to both Christabel and "Kubla Khan" thematize
the incommensurability of language to the "vision" of the poet,
Janowitz notes how "The Pains of Sleep" is a poem marked both

thematically and structurally by patterns of "highly reinforced

17gdinburgh Review 21 (July 1813), 299; quoted in Janowitz,
21.
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closure" (37). Thus, she reasons, by including this poem "... in
his volume of three fragments, the generic stability of the first
two poems becomes a site for the third to attach itself to the
genre," with the result that the "rubric" of the fragment is made
into an ever-widening category by which the poet invites readers
"to read every poem, however definite its construction, as only a
hint of its potentiality" (37-8). This strategy in turn serves to
mystify the authority of the poet, whose "mind" is held up as both
source and site of the imagined "whole." And despite Coleridge's
complaints to the contrary, there was a growing sector of the
reading public as fully responsive to such authority as academic

posterity has since proven itself to be. The Critical Review, for

example, correctly identifies the genre of the Christabel poems as

that of the "romantic fragment," "triumph[ing]" in this "fresh
display of talent and genius" wherein "the absurd trammels of
physical possibility are ... thrown aside, like the absurd
swaddling clothes of infants, which formerly obstructed the growth
of the fair symmetry of nature" (Reiman A: 505). Meanwhile, as we
have seen, the Times/Courier review celebrates the "fragmental
beauty" and "thought-suspending awe" of a form of poetry "that
interests ... more by what it leaves untold, than even by what it
tells," generating in this way "a truth of its own, that seizes on
and masters the imagination from beginning to end" (Reiman A:
891).

In both the Christabel volume, then, and in "Literary

Notices. No. 1," generic innovation is used as a vehicle by which

to generate and to sustain cultural authority. On the one hand,
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Coleridge's collection of romantic fragments caters to an emergent
"Taste for Fragments," a trend that is in turn indicative of a
growing (and ultimately hegemonic) willingness to locate authority
in the mind of "genius" as the exemplar of free subjectivity. On
the other hand, Hazlitt's review-satire uses wit to attract and to
shape "the opinion of the public," where authority is figured as a
decentred function of anonymous urban numbers under the
compelling—if ultimately elusive—norm of "common sense." As
competing forms of "Fashionable Literature" in the spring of 1816,
then, the romantic fragment and the review-satire may be said to
be evenly matched within the hierarchy of genres comprising
authoritative public discourse. Yet one clear advantage held by
the review-satire lay in the fact that it was designed not only to
claim but to contest authority. We have already seen numerous
ways in which "Literary Notices. No. 1" is used to this purpose:
in the eminently quotable bon mot of the opening line ("The fault
of Mr. Coleridge is, that he comes to no conclusion"); in the
comic caricature of the poet as a "witch" or as a "clown"; in the
dogged "quizzing" of the "mastiff bitch"; or in the arch
understatement of the line "Now this is a greater psychological
curiosity than even the fragment of Kubla Khan" (19: 32-33). We
may conclude this discussion, however, by focussing on the closing
lines of the review, where Hazlitt turns from Christabel to
address the question of genre in "Kubla Khan" itself. Here the
performatory wit of the journalistic review serves once again to

reinforce the contestatory thrust of the review as a whole. At



69

the same time, however, the impulse to generic innovation—in
conjunction with Hazlitt's own characteristic willingness to "push
enquiry to its limits"—produces an unexpected, and distinctly
romantic, resistance to closure.

It is important to note that the final lines of the review
follow immediately on the lengthy, approving quotation of the
"friends in youth" passage in Christabel, with its subsequent
acknowledgement that "the Dream of Bracy the bard is also very
beautiful and full of power" (19: 34). As if, therefore, to

return to a dominant key of critical censure, the review ends with

a brief coda of satiric judgement:

The conclusion of the second part of Christabel, about
'the little limber elf,' is to us absolutely
incomprehensible. Kubla Khan, we think, only shows that Mr.
Coleridge can write better nonsense verses than any man in
England. It is not a poem, but a musical composition.

'A damsel with a dulcimer

In a vision once I saw:

It was an Abyssinian maid,

And on her dulcimer she play'd,
Singing of Mount Abora.'

We could repeat these lines to ourselves not the less
often for not knowing the meaning of them. (19: 34)

And thus the review concludes. What has traditionally stood out
in these lines, of course, is Hazlitt's apparently unimaginative
retailing of the third in Peacock's incisive list of "excellent
jokes, " the fashionably philistine charge of
"incomprehensib[ility]" (Peacock 104). And indeed the brisk, ad
libitum haste of the journalistic review, with its reliance on

stock phrase and current idiom, is clearly evident in such a
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remark as Hazlitt strives for some degree of critical closure.

Yet in the quip that follows about "Kubla Khan" as "nonsense," the
blank counter of the common joke is tempered by paradox, recalling
the high satiric polish of the opening lines of the review. It
was from Coleridge's "universality of genius," after all, and from
his "excess of capacity," that he is said to have done "little or
nothing” in this volume (19: 32). So here, too: though "Kubla
Khan" is summarily dispatched to the category of "nonsense
verses," the fact that Coleridge is said to produce these "better
... than any man in England"” crosses the critical thrust of the
remark with a vestige of monumental respect that infuses and
complicates the entire review.

It is perhaps with this in mind, then, that the satirist
proceeds to refine his classification of "Kubla Khan": "It is not
a poem," he declares, "but a musical composition." Now two
possibilities emerge: either that all "musical composition[s]" are
mere "nonsense," or, more likely, that the purely aesthetic appeal
of "Kubla Khan" can be compared only to the non-representational
art of music, an artform with growing resonance at this time as a
metaphor for acute "sensibility" to the supra-rational forces of
nature. On the one hand, then, the asperity of judgement
unleashed in such phrases as "absolutely incomprehensible" and
"nonsense" hovers over the recital of several lines of this
"musical composition," inviting readers to measure these lines
against the rough, exoteric norm of "common sense,” while noting
Coleridge's uncanny facility in creating such "nonsense." On the

other hand, the drive for critical closure is suddenly undermined



71

by the tone of bemused reflection that concludes the review. Like

Christabel, it seems, "Kubla Khan" has rendered its critic "spell-

bound, " throwing his faculties "into a state of metaphysical
suspense and theoretical imbecility." Yet here, significantly
enough, we are asked not to recoil in (ideological) disgust, but
rather to embrace an unexpected resistance to closure. For in the
end the search for "meaning" itself is allowed to "come[] to no
conclusion," short-circuited by Coleridge's Abyssinian song into a
pattern of potentially endless, mesmeric repetition: "We could
repeat these line to ourselves not the less often for not knowing
the meaning of them.”

In this way, the very brevity and ex tempore informality of
the journalistic "Notice" proves itself flexible enough to
assimilate features of the "fragment" itself-—along with the
attendant authority that accrues to a "suspended" judgement of
both poet and poem lodged in the mind of the (anonymous) critic.
Yet this judgement was not to remain suspended for long. Within
two months, Coleridge's announcement of his intention to publish
"a Layman's Sermon addressed to the Higher and Middle Classes of
Society on the Present Distresses of the Country" would invite the
rebuke of "a politics turned—but not to account," along with the
reawakened injunction, "let him not write, or pretend to write,
nonsense" (7: 118). Meanwhile, the exploratory observation "It is
not a poem, but a musical composition" would emerge little more

than a year later in the pages of the Edinburgh Review,

reformulated by Hazlitt into the phrase "Poetry is the music of
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language, expressing the music of the mind"—the centrepiece of a
counter-romantic criticism designed to contest the authority of
Coleridge's most seminal work in prose, the Biographia Literaria

(16: 136).



Chapter Two
Pretending to Write "Nonsense":

Hazlitt's Preview of The Statesman's Manual

If Hazlitt's first article on Coleridge has been
traditionally read as a scandal, then his second has been rejected
out-of-hand as an outrage. For where the review of Christabel is
presented as a wilful misreading of a now canonical text,

Hazlitt's satiric preview of The Statesman's Manual is thought to

represent no reading at all, based as it is on the mere
advertisement for a work that had not even been written at the
time of this "review," let alone published.l Thus critics and
biographers have focussed their attention almost completely on
Hazlitt's psychological motives for writing such a article, rather
than on the article itself. And here, as before, their
explanations have fallen back with little qualification on
Coleridge's own claims in the Biographia: that this pre-emptive
satire of an unpublished book could only be the product of "a
malignity" that is "avowedly and exclusively personal” (7.2: 241).
It is this review, for example, that Hazlitt's own biographer,
Herschel Baker, singles out as an especially "deplorable
performance” marked by "motiveless malignity" (355-6), while

others have similarly characterized it as a "vicious attack"

lcoleridge's advertisement appeared in mid-August 1816 (see
page 77 below); by late September (two weeks after Hazlitt's
review), Coleridge records in a letter that the announced work was
still only in draft form: "I attempted to dictate a something that
is coming out" (Letters 4: 673).

73
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(Griggs 668), as "malicious" (White xxxn), "poisonous"” (Marrs
226n), and "cruel" (Campbell 225n).

Yet the very tone of moral outrage infusing such epithets
suggests at least some degree of critical distortion. Coleridge
himself can hardly be expected to have held an impartial view of
the matter. Moreover, Hazlitt's first readers did not all respond
with similar opprobrium. Even Henry Crabb Robinson, who was
himself fond of the term "malignity," thought this article
"admirable"” enough to read it aloud at a dinner party—along with
another of Hazlitt's "Literary Notices"—whereupon one
knowledgeable commentator, the veteran essayist William Taylor of

the Monthly Review, declared both articles to be "masterpieces of

banter" (Howe 190).2

Taylor's response reminds us that what is missing from the

received modern reading of Hazlitt's preview of The Statesman's
Manual is any thorough-going account of its public, rather than
merely "personal," contexts. Here, for example, Taylor locates
the authority of this article in the skill with which Hazlitt has
adapted review criticism to a specific—and ascendent—qgenre of
public discourse, a genre with roots in the satiric persiflage of
the eighteenth-century "public sphere" and now shaped to the arch
repartee of Regency drawing-rooms. Meanwhile, other available

classifications of this review provide evidence of its engagement

2Howe quotes Crabb Robinson's diary:

14 October:—I read to the party Hazlitt's article against
Coleridge and an equally admirable notice of Owen of Lanark's
View of Society.... William Taylor had never before heard
any of Hazlitt's compositions. He declared these to be

masterpieces of banter. (190)
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in similarly public discursive contexts. Hazlitt himself, for
example, saw fit to republish it as one of his Political Essays in
1819 (7: 114-18), a clear indication that this "masterpiece[] of
banter" was also designed as a substantial intervention in a
moment of public crisis, with lasting enough relevancy to be
applicable to a similar moment of crisis on the eve of "Peterloo.”

Furthermore, like the review of Christabel, this article

originally appeared under The Examiner's own rubric of "Literary
Notice," where, as before, it takes on the broad, corporate agenda
of the newspaper as a whole, as well as the specific mandate to
"notice" and to "examine" forms of discursive authority in a
marketplace alive with momentous transformation. Taken together,
then, these three classifications of this article present us once
again with a text firmly situated within at least three
overlapping contexts of public discourse and debate: the arena of
political struggle, the volatile marketplace for literature, and
the conflicted hierarchy of genres and modes by which authority
was performed—and recognized—at a moment of crisis and
uncertainty.

Before proceeding, however, to resituate Hazlitt's preview of

The Statesman's Manual within each of these contexts in turn, a

re-reading of this article must recover the actual text which
provoked its composition. 1In this instance—and by contrast with
the Christabel volume—the utter obscurity of Coleridge's early
advertisement for his first lay sermon has in the past served to
reinforce the notion of wilful and nonsensical invention on

Hazlitt's part in producing a "mock review" of an unpublished text
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(Beer 47). It is nevertheless surprising that the advertisement
itself has remained in obscurity: even the most recent editor of
the Lay Sermons did not see fit to locate or to cite what
Coleridge himself refers to as his "first annunciation” of The

Statesman's Manual (7.2: 241).3 It has been enough, apparently,

to know that Coleridge mistakenly "suffered" this work to be
advertised before it was written (Letters 4: 672), and that, as a
consequence, "a long delay occurred" between its "annunciation”
and its actual appearance in December 1816 (7.2: 241). Yet this
tiny advertisement reached far more readers in 1816 than the
controversial Christabel volume,4 and, quite apart from its
obvious relevance to Hazlitt's review, it contains a previously
unrecorded title for Coleridge's first lay sermon, as well as the
unknown fact that Coleridge (and his new publisher Gale and
Fenner) experimented with the idea of a charitable benefit to
attract readers to the lay sermon project. Most important for our
purposes, and again in contrast with the Christabel volume, this
advertisement serves as a remarkably efficient index to the

environment of socio-political tension in which all texts at this

time were written.

3R. J. White, editor of the Lay Sermons for the definitive
Coburn edition of Coleridge's Works (vol. 6) elides the entire
issue of Coleridge's premature advertisement of The Statesman's
Manual, quoting only Coleridge's reference to it in a letter
(Letters 4: 672), while dismissing Hazlitt's "crass malevolence"”
in writing a purely "anticipatory review" (Editor's Introduction
xxxviii-xxxix and n).

47he three editions of the Christabel in 1816 volume would
have totalled approximately 2,250 copies, while the combined
circulation of the Times and the Courier was approximately 12,000
(Erdman 54).
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Thus, in the "Books Published this Day" column of the Courier
for August 12th and 14th, 1816, and of the Times for August 1l4th

and 15th, we find the following announcement:

In a few days will be published, price 1ls 6d,

THE DAY OF ADVERSITY, a Layman's Sermon addressed to the
Higher and Middle Classes of Society on the present
Distresses of the Country
By S.T. COLERIDGE.

The Profits of this Pamphlet will be given to the Association
for the Relief of the Manufacturing and Labouring Poor.

Several features of this notice immediately command our attention.
First, Coleridge's title "THE DAY OF ADVERSITY" suggests a quite

different sermon from the one finally written as The Statesman's

Manual, and one that more readily reflects the atmosphere of
crisis that by mid-August 1816 affected all levels of society,
from the "Higher and Middle Classes" through to "the Manufacturing
and Labouring Poor." Yet Coleridge's very specification of these
different "Classes" suggests, in the second place, that any
potentially levelling effects of economic "ADVERSITY" were in fact
outweighed by a politically-charged sharpening of class divisions.
This is especially apparent in his careful distinction here
between the recipients of his charity on the one hand, and of his
political homily on the other. Third, Coleridge's act of charity
is itself notable, both as a worthy personal gesture and, as we
shall see, as an astute marketing device, for it serves in this
instance to align his intervention in the crisis with a scheme of
charitable subscriptions recently endorsed by the Prince Regent
himself. In this context, finally, Coleridge's choice of genre—

"a Layman's Sermon"—is newly foregrounded, for in conjunction
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with his act of charity this genre was no doubt intended to convey
to his proposed readers a renewed moral and spiritual authority in
contrast with the hotly-disputed Gothic "fragments" that were
still, three months after they were published, at the forefront of
literary controversy.>

Together, these various features of Coleridge's advertisement
present a useful index to the severity of the evolving crisis, and
of the prevailing responses to it on the part of the "Higher and
Middle Classes of Society." The title "DAY OF ADVERSITY," for
example, was clearly dictated in part by the stark images of
destitution and despair among the "Manufacturing and Labouring
Poor" that began to fill the daily press throughout the summer.
One such image proved emblematic, and may be cited here as the
most likely catalyst for Coleridge's impulse to charity. 1In early
July, a group of starving colliers from Bilston-moor in
Staffordshire achieved national notice by yoking themselves like
beasts of burden to several huge wagons laden with coal and
petitions for parliamentary reform, which they then began to haul
along the main highways to London as symbolic gifts to the Prince

Regent himself. As The Times reports:

About fifty men are yoked to each waggon to drag them to
town. One of the waggons proceeds by the route of Worcester;

5Three new reviews of the Christabel volume were in
circulation in early August: the British Review for July invokes
"the moral muse" to deplore Coleridge's adherence to "Lord Byron's
tainted muse" and advises him to undertake "the frequent, and
perpetual perusal of the word of God" (Reiman A: 240-1); The
Scourge for July sees the volume as part of a conspiracy "to
undermine the foundations of taste and common sense" (Reiman A:
865); while the Antijacobin Review claims the volume excites
nothing but "astonishment and disgust” (Reiman A: 23).
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another by Coventry and Birmingham: the route of the third we
have not heard. The men proceed at the rate of about twelve
miles a day, and receive voluntary gifts of money, &c. on the
road as they pass along, declining of themselves to ask alms;
their motto, as placarded on the carts, being—"Rather work
than beg." Two of these extraordinary teams passed through
Birmingham on Thursday last, and excited on their approach
considerable alarm; but it proved without cause, as the men
demeaned themselves with the utmost propriety .... ("London"
2 July 1816)

Though the Bilston colliers were intercepted by Police Magistrates
and turned back before reaching London, their act of symbolic
self-abasement nevertheless "went home to the public imagination
and pricked the conscience of the country,” in Stanley Jones's
words, because it implied "a destitution so extreme and inhuman
that an animal yoke was its only appropriate symbol" (Hazlitt
230).

Indeed, even the Regent was moved. Though he never received—
-or even considered—the colliers' petitions for reform, he
decided to perform his own act of symbolic condescension toward
the end of July, sending his brother, the Duke of York, to the
City of London Tavern, where he was to preside over a meeting of
the Association for the Relief of the Manufacturing and Labouring
Poor—the very Association named in Coleridge's advertisement.®
With Parliament adjourned till January in spite of the mounting
crisis, this meeting at the London Tavern was clearly designed as

a substitute for governmental policy, attended as it was by the

Chancellor of the Exchequer and by other prominent members of

6"pistresses of the Poor," Examiner, 4 Aug 1816: 482-485.
This article is a verbatim report of the Meeting, analogous to the
parliamentary reports printed during active parliamentary
sessions.
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Parliament, not to mention a glittering roll-call of aristocratic
and ecclesiastical dignitaries. These joined the royal family in
publicly acknowledging a "stagnation of employment, and a
revulsion of trade, deeply affecting the situation of many parts
of the community, and producing many instances of great local
distress." In response, then, "a subscription [was to be]
immediately opened, and contributions generally solicited, for
carrying into effect the objects of the Association, &c. &c”
(Examiner 4 Aug 1816: 485-6). The Regent's name was put down for
£500, the Queen's for €300, the Dukes of York and Cambridge
contributed £300, and thereafter a detailed list of such donations
became a prominent feature of the daily newspapers, beginning in
each case with the Regent and proceeding down through all those
who wished to associate themselves publicly with this
extraordinary exercise of noblesse oblige.

Coleridge's donation to this Association is therefore to be
interpreted as more than a merely personal gesture. In both the
Times and Courier, it appears in a column directly adjacent to
this growing list of noble donors,’ and so takes on enhanced
cultural authority through its deliberate alignment with the
royally-sanctioned response to the "Distresses." This is a
response, moreover, that appears on the one hand to reach across
the boundaries of class in a gesture of levelling solidarity

amidst "ADVERSITY," but which on the other hand serves to

71in the Times of August 15, for example, some 70 names are
listed, beginning with those contributing over £100; "the Amount
of Subscriptions already advertised" totalling over £30,000.
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reinforce these boundaries by recreating the sentimental roles of
patrician donor and plebeian recipient. These roles in turn

helped to reinforce the view that "the Present Distresses of the
Country" were a merely temporary, and purely economic, phenomenon
requiring no fundamental adjustment to the political structure of

society. Even the Whig Edinburgh Review, for example, confirmed

this approach in a magisterial essay on the "Distresses" that
appeared just days before Coleridge's advertisement, in review of

two prominent speeches from the last session of Parliament:

AT no former period of the history of this country, was so
great and so general a distress known to prevail, as that
which has lately visited us.... During the last twelve or
eighteen months, ... the country has been suffering severely
in every direction; in its agriculture and its manufactures;
its home trade and foreign commerce. The return of peace,
after unexampled victories, has brought no relief, but has
rather confirmed our apparent ruin; and all classes of men
more or less feel the effects of some hidden rottenness in

our system, the causes of which no one seems able to
8

discover, much less to remove.
The essay then goes on to probe in considerable detail the
economic "effects" of this "hidden rottenness," while delicately
eliding any possibility that it might have political "causes."

No doubt this Edinburgh article precipitated Coleridge's own
intervention in the crisis,? if only because his advertisement

also reflects the pressure of other, more direct—and politically

divisive—approaches to this "hidden rottenness." By addressing

8wpistresses of the Country," Edinburgh Review 27 (June
1816), 255-6. This edition first appeared on August 9 ("Published
this Day," Morning Chronicle 9 Aug 1816).

9Ccoleridge's advertisement first appeared three days after
the Edinburgh was published, on August 12.
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his sermon only to "the Higher and Middle Classes of Society," for
example, Coleridge's title suggests to the mainly Tory readership
of the Courier and the Times that it is they who face an almost
apocalyptic "DAY OF ADVERSITY," in contrast to—or perhaps at the
hands of—the burgeoning numbers of those genuinely distressed by
the unprecedented effects of the new industrial economy (Aspinall
200, 206). Indeed, violent insurgency had continued unabated
since May, despite the well-publicized hanging of thirty-two of
the May rioters.l0 In the industrial midlands especially, a

resurgent Luddism created a new "DAY OF ADVERSITY" among middle-~

class factory owners:

A gang of ... miscreants ... entered the premises of Mr
HEATHCOTE of Loughborough, on Saturday last, for the avowed
purposes of breaking to pieces the whole of his lace-
machinery, on account of having learnt that this gentleman
intended to reduce the price of labour. [ ] The guard,
being faithful to his trust ... was shot dead immediately ...
and in the course of one hour from that time these ruffians
destroyed, in machinery and goods, property to the amount of
15,0001., which will prove the total ruin of the proprietor.

(Times, 2 July 1816)

What made such attacks all the more alarming for "the Higher and
Middle Classes of Society" was that, unlike the riots in May, they
proceeded from well-defined political motives, rather than merely
economic or even personal ones. As the Times goes on to note,
these particular "ruffians" had come under the influence of
"democratic and disorganizing principles among their neighbours of

somewhat superior rank and education.”

100ngoing reports of the trial in The Examiner, for example,
included a verbatim report of the judge's address on June 30 and
culminated in a detailed account of the mass execution on July 7.
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In London, meanwhile, these same principles inspired a
corresponding discursive insurgency among newly prominent radical
leaders and orators. The Duke of York's meeting at the London
Tavern, for example, was interrupted by the radical Lord Cochrane,
who called for the abolishment of sinecures and a reduction of
taxes as a more effective, and politically appropriate, response
to the distresses than mere charity (Examiner, 4 Aug 1816: 481,
483). Similarly, just one week after Coleridge's advertisement
appeared, the Lord Mayor of London held a "Common Hall" attended
by such speakers as Henry ("Orator") Hunt, who drew up an
aggressive petition for reform to be delivered by the Mayor
himself to the Regent. In a series of resolutions, this petition
describes "the Distress" as "the natural result of a corrupt
system of Administration," declares a "Reform of Parliament" to be
"indispensably necessary to the safety and honour of the Crown,"
and, in similarly threatening terms, names the "free, full, and
frequent Representation of the People in the Commons House of
Parliament" as "the only tranquil, sure, and effectual mode of
obtaining indemnity for the past and security for the future"
(Examiner, 25 Aug 1816: 543; italics in original).

This was the atmosphere, then, of both economic and political
"ADVERSITY" that had accumulated within the tiny enclave of the
ruling classes by the late summer of 1816. In the midst of this,
Coleridge's advertisement emerges as an instructive metonymy of
prevailing responses to the crisis: on the one hand, it presents
the nominal charity proffered by "the Higher Classes ... of

Society," and on the other, it typifies the response of urgent,
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discursive intervention adopted by middle-class writers of every
political persuasion. Here, as seen before, the vertical pressure
of rising class struggle in society at large is "refracted” into
the series of bitter, horizontal conflicts that characterized the
discourse of the bourgeois public sphere at this time (Eagleton
37). The absence of an active Parliamentary session reinforced
this process, creating a vacuum of discursive authority into which
poured a veritable cascade of conflicted articles, essays,
editorials, pamphlets, "Remed[ies],"ll and "WARNING[S]"l2 from
the bourgeois press, all disputing the causes and outcomes of
national distress. Dominating the debate was the Edinburgh
article quoted above, as well as a similar article in its rival
the Quarterly entitled "Reports on the Poor."13 within the more
confined arena of London newspaper journalism, the political
rivalries witnessed above in the controversy over Christabel were
correspondingly intensified, exacerbating the practice of
journalistic "duelling" that paired off newspapers, editors, and
"anonymous" writers in an almost quotidian series of journalistic
conflicts. In this context, then, Coleridge's proposed

intervention in the debate was inevitably read for its markers of

1llvtn a few days will be published, price 2s, THE REMEDY;
or, Thoughts on the Present Distresses, in a Letter to a Public
Editor. [...] 'The above pamphlet, as its title imports, proposes
a Remedy the most effective, suitable to the present unparalleled
deplorable state of the times'" (Times, 20 Aug 1816).

12vphis day is published, price 1ld or 9d. per dozen, for
distribution, A WARNING TO ENGLAND, on its present alarming
situation..." (Times, 29 Aug 1816).

13Written by the Poet Laureate, Robert Southey, who at this

time emerged as a leading political essayist for the Quarterly
Review (5: 29 [April 1816]). This edition, like the June edition

of the Edinburgh, appeared belatedly in August (Shine 55).
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partisan affiliation, including, in this case, his choice of
genre. In conjunction with the appearance of the advertisement
itself in the "Ministerial" newspapers, and with its scrupulous
participation in the Regent's subscription scheme, the genre of
"Layman's Sermon" would serve to underscore its alignment with
Tory ideology by claiming for this "Pamphlet" a pious adherence to
the doctrinal authority of the Established Church.

In the midst of this, of course, The Examiner had not

remained silent. On the contrary, it had taken up a leading role
as a voice for reform within the Opposition press, making up in
frequency of contributions what it lacked in the total circulation
of its rival periodicals.14 Several days before the Edinburgh's
influential essay appeared, for example, The Examiner had set the
pace of the debate with the first in a five-part, front-page
editorial series entitled "RELIEF OF THE NATIONAL DISTRESSES,"
begun in direct response to the Regent's initiative at the London
Tavern. In the opening number of this series, "The Political
Examiner" applauds Lord Cochrane's radical politicization of the
meeting, goes on to deplore "the gross attempts of the ministerial
papers to attribute all the danger of the present crisis to the
mere mention of it, and not at all to the abuses of power," and
concludes by offering the warning that "bear as people may, ... a

day comes now and then, when they do not bear” (4 Aug 1816: 481~

l4phe circulation of The Examiner at this time was between
the 7,000 of 1812 and 3,000 of 1821, perhaps around 3,500 copies
per week, by comparison with approximately 6,000 daily for both
the Times and the Courier and approximately 13,000 quarterly for
the Edinburgh and the Quarterly (Wallins 151, Erdman 54n, and
Jones, Hazlitt 146n).
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2). This outspoken reformism was in turn reinforced in the
"Literary Notices" column of The Examiner, which had since June
become progressively more explicit in its political content. 1
Now, alongside the editorial series of "The Political Examiner,"
it began to review rival interventions in the "Distresses”
controversy, beginning on August 4th with Robert Owen's utopian
manifesto "A New View of Society" ("Literary Notices. No. 6"; 7:
97-103), and then turning on August 1llth to answer the Edinburgh
Review itself with the first of a three-part series on "Speeches
in Parliament on the Distresses of the Country" ("Literary
Notices. No. 7," "8," and "9"; 7: 103-13; 19: 151-57).

The result was a publishing coincidence crucial to an

understanding of Hazlitt's subsequent preview of The Statesman's

Manual. The very day after Hazlitt's first article on "Speeches

15+1jterary Notices. No. 2" (16 June 1816) and "3" (10 June)
comprise a two-part review of the "Report of the Select Committee
of the House of Commons on the Elgin Marbles" in which the
political issues surrounding the appropriation of the Elgin
Marbles are directly addressed (18: 100-03; 145-166; 438).
"Literary Notices. No. 4" (7 July) and "5" (14 July) take aim at
the Poet Laureate, Robert Southey, and his strenuous epithalamion
"The Lay of the Laureate" composed for the marriage of Princess
Charlotte. This double article was the first of the "Literary
Notices" later to be republished as Political Essays (7: 85-97),
as it focuses intensely on Southey's political apostasy: "It is
the first time that ever a Reformist was made a Poet-Laureate,”
notes Hazlitt, and the result, significantly enough, is "a
Methodist sermon turned into doggerel verse" (7: 86-7). The
second article vigorously assaults the poem's celebration of
"Legitimacy," (or "the doctrine of 'divine right'"), which Hazlitt
describes as "that detestable doctrine, which in England first
tottered and fell headless to the ground with the martyred
Charles; which we kicked out with his son James, and kicked twice
back with two Pretenders"; and which would, "with all the
sanctions of religion and morality, sacrifice the blood of
millions to the least of its prejudices," and which nevertheless
still "rears its bloated hideous form to brave the will of a whole
people" (7: 93).
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in Parliament on the Distresses of the Country," Coleridge's own
proposed contribution to the debate was first advertised in The
Times and The Courier, thus creating the basic structure of a
journalistic contest for political authority. Not only were
Hazlitt's review and Coleridge's announcement competing responses
to the Edinburgh's influential review-essay, but the timing of
Coleridge's notice made it also construable as a hastily

improvised response to The Examiner itself. Indeed, Hazlitt had

openly challenged Coleridge to such a response in his essay of the
previous day. "Literary Notices. No. 6" begins with the point-
blank assertion that "[a]lmost all that has been said or written
upon [the Distresses] is a palpable delusion—an attempt to speak
out and say nothing." Whether it be "Speeches in Parliament," the
Edinburgh's reviews of them, or the "resolutions" of the Regent's
designated charity Association, "[t]lhe great problem of our great
problem-finders seems to be, to take nothing from the rich, and
give it to the poor" (7: 103-4). Hazlitt then locates one obvious
cause of the distresses in the expense of £900,000,000 on a war
designed to restore "the Pope, the Inquisition, the Bourbons, and
the doctrine of Divine Right," a war which he presents as an
object-lesson in the difference between an economy based on
"unproductive labour" and one based on "what the industry of man,
left to itself, produces in time of peace for the benefit of man"
(7: 106, 105). "This whole question,"” he goes on to observe with
heavy irony, "which from its complexity puzzles many people, ...

has given rise to a great deal of partly wilful and partly shallow
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sophistry"—one example of which is "an article on this subject in
Mr. Coleridge's Friend" (7: 106 and n).

With this challenge laid down, no doubt Hazlitt read
Coleridge's advertisement the next day with considerable interest,
and immediately conceived the idea of reviewing this new "Layman's
Sermon on the Present Distresses of the Country" as soon as it was
published "in a few days." But as the weeks passed and no sermon
appeared, its announcement must have seemed with increasing irony
to confirm, rather than belie, the claim that such interventions
were "an attempt to speak out and say nothing," and "to take
nothing from the rich and give it to the poor." 1In each of his
succeeding "Notices," then, Hazlitt attempts to provoke Coleridge
into fulfilling his promise to speak out on the crisis. 1In
"Literary Notices. No. 8," for example, he personifies "the other
side" of the debate as "Mr. Burke, Mr. Coleridge, Mr. Vansittart,
[and] The Courier" (7: 111). The following week, in his final
article on "Speeches in Parliament" ("Literary Notices. No. 9"),
he throws down an even more emphatic journalistic gauntlet,
opening with a double epigraph from King Lear which he offers to
Coleridge as an appropriate "text" for his competing intervention

in the crisis:
'Take physic, pomp;
Expose thyself to feel what wretches feel,
That thou may'st shake the superflux to them,
And shew the Heavens more just.—Lear.
'Ha! here's three of us are sophisticated. Off, off, you
lendings. '—The same.

We see Mr. Coleridge has advertised a Lay-Sermon on the
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present situation in this country, addressed to the higher
and middle classes. If he is at a loss for a text to his
Lay-Sermon, with the proper mixture of divinity and humanity
in it, he cannot do better than take the above two mottos
from Shakespear. They are much at his service. (19: 151)16

Finally, at the conclusion of "Literary Notices. No. 10" (an
extension of his earlier notice of Owen's "New View of Society"),
Hazlitt announces his intention to review "Mr. Coleridge's Lay-
Sermon in our next" (Examiner, 1 Sept 1816: 556). With this,
Hazlitt may be said to challenge Coleridge one last time to
publish his "Pamphlet" within the week. In so doing, however, he
alerts his readers to the non-existence of the proposed review-
text, and prepares them for a new venture in the already
sensational art of the journalistic review.

The resulting "masterpiece[] of banter," first published as
"Literary Notices. No. 11" on September 8, 1816, was first and
foremost a "political essay," according to Hazlitt's own later re-
classification of it. As such, and in tandem with the ongoing

editorial analysis of the "National Distresses" in "The Political

1éThe epigraphs, of course, are equally appropriate to
Hazlitt's own essay, epitomizing his "remedy" for the
"Distresses," which is divided into four points, "as if we were
writing a Lay-Sermon":

I. To Take off One-fifth from all Incomes paid by the Public

Amounting to above a Hundred a Year, or to Tax all such

incomes One-fifth. [...]

II. To Strike off at once all Sinecures Great and Small, all

Useless Places, and all Pensions whatever, not paid for

Professional Services. [...]

III. To take off Ten Millions of Indirect and Ordinary Taxes

on Consumption, Labour, Manufactures, &c, by Laying a Tax of

10 per cent. on all Real, that is, Permanent Property, above

a Hundred-a-Year. [...]

IV. To give up as a bonus to the landed proprietor five

millions of poor-rates ... by a direct government tax to that

amount on sporting dogs, pleasure and coach-horses....

(19: 151-56)



90

Examiner,"l7 it was designed at once to expose the general
inadequacy of ruling-class responses to the crisis, and to
criticize in particular Coleridge's proposed intervention. On the
one hand, then, by his overt association with the "Ministerial"
politics of the Courier, Coleridge is presented in this essay as
part of an overall threat to the agenda of progressive reform. On
the other hand, and drawing on Hazlitt's own unusually detailed
familiarity with Coleridge's previous political writings
(catalogued here as "the Friend, the Preliminary Articles in the
Courier, the Watchman, the Conciones ad Populam, [and] any of
the other courtly or popular publications of the same author"),
Coleridge's unique position within the debate is defined as "a
politics turned—but not to account"” (7: 115, 118).

Though the tactic of reviewing an unpublished work was
clearly unprecedented, the rhetorical tone and strategy of the
essay's political agenda were largely products of convention.
From both sides of the debate, a typically heightened pitch of
declamatory intensity was combined with a focus upon details of
personal character and opinion designed to undermine the
political, moral, and intellectual authority of the opponent
(Gilmartin 92-93). Equally typical was the way the intensity of
this focus often worked to transform individual particulars into
ideological abstractions. In the following passage, for example,
Hazlitt draws on Coleridge's most recent political writings

(principally "the Friend, [and] the Preliminary Articles in the

17"National Distresses—Princely Donation of Lord Viscount
Dudley and Ward," "The Political Examiner. No. 442" (Examiner 8
Sept 1816).
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Courier) to paint a vivid picture of his Toryism:

[Mr. Coleridge] takes his notions of religion from the
'sublime piety' of Jordano Bruno, and considers a belief in a
God as a very subordinate question to the worship of the
Three Persons of the Trinity. The thirty-nine articles and
St. Athanasius's creed are, upon the same principle, much
more fundamental parts of the Christian religion than the
miracles or gospel of Christ.... He highly approves of ex-
officio informations and special juries, as the great
bulwarks of the liberty of the press; taxes he holds to be a
providential relief to the distresses of the people, and war
to be a state of greater security than peace. He defines
Jacobinism to be an abstract attachment to liberty, truth,
and justice; and finding that this principle has been abused
or carried to excess, he argues that Anti-jacobinism, or the
abstract principles of despotism, superstition, and
oppression, are the safe, sure, and undeniable remedy for the
former, and the only means of restoring liberty, truth and
justice in the world. (7: 115-6)

From foregrounding a suitably startling example of Coleridge's
obscurantism in the reference to Bruno, Hazlitt moves in this
passage with the certainty of any radical orator to the rhythmic
and emphatic rehearsal of the by-words "liberty, truth, and
justice." Similarly, the sheer repetition of the finger-pointing
pronoun "he" (it recurs twenty-three times in the full paragraph)
turns it too into something of an "abstract principle(]," its
referent sliding imperceptibly from individualized political agent
to one of the faceless enemies of reform who propagate "despotism,
superstition, and oppression.”

Yet against this typical polarizing movement lies the
implication that in the sophistical juggling of such "abstract

principles"” as "Jacobinism" and "Anti-jacobinism," Coleridge has
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sacrificed meaningful political agency for the feeble evasions of
the self-conscious apostate. Like the Laureate Southey, Coleridge
has turned away from the republicanism of the 1790s to embrace the
reactionary politics of the Regency court. Yet unlike Southey,
whose Laureate odes and Quarterly essays guarantee him a measure
of cultural authority, Coleridge's "powers," on his own admission,

remain paradoxically "suspended”:

He would have done better if he had known less. His
imagination thus becomes metaphysical, his metaphysics
fantastical, his wit heavy, his arguments light, his poetry
prose, his prose poetry, his politics turned—but not to
account. (7: 117-18)

Inevitably, then, a certain tension develops in Hazlitt's essay
between the apparent need to pre-empt the political influence of
Coleridge's pamphlet and the claim that Coleridge has effectively
taken care of this himself: the apparent absurdity of his
political ideas, based as they are on a "transposition of reason
and common sense," has resulted in the "everlasting
inconsequentiality [of] all that he attempts" (7: 116, 117). The
non-appearance of the announced sermon thus becomes an apt
metaphor for the spectacle of co-opted genius, of a "politics
turned—but not to account."”

At the rhetorical climax of this essay, then, we find once
again that it is not so much an epiphany of Coleridge's present
authority that is to be resisted as it is the loss of a former
authority that is to be regretted, especially in face of a far

more insidious threat to "liberty, truth, and justice":

We lose our patience when we think of the powers that [Mr.
Coleridge] has wasted, and compare them and their success
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with those, for instance, of such a fellow as the ——m ——,
all whose ideas, notions, apprehensions, comprehensions,
feelings, virtues, genius, skill, are comprised in the two
words which Peachum describes as necessary qualifications in
his gang, 'To stand himself and bid others stand!' (7: 118)

Consistent with The Examiner's reputation for outspokenness, the

article's most resounding verbal barrage is here discharged not
against Coleridge, but against an unnameable source of coercive
tyranny, presumably the unperturbed Regent himself. For in the
midst of the country's economic destitution, and despite his
nominal donation to the "Labouring Poor," it was the spendthrift
Regent who, with all the unanswerable efficiency of Peachum's
drunken highwayman (Gay 1.3), seemed to hold "taxes ... to be a
providential relief to the distresses of the peop»le."18 Thus in
a brilliant because unexpected manoeuver, this passage comes as
close as possible to seditious libel by using Coleridge's
suspended intellectual "powers" as a foil for the complete and
utter negation of intellect to be found at the centre of applied
political power. More than just angry regret, this loss of
"patience" becomes a kind of strategic chafing under political
restraints symbolized by the lacuna at the climax of the text.
While this lacuna ironically parallels Coleridge's own apparent
reluctance to commit himself to print-—and is in fact a sign that
the exercise of discursive resistance produces only the certainty

of its containment—it nevertheless functions rhetorically to

184owe annotates the lacuna as: "The poet-laureate?" (7:
380). Surely Gay's "Tom. Tipple," however, is a poor match for
the upright Southey, and Hazlitt never shrunk from making his
references to the Laureate quite explicit (7: 24-7; 168-209
passim).
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foreground this containment by licensing an outburst that in its
very excess flaunts the "powers" of the reformist press.

One of these powers, it seems, is that of allusiveness: the
comic irruption of Peachum and his gang as the capstone to this
phillipic is one sign of the convergence of "political" and
"literary" discourse under pressure of the distresses, and a
reminder in turn that this "political essay" appeared in The
Examiner under the rubric of "Literary Notice." Though these two
contexts were by now virtually inseparable, we may nevertheless
discern in the second of these a focussing of the wider issues of
ideological agency in a contest for the media of that agency. As
a piece of review criticism rich in literary allusions, Hazlitt's
article simultaneously challenges Coleridge's bid for discursive
authority in a highly competitive marketplace, and promotes the
ascendancy of review criticism itself as a medium of choice within
the emergent "Reading Public." This is particularly evident in
the article's pivotal opening sequence, where the literary tastes

of The Examiner's projected readership are reconstructed in a

rapid series of metaphorical allusions, beginning once again with

a double epigraph:

—'Function
Is smother'd in surmise, and nothing is
But what is not.'
'Or in Franciscan think to pass disguis‘'d.’

THIS LAY-SERMON puts us in mind of Mahomet's coffin, which
was suspended between heaven and earth, or of the flying

island at Laputa, which hovered over the head of Gulliver.
Or it is like the descent of the Cloven Tongues. (7: 114,
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380)

From tragic drama to Oriental romance, from Christian epic to
prose satire, these allusions project a commonality of reference
and association among the literate middle-classes apparently
limitless in its resources (suggested by the repeated "or") and
yet safely centred in the key pronoun "us.” With the epigraphs

taken from Macbeth and Paradise Lost left unattributed, the

literary accomplishments of those readers able to recognize them
are subtly flattered at the same time that the sheer popularity of
these works, and the corresponding cultural ascendency of
Shakespeare and Milton as national poets, lend an aura of
indisputable authority to the article that follows. The entire
passage addresses a reader sufficiently au courant with current
opinion about Coleridge to decode the wit with which his new
project is to be scrutinized; certainly readers of "Literary
Notices, No. 1" would have no difficulty seeing in the epigraphs
how the dawning of Macbeth's deranged ambition and the futile
schemes of those lost to the Limbo of Vanity are here conjured up
to reflect with withering irony on Coleridge's desire to exchange
the mantle of the Gothic poet for the robes of the lay-divine.
Meanwhile, the comic insubstantiality of the lay-sermon itself is
suggested with a cluster of allusions to the iconography of
popular prose in which the attractiveness of the products of the
imagination is balanced by the stout refusal to be mystified by
the forms of superstition or by parodies of self-evident truth.
The governing norms of "reason and common sense" are skilfully

evoked in the allusion to Swift, whose authority here helps to
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align the witty judgments of review criticism with the
iconoclastic tradition of English satire.19
The continuity of this satiric tradition within the practice
of anonymous review criticism was strong enough to sustain and
incorporate the startling moment of self-parody that occurs when
this "Literary Notice" acknowledges it is about to review "a work,
not a line of which is written, or ever likely to be written" (7:
114). Suddenly it is the "Function" of the review itself that is
briefly "smother'd in surmise," and the otherwise tacit
displacements of what Peacock was to call "Fashionable Literature"
thrown into bold relief. Yet like the lacuna at the crux of its
political argument, this absence of a review-text paradoxically
affords the review an opportunity to exhibit the force of its hold
over the public by co-opting its own subversion in a stunning
excess of wit. The unavailability of Coleridge's new lay-sermon
is thus transformed into a symbol of the general obscurantism of
the conservative hegemony, while presenting itself for facetious
analysis as part of Coleridge's individual strategy to create
authority through the mystification of his genius: "he considers
it the safest way to keep up the importance of his oracular
communications, by letting them remain a profound secret both to

himself and the world" (7: 114). .The enlightenment norms of

19McFarland finds Hazlitt's poetic allusions "remarkable for
their frequency, for their inaccuracy, and for their irrelevance,”
part of an attempt on Hazlitt's part to compensate for a "lack of
{university] education" (66-8). As my analysis here attempts to
demonstrate, Hazlitt's allusions were, in this instance at least
(and I would venture to maintain in much of his writing) not only
relevant, but essential to his rhetorical strategy.
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clarity and intelligibility can then be invoked to underwrite a
review that becomes in effect a series of nimble variations on a
single satiric conceit: "We see no sort of difference between [Mr.
Coleridge's] published and his unpublished compositions. It is
just as impossible to get at the meaning of the one as the other”
(7: 114). The difficulty of having no text to review is thus
fully elided by making the material unavailability of Coleridge's
"unpublished compositions" a metaphor for the cognitive
inaccessibility of his "published" ones. These writings are then
pressed into service as legitimate referents for critical review.
Meanwhile, of course, the manifest availability of the
"Literary Notice" in hand is the best proof of its normative
superiority. It shows itself charged with a new and progressive
form of authority that is a function of its relatively wide and
rapid circulation,20 its demotic appeal to the intellectual
tastes and pretensions of a newly enfranchised readership, and (in
this case) its uncanny adroitness in eclipsing the ideas—and even
the writing—of the text under review. It is suggested, for
example, that Coleridge has shrouded himself and his text in
inaccessibility to ensure that "he may escape in a whole skin
without being handled by the mob or uncased by the critics" (7:
114). The role of criticism in the literary marketplace is thus

clearly identified with the sheer power—and violence—of

20phe Examiner cost 10d an issue, and to its circulation of
approximately 3,500 copies could be added the extended readership
of circulating libraries and shared subscriptions. Coleridge's
Pamphlet, by contrast, was advertised at ls 6d; the actual sales
of The Statesman's Manual, when finally published, are
unfortunately not available, though it did not reach a second
edition.
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anonymous urban numbers, a political force organised by the
vigilance of its commercially elected spokespersons in
"uncas[ing]" the nervous evasions of its politicians and the
obfuscating "paradoxes of the learned" (7: 116). Moreover, any
question of the ethics of review criticism is set aside in the
following forthright proposition, which combines the trope of the

honest wager with the impeccable procedures of scientific method:

Let the experiment be tried, and if, on committing the
manuscript to the press, the author is caught in the fact of
a single intelligible passage, we will be answerable for Mr.
Coleridge's loss of character. (7: 115)

In one bold stroke, the judicial powers of review criticism are
vaunted at the same time that their proper "answerab[ility]" is
assured. For concealed in the hyperbolic flourish of this
challenge is the ameliorative appeal of satire: Coleridge's "loss
of character" on these terms could only involve the potential
recovery of his authority with the public by rendering his
"powers" accessible once more to its urgent needs.

In the meantime, of course, this statement functions as a
disclaimer, authorizing an unfettered depiction of the public
"character" Coleridge is thus challenged to lay aside. As might
be expected, it is in this facet of the review that it moves well
beyond the analytical and referential modalities of "political
essay" and "Literary Notice" toward the performative gestures of a
"masterpiece of banter" seeking literary notice in its own right.
Here then we enter on a third discursive context, reflected in a
textual practice which Hazlitt himself later described as

combining the "two styles [of] the literary and the
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conversational"” (8: 333). Hazlitt's contestation of Coleridge's
authority in this area, however, is much subtler than a mere
"quizz" of eccentricity. As we shall see, in a remarkable coda he
draws explicit attention to Coleridge's own extraordinary powers
of "conversation," paying fulsome tribute to them as a kind of
latter-day epiphany of the discursive sublime (7: 118). In so
doing, however, he draws an implicit contrast between the ultimate
"inconsequentiality" of this individual's "talk" and the potent
cultural agency of "conversational" journalism: a newly
textualized medium constructed from—and in turn constitutive of—
the quotidian discourse of the bourgeois public sphere.

As a discursive genre, Regency "banter" may be located on a
diachronic scale between the early "wanton" and the later "good-
humoured"” forms of ridicule (OED), and synchronically between the
aggressive raillery of the dandies and the semi-private,
intellectual licence of "table-talk." At its most self-
consciously "literary" it takes on the cosmological scope and

energy of mock-epic:
Doubt succeeds to doubt, cloud rolls over cloud, one paradox
is driven out by another still greater, in endless
succession.... All [Mr. Coleridge's] notions are floating
and unfixed, like what is feigned of the first forms of
things flying about in search of bodies to attach themselves
to; but his ideas seek to avoid all contact with solid
substances. Innumerable evanescent thoughts dance before
him, and dazzle his sight, like insects in the evening sun.
(7: 116, 117)

2lgee Spacks for a provocative study of the important
cultural function of "gossip," of which "banter" is one
historically specific manifestation.
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In an ironic reversal of satirist and "dunce," the newly empowered
descendent of the Grub-street hack here draws on the influential

precedent of The Dunciad, reinforcing his allusion stylistically

by studding his prose with patterns of repetition and
alliteration.

Elsewhere, mock-epic simile gives way to metaphors of
identity as Coleridge is associated with various stock characters
from Restoration Comedy: "He is the 'Secret Tattle' of the Press,”
"...an intellectual Mar-Plot" (7: 115). Such references suggest a
bridge between the "literary" and the "conversational" elements
of textualized "banter:" both these characters had appeared
recently on stage as part of the continuing popularity of the
comedy of manners among Regency theatre-goers (5: 270, 278).
Clearly the staging of Restoration dialogue had a direct influence
on the mordant exchanges of the Regency "refined," reflected here

in the clustering of jests in seemingly inexhaustible appositional

chains:22
Through the whole of [his Friend], Mr. Coleridge appears in
the character of the Unborn Doctor; the very Barmecide of
knowledge; the Prince of preparatory authors! ... His mind is
in a constant state of flux and reflux: he is like the Sea-
horse in the Ocean; he is the Man in the Moon, the Wandering
Jew. (7: 115, 117)

The most sensational gestures of the review, however, are
traceable to two non-literary precedents, both of which are

particularly clear "refractions" of the physical violence in

22g50e Jones 256-7 for an alternative account of Hazlitt's
stylistic allusion in this passage. Noting his reading in Henry
IV at this time, he describes this "stringing of satirical beads"
as "verbally inventive vilification in the style of Falstaff."
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society at large. On the one hand, such a line as "He is only
saved from the extremities of absurdity by combining them all in
his own person" is typical of the aggressive verbal posturing of

the dandies, who were currently making fashionable the exchange of

affronts as the quintessence of civility (7: 116; George 164).23

On the other hand, the popularity of graphic caricature is
reflected in such depictions as "His genius has angel's wings, but
neither hands nor feet" (7: 117). Analogous to a Gillray or
Cruikshank cartoon, the licence for distortion is here limited
only by the need to convey a recognizable likeness. And finally,
in perhaps the most fashionably transgressive stroke of this kind,
Hazlitt reached into the settled iconography of so-called "vulgar"
literature to remark: "Mr Shandy would have settled the question

at once:— "You have little or no nose, Sir" (7: 117, 381).24

23george quotes a contemporary witness:

The highest triumph of the English dandy is to appear with
the most wooden manners ... and to contrive even his
civilities so that they are as near as may be to affronts,
... to have the courage to offend against every restraint of
decorum, ... [and] to treat his best friends if they cease to
have the stamp of fashion, as if he did not know them, "to
cut them" as the technical phrase goes (164).

241h the only other remaining response to Hazlitt's preview,
Charles Lamb refers to this line in a letter to William Wordsworth
with a display of shock appropriate to the moral sensibility of
his correspondent: "O horrible license beyond the old Comedy—"
(224). With this, Lamb offers a very different and quite
suggestive line of enquiry for the cultural and generic precedents
of the public invective of the Regency. Certainly Hazlitt might
have been flattered to think he was outdoing Aristophanes, if
indeed he and Lamb had not already discussed this possibility.
For in this same letter, after calling such writings as the
present one Hazlitt's "violent strainings" he goes on to declare
"I get no conversation in London that is absolutely worth
attending to but his" (225). Meanwhile, with reference to
Coleridge's proposed sermon, Lamb offers this telling commentary:
[Coleridge has] left for publication as I hear a prodigious
mass of composition for a Sermon to the middling ranks of
people to persuade them they are not so distressed as is
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The calculated excesses of this "quizzing" of Coleridge's
public image are in turn justified within the moral and rhetorical
norms of the satire by reference to his political apostasy.,
figured at the climax of the essay as an irredeemable fall from
grace. Graphic distortions of "character" are thus warranted as

reflections of an even more shocking spiritual ruination:

If [Mr. Coleridge] had had but common moral principle, that
is, sincerity, he would have been a great man; nor hardly, as
it is, appears to us—

'Less than arch-angel ruin'd, and the excess

Of glory obscur'd.' (7: 118)

By a seemingly inexorable process of exaggeration, the satiric
subject becomes identified in these lines with nothing less than
the character of Satan himself. Yet this resonant allusion to

Paradise Lost leads directly into the fulminating loss of patience

over the "wast[ing]" of Coleridge's "powers," and their subsequent
comparison with those of the execrable "fellow." The combined
effect is to leave Coleridge's "character"—in spite of its "glory
obscur'd"—charged with something of the gothic grandeur of the
first and greatest apostate, in sharp contrast to the bathetic
importunity of Peachum's drunken functionary (Gay 1.3).

Though these images help to bring the political agenda of the
essay to an emphatic conclusion, they nevertheless threaten the
satiric aims of its "literary" and "conversational" elements with
the remystification of autonomous genius. The final paragraph of

the review therefore pursues an entirely different rhetorical and

commonly supposed. Methinks he should recite it to a
congregation of Bilston Colliers,—the fate of Cinna the Poet
would instantly be his. (224)
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tonal strategy by turning to the figures of "Unitarian Romance’
and to the ingenuous garrulity of "table-talk" (4: 52). This new
tonal register answers to the task of conjuring Coleridge's own
redoubtable capacity for "conversation," and this phenomenon in
turn serves at once as generous evidence for his remaining
"powers"—distant echoes of his unobscured "glory"—and as a final

surrogate "text" for review at the tribunal of public opinion:

When his six friends, the six Irish gentlemen ... after
an absence of several years, discovered their old
acquaintance John Buncle, sitting in a mixed company at
Harrowgate Wells, they exclaimed with one accord—'There he
is—making love to the finest woman in the universe!' So we
may say at a venture of Mr. Coleridge—'There he is, at this
instant (no matter where) talking away among his gossips, as
if he were at the Court of Semiramis, with the Sophi or
Prestor John.' The place can never reach the height of his
argument. He should live in a world of enchantment, that
things might answer to his descriptions. His talk would suit
the miracle of the Conversion of Constantine, or Raphael's
Assembly of the Just. It is not short of that. His face
would cut no figure there, but his tongue would wag to some
purpose. He is fit to take up the deep pauses of
conversation between Cardinals and Angels—his cue would not
be wanting in presence of the beatific vision. Let him talk
on for ever in this world and the next; and both worlds will
be better for it. But let him not write, or pretend to
write, nonsense. Nobody is the better for it. (7: 118)

As another of his "unpublished compositions," Coleridge's
"conversation" is here afforded favourable review precisely
because it safely resists materialization as text. Moreover, the
hyperbolic praise accorded these remaining "powers," along with
the generous edict to exercise them freely, make all the more

forceful the sudden, censorious injunction: "But let him not
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write, or pretend to write, nonsense."

The authority of these gestures, however, is grounded in
several important assumptions. One of these is that mere "talk"
has no effective cultural agency; another is that the attempt to
press the wagging "tongue" of conversation into print risks the
production of nothing but "nonsense."” At this point there arises
another sharp moment of irony in this review, for this
"masterpiece of banter" has itself just supplemented the
gratuitous jests of a dandyesque "quizz" with the loquacious
excess of "table-talk." As before, however, this glimpse of its
own potential meaninglessness becomes an occasion for a redoubled
display of its discursive power. As when the unbridled invective
of the "political essay" was made possible only by eliding the
name of its intended object, or when the quintessence of wit in a
"literary notice" was reached only by exposing its own function to
be essentially "floating and unfixed," so here the full imperative
force of "public opinion" is felt only by effectively obscuring
the possibility that its dictates are grounded not in universal
standards of "taste" but in the mutable and often arbitrary
ordinances of the "gossips." In the end, then, the persuasiveness
of this passage depends on two further assumptions: first, that
great cultural authority is available to the writer who can in
fact reproduce the beguiling fluency of conversation in the
relatively fixed medium of print; but second, that this
translation is possible only by striving to produce "common sense"

rather than "nonsense"—by striving, that is, to adjust the
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accents of discourse to match the current consensus of "the town"”
rather than by calling down from the sublime "height[s]" of
exploratory insight in the glossolalia of autonomous genius.

The Examiner, of course, had a writer on staff who could

produce just such a translation. What is more, he did so swiftly
enough to outpace Coleridge's ponderous homily by several crucial
months, with the result that the dissenting reformer, the
anonymous critic, and the journalistic "banterer" emerged at this
point the unequivocal victor in this particular contest for
cultural authority. For in each of the discursive contexts we
have examined—political, literary, conversational—alacrity of
response had become essential to the success of any intervention.
In the political environment, for example, as rising class
struggle pressured the formation of bourgeois ideology, the
continued unavailability of Coleridge's pamphlet served only to
confirm the apparent abstraction and even incapacity of the Tory
intelligensia. Hazlitt's article, meanwhile, could take its place
among a growing number of "political essays" from the pen of
intellectual dissent declaiming the less and less subtle arts of
"despotism, superstition, and oppression." Similarly, in the
literary marketplace, as accelerated competition for readerships
transformed the media of ideology, the absence of Coleridge'e lay-
sermon from the booksellers' shops could only have confirmed the
effectiveness of the new legislative power of anonymous criticism,
however much its use of the plural and the imperative was in
ironic parody of the repressive dictates of Georgian "legitimacy."

And as Coleridge continued to expend his energies in ineffable
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drawing-room monologues, the newest mode of "conversational"
journalism could survive its immediate consumption in the
periodical press to become the focus of repeat performances—in
this instance, to be read aloud at a dinner party one full month
after its publication and there recognized as a "masterpiece of
banter." As we shall see, even after the publication of The
Statesman's Manual—an event which should have nullified the
authority of this satiric preview—Hazlitt had no difficulty
recuperating its value as a fitting preamble to his analytical
sequel: "We have already given some account of this Sermon,"
begins "Literary Notices, No. 21" with brisk dispatch. "We have
only to proceed to specimens in illustration of what we have said"
(7: 119).

A more instructive epilogue to this particular episode,
however, is to be found in the final version of this article as
one of Hazlitt's Political Essays in 1819. As seen at the outset,
the positive reception of "Literary Notices, No. 11" by the
"Reading Public" was very much a function of a precise moment in
British cultural history. Thus while its republication in book
form represented an important renewal of its cultural agency, its
participation in the various contexts of public discourse was
significantly altered. The most important change on this occasion
was the abandonment of the trope of anonymity. By 1819, Hazlitt
had become "one of the ablest and most eloquent critics of [the]

25

nation," and this new cultural authority encouraged him to

25guoted by Cook from The Morning Chronicle ("Introduction"
xlvi).
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refocus the politics of dissent, the prestige of criticism, and
the appeal of communally constructed discourse in an alternative
version of individualized—as opposed to collective—authorial
agency. As a "political essay" then, freshly situated among his
other ideologically engaged writings, and published by the
outspoken radical William Hone just two days before the climactic
massacre at "Peterloo," its intervention in the protracted crisis
is now characterized by an ethos of personal courage rather than
by a self-effacing enactment of the "intellect of the people" (7:
269). Hazlitt's new visibility in the literary marketplace,
meanwhile, put him in the unaccustomed position of promoting the
metaphysics of his own talent while sustaining the attacks of

anonymous satire. Thus we find the following added footnote:

It may be proper to notice, that this article was written
before the Discourse which it professes to criticize had
appeared in print, or probably existed anywhere, but in
repeated newspaper advertisements. (7: 1l4n)

In the phrase "professes to criticize," Hazlitt uncloaks the
dissembling strategies of review criticism, while at the same time
laying claim to the ingenuity with which he had once deployed
them. Finally, in becoming similarly "answerable" for the more
abrasive gestures of "banter," the ventriloquism of public opinion
is now recast as the idiosyncrasy of a "personal" style. 1In his
only revisions to the article, Hazlitt trims the most jagged edges
of its wit, silently omitting the references to the "Cloven
Tongues" and the Shandean "nose." The result is a subtle

adjustment to the essay's overall tonality, one that suggests such
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titles as Table Talk (1821) and The Plain Speaker (1826) in its

counterpoise of the known and the anonymous, the voluble and the

forthright.



Chapter Three
Preaching to the "Learned":

Coleridge's Statesman's Manual

By the time Coleridge's Statesman's Manual finally appeared

in mid-December 1816, two events had dramatically transformed the
socio-political landscape of Great Britain, and launched the
"Distresses" crisis into an acute phase. First, William Cobbett's
introduction in November of a cheap, two-penny version of his
Political Register had succeeded in galvanizing virtually
overnight a vast new reading audience among the labouring classes.

As the radical Samuel Bamford records,

... the writings of William Cobbett suddenly became of great
authority; they were read on nearly every cottage hearth in
the manufacturing districts [of England and Scotland]. Their
influence was speedily visible; he directed his readers to
the true cause of their sufferings—misgovernment; and to its
proper corrective—parliamentary reform. Riots soon became
scarce.... (quoted in Evans 11l1)

Riots may have soon become scarce, but not before a second event,
the "Spafields riot" of December 2, served to consolidate
reactionary opinion, and to justify government repression of the
movement for parliamentary reform. On this occasion, some 10,000
people had gathered at London's Spafields to hear the radical
"Orator" Hunt report on a petition he had delivered to the Regent.
In spite of his pleas for non-violence, however, governmental

agents provocateurs incited a portion of the crowd to attack the

109
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city, to loot gunshops, and to make a ramshackle attempt to storm
"the Bank and the Tower."l This faint echo of 1789 was enough
to re-open the question of political authority among middle-class
intellectuals, and to prepare the way for one unequivocal answer
to such a question—a bill to suspend Habeas Corpus as soon as
Parliament resumed in January (Thompson 636).

The impact of these events is in turn registered in the
revisions made by Coleridge and his publisher to the lay sermon

project as it was re-announced on December 10, 181l6:

This day is published, price 4s, sewed,
THE STATESMAN'S MANUAL, or the Bible the best Guide to
Political Skill and Foresight; a lay sermon addressed to the
higher classes of society,
By. S. T. COLERIDGE, Esq.

In the press, by the same author, a second and third Lay
sermon addressed to the middle and labouring classes, on the
present distresses of the country. The three Tracts together
will be so published as to make an uniform volume.

Printed for Gale and Fenner, Paternoster-row [etc.].
("Books Published This Day," Morning Chronicle 10 Dec
1816)2

In response to an escalating crisis, then, the mere "Pamphlet”
advertised in August has now grown to become the first in a series

of three full lay sermons, each one addressed to a different

l"Riots in the Metropolis," Times 3 Dec 1816. For the most
detailed historical account, see Thompson 633-36. The Spafields
meetings of Nov 15 and Dec 2 were infiltrated by Castle, the
government spy and agent provocateur, as was the committee to
organize the Spitalfields weavers, who thus attended the meeting
with plans in place to attack the Bank and the Tower (634).
According to James Watson, who was arrested after the riot for
looting gunshops, Hunt had attempted to pacify the meeting (635n).

27he same advertisement appeared again on December 25 and
27 in the Morning Chronicle and in the Times on December 27.
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class~defined reading audience. In place of "THE DAY OF
ADVERSITY" is a new title that clarifies Coleridge's approach to
the question of political authority: his first sermon is now
addressed only to the de facto rulers of society—"the higher
classes"—and locates the ground of their authority in the
"Political Skill and Foresight" pre-eminently available in the
Bible, or "Statesman's Manual." Meanwhile, the impact of
Cobbett's two-penny Register on the literary marketplace is
observable here in the new distinction between a "middle class”
and a "labouring class" reading audience, and in the replacement
of charity with discourse—the original concept of donating "the
Profits of this Pamphlet" to the "Manufacturing and Labouring
Poor" has here given way to a third lay sermon. Moreover, where
the price and quality of the text in hand has risen from 1ls, 6d to
"4s, sewed," a further advertisement on the back wrapper of The

Statesman's Manual announces that the third sermon in the series

will be "Printed in a cheap Form for Distribution" with the motto
“The Poor have the Gospel preached unto them" (White, Editor's
Introduction xxxi). Thus, both commercially and generically, this
final lay sermon offers a challenge to both Cobbett and Hunt,
projecting at once a religious tract to compete with the vast
"Distribution" of Cobbett's two-penny Register, and something of a
open-air Methodist sermon to match the rising authority of
"Orator" Hunt among the labouring classes.

Coleridge was not alone in this new pattern of response to
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the multiple uncertainties of the discursive environment. Hazlitt

too, in contesting The Statesman's Manual after its publication,

addresses a single message to divergent readerships in diverse
discursive modes. We saw at the outset, for example, the
epistolary review signed "SEMPER EGO AUDITOR," in which Hazlitt
challenges this first lay sermon in the persona of a "man of a
plain, dull, dry understanding"” who, like Cobbett's radical
readers, experiences an awakening to activism as he contemplates
the apparent apostasy of a former Bristol republican and Unitarian
preacher (7: 128-9). Meanwhile, just two weeks after the
appearance of the advertisement above, Hazlitt published a

detailed analysis of The Statesman's Manual in the "Literary

Notices" column of The Examiner, quoting generously from both

Coleridge's sermon and the Bible itself to produce a kind of
dissenting counter-sermon in the pages of a Sunday weekly
political journal (7: 119-28). 1In so doing, Hazlitt ironically
redirects portions of a text addressed exclusively to "the higher
classes of society" to the middle- and lower-middle-class readers

of The Examiner. Finally, for the Edinburgh Review he composed a

full-length review-essay in which he actually confronts The

Statesman's Manual among its intended readership, making use of

his position within Francis Jeffrey's stable of anonymous critics
to address a reading audience that lay in significant part among
"the higher classes of society" (16: 99-114). As we shall see, in

searching out an appropriate discursive mode for this essay, he
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strives on the one hand to match Jeffrey's own series of
magisterial strictures against "the Lake School," while on the
other hand creating a worthy successor to Moore's ribald "quizz"

of the Christabel volume that had appeared in the immediately

previous edition of the Edinburgh. Ironically, of course, the

very decision to review The Statesman's Manual in the pages of the

Edinburgh contains an implicit acknowledgement of its significance
as a contribution to public debate, and however harshly its
authority is refused by both Hazlitt and Jeffrey, Coleridge's
first lay sermon is thus brought to the attention of the largest
single readership among the ruling classes—including many among
the "higher classes" who might otherwise have passed it by.

Indeed the The Statesman's Manual represents one of

Coleridge's most determined bids for cultural authority, a
forceful restatement of many of the ideas introduced in his
little-read Friend (1808-10), and one that at the same time looks
forward to another major work inspired by the issue of

parliamentary reform, On the Constitution of Church and State

(1830). Yet this text has always remained on the outer margins of
the Coleridgean canon, and is rarely read in its entirety.
Quietly understood to be "polemical, extreme, and frequently

absurd,"3 it has been decorously abstracted by literary

3Butler 90. See also McVeigh: "Of all Coleridge's prose
works, perhaps The Statesman's Manual ... has been treated the
most lightly. [...] Today, to those aware of its existence at
all, [it] has often seemed faintly absurd, its very title
suggesting a quaint self-parody of Coleridge's prosy middle~
age..." (87).
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historians from the highly politicized circumstances in which it
was composed, and delivered to posterity via the distorting
metonymy of selective quotation, a text valued primarily for the
passage in which Coleridge makes his famous distinction between
"symbol" and "allegory."4 More recently, however, cultural
historians have begun to reconsider this lay sermon in its
original form and context, and to hold it up as crucial to an
understanding of the changes taking place at this time in
political ideology, in the formation of British reading audiences,
and in the role played by genre and style in these processes.
Jerome McGann, for one, begins his "critical investigation" of The

Romantic Ideoloqy with several lengthy (and previously unfamiliar)

quotations from The Statesman's Manual, noting that Coleridge's

ideas on "the concept of ideology, [and] its relevance to the
works of Romanticism" are "trenchant and, in certain respects
normative to this day in certain lines of critical thought" (3-4).
This first lay sermon, he notes, is founded on an understanding of
"the necessary interdependence of knowledge and belief" (4).
Knowledge must be grounded in "ultimate principles," Coleridge
insists, "while every principle is actualized by an idea, and
every idea is living, productive ... and ... containeth an endless

power of semination” (6: 23-4, McGann 4). Thus, for McGann,

Coleridge's position is a defense of what we would now call
"ideology," that is, a coherent or loosely organized set of

4p good recent example is Hodgson's subtle deconstructive
analysis of this passage alone in a chapter entitled "Coleridge's
Rhetoric of Allegory and Symbol" (4-10).
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ideas which is the expression of the special interests of
some class or social group. [...] From a Marxist
perspective, Coleridge's views are praiseworthy in so far as
they arque that knowledge is a social rather than an abstract
pursuit. But because his position is a conceptualist-
idealist defense of Church, State, and the class interests
which those institutions support and defend, Coleridge's
ideas are, in a Marxist view, clearly deplorable. (McGann 5)

Nevertheless, McGann goes on to note, their relevance to cultural
history is indisputable: "From Mill and Arnold to Mannheim,
Trilling, and their successors, theories of ideology were
reproduced which can be traced back to the models developed by
Coleridge (and his German counterpart Hegel)" (7).

Meanwhile, certain key passages of The Statesman's Manual run

like a leitmotif throughout Jon Klancher's seminal study The

Making of Enqlish Reading Audiences, 1790-1832. Klancher

identifies "the twelve months between November 1816 and October
1817" as a pivotal moment in the process of British audience-
formation, because during this brief period, such texts as
Cobbett's two-penny Register, Coleridge's Statesman's Manual, and
William Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine helped fundamentally "to
crystallize the tension between modes of reading prefigured in the
1790s" (48). This resulted in the formation of what Klancher
identifies as "middle-class," "mass," and "radical" reading
audiences, and eventually—beginning with Coleridge's critique of

the "Reading Public" in The Statesman's Manual—in the projection

of an "institutional audience" Coleridge would later name "the
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clerisy” in Church and State (Klancher 17). The Statesman's

Manual prefigures this idea by addressing itself not only to "the
higher classes" on the title-page, but also to "THE LEARNED, " or
"ad clerum," in the body of the sermon (6: 49, 36). Klancher is
particularly interested in the way Coleridge must distinguish this
readership from others forming at the same time outside the
criteria of "sound book learnedness" (6: 39), in particular the
amorphous "READING PUBLIC" which "diet[s]" (in Coleridge's terms
of disgust) at "the two public ordinaries of Literature, the
circulating libraries and the periodical press" (6: 38). Klancher

comments,

In The Statesman's Manual, Coleridge decrie[s] the "luxuriant
misgrowth" of a middle-class audience, but his diagnosis was
by no means clear to even his most attentive readers. When
Hazlitt, writing for the Edinburgh Review, read Coleridge's
complaint—"I would that the greater part of our publications
could be thus directed, each to its appropriate class of
readers"—he queried in a footnote: "Do not publications
generally find their way there, without a direction?" The
Edinburgh's reviewer can scarcely imagine the phantasm of a
mass, chaotic, alien public Coleridge called the "promiscuous
audience." Coleridge directed his own sermons ad populum or
ad clerum, but between the populace and the learned, an
amorphous middle class had become readers of the great public
journals.... (Klancher 47)

In 1816, then, still many years before he had fully formulated the
idea of the "clerisy" in Church and State, Coleridge can only
"gaz[e] unhappily at this emerging discursive event"” and "revert( ]
to the stance of a preacher, sermonizing against the world of

reading and writing coming into visible form" (Klancher 48).
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Yet, as Marilyn Butler recognizes, it was precisely
Coleridge's sermonizing in this case that succeeded in carving out
the audience he desired. The lay sermons, she notes, "first
provoked the hostility of young liberal intellectuals, and then
more slowly helped to lay the foundation for Coleridge's influence
on the next generation" {90). For, "[b]y the 1820s, the religious
revival for which Coleridge was calling had come, led as he wished
by the upper orders," and it was the genre and style of such works

as The Statesman's Manual, as much as their specific content, that

guaranteed Coleridge's position as one of the central ideologues

of the movement (90). In Butler's view,

Coleridge meant to use his writings to find out an élite, and
to help remould it in better accordance with his ideal. The
style of his writing helped him to his audience, since the
strangely specialized tone made a kind of compact with the
reader, flatteringly promoting him to membership among the
elect. [...] Coleridge is surely the first example, in
England at least, of the sage who turns himself into a cult-
figure for the next student-generation. (91)

As we shall see, one feature of this style, ultimately crucial to

his exposition of the leading ideas in The Statesman's Manual, is

what Butler names "the barely controlled, inspirational flight,”
the lyric turn that links the political homilist and cultural
commentator with the poet of romantic fragments (92).

Taken together, then, these studies of McGann, Klancher, and

Butler show The Statesman's Manual to be crucially engaged within

each of the discursive environments identified in the present

study. What remains for our purposes is to examine this text
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further in these terms while resituating it as a specific
intervention in the "Distresses" controversy. Coleridge himself
facilitates this task by developing in his sermon a series of
personae corresponding to the three contexts respectively of
political debate, of readership formation, and of generic
struggle. For the first of these he takes on the role of the
latter-day poet-prophet, who, like the "Hebrew legislator, and the
other inspired poets, prophets, historians and moralists of the
Jewish church," issues a "threatening call to repentance,” and a
new paradigm for the true "spirit and credentials of a Law-giver"
(6: 17, 10, 42). In the second, he warrants his specific appeal
to a readership of "THE LEARNED" by positioning himself as the
"recluse genius" whose role is quietly to shape "the rise and fall
of metaphysical systems" (6: 14-15). And for the third, he
invokes the presence of "the gladdened preacher," who, in passages
of resonant lyrical prose, "speak[s] under the influence of Love,”
inspired by a "genuine enthusiasm" that his reader/hearers are
meant to distinguish, by stylistic and generic signs, from texts
inspired only by the opposing "enthusiasm of wickedness” (6: 92,
23).

The extravagance of these gestures may once again be
understood as a function of the general intensification of
discourse under pressure of the "Distresses" crisis. And from the
first, Coleridge's lay sermon project as a whole was intended

primarily as a political intervention in this moment of crisis.
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In this first context, however, by addressing his opening lay
sermon exclusively to "the higher classes of society,” Coleridge's
rhetorical position may be seen as ironically analogous to the
petitions of the labouring poor generated by such events as the

Spafields meetings. Like them, The Statesman's Manual is directed

upwards toward the ruling élite, and like them too, it mingles the
requisite deference of the humble petitioner with the bold
assurance that comes from consciousness of possessing a superior,
if clearly unofficial, authority. This is most evident in the
"motto" of the work, which Coleridge does not take from Lear (as
Hazlitt suggested), but rather from the untranslated Latin of

Giordano Bruno (as Hazlitt predicted):

[Tr:] "I beg you, pay attention to these things, however they
appear at first sight, in order that, though you perhaps may
think me mad, you may at least discover the rational
principles behind my madness" (6: 3, 4n)

Unlike the Spafields petitioners, however, the apparent "madness"
which the higher classes must condescend on this occasion to
overlook is not that of manhood suffrage or the immediate
abolition of sinecures. By contrast, part of Coleridge's
deferential strategy in the sermon that follows is to avoid direct
reference to the specific, practical issues of the crisis: "In
this time of distress and embarrassment," he notes with a bow, to
"touch on the present state of public affairs in this kingdom"
would be to "tread on glowing embers" (6: 46, 33). Instead, the

apparent "madness" of his appeal is aligned with that of the
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archetypal prophet, whose role is to issue a harsh, if timely
warning from the margins of society, and whose "rational
principles" in this case consist in locating the ground and source
of all political authority in "the acts and constitutions of God,
whose law executeth itself, and whose Word is the foundation, the
power, and the life of the universe" (6: 7).

This, of course, was no more welcome a message among the
higher classes than demands for immediate political reform from
the working class, despite the gentry's nominal adherence to the
tenets of the Established Church. The ascendency of enlightenment
rationalism, and with it the swift inroads of the "higher
criticism" of the Bible, had done much to erode the cultural
authority of "Holy Writ" in general, let alone its specific value
as a "gquide to political skill and foresight" among the nation's
policy-makers (6: 5, 3).2 Thus what Coleridge refers to as "the
orthodox philosophy of the last hundred years" he also decries as
"that atheistic philosophy, which in France transvenomed the
natural thirst of truth into the hydrophobia of a wild and
homeless scepticism" (6: 108, 22). Indeed, Coleridge does not
hesitate to identify the rationalist orthodoxy as "the Spirit of
Anti-christ" (6: 22), arising first in the "disguised and decorous
epicureanism" of the empiricist Locke (6: 108) and then epitomized
in the "heartless sophist" Hume (6: 22), an orthodoxy which in

turn animates the false prophets of the age, "the critical benches

50n the "higher" or "historical criticism" of the Bible at
this time, see McGann 5-6, and Prickett passim.
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of infidelity" that Coleridge names as his direct opponents in the
press (6: 17). Doubtless he has in mind such political journals

as The Examiner, and even such articles as Hazlitt's own on the

"Distresses of the Country," when he characterizes these competing
authorities as "the dark hints and open revilings of our self-
inspired state fortune-tellers, 'the wizards, that peep and
mutter,'" who are "alarmists by trade, and malcontents for their
bread” (6: 7).

Invoking this archetypal struggle between true and false
prophecy, Coleridge has the advantage of aligning himself with the
"permanent prophecies" and "eternal truths" of the Bible, in
opposition to the "wizards" and "champions ... of Baal" (6: 7,
111). Yet to do so with sufficient vigour in the emergency of the
"distresses," he must supplement the provisional interpretative
authority allowed by Protestantism to the lay preacher with the
more controversial agency of the self-appointed (if not "self-
inspired") poet-prophet. Moreover, Coleridge was struggling at
this time with a public persona that gave him rather more

notoriety than authority as the poet of Christabel and "Kubla

Khan." Yet continuity of purpose allows him to situate his
present work in a line of cultural authority that extends from the

Biblical writers through Milton to the present day:

Recent occurrences have given additional strength and fresh
force to our sage poet's eulogy on the Jewish prophets:

As men divinely taught and better teaching

The solid rules of civil government ...

In them is plainest taught and easiest learnt
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What makes a nation happy and keeps it so,
What ruins a kingdom and lays cities flat.
PARADISE REGAINED, iv. 354. (6: 8)

For both Milton and Coleridge, the "Jewish prophets" present an
indisputable paradigm for the cultural authority of those writers
who, regardless of their social class, believe themselves
"divinely taught," and who are therefore in a position to instruct
their temporal rulers in "[t]he solid rules of civil government."
Such a role also suggests an authority that is in no way
diminished by the possibility that the prophet in question may end
up being thought "mad"—particularly if his emphasis falls too
threateningly on "[w]hat ruins a kingdom and lays cities flat.”

In the immediate context of the "Distresses," and of the
Spafields riot in particular, Coleridge's prophetic task then is
two-fold. First, he must remind the rulers of Britain that "what
makes a nation happy and keeps it so" is contained pre-eminently
in the Scriptures, for "in the Scriptures alone is the Jus
Divinum, or direct Relation of the State and its Magistracy to the
Supreme Being, taught as an indispensable part of all moral and
all political wisdom" (6: 10, 33). Second, he issues the warning
that what "ruins a kingdom and lays cities flat" is precisely the
neglect of Scriptural wisdom in favour of "that atheistic
philosophy" which, in political terms, issues inevitably in
Jacobinism. It is here, perhaps, that Coleridge's political
homily would have its most cogent appeal among "the higher

classes." Jacobinism is described as a
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... monstrum hybridum, made up in part of despotism, and in
part abstract reason misapplied to objects that belong
entirely to experience and understanding. [...] In all
places, Jacobinism betrays its mixt parentage and nature, by
applying to the brute passions and physical force of the
multitude (that is, to man as a mere animal,) in order to
build up government and the frame of society on natural
rights instead of social privileges, on the universals of
abstract reason instead of positive institutions, the lights
of specific experience, and the modifications of existing
circumstances. (6: 63-4)

By implication, then, any current threat to the "positive
institutions" of government mounted by the (false) agents of
reform must be resisted as forcefully as the war against
Napoleonic France. In particular, "the majestic Temple of the
British Constitution" is beyond any need for immediate
transformation, least of all by "the brute passions and physical
force" of such multitudes as those gathering regularly at
Spafields, because it has been clearly "perfect[ed] and secure[d]"”
by the "especial controul of Providence" (6: 109)—a divine
favoritism most recently proven by Britain's victory over the
"madhouse of jacobinism," and by the correspondingly "fearful
chastisement of France" (6: 109, 33).

It is this evidence of a "providential counterpoise” to the
"Spirit of Antichrist” in Britain that underlies Coleridge's
principle assertion that the Bible is "the Best Guide to Political
Skill and Foresight," and that it should be regarded by the higher
classes as "the Statesman's Manual" of first resource. After all,

Coleridge points out,
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[t1he humblest and least educated of our countrymen must have
wilfully neglected the inestimable privileges secured to all
alike, if he has not found, if he has not from his own
personal experience discovered, the sufficiency of the
Scriptures in all knowledge requisite for a right performance
of his duty as a man and as a christian. Of the labouring
classes, who in all countries form the great majority of
inhabitants, more than this is not demanded, more than this
is not perhaps generally desireable [sic]— 'They are not
sought for in public counsel, nor need they be found where
politic sentences are spoken. —It is enough if every one is
wise in the working of his own craft: so best will they
maintain the state of the world.' (6: 7)

The reading of the Bible, then, is among the "privileges secured
to all alike" by British Protestantism, and therefore especially
incumbent upon the higher classes. Yet we note that for "the
labouring classes ... more than this is not perhaps generally
desirable." Political authority is here said to reside in the
ability to speak "politic sentences," which, by virtue of another,
un-named set of differential privileges, is not among the
"craft[s]" assigned by Providence to the "least educated of our
countrymen."6 By contrast, among those whose work is
statecraft—among "men moving in the higher classes of society"
(6: 7)—the Scriptures operate in an entirely different way to
"maintain the state of the world." Coleridge calls upon the

gentry to "contemplate the ANCIENT OF DAYS" because "this, most of

60n the general issue of literacy, Coleridge does advocate
elsewhere in the sermon for a comprehensive system of national
education—if only because "the inconveniences that have arisen
from a thing's having become too general, are best removed by
making it universal" (6: 39-40)
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all things, will raise you above the mass of mankind, and
therefore will best entitle and qualify you to guide and controul
them!" (6: 25).

The Bible thus teaches different things to different classes
of society, differences that are at least in part explained as a
matter of textual emphasis. In this sermon, for example,
Coleridge lays his greatest emphasis on the Old Testament in

proving the Bible to be The Statesman's Manual, as opposed to "the

gospel" that he proposes to "preach unto [the poor]” in his third
lay sermon. While of course the New Testament also remains
applicable to the higher classes—offering them the ironically
reassuring prospect of "a kingdom that is not of this world,
thrones that cannot be shaken, and scepters that cannot be broken
or transferred" (6: 8)—it is the Old Testament that at this

juncture offers them much more practical "instruction” in

... the paths by which Providence has led the kingdoms of
this world through the valley of mortal life—Paths, engraved
with the foot-marks of captains sent forth from the God of
Armies! Nations in whose guidance or chastisement the arm of
Omnipotence itself was made bare. (6: 8)

Clearly Britain and France are meant to be numbered among the
modern equivalents of such "Nations"—the one with a Constitution
secured by "Providence," and the other still smarting from the
"fearful chastisement" that inevitably followed its "revolution"
(6: 33). By far the most important lesson to be learned from the
0ld Testament by the statesmen of such nations is that this

"providence" is the sign of the inexorable authority of the law of
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God, "the Jus Divinum, or direct Relation of the State and its
Magistracy to the Supreme Being" (6: 33).

Yet in order to establish the pre-eminence of the Bible as a
practical manual for statesmen, Coleridge must carefully balance
the doctrinal assertion of its utter uniqueness as revelation—its
"especial claims to divine authority"—with the reassurance that
this source of authority remains permanently available to those
who would aspire to re-enact the "Jus Divinum" in early
nineteenth-century Britain. And it is this crucial link between
revelation and political authority that lies at the heart of what
Coleridge defines as "the credentials of a Law-giver." On the one
hand, we are reminded that "the Hebrew legislator and the other
inspired poets, prophets, historians and moralists of the Jewish
church" have an "immense advantage[] in their favor" over modern
writers on political philosophy. This "advantage” consists in the

fact that

... their particular rules and prescripts flow directly and
visibly from universal principles, as from a fountain: they
flow from principles and ideas that are not so properly said
to be confirmed by reason as to be reason itself!

Principles, in act and procession, disjoined from which, and
from the emotions that inevitably accompany the actual
intuition of their truth, the widest maxims of prudence are
like arms without hearts, and muscles without nerves. (6: 17)

The unique authority of the Bible is thus grounded in the fact
that, unlike the "maxims" of rational skepticism, its "rules and
prescripts flow directly and visibly from universal principles.”

Yet such principles, on account of their very universality, must
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on the other hand remain available at all times to an "actual
intuition of their truth." Thus in Coleridge's most far-reaching
definition of political authority, the "intuition" of "universal
principles” is equated to the possession of a priori ideas—in
defiance of Lockean empiricism—and presented as one of the

foremost qualifications of statesmanship:

The first man, on whom the Light of an IDEA dawned, did in
that same moment receive the spirit and credentials of a
Law-giver: and as long as man shall exist, so long will the
possession of that antecedent knowledge (the maker and master
of all profitable Experience) which exists in the power of an
Idea, be the one lawful qualification of all Dominion in the
world of the senses. (6: 42-3)

In terms of the overt rhetorical aims of The Statesman's Manual,

this definition of the "spirit and credentials of a Law-giver"
represents the culmination of Coleridge's ideal of Biblically-
informed statesmanship among the "higher classes of Society,"
linking political with ideological authority, legislative power
with a certain quality or capacity of mind, and "Dominion in the
world of the senses" with "the possession of that antecedent
knowledge" that comes from contemplation and recognition of those
"ideas and principles" revealed in the Scriptures generally, and
in 01d Testament history in particular.

At the same time, however, in this very convergence of
political with ideological authority, and in the noticeable
elision here of the categories of social class set up elsewhere in

his text, Coleridge produces a definition of the ideal "Law-giver"
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that radically exceeds the overt rhetorical premises of The

Statesman's Manual. If legislative power is indeed contingent,

not upon rank, inheritance, or even election, but rather upon
powers of cognition and the consequent possession of "IDEA[S],"
then Coleridge proposes a model of cultural authority based not
upon class but upon an alternative hierarchy of intellect and
erudition. Moreover, in his use of a philosophical vocabulary at
once recondite and avant-garde to frame such a definition of
authority, the tone of deference appropriate to the lay-petitioner
of inferior rank modulates here into the more "imperative and
oracular" mode of an author conscious of possessing precisely the
sort of authority that is being defined (6: 18). If "the one
lawful qualification of all Dominion in the world of the senses”
is the possession of "that antecedent knowledge ... which exists
only in the power of an Idea," then any author able to discern and
to declare the truth of such a "qualification"—indeed to
legislate it—must already possess this "power" and must therefore
share in some sense "the spirit and credentials of a Law-giver."
In such a passage, then, Coleridge's concern to clarify the
sources of political authority vested in the de facto "Law-
givers" of Britain among the higher classes of society shifts
toward the equally important task of defining the sort of
authority by which he himself intervenes in public debate to
address such an audience. To supplement the Biblical role of the

prophet, then, Coleridge adopts a second persona of the "recluse
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genius" (6: 14), whose "visions" are accessible only to the
intellectual—as opposed to socio-political—eélite of "THE
LEARNED" (6: 49). Like his definition of "the spirit and
credentials of the Law-giver," Coleridge's definition of this role
is polemical, in that it implies a fundamental relocation of the
grounds of cultural authority away from the traditional categories
of social class toward a new and rapidly evolving social hierarchy
based on literacy, education, and intellectual capacity. One of
the important advantages of Biblical history, Coleridge notes, is
the way it "balances the important influence of individual Minds
with the previous state of national morals and manners" (6: 28).
In similar fashion, Coleridge boldly traces "the true proximate
cause" of "national events," not "to particular persons"” among
"the great," as his readers among the higher classes might
naturally have supposed, nor "to the errors of one man, [and] to
the intrigues of the other [among] the cabinets of statesmen,” but
rather to those minds more fundamentally able to influence "the
predominant state of public opinion” and "the scheme or mode of
thinking in vogue" (6: 13-4). Such minds are not, of course, to
be found among the anonymous "wizards that peep and mutter" on
behalf of the various organs of public opinion (6: 7). Rather,
they are to be found in "the closets and lonely walks of
uninterested theorists ... in the visions of recluse genius" (6:
14-15). Precisely because of their lack of recognition, such

minds have in the end a prodigious influence on cultural history:

... all the epoch-forming Revolutions of the Christian world,
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the revolutions of religion and with them the civil, social,
and domestic habits of the nations concerned, have coincided
with the rise and fall of metaphysical systems. So few are
the minds that really govern the machine of society, and so
incomparably more numerous and more important are the
indirect consequences of things than their foreseen and
direct effects. (6: 14-15)

This, then, is the model of cultural authority that lies at the
basis of Coleridge's intervention in public debate. It is the men
"on whom the Light of an IDEA [has] dawned" that are in a

position to determine "the rise and fall of metaphysical systems."
These are the "uninterested theorists" who, through a combination
of intellect and "sound book learnedness," are in a position to
exercise ideological authority by legislating those meanings
within a culture that ultimately determine or transform "the
speculative principles ... or mode of thinking" (6: 14) operative
at a given moment in cultural history. And in the fierce
opposition Coleridge sets up between what he calls "the mechanical
philosophy" of empirical rationalism and his own unique synthesis
of Biblical, neo-Platonic, and German romantic transcendentalism,
it gradually emerges that one of the fundamental aims of The

Statesman's Manual is to initiate nothing less than a counter-

revolution in British philosophy.

It is with this goal in mind that, midway through his sermon,
Coleridge unexpectedly re-addresses his text to a reading audience
more likely to be in a position to decode and to appreciate the

authority of his philosophical "visions." This occurs in the
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midst of the crucial passage cited frequently by Klancher for its
distinction between a text addressed "exclusively ad clerum" (Or
"to men of clerkly acquirements") and one addressed
indiscriminately to that "promiscuous audience," the "READING
PUBLIC" (6: 36). The historically relevant self-consciousness of
this distinction is further heightened by a moment of confusion in
the passage itself (quoted in full below), where Coleridge notes
that his specific appeal to an audience of "clerkly" readers
appears in the very title-page of the sermon. As Hazlitt was
later to remark, "All that we know is, that there is no such
title-page to our copy" (7: 124). In a private letter at this
time, Coleridge claims he "directed" the title-page to read "to
the Learned and Reflecting of all Ranks and Professions,
especially among the Higher Class" (Letters 695). Yet he
subsequently emended only one of the extant copies of the book to
this effect, which suggests that this crucial alteration of his
intended readership came too late to be communicated clearly to

his publisher.7 The effect of the confusion created by all

TWhite, BEditor's Introduction xxxi, xxxin; Coburn 6: 4n.
Coleridge emends the title-page of Copy L to read "Addressed to
the Higher Class of Society, but more particularly to the
Learned, " and then notes in the margin of this emended copy, "So
it was ordered to be printed, and so, I believe it was advertised"
(6: 4n). Yet the advertisement in the Times, as we have seen,
contained no such late revision, though it appeared a full three
weeks after Coleridge was aware of the necessary changes. It is
significant that in his "Editor's Introduction, " White seems to
accept Coleridge's belief "that the work had been advertised, as
an address not merely to the higher classes, 'but more
particularly to the Learned,'" thus implicitly laying blame on
those, like Hazlitt, who had read the advertisement but
nevertheless went ahead and "made merry over C's claim" in the
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this, however, is simply to draw more attention to the change
itself. This passage, then, is worth quoting at length, for it
represents Coleridge's most overt, as well as his most
controversial, reflections on the literary marketplace and the

projected place of his text within it:

When I named this Essay a Sermon, I sought to prepare the
inquirers after it for the absence of all the usual
softenings suggested by worldly prudence, of all compromise
between truth and courtesy. But not even as a Sermon would I
have addressed the present Discourse to a promiscuous
audience; and for this reason I likewise announced it in the
title-page, as exclusively ad clerum; i.e. (in the old and
wide sense of the word) to men of clerkly acquirements, of
whatever profession. I would that the greater part of our
publications could be thus directed, each to Lis appropriate
class of Readers. But this cannot be! For among other odd
burs and kecksies, the misgrowth of our luxuriant activity,
we have now a READING PUBLIC—as strange a phrase, methinks,
as ever forced a splenetic smile on the staid countenance of
Meditation; and yet no fiction! For our Readers have, in
good truth, multiplied exceedingly, and have waxed proud. It
would require the intrepid accuracy of a Colquhoun8 to
venture at the precise number of that vast company only,
whose heads and hearts are dieted at the two public
ordinaries of Literature, the circulating libraries and the
periodical press. But what is the result? Does the inward
man thrive on this regime? Alas! if the average health of
the consumers may be judged of by the articles of largest
consumption; if the secretions may be conjectured from the
ingredients of the dishes that are found best suited to their

text (xxxi, n). Here again, however, White has neglected to
consult the advertisement itself.

8patrick Colquhoun, as White notes, was well known as both
a metropolitan police magistrate and a collector of statistics,
having most recently published A Treatise on the Wealth, Power,

and Resources, of the British Empire, in Every Quarter of the
World (1814) (6: 38n).
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palates; from all that I have seen, either of the banquet or
the guests, I shall utter my Profaccia with a desponding
sigh. From a popular philosophy and a philosophic populace,
Good Sense deliver us! (6: 36)

Coleridge's recourse to wit in this passage comes in striking
contrast to the "staid," portentous tone struck in the earlier
parts of the sermon. Yet this forcing of a "splenetic smile"
serves to define even more narrowly the audience of "clerkly"
readers Coleridge hopes will join with him in his desponding
“Profaccia." This, clearly, will be an audience that will not
only revel in the rolling, parenthetical periods and orotund,
latinate diction, but will share his vigourous rejection of the
very possibility of a "popular philosophy" with a distaste that

mingles Malthusian horror at the prospect of readers

"multipli{ying] exceedingly” wiilli pairiciain cuuntept at the
temerity of such a "misgrowth" to "wax[] proud.”

Yet, as Klancher makes clear, it is not Jjust William
Cobbett's upstart readers among the labouring classes that
Coleridge satirizes here. Klancher distinguishes between
Cobbett's "radical" readership and two others he names "mass" and
"middle-class" respectively, and it is these latter two that
Coleridge conflates in the derisive phrase, "READING PUBLIC."?

The nascent "mass" audience was characterized, in Klancher's view,

by a fascination with commodities (in which "social relations take

9coleridge adds a bantering footnote to this term (later
quoted by Hazlitt; see Chapter 4, page 178-9 below) which depicts
the reading public as uniformly witless and uneducated (6: 36-
38n).
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on 'the fantastic form of relations between things'" [49]), while
the newly self-aware "middle-class" audience is characterized by a
new and widening gap between the literate consumer of periodicals
on the one hand, and "a corporate, collective 'author’
institutionally set apart from its readers" on the other (48).
Coleridge thus correctly identifies in this larger "READING
PUBLIC" a common denominator of "consumption," deploying this now-
familiar metaphor to witty effect by following it through, with
Swiftian zest, to its conjectured "secretions."”

We note, however, that it is ultimately not the "guests," but
the "banquet" that most concerns Coleridge here, not the "vast
company” newly delivered by literacy to the "two public ordinaries
of Literature," but the "ordinaries" themselves—"the dishes that
are found best suited to their palates," and, among these, "the
articles of largest consumption." For these latter are
Coleridge's direct opponents, both ideologically and commercially,
in an urgent struggle over the "heads and hearts" of British
readers. Such "articles of largest consumption" as the Edinburgh
Review, for example, now wielded unprecedented cultural authority
in their capacity to shape "public opinion" directly and
immediately, thus threatening with total eclipse the subtler,
long-term "influence of individual minds" (6: 28). Meanwhile, to
revisit Constable's terms, the "stagnation" of the commercial
marketplace meant paradoxically that "books of first-rate merit”

such as The Statesman's Manual ("4s, sewed") were "sell[ing]
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better now than any former period"—a commercial advantage,
however, that served only to place them in direct competition with

such "periodical works of talent" as The Examiner, which, at less

than a shilling per copy, were the only other commodities
"increas{ing] in circulation" (Constable [1]).

Eventually, Coleridge's response to the challenge of the
periodical press would be to propose a counter-institution to that
of anonymous review criticism, a "clerisy" made up of an élite
caste of reader-writers whose task would be (in Klancher's words)
"to instruct all other audiences, each according to its social
space, how to read and how to distinguish between proper readings
and those readings that must be ruled out" (151). At the time of
the "distresses," however, this idea is confined to the immediate
task of distinguishing an appropriate readership for The

Statesman's Manual from the "promiscuous” mass of the "READING

PUBLIC":

At present, however, I am to imagine for myself a very
different audience. I appeal exclusively to men, from whose
station and opportunities I may dare anticipate a respectable
portion of that "sound book learnedness,” into which our old
public schools still continue to initiate their pupils. I
appeal to men in whom I may hope to find, if not philosophy,
yet occasional impulses at least to philosophic thought. (6:
39)

To create such an audience, Coleridge not only calls for "a
recurrence to a more manly discipline of the intellect on the part
of the learned themselves" (6: 42), but commands such discipline

immediately by writing in a prose style of consummate difficulty.
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As Klancher notes, this style is "more convoluted that any
periodical could reasonably withstand," yet for this very reason
it may be regarded as "an audience-forming strategy to counter all
other strategies being deployed in the early nineteenth century”
(152-3). This is particularly evident in the "Appendix" of
"Comments and Essays" which fully double the size of the sermon,
in which Coleridge undertakes (among other things) to re-define,
in the terms of the German transcendentalist philosophy—and ir
defiance of British empiricism—such key concepts as "Reason,”
"Understanding," "Religion," "Will," and "Idea."10 Such
redefinitions create the telling need for a concluding "Glossary
... of the principle terms that occur in the elements of
speculative philosophy, in ... the sense in which I myself have
employed them"” (6: 113-4). Hence the "strangely specialized tone"
that Butler describes, a "tone" and style that aroused
consternation among the sermon's first readers, but which
eventually succeeded in "finding out an élite," not only among the
gentrified students of Cambridge and Oxford in the 1820s (for whom
this recluse genius became something of a "cult-figure"), but
within the modern academy as well, where Coleridge's very
notebooks now provide an endless source of puzzlement and enquiry
(91).

Beyond its intellectual challenge, however, one element of

10gee especially "Appendix C" on "Reason and Religion" which
goes on to define "Will", "Conscience," "Understanding," and even
"Imagination" (6: 59-93).
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the "specialized tone" of this sermon is what Butler calls its
"emotional appeal," a crucial feature of Coleridge's prose that
has, in her view, "outlasted the immediate situation, and also
outweighed flaws in the argument"” (92). This is a feature of the
sermon, then, that exceeds both politics and philosophy, a
rhetorical strategy that serves at once to loosen the text from
its immediate circumstances of "distress," and to supplement the
complexities—and the aporias—of its audience-forming
metaphysics. Thus, to the "madness" of the inspired prophet, and
to the abstruse elaboration of his "rational principles" by the
"recluse genius," is added the "barely controlled inspirational
flights" of the lyric poet, linking the genre of "lay sermon” with

the romantic "fragments" of Christabel and "Kubla Khan." To this

end, Coleridge develops a third rhetorical persona, defined toward
the end of the volume as that of the "gladdened preacher" who
"speaks under the influence of Love, and is heard under the same
influence!" (92). In this role, he is able to thematize, on the
one hand, the ironic incommeasurablility of language to the task
of communicating Biblical "principles" and "Ideas," and on the
other, to enact rhetorically the moment of epiphany in which such
"Ideas" dawn upon the mind—and to dramatize "the emotions that
inevitably accompany the actual intuition of their truth" (6: 17).
The passage in which this role is defined, for example,
occurs as the peroration of a lengthy essay on the "ideas" of

Reason and Religion. "In RELIGION," Coleridge finally declares,
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"there is no abstraction. To the unity and infinity of the Divine
Nature, of which it is the partaker, it adds the fulness, and to
the fulness the grace and the creative overflowing" (6: 90). This
"creative overflowing" is in turn recognized, in both form and
content, by a "budding and blossoming forth in all earnestness of
persuasion, and in all words of sound doctrine" (6: 91). This
rhetorical burgeoning is then immediately dramatized in a
climactic series of rhetorical questions that probe the central
paradox of the sermon: that belief must in fact precede a proper
apprehension of Biblical truth. Thus Coleridge once again boldly
re-imagines his audience, this time exploiting the residual
orality of the lay sermon to project a passive auditory of
listeners, in which the previously invoked categories of social
class and of intellect are now levelled in the timeless attitude
of the "grateful and affectionate fellow-christian" seated "at the

feet" of the heaven-sent preacher:

From God's Love through his Son, crucified for us from the
beginning of the world, Religion begins: and in Love towards
God and the creatures of God it hath its end and completion.
O how heaven-like it is to sit among brethren at the feet of
a minister who speaks under the influence of Love and is
heard under the same influence! For all abiding and
spiritual knowledge, infused into a grateful and affectionate
fellow-christian, is as the child of the mind that infuses
it. The delight which he gives he receives; and in that
bright and liberal hour the gladdened preacher can scarce
gather the ripe produce of today without discovering and
looking forward to the green fruits and embryons, the
heritage and reversionary wealth of the days to come; till he
bursts forth in prayer and thanksgiving—The harvest truly is
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plenteous, but the labourers few. O gracious Lord of the
harvest, send forth labourers into thy harvest! There is no
difference between the Jew and Greek. Thou, Lord over all,
art rich to all that call upon thee. But how shall they call
on him in whom they have not believed? and how shall they
believe in him of whom they have not heard? and how shall
they hear without a preacher? and how shall they preach
except they be sent? And O! how beautiful upon the mountains
are the feet of him that bringeth good tidings, that
publisheth peace, that bringeth forth glad tidings of good
things, that publisheth salvation; that saith unto the
captive soul, Thy God reigneth! God manifested in the flesh
hath redeemed thee! O Lord of the harvest, send forth
labourers into thy harvest!!

Join with me, Reader! in the fervent prayer, that we may
seek within us, what we can never find elsewhere, that we may
find within us what no words can put there, that one only
true religion, which elevateth Knowledge into Being, which is
at once the Science of Being, the Being and the Life of all
genuine Science. (92-3)

This is the emotional appeal of the ecstatic evangelist, in which
the crucial aura of spiritual presence is skilfully textualized in
the apparent immediacy of the author's inspiration. A mounting
series of rhetorical questions gradually identifies the task of
the archetypal "preacher" with that of the present writer, an
identity which in turn authorizes